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instituting some system of external oversight of the wn K
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Security Service; and the form which such oversight might take.
Wwhat is in mind here is some system which does not detract from, fﬁﬁﬂ3
but complements and supports, the responsibilities of Ministers

in this regard. 27 4

2, Of the three security and intelligence agencies, it is the

Security Service which gives rise to the greatest political and

public attention. This is partly because of the general
fascination which counter-espionage has for the general public;
at a deeper lewvel it is because, while the other two agencies are
concerned with gathering intelligence about foreigners, the
Security Service gathers intelligence ("snoops") not only on

. : . T ¢ Sl fte
Eﬂre1gner5 in this cﬂuntry but also on British citizens thought

Its activities and Gperatlﬂns are recngnlsed as prDtECtlﬂg the
home base, but also as liable to affect the rights of British

cltizens.

3 The range of activities of the Security Service are publicly
defined in the 1952 directive to the Director General, which
still remains in force (copy attached as Annex A). The Director
General is personally responsible to the Home Secretary for
ensuring that the Security Service carries out its duties within
the letter and spirit of that directive, and for the efficient
management and operation of the Service. Financial control and
accountability are provided by the Committee of Permanent

Secretaries on the Intelligence Services (PSIS) reporting to the
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Prime Minister and the Home Secretary, and through the processes
associated with the Secret Vote, for which the Secretary of the
Cabinet is the Accounting Qfficer.

4. It has always been held that the need to maintain effective
secrecy about details of the Security Service's activities and
operations precluded any form of external oversight. On the
whole Parliament has accepted that the Servi;; is responsible to
the Home Secretary and the Prime Minister, and that Ministers, as
(in a sense) the representatives of Parliament, should and can be
trusted to exercise proper control and should not be reguired to
account for their stewardship by the normal Parliamentary
processes that apply to ordinary departmental Ministers. 1In
discharging their responsibility the Home Secretary and the Prime
Minister are supported by a small number of officials in the Home

-—-—'_ TETy

Office and the Cabinet O0ffice, and in particular by the Permanent

L m—— e

Under Secretary in the Home Office and by the Secretary of the
Cabinet and the Intelligence Co-ordinator who are in constant
contact with the Security Service, particularly on operational
and financial business. Ministers are also supported by the work
of the judicial monitor of interception (to become a Commissioner
wheﬁhfﬁg'fﬁieréeéfiﬂﬁ ﬁf Cﬂmmunicaéiﬂﬁs Bill becomes law), whose
remit can take him into the details of a case for interception
and the arrangements in the Security Service for handling
intercepted material.

D This small group of Ministers and officials constitutes the
existing "external oversight"™ of the Security Service, and is

gualified to exercise that ﬂvéraight by the Feggiarity and
f{EEEEEEf of the contacts and by the high degree of confidence
that subsists between them and the senior management of the
Service. Moreover, they not only represent the Parliamentary and
public interest in their contacts with of the Service; they also
have the responsibility of safeguarding the interests of the
Service in Parliament and the outside world. Their importance to

the Service in this regard ensures the readiness of the Service
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to share information with them and to do all that can be done to
satisfy them that Ministers can honourably reassure Parliamentary
and public opinion about the propriety of the Service's

activities.

6. These arrangements are secret, except in the most general

outline, and are mperated1in secret. In practice Parliament and

the Eﬁﬁlic are asked to trust the Prime Minister and the Home
Secretary to see that all is well. The guestion is whether these
arrangements do, or at any rate should, satisfy reasonable
Parliamentary and public opinion, or whether they can no longer
be regarded as doing so and the time has come to supplement them
with some form of non-governmental external oversight,

7 There are regularly recurring expressions of the view that
there should be some form of external "accountability" for the
Security Service; and these expressiﬂns-ag_;zéw are not confined
to left-wing organisations and people whose motive might be to
undermine the effectiwveness of the Service, but extend to
responsible people who would have no such motive, such as

Mr Callaghan and Dr David Owen.

