


““io““‘; TOP SECRET

N("u LILE COVER

CONEiIDBNTIAL £

SQ,CUID(&Q ot H’\A— Secret Sersice - ()I’D'FQ.‘DOV 6‘)&4\4 SGWRHT/
Tomofor Cuheence o b Home Nfoe Stiect
ik Socunky Sewice
Committer otk L20ad 1o oy Mw,] o
P12 : Noweamper

Referred to Referred to Referred to Date Referred to Date

A6 &)

942




Published Papers

The following published paper(s) enclosed on this file have been
removed and destroyed. Copies may be found elsewhere in The
National Archives.

Works of Art

A basic guide to Capital Taxation and the National Heritage

Office of Arts and Libraries

HMSO 1982 Db 8298789 Pro 18201

Signed M J/{/\\_\
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CAIRNCROSS

You will wish to know that further developments may be
imminent in this case, following receipt of the attached
letter from Mr Rupert Allason MP to the Attorney General,
asking on Cairncross's behalf whether the latter would be
prosecuted if he returned to the United Kingdom. Mr
Allason's motive in writing is unclear. On a previous
occasion he purportedly wrote on behalf of an ex-agent who
was subsequently found to be dead. So he could simply be

seeking material on his own account for a further book.

2o A reminder of the principal features in the story is
attached.

3 The following considerations have weighed with the
Attorney General in determining what answer he should give
to Mr Allason:

a. In an ordinary case, the prosecuting authorities
would be under no obligation to respond to an enquiry
of this kind. But Cairncross has been granted immunity
previously, and that fact has to be taken into account.

o Although Cairncross appears uncertain whether
immunity had been confined to his specific visits to
the UK in the 1970s, the notes of the key interview
imply that immunity was not limited in that way .

el The grant of immunity was in respect of the

matters to which Cairncross confessed in 1964. The

1
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then Attorney General held that that confession was not
admissible evidence. Theoretically, there could still
be other matters, not disclosed by Cairncross at the
time, which would not attract immunity now. The 1964
confessions were in very general terms. Unless
anything emerges from Russian archives (not to be
excluded), or Cairncross makes a voluntary confession,
it is unlikely that admissible evidence against him
will emerge.

s If Cairncross were to come to the United Kingdom,
however, the Security Service will try to interview
him again.

e. The response to the Allason letter cannot go into
the question of immunity. It is likely, however, that
any response which implies that Cairncross will not be
prosecuted, particularly if he follows that up by
coming to this country, will lead to questions why not.
At that stage, a statement to Parliament, inter alia
correcting the 1979 statement, would become

unavoidable.

4. Against this background, the Attorney General proposes
to reply as follows:

"You wrote to me on 18 January saying that you had been
asked by Mr Cairncross to enquire whether there is any
intention to prosecute him if he returns to England.
You said that he believed there might have been a
written reply on this topic recently.

The only Parliamentary Question relating to
Mr Cairncross which I have answered recently concerned
the possibility of seeking his extradition from France.
I enclose a copy of the Question and Answer.

2
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I am in the circumstances prepared to say that there is
no intention of prosecuting Mr Cairncross in respect of
espionage which he has already confessed to the
authorities. 1In the event of his return to this
country, however, the authorities would propose to
interview him further about his past activities."

5. This formulation has the advantage of being factually

correct, while being a deterrent to Cairncross attempting to

come to this country. It reflects the real intentions of
the Security Service.

6. Subject to any comments, the Attorney General proposes
to write in these terms on Thursday, 6 February.

Miss L P NEVILLE-JONES

4 February 1992

3
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RUPERT ALLASON, M.,

i

HOUSE OF COMMONS
LONDON SWIA 0AA

Ao st

22 (4

18th January 1992

[ it

John Cairncross
I have been asked by the above to enquire whether there is any
intention to prosecute him if he returns to England.

He believes there may have been a written reply on this topic recently
and, if so, he would be grateful for the details.

%jubléﬂ)/)@

Rupert Allason

Rt Hon Patrick Mayhew QC MP
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BACKGROUND NOTE

CAIRNCROSS: KEYPOINTS

1936

Cairncross enters Foreign Office and serves
subsequently in the Treasury and wartime
intelligence.

