OF
St Jo,

I
Q\"N Nsy, ),
[

e
N w
L/,
(o)
g Gajﬂ.A

“SIMLAS

INDIAN INSTITUTE OF

ADVANCED STUDY
SIMLA




S
L
=i ON ek

.,
s
A

w

LORD DENNING’S
REPORT

Presented to Parliament by the Prime Minister
by Command of Her Majesty
September 1963

LONDON
HER MAIJESTY’S STATIONERY OFFICE
PRICE 7s. 6d. NET
Cmnd. 2152

PDATA ENTBRED

e
i 7 - T Ar
Qb .fj b ﬂ& '.Q_,wiw XU
& . YA [}
~ BCOKSELLE o b

DELHI-6:



a9l.ibrary 1118 shirla

L

00009839

Vi~




CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION

(i) Preliminary ...

(ii) Limitations of the lnqunry and Ruport

PART 1

Paragraph

THE CIRCUMSTANCES LEADING TO THE RESIGNATION OF THE
FORMER SECRETARY OF STATE FOR WAR, MR. J. D. PROFUMO

CHAPTER |.—THE PRINCIPAL PERSONS
(i) Stephen Ward ...
(ii) Eugene Ivanov ...

(iii) Christine Keeler

(iv) Mr. Profumo ...

(v) Lord Astor

CHAPTER II.—THE CLIVEDEN WEEK-END AND ITS SEQUEL

(i) The Swimming Pool .
(ii) Mr. Profumo’s Association mlh Chnsune Kcelcr

(iii) The Request for Information ..
(iv) Sir Norman Brook’s Warning .
(v) The * Darling * Letter

CHAPTER II1.—STEPHEN WARD HEeLpING THE RUSSIANS
(i) The Berlin Crisis
(ii) The Cuban Crisis

(iii) Name Dropping
(iv) A Letier to Mr. Wllson M. P

CHAPTER [V.—THE SLASHING AND SHOOTING

-(i) The Slashing
(ii) The Shooting
(iii) Trial Expected First Week of Fcbru.:ry

CHAPTER V.—CHRISTINE TELLS HER STORY
(i) She Tells it to Mr. John Lewis
(ii) She Tells it to the Press
(iii) It is Set Down in Writing
(iv) She Tells the Police ...

(v) Those Who Knew
(vi) Captain Ivanov Leaves
(vii) Stephcn Ward’s Alarm . .

CHAPTER VI.—TuHE POLICE ARE TOLD
(i) The Ordinary Police Force ...

(i) Special Branch .. . .
(iii) The Working of tht. Ordnmry Pollce
(iv) Christine Keeler Tells the Police
(v) A Meeting is Arranged
(vi) The Meeting is Cancelled

(vii) Stephen Ward Tells the Police

(viii) The Police Tell the Security Service

iii

XYY

.ee

10
13
16
17
19

26
30
31
33
36

39
42
45
49

53
54
57

61
63
66
67
68
70
71

75
76
78
80
82
83
87
89



CaapTER VII.—THE LAwyErs ARe CALLED IN
(i) Disturbing Facts
(ii) Plans to Stop Publication ...
(iii) Negotiations to That End ...
(iv) The Law on the Matter
(v) Critical Conversations
(vi) Christine asks for £5,000
(vii) Was it an Offcnce? ... .
(viii) Negotiations with Stephen Ward
(ix) The £500 Gocs to Stephen Ward ...
(x) Christine Goes Back to the Newspapers .

CuHAPTER VIII.—MINISTERS ARE CONCERNFD
(i) The Law Officers
(ii) The Attorney-General Interviews Mr. Profumo ...
(ifi) The Solicitor-General comes in
(iv) Mr. Profumo’s Story Accepted
(v) The Chief Whip e e e e
(vi) 1st February, 1963—A Newspaper Call at Admiralty House
(vii) Ist February, 1963—The Sccurity Service come to Admiralty House
(viii) st February, 1963—Mr. Profumo is Scen ... ... ..
(ix) 4th February, 1963—The Chicf Whip Sces Mr. Profumo
(x) Mr. Profumo asks—Should He Resign? ..
(xi) Mr. Profumo’s Disarming Answer .
(xii) The Westminster Confidential

CHAPTER IX.—THE DISAPPEARANCE OF CHRISTINE KEFLER
(i) The Law e e e e

(ii) The Solicitor is Afraid she will be * Spirited " out of the Country
(iii) Paul Mann Takes a Holiday ... === == w0 oo
(iv) They Leave for Spain ... .-
(V) The Newspapers Find Them «. s w0 =0 oo
(V) Mr. ProfUmo ...  ee.  eee w0 0w el
(vii) Lord Astor ... .. see .

(viii) Paul Mann’s Security Boxes .o e st e

(i) A Possible Motive ... e .
(x) Was There a Conspiracy?

CHAPTER X.—Tue Epcrcomse TRIAL
G) The Trial is Held Without Christinc Keeler
G The Attorney-General Makes Inquirics -«

CHaAp
ER X1.—PRess CoMMENT
© The Sunday Pictorial Abandon One Story and Accept Another..,

?.3 The Daity Express has a Striking First Page
(iv) '-}:he Attorney-General is Consulted ... .. .
10)) _l_he Sunday Pictorial Publish Stephen Ward’s Story

he * Darling * Letter js Handed Back -

CHa
m(Ii)R XIL—Tue Mgering oF THE FIVE MINISTERS
(i) ]]\;[hc Matter is Raised in the House ...«
(iii) Ar",a"d Mrs. Profumo Go Home ...«
€rsonal Statement is Proposed ... oo .o

iv

Paragrapp

94
95
9%
99

100

102

103

108

111

112

114
117
121
122
125
126
127
128
130
131
132
133

136
139
142
143

147
148
149
150
151

152
156

158
160
164
165
167

169
173
174



Paragraph

(iv) Mr. Profumo and His Solicitor are Called to the House ... . 175
(v) The Statement is Drafted w177
(vi) The Reason for the Meeling ... . 178
(vii) A Point in Mitigation . .. 180
(viii) The Knowledge of the Five Mmlstem .. 181
(ix) The Home Secretary ... . 182
(x) The Prime Minister ... .. 183

CHAPTER XIII.—THE PERSONAL STATEMENT ITSELF

(i) The Statement and its Reception ... .. 184
(ii) * He's a Liar ™ .. 186
(iii) The Aftermath ... ... 188
(iv) Mr. Wigg's Memorandum ... . 193

CHAPTER XIV.—22ND MARcH, 1963-5TH JUNE, 1963—UNEASY Two MoONTHS

(i) The Home Sccretary Asks for Information ... e 195

(ii) The Police Investigate Ward's Activities ... .. 200

(iii) Stephen Ward’s Attempts to Stave Off a Prosecuuon .. 201

(iv) Mr. Harold Wilson, M.P., Takes Up the Sccunty Issue ... . 209

(v) The Lord Chanccllors Inqunry .. 214
CHAPTER XV.—MR. PROFUMO’S RESIGNATION 216

CHAPTER XVI.—ENSUING EVENTS

(i) The * Lucky * Gordon Case ... 225
(ii) The Ward Case 228

PART I1
THE OPERATION OF THE SECURITY SERVICE

CHAPTER XVIL.—THE ROLE OF THE SECURITY SERVICE ... 230

CHAPTER XVIIL.—MINISTERIAL RESPONSIBILITY

(i) The Prime Minister till 1952 . 236
(ii) Sir Norman Brook's Repoxl 237
(i) Sir David Maxwell Fyfe’s Directive .. 238
(iv) General Principles 239
(v) Application of Principles 240
(vi) Ministry of National Security 242

CHAPTER XIX.—THE SECURITY SERVICE IN 1961 AND 1962

(i) The Service Find Out About Ward . . v 243
(i) 12th July, 1961—Ward Tells Them of Ivzmov s Request for Inform'\uon... 245
(iii) Ward Claims Friendship with Mr. Profumo . e 246
(iv) The Service Think that Mr. Profumo Should be Warned w247
(v) Mr. Profumo is Warned 248
(vi) Suspicions Grow about Ward we 250

(vii) The Foreign Office is Warned e 251
(viii) Ward is not to be Trusted ... . 254



Paragrapp
CHAPTER XX.—THE SECURITY SERVICE IN 1963—THREE IMPORTANT DECISIONS

@) 29th January, 1963—Ivanov leaves ... - . . .. .. 256

(i) Mr. Profumo Sees the Head of the Service .. . 257

(i1)) Reports First Reach the Service of Mr. Profumos Assocnanon wnlh
Christine . 259
(iv) 1st February, l963—An lmporl'mt Dccmon 260
(V) A Call at Admiralty House ... e e 262
(vi) 4th February. 1963—Another lmportanl Dccnsmn 264
CHAPTER XX1.—ADEQUACY OF CO-OPERATION 3

PART 111
WHERE LIES THE RESPONSIBILITY?

CHAPTER XXII,—THe PREss, THE POLICE AND THE SECURITY SERVICE  ,, w278
(i) The Newspaper T
(ii) The Police 282

(i) The Security Service ... .. e e e e oL 283

ChaprER XXIUIL.—THE MINISTERS e 283

PART 1V

RUMOURS AFFECTING THE HONOUR AND INTEGRITY
OF PUBLIC LIFE

C
HAPTER X X1y ~—THE Scope OF THE INQUIRY e 287

() When do Rumours * Arise out of " the Profumo Aﬁ’mr?

e “es 2
(n; What is a Security Risk ? 23411,
W) c Where Lies the Burden of Proot 7 ... e 29§
Ontents of this Part of the Report ... e 208

Cuap

T(F—R XXV.—Rumours Arising OUT OF THE Prorumo Arramr .., w300
('; The « Appalhng Allegation ™. . . e 302
(i) Teg tiations for a Cottage ... 30;

(lv) le Orl'OWCd Car . vee .o oee eee . cee 3
) The CUD of Tea . eee vee aee . . o ”

. .o e 3

(vi) “T Spdmards Photograph ... 33

(Vl]) “l M'ln in the Mask ™ e eos .o ver cee .on .ee 318
Ovolved with the Ward Girls” ...

e 328
Chiaprpg
0 ‘?(XVI “—Rumours Arising INDIRECTLY OUT OF THE Proruso AFFAR ... 339
- he Man witho ”
i ut a Head
(Elg _}’_Vas Money Paid? ... . e e e - ggg
(iv) he Informcrs . e ves ven coe .o .o N
ther Ry ; ; T
CH-'\P'n: i
ER
xXVIl.~CONCLUSION oN ParT IV .o . . ee e 339

vi



THE PRIME MINISTER,
INTRODUCTION

(i) Preliminary

1. On Friday, 21st June, 1963, you asked me to undertake an inquiry
with these terms of reference:

“To examine, in the light of the circumstances leading to the
resignation of the former Secretary of State for War, Mr. J. D. Profumo,
the opcration of the Security Service and the adequacy of their
co-operation with the Police in matters of security, to investigate any
information or material which may come to his attention in this
connection and to consider any evidence there may be for believing
that national security has been, or may be, endangered and to report
thereon.”

2. On Monday, 24th June, 1963, I started work. On Tuesday, 25th June,
1963, I started hearing witnesses and the hearings continued for forty-nine
days. There were about one hundred and sixty witnesses in all. Some of them
came more than once. Stephen Ward came three times. Christine Keeler
twice. Mr. Profumo twice. Some of the witnesses did not wish their identity
to be disclosed. I have not, therefore, appended a list of them. But they
covered a wide range: The Prime Minister, eight Cabinet Ministers, four
other Ministers, as well as three of the Law Officers, five Members of the
House of Lords, 15 Members of the House of Commons, several Civil
Servants, including the Official Head of the Civil Service, the Secretary of
the Cabinet, the Permanent Under-Secretary of State for the Home Depart-
ment; and the Principal Private Secretary to the Prime Minister; the Com-
missioner of the Metropolitan Police and several officers of the force ; the
Director-General of the Security Service, his Deputy and several members of
his staff (I also visited twice the Headquarters of the Security Service) ; 25
members of the mewspaper profession, including newspaper proprietors,
editors, reporters and other journalists ; six girls and nine men who knew
Stephen Ward well ; and several members of the gpneral public who volun-
teered information. I received also numerous written memoranda. After
hearing evidence, I have devoted four weeks to the preparation of this
report. I would like to thank all of the witnesses who so generously gave
of their time to assist me. I am also much indebted to my secretaries, Mr.
T. A. Critchley of the Home Office, and Mr. A. J. M. Chitty of the Treasury
Solicitor's Department, whose knowledge and experience have been of
immense value. They have worked long hours and ha_ve shown much ability
and courtesy in handling the many delicate situations that have arisen.
The whole of the ancillary staff earned my warm gratitude. From the
beginning to the end of my inquiry the high quality and excellent spirit of
my staff were of the greatest possible assistance.

3. In preparing this report, and following the terms of reference, I have
divided it into four Parts.
The First Part sets out “the circumstances leading to the resignation
of the former Secretary of State for War, Mr. J. D. Profumo »,
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has been preferred. No opportunity to defend has been open. It poses for me
an inescapable dilemma: On the one hand, if 1 refrain from going into such
matters, my inquiry will be thwarted. Questions that have been asked in the
public interest will not be answered. Suspicions that have already fallen
heavily on innocent persons may not be removed. Yet, on the other hand, if
I do go into these matters I may well place persons under a cloud when it
is undeserved: and I may impute to them offences or misconduct which they
have never had the chance to rebut. Above all I have to remember that the
information that I have been given has been given in confidence. In order
to enable every witness to speak frankly and truly to me, I have assured
each one that what they tell me is in strict confidence and will be used only
for the purposes of my inquiry and report. This means that, whatever I say
in this report, it should not be used for any other purpose: in particular
none of it should be used for the purposes of any prosecution or proceeding
against anyone. But I cannot, of course, prevent anyone from seeking evidence
aliunde and acting on it.

'8. Such being the inescapable difficulties inherent in this form of inquiry,
I have come to the conclusion that all I can do is this:

When the facts are clear beyond controversy, I will state them as
objectively as I can, irrespective of the consequences to individuals: and
I will draw any inference that is manifest from those facts. But when
the facts are in issue, I must always remember the cardinal principle of
justice—that no man is to be condemned on suspicion. There must be
evidence which proves his guilt before he is pronounced to be so. I will
therefore take the facts in his favour rather than do an injustice which is
without remedy. For from my findings there is no appeal.

9. To those who in consequence will rqprPilCh me for “ white-washing ”,
I would make this answer: While the public interest demands that the facts
should be ascertained as completely as possible, there is a yet higher public
interest to be considered, namely, the interest of justice to the individual
which overrides all other. At any rate, speaking as a Judge, I put justice first.






PART I

THE CIRCUMSTANCES
LEADING TO THE RESIGNATION OF THE

FORMER SECRETARY OF STATE FOR WAR
Mr. J. D. PROFUMO






CHAPTER 1
THE PRINCIPAL PERSONS

(i) Stephen Ward

10. The story must start with Stephen Ward, aged 50. The son of a
clergyman, by profession he was an osteopath with consulting rooms at
38, Devonshire Street, W. 1. His skill was very considerable and he included
among his patients many well-known people. He was also an accomplished
portrait artist. His sitters included people of much eminence. He had a
quick and easy manner of conversation which attracted some but repelled
others. It pleased him much to meet people in high places, and he was prone
to cxaggerate the nature of his acquaintanceships with them. He would speak
of many of them as if they were great friends when, more often than not. he
had only treated them as patients or drawn their portraits.

11.  Yet he was at the same time utterly immoral. He had a small house
or flat in London at 17, Wimpole Mews, W. 1., and a country cottage on
the Clivedzn Estate next to the River Thames. He used to pick up pretty
girls of the age of 16 or 17, often from night clubs, and induce them to
come and stay with him at his house in London. He used to take these
girls down at week-ends to his cottage. He seduced many of these himself.
He also procured them to be mistresses for his influential friends. He did not
confine his attention to promiscuity. He catered also for those of his friends
who had perverted tastes. There is evidence that he was ready to arrange
for whipping and other sadistic performances. He kept collections of
pornographic photographs. He attended parties where there were sexual
orgies of a revolting nature. In money matters he was improvident. He did
not keep a banking account. He got a firm of solicitors to keep a sort of
banking account for him, paying in cheques occasionally to them and getting
them to pay his rent. More often he cashed his incoming cheques through
other people; or paid his bills with the incoming cheques. He, had many cash
transactions which left no trace.

12. Finally, hc admired the Soviet régime and sympathised with the
Communists. He used to advocate their cause in conversation with his
patients, so much so that several became suspicious of him. With others he
was more discreet. He became very friendly with a Russian, Captain Eugene
Ivanov. To him I now turn.

(ii) Eugene Ivanov

13. Captain Eugene Ivanov(*) was an assistant Russian Naval Attaché
at the Russian Embassy in London. As such his role would be diplomatic
only. He came to this country on 27th March, 1960. But the Security Service
discovered that he was also a Russian Intelligence Officer. He had qualities
not normally found in a Russian officer in this country. His English was
reasonably good and he was able to converse easily. He drank, however,
a good deal and was something of a ladies’ man. He was keen to meet
people in this country. He was very impressed by persons of title, particularly

(1) He was Captain 2nd Rank in the USSR Navy equivalent to Commander in the
Royal Navy.
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st po opportunity of‘advocating the RKussian
3?1::5 :iimthglete\g;\. aclc—:I:rdli(r)lg to Stephen Ward, “an absolutely dedicated
Comgnun{st and afso a nice person ». And he vas quite open abput his
position. Right from the start he would tell his Eearers, “ Anything you
say goes back to Moscow. Look out what you say.

i became great friends. Captai
] d and Captain Ivanov. g ptain
Ivarlx:v sgngft‘énvgz[wn at the cottage at Cliveden at week-ends. He visited
Stephen Ward’s house in London. They met 1n restaurants. They often played
bridge together. Stephen Wward introduced him to many of his friends, both
those of high rank and also the girls. And Stephen Ward lost no opportunity
of helping him, as the events show-

that Ivanov filled a new role in Russj

15. It has been su gested 10 me " ) ussian
technique Ita ivas to d;évide the United Kingdom from the United States by
these devious means. 1f Ministers Of prominent people can be placed in
compromising situations, Ot made the subject of damaging rumour, or the
Security Service can be made 1O appeat incompetent, it may weaken e
confidence of the United States in our integrity and reliability. So a maq
like Captain Ivanov may take every OPP"J’t’tP“’.tnyf gctt_tmgfto k"?lw Ministerg

! ain information from them (th

or prominent people—mnot O much to © ough
this would bepa Eseful by-product)—but 0 a3 to work towards destroying
confidence. If this were the object of Captain Ivanov with Stephen Warq as
his tool he succeeded only t00 well.

(iit) Christine Keeler

16. Christine Keeler is 2 itk 1O aged 21, whose home is at Wraysbyy,
She left l?o;::tat the age of 16 and went to {,ondfm. $he was soon cmployeyd
at the Murray Cabaret Club as a show-8irlL \;hICh involved, as she put it,
just walking around with no clothes of- She had only been at the Cabaget
Club a short time when Stephen Ward came there and they danced together.
Thereafter he Gften telephoned her and took her out. After a very few days
he asked her to go and Jive with him. She went. She ran away from him
many times but she always went back. He seemed to control her. She lived
with him at 17, Wimpole Mews, from about June, 1961, to March, 1962, He
took her to his country cottage 2t Cliveden and he introduced her to many
men, sometimes men of rank and gosxtlop, with whom she had sexual
Intercourse. (A jury has since found him guilty on a charge of living on the
earnings of her prostitution.) She had unc}oubted physical attractions. Later
on .he introduced her also to the drug Indian .he{np and she became addicted
:ﬁ it. She met coloured men Who trafficked in it and she went to live with

em.
(iv) Mr. Profumo

17. Mr. Profumo was Secretary of State for War from July, 1960, to
June, 1963, He is now aged 48. He had a fine war record and rose to the
1ank of brigadier, He entered Parliament in 1940 but lost his seat in 1945,
In 1950 he came back as the Member for the Stratford Division of
Warwxc}(shire. He has a distinguished record of service to the country. He
was Joint Parliamentary Secretary to the Ministry of Transport and Civil
Aviation (1957), Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for the Colonies

8



(1957) and Under-Secretary and later Minister of State, Foreign Office (1958):
and in 1960 he became Secretary of State for War. No one can doubt that
a man with such a record was entitled to the confidence of his colleagues
and of the country; and it should not be assumed by anyone that he would
give away secret information. Whatever indiscretions he may have committed,
and whatever falschoods he may have told, no one who has given evidence
before me has doubted his loyalty. In particular there was no reason for the
Seccurity Service to suspect it.

18. Mr. Profumo married in 1954 Miss -Valerie Hobson, a talented
actress, and her support of him over their difficult days is one of the most
redceming features of the events I have to describe.

(v) Lord Astor

19. Lord Astor succeeded his father in 1952 and inherited the estate at
Cliveden. He had previously taken an active part in politics but since that
time he has devoted himself to his private affairs and to charities in which
he is interested. He has done valuable work for hospitals, particularly the
Canadian Red Cross Memorial Hospital at Cliveden. He has done a great
deal for refugees, and has been all over the world on their behalf. He has
provided a large sum as a Foundation for scientific and other studies. He
has played an important part in many educational and social charities. He
has also important business interests. He inherited a famous stud of
racehorses, which he manages himsclf, and also a farm of 250 acres.

20. Cliveden is one of the great houses of the country. It is owned by
the National Trust but the present Lord Astor is the tenant. He has upheld
its tradition of hospitality. He has guests staying most week-ends and often
friends for meals. They include the names of some of the most distinguished
and respected people in the land.

21. Lord Astor got to know Stephen Ward in 1950 when he went to him
as a patient after a fall at hunting. Stephen Ward treated him well and cured
him. Ever since that time Lord Astor has sent him many of his friends as

patients.

2. 1In 1956 Lord Astor let Stephen Ward a cottage on the Cliveden
Estate. The cottage was down by the river, whﬂq the big house is on top of
the hill. To get from the cottage to the house it is a quarter to half a mile’s
steep walk, or one mile by road. Stephen Ward used to come up at week-ends
and give osteopathic treatment to Lord Astor and to those of his guests who
desired it. The account, including payment for the.guests, was charged to
Lord Astor. Stephen Ward often had visitors at this cottage. Usually they
came for the day, and remained down at the cottage. When Stephen Ward
went to the big house to give treatment 'he went by himself. Op occasions,
Lord Astor invited him to come up to Cliveden for lunch or for dripks,

23. Lord Astor had no sympathy with Stephen Ward’s political views
and made it clear to him. But at the pressing request of Stephen Ward, he
did on occasions help him in approaching the Foreign Office (as will appear
later), but not in any way sponsoring his views.

9



24. Lord Astor has helped Stephen Ward with money from time to time.
In 1952, when Stephen Ward was starting, not yet established in practice,
Lord Astor lent him £1,250, which Stephen Ward repaid over the succeeding
years by professional services. And Lord Astor has on occasion advanced
sums to him since, on the understanding that it was an advance to be repaid
by expenses of treatment. In May, 1963, Stephen Ward opened a banking
account and Lord Astor guaranteed an overdraft up to £1,500. This was
because Stephen Ward anticipated legal expenses and also desired to acquire

premises for an office and residence. All the receipts from his practice and
elsewhere were to go towards repayment.

10



CHAPTER 1II
THE CLIVEDEN WEEK-END AND ITS SEQUEL

25. Stephen Ward often expressed a wish to go to Moscow. He wanted
to draw pictures of the personalities there, particularly Mr. Khrushchev. 'He
told this to the Editor of a newspaper who was a patient of his. The Editor
happened to have met Captain Ivanov: and invited Stephen Ward to lunch
and meet him. This was on 20th January, 196L. Stephen Ward took an
immediate liking to Captain Ivanov. He began to enlist Ivanov’s help to
arrange sittings with Mr. Khrushchev. The Security Service got to know of
their friendship and on 8th June, 1961, saw Stephen Ward about it. A few
weeks later came the Cliveden week-end.

(i) The Swimming Pool

26. The week-end of Saturday, 8th July, 1961, to Sunday, 9th July, 1961,
is of critical importance. Lord and Lady Astor had a large party of
distinguished visitors to their great house at Cliveden. They included
Mr. Profumo, the Secretary of State for War, and his wife, Mrs. Profumo,
who stayed the week-end. Other visitors came to meals but did not stay the
night. Stephen Ward entertained some young girls at his cottage. One of these
was Christine Keeler, who was then living with him. Captain Ivanov came
down on the Sunday. There is a fine swimming pool in the grounds at Cliveden
near the main house, and Lord Astor, on occasions, allowed Stephen Ward
to use it with his friends so long as it did not clash with his own use of it.

27. On the Saturday, after nightfall, Stephen Ward and some of the
girls were bathing in the swimming pool when one of them, Christine Keelep
whilst she was in the water, took off her bathing costume, threw it op th .
bank, and bathed naked. Soon afterwards Lord Astor and a party of hi‘:
visitors walked down after dinner to the swimming pool to watch the bathjp
Lord Astor and Mr. Profumo walked ahead of Lady Astor, Mrs. ProfUmg.
and the others. Christine Keeler rushed to get her swimming costum0
Stephen Ward threw it on one side so that she could not get it at once 5 e
Christine seized a towel to hide herself. Lord Astor and Mr. Profumo aryj nd
at this moment, and it was all treated as a piece of fun—it was over ip 5 %/ ed
minutes, for the ladies saw nothing indecent at all. Stephen Ward apg o
girls afterwards got dressed and went up to the house and joined the pary the
a little while. y for

28. On the Sunday, after lunch, Stephen Ward and the gip
Captain Ivanov went to the swimming pool. Later Lord Astor and oths and
his party came down to swim too. There was a light-hearted, frol.ers of
pathing party, where everyone was in bathing costumes and nothing j osome
took place at all. Photographs were taken by Mr. Profumo and othe tdecent
showed, of course, that Mr. Profumo was there with some of the o The
nothing improper whatever. Birls but

29. Captain Ivanov left Cliveden in the carly evening and took Christs
Keeler back with him to town. They went to Stephen Ward’s hoyge and“tsl:me
ere

11



drank a good deal and there were perhaps some kind of sexual relations.
Captain Ivanov left the house before Stephen Ward himself got back at
midnight. But Captain Ivanov never became the lover of Christine.

(ii) Mr. Profumo’s Association with Christine Keeler

30. It is apparent that during this week-end Mr. Profumo was much
attracted by Christine Keeler and determined to see her again, if he could.
This was, of course, easy, through Stephen Ward. In the next few days and
weeks Mr. Profumo made assignations with Christine Keeler. He visited
her at Stephen Ward’s house and had sexual intercourse with her there.
Sometimes he called at a time when Stephen Ward or someone else was
there. He would then take her for a drive until the coast was clear. On one
occasion he did not use his own car because his wife had it in the country.
He used a car belonging to a Minister which had a mascot on it. He drove
her to see Whitehall and Downing Street, also Regent’s Park. Mr. Profumo
wrote two or three notes to Christine Keeler and. gave her one or two presents
such as perfume and a cigarette lighter. She saxd. her parents were badly off
and he gave her £20 for them, realising that this was a polite way on her
part of asking for money for her services. In August, 1961, whilst his wife
was in the Isle of Wight, he took Christine Keeler to his own house in
Regent’s Park. Altogether 1 am satisfied that his object in visiting her was
simply because he was attracted by her and desired sexual intercourse with
her. It has been suggested that Captain Ivanov was her lover also. I do not
think he was. The night of Sunday, 9th July, 1961, was an isolated occasion,
1 think that Captain Ivanov went to Stephen War.d’s house for social
entertainment and conversation, and not for sexual intercourse. I do pot
believe that Captain Ivanov and Mr. Profumo ever met in Stephen Wargeg
house or in the doorway. They did no doubt narrowly miss one another on
occasions: and this afforded Stephen Ward and Christine Keeler much
amusement. (Later on a great deal has been made of this episode. It has
been suggested that Captain Ivanov and Mr. Profumo were sharing her
services. I do not accept this suggestion.)

(iti) The Request for Information

31. About this time, probably during the Cliveden week-end, Captain
Ivanov told Stephen Ward that the Russians knew as a fact that the American
Government haq taken a decision to arm Western Germany with atomic
Weapons, and he asked Ward to find out through his influential friends
when this decision was to be implemented. Without saying so in so many
wordg, Captain Ivanovy with some subtlety implied that if Stephen Ward
supplied the answer his trip to Moscow would be facilitated.

32. Cne of the m ‘ti0a] points in my inquiry is this: Did Stephe
Ward ask Christine K(;Setle(;nttcl)c%b?ain from Mr. Profumo information ;fs tg
the time when the Americans were going to supply the atomic bomb to
Germany? If he dig ask her, it was probably at this time in July, 1961:
for it was the very thing that Captain Ivanov had asked Stephen Ward to
find out from his influential friends. I am very dubious about her recollection
about this. She hag given several different versions of it and put it at different
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dates. (She once said it was at the time of the Cuban crisis in October,.1962,)
The truth about it is, I think, this: There was a good deal of talk in her
presence, between Stephen Ward and Captain Ivanov, about getting (hjg
information. And Stephen Ward may well have turned to her and said,

“You ought to ask Jack (Profumo) about it”. But I do not think it wag

said as seriously as it has since been reported. Stephen Ward said to me
(and here I believed him),
“ Quite honestly, nobody in their right senses wopld have askeq
somebody like Christine Keeler to obtain any information o"f that sort
from Mr. Profumo—he would have jumped out of his skin.

If said at all by Stephen Ward, it was, I believe, not said seriously expecting
her to act on it. I am quite satisfied that she never acted on 1t. She told
me, and I believed her, that she never asked Mr. Profumo for the information,
Mr. Profumo was also clear that she never asked him, and I am quite sure
that he would not have told her if she had asked him. (Later on a great deal
has been made of this episode. I think the importance of it has been greatly

exaggerated.)
(iv) Sir Norman Brook’s Warning

33. On the 31st July, 1961, the Head of the Security S_»ervice suggested
to Sir Norman Brook (the then Secretary of the Cabinet, now Lord
Normanbrook) that it might be useful for him to have a word with
Mr. Profumo about Stephen Ward and Captain Ivanov. (I will deal with
the reasons for this later when I deal with the operation of thﬁ Security
Service.) In accordance with this request on 9th August, 1961, Sir Norman
Brook suggested to Mr. Profumo that he should be careful in his dealingg
with Stephen Ward. He said there were indications that Stephen Ward mjgh¢
be interested in picking up scraps of information and passing them on to
Captain Ivanov. Mr. Profumo was grateful for the warning. He tolq
Sir Norman that he met Captain Ivanov at the Cliveden week-end ang
then, after the encounter at Cliveden, he saw Captain Ivanov at a reception
at the Soviet Embassy. On that occasion Captain Ivanov scemed to make
a special point of being civil to him. These were the only two occasions on
which Mr. Profumo had come across Captain Ivanov. On the other hand he
was better acquainted with Stephen Ward. Mr. Profumo went on to say
that many people knew Stephen Ward and it might be helpful if Warning
were given to others too. He mentioned the name of another Cabipes
Minister whom Sir Norman afterwards did warn. Sir Norman Brook referreq
rather delicately to another matter which had been suggested by the Head
of the Security Service. Was it possible to do anything to persuade Ivanoy
to help us? But Mr. Profumo thought he ought to keep well away from it

34. It has been suggested that Sir Norman Brook went beyonq p;g
province at this point; and that he ought to have reported to the Prime
Minister, and not taken it upon himself to speak to Mr. Profumg. T think
this criticism is based on a misapprehension. Neither the Security St;rvic
nor Sir Norman Brook had any doubts of Mr. Profumo. They dig not kno ;
that he was having an affair with Christine Keeler and had pg reason tz
suspect it. I have seen a note made by Sir Norman Brook at the time of
all that he was told by the Head of the Security Service. The main point
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Ward might be indiscreet and pass op
being made by them Waé;hﬂigtiggﬁgv. It wasgtherefore desirable to warp
bits of information to sib?lity. Furthermore there was 3 thought that Captain
Mr. P rofumo of this posded to defect. These seem to me to be matters which
Ivanov might be IPC;S‘I‘athe Secretary of the Cabinet to mention to him, py¢
;’v::-gl ;esrl)lrc ﬁu;tsal:; nge d the intervention of the Prime Minister,

August, 1961, that Sir Norman Brook

35. It was onf Wzdngidzz’édgtl; coﬁsiderable impression on him. Mg,
spoke to Mr. Prohm:l o Security Service must have got knowledge of his
Profumo thought t aKe eler: and that the real object of s Norman’s ¢
affair with Ch“s""tc xpressed) was politely to indicate that pi assignationg
on him (thughKnole: sphould cease. It so happened that My, Profumo paq
»\ixth dChnstme deio see her the mext night (Thursday, 1o, August) but,
:sr:e;o)'; :;rgir;g;orman left, he took steps to cancel the arrangement.