8. The pressure for some form of external accountability has
been revived by the introduction of the Interception of
Communications Bill, in the course of debates in which speeches
in this sense have been made by Mr Callggpgn and Sir Edward

Gardner (among others). The different proponents of change argue
their case on somewhat different grounds. Some are concerned
with the propriety of the operations and activities of the
Security Service. Others are more concerned with policy and
objectives: Mr Callaghan argues that there would be advantage in
some independent discussion between the Director General of the
Security Service "and a group of outsiders, whom I will not
define more closely than that at present, about the objectives,
targets and priorities of MI5 from time to time and, indeed,
fairly regularly". Another proposal, from Sir Edward Gardner,
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claiming the support of Mr Callaghan, Mr Rees and senior

- —————

Gr.::vernment hackbenchers, WHEE that there should be an iﬂﬂ.&péﬂd&l‘lt

- —ameeeEE ——

EﬂMMlSSlGﬂEf to whom a discontented or troubled member Eﬁ the

Security Service could turn if he thﬂught ‘that there was

e e R e

impropriety or abuse of authority, so that the allegaticn could

be fﬁﬂEbendently invééElgated. This proposal is likely to be
taken up again when the Bill reaches the House of Lords.

9. The pressure is likely to be renewed by the publication 1in

due course of the Security Commission's report on the Bettaney
B 1

case, which is critical of some aspects of the personnel

management of the Security Service. The report, as prepared for
publication, goes on to record that the Commission "received much
evidence of a more general character relating to the internal
organisation and management of the Security Service, some of it
highly critical .... The very fact of the Service's comparative
isclation makes it the more important that those responsible at

the hlgh?{_&ﬁf&lﬂ for management should maintain a self-critical
attitude anﬂ_ﬁgqcﬂnﬁtantl? alert to the need to keep the
Servicéja crgégg;gtimn, practices and procedures under

review .... It it is true that the Service tends to be
inflexible and resistant to change in management matters, this
will no doubt take time to be eradicate". The Commission say
earlier that nothing in their repnrt "is intended in any way to

call in queatlan the praf&sslnnal and mperatlunal efflclency of

Ith& Eecurlty E&rvlce, which we belLEve tn be of a hlgh order".

Nevertheless, their commen¥s abéEE_mEhagement generalIy are
plainly not restricted to persﬂnnel manEQEmEHt as such: they will
be read as strengtheﬁlﬁg the case for external scrutiny and even
for accountability, as well as the case advanced by Sir Edward
Gardner for some external outlet for the troubled member of the

Service.
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10. This is therefore a good time to consider whether some form

of external oversight should be instituted, and if so whether
that should be announced when the Security Commission's Report is
published.

11. The Security Service itself is feeling rather embattled,
amidst the pressures generated by the Pincher and Wright attempts
to reopen the Hollis affair, by the Bettaney affair, by the
Interception Bill, and by the Channel 4 television programme

featuring the revelations of Miss Cathy Massiter. Furthermore,

while accepting that there is a need for a fundamental
re-examination of the organisation and management of the Service,
senior and middle-ranking managers in the Service are critical of
the Security Commission for accepting and indeed encouraging the
criticisms made tc them without seeking the views of a
representative cross-section of the Service. Senior management
in the Service would accept, and even welcome, the introduction
of some system of external oversight if it effectively reinforced
the efforts of Ministers to recreate a body of reasonable
Parliamentary and public opinion which supported the Service and
its purposes without creating unacceptable risk of damage to the
security and effectiveness of its work.

12. The problem is to devise a system that would meet both of

those requirements.

13. There are two broad areas to which external oversight might
be directed: to the objectives and purposes of the Security
Service's work (broadly speaking, whether it is implementing the

directive in a sensible way), and to the management of the
Servlce Though it is the second area to which the éécurity

Enmmlsslcn s recommendations in 1ts Bettaney Report are directed,
it is the first area which is of primary concern to interested
Parliamentary and public opinion. We do _not believe that the

—

management of the Service requires external oversight, or would

—— ———

indeed benefit greatly from it Eglven the unusual nature of the
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work of the Service, to which there is no even remotely
comparable analogue in the private sector). We believe that 1its
shortcomings in organisation and management can be remedied by
the new Director General, reporting to the Home Secretary and
supported by him and by the group of officials referred to in
paragraph 4 above. If the Director General feels the need for
assistance from outside the Service in this area, he can call on
resources and services available within the Government., We do
not therefore recommend, and this note does not further consider,
the introduction of external oversight for the management of the
Security Service,

14, As to the work of the Security Service, any syatem of

external oversight would have to be such as ﬂﬂt to warp or 1mpalr

—— e

the responsibilities of the Director Gen&ral tﬂ Ministers and of
————
HlI’lJ.EtEIE to Parliament, 1t would not Le r:cmcerned with, and

should not be informed about methods of operation; those are
rightly among the most jealously guarded secrets of the Service
and can involve breaches of the law, and they are not diwvulged
even to Ministers and civil servants except where there is a
compelling operational reason for doing so.