Cairncross resigns from the public service,
following challenge over a document by him found
amongst Burgess's possessions. Decision taken not
to prosecute. Cairncross has been out of the
United Kingdom for most of the succeeding period.

Cairncross interviewed by the Security Service in
the United States, after evidence from a Russian
defector pointed to him: he admitted (but not
under caution) to disclosures to a succession of
Russian handlers during most of his official
career.

Cairncross is invited to come to the UK to confront
the man who had originally recruited him. The
Attorney General agrees that Cairncross can be
assured that if he comes to the UK to assist in a
particular operation, he will not be prosecuted in
respect of the espionage admitted by him. Peter
Wright's notes of the interview in question
suggest, however, that this assurance was put in
more general terms: Cairncross has subsequently
appeared uncertain whether that immunity extended
to other visits or longer term residence here.

Attorney General tells Parliament that no immunity
was offered to anyone other than Blunt in
connection with the Burgess and Maclean affair.

Attorney General states in PQ Answer that
Cairncross's extradition from Italy (where he then
was) would not be possible for OSA offences "even
if there were admissible evidence, which there is
not".

Attorney General states in answer in PQ Answer that
there are no plans to seek Cairncross's extradition
from France.

SECRET
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18 OCTOBER 1991 IWriteen Answers

1Written Answers

ATTORNEY-GENERAL
Mr. John Caimncross

Mr. Flynn: To ask the Attorney-General whether Her
Majesty’'s Government has any plans to seek the
extradition of Mr. John Cairncross, former Foreign Office
civil servant. from France.

The Attorney-General: No.
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From: LORD HOME OF THE HIRSEL K.T.

Mareh 31st. 1990.

Thank ;;ou for your le_tter—f/

My memory is pretty faulty, but I
wasn't told about Blunt's activities before

the knowledge was public property.

Andrew Turnbull Esq.
10 Downing Street. SW1A 2AA.







10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWI1A 2AA

From the Principal Private Secretary

23 March 1990

Sir Robin Butler spoke to you on the issue of when you
learned of Anthony Blunt's confession and the offer of immunity
from prosecution which was raised in a letter to the Prime
Minister from Mr. Charles Higham. In case Mr. Higham contacts

you further on this, you might like to have a copy both of his
letter and the reply which has been sent from No.10.

ANDREW TURNBULL

The Rt. Hon. Lord Home of the Hirsel, KT.




10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWI1A 2AA

From the Principal Private Secretary

23 March 1990

The Prime Minister has asked me to reply to your letter of
13 March about the stage at which Lord Home was informed of the
treason of Anthony Blunt.

I think that you may have misunderstood Lord Home's letter
to you. Lord Home has confirmed that he did not know of Blunt's
treason at the time when he was Prime Minister and first learned
of it at the time of Mrs. Thatcher's statement to ‘Parliament in
November 1979. The cause of the misunderstanding may be that
Lord Brooke wrote to Lord Home at that time, i.e., in November

1979, to explain the background.

Lord Home, to whom I am copying this letter with yours, has
said that, if you are in any remaining doubt about this point,
you should feel free to write to him again.

Mr. Charles Higham




CONFIDENTIAL

Ref. A090/743

MR TURNBULL

n
§;§/Anthonv Blunt

Thank you for your minute of 20 March.

28 The letter on your file is supported by our papers, which
indicate that Sir Robert Armstrong spoke to Lord Home on 15
November 1979, when Lord Home said that he had no recollection of
being told about Blunt's confession in 1964, and proposed to say
that he had not been. Sir Robert Armstrong confirmed that there
was no record of his being told either of the offer of immunity
from prosecution or of Blunt's confession. The offer of immunity
was authorised by the then Attorney General, Sir John Hobson, who
would have been entitled to take the view that this was a
decision made in his capacity as a law officer, which did not

engage collective responsibility. As you know from a more recent

case, the Prime Minister made arrangements, following the Blunt

announcement, to ensure that she and the Home Secretary would be

informed of such cases in the future.