(v) The ‘ Darling’ Letter

36. On the very same day as Sir N(l>rman Brook spoke to him, Mr.
: . isti I
Profumo wrote this letter to Christine Keele

9/8/61
« Darling.

In great haste and because I can get no reply from your phope__

oo up tomorrow night and can’t ¢ ere
makﬁts Is?nmfé?rllr;)gl; sglrg;vzsp&iaﬂy as 1 leave the next day fo, v orore

. Varigyg
ITips and then a holiday so won't be able to see you again yp;

Some
time in September. Blast it. Please take great care of yourself apqg don’t

fun away, Love J.

, . is "cos I know you're oﬂ”for the day tomorrgy,
andl}% anIt 1)1,10 l\lv?onlx:lglogubefore you go if I still can’t reach yoy by Phone,
37. 1 isfied that that letter, if not the end, was the beginniy, of

the end ofaglleszt;:ggiaﬁon between Mr. Profumo ang Christine Keeler,gHe

3y have seen her a few times more but thzg WT’ all.l It meany also that
he stoppeg seeing Stephen Ward. Sir Norman Brook’s talk had haqg its effect

22 him. M Profumo only saw Stephen Ward again about the end of

January, 1963, when there was a fear that pns'assocxauon with istine

Keeler would be made public. It has been said in some duarters hat .

Profumg pent on visiting Christine Keeler in 1962 when she was i Dolphin

Quare, ‘Lucky " Gordon gave evidence be'fore me to this effect, So dij
Hogan. They said they knew it was M. Profumo
seen hjs Photographs in" the newspapers. I found myself unable {,

Lheir €vidence, Mr. Hogan had given a story to a Newspaper t.hat h

butler hristine Keeler and took up coffee on two Occasions tq M.

Profumg 0d Christine Keeler in bed. He told me that he hag signed 5

contract for ¢ 0 for this story to be split between him and tw,q free-lance

Teporters, he was not a butler at all. He was a carpet cle'an.er. I have

found j difficult to fiy 5 definite date for the end of the association,

. ; Profumg Was seen by the Chief Whip on 4th February, 1963

It had «gjp

aken place between July and December of 1961 »
Statement i, th

> he said

» and in hjs
€ House of Commons on 22nd March, 1963, he said, “J |ast
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saw Miss Keeler in December, 1961, and I have not seen her since ™.
Christine Keeler herself, in her statement to the Press on 26th March, 1963,
adopted this date, evidently following him. I have heard their evidence on
this point. Mr. Profumo is sure that he brought it to an end when Sir Norman
Brook gave him the warning, and he wrote the letter to her the self same
day. The mistake about the date was because he remembered Sir Norman
Brook saying, ““ I thought T should see you before we go away for the recess,”
and he thought it was the December recess (not having the letter or date
before him) but later on, when he got the date, he realised it was in fact
the August recess. Whatever be the truth about this, I am quite satisfied the
association did not last very long. It certainly ended by December, 1961.
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CHAPTER 1II
STEPHEN WARD HELPING THE RUSSIANS

38. After August, 1961, Stephen Ward saw little or nothing of
Mr. Profumo. But he continued very friendly w?th Captain Ivanov and it is
plain that Captain Ivanov was continually asl'(l.ng Stephen Ward questions
about the general political intentions of the British: and that Stephen Ward
did his best to get all the information he could fo'r Ivanov. He sought help
from his influential friends in this behalf, particularly Lord Astor and
Sir Godfrey Nicholson, M.P.

(i) The Berlin Crisis

39. One thing he did was to get Lord Astor to write to the Foreign Office
on 2nd September, 1961. In this letter Lord Astor said he had a friend calleq
Stephen Ward, who had become a friend of Captain Ivanov and suggesteq
that if the Foreign Office wished to ensure at any particular moment that
the Russian Embassy was absolutely correctly informed as to W
intentions, Stephen Ward would be useful. Stephen Ward could pass
information himself or could very easily arrange for Captain Ivanoy
anyone. In consequence of this letter, on 18th September, 1?61, t
Office interviewed Stephen Ward. He gave a long account of his politica] views
and said that he was anxious to turn his friendship with Captain Ivanoy to
useful account. He was told quite pl_aiﬂl)’ that the Foreign Office would not
wish to avail themselves of his services.

estern
on the
to meet
he Foreign

40. ‘The next thing he did was to get Sir Godfrey Nicholson, MP, (o
meet Captain Ivanov. (Sir Godfrey knew Stephen Ward well and had peep
a patient of his for many years—and had recommended him to many others,
Sir Godfrey is, of course, a most loyal Englishman.)

41. Stephen Ward sought to use Sir Godfrey as a means of getting
information for Captain Ivanov from t_he Foreign Office about British
intentions over disarmament and over Berlin. Sir Godfrey did see the Foreign
Office, and indeed the Foreign Secretary; and he Wwrote three letters to Captain
Ivanov about the Berlin matter and the Ode;-Nelsse line. But he wag carefu]
to submit the draft of these letters to the Foreign Office and get them approveq
before he sent them. (Lord Home went so far as to warn Sir Godfrey not to
see Captain Ivanov, but Sir Godfrey felt that as a Member of Parliament he
must be free to talk to him.) Stephen Ward did not rest there. He wanted to
meet Sir Harold Caccia, the Permanent Under-Secretary of State at the
Foreign Office: and on 5th April, 1962, Sir Godfrey arranged a luncheon
Wwhere Stephen Ward met Sir Harold. Stephen Ward offered to put Sir Harolq
in direct touch with Captain Ivanov but Sir Harold de

clined the offer. The
Foreign Office were under no illusions as to Stephen Ward.

(ii) The Cuban Crisis
42,

In late October, 1962, there was the Cuban crisis when the Russian
Ships we

re heading towards Cuba with nuclear weapons. Stephen Ward played
a Very active part at this juncture. He seems to have been acting on the
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hen Ward’s point was that the S_oyict
dom as the only hope of mediation
hould call a summit conference

suggestion of Captain Ivanov. Step
Government looked to the United King

in this crisis: and that the United Kingdom s :
to resolve it. Stephen Ward, on 24th October, 1962, telephoned the Foreign

Office and said that Lord Astor had recommended him to contact Sir Harold
Caccia: and he put forward the suggestion of a summit confcr.ence. Cn
25th October, 1962, he got Sir Godfrey Nicholson to meet Captain Ivanov
and then, at Captain Ivanov's request, to go to the Foreign Office with }he
. same proposal. Stephen Ward afterwards himself telephoned to the Foreign
Office about it. On the same day he got Lord Astor to speak to Lord Arran.
Lord Astor told Lord Arran that there was a Russian official (no doubt it was
Captain Ivanov) who was seeking to pass information of an urgent nature to
the British Government. Two days later, on 27th October, 1962, Stephen Ward
took Captain Ivanov to Lord Arran’s house. Captain Ivanov told Lord Arran
that he wished to convey a message to the British Government by indirect
means asking them to call a summit conference in London forthwith. He
maintained that Mr. Khrushchev would accept the invitation with alacrity,
and thus the United Kingdom would break the deadlock. Lord Arran suspected
that this was an attempt to drive a wedge between the United Kingdom and
;_llw Americans. He reported it both to the Foreign Office and to Admiralty
ouse.

43. All these efforts by Stephen Ward failed. It so happened that on
Sunday, 28th October, 1962, there was another party at Cliveden. Lord Astor’s
guests included Lord Arran. Stephen Ward and Captain Jvanov came up to the
house. While they were there news came through over the broadcast that the
Russian ships had turned back from Cuba. Captain Ivanov could not, indeed,
did not, conceal his anger and discomfiture. All the guests noticed it.

44. Looking back on the incident, Stephen Ward told me that he felt at
the time that hq was doing something momentous, but afterwards he realised
that it was pf little real significance. 1 accept that Stephen Ward’s activities.
although misconceived and misdirected, were not deliberately mischievous,
and I am glad to say that over this critical period the efforts of Stephen Ward
and Captain Ivanov did not have the slightest effect on any of the people whom
they approached—except to make everyone more suspicious of them than ever.

(iii) Name Dropping

45. Shortly after the Cuban crisis, on 31st October, 1962, there was an
incident which will illustrate the way in which Stephen Ward was apt to drop
names of well-known people which led to unfounded rumours about them. In
the evening of 31st October, 1962, Mr. William S. Shepherd, M.P., went to
Stephen Ward’s house. He found, as he says, Captain Ivanov there, Christine
Keeler, and also Marilyn Rice-Davies. (She was another of the girls whom
Stephen Ward found and she was currently living in his house.) They did not
know that Mr. Sh_epherd was a Member of Parliament. The conversation turned
to the Cuban crisis. Mr. Shepherd said it was a victory for the Americans
Captain Ivanov became very angry. When Mr. Shepherd got up to go Stepher;
ward said, referring to Captain Ivanov and himself, “ we must go too. We
are going to have dinner with Jain Macleod,”—Which Mr. Shepherd thought
was an extraordinary thing, This was a typical distortion of the truth gb}’
Stephen Ward. They were not going to have dinner with Mr. Macleod at all.
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was that on 3lst October, 1962, there was a party at
Mrf‘g:ndTl?dis.fal\c/;acleod’s flat at 36, Sloane COU{'t West. Stephen Ward. and
Captain Ivanov simply * gate-crashed ”. There is no other word _for it. It
was a party for young people all aged about 18 or 19. On the morning of the
~party one of the young invited guests (who evidently knew Stephen.Ward)
telephoned and asked if he could bring along Stephen Ward and a friend of
his. He had evidently been put up to this by Stephen Wa}rd. The Macleods
did not know anything about Stephen Ward but assumed it was all right apd
said “ Yes”. Stephen Ward came rather late to the party and brought wn!h
him Captain Ivanov. They did not stay long. They did not meet Mr. Iain
Macleod at all. He was in the House of Commons and did not attend the
party. Mrs. Macleod came in towards the end of the party and saw these two
men who were much older than anyone else. She spoke a word or two to
Stephen Ward (whom she did not know) but did not speak to Captain Ivanov.
The two only stayed a few minutes and then left. None of the Macleod family

have seen or heard of either of them again. Mrs. Macleod told Mr. Macleod
next day about it.

47. Mr. Shepherd was so suspicious that, a day or two later, he took
the opportunity of mentioning the matter to Mr. Macleod. He said that
Stephen Ward had been giving the impression that he had been invited to
Mr. Macleod’s flat and knew him. Mr. Macleod explained to Mr. Shepherd-
just what had happened and spoke to the Foreign Secretary (Lord Home)
about it and wrote a letter putting it on record. The Foreign Secretary of
course knew a good deal about Stephen Ward by this time.

. : : Stephen Ward was seek;j
48. It is quite obvious now that ing an
opportunity foquaptain Ivanov to meet Mr. Macleod and others, t

. . 0 glean,
I suppose, any information he could, for the Russians. It is equally obvious
that he got nothing.

(iv) A Letter to Mr. Wilson, M.P.

49. On the 7th November, 1962, Ward followed u

the Cuban crisjs by reporting the§n to Mr. Harqld Wilson, M.P., the Leader
of the Opposition. He wrote saying tha_t on Friday, 26th Octqber, an offer
was made by the Russians to the Foreign Office for a summit conference,
“I can vouch for the authenticity of this”, he said, “since I was the
intermediary ”, Mr. Wilson did not think this letter at the time to be of any
account and sent a non-committal reply.

50.  On 26th December, 1962, Lord and Lady Ednarp held a dinner party
to which 5 high official of the Foreign Office and his wife were invited,
Stephen Warg and Captain Ivanov were present, too, at the dinner party,
They brought up the Nassau Conference and the possibility of Germ

acquiring nuclear weapons. But the Foreign Office official gave nott
away,

SL.

p his activities during

any
ing
Thus ends the known activities of Wafd on behalf of the Russians,
He was without doubt a Communist sympathiser, and so much under the
influence of Ivanov that he was a potential danger. But this was known (o
the Security Service and they had passed it on to the people who mattered,
par?cularly the Foreign Office, and any Ministers who might come into
contact

;aCt With him, I see no failure of the Security Service over this period,
I will set out tpe details of their work later.
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CHAPTER IV
THE SLASHING AND SHOOTING

52. Whilst Stephen Ward was thus engaging himself busily during 1962
in aid of Ivanov and the Russians he had conpnued his vicious sexual
activities. He wanted a coloured girl and got Christine Keeler to get him one.
In October, 1961, he took her to the Rio Café in the Westbourne Park Road.
There were coloured people there. Some were sgnok.ers of * reefers , that is,
drugged cigarettes, and were engaged in trafficking in Indian hemp. She here
met ‘ Lucky ’ Gordon for the first time. She asked him, “ Can I have some
weed? ” and he let her have 10 shilling’s worth. He wanted to see her again.
She said, “I can only see you if you bring your sister for my brother ”,
(meaning a coloured girl for Stephen Ward). She gave him her telephone
number. And thus she started her association with coloured men. Some
time later she left Stephen Ward and went to live with this man *‘ Lucky’
Gordon. Later she took up a similar association with another one called
John Edgecombe. Each of these seems to have considerced her to be his
property. This led to extreme jealousy which resulted in violence.

(i) The Slashing

53. On 27th-28th October, 1962, Christine Keeler was with Edgecombe
at an “ All Nighters Club” in Wardour Street, W. 1., in the early hours of
the morning. ‘ Lucky * Gordon arrived and there was an argument between
the two men about her. It flared up into an affray in which ‘Lucky’
Gordon’s face was slashed, necessitating 17 stitches. The police sought to
arrest John Edgecombe and charge him with an assault, but he disappeared.
He went to Brentford, and Christine Keeler went to live with him there.
Meanwhile Stephen Ward had found another girl to live with him in place
of Christine Keeler. He got Marilyn Rice-Davies to live with him in
17, Wimpole Mews.

(i) The Shooting

54. Early in December, 1962, Christine Keeler left John Edgecombe. He
Jetermined to get her back if he could. On 14th December, 1962, she went to
17, Wimpole Mews, where she was visiting Marilyn Rice-Davies. At about
[ p-m. John Edgc_combe arrived in a mini-cab. He told the driver to wait.
Viarilyn Rice-Davies looked out of the window. John Edgecombe asked for
~hristine Keeler. Marilyn Rice-Davies said she was not in. He kept on ringing
he bell. After a while Christine Keeler put her head out of the window and
old him to go away. He charged at the door to try and break it open. It
vithstood the charge. He then pulled out an automatic pistol and fired
ihots at the lock on the front door. Three or four shots. Once more the window
ipstairs was opened. He pointed the pistol in that direction and shot again.
dnly a shot or two this time, for he had come to the end of his ammunition.
je went back to the mini-cab and got the driver of the mini-cab (who was
vaiting) to drive him back to Brentford. The police caught up with him there
n(:l }[1;3 wasb arrelsgtgg. lI)-Ie was charged, not only with this shooting on
4t ecember, , but also with the slashin ¢ ’
7th October, 1962. g of “Lucky” Gordon on
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. . he
i ver, the shooting had attracted the attention of t
neissgouﬁe:é‘: hé‘;: k;?v:gc girls had te!ephoned Stephen Ward at his 1sutrg\:g {
in n Devonshire Street and gave him a running commentary of wha .
e nearl?y He heard the shooting over the telephone. He telephoned the
ha{)'penl\?vg"reless messages were sent out from the police station but tl_\e news.
ke ‘ci;nen‘ arrived in the Mews before the police. Maybe they llstel_led in to the ‘
g?fsesaoes The Mews was filled with press and police. The police took ‘the'
girls t; t}.\e police station and took statements from them as to the shooting,
The station was besieged by the press but eventually the girls got away ang

went to a flat which Christine Keeler had taken at 63, Great Cumberland
Place.

56. After they got back to the ﬂa.t.Christine Keeler.tclephoned Mr.
Michael Eddowes. (He was a retired solicitor who was a frgenc! and patient
of Stephen Ward and had seen a good deal of him at this time. He haq
befriended Christine Keeler and had taken her to see her mother once or
twice.) Mr. Eddowes went round to see her. She told him of the sh
He already knew from Stephen Ward something of her relations wi
Ivanov and Mr. Profumo, and he asked her about them. He
interested and subsequently noted it down in writing,and in March he reporteq
it to the police. He followed it up by employing an ex-member of thq
Metropolitan Police to act as detective on his behalf to gather information_

ooting,
th Captaip
was mosg

(iii) Trial Expected First Week of February

i lain that Christine Keeler would be an importa
WitnSZs.s iit t}:‘;azageu gzagst John Edgecombe, both with regard to the
of ‘Lucky’ Gordon on 27th October, 1962, and also the sho
14th December, 1962. John Edgecombe was reman(!ed in cust.ody from timg
to time and the evidence was not taken by the magistrate u'ntll the 16th ang
17th January, 1963. Christine Keeler attended t.he magistrate’s hearings
quite voluntarily and gave evidence for the prosecution. John Ed

e prc gecombe Way
committed for trial at the Old Bailey. His trial was expected to be early iy
February.

slaship
oting ¢

58. On Sunday, the 3rd February. 1963 . .
published 5 large picture of Christine Keeler, in a seductive pose, Witk
nothing op except the slightest of swimming garbs, and the words alongside.
“Model in shots case. Attractive Christine Keeler, a 20-year-old Londoy,
model, features in a case at the Old Bailey

» the News of the Worly

this week in which a man jg
accused of shooting at her with intent to murder. He is a 30-year-old Wegy
Indian, John Edgecombe, of Brentford, Middlesex.”

Photograph pee
of Christine Ke

39. The tria] Edgecombe did not, however, take place that week
The driver of theogﬂﬁ?-lcl:ab l\:avas taken ill. On Friday, 8th February, 1963,

1 mention  thig
ause most people seeing it would readily infer the avocatiop
eler.

a medica] copy: ived by the police that he was unable to
attend the oi:;fticitsd \Yf Swgcgecided to apply for an adjournment. It Wag
adjourneq until I’\/Iarch It came on for trial on 14th March, 1963, but by
that time Christine Keéler had disappeared. Meanwhile, however, much haq
happened, T ¢ shooting had been given much notice in the newspapers,
Many saw th,, a story might emerge of much interest. It did.
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CHAPTER V
CHRISTINE TELLS HER STORY

60. On the very night of the shooting Christine Keeler told something
of her story to Mr. Michael Eddowes, but it does not seem to have gained
publicity through him. She told it later in circles where it was soon taken up.

(i) She tells it to Mr. John Lewis

61. About nine days after the shooting, on 23rd December, 1962, there
was a party in a girl’s flat in Rossmore Court. Christine K.celer went there
with Paul Mann. John Lewis, formerly a Member of Parliament, went to
the party with a friend. In the course of conversation the shooting was
discussed. Stephen Ward’s name was mentioned: and at once old memories
revived. John Lewis and Stephen Ward had been engaged actively in
litigation in 1954 and 1955 and there was no love lost between them.
Christine Keeler said how fearful she was of being called as a witness:
John Lewis said she must be represented in court and recommended her to
a solicitor. He was most interested in her story and over the next two or three
weeks made a point of seeing her and obtaining more details. She told him
of her affair with Mr. Profumo and of the letters he had written to her. She
also told him that Stephen Ward asked her to obtain information from
Mr. Profumo as to the date when the Americans would deliver atom bombs
to Germany.

62. John Lewis was at once alive to the importance of the matter from
the security point of view. He told Mr. George Wigg, M.P., about it. And
from that time onwards he kept Mr. Wigg fully informed of every
development. They had conversations almost daily. John Lewis was so
interested that he, in March, 1963, got his own agent to investigate in the
person of a journalist who spent much of his time in Stephen Ward’s fiat.

(ii) She tells it to the Press

63. Next on the scene (they had been hovering near all the time) came
the press. Christine Keeler told her story to Paul Mann. Now Paul Mann wag
a young man aged 26. He had been at the Cliveden week-end. He was at
this time (December, 1962) in a shirt business in Manchester, but often came
down to London at week-ends. He also seems to have friends in journalism
He was friendly both with Stephen Ward and Christine Keeler. Al’lOth‘l“
icquaintance of Christine Keeler’s was a woman called Nina Gadd who
was a free-lance journalist. It appears to have been indirectly through these
-wo that her story achieved notice. They advised her that there were
1ewspapers who would buy it. Only two possible buyers were mentioneq to
ser. The News of the World and the Sunday Pictorial. She got in touch with
»oth and tried to see who would pay her most.

64. Christine played off one against the other. When the Sunday Pictoriq]
yffered her £1,000, she went straight to the News of the World and asked
hem to ipcrease it. Their represe{ltative said, “1 will see you to the devj] I
vill not join in any Dutch auction”. So the Sunday Pictorial succeedéd
On 22nd January, 1963, she went to the office of the Sunday Pictoriql anci
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3 it ntract to sell them her story for £1,000, of which
sg’%ggdwzsc?gdl‘;o;z‘idc%own and the balance of £800 on corppletiqn. Slle
o:nl'mcd her story and gave it colour t.>y relating her double life—with }'xch
men in high places and coloured men in low. She told them of her relatxon’s
with Mr. Profumo and with Captain I\:anov. She pr.oduccd Mr. Profumo’s
letter of 9th August, 1961 (the ‘Darling’ letter), in proof _thz}t she was
telling the truth. The newspaper had it photographed and put it in the safe.

65. Over the next few days the newspaper men took down her story
in detail and she then told the reporters (what she had not told them at first)
that Stephen Ward had asked her to obtain from Mr. Profumo information
as to when the Americans were going to give nuclear weapons to Germany.

The newspaper reporters saw how greatly the “ spy ” interest heightened the
story.

(iii) It is set down in writing

66. The reporters of the Sunday Pictorial prepared a p{oof of her story,
She signed every page as correct on 8th February, 1963. It is the first signed
statement she gave to anyone. (The police did not get a signed statement
until 4th April, 1963.) It is on that account instructive to see how she put it.
It was in fact never published, but this is how it ran:

“Men are such fools. But I like them. I have always liked them.

Unfortunately, the combination of these things has led me into a Jot
of trouble and may even have risked the security of this country. It
certainly could have been harmful to the country.

You see, one man who was foolish enough and irresponsible enough

to have an affair with me was a Cabinet Minister, a member of Her
Majesty’s Government.

And at the same time 1 was having an affair with another man—a
Russian diplomat.

If that Russian or anyone else had placed a tape recorder or cine

camera or both in some hidden place in my bedroom it would have been
very embarrassing for the Minister, to say the least.

In fact, it would have left him open to the worst possible kind of
blackmail—the blackmail of a spy.-

I am not suggesting that he really would have given up State secrets
to avoid a scandal. He might have been tough and refused.

But I do believe that any man in his position—particularly a married

Mman—is both unwise and irresponsible to have an affair with some
unknown girl like me.

" More especially so in this case because this Minister has such
n

Owledge of the military affairs of the Western world that he would
be one of the

I most valuable men in the world for the Russians to have
had in their power.

i I believe now that a man in his position should not indulge in pastimes
1K€ me. |

suppose even Cabinet Ministers are only human, but I think
they should curb their feelings when they take on the job.

. “Ne might think that as a politician he would have been particularly
discreet ip the affair. John Profumo was not. It js true he did not take

22

He is, in fact, the Secretary of State for War, Mr. John Profumo.



me out much, but he did take me to his own home while his wife was
away. And he did write letters to me. .

One might also think that those responsible for State security would
keep some sort of watch on men who hold as many secrets as he holds.

Yet if that happened he would never have been able to come and
sec me at the flat where I was being visited by the Russian.

And, believe me, the Russian was a man who would be very much
aware of the value of the secrets which Profumo knew. He was not a
civilian.

He was, in fact, a naval captain, Captain Eugene Ivanov.

Of course, at the time I did not realise the sinister implica}ions be:hind
my two affairs. I was only 18 and knew nothing of politics or international
matters. 1 was not interested.

I did not realise then that blackmail is one of the Russians’ favourite
weapons when they are trying to recruit traitors or discover secret
information.

I am sure that Jack Profumo would not have allowed his harmless
affair with me to be used as a lever to prise secrets from him. But a
weaker man in his position might have allowed it to happen.

At the time, however, I saw no danger in the situation. It just seemed
funny to me that I should be seeing the two men, sometimes on the same
day. One might leave my flat only a few minutes before the other arrived.

I did find it worrying when someone asked me to try to get from
Profumo the answer to a certain question.

That question was: ¢ When, if ever, are the Americans going to give
nuclear weapons to Germany?’

I am not prepared to say in public who asked me to find out the
answer to that question. I am prepared to give it to the security officials.
In fact, I believe now that I have a duty to do so.”

(iv) She tells the Police

67. On 26th January, 1963, Detective-Sergeant Burrows of the
arylebone Police Station called on Christine Keeler to serve her with
tice to attend the trial of John Edgecombe. It was only four days after
s had signed her conditional contract with the Sunday Pictorial. She then
d the Detective-Sergeant in brief outline the self-same story as she told
: newspaper. This needs separate treatment and I will deal with it in

: next Chapter.
(v) Those who knew
68. By the end of January, 1963, therefore, Christine Keeler had told
' story to these people:
(1) Mr. John Lewis and through him Mr. George Wigg, M.P:
(2) The newspapers, particularly the News of the World and the Sunday
Pictorial:
(3) The police through Detective-Sergeant Burrows :
(4) The Security Service got to know of her story about this time too.
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69. Very shortly afterwards it also came to the knowledge of those at
Admiralty House. This 1 will relate later.

(vi) Captain Ivanov leaves

70. Stephen Ward did not know at first of all this activity by Christine
Keeler. He had quarrelled with her for the time being and did not know
that she had gone to the newspapers. He had been turned out of his home
at 17, Wimpole Mews, because he could not pay the rent and had gone to
a flat in Bryanston Mews formerly belonging to Peter Rachman. On
16th January, 1963, he told a journalist z}ll he knew about the shooting and
said he had succeeded in keeping out of it and hoped the whole thing would
blow over. But it did not. On 18th January, 1963, he saw Captain Ivanov,
and it may be presumed that Captain Ivanov took alarm. 1t seems as if it
was what is called a * tip-off 7. Captain Ivanov left England on 29th January,
1963, much earlier than expected.

(vii) Stephen Ward’s alarm

71. The crisis broke upon Stephen Ward on 26th January, 1963, When a
journalist went to see him and told him that he had been in contact with (he
girls and “ they are now with the Sunday Pictorial ™. This was the signa| for
intensive activity by Stephen Ward. He did all he could to stop the publication
On Sunday, 27th January, he went to the private house of his Counsel(*) and
had some discussion with him.

_ 72. On Monday, 28th January, he telephoned to Lord Astor and 45keq
him to meet him on a very, very urgent matter at the chambers of his Coypge| .
and both he and Lord Astor went to pounsel’s chambers. Lord Astor di&
not stay long but arranged to instruct his own solicitor that afternoon (which
he did). Stephen Ward stayed and told the problem to his Counsel: name
that the trial of John Edgecombe was expected the next week, that chrismfe’
eeler was to be called as a witness and might bring into her evidence the
Dames of Stephen Ward and Mr. Profumo; and that she had sold her story to
the Sunday Pictorial and it might appear as soon as the trial was conchzed
Stephen Ward’s Counsel went to see the Solicitor-General and told him_ The
SOhCltor-Genera] passed it on to the Attorney-General. The Attorney{;e'neral
WrIote a note to Mr. Profumo and asked him to come and see him.
SoliZ‘3' Meanwhile, in the afternoon of the same day, Lord Astor saw his
. 11;)r: and at 5.30 p.m. Lord Astor went to see Mr. Profumo and told
Secu;)‘t the danger. Mr. Profumo at once got into touch with the Head of the
o ity Serv}ce and asked him to come and see him. The Head of the
UMty Service got the impression that Mr. Profumo hoped he would get a
n;mce issued or something to stop publication—but his hopes were in vain.
I muii d_Oyer }hc? next few days there was much going on—so much so that
aWyere vide it into sections so as to show what was done by the police, the
of the and the Ministers of the Crown. But there were also two meetings
Stephenprvl:/lc'pals' Mr. Profumo wanted to know more about it all. He and
house. Theard had lunch together zvnth Lord Astor in Lord Astor’s London
met hin atnttll\élr. Profumo wanted “ to get a bit more out of Ward ” and he

Dorchester Hotel. Stephen Ward told him the new had
al . spaper
eter which starteq Darling ” and ended “ Love J.”.

(2) Mr. Rees-Davies, M.P.
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CHAPTER VI
THE POLICE ARE TOLD
(i) The Ordinary Police Force

75. No one can understand the actions of the police in the Profumo
affair unless it is realised that their primrary task is to maintain law and
order: in particular it is their duty to enforce the criminal law, and in this
respect they are completely independent of the Home Office. It is no part of
their duty to pry into the private lives of anyone, be it a Minister of the
Crown or the humblest citizen. And if, in the course of their inquiries, they
come across discreditable incidents in private lives (not amounting to a
criminal offence) it is no part of their duty to report it to anyone. We are not
yet a “ police state ”. Even if they come across discreditable incidents in the
life of a Minister, they are not to report it—save only if it appears that the
security of the country may be endangered, when they should report it to the
Security Service.

(ii) Special Branch

76. So much for what I may call the ordinary police force. There is
also the ‘ Special Branch’ of the Metropolitan Police. This was formed in
1886 to deal with Irish Republican activity. From that time it has developed
so that its main activities are as follows:

(1) It is concerned with subversive or terrorist organisations. So one of
its duties is to obtain information regarding them and pass it to the
Security Service.

(2) It is also concerned with offences against the security of the State,
such as treason, espionage, offences against the Official Secrets Act
and the Public Order Act. If the Security Service, for instance, detect
a spy, they collect the information and material about the case and
then pass it to Special Branch. The Special Branch make any
necessary searches or arrests, and prepare the case for trial. Conversely,
if Special Branch comes across material which points to a risk to
national security, they pass it to the Security Service for their
information.

(3) It keeps watch on seaports and airports for criminals and other
dangerous persons. makes inquiries into aliens: and so forth.

77. There is very close co-operation between the Special Branch and
the Security Service. They work together in harmony and each has the fullest

confidence in the other.

(iii) The Working of the Ordinary Police

78. The various cases that figure in the Profumo affair illustrate very
clearly the working of the ordinary police. In the Edgecombe case fhe
ordinary police force handled it in the accustomed manner. On bpmg
informed of the shooting, they went at once to the scene, made investigations,
then an arrest, afterwards took statements, and conducted the case right
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i -don case, too, as soon as the attack on Christine
tltilfaz;legrhwt;s t;;;‘c;r{gdfht;ego;ged in a similar manner. Likewise \.’Vlt:! the Ward
case. This came to their notice through anonymous commundlc? lgps. The
looked into it to see if there was anything to investigate: and fin mﬁ,’. there
was, they took statements which eventually disclosed a case against him, a5
a result of which they arrested him and conducted the case to trial.