15. Subject to that limitation an oversight body might function
as follows:-

(a) It would have the general task of enguiring and reporting

—

to the Prime Minister) on whether the Eé?ﬁfgé_ﬁéa Qﬂt its

o

priurities-and detailed objectives right and took sensible

e ———

ﬂEﬂlElﬂnﬁ ahmut target areas against which it should deploy

ﬂj its rEEDurEEE ﬂlthﬂugh it would have access, for

—

# illustrative purposes, to information about individual
targets, its task and reports would inevitably be focused at
some level of generality.

&
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16.

(a)

SECRET AND PERSONAL

It could receive a report once a year from the Director
General about the objectives and priorities of the Service,
and then look into particular aspects of or guestions raised
by that report, interviewing and cross-examining the
Director General and other members of senior management of
the Service, and perhaps officials from the Home Office and
the Cabinet Office, and then reporting its conclusions to
the Prime Minister., It could also be used to ingquire ad hoc
into major issues arising in between annual reviews.

It could consist of a group of three senior Prlvy
Counsellors, with at least tw;_ﬁf 1t5 ﬁembers selected from
people 1n‘1h& main political parties. These might best, but
need not necessarily, be people who had held senior
Ministerial office, preferably as Home Secretary, and who
therefore started with some familiarity with the special
problems and peculiarities of the Service and with the need
to protect its effectiveness. The third member might be a
non-political Privy Counsellor, like Lord Hunt of Tanworth

or Sir Michael Palliser.
Such a system raises the following guestions:-

Would the limitations on its remit (notably, the exclusion
of methods of operation) be workable and would they impair
its political usefulness? There would be some
presentational advantage in moving even to an oversight body
with the remit we have described, since it would allay any

e

IParl:.amentary or publm concern that the Security SEI"‘?IC'-'E

had got its priorities wrong, eg on subversion, or that it

was over-zealous and harassing in its selection of targets.

.But some critics would undoubtedly seize on any limitation,

particularly one which excluded for instance the allegations

in the Channel 4 programme of improper surveillance. As to

workability, there would need to be some giﬁ;_and take
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between the body and the Director General about how far they
could go. Sir Antony Duff believes that on balance the
limitation would be workable. — M

e ———

Even with the restriction excluding methods of operation,

would the body find that é;erything the Security Service did
was within the terms of the directive? There must be some

risk here, given the age of the directive itself. There is
the particular problem of the activities of the Security
Service which are more clearly defined in the unpublished,
supplementary directive (copy attached). Ultimately the
oversight body would want to certify that they had found
nothing that went beyond the published directive. It would
be very difficult for them to suppress any doubts about this
on the basis that an unpublished document provided the
necessary authority.

Even if methods of operation are excluded, illustrative
information about indiwvidual targets would be very

Eensltlve. There would be bound to be some unease about
extendlng outside Government the circle of people to which
very sensitive information was to be entrusted. The unease
would be compounded if the Government of the day could not
count on h&lng able tm ccnt;ul the appointments to the

| ey o —m —
group: _1if an Dppnaltlﬂn party were given some dEQIEE of say

on the choice of its “representatlve on the group, an

.

lrrespmnslhle Dppmsltlun cmuld make 1t difficult for the

Government to prevent the appalntment of an irresponsible

representatlve If on the other hand the group was to be
denied information about individual targets, even on an
illustrative basis, its members could feel that they were
being denied the information which they needed to carry out
the task assigned to them, and the group's political
credibility would be weakened.
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(d) This illustrates the dilemma inherent in this whole issue.