3 I have spoken to Lord Home on the telephone and have
confirmed with him that Mr Higham has misunderstood Lord Home's
letter to him. Lord Home has repeated that he had never heard of
Blunt until 1979. It was at that point that he was informed by
Henry Brooke of what had happened - no doubt through the letter

referred to on your file.

1
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4. I attach a draft reply which you might send to Mr Higham: I
suggest that you then copy the exchange to Lord Home.

(Bes.

ROBIN BUTLER

22 March 1990

2
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Draft of 23 March (att743/1w)

DRAFT LETTER FROM MR TURNBULL TO CHARLES HIGHAM ESQ

The Prime Minister has asked me to reply to your
letter of 13 March about the stage at which Lord Home

was informed of the treason of Anthony Blunt.

I think that you may have misunderstood Lord
Home's letter to you. Lord Home has confirmed that he
did not know of Blunt's treason at the time when he was
Prime Minister and first learned of it at the time of
Mrs Thatcher's statement to Parliament in November
1979. The cause of the misunderstanding may be that
Lord Brooke wrote to Lord Home at that time ie in

November 1979, to explain the background.

Lord Home, to whom I am copying this letter with

yours, has said that, if you are in any remaining doubt

about this point, you should feel free to write to him

again.







10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA 2AA

From the Principal Private Secretary

SIR ROBIN BUTLER

SIR ANTHONY BLUNT

The Prime Minister has received the attached letter from an
American writing a book about The Queen seeking clarification on
what Lord Home had been told about Blunt. As you will see, he
claims that Lord Home has written to him stating that he was
advised at the time by the Home Secretary, Mr. Brooke. This
conflicts with a letter we have on our files from Lord Brooke to
the Prime Minister, which was written shortly after her speech in
the debate. 1In it he says:

"I have written to Alec to explain why in April 1964 I did
not bring him in on what was happening about Blunt, and to
say how sorry if in my well meant effort not to add to his
burdens I may, with hindsight, have exercised my discretion
wrongly."

1 T would be grateful for any advice you can given on this paradox.

ANDREW TURNBULL

20 MARCH 1990

CONFIDENTIAL




Charles Higham
4027 Farmouth Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90027

PRIVATE AND CONFIDENTIAL

March 13, 1990

The Right Honorable Margaret Thatcher, PC, MP
10 Downing Street

London, SW1

England

Dear Prime Minister:

I hesitate to write and ask you if you could spare me
Just a little of your valuable time with help that only you
can give; how many times have you heard that?

I am presently engaged with a co-author in writing
about Her Majesty’s reign. The book entitled Elizabeth and
Philip will be published in the United States by Doubleday
and in Great Britain by Sidgwick and Jackson.

You may recall that in November 1979, in answer to a
question concerning Professor Anthony Blunt, you stated that
Lord Home did not recall that he had been informed of Profes-
sor Blunt’s treason at the time that Lord Home was Prime
Minister.

It was inaccurately reported in the press, based upon
your statement, that Lord Home did not know about Professor
Blunt at the time, when in fact you had only said that he did
not recall the matter. Several books have repeated the
error.

Would you be kind enough to advise me of the basis upon
which your statement rested?

Lord Home has written to me stating that he was advised
at the time, by the Home Secretary, Mr. Brooke.

I am, Prime Minister, with great respect and admira-
tion,

Yours sincerely,

(Eir e lﬁkkk—

Charles Higham
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Principal Private Secretary

SIR ROBERT ARMSTRONG

I have shown the Prime Minister your minute
(reference AQ087/1816) of 23 June about the
Blunt papers.

The Prime Minister has read it without
comment .

N.L. WICKS
24 June 1987

RESTRICTED




Ref. A087/1816

MR WICKS

The Blunt Papers

You will remember that in January 1987 Mr Tam Dalyell asked
the Prime Minister about "the documents relating to national
security allegedly bequeathed by the late Anthony Blunt to his
brother and held in an institution in London".

21 In your minute of 20 January you said that the Prime
Minister would like me to consider further the decision taken in
1985 not to seek access to the Blunt papers deposited at the
Britfgg—zibrary.

3is When I approached the new Chairman of the British Library,

Lord Quinton, I found him more relaxed than his predecessor

—_—

about giving access to the papers. He did not think that, when

considerations of national interest were involved, the
conditions under which the papers were held by the British
Library should be regarded as precluding their being seen under
suitable conditions by the Security Service. The main condition
was that there should be no question of public use of or public

reference to the papers without consultation with the British

Library.