79. The important point for present purposes is, however, this: In the
course of the conduct of the Edgecombe case, the ordinary police officers
came across information which might have a security significance and the
question is whether it was handled properly by them, or by Special Branch,
or, later on, by the Security Service.

(iv) Christine Keeler tells the Police

80. On Saturday, 26th January, 1963, Detective-Sergeant Burrows of
the Marylebone Police Station went to warn Christine Keeler and Marilyn
Rice-Davies that they were required to attend at the Central Criminal Court
at the trial of John Edgecombe. He served recognisance notices on them
and then Christine Keeler voluntarily made a statement to him (I give it
from the note he made and in the very form he reported it to his superiors):

“ She said that Doctor Ward was a procurer of women for gentlemen
in high places and was sexually perverted: that he had a country
cottage at Cliveden to which some of these women were taken to meet
important men—the cottage was on the estate of Lord Astor; that he
had introduced her to Mr. John Profumo and that she had had an
association with him; that Mr. Profumo had written a number of letters
to her on War Office notepaper and that she was still in POssession of
one of these letters which was being considered for publication ip the
Sunday Pictorial to whom she had sold her life story for £1,000. She also
said that on one occasion when she was going to meet Mr. Profumo,
Ward had asked her to discover from him the date on which certain
atomic secrets were to be handed to West Germany by the Americans,
and that this was at the time of the Cuban crisis. She also said that she
had been introduced by Ward to the Naval Attaché of the Soviet Embassy
and had met him on a number of occasions.”

. 8L It is to be noticed that that statement of Christine Keeler contains
of Soncise form the very gist of all the important matters—the procurement
of women by Stephen Ward—the association of Mr. Profumo with Christine

Keel?r\the request for information about atomic secrets—and the Ivanov
felatlonship.

(v) A Meeting is Arranged

82, Detective-Sergeant Burrows reported it

to his superior, Detective-
Inspector Anning, P

for I 1 who thought it was outside the field of crime but a matter
Spe 1 Special Branch. So he telephoned to Detective-Inspector Morgan of
tﬁ)mcllallll Branch. He thought it of considerable security importance and
am é% t't that Christine Keeler should be seen by Special Branch. He ar{anged
was cling for Detective-Sergeant Burrows and himself to see her. Whilst he
she tl,n aking inquiries Christine Keeler told the police at Marylebone that

elieved thay Ward, in an endeavour to “have her put away”, was
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alleging that she was in possession of drugs. So it was thought advisable to
have the assistance of an officer conversant with drugs. Arrangements were
made for her to be seen at 3.30 p.m. on Friday, 1st February, 1963, at her
flat, No. 63, Great Cumberland Place. The officers who were to go were
Detective-Sergeant Burrows (from Marylebone, who had seen her first),
Detective-Inspector Morgan (of Special Branch because of the security
interest) and Sergeant Howard of the Drug Squad (because of the drug
suggestion).

(vi) The Meeting is Cancelled

83. It was most unfortunate that this meeting was never held. Christine
Keeler was not seen at all by the police, or at any rate no statement was taken
from her, from the day when she was seen by Detective-Sergeant Burrows on
26th January, 1963 (which I have set out), until 4th April, 1963, when inquiries
were being made into the case against Stephen Ward.

84. The first question arises, therefore, why was the meeting not held on
1st February, 1963? It was cancelled by order of the Commander of Special
Branch. When the proposal was put before him on the morning of 1st February
he decided that Special Branch should not take part in questioning Christine
Keeler. He did this, he told me, because of the Press. He thought it inevitable
that the Press would get to know that Christine Keeler had been seen by Special
Branch and that would cause a lot of speculation. (He expected that Christine
Keeler might well tell the Press herself that she had been seen by a Special
Branch officer.) After discussion with his Deputy Commander, it was decided
to be better that Christine Keeler and Stephen Ward should be seen by officers
of the Criminal Investigation Department: and that anything coming to light,
which was of interest to Special Branch, should be brought to their notice.
In consequence of this decision the Deputy Commander sent out a message
cancelling the meeting arranged for the afternoon of Friday, 1st February,
1963. No reason was given to the Marylebone officers. It was just cancelled.
Detective-Sergeant Burrows accordingly telephoned Christine Keeler and said
he could not keep the appointment that afternoon, but would contact her again
at some future date.

85. The second question arises, why was Christine Keeler not secn at all
at this time, not even by officers of the Criminal Investigation Department?
This was the decision of a Chief Superintendent of the Department. The
Deputy Commander of Special Branch told me that he made it clear that he
wished Christine Keeler to be seen, but the Chief Superintendent of the
Criminal Investigation Department told me that the message, as it reached him,
was that Stephen Ward was to be seen, but nothing was said, he told me, about
seeing Christine Keeler. There must have been some failure in co-ordination
on this point. Arrangements were in fact only made for Stephen Ward to be
seen. An appointment was made for Stephen Ward to be seen at Scotland Yard
on Saturday, 2nd February, 1963, by a Drug Squad official but Ward did not
keep the appointment. In consequence on Monday, 4th February, 1963, the
Chief Superintendent decided not to make another appointment for him. In
addition, on the same day he was asked by Special Branch whether he intended
to have Christine Keeler seen, and he said he did not. This was, I think, an
unfortunate decision: for it meant that she was not seen by any police officer
at all at that time. There must have been another failure in co-ordination at
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his point. The decision was recorded in this minute by a Superintendent of
this point. The de \ ' :
Special Branch:

« . f Quneri ent of Criminal Investigation does not propose
The Chict Supercl)?rtxigint (for Ward), nor does he intend to have
making another alpptold the Chief Superintendent that this was agret_iablf;
It\g‘ssspg‘;';}egsxgﬁ and we are not asking him to take any other action.’

i i i this last sentence that the Superintendent of
Spe?:?zil ]gtralrslclcllu:itfd ptizltnriggll it as _imporlanty to see Christine Keeler. He
told me that he thought the crime xpterc?st was greater than any security
tisk. Accepting this viecw, nevertheless in view of Christine Keeler’s stateme.m
to Detective-Sergeant Burrows it does ﬂ-ppeacli l;:latDthere was a security
interest which sﬁould have been watchedt; aI;ent € Deputy Commander of
Special Branch certainly intended her to be seen.

(vii) Stephen Ward tells the Police

istine Keeler's statement. There was a Statemepg
by gZe'phgg \;/n::c;l afotll‘aig Efr‘lsenwhich was also of lmpdortﬂnlfle- I\C/)In 4;th°br““Py,
1963, at 6.20 p.m., Stephen Ward himself telephone l10 1E ¢ }?_ry CT?’HC Lane
Station and said that two photographs had been lS_tO gn rcgn um. e’y Were
photographs taken at the swimming pool at Clive en. ©ne was ftaken p
Mr. Profumo and showed Stephen W'ard with El‘lree girls, one of who
Christine Keeler. Mr. Profumo had written on it . Theiv?ew Cliveden Se
The other was taken by someone else s}?og/xlng 1 br. Profumo

girls, one of whom was Christine Keeler. T }f 5 zlijry e onfgggicers asked hip,
to come to the station and he did so on Sth , I‘Uﬂ}rlyvt 1l Honen Warg
said he thought Paul Mann had stolen the p °‘§grlp Stho Sen‘i He also mag,
this statement (I give it from the note made by the officer as jt Was
Treported to his superior):

« id that, if this matter, including the association betweep
Mr. F]’)x'ro.flmegdaszuiv‘[tiss Keeler, became pubhc'}:t might very well ; bring
down’ the Government. He also added that he had no persona] liking for
this Government but would not like to }Slee ;\t/rgo out of office ip this
Way. He also said that he was aware that dlS; Keeler had sold hep
life story to the Sunday Pictorial newspaper and that a number of Nameg
would be mentioned. Ward also said that he was a close friend of (pe

aval Attaché of the Soviet Embassy, who‘frequentl’y visited him apq
Who was known in diplomatic circles as Foxface’, He produceq a
phOtOgraph which he said had been taken at an official Iron Curtajy
Party and in it he appeared standing alongside ‘ Foxface’, He also sajq

¢ had mentioned the matter to a member of M.I. 5
88. It i to be noticed, too, that this statement of Ste
SOntaineq g ’

m wag
t, I
with t“’O

phen Wargeg
ect reference to two important matters—the association of

Profume and Christine Keeler, and Stephen Ward’s friendship fop

IVanov

(viii) The Police tell the Security Service
89,

A We have . int, therefore, two important statements to the
g? 1_1ce50 y Chitis:i};;: ?{?cl:lér on 26th January, 1963, and the other by
€phén Ward on 5th February, 1963. The Marylebone officers embodied

28



these in a written report dated 5th February, 1963. (They were in the very
terms I have quoted.) It was a pity that Christine Keeler had not been seen
as intended: for if she had been seen, she might well have filled in much
important detail (such as the description of Mr. Profumo’s house, 01'_the
mascot on the car) which would have corroborated her story, :fnd she might
have thrown light on Stephen Ward’s activities. It is a pity, too, that
Stephen Ward was not seen by officers of Scotland Yard as inter.lded: for
a detailed statement from him at that time might have had important

consequences.

90. But nevertheless the report itself of the Marylebone officer gave the
gist of all the important matters. It may be asked, what did Special Branc]l
lo about this important report? They did the correct thing. They took it
1long to the Security Service. The report reached Special Branch on Thursday,
7th February, 1963, and was considered by the Commander himself. He at
nce went and saw a senior officer of the Security Service. He took a copy
f the report and left it with him. He asked two pertinent questions:

(a) Was there any security intelligence aspect which should influence
Criminal Investigation Department action? The Security Officer
said, No.

(b) Did any duty lie on Scotland Yard to ensure that Mr. ProfurI}O was
aware of the likelihood of publicity? The Security Officer said that
Mr. Profumo was aware of it.

91. The Commander went back and drew up this minute :

“The facts given in (the report) were already known to (the Security
Service) in broad outline. Their principal interest is, of course, the
Russian diplomat, whose identity is known to them and in whose
activities they are taking an interest. Officially they are not concerned
with the Profumo aspect, but they do know that Profumo is aware of
the position and that such action as is possible is being taken by his
solicitors with the newspaper. They believe it to be true that Profumo
has told the Prime Minister of the matter but they do not know that for
certain.

I think it wise for us to stay out of this business and (the Security
Service) agree.”

92. The upshot of it all is that the Marylebone officers were aware of
¢ security and political importance of Christine Keeler’s and Stephen
‘ard’s statements, and reported them to Special Branch. No possible
iticism can be made of the Marylebone officers. But the Criminal
vestigation Department and Special Branch did, I think, make an error
not following up these reports by seeing Christine Keeler, or making sure
e was seen, or by seeing Stephen Ward. This error was due to an error
co-ordination, for which no one individual can be blamed. But allowing
¢ this error, the gist of the information was passed on by Special Branch
_the Security Service. And thenceforward the responsibility for further
tion rested with the Security Service. I will deal with this when I consider
> operation of the Security Service.
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93. It may be asked why did not the police 'themse.lv.e; r:
matters to the Home Secretary. The answer is, I think, this: In :
involved a security matter they fulfilled their duty by_reportllg.
Special Branch. In so far as it involved private morals it WmilE o
them to report it to anyone. It would be contrary to our way ol
police should be expected to report to tjne ‘Home Secreta'ry, or 1n
Prime Minister, anything they happen incidentally to discover a

moral character or behaviour of any individual, including even
of the Crown.
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CHAPTER VII
THE LAWYERS ARE CALLED IN

(i) Disturbing Facts

94. No one can understand what happened at this time unless he realises
the extreme anxiety felt by Stephen Ward, Mr. Profumo and, I may add, Lord
Astor, over the critical 10 days, Monday, 28th January, 1963-Wednesday,
6th February, 1963. They were very anxious that nothing should be disclosed
prejudicial to their good names. Each instructed lawyers to protect his interests.
And, as it happened, the main burden was borne by Stephen Ward’s
Counsel(®) and by Mr. Profumo’s solicitors.(*) By Friday, 1st February, 1963,
they had discovered these disturbing facts:

(1) They got to know Christine Keeler had signed a conditional contract
to sell her story to the Sunday Pictorial for £1,000, of which £200 was
paid down: but they did not know what her story contained. In
particular they did not know what she had told the newspaper about
Stephen Ward, Mr. Profumo or Lord Astor. They got to know that
arrangements had been made for her to sign the procfs of her story
early in the week beginning Monday, 4th February, and also for her
to be accommodated, at the expense of the newspaper, in a flat at The
White House, Albany Street. Once the proofs were signed by her as
correct, the newspaper would be free to publish the article without
fear of any libel action by her, though they would, of course, be liable
to libel actions if they made defamatory statements which were untrue
about anyone else.

(2) They got to know that the case of John Edgecombe was in the list
for trial at the Session at the Central Criminal Court starting on
Tuesday, Sth February, and Christine Keeler might have to attend any
day. The case was expected to be tried that week, and should be
finished by the Friday. Christine Keeler was to be an important witness
and might be subjected to cross-examination as to her credit and as
to her character, and she might bring out their names. Until the trial
was over the newspaper might not feel able to print her story, because
the matter might be prejudicial to the trial and a contempt of court.
Once the case was over the newspaper would be able to publish the
articles without fear of being in contempt of court.

(ii) Plans to Stop Publication

95. It was important therefore to do everything possible in law to stop
the newspaper publishing the story of Christine Kecler. Here the lawyers
were in a difficulty. In the ordinary way it is very difficult to get an injunction
to stop the publication of defamatory matter: for if the defendants swear
that the words are true and that they intend to justify them, the court will
rarely intervene to stop them: for the court will not pre-judge the question
whether the words are true or not. But in this case there appeared a way

c (®) Stephen Ward’s Counsel was Mr. Rees-Davies, M.P. in all the stages in this
hapter.
(') Theodore Goddard & Co. 3l



to overcome that rule of law. Christine Keeler had t:old her sto;y éo se;f]eral

i i d it had been repeated by others.
eople, including newspaper reporters, an ) )
II)t \Bas suﬁﬂesteg thatz writ for slander l_ae 1ssue§i against her and others,
in respectbc;f those statements. If such a writ were issued and the newspapers
were mnotified of it, the matter would become sub judice. The newspapers
would not, it was thought, publish her story because they would be in danger
of beine i,n contempt Bf court—in ICSpCCt Of' the slander action. Tl’:“s plan
required a good deal of work, such as taking statements from witnegges,
preparing draft writs and so forth.

(iii) Negotiations to that end

96. While preparing that plan, however, for legal proceedings, ,p
alternative proposal was made, namely, to sce Christine Keeler, to see how
far she had gone with the newspaper and see if she could be persyygeg
not to publish her story. There were long conferences between Stephen Ward’s
counsel and Mr. Profumo’s solicitor on S{itl{rday and.Sur'lday, 2nd ang
3rd February, 1963. Both felt that, if negotiations of this kind were ¢, be
pursued, it was very desirable that Christine Kee}e}', fi:)r hehr 0\;’111 Protection,
should be advised by a solicitor. It was essential that she SdO}lld not be
advised by the solicitor to the newspaper, but be separately a vised b
own solicitor. In a day or two, Christine Keeler did go to a solic;
appears that on Saturday afternoon, 2nd February, 1963, M
solicitors went to see her, and, after some discussion about the
her the name of a solicitor and also their own telephoqe Number, The
impression they got was that she wanted r!;\?ne(}l'; But shi did not go ty the
solicitor that they suggested. Then Stephen Ward’s counsel sugested the name
of another solicitor. He was a young man who was a former pupj] of his
at the bar and had since become a solicitor.(") On Sunday, 3rd February, 1963,
Stephen Ward’s counsel asked this young solicitor to come and see him gpq
told him the outline of the story. There was an intervening approach throygp
a friend and on the 4th February, 1963, at 4.30 p.m., Christi N

. ne Keeler went
to see this solicitor. She was accompanied, not by this friend, but by
Paul Mann,

tor. It
T. Profu'.nO»S
contract, gave

97. . . hat the negotiations had these objectives. o
one han(Iit é:shgizt[itﬁedle(aeil::r was to withdraw frqm her contract Witl;l 3::
Newspaper, so that her story would not be pUthhe.d’ and she wyg to go
aWway for a while immediately affer the Edgecombe trial: on the otpe, hang
She was in return to be paid compensation in money for the loss of her contract
and for the expenses to which she would be put.

98. The negotiations are of importance: because in the deba
th uny lggfoitt.ax::ssuggeste d by Sir Lionel Heald, Q.C,, Mp, :3 t?:;
:I-Iouse of Commons that on 4th February, 1963, there was an approach

which
PPeared to indicate a demand for money.

(iv) The Law on the Matter

7+ Now I desire to say, in faimmess to all concerned, that there w
Dothing !

. 1 as
a unlawfy] jp these negotiations, provided alwayg that C!mstme Keeler
\\not the intention to extort money, but only to receive a fajr recompense,

\\‘

(%) Mr. Gerald Black of Gerald Black & Co.
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The law on the matter is laid down in Section 31 (2) of the Larceny Act,
1916, which says that “ every person who, with intent to extort any valuable
thing from any person directly or indirectly proposes to abstain from, or
oifers to prevent, the publishing of any matter or thing touching any other
person, shall be guilty of a misdemeanour ”. I have italicised the important
words for present purposes. The words ‘““ any matter or thing ” show that,
whatever the matter about to be published, that is to say, whether it be libel
or no libel (see Regina v. Coghlan (1865) 4 Foster and Finlayson 316 at
page 321 by Bramwell B): true or untrue (seec Rex v. Wyart (1921) 16 Criminal
Appeal Reports 57), nevertheless it is an offence to propose to abstain from
the publishing of it, if it is done with intent to extort money. There need not
be an express request for money. It can be implied. Even to say “ If you make
it worth my while, nothing will appear in the Press” will suffice, provided
always there is an intention to extort money. (See Regina v. Menage 3 Foster
and Finlayson 310.) Truth is no answer to the charge. The greater the truth
the greater the weapon in the hand of the blackmailer. The gist of the offence
is the intention to extort. Such is the law if done by one alone. If the attempt
to extort is done by two or more in combination—by threatening exposure
even of the truth—it is indictable as a conspiracy at common law (see
Rex v. Hollingberry (1825) 4 Barnewell and Cresswell 329).

(v) Critical Conversations

100. Now for the negotiations themselves. There is some controversy
as to what took place which I feel I cannot resolve. So I set down the
versions on either side of the critical conversations. The name of Paul Mann
comcs again into the story at this point. During these critical days of early
February, 1963, Stephen Ward and Christine Keeler had quarrelled, but
Paul Mann still remained friendly with both and acted as intermediary
between them. On Saturday evening, 2nd February, 1963, Stephen Ward
took Paul Mann to see Stephen Ward’s counsel in his private house and
counsel saw him alone. According to counsel’s note made shortly afterwards
Paul Mann said: “I think that Christine should be made to deny everything
and talk propositionwise as to what it is worth for her to be quiet. I think
she is open to a higher bid. She is not satisfied with £1,000. I told her she
ought to have obtained a good deal more.” According to Paul Mann himself,
he said, “I was myself quite concerned with people’s reputations and one
thing and another and the possible scandal that the papers could make of
the whole thing. I said I did not know what she was going to do, but I said
I would be only too willing to take her away after the trial and to keep the
Press away from her. I remember saying too, that I certainly could not do it
all on my own funds, but I was quite prepared to make it a holiday for
mysclf. There were no sums mentioned.” Both agreed that counsel broke off
the conversation and said he could not discuss the proposition, and told
Paul Mann that he should get Christine Keeler to go and see a solicitor.

101. On Monday afternoon, 4th February, 1963, at about 4.30 p.m.,
Paul Mann accompanied Christine Keeler to the solicitor whose name had
been mentioned by Stephen Ward’s counsel (paragraph 96). She went in to
see the solicitor whilst Paul Mann sat outside next to the switchboard. She
brought with her the telephone number of Mr. Profumo’s solicitor: and
after taking her instructions, the solicitor telephoned Mr. Profumo’s solicitor.
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There is a controversy as to the opening wo‘r‘ds: Christine Keeler's solicitor
says that he said to Mr. Profumo’s solicitor, ) I ungerstand your clients hav,e
offered to help her financially ”, and he said “ Yes ”: whereas Mr. Profumo’s
solicitor denies that any such opening took place.' Save for that controversy
it seems clear that the substance of the conversation was as follows:

(vi) Christine asks for £5,000

102. Christine Keeler’s solicitor told Mr. Profumo’s solicitor that he was
acting for Christine, that she did not WJSl} to ha_rm Mr. Profumo in any way,
but she had no one to turn to for financial assistance except the newspaper.
She was due to see the newspaper Iatqr that afternoon and the ncwspaper
had arranged for her to stay at the Wlu}e House. If she did not continue to
help the newspaper with the publication she would be without money.
Christine Keeler’s solicitor said he thought that the criminal proceedings
against John Edgecombe would probably be on that week and that ghe
intended to go away after the trial. She proposed to go abroad, to America.
She was to receive from the newspaper £1,500 for six articles or £1,000 for
four. Christine Keeler’s solicitor said they did not want to publish and that
the matter was a delicate one. One of them asked the other what he had in
mind (there is some controversy on this) and after a little to and fro
Christine Keeler’s solicitor said £3,000. Mr. Profumo’s solicitor said he would
take instructions. A very short time later, however, Christine Keeler's
solicitor (who had Christine present with him) telephoned to Mr. Profumo’s
solicitor and said that she would nf;ed £53000 as she wanted to get a house
for her parents. Mr. Profumo’s solicitor said he would have to put the matter
to his client. Christine’s solicitor said he would await an answer. None came;
$0 he himself telephoned, but was told Mr. Profumo’s solicitor had gone out.

(vii) Was it an Offence?

103. Meanwhile what had happened was this: Mr. Profumo’s solicitors
regarded the request for £5,000 as so serious that they went roupd that
evening to seek the advice of Queen’s Counsel,(°) and then, with hip and
Mr. Profumo, they went to see the Attorney-General, Sir Johp Hobson
and told him of it. The Attorney-General thought it should be referreq to
the Director of Public Prosecutions. Mr. Profumo said that he was Prepareq
to prosecute, if the Director th_ought 1t desirable. The next mornin

r. Profumo’s legal advisers explained the matter to the Director of Publiq
Prosecutions who advised against a prosecution.

104, In view of what I have said earlier on the law, the questiop
Whether there was an offence or no 1n asking for money dependeq °
Whether there was an intent to extort or not. If it was a fair reco
there would be nothing unlawful. Upon this point Christine Keeler’s solicitor
explained to me that, in mentioning £3,000 he was thinking of what it would
COSt to have her represented by counsel, what it would cost to have her
Protected at the trial by an ex-C.I.D. officer or something like that, what it
Would cost to put her parents in a house somewhere, and that she wanted to
80 off to America after the trial of John Edgecombe for a holiday. After

Mmpense,

——

(&) Mr. Mark Littman, Q.C,
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he put the telephone down Christine Keeler said, “I think you ought to
have asked for £5.000. How much is the house going to cost? ” The solicitor
said, “ £2,000 up to £3,000”. She said, “It will cost me £500 whilst I am
away in America. I would like to have something to come back to. I would
like you to phone and say £5,000.” So he did so.

105. I would like to say, in fairness to Christine Keeler’s solicitor, that
he had only been brought into the case at very short notice and had no
time to reflect. It was a situation entirely out of the ordinary. He told me
he thought the £5,000 was nothing to the persons concerned and it did seem
a pretty fair estimate of what Christine Keeler would be involved in.
Having seen him, I am sure he had no intention to extort and ought fairly
to be excused for what does look, I confess, at first sight a most unjustifi-
able suggestion.

106. As for Christine Keeler, it is only fair to say that, if she had been
minded to blackmail Mr. Profumo, she would probably have kep: the
‘Darling’ letter herself and not handed it over to the Sunday Pictorial.
Further, 1 would record her statement to me: When £3,000 was mentioned,
she says, “1 said No, and I know this sounds wicked, I said £5,000 because
I wantcd to move my parents, you see, so I do admit that I did say to raise
it. . . . It was not a matter of blackmail. I would have asked for £50,000 if
it was.” Let no one judge her too harshly. She was not yet 21. And since the
age of 16 she had become enmeshed in a net of wickedness. I would credit
her, too, with a desire only for a fair recompense and not an intention to extort.

107. Tt is quite clear that after the telephone conversation on 4th February,
1963, Mr. Profumo’s solicitors had no negotiations with Christine Keeler or
anyone on her behalf to pay her any money. But Stephen Ward’s counsel had
negotiations with Christine’s solicitors to which I must now turn.

(viii) Negotiations with Stephen Ward

108. On the next day, 5th Fecbruary, 1963, Christine Keeler’s solicitor
was speaking, he told me, to Ward’s counsel on another matter, and afterwards
they got on to the subject of Christine. Christine’s solicitor said he was acting
for her and said, “ She says she would like to have five” (meaning £5,000).
Stephen Ward’s counsel (presumably actiag on behalf of Stephen Ward) said,
« Oh, I am sure that will be all right, I will let you know . Christine’s solicitor
said it was most urgent. That affcrnoon Chnstl_ne_’s solicitor went and collected
£50 in cash from Stephen Ward’s counsel. Christine’s solicitor gave her £20 of
the £50 and she ag_reed not to go to the White I-!ouse.(the flat provided by the
newspaper) and did not go. Next day Christine’s solicitor went to collect the
balance of the £5,000, as he thought. Stephen Ward’s counsel gave him a packet
which he opened. Inside was £450. It then became clear, he told me, that when
he had said “five” on the te!cgho’ne, Stephen Ward’s counsel had thought
he meant £500, not £5,000. Christine’s solicitor said he could not take the £450.
He went back and told her what had happened. She thought she had been
tricked. She would not dream of accepting the money. She would print. That
is the last the solicitor saw, of her.

109. Stephen Ward’s counsel gave me an account which corresponded in
most of the essentials. He told me that when Christine’s solicitor said she
wanted “ five in expenses ”, he took it to mean £500, not £5,000. This accorded
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: e to his mind. He worked them out ip thjs
9xacflyAw1ﬂ;1;V EZ;t:?r::g;nggcse‘i:’?d £200 from the newspaper, she ought 1o
e .tsts them. That made £200. Then she ought to be accommodateq ip
a hot i \Zar the trial which would cost £100. And she ought to have £2(q 1o
%ehgi\?ayoafter the trial for the next fortnight. Stephen Ward’s counsel tolq me
that Christine’s solicitor said it was most urgent and, on that account, he giq
let him have £50 in cash out of his own pocket that afternoon. On the pext
day he reported it to his solicitor who also thought £500 was a proper sum. So
he made arrangements with Stephen Ward and got the money from him, He
offered the £450 to Christine’s solicitor: but he did not accept it.

110. Stephen Ward got the £500 in this way. .He a§]§ed Lqrd Astor to
lend it to him: and Lord Astor (after consulting his solicitor) did lenq it to
him. But Stephen Ward did not disclose to Lord Astor the precise Purpose of
the £500. The knowledge which Lord Astor had is shown by two

. letters of
6th February which record the transaction. Stephen Ward wrogq on
6th February:

“ Dear Bill,

As I told you I have become involved in. legal proceedings Which are
likely to involve me in heavy expenses and if you could lend me 500 |
should be very grateful indeed. Yours ever,

Stephen »
Lord Astor replied on the same day, 6th February :
“So sorry to hear of your difficulty—I will be very glad to le

£500. Pay me back when you can, or you can work
treatment, should I have any sprains, bruises or hunt

nd you
some of it off ip

ing accidents »

At the same time Lord Astor drew a cheque for £500 in Stephen Ward’s
favour dated 6th February, 1963. Stephen Ward had no banking account so
he could not pay it into his own account. But the cheque, or the cagp it
Tepresented, came into the hands of his counsel. He repaid himsel the £50
and offered the £450 to Christine’s solicitor.

(ix) The £500 goes to Stephen Ward

111.  After £450 was refused Stephen Ward’s soliqitor collected the £450
from counsel that afternoon and placed it to the credit of Stephen Wyq on
their client’s account. There it remained until it was withdrawn by Stephen
Ward as to £150 on 20th February, 1963, and the balance on 15t March,
1963. Stephen Ward used the money to pay his rent and other personal depys,

one of it went to Christine Keeler or anyone on her behalf.

(x) Christine goes back to the Newspapers

112, Pending the negotiations about £5,000, Christine Ke
gone to sign the proofs of her article for the newspaper. She had
and kept away. But when the negotiations broke down she we
hewspaper. She went and signed the proofs. That was on 8th

eler had not
made excuses
nt back to the
February, 1963.
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CHAPTER VIII
MINISTERS ARE CONCERNED

113. The Ministers were concerned from a very early stage. Mr. Profumo
saw the Attorney-General on 28th January, 1963, before he saw any lawyer
of his own. And a week later, on 4th February, 1963, he saw the Chief Whip.
These Ministers played a very important part in what took place.

(i) The Law Officers

114. No one can understand the part played by the Law Officers in
the Profumo affair unless he realises that by a convention which is well
accepted, any of the Ministers of the Crown (who thinks he may be involved
in litigation) is entitled to consult the Law Officers and ask their advice.
In particular, when a Minister feels that his good name is being assailed,
he is entitled to consult the Law Officers and ask them whether anything
said about him is actionable as a libel or slander: and if it is, whether it
is convenient from the point of view of the Government that he should
bring an action.

115. It must also be remembered that at the end of January, or early
February, 1963, the Law Officers were closely concerned with Lord Radcliffe’s
enquiry into the Vassall case. They had given advice to the Ministers whose
names were mentioned there. They had very much in mind the position of
Mr. Galbraith. Here was a Minister against whom allegations had been
made, and who had resigned his office. Rumours had spread about him in
the Press and in the House of Commons. Yet the evidence against him had,
in the course of the inquiry, been shown to be utterly false, and the charge
had been disproved. Tt}e inquiry had not been concluded—it was not
concluded until 5th April, 1963—but the Law Officers had already heard
enough to be able to form a good opinion as to the outcome.

116. Such is the background. On 28th January, 1963, Stephen Ward’s
counsel asked to see the Attorney-General. The Attorney-General was
engaged at the Vassall case. So _th_e Solicitor-General saw him instead.
Stephen Ward’s counsel told the Solicitor-General that a young girl proposed
to write a story for a newspaper, telling of her relationship with various
pecople, amongst whom was Lord Astor and Mr. Profumo. The Solicitor-
General felt that, as Mr. Profumo’s name was mentioned, the Law Officers
were interested. And when t.hc Attorney-General got back from the Vassall
case at 4.30 p.m., the Solic1tor-Gcner.al_ said to him: “ Here is another of
these rumours concerning another Minister, Mr. Profumo ”. As a Minister
was involved the Altomcy;Generzgl thought it was his duty to see whether
he was going to bring a libel action aqd, if so, to say he was available to
help. So the Attorney-General wrote him a note asking him to come and
see him. And that night at about 11 p.m. Mr. Profumo went to see the
Attorney-General at his own home.