Is it satisfactory to give to the group of Privy Counsellors
a role which is for all practical purposes the role which
ought €6 be exercised by the Home Secretary and the Prime
Minister? Can an Dversiéﬂt body be éxpected to be merely

advfgﬁff"ﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁelpful, or if the Home Secretary is to be put
into commission, in effect, is it politically realistic to
expect that the body will not at some stage make life
difficult for the Government on a matter which is in the end
totally central to the Government's responsibilities? Or
would the trend be to make it difficult te hold the line
against pressures to allow the group to report direct to
Parliament - or to set up a Select Committee that could
report to Parliament?

We have considered variations of the scheme in paragraph 15

to see whether the difficulties just mentioned could be eased:-

(i) The oversight body could consist instead of a group of

three non-political persons, who might include a

retired civil servant, a senior industrialist, possibly

_._‘_'-_'——I .

an academic (but it would be better to keep the

judiciary out of this). Some of the difficulties in
the foregoing paragraph would be less compelling:
non=politicians are less exposed to the pressures of
political and public life (including the media and the
pressure groups), and could more readily be given a
right of at least partial access to information about
individual targets and methods of operation. But it is
guestionable whether the appointment of a group of
non-politicians reporting to the Home Secretary would
satisfy the pressures in Parliament and elsewhere for
some kind of external accountability. It would be
claimed that, 1f 1t was possible to trust a group of
non-political persons with the Security Service's

9
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innermost secrets, it should also be possible to trust
a group of responsible senior political figures with
them.

(ii) We have considered whether a less difficult alternative
might be to make the Security Commission the body

responsible for external oversight. That would be some

way from the Secuflty Commission's present function,
which is to consider on an ad hoc basis, as and when
cases are referred to them, individual breaches of
security anywhere in Government, not just in the
Security Service, and to consider whether they suggest
the need for changes in existing security arrangements.
We do not know whether existing Commissioners would be
prepared to accept such an extension of their
functions. Nonetheless, the Commission is part of the
present landscape; an extension of its remit on these

lines could be presented as an extension of its role in
the Bettaney affair (though it was concerned in that

case with allegations of managerial inefficiency rather
than with allegations of impropriety; and it could be
strengthened by the addition to its number of two
senior Privy Counsellors and former Ministers, or
indeed of two non-political figures from outside the
public service for the purpose of this part of its
remit. It would build on an existing body, removed
from Parliament, and might be less likely to lead to
early demands for accountability to Parliament through
a group of Privy Counsellors or a Select Committee.
But it would not avoid the difficulties which we have
identified.

18. There would be a danger that setting up external owversight
by a group of non-political figures would concede the principle
of external oversight without satisfying the demands of
Parliamentary and public opinion, would thus fail to provide the
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reassurance which the Security Service would hope to derive from
a system of external oversight, and would make it impossible to
resist demands for a system of Parliamentary oversight which
could put the secrecy and the effectiveness of the Service at
risk.

19. On the other hand, if those risks were thought to be
acceptable, S5ir Antony Duff believes that_an oversight body on

the lines of paragraph 15 would be a bonus as far as thé_SEEyrity

— =

Service is concerned; and that it would be possible to have a

manageable relationship with it.

Cmm r o —

20, If the difficulties are felt to exclude the introduction of
any form of external oversight of the Security Service, it would
seem that in present circumstances the only course, in the
interests of maintaining the secrecy and operational
effectiveness of the Security Service, is to stick to the line
that has been followed hitherto, that the Director General is
accountable to the Prime Minister and the Home Secretary, and
that Parliament can and should continue to trust those Ministers

to exercise the necessary political control of the Service,

21l. There remains the guestion of the response to the Security

Commission's Report on the Bettaney affair and its criticisms and

recommendations, mainly in the area of internal management. We

should much prefer a response to the effect that, with a new
Director General appointed from outside the Service, the right
course must be to give him a period of months in which to take
stock of the Service, 1ts problems and 1ts needs, and to make up
his mind about what changes he wants to make in the light of the
Security Commission's report; and then to ask him to report in,
say, September 1985 to the Home Secretary and the Prime Minister,

22, If it was felt that this was not by itself an adequate
response, it would be possible (as the Home Secretary suggested

in his minute of 8 March 1985) to announce that the Security

11
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Commission would receive and be asked to consider in, say, six
months' or a year's time a report on the progress that had been
made in dealing with the criticisms and recommendations on
management matters in its Bettaney Report and in providing
internal outlets for anyone in the Service who believes that
something is going wrong. This could help greatly in the House
of Lords when Sir Edward Gardner's proposal is revived.