4. The papers have now been read by the Security Service

expert on Blunt. They consist of a loose-leaf folder with much

typescript and manuscript draft, with a clean carbon copy of the

whole thing which runs to 75 pages. There must have been a

clean original, of which the carbon is a copy; but the original
is not among the papers deposited at the British Library. The
original could have been destroyed; but it seems more likely

that it is being held somewhere else. We do not know who is

it
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holding it: it could be Blunt's solicitor, Michael Rubinstein;
it could be Blunt's surviving brother, Christopher Blunt; or Lis
could be Lady Rothschild, since Blunt did at one time say that

he was going to leave a memoir of his life with her.

5 The draft in the British Library is of an autobiographical
sketch, which is concerned more with the developoment

of art history than with security matters. There is an account
of Blunt's childhood, his schooldays, his time as an
undergraduate and as a postgraduate at cambr idge, and his career

in art history. On the security side no new revelations emerge.

The sketch confirms the main elements of the story as it is
already known, including Blunt's recruitment by Burgess in late
Flg;? to early 1936 to work for the Comintern; Blunt's own
recruitment—gg—gfbhael Straight and Leo Long, and his
talent-spotting of John Cairncross; a visit to Russia with his
brother Wilfrid in the summer of 1935 (as an art-loving tourist
and on the same boat as a group of younger undergraduates
including Brian Simon (a known Communist), Michael Straight and

Charles Fletcher- Cooke); a visit to Spain with Louis MacNeice

in Easter 1936; his advice to Burgess not to accompany Maclean
in 1951; and his own decision (against the advice of his KGB
contact in London) not to follow Burgess and Maclean to Russia
that year. His time in the Security Service from 1940 to 1945
is lightly sketched. The account says that he was recommended
for the Security Service by "a friend" (not identified, but we
know it to have been Lord Rothschild); and that, after his own
flat at the Courtauld Institute was requisitioned for the armed
forces in 1940, Lord Rothschild offered him (and two girls, not
identified though we know them to have been Tessa Mayor, later
Lady Rothschild, and Pat Rawdon-Smith, later Lady Llewelyn-
Davies) houseroom at Lord Rothschild's house in Bentinck Street
e e o o
from which the Rothschilds themselves had moved out. There is
no other named reference to the Rothschilds, though some of
their actions are described. There is nothing to suggest that

either of them was a Russian agent.

2
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6. None of this proves anything: the sketch could have been
so written as to make sure that it contained nothing
inconsistent with what Blunt knew that the Security Service
already knew. Negatively, however, it is useful to know that it

contains no unwelcome surprises.

ROBERT ARMSTRONG

23 June 1987

3
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Principal Private Secretary

SIR ROBERT ARMSTRONG

PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION FROM MR. TAM DALYELL: BLUNT PAPERS

The Prime Minister has considered further the Answer to

Mr. Dalyell's Question on which you advised on 15 and

19 January. She decided, in the end, to revert to the
original Answer, namely "I have nothing to add to my statement
on Mr. Blunt on 21 November 1979, col. 402-410".

However, the Prime Minister would like you to consider
further, in consultation with the other departments concerned,
the decision taken in 1985 not to seek access to the papers
deposited at the British Library. This consideration should
include advice on legal powers which would permit Government
access to the papers and on what might be said in public to
further enquiries on the lines of Mr. Dalyell's recent
Question.

N,

N. L. WICKS

20 January 1987

SECRET
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Parliamentary Question from Mr Tam Dalyell: Blunt Papers

[

'_,4\1-) AW A /1
I attach a draft Answer to an unreachable oral Question from (},,
Mr Tam Dalyell, down for - reply by the Prime Mmlster on 20 January.