(i) The Attorney-General Interviews Mr. Prefumo

117. As this first interview is of considerable importance I must deal
with it in some detail. The Attorney-General began by telling Mr. Profumo
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ust be absolutely frank with him, and that unless he was going
i‘)aietl‘let{:a truth, he was not prepared to ht?]p' him. Mr. Profu.mod told 1:1;9,
Attorney-General that he had first met Christine Keeler at Clllvle l«:r\dwo n
his wife and many other people were present. That shortly after he had gone
to Stephen Ward’s flat for a drink a

t his invitation and that thereafter he
had done so on several occasions when Christine Keeler was among the

guests. Mr. Profumo said that twice when he arrived Christine Keeler was
there alone and there had been a period when they were alone together
before other people arrived. Mr. Profumo asserted the complete innocence
of his friendship with her and said that not only had there been no aglultcry
but no sexual impropriety of any kind whatsoever. Mr. Profumo said that
he recollected having written to her one short note which he thought began
with the word ‘ darling’ telling her that he could not come to a cocktail
party. He wrote this note, he said, on the day when he had been seen by
the security people and warned by them not to go to Stephen Ward’s flat,
because one of Ward’s friends was a member of the Russian Embassy,
Mr. Profumo said that this was the total limit of his acquaintance with thig
girl. He had now heard that, based on this association and the one letter,
Christine Keeler (who had recently become a drug addict and had been
sleeping with West Indians and was short of money) was proposing to
sell a false story to the newspapers which would ruin him.

118. The Attorney-General questioned Mr. Profumo about everything
which he told him and emphasised again the vital im

; e portance of his telling
him the complete truth. He told him that if there was any truth in these
rumours, he would have to resign. Mr. Profumo reiterated the complete
innocence of his friendship with Christine Keeler and explained that he
commonly used the word ‘darling’ but said this was of no con

as, being married to an actress, he had got into the habj

sequence
term of endearment which was quite meaningless,

t of using this
119. The Attorney-General told Mr. Profumo that if hig story was true
he would have to take proceedings as soon as he had proof of any pub]icatior;
of any such story. Mr. Profumo again fep?ated ‘that there Wwas nothing in these
rumours. The Attorney-General then advised him to instruct the best possible
solicitors and, that day or next morning, suggested that he should get iy touch
with Mr. Derek Clogg, a senior partner in Theodore Goddard & Co., 3
solicitor of high repute and wide experience. "

_ 120 After hearing Mr. Profumo’s story the Attorney-General was sus.
picious. He thought it was rather odd. And he retained a re

1 I asonable incr
about it. He reported the matter to the Chief Whip and discussed the

edulity
with the Solicitor-General.

(iii) The Solicitor-General comes in
121,

A few days later the Attorney-General went to Mr. Profumo’s room,
and he. asked the Solicitor-General to come too. The Solicitor-Genera)
emphasised to Mr, Profumo how vital it Was, in his own interests and those
of CVeryone, that he should be absolutely frank. Mr. Profumo said he
understood that, apq he repeated more shortly and in broad outline what he
had told the Attorney-General on 28th January, adding that at one of the
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: i ot at all
cocktail parties he had given Christine Keeler a lighter Whlcgo;;gfo]:-G eneral
valuable but which she had admired when he used it. The O ed to issue
asked Mr. Profumo whether in those circumstances he Was pl;eﬂit presented
a writ for slander or libel if he was advised that a proper OPR?{t“weg; against a
itself. Mr. Profumo said that he most certainly would, even I ; foct of such
friend or colleague. The Solicitor-General reminded him of the ettem tine fo
a course of action if there was any chance for any defe:ndan; 2dult ef)ry. .:M °
justify and could prove that Mr. Profumo had been guilty 0 B who was
Profumo replied that he was aware of that, but that not evcrylt A i het
alone with a woman and called her “ darling ” committed adulte yduct oo
Whatever might be said, he was not guilty of any 1mpr9pc1‘ c;)t; d told the
Christine Keeler or of anything except the friendship of which he ]f e i
Attorney-General. Mr. Profumo said that he apprecnateq lha} o O et
now all looked different, particularly because of the detenoratlonh nanner
and recent conduct of the girl, but that at the time when he knew efl she )
very different. Mr. Profumo said that he knew that (because of those c\;
meetings and because he had been alone with her only for a short time a}n
before others had arrived) he now faced ruin for himself and his fa.n?lly. Te
knew, he said, that in the particular climate of opinion then prevailing (the
Radcliffe Tribunal was still sitting) there would be those who .would dleelle\fe
him, but that it would be grossly unfair that he should be driven from public
life and into ruin when he was totally innocent and that he should become
a victim of malevolent gossip, some of which was seeking to do to him what
it had tried to do shortly before to one of his colleagues. Mr. Profumo
insisted again, with vehemence, that he had not committed adultery and that,
although he would naturally prefer that the gossip should die down, if anything
was ever published or if he could identify a gossip-monger, he would sue, no
matter who it was.

(iv) Mr. Profumo’s Story Accepted

122. On Sunday evening, 3rd February, Mr. Profumo came With his
solicitor (Mr. Clogg) to see the Attorney-General at his home. There was a
general discussion in which Mr. Clogg made it clear that Mr. Profumo had
told him just the same as he had previously told the Attorney-General. In
particular that Mr. Profumo’s relationship with Christine Keeler was entirely
innocent.

123. On Monday evening, 4th February, the Attorney-General again
saw Mr. Profumo. Mr. Profumo had with him his leading counsel and his
solicitor. They reported to the Attorney-General the request for £5,000 made
by Christine Keeler, through her solicitor, to Mr. Profumo (I have described
this in paragraph 103). The Attorney-General thought it was serious and
advised Mr. Profumo that the facts should be placed before the Director of
Public Prosecutions. The Attorney-General took the view that there would
only be an offence if the proposed publication was untrue and libellous: (")
and he was impressed by the fact that Mr. Profumo was ready to prosecute.
If a prosecution was brought, Mr. Profumo would have to give evidence on
oath about his relationship with Christine Keeler.

(?) Note.—I do not myself share this view. Even if true, it would, I think, be an
offence, if done with intent to extort. Sce paragraph 99.
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124. Up till this time the Attorney-General had tll)een (tltub19u5 whc;tnhseer
Mr Pt.ofumo was telling the truth. He was keepmgdtte g:'?n ermllnam:isgn e .
But when he found that Mr. Profumo wa.s.prcpal'ed 0 y ngd thatc o war
e e stt“?orS (;:1;0(1;(;)01‘ 1?3», dicc)l fl%’t see how he coulg
ue ,000,

gz:s:ﬁzeetol\/golg:g?ﬁng?:::g fleecclzided there was no reason why he should nog
accept his story. We now know that on ’Ijuesday, 5th Eebrllary, 1963‘
Mr. Profumo and his solicitor did see the Director of Public Prosecutiong
who advised against a prosecution. But that does not affect the argument_
What impressed the Attorney-General was the readiness of Mr. Profumo
to prosecute.

(v) The Chief Whip

125. No one can understand the role of the Chief Whip (Mr. Martin
Redmayne, M.P.) in this matter unless he realises t!la.t he is very concerneq
with the good name of the Government and the Ministers who comprise j¢_
If rumours are about which may embarrass the Government, it ig th
business of the Chief Whip to know of them and to report thgm to the Primg
Minister. The Chief Whip was very concerned at this time with the rumouyr
about Mr. Galbraith (which were subsequently shown in Lord R

adcliﬂ’e’s
Inquiry to be completely unfounded). So he was concerned here with the
fumours about Mr. Profumo.

(Vi) 1st February, 1963—A Newspaper call at Admiralty

126. In order to sese how the Chief Whip came into
must first refer to a ver,

v the matter, X
y important thing which happened. On the afternog
of Friday, 1st February, 1963, a senior executive of a Newspaper telephone
Admiralty House and asked to see the Prime Minister, But the Primg
Minister Wwas away in Italy and would not be back. until the evening o
unday, 3pd February. So the executive called at Admiralty House and
this informatiop to one of his Secretaries, who record

ed it in (hig note
“ The object of his call concerned a security matter.
had

. 1 ..M
Ccompromised himself with a girl who was i

r. Profqu

Was 1nvolved wih o negr
.1 @ case about attempted murder. . . . This girl’s story has been so)
to the Daily Mirror Group and it will include passage
involveq

A : $ 1N which she w.
with Mr. Profumo and in which the Russiap Nava] Attacle:sf
also figureq, . . Mr. Profumo is alleged to have met thjg girl “ Kolanig »
b fogh Lord Astor at Clivledcné;”"c";;"éc tt;‘:g' (ci‘)‘af‘igoge;iglftked round t
athing pool, . . . It is also 8Ot into th;
°0mpanypthrough the agency of a Mt “ﬁf)‘};m‘fg" Vi 2 Psychopaty s
~Pecialist* of Wimpole Street; (i) Mr. the Rucsi I]\Jn° i
Mr. Warg’s house, passed in the passage the llissmn aval Aftachg B
his Way out from * Kolania "; (iii) *Kolania” has two letye, on Wy
Office Paper signed *J '—although it is not Juggested that g, lettert
Ar¢ anything more than ones of assignation. §

(vii) Ist Fepyy ary, 1963—The Security Service come to Admiralty
127

House

Zave

HOUSQ
* On receipt of this minute the Prime Minister’s Princ
Secretary ask

General of the Security § ipal Privatg
Director-General of the Security €Ivice to com
to Admirahyeggg;]) i?i:tzbject was simply to tell him aboyt

it and to By
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any information which might be helpful for him (the Private Secretary) toO
handed the Deputy

report to the Prime Minister. The Private Secretary

Director-General the note and asked if he had any comments. The Deputy
Director-General said that very recently the Director-General had had a
confidential talk with Mr. Profumo in which Mr. Profumo had recounted
a story that was recognisably the same story: but that the girl was called
Christine and not Kolania: that Mr. Ward was Stephen Ward: and that he
was not a “ psychopathic specialist” but an osteopath. The Deputy Director-
General told the Private Secretary that these confidences seemed to have

been made by Mr. Profumo in the hope that there might be security grounds
for taking action with the Press, by D notice or otherwise, to preven:
Genera

publication, but this hope was a vain one. The Deputy Director-
and the Private Secretary agreed that the first step was to tell Mr. PrOf.umo
what had been said and ask if there was any truth in it. The Private
Secretary said he would try and do it that evening. Mr. Profumo would
then have to decide whether he should tender his resignation to the Prime
Minister or not. The Private Secretary said it would be necessary for him
to give the information to the Chief Whip and also to tell the Prime Minister
on his return from Italy.

(viii) 1st February, 1963—Mr. Profumo is seen

128. Late that evening the Private Secretary called on Mr. Profumo and
explained that they had had a story about an article that might possibly appear
in the Press and which would show him in a bad light. He told him that
normally he would have reported it to the Prime Minister, but he was out
of the country, and asked for advice how to proceed. Mr. Profumo said
that he had been in continuous touch during that week with the Attorney-
General and the Solicitor-General and he was also being advised by a private
firm of solicitors. His solicitor had spoken to someone who was going to put
pressure on the Sunday Pictorial not to publish these articles. His solicitor
was also seeing the girl in question at her request since she said she was in
trouble. Mr. Profumo suggested that the Private Secretary neced not bother
the Prime Minister with all this at this stage. But the Private Sccretary said
it seemed of great importance that Mr. Profumo should see the Chicf Whip
without delay. And Mr. Profumo said he would do so.

129. It should be mentioned here that on Sunday, 3rd February, 1963,
the News of the World published a picture of Christine Keeler saying that
she was to be a witness in the shootix_lg case I have described earlier
(paragraph 54). Most people seeing that picture would realise what she was.

(ix) 4th February, 1963—The Chief Whip seces Mr. Profumo

130. Mr. Profumo saw the Chief Whip on Monday, 4th February, at
12 noon. The Prime Minister’s Private Secr_etary was present. Mr. Profumo
outlined the story for the benefit of the Chief Whip. The events referred to
had all taken place between July and December of 1961. He had been at
he bathing pool in July when there had been a pretty cheerful party but
sverybody had bathing costumes on. Mr. Profumo said he had subscquently,
n order to get a giggle in the evening, gone round to Stephen Ward’s flat
0 meet a few young people and have a drink before dinner. Mr. Profumo
aid that most of the young ladies to be found at this flat were not the sort
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: . one to a constituency meeting, But

of people one would wish 'toa 1a<;<:§;r;\g:n:nd he was. aon to relaxing & Do
his wife had many thea}mch t there had been a letter which Starteq « gy
galere. Mr. p}-ofum% S?lld ut'm;1 harmless. He also admitted to a small presep¢_—
Darling ™ but it had }f‘z lc;.wyers had arranged to meet Christine Kegley on
Sanrette lighter. Hi She had said that the money the newspapers were
Saturday, 2nd F;,brui:;);- was not enough and she wanteq more. She refyged
Sering her for fe rhs st{)rics that had been put about Were untrue. She made
;0 say that any of t eas what she wanted. Mr. Profumo said he had beep told
by S an Brook (who had been advised by M.L 5) to see g little as
> S'u- Norfmgln hf:n Ward since there was a security prot?lem involyed.
Possll:t:lef o ) ngd that his lawyers had advised him to do nothing but tg yajt
2:111::1 ser: \Lifll]:at if anything, the newspaper published. [f this was libelloys he
could then issue a writ. The Attorney-General and the Sohcuor-General were
advising him in the same sense. Mr. Pr?ftl;lmos add_ed that.he had maqe 2
full report on the position to the Head of the €Curity Service,

(x) Mr. Profumo Asks—Should He Resign?

asked if he should tell the Prime Minister at this
staglefl"i‘h?d é},ile)fro\f\llll?i]; thought that it was not necessary. Mr. Profumo and
the Chief Whip discussed the current rumours and Mr, Profumg asked
Whether the Chief Whip thought he should resign op account of them pe
Chief Whip said that, if they were true, of course he should resign, by if
untrue, it would be a great mistake. The thmgdwas. to walt. for the newspapcr
articles if they appeared—which, he undegstoo » Might be jp 5 fOTtnight\and
then the position would have to be looke alt again. Ml'- rofumo sajq that he
had never met the Russian Assistant Naval Attachg a¢ Stephen Ward’s fat,
He had been present at the bathing party in the Summer, The only othet
time he had met him was when, accompanied by pjg wife, he Went to the
Gagarin Reception—and had reason to remebmber Mr. Iyanov as he Promised
to get them 2 vodka and went off, never to be seep again,

(xi) Mr. Profumo’s Disarming Answer

132 Such was the story told by Mr.(:ﬁfoffumo_ © e Chieg Whip ang
from which he never resiled. When the hle Wh]p"to’teSt him took the
ine: * Well, look, nobody would believe that Yoo didnt sleey

I. Profumo made the disarming hmls‘INflri’dn’t Tev
believe it, byt i happens to be truetthz said was frfli.pa d e
the Chief Whip fepeate?l])(’eﬂittizgato refute the story.nTht: aél}'nliifwas \aiting
or ity to ta ; . . i ¢
2d had with Mr. Profumo. Just as the Chiot evvy]fmml felt thay they s
accept his version as true, so did the Chie P The Attorpey.

explained to the Chief Whip from time to time that, i
mad

t (S ,v
With her » gy Wouldn'

.

I any publicatioﬁngf«'
® @ writ would be issued, but that no opportunity b, Yet occurreq.
(xii) The Westminster Confidengig

133, The firgt opportunity to bring an action came whep , privat
Newsletter Called the Westminster Conﬁdenfza{ 8ave mentiop to the rumours
Is is o typewritten letter, stencilled and distributed 200 or 50 subscribers
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In an issue dated 8th March, 1963, this newsletter referred to the fact that
the girls had started selling their stories to the Sunday newspapers and
added.

“ One of the choicest bits in their stories was a letter, apparently
signed “ Jock ’ on the stationery of the Secretary for W+r. The allegation
by this girl was that not only was this Minister, who has a famous
actress as his wife, her client, but also the Soviet Military Attachc.
apparently a Colonel Ivanov. The famous actress wife, of course, would
sue for divorce. the scandal ran. Who was using the call-girl to ‘ milk’
whom of information—the W-+r Secretary or the Soviet Military
Attaché?—ran the minds of those primarily interested in security.”

This ncwsletter did not come at once to the knowledge of Mr. Profumo or
the Chief Whip or the Attorney-General. They got to know of it about
13th March.

134. The question has been asked, Why was not an action for libel
taken on this publication? It was clearly defamatory of Mr. Profumo. If
he was seeking an opportunity to vindicate himself, why not bring an action?
The answer is this: It was considered by Mr. Profumo and his legal adviser
and also the Attorney-General. Mr. Profumo’s legal adviser was disinclined
to take action. He did not think this was the right occasion to sue. The
Attorney-General agreed with this view. The Westminster Confidential had
too small a circulation, and contained scandal about someone else. too. which
ought not to be made public. It was very probable that this publication of
the Westminster Confidential was only the beginning, so that very soon stories
might begin to appear in the national Press. It was better, therefore, to wait
for a more substantial publication.

135. The opportunity to refute the rumours was not long in coming.
It came in a fortnight. But it came in an unexpected form. On 21st March,
1963, Members of Parliament made statements in the House of Commons.
Meanwhile many things had happened. Christine Keeler had disappeared.
She did not appear to give evidence at the Edgecombe trial. And to add to
all the previous rumours, there was a new one, that Mr. Profumo had

helped her to disappear.



CHAPTER IX
THE DISAPPEARANCE OF CHRISTINE KEELER

(i) The Law

136. One of the matters that has given rise to much public uncasiness is
Christine Keeler’s disappearance in March, 1963, with the result that she never .
appeared to give evidence at the trial of John Edgecombe. She was taken
to Spain by Paul Mann. It is suggested that this was procured by people
in high places, because they were afraid their names might come out in
her evidence at the trial. If this be the case, then it would be, of course, g
very serious matter. '

137. The law is this: If a witness, who is bound over by recognizance
to appear to give evidence, does not come forward at the trial, his liability
depends whether there is good excuse or not. If he or she has a good eXcuse,
as, for instance, is ill and cannot come, it is no breac_h of recognizance. But
if he or she has no good excuse, then the recognizance is liable to be
forfeited. In this case Christine Keeler was .bound over in the sum of £40
and she forfeited that sum. But there is.thns further law: It is a criminal
offence for two or more persons to conspire together to obstruct the course
of justice by getting a witness to disappear, see Rex v. Steventon (1802)
2 East 362. And in seeing whether persons haye becn_ guilty of a conspiracy
it was said by Lord Campbell when Lord Chief Justice of England, “1¢ 1hé
necessary effect of the agreement was to QCfeat the ends of justice, that
must be taken to be the object”, see Regina v. Hamp and otherg (1852)
6 Cox Criminal Cases at p. 172 [I think must should probably be read ag
may.]

138. Such being the law 1 have looked to see whether there is any
evidence of any such conspiracy.

(ii) The Sclicitor is afraid she will be ¢ Spirited > out of the Country

139. Before considering Christinc Keeler’s disappearance in March
must refer to what happened early in February, 1963, when the John
Edgecombe case was expected to come on shortly. Stephen Ward’s solicitor
told me that he was scared that Christine Keeler would disappear: « The
one thing I was afraid of was that Christine Keeler, a,fnatcrial witness ip the
Edgecombe trial, would be spirited out of the country . T asked hip, « Why
did you fear that?” His answer was: ~ Simply because of varioyg things
Ward had said to me . The solicitor gave Stephen Ward this firm ang Wise
advice, “ On no account must any of us be a party to that thing ”,

I

140. About that very time too, early in Eebruary, 1963, Paul Mann (on
his own admission to me) made this suggestion to Stephen Ward’s counse]
(I have already quoted it, but it is so important that at this point I repeat it):
“I said I did not know what she was going to do, but I said I would be
only too willing to take her away after the trial and to keep the Press away
from her. I remember saying, too, that I certainly could not do it all on
my own funds but I was quite prepared to make a holiday for myseclf ”,
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When I asked Paul Mann the question: “They wanted her to disappear
after the trial?” he replied, ““ No, this was purely a suggestion that she should
disappear; nobody said, ¢ Yes, we want her to go after the trial.””

141. 1 take it to be clear, therefore, that early in February, 1963,
Stephen Ward conceived the idea that Christine Keeler should disappear and
mentioned it to Paul Mann; that Paul Mann was willing to assist in it: but
nothing was said expressly whether she was to disappear before or after the
trial. It is equally clear that the lawyers would have nothing to do with it.
It was on 5th February, 1963, that Mr. Profumo and his lawyer consulted the
Director of Public Prosecutions. On 7th February, Mr. Profumo’s solicitor
told Stephen Ward’s solicitor of the point. Stephen Ward’s solicitor (who
had on the day before approved the offer of £500) told me, ** My amber light
very quickly turned to red and I told my client on no account must he pay
any money to her or her solicitor or to her account . Even the £500 was not
to be paid to her. He told me: “ The thing I was scared of from the very
beginning was that Christine Keeler would be spirited away out of the
country, and the last thing I wanted was for Stephen Ward to be concerned
with that. And if she had disappeared abroad or had had £500 from us, it
would have looked extremely fishy.”

(iii) Paul Mann Plans to Take a Holiday

142, As it happened the Edgecombe trial was postponed because of the
illness of the mini-cab driver. It was adjourned until the next Sessions and
was expected to come on for trial in March, 1963. Meanwhile, however, from
the first week in February, 1963, Paul Mann was in close touch with Christine
Keeler. He told me that he started to spend a tremendous amount of time
with her, almost as it were keeping a 24-hour watch on her. The time came,
he told me, when she was in a very distressed state and wanted to leave and
get away from it all. She told me herself that she was in fear of two coloured
men who had been paid to cut her up. She said, “ 1 knew it was my duty to
go to the Court but to tell you the truth, I thought, ‘ To hell with my duty,
1 am not going to let people knock me about from here to there’. I did not
realise the seriousness of the consequences. I just decided to leave.”
Paul Mann told me that he had himself been planning to have a holiday in
Spain a little later but at Christine Keeler’s request he brought his holiday
forward about two weeks and decided to go earlier. The decision was taken
about the end of February, 1963, and they left on the night of Friday,

8th March, 1963.
(iv) They Leave for Spain

143. They went by car. It was a party of three, Paul Mann, Christine
Keeler and Kim Proctor. They told me they had very Iittle money.
Christine Keeler had £20 which she gave to Paul Mann. Kim Proctor put in
money too. I asked Paul Mann what means he had at that time. He said:
“I had my own means, uniraceable resources. It did really, leaving on
Friday night, find us in a sticky position. Between the three of us, I should
think we had £100 and some dollars, but I had an insurance cheque for £175.
The insurance company had an office in Spain, and I thought there would
be no trouble in cashing it at all, but it }urned out it took them practically
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(vii) Lord Astor

143. Lord Astor, too, strongly denied that he had paid any money. He
himself was away in the United States at the time she disappeared. He was
away from 27th February, 1963, to 12th April. 1963. He, too, very frankly
placed all records of his bank accounts and financial dealings fully before me.
I have had them examined by the same expert accountant nominated by me.
He again made a most exhaustive examination and made more minute
enquiries. All his queries have been satisfactorily answered. I have. been
through his report and there are only these payments by Lord Astor to or for
Stephen Ward which I need mention:

(1) A cheque for £100 which is said to have been handed by Stephen Ward
to the landlord of a flat in Comeragh Road. This was qarly in 1961
and had clearly no relevance to the disappearance of Christine Keeler.

(2) A cheque for £500 on Gth February, 1963, which is dealt with in
paragraph 110. As T have stated none of this was used to pay for the
disappearance of Christine Keeler.

(3) A cheque for £200 on 8th May, 1963. In April, 1963, Stephen Ward had
surrendered the tenancy of the cottage. Lord Astor paid this sum to
Stephen Ward in respect of improvements made by him at the cottage.
Stephen Ward used this to pay his solicitor’s fees. None of it was used
to pay for the disappearance of Christine Keeler.

There is no trace of any money being paid by Lord Astor to anycne in
furtherance of the disappearance of Christine Keeler. All his payments have
been fully and satisfactorily accounted for. I hold that in his case also the
rumour is entirely without foundation.

(viii) Paul Mann’s Security Boxes

149. Paul Mann strongly denied that he received any money. He has
some resources but not from Mr. Profumo or Lord Astor. When T asked about
his bank account he did tell me: “I have a couple of security boxes that
nobody knows of. I keep everything very secretive . . . the two security boxes
are not in my name, entirely secret. I just don’t like anybody knowing anything
about me in that respect . . . but they certainly do not contain any such sums
that were offered to me or given to me Or supposed to be given to me
Whatever I have is entirely my own. It has not been gained by any weird
ways.” I have no reason to doubt this statement.

(ix) A Possible Motive

150. T must add that there is no evidence whatever that Paul Manp o
Christine Keeler received any money for her disappearance. It is quite clear
that. on this trip to Spain, Paul Mann was \ery short of money. g, was
Christine Keeler. It must be remembered that she had lgst her only Contract
with the newspapers. The Sunday Pictorial told her on Z4th February, 1963
that they were not going to publish her story. She had no further contracy i
the offing. The only pecuniary motive that has bgell suggested 1o e was
this: It may be that they both foresaw that, if she dlsappearec!, there would be
a good story to sell to the newspapers al}d they hoped to fing their reward
that way. If so, they succeeded in their object. ¢
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(x) Was there a Conspiracy?

151. Y return therefore to my initial question: Is there any evidence of
& conspiracy to obstruct the course of justice by causing Christine Keeler to
disappear? There is no evidence whatever to implicate Mr. Profumo or Lord
Astor. There is, however, some evidence against Paul Mainn and (;hl'lSllne
Keeler: for the very fact of their concerted action in causing her to disappear
IS evidence sufficient for the purpose (see the dictum of Lord Campbell Which
1 have already quoted). But it would be a question for a jury whether they did
'ntend to obstruct the course of justice.
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CHAPTER X
THE EDGECOMBE TRIAL

(i) The Trial is Held Without Christine Keeler

152. On 14th March, 1963, John Edgecombe came up for trial at the
Central Criminal Court before Mr. Justice Thesicer and a jury. The
indictments contained five counts: Count 1 dealt with the °slashing’. It
charged Edgecombe that on 27th October, 1962, he wounded Gordon with
intent to do him grievous bodily harm. Counts 2 to 5 dealt with the
‘ shooting . They charged Edgecombe with these offences on 14th December,
1962 : shooting at Christine Keeler with intent to commit murder: shooting
at her with intent to do grievous bodily harm: possessing a firearm with
intent to endanger life: and having an offensive weapon without lawful
authority.

153. Both counsel for the prosecution and for the defence knew that
Christine Keeler, a very important witness, had disappeared, but neither
applied for an adjournment, and the trial proceeded without her evidence.
Counsel for the prosecution simply said to the jury: “I am unable to call
the principal witness, Miss Keeler, before you. As far as the police are
concerned, she has disappeared. It is nothing to do with the defendant.”
The trial did not finish on 14th March, 1963, but continued on to the
15th March, 1963. In the result John Edgecombe was acquitied on the
counts of shooting with intent to murder (Count 2) and shooting with
intent to do grievous bodily harm (Count 3). He was also acquitted on the
count of wounding Gordon on 27th October, 1962 (Count 1). But he was
convicted of possessing a firearm with intent to endanger life (Count 4),
(The Judge discharged the jury from giving a verdict on Count 5.)

154. After the verdict, evidence was given of John Edgecombe’s
character. In 1951 he was convicted on two cases of stealing, in 1959 for
living on immoral earnings, and in 1962 for unlawful possession of
dangerous drugs. The Judge sentenced him to imprisonment for seven years,
He appealed against his conviction and sentence but on 27th May, 1963, the
Court of Criminal Appeal dismissed the appeal.

155. It seems plain that the absence of Christine Keeler had an important
influence on the course of the case. As the Lord Chief Justice said, “ T}e
fact that the Jury acquitted on the first two (shooting) charges seems to thjg
Court natural in the absence of the girl”. I may perhaps add that the
acquittal on the ‘slashing’ charge seems natural, also, in the absence of
the girl over whom the men were quarrelling.

(ii) The Attorney-General Makes Inquiries

156. The Attorney-General, of course, had nothing to do with the
Prosecution of John Edgecombe. The first he heard of the disappearance
Of Christine Keeler was from the evening papers. Next day rumours were
Circulating round the Temple that an important witness had beep got out
Of the way for political reasons and that some bargain had been made that
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the case should go on without her. 1 am satisfied that the lawyers. for the
Prosecution were party to no such bargain. Counsel for the prosecution went
to the Attorney-General and explained how it was that the case had
proceeded without this witness. It was his deqnsxon alqne and for .th?se
reasons: (a) He thought there was sufficient evidence without the missing
witness; (b) John Edgecombe was in custody; and .(c) the trial had alrea‘dy
been postponed once because of the illness of a witness. I wo_uld not wish
1o question these reasons—they are cogent—but I think that, in the result,
it was an unfortunate decision. It made it difficalt for the prosecution to
ask for a conviction of John Edgecombe on the charge of slashing * Lucky>
Gordon on 27th October, 1962, and on the charges of shooting at Christine
Keeler on 14th December, 1962, with intent to murder her or cause her
grievous bodily harm (John Edgecombe was not convicted on any of thege
charges): and it made it possible for John Edgecombc to complain (as he
complained to me) that he had no opportunity to cross-examine her as to

er character and as to the fact that the gun was, as he said, her gun. (It ig
always a telling point for a defendant to say he had no opportunity to
cross-examine the chief witness for the prosecution.) More important even
than this, it heightened the suspicion that hpr disappearance was manoeuvred
for political reasons. It was thought to be in Mr. Profumo’s interest that she
should disappear and he was supposed to be at the back of it.

157. The Attorney-General mz{de Immediate inquiries into the matter,
He saw Mr. Profumo and asked him whether he had anything to do with
the disappearance of the witness and Ml_‘. Profumo assureq the Attorney-
General that neither he nor anyone on his behalf had had

S 1ad anything to do
with the absence of Christine Keeler as a witness at the trial, ¢
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CHAPTER XI
PRESS COMMENT

(i) The Sunday Pictorial Abanden One Story and Accept Another

158. It is time to revert to what the Press had been doing. It will be
remembered that, in early February, 1963, when the Edgecombe case was
expected any day. the Sunday Pictorial were thinking of publishing the story
which Christine Keeler had given them. But Stephen Ward and his lawyers
were doing all they could to stop publication. When the Edgecombe case
was adjourned, there was not the same urgency: because nothing could
be published till after the Edgecombe case. Nevertheless, Stephen Ward was
not idle. He saw the newspaper, and also wrote to them. saying that

Christine’s story was untrue.

159. During the three days, 19th to 2lst February, 1963, there were
impor(ant discussions between the newspapermen, on the one hand. and
Stephen Ward and his solicitor on the other hand. The upshot of this was
a proposal that the newspaper should abandon Christine Keeler’s story
and publish Stephen Ward’s story instead. This proposal eventually was
found acceptable to all concerned. But there was no actual bargain about it.
The newspaper realised that they could not safely publish Christine Kecler’s
story but could safely publish Stephen Ward’s. And that is what they
decided to do. On Thursday, 28th February, the newspaper wrote to
Christine Keeler saying that they had decided not to publish her story.
This meant that she had to rest content with the £200 she had received—
she lost all chance of the balance of £800. About this time they made
arrancements for Stephen Ward’s story. They got it all ready for publication
immeaiately after the Edgecombe trial which was expected in March.

(ii) The Daily Express has a Striking First Page

160. The Edgecombe trial was held, as I have said, on 14th and 15th
March, 1963. On the very first day, Thursday, 14th March. the announcement
was made that Christine Keeler was missing. This attracted much attention.
On the very next day, Friday,_lhe 15th, whilst the case was still part heard,
the Daily Express came out with a front page which had a banner headline
«“ WAR MINISTER SHOCK ”. On the left-hand side there was a photograph
of Mr. and Mrs. Profumo, with the comment: B

- Mr. John Profumo, the War Minister, has offered his resienation
to Mr. Macnillan for personal reasons. The Prime Minister is
understood to have asked him to stay on. There has been speculation
about Mr. Profumo’s future among M.Ps. for several weeks. On the
steps of his house in Chester Terrace, Regent’s Park, he said: ‘I have
not seen the Prime Minister and I have not resigned—there is no reason
why I should . This is taken to mean that he has accepted the Prime
Minister’s request to stay.”
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161. On the right-hand side of the page there was a photograph of

Christine Kecler headed “ VANISHED OLD BAILEY WITNESS”, and
below:

“This is Christine Keeler, the 21l-ycar-old p]odcl who was found to
be missing yesterday when the Old Bailey trial ol: a man accused of
attempting to murder her began. The jury was”told: As far as the police
are concerned, she has simply disappeared’.