23. This idea presents certain difficulties, based on three
considerations:

(1) As has already been indicated, the Security Commission 1s
not intended to be a continuous monitor of the Security

%ervice;mit is a panel of people on whom we call ad hoc from

—

time to time to report on particular breaches of security

and consider whether changes of procedure are called for.
To invite the Security Commission to review progress of
management changes would thus be to give it a new role, and
would begin to look like the first step towards making the
Security Service in some sense accountable to the
Commission.

(2) If we wanted to create thlE degree of external
accountability fmr the management of the Security Service,
it Is daﬁbtful whether we should want to use the Eecurlty
Commission for the purpose, at any rate as now constituted.
Its members do not have, and could hardly claim, any special
qualification to review guestions of financial or personnel
management, and might well not feel comfortable with the

task.

(3) If we announced that the Security Commission was going to
review progress in six munths'_mr a year's time, that would

provld& a basis for renewed guestions at that time, and
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demands for a statement on the Security Commission's Report.
That would seem likely to make it inevitable that the issue
was kept open and brought back into public discussion.

24. Attached as Annex B is a draft of a possible Government
response to the Security Commission's Report. This has been

dellberately drafted as a "minimalist"™ response, so that

Ministers can take a view about its credlblllty. If it was
decided to announce a reference_EE_EE"_EEcurlty Commission in six
months' or a year's time for a progress report, the draft could

readily be amended accordingly: a form of words is suggested in
square brackets in paragraph 10 of the draft.

25. Whatever the response to the Commission's report, the
criticisms they set out will be regarded as important and of

public interest. You will wish to consider whether the response

should take the form of an oral statement or a Written Answer to

an arranged Question. There are precedents for giving responses
to Security Commission reports as Written Answers, and that
procedure has the advantage of giving time for the report and the
response to be digested before supplementary questions are asked.
But a written statement might be criticised as inadeguate, in the
face of the criticisms set out in the report; and an oral
statement would provide opportunities for ripostes to criticisms
and reassurances as to the professional effectiveness of the

Security Service.

26. If Ministers decide on a response which rests on the need to

give the new Director General time to find his bearlngs and make

up his mind about what he wants to do, the sooner it is announced

the better: the new Dlrectar General has already been in office

e ——————

for nearly two months, and the stﬂry will begin to wear a little

thin if it is kept on ice for too long.

e —— = T
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27. I am sending copies of this minute and the annexes to the
Lord President and the Home Secretary.

ROBERT ARMSTRONG

26 April 1985
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I THE DIRECTIVE TO THE DIRECTOR GENERAL OF

| No enquiry is to be carried out on behalf of any
THE SECURITY SERVICE ‘ Government Department unless you are satisfied ! .

(Denning, para.238) that an important public interest bearing on the

Defence of the Realm, as defined in paragraph 2, is

On 24 September, 1952, Sir David Maxwell Fyfe, then e

Home Secretary, issued this Directive to the Director General

of the Security Service, which is the governing instrument You and your staff will maintain the well-estab-

J todsy: lished convention whereby Ministers do not concern

themselves with the detailed information which

“In your appointment as Director Ganeral of the may be obtained by the Security Service in particu-
Security Service you will be responsible to the lar cases, but are furnished with such information
Home Secretary personally, The Security Service is only as may be necessary for the determination of
not, however, a part of the Home Office. On appro- any issue on which guidancs is sought.”

' priate occasion you will have right of direct access

to the Prima Minister.

The Security Service is part of the Defence Forces
of the country. Its task is the Defence of the Realm
a5 a whole, from external and internal dangers
arising from attempts at espionage and sabotage,
or from actions of persons and organisations
whether directed from within or without the
country, which may be judged to be subversive to
the State.