I Vet
|

i cogern

L

2 Some papers of the late Anthony Blunt are deposited under embargo (Vo /*
at the Brltlsh Library: the details of the embargo are not knm
Government ‘but it appears from Mr Dalyell's speech in the Security
Servicesdebate on 15 December (see paragraph 3 below) that it covers
twenty years from Blgnwgath. Blunt's brother, Wilfred, read the
papers and told the Securityzrvice after Blunt's mthat he did not

think they contained much of interest to them. In Janué]rr;/' 1985,

U<

Vi

Sir Robert Armstrong discussed with the Security Service, Lord Trend and
Sir Frederick Dainton (the Chairman of the British Library Board) the
possibility of government access to the papers. It would not be
possible to read the papers without the Keeper of Manuscripts at the
- Library becoming aware that the embargo had been broken, and it was
decided not to seek access unless there were some definite reason to

believe that the papers included important and relevant material.

3. In the debate on the Security Services on 15 December,

Mr Dalyell said he had been informed that a Government Agency had had
sight of the papers and he asked if Ministers had been told about the
papers and whether the latter had positively ide_rm;_fie‘(—iﬂslir Roger Hollis
as a Soviet spy. He sugt;sted Mmrity Commission, either
itself or - better still - as a tribunal under the 1921 Act, should
have a sight of what the Government Agencies know" (Official Report,

Col 823).




4. Wilfred Blunt has now also died. Although nothing concrete

has emerged since January 1985 to cause us to reconsider the decision

not to seek access to the paper, the Security Service are reviewing
v'éhether in the present climate the decision should be re-examined.
Whatever the outcome, the cbvious answer to Mr Dalyell's Question is "No",
but this would invite a subsequent Question "Why not?". In view of the
Prime Minister's statement on Blunt on 21 Noveiber 1979 (Cols. 402-410),
it would also not be appropriate on this occasion to adopt the standard
line about following the precedent set by previous Governments of not
commenting on security matters. The best course would be for the

Prime Minister to make clear that she has nothing more to say on Blunt
than was contained in her November 1979 statement.

(g ‘Z.\%‘\lﬁ;«;o(ib

B H Dinwiddy

14 January 1987

I agree that the answer 'No' will provoke further questions.
But it is a direct answer to the question. If the Prime Minister
is nPoT:fI;appy with the attraaeidiaf;‘rfz, 7a”‘possibility designed to pre-
e‘mp’ﬁeo?the likely subsequent questions would be "I see no reason
to do so." L
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JURORS

Mr. Christopher Price accordingly pre-
sented a Bill to clarify the law governing
the conduct of jurors and former jurors
outside the courtroom ; and for connected
purposes: And the same was read the
First time ; and ordered to be read a Sec-
ond time upon Friday 30 November and
{ : printed [Bill 82].

21 NOVEMBER 1979

Mr. Anthony Blunt

MR. ANTHONY BLUNT

Motion made, and Question proposed,
That this House do now adjourn.—[Mr.
Wakeham.)

Mr. Speaker : Before the debate begins,
1 should like to make a statement.

As the House knows, it is the general
rule that matters which would entail
legislation must not be discussed on a
motion for the Adjournment. However, as
1 reminded the House on Monday, 1 am
given discretion under Standing Order
No. 16 to permit incidental reference to
legislative action when enforcement of
the prohibition would unduly restrict dis-
cussion. I propose today to exercise this
discretion in respect of the general matter
of the possible modification of the Offi-
cial Secrets Act.

In the Prime Minister’s written reply to
a question by the hon. Member for
Hartlepool (Mr. Leadbitter), reference was
made to information conveyed to the
Palace. I therefore think it wise at this
stage to draw the attention of the House
to our well-established rule that any ref-
erences to the Royal Family must be
phrased in courteous language and must
not reflect upon the conduct of the Sov-
ereign. This does not, however, inhibit
the full discussion of any advice which
may or may not have been given to Her
Majesty.

4.15 pm

The Prime Minister (Mrs. Margaret
Thatcher) : In the early part of last week,
Professor Blunt was publicly identified
as having been a suspect Soviet agent.
This disclosure understandably gave rise
to grave concern.

Last Thursday, in response to a pri-
ority written question from the hon. Mem-
ber for Hartlepool (Mr. Leadbitter), I
thought it right to confirm that Professor
Blunt had indeed been a Soviet agent and
to give the House the salient facts. Today
we have an opportunity to debate the
whole matter. It may be convenient, there-
fore, if 1 start by setting out the facts in
greater detail.