On an inner page there were four striking photographs of Christinc Keeler
from which most people could readily infer her calling.

162. In point of fact, Mr. Profumo had never seen the Prime Minister
nor offered his resignation. All that had happened was that, six weeks carlier,
he had seen the Chief Whip and asked if he ought to resign and had beep
told that if there was no truth in the rumours, he should not resign. The
Daily Express was not thc only newspaper to get the story of an offer of
resignation. The Liverpool Daily Post had it also.

163. The Daily Express told me that the juxtaposition of the two storieg
—Christine Keeler’s disappearance and Mr. Profumo’s resignation—wag
entirely coincidental and supplemented it with reasons. Accepting this to be
so, it had nevertheless unfortunate results. It is true, of course, that those of
the recaders who had rnot heard the rumours would not take it that there wag
any connection between the two stories. But it would seem that some of
their readers, namely those who had heard the rumour of Mr. Profumo’g
association with Christine Keeler,- now added to it this further rumour, that

he was responsible for her disappearance. To them it would carry g
defamatory meaning.

(iii) The Attorney-General is Consulted

164. The front page of the Daily Express aroused a good deal of alarm
The Chief Whip felt the thing was getting out of hand. He asked whether it
was actionable. On the self-same day, 15th March, 1963, the Prime Minister
himself discussed the position with the At.torney-General. The Attorney-
General thought it would be premature to issue any writs or anything of
that sort. He took the view that there was nothing in the newspaper that
could be described as defamatory: and that the right course was to wait for

the Sunday newspapers and see what, if anything, they published.

(iv) The Sunday Picterial Publish Stephen Ward’s Story

165. The Sunday Pictorial waited till flfter the Edgecombe case t
publish Stephen Ward's story. They hz}d. got it all ready beforehang. It Wa:
approved by Stephen Ward and his solicitors. The fec was to be £575. 1 was
to be paid direct to Stephen Ward’s solicitors. The reason was becausg
Stephen Ward owed his solicitors £475 for the costs of all they

o g did to stop
Christine Keeler's story: and his solicitors wanted to be sure of their money,

166. So, as soon as the Edgecombe case was over, on Sunday,
17th March, 1963, the Sunday Pictorial published Stephen Ward’

. _ s story. They
combined it with a cogent comment on the disappearance of Christine Keeler,
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On the front page, there was a large photograph of her. Then below in large
letters, “ THE MODEL, M.L5, THE RUSSIAN DIPLOMAT AND ME,
by Stephen Ward ”, followed by this description :

* This is Christine Keeler, the 21-year-old red-head model whose name
made news this week as the missing witness in an Old Bailey shooting
trial. Christine knew a number of distinguished men in public life. Did
she fear they might be named in the case? What is she like, this girl who
came to London and became the friend of the famous and the wealthy?
Who knows her better than Stephen Ward? ”

On the inside pages there was the article by Stephen Ward on ©* My friendship
with Christine ”. But there was not a word about Mr. Profumo in it, so it
gave him no cause of action. A day or two later the newspaper paid Stephen
Ward’s solicitor £525 for the story, and that was the end of that transaction,
subject, however, to the ‘ Darling’ letter.

(v) The ¢ Darling’ Letter is Handed Back

167. One important thing, however, remained to be done. The Sunday
Pictorial had all this time held the original of the ‘ Darling ’ letter, that is, the
letter of 9th August, 1961, by Mr. Profumo to Christine Keeler. They had
kept it in their safe. It was the most talked of unseen letter in London, but
no one asked to see it. And they had photographs of it too. They had it in
mind, of course. On 15th March, 1963, when Stephen Ward’s story had been
accepted and the solicitor went to approve it, the newspaper editor mentioned
the letter. He told Stephen Ward’s solicitor: “ 1 have got in my possession
the indiscreet letter. Once things are over and done with, I will let you have
it.” This did not form part of the negotiations. There was no bargain about it.

168. The Sunday Pictorial continued to keep the letter. Even after the
Edgecombe case, no one asked to see it. Even after Mr. Profumo’s statement
in the House on 22nd March, 1963, no one asked to see it. But eventually
the Sunday Pictorial did not want to keep it any more. They wanted to get
rid of it. They suggested to Stephen Ward’s solicitor that he should have it.
So on Wednesday, 3rd April, 1963, Stephen Ward’s solicitor went and got
it from them. But both the newspaper and Stephen Ward’s solicitor soon had
second thoughts about the propriety of this. They seem to have come to
the conclusion that the proper person to have the letter was Mr. Profumo’s
solicitor, because the copyright in it belonged to Mr. Profumo. So on 5th April,
Stephen Ward’s solicitor handed it over to Mr. Profumo’s solicitor. But the
newspaper kept their photographs of the letter. After all they had paid
Christine Keeler £200. Maybe the photographs of the letter would come in

useful one day.



CHAPTER XII
THE MEETING OF THE FIVE MINISTERS

(i) The Matter is Raised in the House

; istine Keeler—and the front page of the
169. The dlsap%earf}::e i%fc\%t}:b?e result. Rumours multiplied (ha¢
iy, Dpress—ha onsible for her disappearance. Within a week, on
Mmoo o re;p 1963, these rumours found voice in thg House of
Clursday, 21st I;Aarcfu;r 11 pm Mr. George Wigg rose and said, There
Commons. Shortly aber in the House, nor a journalist in the Press Gallery,
1s not an an. Mentlhere a person in the public gallgry who, in the last fewr
nor do I behevehls d rumour upon rumour involvmg‘a Member of 1 e
days, has noIt: c?rBench- ... I myself use the Privileze of the House
o Conment rﬁnt is what it is given me for—to ask the Home Sccrelary
o Commonsgt ?nch Box . . . . he knows that the rumour to which | refer
tolgto tototh;f/[issescr':)hristine Keeler and Miss Davies and a shooting by 5 West
;‘;Si:fl_and on behalf of the Government, categ.oncally'den_y the truy of
these rumours . . . . on the other hand, if there is anything in them gt up
a Select Committee.” Mr. Crossman supported hum..Aboug 1150 p, i
Mrs. Castle asked this question, * What }f itisa perversion of justice tha.t is
at stake? The Clerk of the Central Criminal Cour't is regmrted 3 saying.
“If any member of the public did know where Miss Kceder t‘}’;’as’ 1t is hig
or her duty to inform the police’. If accus:mons_ are ma eh at there_arc
people in high places who do k,{\ow and are not informing the police, i it
not a matter of public interest?
re remarks of much signiﬁcanc;e.
thatlrll\(/)l'r. g:]oefsfm:‘),ehad been responsible for the dis
Keeler.

They cle

arly impu [ed
appearance

rere four Ministers who were in the
thesgxl'émz};izfen:mely. Mr. Henry Br()lgke, the Home Se
Deedes, the Minister wilhoqt Portfolio, Sn_- John Ho !
Genera,l, and Sir Peter Rawlinson, the SOhC“Ol‘-Geﬂera MaclerS
Was in the Chamber for the last part. H?V[ hea\f);l,ﬁhe whole of Mrs, Castla>
Temarks. After the remarks werc mad;:,. ;\/I llv[lan-1 %cedes at once weng
out and reported them to the Chief Whip (l r. Martin Redmayne, Wwho haq
not been in the Chamber, and had not heard t?cm). It was Clear 1ha
Mr. Henry Brooke would be expected to repl_y to them. He coulq not leay t
the Chamber but the Chief Whip, with the assistance of (he Attorne
and the Solicitor-General, drafted out a form of words

I. Brooke adopted them in his reply in these words:

Chamber and
cretary, Mr, w
bson, the At
I. Mr. Iaip

hearq
illia
orne

)’-Genera?
to suggest t, him

“I do not propose to comment on rumours which
under the cloak of Privilege and safe from any action
Member for Dudley (Mr. Wigg) and the Hpn. Mem

1s. Castle) should seek other means of making these
are prepared to substantiate them.
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172. The debate ended at 1.22 a.m. and Mr. Henry Brooke, the Home
Secretary, went straight home. No one asked him to stay and he knew
nothing of the events of the rest of the night.

(ii) Mr. and DMirs. Prefumo Go Home

173. But the Chief Whip had meanwhile seen Mr. Profumo. Mr. Profumo
had been to a dinner and looked into the House on his way home. He saw
the Chief Whip. who told him of the accusations that had been made. The
Chief Whip said to him, “I must ask you point blank, did you or didn’t
you?” He said, “I didn’t”. And the Chief Whip told him that he thought
he might have to make a statement: but that he should go back and go
to bed. So Mr. Profumo, with his wife, went back to bed. Their house was
besieged by reporters, but they ran the siege and got in about 12.40 a.m.,
very wrought up. took sleeping pills, and went to bed.

(iii) A Personal Statement is Proposed

174. The Chief Whip meanwhile had been thinking more about the
matter. It occurred to him that these statements in the House aflorded an
opportunity to bring the rumours to an end and that the right way to decal
with them was for Mr. Profumo to make a psrsonal statcment in the House.
He telephoned to the Prime Minister, who agreed. The actual sequence of
events is difficult to disentangle but this is what took place. After the debate
was over, about 1.30 a.m., the Chief Whip asked Mr. Macleod (who. as
the Leader of the House, was naturally concerned in any personal statement)
to come along to his room. Soon afterwards the Attorney-General came in.
He took the view very strongly that this was the occasion which Mr. Profumo
ought to take to deny the rumours. Mr. Profumo had been waiting for an
opportunity to bring a libel action. But here was an opportunity to scotch
them by a personal statement. Next the question arose as to when it should be
made. It was agreed between them that it was undesirable to leave the
rumours unanswered over the week-end (for the Sunday newspapers would
have them without a denial). So it would have to be done in the morning,
Friday morning. They all thought it was desirable to have first-hand
information about what had been said. So they asked Mr. Deedes (the
Minister without Portfolio) to come as he had been present in the Chamber
and heard all that was said. He had gone home, but the Chicf Whip
telephoned him and asked him to come back. The Solicitor-General (who
had gone to his room) came back too. So there were present all the Ministers
who heard the statements made (except the Home Secretary), together with
the Chief Whip and the Leader of the House, who had special responsibilities
if a personal statement was to be made. It was not a pre-arranged meeting
of the five Ministers. It just grew.

(iv) Mr. Profume and his Solicitor are called to the House

175. It was, of course, plain that, if Mr. Profumo was to make a
personal statement next morning, he had to be called back. This took a
long time because he could not be got on the telephone and the Chief Whip
sent his assistant with a car for him. Mr. and Mrs. Profumo were awakened
about 2.45 a.m. (despite the sleeping pills). Mrs. Profumo described to me
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istant) said was, ‘ Look,
. “We were so groggy. All he (the assistan :
\ggﬁt}f‘ai/%p;tidto con?e back to the House, and. I remembe'r Jack, gropl?g
his way round, saying ‘I must have a clean shirt’ and trying to push the
cuff-links through.” So he dressed and went down to the House.

176. The Attorney-General thought that Mr. Profumo’s solicitor should
be there too, and the Solicitor-General agreed. .The reason was because the
personal statement was to be used as th; occasion for refuting the rumours,
Which otherwise would be done in a 1.1be1 action. It was under§tood that
Mr. Profumo had given instructions to issue writs and it was desnrz}b.lc that
the personal statement should not contain anything to prejudice the litigation,
Furthermore, the thought did occur to  the Attorne‘y-'General that
Mr. Profumo might have made some admissions to the solicitor .unde}' the
cloak of legal professional privilege—and, if so, the presence of his solicitor
would be a check to see that the personal statement was in full accord With
what he had told his solicitor. A telephone message was therefore sent

Mr. Clogg and he went to the House too. He arrived some time beforg
Mr. Profumo.

(v) The Statement is Drafted

177.  When Mr. Profumo’s solicitor arrived the meeting split up into tw,
parts. The drafting was done by the Attorney-G_eneral, the Solicitor-General
and Mr. Profumo’s solicitor in consultation in one room. The otherg
Mr. Macleod, Mr. Redmayne and Mr. Deedes were In a room next dooy.
T. Profumo arrived whilst the drafting was going on. He did not wish t(;
take any part in the drafting and left it to the lawyers. He talkeq with the
others. Eventually, by about 3.30 a.m. or 4 a.m. a rough draft was Prepareq
by the lawyers in the handwriting of the Sollcltor-GenFral. They brough¢ i
through to the others. The Solicitor-(_}ene,ral read it out paragraph by
Paragraph. Everybody said “ That’s _all rlgh.t ’. except that Mr. Profumg took
one point about his association with Chf,lstme Kecler. He asked, “Dg
really have to say I was friendly with her?”, and the others said, « Of courg
YOu must. In the face of the lette;r beginning * Darling’ you mys
acknowledge your friendship with her.” The draft was thep typed (Whict
togk about 20 minutes), brought back, and Mr. Profumo readq it through an

Sald he was content. By that time it was about 4.30 a.m. and they ga]] le(1
the Houge,

£t
(vi) The Reason for the Meeting

178. 1 imes been assumed that this meeting of the «

inisters ”twl:;sa rsloir::;stigaﬁ on by them about the truth of the Tumours,
that it was for that reason that Mr. Profumo ] sohcntor‘ was present to Prote d

is interests, I am satisfied it was nothing O,f the k{nd. The MiniStCTS St
accepted the assurances of Mr. Profumo (previously given) that the rumol? s
Were unirue and were concerned to see that. they were refuted i the mogs
€Mphatjc way possible, namely, by his making a personal Statement in ¢ '
House. 1t was known that he had been waiting for an opportunity of libgy
action tq refute them—and here an occasion had arisen (owing to thl
Statements jp ¢he House) where they could be refuted by 2 personal statemep,
he Solicitor was called in so as to make sure that this p

. Personal statemey,
Would ot embarrass any action Mr. Profumo might bring,
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179. The reason for the long session (three hours from 1.30 a.m. to
4.30 a.m.) was not because the five Ministers were conducting a detailed
investigation, but because of the long time it took to get hold of Mr. Clogg
and Mr. Prefumo at that hour of night. The actual drafting of the personal
statement and discussion of it only took about one and a half hours. The
reason for it being done at that hour was the desirability in the intercst of
good government that these very damaging rumours should be scotched at
once without being given further prominence over the week-end. The thought
in all their minds was not, ““ Is Mr. Profumo’s story true? ”—for they accepted
it as true coming from a colleague—but rather, “ He ought to make a personal
statement in the House in the morning so as to refute these rumours”.

(vii) A Point in Mitigation

180. There is one thing which should be said in mitigation of
Mr. Profumo’s conduct. He did not seek to excuse himself by reason of the
very exceptional circumstances of that night. But his wifc made this statzment
to me: “ This is terribly important. I would like to make a statement about
this: I just simply know that, if it had not been for the extraordinary
concatenation of circumstances of timing that day, and that early morning,
Jack would nzver have made that statement. I was there and I know about the
sleeping pills and the tiredness, and the fact that we were really groping round
the house, letting in strange psople and getting through loads of reporters still
on the doorstep. I sat up in the drawing room with the cat on my lap until he
came back at 4.45 a.m. and he said ‘ This is the statement’. . . . . I am sure
that, had we had time, as a husband and wife, instead of . . . with a time

gun.”
(viii) The Knowledge of the Five Ministers

181. I do not consider it part of my duty to assess the responsibility of
Ministers to the House. That is a Parliamentary matter upon which I would
not seek to venture. But I do consider it my duty to set out the knowledgs:
which the Ministers had at the tims when they drafted and approved the
personal statement made by Mr. Profumo, the considcrations which were
present in their minds, and the steps they took to satisfy themselves of its

truth.

(A) The two Ministers who had most to do with it were the Chicf Whip
and the Attorney-General. The Solicitm:-Gen.eral had a fair amount, bu! more
1s assisting the Attorney-General. Their evidence before me disclosed these

matters:

(1) They knew the rumours about Mr. Profumo, which, stated shortly,
were these: (¢) the rumour as to immorality that Mr. Profumo had had
an illicit association with Christine Keeler: (b) the rumour as to sccuiily
that the Russian Ivanov had also had an association with her about
the same time: (c) the rumour as to the perversion of justice that
Mr. Profumo had helped her to disappear. Only this last rumour as to
the disappearance had been raised in thec House that nicht. but they
felt that all the rumours should be dealt with in the statcmgnt.,
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immorality. They knew the sort of gl.rl that
@ étsxrit?tirtl‘jclelz:;{:a‘:ufvfss r:gw. but Mr. Profumo said th:;lt, at the time he
knew her, she was very different. They knew. on his own admission,
that he h’ad been to Stephen Waid’s flat on several occa510ns' vyhel‘\
Christine Keeler was amongst the guests, and lhal., on two olfc‘:smns,
they were alone together before the -olher guests arrived. ]-'hey‘ new, m}
his own admission, that he had written her a letter starting * Darling
but he said that it was simply a short note, saying that he could not
come to a cocktail party. They knew she hz‘1d to[d h’er story to a
newspaper and had handed the newspaper the * Darling ’ letter.

3) They had very much in mind the case of Mr. Galbraith, who had been
® assai)ied by ru);nours and resigned, and yet the rumours had turned out

to be utterly false, and they did not want a repetition of anything of
the kind.

(4) They were of opinion that a Ministe; ough} not to stay in office if
there are scandalous rumours about him _Wthh. he is not prepared to
answer. The scandal which loomed large in their minds was the illicjt
association with Christine Keeler. Thf: security aspect of the Russian
was quite incidental. So also was the disappearance of Christine Keeler,
It was essential therefore that Mr. Profumo should take

r uld _the earliest
opportunity of answering the scandal of his association with Christine
Keeler.

(5) In answering the scandal, they considered this one point to be crycig| -
Had Mr. Profumo in fact committed ac!ultery with Christine Keeler or
not? They took it that, if he had not in fact committed adultery, the
rumour lacked foundation. It would incidentally clear the other
rumours too: for if he had not committed adultery, he was not a
security risk: and there was no motive for helping her disappear. It
may be questioned, however, whether that was the crucial point. The
real point may be, not whether Mr. Profumo had in fact committed
adultery, but whether his conduct (proved or admitted) wag such as
to lead ordinary people reaSO{mbly to believe that he had. If that were

the real point, the disarming answer of Mr. Profumg will be

remembered : “ Nobody will believe }hat I didn’t sleep with her, but
it happens to be true.” It is for Parliament to consider what was the

Proper point for consideration: though I may perhaps illustrate {he

point by an analogy drawn from the civil law. If 3 map commits

adultery, his wife may have just cause for leaving him, but it goes

Not depend on his in fact committing adultery. If he associated with

another woman in such circumstances that, on the proved or admitteq

facts, his wife reasonably believes he has committed adultery With hep

again his wife has just cause for leaving him. The reason jg because
IS conduct js such as to destroy the confidence and trust which

shoulq subsist between them.

(6) In considering this one point (whether Mr. Profumo haq ), face
committed adyltery) they did not regard themselves as conducting an
INVestigation or inquiry but rather as concerned to protect g colleague

Tumours with which (if his assurances were accepted) he had
been improperly assailed. The Law Officers tested his assurances as
a lawy,

er would his client, by telling him to be absolutely frank with
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them, asking him questions, eliciting his answers, and considering his
conduct. Then, having come to the conclusion that his assurances could
and should be accepted, they felt they should go no further. The Chief
Whip tested his assurances in a commonsense way and also accepted
them. It is a matter for Parliament to consider whether they should
have gone further. I only record the fact that they did not have a
sight of the ¢ Darling’ letter. They did not ask the newspaper to let
them see it, nor did they ask Mr. Profumo to get it for them. (The
Attorney-General told me he felt it would be improper, on behalf of
a prospective plaintiff, to ask a prospective defendant what evidence
he had.) I also record the fact that they had no knowledge of the
statement made by Christine Keeler to the police on the 26th
January, 1963, or by Stephen Ward to the police on the 5th Feb-
ruary, 1963, which was passed to the Security Service on the 7th
February, 1963. (Both the Chief Whip and the Attorney-General told
me that if they had had those statements they might have taken a
very different view. They might not have been content to take Mr.
Profumo’s word, and they might have insisted on going further, as,
for instance, by confronting Mr. Profumo with them. Mr. Profumo
told me that, if he had been faced with them, he too might have

taken a different attitude.)

(7) They were all conscious of the very damaging situation which would
arise if Mr. Profumo was not telling the truth and that is why they
tested it, as far as they felt they possibly could, before accepting it.

(B) The Leader of the House (Mr. Iain Macleod) and the Minister
without Portfolio (Mr. William Deedes) had much less to do with the matter.
They had heard the rumours but had taken no part until this night. They
had no special knowledge and they took part in the meeting for these reasons:
Mr. Macleod because he was the Leader of the House and specially
concerned if a personal statement was to be made: and Mr. Deedes because
he was on the front bench and had heard all that had bcen said in the
House, and was able to give a first-hand account of it. They did not regard
this mecting in the least as an investigation or inquiry, but only as a
refutation of rumours by a Minister whose reputation had been unjustly

assailed.

(ix) The Home Secretary

182. The Home Secretary left the House immediately after the debate
ended and went home. He was not called back to the meeting. The question
has been asked, why was he not called back? The answer is that no one
thought of it. He had never been in the picture previously. It never occurred
to the Chief Whip or the Attorney-General that he was concerned in any
way. The meeting was concerned with a personal statement regarding a
Minister’s reputation. It was not regarded as a security malter, except
incidentally. Even if it had bcen rega'rd'esl as a security matter, they would
have thought that it was the responsibility of the Prime Minister and not
a matter for the Home Secretary._Tlns seems to have been a common
understanding at that time. The Directive of Sir David Maxwell Fyfe of
24th September, 1952 (referred to in Part IT of this Report, which makes the
Director-General of the Security Service responsible to the Home Secretary

59



but with a right of direct access to the Prime Minister), had never been
announced: and it does not seem to have been generally known. Apart from
the security aspect there was the disappearance of a witness. That, too, was
regarded as only incidental to the essential concern of the meeting, which

=1}
was to refute the rumours with which a Minister had been assailed. So no one
thought of calling back the Home Secretary.

(x) The Primec Minister

183.  On the morning of Friday, 22nd March, at 9.30 a.m. the Chief Whip
and the Attorney-General called on the Prime Minister and discussed with
him the draft statement. The Prime Minister made two minor drafting
amendments and approved it. The Prime Minister had been fully aware of
all that had taken place since early February, 1963. The Chief Whip and hj
Private Secretary had kept him informed of the rumours and of wh i
Mr. Profumo said about them. But the Prime Minister himself had never o
any time discussed these rumours with Mr. Profumo. He told me that u?t
reasons were twofold: First, if a Prime Minister sees a Minister and ask :
question of this kind, there is no * follow-up’. The Prime Minister coslfi
euth_cr behevc_e It or disbelieve it, and if he disbelieved it, he could notud
busmess_ again as a Prime Minister with him. Secondly, he thought it bety, °
to get frn:nd} of his own age, the Attorney-General, the Chief Whip, and oth s
tO_talk to him: and if there was anything in it, he would say it to ’lhem Oers
this period the Prime Minister was told repeatedly by them that Mr P oy
stuck absolutely by his story. And then, when he was told that My meumo
Wwas prepared to make a personal statement in the House, the Primé l\fl?fl-lmo
was satisfied completely of the truth of it. tnister
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CHAPTER XIII
THE PERSONAL STATEMENT ITSELF

(i) The Statcment and its Reception

184. Shortly after 11 a.m. on Friday, 22nd March, 1963, Mr. Profumo
made his personal statement to the House. The Prime Minister, the Leader
of the House, and the Attorney-General sat beside him when he rose to
make it. It was in these terms:

“ With permission, Sir, I wish to make a personal statement.

I understand that in the debate on the Consolidated Fund Bill last
night, under protection of parliamentary privilege, the Hon. Gentlemen
the Members for Dudley (Mr. Wigg) and for Coventry, East
(Mr. Crossman), and the Hon. Lady the Member for Blackburn
(Mrs. Castle), opposite, spoke of rumours connecting a Minister with a
Miss Keeler and a recent trial at the Central Criminal Court. It was alleged
that people in high places might have been responsible for concealing
information concerning the disappearance of a witness and the perversion
of justice.

I understand that my name has been connected with the rumours
about the disappearance of Miss Keeler.

I would like to take this opportunity of making a personal statement
about these matters.

I last saw Miss Keeler in December, 1961, and I have not seen her since,
I have no idea where she is now. Any suggestion that I was in any way
connected with or responsible for her absence from the trial at the Old
Bailey is wholly and completely untrue.

My wife and I first met Miss Keeler at a house party in July, 1961,
at Cliveden. Among a number of people there was Dr. Stephen Ward,
whom we already knew slightly, and a Mr. Ivanov, who was an attach¢
at the Russian Embassy.

The only other qccasion that my wife or I met Mr. Ivanov was for
a moment at the official reception for Major Gagarin at the Soviet Embassy,

My wife and I had a standing invitation to visit Dr. Ward.

Between July and December, 1961, T met Miss Keeler on about halt
a dozen occasions at Dr. Ward’s flat, when I called to see him and his
friends. Miss Keeler and I were on friendly terms. There was pg
impropriety whatsoever in my acquaintanceship with Miss Keeler.

Mr. Speaker, I have made this personal statement because of what
was said in the House last evening by the three Hon. Members, and which
of course, was protected by privilege. I shall not hesitate to issue writ’
for libel and slander if scandalous allegations are made or repeated outsids
the House.” €

185. I am sure that the Prime Minister and all the Minister

. S we
iatisfied of the truth of that statement. They could not conceive that zu:;
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of their colleagues would have the eflrontery to make a false statement to
the House. The business of the country could not be carried on 1f a member
of the Government could not accept the word of another implicitly.

(ii) “He’s a Liar”

186. But one or two members of the House did not accept the truth
of Mr. Profumo’s statement. And T must deal at this point with a suggestiony
that the Prime Minister himself knew that the statement was untrue. It

appears that early in March, 1963, Mr. Profumo said words to this effect
to a friend,

“I've got involved with a girl. I wrote her a letter. The Sunday Pictoriq 7

have got it and it can come out any day. I've had to tell Valerie, the PM.
my boss.”

The friend seems to have interpreted this statement as meaning that My
Profumo had an illicit association with a girl and had confessed his guil,
to his wife and to the Prime Minister. The friend told a Conservative M_l:.t
of the conversation and he interpreted it likewise. He was so convinced of it
truth that, when Mr. Profumo made the personal statement on 22nd Mare
1963, he disbelieved it. He whispered to his neighbour, saying of Profumg™
“He’s a liar”. And in the division on 17th June, 1963, when the

- ! : ‘ Prim o
Minister’s conduct was under scrutiny, he abstained from voting.

187. 1 am quite satisfied that both Mr. Profumo’s friend and th
Conservative M.P. misinterpreted what Mr. Profumo said. N

All that M

Profumo said to his friend was to the effect that he had got into g diffic T~
situation because of his friendship with a girl: and that he had haq to tul'i
his wife and the Chief Whip and the Prime Minister’s Private Secrelary aboe

it. He never confessed to them that he had an illicit association With the it
Quite the contrary, he assured them that thqfe was no improper associat?or ~
And he had never spoken to the Prime Minister about it at all. Tt is, [ feqe~
such misunderstandings as this which have led to most unfoundeq ’suona x
tions. There is no ground whatever for suggesting that the Prime Mirfiase&\
knew Mr. Profumo’s statement to be untrue. He believed it to be true tel\

(iii) The Aftermath

188. For a short moment it looked as if Mr. Profumo’s pers
had been effective. In many quarters (though not in all) hijs gepﬁgﬁloi‘a‘emex I\
restored. Op Friday, 22nd March, 1963, after the statement, he ang h§eemg
Went to the races at Sandown Park and were photographeg there E' Wi
newspapers. A few days later Christine Keeler endorsed his slalememy N
ContraQicting her earlier stories to the Press. On being discoverey in éth‘ X
she said (in the Daily Express of 26th March, 1963), « whq, Mr Profpal'l‘
>aYS 1S quite correct. [ have not been in his company since 196] ». ‘On "etl:m
l?::zlzck t0 England she gave her story to the News of the worg (Sflndlan‘\’
> St March, 1963), « Certainly both he and his wife were friends of miny‘
ut it wag g friendship no one can criticise ”. She was paid £100 for the story,*
189, ste .

h d to endorse Mr. Ppr
On 26h Map en Ward also seeme r. Profu;

L No's statemen
rch, 1963, he told Mr. George Wigg in the House of C°""“°n§
62 ‘



(amongst other things) about the Cliveden week-end and added that
subsequently Mr. Profumo visited his flat on at least six occasions. He said
that, so far as he knew, nothing improper took place.

190. But not everyone was content. Some soon recturned to the
association with Christine Kecler. On Saturday, 23rd March, 1963, the
Duily Sketch came out with a banner headline ‘Lucky John Profumo’,
saying that * the spectacle of a Minister of the Crown having to get up to
explain his acquaintance with a 2l-year-old girl is, to say the least,
unedifying ”. On 30th March, 1963, the French newspaper, the Paris-Match,
published an article saying that * Christine disparait mystérieusement.
Profumo a aidé Christine s’enfuir.” Mr. Profumo brought an action for libel
in the French Courts: and the Paris-Match published a retraction. On
6th April, 1963, the Italian magazine Il Tempo published an article saying
that the name of Mr. Profumo continued to be associated—notwithstanding
his energetic denial in the House of Commons—with that of a good-looking
girl: and that, according to public rumour John Profumo would have
encouraged the departure of the girl. It was distributed in this country. On
8th April, 1963, Mr. Profumo issued a writ against the distributors. On
10th April, 1963, the action was settled. Counsel for Mr. Profumo stated in
open court that the allegations were unjustifiable and without foundation. The
defendants paid £50 damages and all the costs: Mr. Profumo said he
proposed to give the £50 to an Army charity.

191. To go on for a moment: After Mr. Profumo, on 5th June, 1963,
acknowledged that he had had improper relations with Christine Keeler, the
distributors claimed damages from Mr. Profumo because of his unwarranted
claim against them and he had to pay a large sum in settlement. But he
never acknowledged, of course, that he had helped her disappear. That he
has always and resolutely denied.

192. Others raised the security issue. On Sunday, 24th March, 1963, the
Sunday Telegraph published two articles headed ™ Dr. Ward’s links with
Soviet official ” and ““ The Boil is Lanced ”. Stephen Ward regarded these as a
libel upon him and instructed his solicitor to issue a writ against the ncwspaper.