You will take special care to see that the work of
the Security Service is strictly limited to what is
necessary for the purposes of this task,

It is essential thet the Security Service should be
kept absolutely free from any political bias or
influence and nothing should be done that might
lend colour to any suggestion that it is concerned
with the interests of any particular section of the
community, or with any other matter than the
Defence of the Realm as a whole.
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ANNEX B

DRAFT RESPONSE BY THE PRIME MINISTER

On 22 February I received the report of the
Security Commission on their inguiry into the case
of Michael Bettaney. The report is being presented

to Parliament as a Command paper this afternoon.

A
|

2% The Commission haﬂeteiamined evary aspect—of
Bettaney's career in the Security Service, with the
object of identifying any errors on the part of

management in relation to Bettaney's employment.

ol The Commission find that the process of
recruiting Bettaney was carried out consistently
wi;h the procedures operating at the time. There
is in fact no reason to doubt his loyalty at that
time, or to suppose that he had at that stage even
contemplated the possibility of turning Epy./ The
Ccommission make a number of criticisms of errors by
the Security Service in relation tJEEhe employment
of Bettaney. 1In particular, they conclude that
there came a point in Octcber 1982 when there

should have been, but was not, a very full

investigation of Bettaney's lifestyle, which would

1
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probably have led to the removal of his positive
vetting clearance and the cessation of his

employment in the Security Service.

4, I+—remains—the-—case,—however,—that Bettaney's
attempts to get himself recruited as an agent of
the RIS were not successful, and that, though those

( attempts involved some disclosure of classified

\ information, no serious damage was done to the

_—

| interests of national security. !The Security

™ Service investigation which led to Bettaney's

: 3 E_Jll_l{.J_f-.-li-.i.-f :.-I-l‘*-t‘-'.
eventual conviction was swife;—skilful and
= Sl T
conglusive, |
i
"

5. In the light of their investigation the

Commission make a number of recommendations for

changes in positive vetting procedures in the
43 _

e —

Security Service. o
6. In the course of their investigation the
Commission received evidence of a more general
character which was critical of wvarious aspects of
the internal organisation and management of the
Security Service. They did not seek to examine
those criticisms, but have recorded their
impression of aspects of organisation and

2
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management which seem to them to reguire
examination and reassessment. The last chapter of
the report makes some suggestions for changes 1n
management attitudes and arrangements, and
indicates a number of matters which in the
Commission's view call for particular

consideration.

i My Right Hon Friend the Home Secretary and I
wre determined to see that these criticisms and
uggestions are thoroughly examined and that action

is taken to remedy any management weaknesses.

8. As my Hon Friend the Minister of State, Home
Office informed the House on 13 March, a new
Director General of the Security Service has
recently been appointed. He is a man from cutside
the Service, and a public servant of great skill
and distinction. My Rt Hon Friend the Home
Secretary and I have the greatest possible

confidence in him,

B The new Director General will consider the
general management criticisms with the utmost care
and attention, and also the Security Commission's

own criticisms of errors made by the Security

3
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Service in relation to Bettaney's employment. He
is already taking stock of the Service and its
needs. By the end of the year he will have set in
hand, in consultation with my Rt Hon Friend and me,

the changes which are judged to be necessary.

[10., I propose thereafter to arrange for his
conclusions and proposed meagﬁres to be referred e

. e '-;,'::"-'l :’h-wh'-a' y L el L 3
back to the Security Cﬂmmissg;ﬁ,-ﬁﬂ that-they can
%

measures—being taken to improve the—organisation i

auﬂ_manaqame&tnef—the—ﬁervice.{)

11. Hon Members, on both sides of the House, have
expressed concern about the handling of members of
the Service who are troubled over particular
matters and activities within the Service. The
Director General has been asked to consider, and to
report to my Rt Hon Friend and me, what
developments he proposes by way of internal outlets
for the expression of grievances or anxieties of

individual members of the Service.

12. The new Director General will give effect to
the Security Commission's recommendations on

positive vetting procedures.
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13. Finally, I emphasise that the criticisms of
management do not extend to operations or overall
efficiency. I am glad to say that the Commission
say that nothing in their report is intended in any
way to call in guestion the professional and
operational efficiency of the Security Service,
which they believe to be of a high order. Our
freedoms depend on these guardians of our security,

and we are very greatly in their debt.
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