(iv) Mr. Wigg’s Memorandum

193. On Monday, 25th March, 1963, Mr. George Wigg, M.P., appeared
on television and said that security was the main consideration. He was
critical of Ivanov. On the next day, 26th March, Stephen Ward souglt an
interview with Mr. Wigg in the House of Commons and defended Ivanov.
He gave a long rambling account which Mr. Wigg set down in a memorandum
in considerable detail. The memorandum shows that Stephen Ward said that
his friendship with Ivanov had been used in the interests of the country.
Turning to Mr. Profumo, he described the Cliveden week-end and said that
subsequently Mr. Profumo visited his flat on at least six occasions, and that
“as far as he knew, nothing improper took place”. He said that the
Intelligence Service knew all about the visits. He was certain that never at any
time had Mr. Profumo put himself at risk in security matters in his contact
with Ivanov. He described the recent activities of Christine and Mann: and
he concluded by saying that he wished to convince Mr. Wigg that on security
matters he was in the clear.
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194. During the interview Stephen Ward told Mr. Wigg that he had
written to Mr. Harold Wilson, M.P. Mr. Wigg told Mr. Wilson, who looked
up his correspondence and found the letter of 7th November, 1962
(pa}ragraph 49): and on 27th March, 1963, he went and showed it to the
Prime Minister. He said that a security issue might be involved: and he
thougm the Prime Minister ought to know about it. Shortly afterwards
Mr. Wigg got out his memorandum, and sent it to Mr. Wilson who consulteq
Sir Frank Soskice, M.P. They considered it of such importance that it shoulq
be passed to the Prime Minister so that any possible security implication
could be examined. So Mr. Wilson sent it to him (paragraph 209).
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CHAPTER XIV
22ad MARCH, 1963-5th JUNE, 1963—UNEASY TWO MONTHS

(i) The Home Secretary asks for Information

195. The Home Secretary believed Mr. Profumo’s personal stz}lement.
He had absolutely no reason for disbelieving him. But it left him feeling very
suspicious towards Stephen Ward. Then he heard rumours that the Security
Service had been so worried that they had sent anonymous letters to
Mrs. Profumo. The Home Secretary felt that he ought to know the facts.
So on 27th March, 1963, he sent for the Head of the Security Service and
the Commissioner of Police and asked to be put into the picture. There was
present too the Permancnt Under-Secretary of State of the Home Office.
The meeting was so valuable that it affords a useful pattern as to the way
in which such a problem—of mixed security and police interest—should be
handled.

196. At this meeting the Head of the Security Service told the Home
Secretary that there was no truth whatever in the rumours that they had sent
anonymous letters to Mrs. Profumo. He then gave the Home Secretary an
outlinc of the steps the Service had taken, and said that, when Ivanov had
left the country, the security interest had ceased. Then he added two matters
of such importance that I set out this record of them made by him the very
next day:

(1) “In addition to this there had been statements by Christine Keeler
and one or two others that Stephen Ward had urged Christine to
ask Mr. Profumo for information about American intentions to provide
the West Germans with the Bomb. If these allegations were true,
there might well be a case against Stephen Ward under the Official
Secrets Act . . . we thought however that the witnesses in any such
prosecution would prove unreliable and we were not inclined to
pursue the matter.”

(2) “The security interest in the whole case was limited to Ivanov apd
his contacts, and it was no part of our business to concern ourselves
with what Ward was up to in connection with the girls with whom
he associated. The Home Secretary agreed with this.”

197. The Home Secretary then asked the Commissioner of Police
whether there was a police interest. The Commissioner said that there
probably would be grounds for the prosecution of Stephen Ward if the
police were able to get thc full story, but he very much doubted whether
they would succeed in this.

198. Two things are to be noticed about this meeting:

(1) It was the first occasion on which any Minister had been told about
the request for information about the bomb. The Home Secretary giq
not know he was the first to be told about it. He did not pass it on to
any other Minister. He thought he was simply being brought up to
date by the Security Service.
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(2) The Home Secretary agreed that it was no part of the business of

the Security Service to concern themselves with what Stephen Ward
was up to with the girls.

e c noticed thal this intervention by the Mo
Secg\ga.ry Enf&hf\:onn;;g;ﬁ‘mb consequences: First, the Heqd of the Secul:ily
Service immediately gave further consideration to the Qquestion of_ prosecu.tlno
Ward under the Official Secrets Act (for endeavouring to g?-; ":lror.m“tlon)
and took advice upon it which was against a grosec;t;nortll.1 é ecnqeq on
4th April, 1963, not to take any action on }t. econdly, the omml.ssxone
of Police immediatelv gave further consideration to the _question
prosecuting Ward, and on Ist April, 1963, set f)p toot the investigation Which
eventually~led to his prosecution and conviction.

(ii) The Police Investigate Ward’s Activities

200. On 25th March. 1963, the Criminal ‘I,nl\;estt1§?é1(3l?elz);;7ar(l]mc’nl b.egan
to receive anonymous commumcatlor}s alleging tha tep ard was !'Vin

on the immoral earnings of the girls, and suggesting that he was bein
protected by his friends in high places. On 27th March, 19_63. .lhe HOrn
Secretary asked the Commissioner whether there was a police interest in
Ward. On st April, 1963, the Commissioner decided that Stephen Warq»

activities should be investigated. On 4th April the pohge began to take Stage
ments. They took the statements from many of the girls and other Persg,. .
who might be able to help. In particular they took a statement from Ch"ixli S
Keeler on 4th and Sth April, 1963, which she signed. This dealt main';e
with Stephen Ward’s conduct: but in it she said that she had haq inlerco-dr y
with Mr. Profumo. She said he had taken her to his house whilst his w_§e
was away and she described the house so exactly that one would lhinklf.e
was not likely to have been invented. These are her words: it

“When I went to Jack Profumo’s we went off the Quter
house on the left-hand side of a small road. I went up some steps ingo, @
square hall where there are two large ornamental animals, | think do., 2
The dining room was on the right and the stairs are Straight aheag s,
the right. The stairs bend to the left and on th.e wall is a picture, of On
the things that Valerie likes and dislikes inclufllng pigeons and jeweueall
Facing the top of the stairs is Jack’s ofﬁce: with a drinkg cabinet ing; y.
I noticed a strange telephone and he said it was a Scrambler. Next g de,
is the Profumo’s bedroom with an adjoining bathroom, | (hink tthr
were a lot of mirrors in the bathroom. There is a table in pe centr Cre
the dining room.” o

She also said:

“I last saw Jack (Profumo) in December, 1961. Stephen War, d
asked me to get information from Jack z'lbo'ul the Americyng gi\’ing lag
ermans the Bomb. I did not get this information because i the
ridiculous and could have been made in a joke.” W

g
e

Circle

Qs
[Note—The question may be asked why these statemengs were
Teported to any Minister. I deal with this later in Paragraph 282.] ot
;fhe polige took several further statements from her, namely on 6th
ai‘th tApni, and 6th and 24th May, 1963. On 25th April, ng
ate

1963, they tQOk
ment from Marilyn Rice-Davies. They took many others,
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(iii) Stephen Ward Attempts to Stave Off a Prosecution

201. Thése inquiries by the police got to Stephen Ward’s notice and
he began to be nervous about them. He took cxceptional action. On 7th May,
1963, he telephoned the Prime Minister’s Private Secretary and asked o0
see him. An appointment was made for that evening and arrangements were
made for an oflicer of the Security Service to be present.

202. A note was taken of the conversation. It appeared to the Prime
Minister’s Private Secretary at the time (and the note bears it out) that the
main object of Stephen Ward's visit was to get the police inquiries called
off and to blackmail the Government by threatening that. unless the inqun‘ges
were dropped. he would expose Mr. Profumo's illicit association w:gh
Christine Keeler. Here are a few extracts from the note: Stephen Ward §a|d
“You sce the facts as presented probably in Parliament were not strictly
speaking just like that. I fear a change may be forced in the situation .

I made a considerable sacrifice for Mr. Profumo . . . I feel I should tell
you the truth of what really happened. You probably know as a matter of
fact anyway. He wrote Miss Keeler a series of letters. The attachment was
a much deeper one than . . . I don’t know whether you have any feelings
about this, whether there is anything you can do. I know myself here that
there is a great deal of potentially extremely explosive material in what

I’ve told you ™.

203. Stephen Ward next took to writing letters, still in the hope,
apparently, of staving off a prosecution. On 19th May, 1963. he wrote this
letter to the Home Secretary :

“It has come to my attention that the Marylebone police are
questioning my patients and friends in a line, however tactful, which is
extremely damaging to me both professionally and socially. This enquiry
has been going on day after day for weeks.

The instruction to do this must have come from the Home Office.

Over the past few weeks I have done what I could to shield
Mr. Profumo from his indiscretion. about which I complained to the
Security Service at the time. When he made a statement in Parliament
I backed it up although I knew it to be untrue.

Possibly my efforts to conceal his part and to return to him a letter
which Miss Keeler had sold to the Sunday Pictorial might make it appear
that I had something to conceal myself. I have not.

The allegations which appear to be the cause of investigation, and
v/hich 1 only know through the line of questioning repeated to me, are
malicious and entirely false. It is an invention of the Press that Miss
Keeler knew a lot of important people.

It was by accident that she met Mr. Profumo and through Lord Astor
that she met him again. I intend to take the blame no longer.

That I was against this liaison is a matter of record in the War

Office.
Sir Godfrey Nicholson who has been a friend for 25 years is in
possession of most of the facts since I consulted him at an early stage—
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May I ask that the person who has lodged the false information
against me should be prosecuted. Yours sincerely,
Stephen Warqg »

(Stephen Ward sent a summary of this letter to the newspapers but they did
not publish it.)

204. To which the very proper reply was sent next day:

“The Home Secretary has asked me to explain that the Police, in
making whatever inquiries they think proper, do not act under pis
direction.”

205. On the 20th May, 1963, Stephen Ward wrote to his Membper of
Parliament (Sir Wavell Wakefield) a long letter, in the course of which he
said :

“Possibly an inquiry may be necessary when a Minister has not
told the truth to Parliament.”

Sir Wavell Wakefield passed the letter to the Chief Whip.

206. On 20th May, 1963, Stephen Ward wrote also to M. Harold
Wilson, M.P., saying:

“ Obviously my efforts to conceal the fact that Mr. Profumo had not
told the truth in Parliament have made it look as if I myself had
something to hide. It is quite clear now that they must wish the facts
to be known, and I shall see that they are.”

207. On 23rd May,

) 1963, Mr. Wilson sent a copy of this letter to the
Prime Minister.

208. This spate of letters by Stephen Ward had their effect. Questions
were tabled in Parliament by Mr. Ben Pa}rkin and Mr. Chuter Ede for the
Home Secretary to answer. They were d.emgned to ask him what information
he had received from Stephen Ward in connection with inquiries carried
out by the Metropolitan Police—no doubt meaning the information i, his
letter of 19th May, 1963—but these Q\{eslnons were subsequently withdrawn
There was also a burst of speculation in Fleet Street. Everyone ther, had a
strong feeling that the stories circulating about Mr, Profumo Were true
Things were heading towards a climax. :

(iv) Mr. Harold Wilson, M.P., takes up the Security Issue
209. On 9th April, 1963, Mr. Wilson sent Mr. Wigg’s me
(para

17

m
graph 193) to the Prime Minister through the Chief W?]Eandum

th April, 1963, the Prime Minister replied : P- On

“My Chief Whip has given to me the letter
dated 9¢p April dealing with George Wigg’
Mr. Stephen Ward. I will ask the appropriate
cXamination made of the information and will get
On if this seemg necessary.”

(Tl}e reference to “a Mr. Stephen Ward” has since been criticised ag
dlsmgcnuous.)

and enclosure from you
§ conversation with a
authorities to have an
in touch with you later
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210. The Prime Minister did have inquiries made of the Security Service.
On 25th April they reported their interviews with Stephen Ward and the
warning to Mr. Profumo. They said:

“ We have no reason to suppose that Mr. Profumo stands in need of
further advice about security ” and added, “ There is no truth in the story
that the Sccurity Service was informed of the dates of, or anything elsc
in connection with. Mr. Profumo’s alleged visits to Ward or to Miss
Keeler.”

211. On 14th May, 1963, the Prime Minister replied to Mr. Wilson:

1 handed all the material to the appropriate authorities who studied
it very carefully. There seems to be nothing in the papers you sent which
requires me to take action.”

212, Mr. Wilson felt it nccessary to pursue the matter further. On
Monday. 27th May. 1963, at Mr. Wilson’s request, a meeting was held in the
Prime Minister’s room in the House of Commons. Mr. Wilson said he was
disturbed to reccive the Prime Minister’s letter, and that Ward was a
self-confessed Soviet intermediary. He said that if the Government were not
prepared to initiate any action, he would reserve the right to raise the matter
in the House of Commons. The Prime Minister said that all the material had
been examined by the security authorities and they were satisfied that there
were no unresolved sccurity problems left over. He would however ask the
security authoritics to look again at all the material and advise him on the

position.

213. The Prime Minister did as he said. He asked the Security Service
to look at it again. And on Wednesday. 29th May, 1963, the Head of the
Security Service reported to the Prime Minister and disclosed to him (what
he and his office had not known before) that,

“in a statement which Christine Keeler made to the police in January

1963 she said that on one occasion, when she was going to meet

Mr. Profumo. Ward had asked her to discover from him the date on

which certain atomic secrets were to be handed to West Germany by the

Americans. It is understood that Miss Keeler denies having ever put such

a question to Mr. Profumo . . . I am advised that the evidence would

not be likely to support a successful prosecution of Ward under the

Official Szcrets Act. He is not known to us to have been in touch with

any Russian since Ivanov’s departure. The security risk that Ward now

represcnts seems to me to be slight.”

(v) The Lord Chancellor’s Inquiry

214. On Wednesday, 29th May, 1962}, the Prime Minister had a meeting
with the Lord Chancellor and the Chief Whip during which the Prime
Minister asked the Lord Chancellor to undertake an inquiry himself into the
relevant papers: and on 30th May, 1963, the Prime Minister wrote to
Mr. Wilson telling him of it:

“ T have been thinking about our talk on Monday. I am sure in my
own mind that the security aspect of the Ward case has been fully and
efficiently watched, but I think it important that you should be in no
doubt about it.
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I have therefore asked the Lord Chancellor to look carefully at th
security reports and other documents which 1 have received in connectig
with this case and to make any inquiry which he deems necessary froy
the security authorities and the police, and to advise me if, in his opinig,
any further action is desirable.”

215. The Lord Chancellor commenced his inquiry on 30th May, 19¢
and reported on 13th June, 1963. Much had happened in between,
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CHAPTER XV
Mr. PROFUMO’S RESIGNATION

216. The security issue raised by Mr. Wilson and the burst of speculation
in Fleet Street had their effect. During the week, 27th-30th May, the Chief
Whip and the Prime Minister's Private Secretary separately saw
Mr. Profumo. Mr. Profumo was told that it looked as if there would be
an inquiry. If there was any flaw in his story it would do the Government

' enormous damage. It was put to him strongly that, if there was anything
untrue in his statement to the House, he ought to reveal it of his own accord.
He again denied that he had said anything that was untrue. He was told
that the Lord Chancellor might want to see him some time the follow:ng
week.

217. On Friday, 31st May, Parliament adjourned for the Recess. The
Prime Minister left for a short holiday in Scotland. Mr. and Mrs. Profumo
. left for a short holiday in Venice till Thursday, 6th June. The Press thought
i something was going to happen. At London Airport Mr. and Mrs. Profumo
, were inundated with Press men and cameras. They arrived at Venice in the
. evening. Mr. Profumo told me that he had already decided that he could no
" longer go about with this terrible guilt on his mind. He decided to tell his

wife. But they had a quiet dinner together first. After dinner Mr. Profumo
told his wife the truth—for the first time —that he had had an illicit
association with Christine Keeler. He told her all the details. They talked
over it most of the night. Mrs. Profumo said, * Oh, darling, we must go home
now just as soon as we can and face up to it.” That is what they did. Flying
back would attract attention. So they went back next day on the night train
and came back by boat.

218. It so happened that (after they had decided to return) at about
9.30 a.m. on the Saturday morning a message came through by telephone
to the hotel in Venice saying that he was wanted back a Jay earlier. That
was true. The Lord Chancellor was starting his inquiry and wanted to see
Mr. Profumo on Wednesday, 5th June. But they had already decided to
return.

219. Mr. and Mrs. Profumo arrived in England on Whit Sunday,
3rd June, and early next morning motored down to Suffolk to Mr. and
Mrs. Hare (who were great friends of theirs). Mr. Profumo told Mr. Hare
the truth. After taking his advice, Mr. Profumo returned to London and
on Tuesday, 4th June, he saw the Chief Whip and the Prime Minister’s
Private Secretary. He said without preamble, “ I have to tell you that I did
sleep with Miss Keeler and my statement in that respect was untrue.” It
was plain, of course, that he could not remain as a Member of the

Administration. He must resign.

220. These letters then passed:

“Dear Prime Minister,
You will recollect that on the 22nd March, following certain
allegations made in Parliament, I made a personal statement.
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At that time rumour had charged me with ?ssisting in the
disappearance of a witness and with being involved in some possible
breach of security. So serious were these charges that I allowed myscit
to think that my personal association with that witness, .whxcp had also
been the subject of rumour, was, by comparison, of _minor importance
only. In my statement 1 said that there had been no impropriety in (jjs
association. To my very deep regret I have to admit that this was pot
true, and that I misled you, and my colleagues, and the House. T ask you
to understand that I did this to protect, as I thought, my wife and family,
who were equally misled, as were my professional advisers.

1 have come to realise that, by this deception, 1 have been guilty of a
grave misdemeanour and despite the fact that there is no truth whatever in

the other charges, I cannot remain a member of your Administration, por
of the House of Commons.

I cannot tell you of my deep remorse for thc embarrassment | pyye
caused to you, to my colleagues in the Government, to my Consti(yents
and to the Party which I have served for the past twenty-five ycars.

Yours sincerely,

Jack Profumo.
The Right Hon. Harold Macmillan, M.P.”

“ Dear Profumo,

The contents of your letter of 4th June have been communicateq to me,
and I have heard them with deep regret. This is a great tragedy for you
your family, and your friends. Nevertheless, I am sure you w

. . Vill understand
that in the circumstances, I have no alternative but to advise The Queen
to accept your resignation.

Yours very sincerely,

Harold Macmillan.
The Right Hon. John Profumo, O.B.E., M.p.”

221. Mr. and Mrs. Profumo spent the next few d
knew where they were. The reporters searched
could not find them. The folk of the villa
outside. They knew they wished to be le

222.  Mr. Profumo did not wait on The Queen to hand over
office. They were sent by messenger. He

. : the sealg
C C applied for the Chiltern Hundregs |

Ceased to represent his constituency. The House of Commons held p; am

have been guilty of contempt of the House. !

His name was re M 1
. - Dl w moved fr
rivy Council. His disgrace was complete. om thy

ays with friends. No one
h up and down the country by
£¢ Knew. But they did not { .
ft alone, ¢ el Ayone



CHAPTER XVI
ENSUING EVENTS

223. Mr. Profumo resigned during the Whitsun recess. It was announced
on Wednesday, Sth June, 1963. On 9th June, 1963, the Sunday Mirror
published on its front page a photographic copy of Mr. Profumo’s letter of
9th August, 1961, to Christine Keeler. It had come in useful after all. On
the same day the News of the World started publishing the Christine Keeler
story by instalments. They had agreed to pay her £23,000 for it.

224, The members of the House of Commons held a debate on Monday,
17th June, 1963. On 21st June, 1963, you asked me to undertake this inquiry.
During the course of this report I have referred to ‘ Lucky’ Gordon and
Stephen Ward. It may be useful if I set out the bare details of their trials,
but no more, for I do not consider they have any relevance to my inquiry.

(i) The ¢ Lucky ’ Gordon Case
225. At 12.30 a.m. on 18th April, 1963, the police received a telephone

call to the effect that Christine Keeler had been attacked by Gordon a few
minutes before and that police assistance was required. A search was made
for Gordon and he was arrested about 24 hours later, on 19th April, 1963, at

1.20 a.m. He was committed for trial and remained in custody meanwhile.

2?.6. On th‘c 5th June, 1963, he came up for trial. On the 6th June, 1963,
he dispensed with the services of his counsel and conducted his own defence.
He said he wanted to call 30 witnesses in his defence. The Commissioner,
after inquiry, decided that only two of the witnesses could actually speak as
to what occurred. The police tried to find these two but could not do so-
On tl_le 7th June, 1963, Gordon made a statement from the dock. He did
not give evidence on oath. The jury found him guilty of occasioning actual
bodily harm and he was sentenced to three years’ imprisonment.

227. On 1l1th June, 1963, he gave notice of appeal. On 30th July, 1963,
the Court of Criminal Appeal allowed the appeal on the ground that there
were further statements (they were statements of the two witnesses whom
Gordon wished to call) which might have led the jury to have reasonable
doubt.

(i) The Ward Case

228. On lst April, 1963, the police started their investigation into Ward’s
activities. Many statements were taken and a report was made in May to the
Director of Public Prosecutions. A conference was held with counsel on
7th June. On that very evening information reached Scotland Yard that Ward
was about to leave the country. In consequence Ward was arrested on
Saturday, 8th June. He applied for bail but was refused it. He remained in
custody throughout the hearings before the magistrate. These were not
concluded until 3rd July, 1963. He was then committed for trial, but allowed
bail, in spite of objections by the police.
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229. The trial of Ward started on 22nd July and continued for eight
days. He was allowed bail throughout. On 30th July, 1963, the Judge started
his summing-up, but had not finished it when the court adjourned. On the
morning of 31st July Ward was found unconscious, having taken an overdose
of drugs. The Judge concluded his summing-up in Ward’s absence. He wasg
found guilty of living on the earnings of prostitution between 1st June, 1961,
and 31st August, 1962 (Christine Keeler being the woman concerned) and
between 1st September, 1962, and 31st December, 1962 (Marilyn Rice-Davies
being the woman concerned). The Judge postponed sentence till Ward was

fit to appear. But Ward never regained consciousness and died on 3rd August
1963. The story ends, as it began, with him. *

4
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CHAPTER XVII
THE ROLE OF THE SECURITY SERVICE

230. No one can understand the role of the Security Service in the
Profumo affair unless he realises the cardinal principle that their operations
are to be used for one purpose, and one purpose only, the Defence of the
Realm. They are not to be used so as to pry into any man’s private conduct,
Or business affairs: or even into his political opinions, except in so far
as they are subversive, that is, they would contemplate the overthrow of
ﬂ}e Government by unlawful means. This principle was enunciated by
Sir Findlater Stewart in his Report of 27th November, 1945, paragraph 37,
Which has formed the guide for the Service ever since. It was re-stated by
Sir David Maxwell Fyfe in a Directive of 24th September, 1952, and
re-aflirmed by every Home Secretary since. Most people in this country
would, T am sure, whole-heartedly support this principle, for it would be
Intolerable to us to have anything in the nature of a Gestapo or Secret
Police (o snoop into all that we do, let alone into our morals.

231. Once this principle is appreciated, it will be realised that the only
proper role of the Security Service in the Profumo affair was to defenfi the
country against any activities by or on behalf of Russian agents. In particular
against the activities of Captain Ivanov. For Captain Ivanov was not only
a Russian Naval Attaché. He was also a Russian Intelligence Officer. He
must not be allowed to get secret information which the Russians neegied.
Stephen Ward was a sympathiser with the Russians. He was a close friend
of Captain Ivanov and was indiscreet. He counted many prominent peo_ple
among his friends. He should not be allowed to get secret information
which he might pass on to Ivanov. Ward was known to be involved ’m a
call-girl racket. He was ‘the provider of popsies for rich people . If
any of his girls came into contact—both with Captain Ivanov and also with
Ministers of the Crown—that would be a situation which needed watching
in case Captain Ivanov might use the girls as a channel of information.

232. There was yet this further possible role for the Security Service.
Was it possible to get Ivanov to defect from the Ru_ssnans apd help us?
For, as a Russian Intelligence Officer, he might have information of much
value.

233. When the conduct of the Security Service is examined (as I will
examine it in the following pages), it will, I think, be seen that tr{ey confined
themselves to the role I have described. They had, at one critical point,
carefully to consider whether they should inquirc into the moral behaviour
of Mr. Profumo—they suspected that he had had an 11!1c1t association with
Christine Keeler—but they decided that it was not their concern. It was a
new problem for them to have to consider the conduct of a Minister of the
Crown, and they decided it by reference to the principles laid down for
them, to wit, they must limit their inquiries to what is necessary to the
Defence of the Realm: and steer clear of all political questions. And this is
what they did.
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234. The only criticism that I can see of the decision is that the conduct
of Mr. Profumo disclosed a character defect, which pointed to his being a
security risk (e.g., the girl might try to blackmail him or bring pressure on
him to disclose secret information). But at the time when the information
came to their knowledge, his association with the girl had ceased. Captain
Ivanov had gone. And what remained was not sufficient to warrant an
infringement of the principle that the Security Service must not pry intg

pt.ivate lives. At any rate, it was not such a risk as they should investicate
without express instructions.

78



CHAPTER XVIII
MINISTERIAL RESPONSIBILITY

235. There has been considerable misapprehension about the Ministel‘lﬂl
responsibility for the Security Service: and this misapprehension seems 10 me
to be the cause of some of the troubles that have arisen. The relevant
S’?&Umems are so little available that it may be helpful if I give consider2 e

acts. -

(i) The Prime Minister till 1952

236. Up till 1952 the Prime Minister was responsible for security. This
followed from Sir Findlater Stewart’s Report in 1945, He took as his starting
point its purpose.

“Its purpose ”, he said. ~ is Defence of the Realm and nothing €lse:

It follows that the Minister responsible for it as a service should be .thc

M}nister of Defence. or. if there is no Minister of Defence, the Prime

Minister. as Chairman of the Commitiee of Imperial Defence. It has been

argued that this would place an undue burden upon the Minister of Defence

or the Prime Minster, and upon the stafl of the Cabinet Secretariat. But
from the very nature of the work, need for direction except on the very

broadest lines can never arise above the level of Director-General. :1‘11at
appointment is onc of great responsibility. calling for unusual experlfﬂ‘r-':
the

and a rare combination of qualities: but having got the right man
1$ no alternative to giving him the widest discretion in the means he
and the direction in which he applies them--always provided he doe
step outside the law.”

uses
s not

(ii) Sir Norman Brook’s Report
237. In 1951, however, a proposal was made to transfer the responsibility
for the Security Service from the Prime Minister to the Home Secretary. This
was done in a report made by Sir Norman Brook. In March, 1951,
recommended that the Security Service should in future be responsible to the
Home Sccretary. He said:

* I believe that Sir Findlater Stewart exaggcerated the * defence ” aspects
of the Security Service. In practice the Security Service has little to do with
those aspects of the * defence of the realm’ with which the Minister.of
Defence is concern=d. And the arrangement by which the Security Service
is directly responsible to the Prime Minister is now justified mainly by the
fact that it enhances the status of the Service. In practice the functions of
the Sccurity Service are much more closely allied to those of the Home
Office. which has the ultimate constitutional responsibility for ‘ defending
the realm ’ against subversive activities and for preserving law and order.
I recommend that the Security Service should in future be responsible
to the Home Secretary. I believe that it would be helpful to the Director-
General of the Security Service to be able to turn to a senior Permanent
Secretary for advice and assistance on the policy aspects of his work and
on his relations with other Government Departments; and that he would
receive from the permanent head of the Home Office support and guidance
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(2) The Security Service is, however, not a department of the Home
Office. It operates independently under its own Director-General,
but he can and does seek direction and guidance from the Home
Secretary. subject always to the proviso that its activities must be
absolutely free from any political bias or influence.

(3) The function of the Security Service is to defend the Realm as a whole
from dangers which threaten it as a whole, such as espionage on
behall of a foreign Power, or internal organisations subversive of the
State. For this purpose it must collect information about individuals,
and give it (o those concerned. But it must not, even at the behest of
a Minister or a Government Department, take part in investigating
the private lives of individuals except in a matter bearing on the
Defence of the Realm as a whole.

(4) The Head of the Security Service may approach the Prime Min_islc;r
himsell on matlers of supreme importance and delicacy, but this is
not to say that the Prime Minister has any direct responsibility for
the Security Service. He has certainly none in day-to-day matters.
It would be a mistake for the Prime Minister to take such responsibility
because he cannot in practice exercisc adequate supervision, and he

has not the secretariat for the purpose.

(v) Application of Principles
240. The result of these principles is that, if the Director-General of
the Security Service is in doubt as to any aspect of his duties—as, for' instance,
when he gets information about a Minister or senior public servant indicating
that he may be a security risk—he should consult the Home Secretary. The
Home Secretary then will have to take the responsibility for further action,

that is to say, whether to take steps to eliminate the security risk or to put
up with it. If a mistake is made, it is the Home Secretary who will be

responsible to Parliament.
241. It was suggested to me that, when the conduct of a Minister was

in question. it would be preferable for the Director-General to approach
the Prime Minister direct rather than approach the Home Secretary because
the Home Secretary might find it embarrassing to have to vestigate the
conduct of another Minister. The majority view was, however, that in all
cases there should be a clear and unambiguous channel to the Home

Secretary.
(vi) -Ministry of National Security

242, Most witnesses thought it was not desirable to set up a Ministry
of National Security, and for these reasons: It is important that each
Government Department (e.g., the Service Departments) should be regarded
as responsible for its own internal security. It would lead to slackness if
each Department could feel it could leave its security to others. The Security
Service performs a very useful function in advising Government Departments
on their security problems but should not take them over. !f it be right that
each Government Department is responsible for its own internal security,
then the Security Service itself deals with national security as a whole. The
great body of opinion before me was that this should be dealt with as the
responsibility of the Home Secretary and not as the responsibility of a separatz
Minister.
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CHAPTER XIX
THE SECURITY SERVICE IN 1961 AND 1962

(i) The Service find out about Ward

. It was on 20th January, 1961, that Stephen \fJard {ir_st met C‘lPluin
Ivaz;?)?/. TIheir friendship developed rapidly. The Security Service soon ga¢ o
know of this friendship and desired to know more about it. On 8th I une. 1963
(four weeks before the Cliveden week-end), an officer of the Sccurlly.bcr\'iC
went to see Stephen Ward at a restaurant in Marylebone. His report said thig .

“Ward, who has an attractive personality and who talks well,
completely open about his association with Ivanov. Despite .the fact thay
some of his political ideas are certainly peculiar and are exploitable
the Russians, I do not think that he is of security interest [that meang
was not considered a danger] but he is qbviously not a person we cay,
make any use of.” Ward took the Security Officer to his mews ho
Where “he introduced me to a young girl, whose name I did not Catep
who was obviously sharing the house with him. [This was Probatyy
Christine Keeler.] She was heavily painted and considerably overdresg,,
and T wonder whether this is corroborating evidence that he has be ed
involved in the call-girl racket.” n

\/as

244, The security officer added in the report:

“ As we were saying good-bye, Ward asked whether it was all rigly {
him to continue to see Ivanov. I replied there was no reason why he shg Or
not. He then said that, if there was any way in which he could helpy Ulg
would be very ready to do so. I thanked him for his offer and askeq ) he

to get in touch with me should Ivanov at any time in the future make al“‘l
propositions to him.” y

(i) 12th July, 1961—Ward tells them of Ivanov’s Request for In

245. Four wecks later there was the Cliveden week-end, an
immediately to the notice of the Security Service. On the Mg
the Cliveden week-end, 10th July, 1961, Stephen Ward telephoned the secy hg
officer and asked to see him. It must be remembered that the security 0(»1\“[3
had asked Ward to tell him of any propositions that Ivanov made to him .IISQr
security officer saw Ward on Wednesday, 12th July, 1961, Stephen Waryg

fol'matio
d it c

a
nday follo“,il"e

. ard ! e
told the security officer that Ivanov had asked /_um to fjnd out \whey, le,,
Americans were going to arm Western Germany with atomic weapop. It ; e
be noted that Stephen Ward was quite open about (his to the security 'S tq

° Security officer told Stephen Ward that he should make no atlem, Cer,

ulfil Tvangy’g Tequest “and if by chance he obtained any such ip
through the ind

account tel] Jyg

_ taine formg . to
iscretion of any of his influential friends, he should on oy
nov ”,

Ng
(iii) Ward Claims Friendship with Mr. Profume

246. Warq told the officer that Ivanov had spent the last Sunday at Warg,
country cottage op 1 org Astor’s estate. There had been quite a par, Vs
celebrities there disporting themselves in the swimming pool, inclug; f
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Mr. Profumo. the Secretary of State for War. Ivanov had been much amused
by their antics. Christine was there. (Ward explained that Christine was the
young girl who lived in his house.) Ivanov was undoubtedly attracted by
Christine. After the bathing party, Ivanov had taken her back to his (Ward’s)
house and they had drunk between them two bottles of whisky. Ward claimed
tha} he and Mr. Profumo were quite close friends and that Mr. Profumo
visited him at his London house. The security officer summed up his opinion
of Ward in these words:

~ “I do not think he is a security risk in the sense that he would

Intentionally be disloyal, but his peculiar political beliefs, coupled with

his obvicus admiration of Ivanov might well cause him to be indiscreet

unintentionally.”
(iv) The Service think that Mr. Profumo should be Warned

' 247. The Security Service followed up this information in two Wways.
First they wanted to get more information about Ward’s establishment and
about Christine. So on 31st July, 1961, they asked the Special Branch of the
Metropolitan Police to make inquiries. On 8th August, 1961, Special Branch
TCPO}‘led to Security Service that Christine could not be identified and .that
inquiries revealed nothing to the discredit of Ward. The address was In a
respectable neighbourhood where any openly unseemly conduct would soon
come to police notice. Secondly, the Security Service thought it would be
wise to warn Mr. Profumo to be careful what he said to Ward; because Ward
was voluble and indiscreet and might easily pass on to Ivanov any
information which Mr. Profumo might let fall. Further, a thought oycurred
to the Security Service that, perhaps with Mr. Profumo’s help, it might be
possible to get Ivanov to defect. Mr. Profumo might bc a ™ lead-in ™ to
Ivanov. The Director-General carefully considered what to do. He felt that
he could hardly approach Mr. Profumo direct on the matter. So on 31st July,
1961, he spoke to Sir Norman Brook about it. Sir Norman was thq Secreta;y
of the Cabinet and was in a position to speak to a Minister on it. He did
speak to Mr. Profumo (I have dealt with this in an earlier chapter—
paragraphs 33-35).

(v) Mr. Profumo is Warned

248. It has been widely assumed that the Security Service knew that
Christine Keeler was having an affair with Mr. Profumo and Captain Ivanov
it the same time: that they reported this to Sir Norman Brook: aqd that
heir object was that Sir Norman should acquaint Mr. Profumo with the
langer in the situation. If the Security Service had had such knowledge 1
hould have thought it was one of those matters of extreme delicacy where
hey might approach the Prime Minister direct: or, if they had reported it
o Sir Norman, I would have thought that Sir Norman should have reported
t to the Prime Minister. In failing to do so, he would have made a mistake,
s Lord Radcliffe said in a television interview. But I am satisfied that the
ccurity Service did not know that Christine Kecler was having an affair with
1r. Profumo or even with Captain Ivanov. They knew she was Stephen
Jard’s mistress in the house, that was all. Their two purposes at this time
ere (1) to warn Mr. Profumo to be careful what he said to Stephen Ward,
nd (2) to see if there was a ‘lead-in’ to Captain Ivanov. It would hardly
.em to need the intervention of the Prime Minister for these purposes.
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249. 1t has been said that the Security Service ought to have done
differently. They ought to have set a watch on Ward's house or got
permission to tap his telephone calls: for they would then have discovered
that Mr. Profumo was having an affair with Christine Keeler at Stephen
Ward’s house and that Captain lvanov was often at the house too. But I am
satisfied that this criticism is mistaken. The Security Service knew all that
they needed to know about the Ivanov-Ward relationship: and it would not
have increased their knowledge to sct a watch on Ward’s house. They knew
that Ivanov was a Russian Intelligence Officer. They already had from other
sources information as to Ivanov’s visits to and relations with Ward. They
knew also that Mr. Profumo was on occasions visiting Ward’s house. They
acted on that information by having Mr. Profumo warned. I do not think (he
Security Service should be blamed for not doing more.

(vi) Suspicions Grow about Ward

250. F{O‘m November, 1961, to May, 1962, many people werc bcginning
to be suspicious of Stephen Ward. At a party at the Soviet Embassy, he
seemed very much at home. In talking to patients he was obviously
symp.athet.xc to the Communist régime. Several thought that he was g
security F:sk. Reports began to come into the Security Service: and also tq
t“hc Spccm} B_runch of the Metropolitan Police, who passed them on o the
Security Service. Stephen Ward got to know that he had been reported as
a suspicious character. So he himself approached the Security Service —np
doubt so as o get in first. On 28th May, 1962, the security officer saw hin?.

again. He was the s: ice ¢ i ious
o e same officer who had seen him previously. He Teporied

‘e
mc;re than once Ward assured me that if Ivanov
make use of him for

ever atlempleq to
o defect, he would

any illegal purpose. or if he showed any inclinatiop
get in touch with me immediately my impress;j
¢ : . L €ss1
of Ward remains the same . . . he is in my opinion basically aldcc(::::

fellow despite the f
v act that he has accepted as true m
Propaganda pumped into him by Ivanov. uch of the

ho](}sd(cl)u:cort obe.he.:ve he is a Com.muni§t bll.t l!lCl'c is no doub
not believe ptu]l;ons about_Russla’s alms 1n 1nternational affairs. I do
same time | ra ¢ would wltung!y be disloyal to l_his country but at th,
intending it ccogise that he might well do considerable harm witho
g 1t. One of his very obvious faults is that he talks gq much.” N

L that he

(vii) The Foreign Office is Warned

Fore: Tity Service followed this up by making syre
Fglr-:;gll 8?1% knew about Ward. On 12th June, 1962, they w
ot O t;e and fllso saw them; and warned them that Iy
and indiscreet,e ussian Intelligence Service and that Ward wa

251. The Secu

that the
Tote to p,
anov ao

S both najy

252, ‘
Service, t(ﬁ) f:t\,V months Jater feports begdh 10 Coh omo, e
were inforn;ed (t)lut v‘f‘afd’s immoral activitics. On 4th Oclober,
et informed "at, “From what I hear of Ward and his de
provider of ehormous circle of friends, I strongly epeet
POpsics for rich people.”
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253. Then came the Cuban crisis. The Russians were carrying nuclear
arms to Cuba and the United States were about to intercept the ships. The
critical days were from Wednesday, 24th October, 1962, when the Russian
ships were heading for Cuba until Sunday, 28th October, 1962, when they
turned back. During this time Ward made frantic efforts at Ivanov’s request.
to get the United Kingdom to intervene. He wanted Her Majesty’s
Government to take an independznt initiative and summon a summit
conference.

(viii) Ward is not to be Trusted

254. By this time the Foreign Office were becoming very suspicious of
Ward and asked the Sccurity Service for information about him. On
2nd November, 1962, the security officer (the same one who had always seen
Ward) told the Foreign Office that he '

“has a number of titled and influential friends and paticnts, including
scveral members of the Cabinet. It was this fact which led us to pay
some attention to him because we felt he might acquire dclicate
information from them which would find its way to Ivanov. Ward is a
talkative extrovert: he looks upon Ivanov as a real friend; he is also a
man of few morals and is said to have provided some of his influential
friends with highly satisfactory young mistresses. It is not easy to assess
Ward's sccurity reliability but we believe he is probably not a man who
would be actively disloyalbut that he is so under the influcnce of Ivanov
that it would be most unwise to trust him.”

255. It is quite plain to me that throughout 1962 thc Security Service
were keeping a close watch on the activities of Ward and Ivanov and were
keeping the Foreign Office very properly informed on the matter.
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CHAPTER XX

THE SECURITY SERVICE IN 1963—THREE IMPORTANT
DECISIONS

(i) 29th January, 1963—Ivanov Leaves

a be shooting incident did not affect u}e.Secumy Servij
dire2cfl(;: bTuhte aidf;i::/lz said earlie%', it was the cause of Christine Kceler g0ing
to the newspapers and selling her story, with the consequence that Warq 2ot
very worried. He saw Ivanov on 18th January, 196:5‘, and '1,1’ is reason}gble o
infer that he warned Ivanov that the story might “ break” soon. V‘mh in a
day or two Ivanov made arrangements to leave England, far carlier the
expected. About 22nd January, 1963, the Security Service got to know thag
he was leaving on 29th January, 1963, and he in fact left on that day,

(i) Mr. Profumo sees the Head of the Service

257. Meanwhile the imminent publicity had got to the earg

Mr. Profumo. In the evening of 28th January, 1963,‘ at 5.30 p.m. Lord A tQt
had alerted Mr. Profumo to the danger. And immediately Mr. Profymg askor
the Head of the Security Service to come and see hnm,‘and he did ¢ <d
6.45 p.m. The purpose of Mr. Profumo (a§ at any rate it appeared tq tilt
Head of the Security Service) was to see if he could do anything (g lhe
Publication of Christine Keeler's story in the newspapers. He gave ~.OP
Director-General an account of his acquaintanceship with Ward in the co he
of which he had met Ivanov and Christine. He described the bathing Darse
at Cliveden. He said that he had visited Ward’s flat in Wimpole Mews o Tty
number of occasions, generally when there had been parties there, but on @
or twice he had found Christine there alone. He had written little notes to 1ce
but they were harmless. He referred to the shqoting incident ang added lhel‘
he understood that Christine was a drug_ addlf:l. He said that he had lat
warned that the papers had got a story in which she alleged ap, assodal‘en
with him and might also bring in Ivanov’s name saying that e

i
was a Ry .Onp
spy. Ssliln
258. Mr. Profumo said that he remembered that, when Sjr .
Brook had cautioned him about Stephen Ward (on 9th Augyst, 1961, Nag
N

~orman had hinted that the Security Service might (ry (0 get Tvang, ) Si;
its employment. (It occurred to the Head of the Security Servige !Nto

I- rrofumo hoped that the Security Service had Ivanov jy

their en, thy
and th

at they might, in the interest of securi}y, ask the Newspapers 1y, ©V:
run the story) The Head of the Security Service told Mr. Profumo tha( thto
hac_l Dot enlisted Ivanov for their work, so Mr. Profumo did not pursue tey
point. But the Head of the Security Service formed the impression lhhe'
Mr. Profumgs object in asking to see him was to get a D notice or someth; ;n
0 0P publication, which was a vain hope. ¢
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(iii) Reports first reach the Service of Mr. Profumo’s Association with
Christine

259. On 28th and 29th January, 1963, more reporls were coming in to
the Security Service (from a secret source considercd reliable) about Ward
and his activities. They learnt now for the first time that Mr. Profumo was
said to have an association with Christine Kceler. They were told that Ward
had stated that the girl had been visited several times by Mr. John Profumo
and by the Russian Assistant Naval Attaché, Captain Ivanov: that
Mr. Profumo subsequently had a prolonged affair with Christine Keeler and
two very amorous letters signed by him had been given by her to the Sunday
Pictorial : that the Russians were so certain that a scandal was brewing that
Ivanov had been told to leave on 29th January, 1963. (The Security Service
already knew that Ivanov was leaving on 29th January, 1963.) It should be
noticed that Stephen Ward said on several occasions that he told the Security
Service of the association as long ago as 12th July, 1961, but I am satisfied
he did not tell them anything about it and they learnt it now for the first
time.

(iv) 1st February, 1963—An Important Decision

260. On the morning of Ist February, 1963, these reports were considered
by the Head of the Security Service with some of his senior officers: and he
came to this important decision: It was not within the proper scope of the
Security Service to inquire into these matters. These were his reasons:

(I) He thought it was possible that Christine Keeler had been
Mr. Profumo’s mistress. But he did not think it was the function of
the Security Service to find out whether she was his mistress or not.
It was a purely personal side of his life which the Security Service
were not concerned to look into.

(2) It would be a security matter if Mr. Profumo was sharing a mistress
with a Russian Naval Attaché—if it meant that there was a flow of
secret information passing through her from oie to the other. But
Ivanov had now left the country. So any present risk had gone. And
there was no reason to suppose that any information had p_assed frorp
Mr. Profumo through the girl. Mr. Profumo, whatever might be his
private life, was a wholly reliable Secretary of State for.War anfi it
was not to be supposed that he had given away secret lpformatlpn.
The only security point was the possible leakage of information
through Stephen Ward to Ivanov. As to this, Mr. Profumo had been
warned by Sir Norman Brook and there was no reason to think that
he had not heeded the warning.

261. So on Ist February, 1963, the Head of the Security Service gave this

important ruling:
“ Until further notice no approach should be made to anyone in the

Ward galére, or to any other outside contact in respect of it. If we are

approached, we listen only.”

(v) A Call at Admiralty House

262. In the evening of 1st February, 196.3, there was an important call
rom Admiralty House to the Security Service. The Director-General had
ready left, so the Deputy Director-General went round. The Prime Minister’s
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Principal Private Secretary told him of a call by a senior newspaper executive
who had said that a story had been sold by a girl to a newspaper and it
would include passages in which she was involved with Mr. Profumo ang
in which the Russian Assistant Naval Attaché also figured. The Depu ty
Director-General said it was recognisably the same story as they already had ;
and it was agreed that the first step was to see Mr. Profumo and sec il there
was any truth in it. The Private Secretary said he would tell the Chiefl Whj

and the Prime Minister. (Full details are given in Chapter VIII, paragraphg
126-127))

263. 1Tt is to be noted that the object of the Prime Minister's Privage
Secretary was simply to tell the Security Service about the call of the newspape,
executive and to get any information which might be useful for him (the
Private Secretary) to report to the Prime Minister. His object was 1ot o ask
the Security Service for a report as some might think from what the Prj
Minister said in the House of Commons on 17th June, 1963 (Hansard, co} qme
The Security Service did not understand that they were to make a rey.. 6

. ” . DO g
Nor indeed that anything more was required of them at that slage. Pore,

(vi) 4th February, 1963—Another Important Decision

264. Meanwhile one of the officers of the Security Service had prepa
a minute which came before the Head of the Security Service on 4th Febry ‘eq
1963. 1t is filled, as he told me, with prophetic insight. It is of much impory ar »
and I set it out in full: Nce

“If a scandal results from Mr. Profumo’s association witl, Chrigy:

Keeler, there is likely to be a considerable political rumpus in the pr Slin
climate produced by the Radcliffe Tribunal. If in any Subse -
inquiries we were found to have been in possession of thig
about Profumo and to have taken no action on it, we would

be. subject to much criticism for failing to bring it to light, I’suuoest Te,
this information be passed to the Prime Minister and you mighto le that
to consider whether or not, before doing so, we should int 0 l.' e
Miss Keeler.” crvle“’

Sent
. u

mformalie“t
Lam ¢, On

) 265. The Head of the Security Service considered thig minut
discussed it too with his Deputy. They appreciated the point that if a ¢ nqg
Tesults from Christine Keeler’s association with Mr. Profumo there iSca_n al
to be. a considerable political rumpus—but they thought that th llke]y
essentially a political matter which was now in the hands of the olz‘“' Way
and not the concern of the Security Service. They knew that Kdel ns

ouse were in possession of the story and had decided (g cmu-al[y
Mr: Profumo with it. The Head of the Security Service felt that theonfrgnt
whnc!} the officer was suggesting was leading them outside (e - Clioy
funguon of the Security Service and that he ought (o pull him pac) a bFODEr
he issued a firm instruction not to go into it: IS,

’ Thq allegations therc referred to are known to Admiralty H
O Inquiries on this subject should be made by us.” Oug

Thus the important decision was made that the Sccurity Service gj

; . oulq
pursue any investigation in the matter. In particular they should not j Not
- : .
Christine Keeler. ! 1erv1e\,

(3
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(vii) 7th Febrvary, 1963—A Third Important Decision

266. On 7th February, 1963, the Commander of Special Branch went
to see the Security Service with the report of the Marylebone officers of
Sth February, 1963. This report showed that the police had been told by
Christine Keeler on 26th January that there was an illicit association between
herself and Mr. Profumo, that she had met Captain Ivanov on a number of
occasions, and that Stephen Ward had asked her to discover from
Mr. Profumo the date on which atomic secrets were to be handed to Western
Germany. Further. that the police had also been told a good deal by
Stephen Ward on 5th February. (The statements are set out in full in
Chapter VI, paragraphs 80 and 87.) The matter was discussed by the
Commander of Special Branch with a senior officer of the Security Service
(who had been at the previous discussions and who knew of the decision
that had been made). They decided that there was no security interest involved
such as to warrant any further steps being taken. The papers were put befon:c
th; Deputy Director-General, who agreed with the decision and wrote this
minute :

" No action on this at present. Please keep me informed of any

developments.”

(viii) Did the Security Service Err?

267. That decision was of crucial importance: for it meant that the
important statements of 26th January and 5th February, 1963, never. got
any further. They never got to the Prime Minister or the Prime Minister’s
Private Scecretary or to any Minister until 29th May, 1963. The Home
Secretary had some information on 27th March, 1963, which I have
mentioned in paragraph 196. The question is whether the Security Service
erred in not putting them forward. Upon this point I would set out these

matters for consideration.

(1) The Security Service were not greatly impressed by Christine’s
Statement about Ward’s request for information about atomic t;ombs.
There was no suggestion that Christine Keeler had compl!ed w1th'the
request, or that Mr. Profumo had ever given her any such !nformatnon.
The only security interest would be a possible charge against Stephen
Ward under Section 7 of the Official Secrets Act, 1920, for
endeavouring to persuade Christine Keeler to commit an offence
against the Act. But such a charge would be dependent on Christine
Keeler’s testimony and it was very doubtful whether this was
sufficiently trustworthy to warrant a prosecution.

(2) There was at this point (7th February, 1963) no security risk. By this
time Captain Ivanov had left the country. They had no reason to
doubt the loyalty of Mr. Profumo. True it is they might have their
doubts as to his moral behaviour—for he might have had an illicit
association with Christine Keeler—but that was not a matter for them
to report. It might have political implications but it had no longer
any security interest. It might have been desirable to warn the Prime
Minister about it, had he not known of it. But Admiralty House knew
of it. So did the Chief Whip. And Mr. Profumo had been seen. They
had not been told the result. Nor had they been asked for a report.
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1 i e in clear terms in the Directive
i S\:;Zlclzg‘za({h::i%ciﬁlsas?was the Defence of the‘Rcalm
oo Selptertrk‘lat {hcy v.vere strictly to limit their work to this task,
2s & who e’o enquiry was to be carried out on bchalf of any
2(13nd thzrlr:enr: Department unless they were satisfied that an important
px?l:ﬁ::ninterest was at stake, bearing on the Defence of the Realm as

a whole (see paragraph 238).

i irective explains the three importang decisions of the
Secisi%y Slelt"\}:::}: ztxltlatthilz rjuncturc. l")I'hf: Directive is impgratlve 1ha§ tll)lc)( are
not to meddle with anything which is not clearly and spc;xﬁcally thel[d'tiSlTﬁ.ss
as a security matter: and having come to l}}e conclu§1on,. as.lhcy id, that
there was no security risk involved, they did not tl_u.nk it right to pursue
the matter further. I cannot blame them for th1§ decision. The one point of
difficulty is whether, having been sent for to Amera_lly House on Ist F.el?r.ua.ry,
they ought not to have followed it up by their going on their own initiative
to ‘Admiralty House on 7th February when they received the police rcport.;
the Lord Chancellor in his inquiry held that they should have done, and in
failing to do so, they had committed an crror of judgment. But he did not

have the Directive before him, and having regard to the strict terms of the

Directive I would not myself find them at fault in not going to Admiralty
House.

(ix) An Unprecedented Situation

269. Nevertheless the fact remains that the .pc.>1icc reports of 26th J anuary
and 5th February, 1963, did not reach any Minister until 29th M.ay, 1963
and it has been suggested that they should have done. If the Security Service
is not to blame, who is to blame?

270. I think the explanation is that this was an unprecedgnlcd Situation
for which the machinery of government did not cater. 1t was, in the view of
the Security Service, not a case of a security risk, but of moral misbehavioyp

Y @ Minister. And we have no machinery to deal with it.

(x) Subseguent Events
271.  After the three important decisions of 1st, 4th and 7th Febry
1963, the

Security Service took no further part for some time. Op 27th M
1963, the Home Secretary asked the Head of the Secur
and

Séem him. He wanted to be put into the
Security Service gave him a full report: and .followed it up by considerin
Whether there was any ground for prosecuting Stephen Ward under the
!? gfial Secrets Act (paragraph 196). Then when the Sccu
y

) rity issue wag raiseq
T. Wilson, the Security Service reported fully to the Prime Ministep
(paragraphg 210-213).

272. This concludes the operation of the Security Service ;
I find ¢

tion N this affajg,

at they covered the security interest fully t‘hroughou‘t and reporye d
0 those concerned. Their principal interest was in Captain Ivangy the
Russian Intelligence Officer: and secondarily in Stephen Ward, a5 , close
friend of pis, They took all rcasonable steps to see that the interegy of the
country were defended. In particular they saw that Mr. Profumo apg anothe,
Minister were warned of Ward. They kept the Foreign Office fully

i informed
€r€ is no reason to believe that there was any scciirity leakage whatever,
90

'dl'y‘
arch,
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£ the

ity Service to
picture. The Head o



CHAPTER XXI
ADEQUACY OF CO-CGPERATION

273.  No one can understand the nature of the co-operation between the
Security Service and the police forces unless he realises:

(1) The Security Service in this country is not established by Statute nor
is it recognised by Common Law. Even the Official Secrets Acts do
not acknowledge its existence. The members of the Service are, in the
eye of the law, ordinary citizens with no powers greater than anyone
else. They have no special powers of arrest such as the police have.
No special powers of search are given to them. They cannot enter
premises without the consent of the householder, even though they
may suspect a spy is there. If a spy is fleeing the country, they cannot
tap him on the shoulder and say he is not to go. They have, in short,
no executive powers. They have managed very well without them. We
would rather have it so, than have anything in the nature of a ™ secret
police .

(2) The Security Service in this country is comparatively small in numbers.
In some other countries there is to be found a massive organisation
with representatives dispersed throughout the land. Whereas in l.hls
country it is and remains a relatively small professional organisation
charged with the task of countering espionage, subversion and sabotage.

(3) Those absences (they are not deficiencies)—the absence of powers
and the absence of numbers—are made up for by the close
co-operation of the Security Service and the police forccs._ In
particular, in London, with the “ Special Branch ” of the Metropolitan
Police and in the country with the Chief Constables. If an arrest is
to be made, it is done by the police. If a search warrant is sought,' it
is granted to a constable. The police alone are entrusted with executive

power.

274. 1 have had evidence which satisfies me that there is gxce]lcnt
‘0-operation between the Security Service and the police forces. For instance,
. have been present at the final stage of a combined operation by which a
soviet intelligence officer was tracked on a journey across the country and
lis every movement was covered. And I have seen the close co!laboratipn
vhich goes on when a case of espionage is suspected. The Security Service
nakes all the initial investigations, relying on its technical resources and
pecialised field force. But as soon as an arrest is possible, the police are
alled into consultation and from this point onwards both forces work as a
eam. This is absolutely essential at the crucial stage (e.g., when a secret
locument is handed over by a collaborator to a spy) and an arrest is
mminent. Precision of timing is everything. The arrest is made by the police
nd thereafter the case for the prosecution is in their hands. The two
rganisations work in the closest co-operation until the trial is over. During
1e hearing the Security Service tries to remain in the background. This is
> keep their officers anonymous and their techniques secret. The recent
otorious *spy cases’ cases show no lack of co-operation ; and should be
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regarded as an outstanding achievement, rather than as a ground for
criticism.

275. lInasmuch as most cases take place in the metropolis, the Security
Service, in their co-operation with the police, work mostly with the Special
Branch: but in the country, there is excellent co-operation also.

276. Turning to the present case, it affords a good illustration of how
well the forces co-operate.

(1) On 31st July, 1961, when the Security Service wished to kpow

something of Stephen Ward’s activities, they sought the aid of Special
Branch.

(2) In April, 1962, when Special Branch received reports that St

h ephe
Ward was sympathetic to Communism, they passed them tq lhz
Security Service.

(3) As soon as reports came in of the Edgecombe shooting on
15th December, 1962, Special Branch informed the Security Service.
(4) As soon as Detective-Sergeant Burrows of the Metr
got Christine Keeler’s statement on 26th January,
were informed. There was an unfortunate failure

the police force (see paragraph 85). But on 7th Februar
. , 19
soon as the Sth February report was received), Y. 203 (ag

: Special Branch w
to the Security Service with the report and they agreed together e:t
what was to be done. The decision may have been right or wmnn
but there was no failure in co-operation. g,
277. The degree of . Lo )
. co-operation which is es
services seems to be a furt ; sential betwee

> her reason why the ministerial re
should be in one Minister, namely, the Home Secretary.

opolitan Police
1963, Special Branch
to co-ordinate Withip

n the tW()
Sponsibility



PART III

WHERE LIES THE RESPONSIBILITY?






CHAPTER XXII
THE PRESS, THE POLICE AND THE SECURITY SERVICE

. 278. At the close of these two Parts, the question must be asked: Where
lies the responsibility for what occurred?

. 279. The primary responsibility must, of course, rest with Mr. Profumo :
First, by associating with Christine Keeler as he did: Secondly. and worse,
by telling lies about it to colleagues and deceiving them: Thirdly, and
gravest, by the falsity of his solemn statement to the House of Commons.

280. But there is a question as to the secondary responsibility. Ought
the Security Service to have reported to a Minister the information they had
on 7th February, 1963? Or the police to have reported their information,
Parlicularly the statements of Christine Keeler on 26th January, and 4th and
Sth April, 19637 Lastly, ought the Sunday Pictorial to have disclosed the

Darling * letter? Or the story that Christine Keeler had told them? It may
very well be that if any such material had been placed before the Prime
Minister or the Home Secretary, or indeed any Minister, Mr. Profumo would
not have succeeded in deceiving them. The Ministers would not have accepted
his assurances. He would have resigned earlier and never made his personal

statement. Let me take these in the reverse order.

(i) The Newspaper

281 Itis noteworthy that the senior executive of another newspaper did
80 to Admiralty House on 1st February, 1963, and gave them information on
the ground that it was a security matter. It may be asked: Ought not the
Newspaper itself to have done so, the mewspaper which actually held the
Darling * letter and had Christine’s story? They were under no legal duty,
of course, but was it not their public duty? If the information had disclosed
4 present and grave risk, affecting the very security of the country, no onc
would doubt that jt would have been their duty to tell those in authority. So
also if it pointed clearly to a Minister being, at the present time, a security
Tisk, it might well have been their duty. But the case does not come as high as
that. The ‘ Darling * letter was, as the newspaper said, * eflusive, but not
conclusive ”. They were not even sure it was genuine. And they did not know
how far Christine Keeler was trustworthy. Stephen Ward had told thexp that
what she was saying about Mr. Profumo was quite untrue. In any case it was
18 months ago. It was a story to be told, not a danger to be averlgd. That is,
if the story could properly be published at all. As it was, they decided not to
publish it. They changed the policy of the paper and decided not to publish
that type of story. I do not think the newspaper was in any way at fault in
keeping the story and the letter to themselves, as they did, until after
Mr. Profumo resigned. After all, many knew the letter existed. No one ever
asked to see it.
(ii) The Police

282. It was unfortunate that the police did not take a full statement

from Christine Keeler on Ist February, 1963, as arranged, or a day or two
later. It might have led to further inquiries and brought everything to a head
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carlier. It might, for instance, have led to an earlier prosccution of Ward and
an earlier discovery of the truth about Mr. Profumo. This was due to n
failure in co-ordination for which no one individual was to blame
(paragraph 85). But save for this failure the police fulfilled their
responsibilities. The substance of Christine Keeler's story was passed on tq
the Security Service on 7th February, 1963, and thenceforward the
responsibility passed to the Security Service. The police did cventually take
a statement from Christine Keecler on 4th and Sth April, 1963 (while they
were inquiring into the case against Ward). This disclosed further detai]s
of moral misbehaviour by a Minister, but added nothing on the security
issue. And it was not their duty to disclose a moral misbehaviour. The
police are not to report upon private lives, even of Ministers. In any Case

the substance of the story had been passed to the Security Service as long
ago as 7th February, 1963.

(iii) The Security Service

283. 1 have already considered in detail their position. I need onl
repeat that they work under a strict directive to confine themselves to dang
to the Realm as a whole. Once they came to the conclusion that there i“er
Do security interest in the matter, but only moral misbehaviour in a Minisvas
they were under no duty to report it to anyone. They did come to te
conclusion. They came to it honestl
they should be found at fault.

-

y and reasonably and I do not t}:? t
nk

Was no one to Biame?

If it be asked, why then, was no one to blame except Mr. Profumg
answer is that none of the governmental services was to blame, Ag Ih 1115,
said before, this was an unprecedented situation for which the machiner &\.e
government did not cater (paragraph 270). We are, I suggest rightl of
anxious that neither the police nor the Security Service should pr y,. So
pnvage.liveS, that there is no machinery for reporting the moral misbehiv'l ntQ
of Ministers, Certainly the police must not go out to seek information al;th'
Lt. Nor must the Security Service. But even if it comes incidentally to Oug

Nowledge, as it did here, there is no machinery laid down for reporti tthr
{)t 18 perhaps better thus, than that we should have a * poli oI

2, . . ce state’. If 5, L.
¢ 50, then when a Minister is guilty of moral misbehaviour and it -th-“:u
Tise to scandalous rumo

ur, it is for him and his colleagyes v
. . s to dea Q
the rumour, as best they can. Tt is their responsibility and ng one else‘sl ‘té
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CHAPTER XXIII
THE MINISTERS

284. This leaves only the Ministers. What is their responsibility, if any?
The case is reduced to this: there were persistent rumours about Mr. Profumo,
the crux of which was that he had an immoral association with Christine
Keeler. The Ministers knew that this was crux of the matter, for it was the
point on which they concentrated their attention. If these rumours were
affecting the confidence which Parliament reposed in Mr. Profumo or the
Government, then it was for the Prime Minister and his colleagues to deal
With them. The Prime Minister did not himself see Mr. Profumo but he left
It to the Chief Whip and the Law Officers. These Ministers inquired  of
Mr. Profumo whether there was any impropricty in his association with
Christine Keeler. He repeatedly assured them that there was no impropriely,
and in the end they were satisfied that he was telling the truth. And, on being
told by them, the Prime Minister was satisfied too. All were clearly acting
With the utmost honesty and good faith: their integrity is beyond question.

285.  Nevertheless, there are two matters which Parliament may wish to
Consider further:

(@) Did the Ministers ask themselves the proper question? They
concentrated their attention on the matter of immorahly._And the
one question they asked themsclves was whether Mr. Profumo had
in fact committed adultery: whereas the proper question may have
been: was his conduct, proved or admitted, such as to lead 'f)rd}nary
people reasonably to believe that he had commntl;d adultery? l.l thaht
were the proper question the answer was clear. ‘I-!xs conduct was suc
as to lead to that belief. And no further inquiries would help. (See
generally paragraph 181 (5).)

(b) Ought further inquiries to have been made? The Ministers did nqt
know of the statements made to the police and could _harfily be expected
to ask for them. But they did know of the * Darling letter. It was

possible, T should have thought, for them to ask the neWSPapif to
let them see it, or, better still, to get Mr. Profumo to ask them. After

all, it was his copyright. Whether the newspaper would have compl‘lcd,
we do not know. They were never asked. If the. MlﬂlStCI‘S. haq seen
it, it might have turned the scale between belief and dlsb.chet of
Mr. Profumo’s word. At any rate, there would seem to be a consnderable
risk in accepting his word, without knowing what the letter contained.

286. Those are questions which I would not seek to answer. T]ley are
matters for Parliament and not for me. Nevertheless, the fact remains that
the conduct of Mr. Profumo was such as to create, amongst an influential
scction of the people, a reasonable belief that he had committed adultery
with such a woman in suce/ circumstances as the case discloses. It was the
responsibility of the Prime Minister and his colleagues, and of them only,
to deal with this situation: and they did not succeed in doing so.

97






PART 1V

RUMOURS AFFECTING THE HONOUR AND
INTEGRITY OF PUBLIC LIFE






CHAPTER XXIV
THE SCOPE OF THE INQUIRY

287. I now turn to the third part of my terms of reference. You asked me
*“to investigate any information or material which may come to (my) attention
1n this connection (The Profumo affair) and to consider any evidence there
may be for believing that national security has been, or may be, endangered .

288. In announcing the terms of reference to the House of Commons on
17th June, 1963, you said “It will be within the knowledge of many Hon.
Members that in connection with the recent episode, rumours are circulating
which affect the honour and integrity of public life in this country and, if
they were true, might point to a security risk. Such a situation cannot be
tolerated.”

289. I have felt some concern at the scope of this part of my Inquiry.
There have been many rumours lately concerning the honour and integrity
of public lifs in this country, and I infer from your statement in Parliament
;hﬂt you envisage that some of them might come within the scope of my
nquiry.

290. How far ought I to inquire into rumours? As I interpret my terms
of reference I must inquire into them when two conditions are satisfied :

(@) The rumours must arise out of the circumstances leading to the
resignation of the former Secretary of State for War, Mr. J. D..P’r’ofumo;
or, more shortly, they must arise out of *“ The Profumo affair .

(b) The rumours must be such that, if true, they may give risc to the
belief that national security has been or may be endangered; or, more
shortly, that they point to a * security risk .

(i) When do Rumours * Arise out of ** the Profumo Afiair?

291. So interpreted, however, there is yet another question to solve on !h‘c
first condition ; when can a rumour be said to arise out of the Profumo a'if.anr?
Some of the rumours gave rise to no difficulty, such as a rumour that a Minister
was associating with Christine Kecler or one of the Ward girls, or a rumour
Which was traced to statements made by those girls to the newspapers. Those
fumours arose directly out of the Profumo affair and no one has doubted
that it is within my terms of reference to inquire into them._BL!t thtj.re were
other rumours which arose indirectly out of the Profumo affair, in this sense,
that they would probably never have seen the light of day: or at least never
have received credence, were it not for the Profumo affair. The admission
of Mr. Profumo that he had lied to the House of Commons so shook the
confidence of the people of this country that they were ready to believe
Tumours which previously they would have rejected out of hand. No longer
was the denial of a Minister to be accepted. The word of any informer, however
bad his character, might be preferred to the word of a Minister. And informers
abounded. They saw a chance of making money by telling their stories to
the newspapers as Christine Keeler did. Hence rumours spread.
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292. So I had to ask myself. whether 1 was (o inquire into thosc rumours .
which arose thus indirectly out of the Profumo Affair. And I decided, after
anxious consideration, that 1 should. If these rumours were affecting the honouyr -
and integrity of public life in this country, and were unfounded. I felt it my :
duty to inquire into them and show them to be so. Whereas if they were well-
founded, and affected our national security, the truth should not be hidden,
Only in this way could the confidence of the public be restored. Some of thoge
who appeared before me objected to my investigating rumours of this King,

They said they were irrelevant. But, rightly or wrongly, I held the contrary,
1 have investigated them.

293. Even so, there were serious questions to solve on the second
condition.

(ii) What is a Security Risk?

294.  All the rumours reported to me were to the effect that a Ministct
or person prominent in public life had been guilty of immorality
discreditable conduct of some kind or other. But it is not every piece 01;
immorality or discreditable conduct which can be said to be a * security Tisk »»
In my opinion immorality or discreditable conduct is only a security risk if 5
1s committed in such circumstances that it might expose the person co !
to blac}(mail or to undue pressures which might lead him to
secret. information. For instance, I would normally regard homosema
behaviour, or perverted practices with a prostitute, as creating a securjy !
risk, at any rate if it was of recent date. Again I would not ordinarily regqy y
adultery as a security risk, at any rate when committed clandestinely wiTh q
person who was not likely to resort to blackmail. Much must depe

however, on the circumstances. The Vassall Case showed how
may be taken of

photographs hej
They would be
after several yea

- ncerned
give awy

s |
; rassall Case W Photograp, o
persons in compromising situations. The existence of gy

ghtens the sccurity risk: So also do compromising Jetta
a most potent weapon in the hands of a blackmailer, evr .
4 a ) IS. th again’ to pervert, or to attcn]Pt to perVel‘t. the cou Cr
of justice might well be a security risk. The participants would be u Se
extreme pressure to keep it quiet. In short every case of immoral'tn Sz
discreditable conduct must depend on its own special circumstancesg s
least on the lep '

gth of time past since it happened, and the like
undue pressure

being exerted. Hence the need to investi

1
. n

lihoog o
circumstances of ey

gate the pargio 1 >1
ery case reported to me, and this I have done, P rliculy,

(iii) Where Lies the Burden of Proof?

.295. This raiseq an important issue: for there was quite a }
opInion to the effect that, where there is @ persistent rumour about a I\/(I)'d¥ Q
which, if believed, would mean that he was a security risk, it my 1Niste
matter of politica] pecegsity, be disproved or he must be asked go 7 28
An analogy wag g "0t e Civil Service where a man may be o Si&r

. : - Cr
f-facl)ilz]u]bisifi:tc;et duties “ pecayse after the fullest investigation, doubts alf:&?"ﬁ
remaj , ing may ha ;
on standards oy, Ven although nothing May have been proved ag;

on the Findingy -1 Would be accepted in & court of law . (Sce the g

of the Pri ncillors on Security (1956) Cmd.
296. Whilst 1 e Privy Cou Y (1956) 77
expressed, I j

Nst hi,
atemel_

>, . 15.)
appreciate the political significance of the Opinion

ave felt ypable to adopt it for the purposes of my Inquiry. s
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seems to me to be most unfair to the Minister concerned. It means that, once
!1e is the subject of rumour, it puts on him the burden of proving his
mnocence—a thing difficult enough for any man to do—and entirely
contrary to what we believe to be just. It is bad enough to require anyone
to /meet a charge based on rumour—a charge in which there is no prosecutor,
of which there arc no particulars, where the witnesses speak often enough
from hearsay, and when they cannot be cross-examined. It would be worse
still if the individual affected had to disprove a rumour when there is no
evidence against him.

297. In these circumstances I have adopted this test: If there comes to
my attention information or material which points to a security risk, I
have to consider it to see whether it is of sufficient significance to call for an
answer. If it is, I must call upon the person affected to hear what he has to
say. Then, having heard him, I must consider whether, in the result, it can
properly be said there is evidence for believing that national security has
!)een, or may be, endangered. In short, is there evidence which, sitting as a
Judge, I would think it fit to leave to a jury?

(iv) Contents of this Part of the Report

_ 298. 1 have endeavoured to investigate all the rumours reported to me
In accordance with those principles. And I have to report that in no case
have I found any evidence for believing that national security has been or
may be endangered. I would like to have stopped there, but 1 feel that, if
I did, I would lay myself open to the charge of covering up the truth:
and there would be a danger that, in the absence of detailed refutation,
the rumours would persist. I have therefore in the succeeding paragraphs set
out the course of my investigations. But I have deliberately refrained from
setting out suspicions which fall short of evidence, or immorality or
discreditable conduct which does not amount to a security risk; for if I were
to do so, it seems to me that my Inquiry would be turned into a witch-hunt,
parallel to the McCarthy Committee in the United States, where people would
be condemned for past sins, which are better forgotten and forgiven. I feel
that such an inquiry into private lives would be repugnant to the great
majority of our people.

299. I turn therefore to consider the rumours in detail. In doing so, I
have refrained from setting down the names of the persons affected by the
rumours: this should cause no difficulty. Those who have heard the rumours
or repeated them, will readily be able to identify the persons from my
description, and will, I hope, read the refutation. Those who have not heard

the rumours are better off. They need read nothing.
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CHAPTER XXV

RUMOURS ARISING DIRECTLY OUT OF THE
PROFUMO AFFAIR

300. These rumours usually sprang from the fact that Stephen Ward
met a large number of persons prominent in public life. He met some at
Cliveden, some in the course of his practice as an osteopath (where he had
a high reputation for skill) and some in the course of drawing portraits of
people. Although he only met them thus casually, he used afterwards in his
conversation to let fall their names as if they were close friends. The young
girls- whom he had about him were flattered to be in the company of one
so well connected. And when they afterwards told their stories to the
newspapers the names were a good selling point.

301. There was a heavy crop of rumours immediately preceding my
inquiry. On 18th June, 1963, a French newspaper published a long article,
purporting to be from London hcaded * Tous les familiers de la Piscine dy
Docteur Ward ne sont pas encore dans le bain™ (All the frequenters of .
Dr. Ward’s swimming pool have not yet been ducked in the water). In the
article the newspaper set out, with added spice, many of the rumours thep
current. The newspaper is distributed in ‘Great Britain and its contents becamg
known. Immediately after 1 began my inquiry 1 wrote to the Managing
Director and asked for the grounds on which the article was based and tq
be put in touch with his London correspondent. But I have recejved no
reply. I do not wish to attach any special importance to this mischievoyg

article but it contains such a convenient tabulation of the rumours that 1
quote extracts from it.

(i) The “ Appalling Allegation ”
302. This Fr

. ench newspaper accused the Prime Minister and anothe
Minister (who wa ol "

T s named) of a political offence, namely, “ d’étouffer l‘aﬂaire‘
Keeler ”—(i.e., to stifle the Keeler affair). This accusation was quite unfoundeg,
But _that 1s not the point. When the newspaper got to England some persong
‘r‘eadmg it (presumably their French was imperfect) said there was ap
%_lppallmg allegation against the named Minister. The hearers interpreteq
this sexually, as they usually do, and said that the Minister was guilty qof
indecency with little boys. Hence the rumour. It was a fantastic suggestion
as anyone who knows the Minister will appreciate. And it was of coursé
completely unfounded. It just shows how rumours arise.

(ii) Negotiations for a Cotiage

303. This French newspaper said of another Minister “ 1l ne fait en toug
cas aucun doute que (the Minister) ¢tait en relations trés suivies avec |e
Dr. Ward et sa troupe de girls”. (i.e. There is no doubt at all thag
Mr. .ol had very close relations with Dr. Ward and his pack of girls,)

This is entirely without foundation. The only connection of this Minister
with Stephen Ward was as follows.
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304. In March, 1962, the Minister and his wife stayed the week-end at
Cliveden with Lord Astor. On this occasion they met Stephen Ward. He
came to a luncheon party at the house. He had some conversation with the
Minister and his wife on portraits and so forth and left about half an hour after
luncheon.

305. On this week-end, during a walk in the grounds, Lord Astor
pointed out to the Minister a cottage, called Ferry Cottage, on the estate
Which, he suggested, the Minister might care to take on lease from the
National Trust, At that time the cottage was dcrelict, with no lavatory or
kitchen. The Minister thought it might be made into a suitable place for
himself and his family for holidays: and over the next year he took steps
to get a lease of it and do it up. They got builders to do work on it. During
that year, 1962, he and his wife and -family went to the cottage three or
our times to see i(s progress and they had picnics outside; but they did not
stay. On one of the occasions the Minister happened to pass Stephen Ward
with three girls and said good-day to them, but had no conversation with
them. In February, 1963, the Minister and his wife moved in some furniture
preparatory to moving in, On 3rd March, 1963, they went with the children
and had a picnic in the snow outside. They never slept there.

306. Stephen Ward’s cottage was about 400 yards away from Ferry
Cottage for which (he Minister was negotiating. In March, 1963, the Minister
heard reports which made him decide not to go on with the negotiations.
He terminated them at the beginning of April, 1963.

307. That is the whole of any conversation or connection whatever which
the Mm.lsler had with Stephen Ward, and neither the Minister nor his wife
has ever been in Ward’s cottage at Cliveden, nor his house in London.

308. Out of that wholly innocent incident the rumour about this Minister
has arisen. There is no¢ 5 shred of evidence to support it.

(iii) The Borrowed Car

309. 1In March, 1963, there was a rumour that another Minister had lent
Mr. Profumo his car knowingly for the very purpose that Mr. Profumo might
take Christine Keeler for drives in it. This in turn got elaborated into a
rumour that the Minister himself had taken Christine for drives in it in
Richmond Park. When printed in the French newspaper the rumour got to
the most cxtravagant lengths. “ La prochaine vedette sera certaincment . . .
qui a fourni a MISS.KCCICL‘ les somptueuscs voitures avec lesquelles clle se
rendait en compagnie dC'Profux}lo a “d’honorables parties de campagne’.
Sclon les personncs bien mfom_nees - - . aurait éé l'organisateur des orgies
qui se déroulaicnt dans le pavillon de chasse du Dr. Ward. 1l n'était pas
sculement le spectateur passif des spectacles et des démonstrations de nudisme
dans la piscine de Ward dont Profumo était particulierement friand.” (The
next victim would certainly be Mr. . . . who provided Miss Keeler with
luxurious motor cars in which she went in company with Profumo to
‘ country week-ends’. According to well-informed persons, Mr. . . . was
the organiser of the orgies which took place in Dr. Ward's country cottage.
He was not only a passive spectator of these sights and of the displays of
nudism which took place in Ward’s swimming pool, of which Profumo was
particularly fond.) .
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310. These rumours are entirely without foundation: The true facts on
this matter are these: During a week-end in July, 1961 (probably .161h July,
1961) Mr. Profumo borrowed the Minister’s black Bemley car which had a
mascot on it which identifies it. The reason for borrowing it wils because
Mrs. Profumo had gone to the country in their own car. The Minister was
not using his car that weck-end as he was going (as he often dld_) to his
constituency by train; and Mr. Profumo asked if he could borrow it, as he
had to be in London. The Minister let him have the keyg of the car and
thought no more about it. Mr. Profumo did not tell the Mimstcr the purpose
for which he was going to use it. He did in fact use it to take Chnstm;
Keeler for a drive or two in London. He pointed out to her the mascot on it
and told her that the car belonged to the Mini_ster. He rct‘urned the car on
the Sunday night. This was the only occasion on which he took out
Christine Keeler in the Minister’s car. The Minister had no knowledge that
Mr. Profumo used his car for this purpose. He l_1a§l no idea whatevc'r that
Mr. Profumo borrowed the car so as to take Christine or any other girl out
in it.

311. The whole incident was so unimportant to the Minister that it
faded completely from his mind. Nearly two years later, when Christine
Keeler gave her story to the newspapers, she actually told them that
Mr. Profumo had driven her out in a car which had this particular mascot
on the bonnet. This showed it was the Minister's car. The newspaper believed
her story. When it was put to the Minister (as it was on 2nd April, 1963)
he said there was no truth in it. This was a most unfortunate mistake on his
Part. [ am satisfied, however, that it was an entirely innocent mistake: he
had simply forgotten that he had lent the car. As soon as he was reminded
of it (as he was by Mr. Profumo on 6th June, 1963) he corrected it anq
acknowledged that he had made a mistake.

All312' I am satisfied that these rumours were entirely without foundation,
that

happened was that the Minister quite innocently lent his car to
MI'.dProfumo for one week-end not knowing the purpose for which it was to be
€d.

(iv) The Cup of Tea

313, this same French newspaper, the names of two other Ministerg
Were mep

. tioned, as if they were in the Ward orbit. “ Des membres dy cabinet
Omme MM, - et . . . y venaient volontiers prendre unc tasse de thé. . .

O . . ° h g
v voici quion raconte que les conversations mondaines .
Prolongemen; g,

- avaient leul:
Un tout ayqpe lan

s les appartements de Ward. Mais on Y tenait évidemmen
i gage et 'on s’y ennuyait beaucoup moins.” (Such Cabineg
fisters as Mr. .. . and Mr. .. . are glad to go there for a cup of

tea . : X .
It is said, however, that the social conversations . .

furthey ) . . are carrieq
°f In Ward’s flat. Obviously a quite different language is spoken thera
and one y,

in Eng] hich is Jess boring.) These rumours have never got into circulation
them & an —they were (00 obviously preposterous—and I need not dwell upon

(v) The Spaniard’s Pho:ograph
314,

the F I turn now to yet another Minister (whose name did not appear ip
whi hrench Newspaper) but about whom the following rumours circulateq
Ch arose directly out of the Profumo affair,
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315. In June, 1963, it was rumoured that the Minister was involved with
the Ward girls. I can see how this rumour arose. On Sunday, 19th May. 1960,
the Minister was a guest of Lord Astor at Cliveden. During that time Stephen
Ward came up to the house and gave him and other guests some osteopathic
treatment. Stephen Ward asked if he could draw a picture of him. The Minister
said he could. On 22nd June, 1960, Ward went to his house and drew his
picture. That was the whole extent of the Minister’s acquaintanceship with
Stephen Ward. He never went to Ward’s house or met any of the girls. But
it appears that Stephen Ward thereafter mentioned his name frequently as if
he were a close friend of his. Hence people assumed that the Minister was
involved with the girls. I am satisfied that there is no foundation in this rumour
whatever.

316. In connection with this rumour, a more detailed rumour arose:
about the middle of June, 1963, it was rumoured that there was in existence
a photograph of the Minister in the company of Christine Keeler which was
in the possession of a Spanish refugee who worked part-time as a photographer
in the night club *“ L’Hirondelle ” in Swallow Street.

317. 1 was able to prove that this rumour was completely untrue. It is an
excellent illustration of how rumours arise and spread. There is a photographer
who is a Spanish refugee, and a few years back he did take photographs in a
restaurant then called the Lido, but now “ L'Hirondelle ”, in Swallow Street.
In April, 1958, the manager thought that one of the customers in his restaurant
was this Minister, and asked the photographer to take a photograph of him.
The photograph was taken without the customer being aware of it. But the
photographer did not think it fair to take a prominent man unawares, so he
did not make copies of jt, but he kept the film. When the rumours became
current (that the Mipister was involved with the Ward girls) the photographer
may have mentioned. and probably did, to two or three people that h.c had
a photograph of the Minister with a girl. This went around. and soon it was
assumed that the photograph was of the Minister and Christine Keeler.

318. The photographer at my request searched thrOL_xgh all his ﬁlms aqd
found the film of this photograph and has produced a print to me. It is plain
that the man in it is not this Minister, or indeed any Minister. To anyone
who knows the Minister it is obvious that it is not he. The manager and the

photoarapher were completely mistaken in thinking it was.

(vi) “ The Man in the Mask »

Early in June, 1963, a rumour spread .throu.gh Fleet Street and thence
hrough the House of Commons that a certain Minister was the *“ man in
11"0% k. It is clear to me that this rumour was the direct result of
;tl’:teg:zfns ‘made by Christine Keeler and by Marilyn Rice-Davies. The
statement by Christine Keeler was conlamed.m the story told by her to the
Press (from which I have quoted an extract in paragraph 66)._ It' was signed
by her and Marilyn Rice-Davies on 8th February, 1963. This is what she

said :

319.

« The more rich and influential people I met the more amazed I was
at their private lives. Names who are household words take part in the
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most obscene things. One night I was invite.d to a d.mner party at the
home of a very, very rich man. After I arrived, I dlSCOVCl‘Cd. it was a
rather unusual dinner party. All the guests had taken.oﬂ’ their clothes.
There were both men and women there and the men included people I
would not have suspected of ever doing anything improper. There wag
one well-known barrister who, I am sure, would.be willing to make
stirring speeches in court attacking .th.at sort of thing. Tpere were alsg
some well-known actors and a politncnan'whom I recognised. Th_e
intriguing person, however, was a man with a black mask over his face.
At first I thought this was just a party gimmick. Bu.t the trgt_h was that
this man is so well-known and holds sucl_1 a .respon51ble position that
did not want to be associated with anything 1mproper.. And I can assur
you that party was improper. The guests were not just ardent nudistg,
Even I was disgusted.”

most

320. This was the story as told by Marilyn Rice-Davies to the police
and signed by her on 14th June, 1963:

“ About six people have told me that (naming a Mini’ster) indulgeg
weird sexual practices and has been to (naming the host’s) parties v re
he wore a mask. Stephen has told me this and other girls whose Nam g,

I cannot remember and it is common talk among Fleet Street rcporterS. S

>
321. This story found its way into newspapers in this country and

. . . . S
In countries abroad where it was said that a prominent public figure wag th:
man in the mask.

322, There is a great deal of evidence which satisfied me that there is
8IOUp of people who hold parties in private of a perverted “i‘:“re- At § rha
of these parties, the man who serves the dinner is nearly na ed excepy Qe
a small square lace apron round his waist such as a waitress might wear I‘Ir
Wears a black mask over his head with slits for eye-holes. He cannot therep e

€ recognised by any of the guests. Some reports stop there and say th;e
Dothing evi] takes place. It is done as a comic turn and no more. This Mg t
Well be 5o a¢ some of the parties. But at others I am satisfied that ; 'y
followeq by perverted sex orgies: that the man in the mask js a “ Sla\,e“s
who s Whipped: that the guests undress and indulge in sexual intercq s >
O With the other: and indulge in other sexual activities of a vile a Se
Tevolting natyre, g

323,

-

i inqui to see whether any Minist
My only concern in my inquiry was y o
other persony pror)1/1inent in public life was present at these parties; for, i l?r
Were, he would, | should think, be exposing himself to blackmaj]. T ep up, Re

Closely therefore into the matter. In particular I endeavoureq tq find “fed
Was present. °
324, as undoubtedly present at some of thege Pary:
On ope oiéizgf: tmzrlzds;::s to have been more men than women, apg'Ss.
te]ephofled the two girls, Christine Keeler and Marilyn Rice-Davies, , he
askeq them g come gThéy came in towards the end of the party. Stephr‘d
Ward told thepy, abo{xt the man in the mask and asked one of them * Guee'l
who it jgo It is Mr ” Ward seems to have got hold of the ma 38
rds apq given |:t 't(; another girl who tells me she still has jt—a blaik

k
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leather mask with slits which laces up at the back—and he told her that it
was Mr. . . . who wore it. I asked Stephen Ward about this. He admitted
he had been present at the party, but said that no onc prominent had been
there. He denied that he said it was the Minister. He said he had never
even seen him. But he admitted that he might have said in fun “I even
heard it was Mr. . .. the other day”. The story soon got elaborated.
One of the girls told another that there was a photograph of this Minister
with the mask on and nothing else, and a little card saying * If my services
don’t please you, whip me”. Soon it was said that one of the newspapers
had the photograph. All I would say is that I have made the closest
inquiries to see if there is such a photograph, and there is nome. At any
rate no onc admits having one or having seen one. I have appealed for
any photographs or other material to be produced. No one has come forward

to produce any.

325. I am satisfied that the events I have described are the origin of
the rumour that this Minister was the man in the mask. It is wholly hearsay
derived from Stephen Ward. He is so untrustworthy an origin—so given to
dropping names—that no one should give any credence to any report
emanating from him. But I would not wish to leave this matter merely by
saying that the rymour was not proved against this Minister. There wag
much to disprove jt. | have seen quite a number of those who were at these
parties. Some of (hem were astonishingly frank about the goings-on. One of
them 1n Particular, a solicitor, impressed me by his truthfulness. He told
me the names of many present. They did not include any Minister of
any P2Ison promijnent jn public life. The host and hostess and the solicitor
idcm'ﬁe.d for me the man in the mask: and this man actually came and
gave evidence peroe me. He is now grievously ashamed of what he djq.
He does not bear any resemblance whatever to the Minister who wasg the
victim of rumoy;.

326. Apart from hearsay, there was not a shred.of evidence adduceq
before me that the man in the mask was the Minister named, and (e
rumour was disproved as far is it was humanly possible to disprove j, by
producing the pcop!le \Afho organised these parties and some of those who
attended them. I reject it therefore as utterly unfounded.

327. I cannot leave th.is rumour, however, withgut mentioning that
some of the newspapers believed it because of an earlier rumour they hag
heard about this Minister. ¥t was rumonfrcd that in 1957 he had beep inVOIVed
in an improper incident in Shepherd’s Market, about a man who, peing
chased by a policeman, hurriedly left a l,muse by foot, leaving his car behing.
It was rumoured that it was the Mll‘llstfﬂ‘ s car and that he toc?k. the precaulioﬁ
of contacting Scotland Yard, announcing his identity, and giving Notificatig,
that his car had been stolen. I have caused an elaboratq search (o b, madl
and there is no record of any such incident or any notification tq Scotla :
Yacd at all. If there had been any such notification of a stolen cay (sugy nd
the rumour suggests) a record would have been made of it. There i n] o
There is therefore not a shred of evidence to support this additionga] rumc(’)l;:’
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(vii) *“ Involved with the Ward Girls”

328. There have been many rumours reported to me of names of
persons prominent in public life who have been said to have been involved
with the Ward girls. They were so nebulous that it was difficult to deal
with them. Suffice it to say that in every case 1 found a wholly innocent
origin, such as that Stephen Ward had drawn a picture of a prominent person
and that he had ‘ dropped ’ the name as if a friend of his. In no case has
there been a shred of evidence to support the rumour. 1 reject them all as
utterly without foundation.
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CHAPTER XXVI

RUMOURS ARISING INDIRECTLY OUT OF THE
PROFUMO AFFAIR

329. There were in June and July, 1963, rumours arising indirectly out
of the Profumo affair, in this sense, that they were given credence because
of it and became merged in the vast crop of rumours then circulating: and,
for the reasons I have given, I have inquired into them.

(i) “ The Man without a Head”

330. A certain Minister brought two connected rumours to my attention
concerning himself which I also heard from other sources. They were referred
to in foreign newspapers too. He pointed out that these were of a most
damaging nature, and asked me to inquire into them:

() That he was the unknown man in an improper photograph whic.h
featured in the recent Argyll divorce case; and that a copy of {hls
photograph was in the possession of Stephen Ward. (Another version
of this rumour was that the Minister paid a sum of money to the
Duke to have the photograph altered so as to have his head removed
from it)

(i) That he paid money to prevent himself being cited in the Argyll
divorce case; and that Stephen Ward acted as an intermediary in this
transactiop,

331 As 1o Tumour (i), it has been demonstrated to my entire satisfaction
that the * unknown” man in the photographs was not this Mmlstc}'.
All the photographs in the case have been produced to me. The man’s
head did not appear in any of them. In order to enable me to dispose of the
matter, the Minister offered to undergo a medical examination: and he was
examined by a medical man whose name was suggested by me, and who is
of the highest eminence. This medical man proved conclusively that the man
in the photogl‘aphs was not this Minister. He gave me a written report in
which he set out convincing detail. He showed that the physical
characteristics of the ‘unknown’ man differed in unmistakable and
significant respects from those of the Minister.

332. Furthermore there were words written in capital letters below some
of the photographs: and the photographs themselves, when found, were
enclosed in a piece of notepaper on whxc}]’ there were senlences with capital
letters. It is clear that the unknown man ” wrote the words in capital lc'tt_ers
on the piece of paper and on the photographs. I haye had the handwrgtgng
examined by an expert who comppred it \yuh a specimen of the handwriting
of the Minister, taken without prior warning. The expert was able to prove
conclusively that the writing on the photographs and }hgt on the notepaper
were by the same hand but not the writing of the Ml‘nlster. The notepaper
was the paper of a London Club, of W]“Ch.lt' may fairly be presumed that
the unknown man is a member. But the Minister is not a member of that
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Club. There was further evidence before me (which was not bcfore the Judge
in the Argyll case) which indicated who the * unknown man ' zrctually was.
But I need not go into it here. Suffice it that it was not the Minister.

(ii) Was Money Paid?

333.  As to rumour (ii) here again it has been demonstrated to my entire
satisfaction that the Minister did not pay money to prevent himself bein
cited in the divorce case. I am quite satisfied that right from the ver
beginning the Duke of Argyll put before his legal advisers all the evidence
he had of adultery by his wife with anyone: and that he told them that {he
were not on any account to be influenced by the identity of any individugq g .
and that, if there was any evidence again§t a prommenl man, they were
to consider his position. His legal advisers included some of the
respected and honoured names in the profession: and it was on thejr ady;
that the case was confined to the three named men and the “ unknown Map »s
in the photograph with whom I have already dealt above. At my reque
they gave me the fullest information about the case, and I am satisfied ¢ St
their advice was sound. It was a hard fought case and no feelings weat
spared. I am satisfied that the Minister would have been cited if there e
been evidence to justify it: and that the only reason he was not cited \,,
because there was not such evidence. a

nNot

334. That being so, there was no reason for the Minister to offer asg
of money, and I am satisfied that he did not do so. The Minister fl-eun'l
produced for my inspection his bank accounts for the relevant period, cly
there is not a trace of any sum of money having been paid direct],, hqg
indirectly to or for the benefit of the Duke. Qp

335. 1 have therefore come to the conclusion that this rumour ajg
entirely without foundation. is

(iii) The Informers

336. 1 have yet to deal with two other rumours, They had t
characteristics in common—each of them came from an informer who ese
Of bad character with a criminal record—each of them recounted 4 story Vg
!mMmoral behaviour in which he or she was a participant—and each of (. Of
Sought to implicate a Minister in this behaviour. In each case the Storhehq
it were true, could point to a security risk. I have reason to think that in v, it
Case the informer had it in mind that, if he or she could convince me 0fe ch
truth of the story, it would be all the more marketgble to sell to the newspg the
Indeed, T o quite satisfied that such was the intention of ope (¢ themDer&
1t was Proved beyond question. She had, even during my Inquiry, gone gq 01:
as to enter into a conditional contract with a newspaper and got 5, O ¢
On account, ¢ was obvious that the evidence cf these 1r1forrners must be v eny
lv_z '.Lh tl_xe greatest caution, but, even so, I did not think it would be I'igh?e q
K‘Jsecl:t 3t out of hand. The story might turn out to be true, Ju§t as ChrisrtQ
with eij Story to the newspapers was true that she had an illjcit associagy Ne
immor ]r_. Profumo, People who seek to make money out of thei . \SP‘
into thi 1ty may stil] pe telling the truth. So I felt I had to inquire in each ¢.
it. and story,.to test it all I could, to see if there was any corroboratiog Se

. 10 put it to the person affected. This I have done. I was satisfieq thgf
t
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much of what I was told was untrue. If in what remained there were any
evidence of a security risk, 1 wguld of course. report it. But after the fullegt
investigation I am satisfied that in each case there is no evidence that national

security has been or may be affected.

337. There I must leave it. without setting out the details, for 1 am quite
satisfied that if I were to do so I would be playing into the hands of thege
informers. They would, I am sure. go back to the newspapers and scll their
stories for a high price. And my Inquiry would be turned by them, not only
into a witch-hunt, but also into an instrument for their sordid gain. This
would be so distasteful a result that I beg to be excused from lending any ajq

to it. .
(iv) Other Rumours

338. There were other rumours arising indirectly out of the ProfUmo
affair, which only became current because of it (such as that a Prominen¢
person was visiting a girl every week as such-and-such a place or SOmeope
else had an affair with his secretary). These again were SO mebulous thy, I
found it difficult to deal with 1hem._ Nevertheless 1 investigated the}“ and haye
to report there is not a shred of evidence in support of them. I reject them 4

utterly unfounded.
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1«2~ 7 CONCLUSION ON PART Iy

4t Ministers and others have fe!t So
oW th (hat they have contempla‘t-‘-d brmgin a.
1 K gne™ of them. I know. too. that they ™\ Ny ; x
339: 4b0% ospeCt “inquiry. I hope. however. thy (:\'Q Qli;\'ed by the
in Jing .~ them to pursue these m‘att:.r.s f’drh“y%t‘ Ny for 1ibel
n qll‘“”b d by them as a full and sufhc:en th rained from
4 ePt®l ol for the countr Vi, Qp \"’il
pe acc pelieve, better for C y thl"q? 1 oCe Feel
hat trust’ It ‘S'Bd that this unfortunate cpisode Shq Yay ‘Qalsqy andings
twnl- pam Silr"e trust that all others will now Cey ‘q bt}‘e;()" of their
b ally peen proved so unfounded ang S¢ Q@ Qle runlourg
Eq‘f‘ch a""’rs will not seek to put names tq u“ht“ . Osed.
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