Professor Blunt has admitted that he
was recruited for Russian intelligence
when he was at Cambridge before the
war. In 1940 he joined the Security Ser-
vice.




403 Mr. Anthony Blunt

[The Prime Minister.]

To us today it seems extraordinary that
2 man who had made no secret of his
Marxist beliefs could have been accepted
for secret work in any part of the public
service, let alone the Security Service.
But that is with the benefit of hindsight.
Perhaps standards were relaxed because
it was a time of considerable expansion
and recruitment to deal with the wartime
tasks of the service, which were directed
against Hitler’s Germany.

Professor Blunt has said that during his
period in the Sccurity Service from 1940
to 1945 he regularly passed to Russian
intelligence anything that came his way
which would be of interest to it. We do
not know exactly what information he
passed ; we do know, however, to what
information he had access by virtue of his
duties. There is no doubt that British in-
terests were seriously damaged by his
activities. But it is unlikely that British
military operations or British lives were
put at risk. Further, the story that he
jeopardised the lives of secret agents in
the Netherlands is without foundation ;
he was never in the Special Operations
Executive,

After he left the Security Service in
1945 and resumed his career as an ar
historian, Professor Blunt ceased to have
access to classified information. He has
said that from 1945 to 195] he passed no
information to the Russians,

In May 1951 an investigation which
had continued for some years caught up

with Donald Maclean. It was Philby who
warned Burgess to tell Maclean that he
was about to be interrogated. And it was
Burgess who used Blunt as a contact with
a Soviet controller to help with the ar-
rangements for Maclean’s flight to Russia
—a journey in which he was joined by
Burgess.

Blunt admits that on one occasion
between 1951 and 1956 he assisted Philby
in contacting Russian intelligence. He
has said that he has had no contact with
Russian intelligence since then.

The defection of Burgess and Maclean
led to intense and prolonged investiga-
tions of the extent to which the security
and other public services had been infil-
trated by Russian intelligence.

At an early stage in these investigations
Professor Blunt came under inquiry. This
Wwas as a result of information to the effect

14 0 32
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that Burgess had been heard in 1937 to
say that he was working for a gecrot
branch of the Comintern and that Blunt
was one of his sources. Blunt denied this.
Nevertheless, he remained under suspi-
cion, and became the subject of intensive
investigation. He was interviewed on 11
occasions over the following eight years.
He persisted in his denial, and no evi.
dence against him was obtained. Of
course, until his confession, the authori-
ties did not know the extent of his in-
volvement with the Russians or the period
over which it lasted.

It was early in 1964 that new informa-
tion was received relating to an earlier
period which directly implicated Blunt.
I cannot disclose the nature of that in-
formation but it was not usable as evi-
dence on which to base a prosecution.
In this situation, the security authorities
were faced with a difficult choice. They
could have decided to wait in the hope
that further information which could be
used as a basis for prosecuting  Blunt
would, in due course, be discovered. But
the security authorities had already pur-
sued their inquiries for nearly 13 years
without obtaining firm evidence against
Blunt.

There was no reason to expect or hope
that a further wait would be likely to
yield evidence of a sort which had eluded
them so far. Alternatively, they could
have confronted Professor Blunt with the
new information to see whether it would
break his denial. But Blunt had persis-
ted in his denial at 1 interviews ; the
security authorities had no reason to
suppose that he would do otherwise at a
twelfth. If the security authorities had
confronted him with the new information,
and he still persisted in his denial, their
investigation of him would have been no
further forward and they might have pre-
judiced their own position by alerting
him to information which he could then
use to warn others.

Therefore, they decided (o ask the
Attorney-General, through the acting
Director of Public Prosecutions, to autho-
rise them to offer Blunt immunity from
prosecution, if he both confessed and
agreed 1o co-operate in their further
investigations.

I should like to pause for a moment on
this question of granting  immunity,
because I think that there may remain
some misunderstanding about it. It is not
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unusual for the Attorney-General to be
asked to authorise immunity from pro-
secution in return for co-operation in the
pursuit of inquiries. It happcns from time
to time in the course of criminal investiga-
tions. Under our constitutional arrange-
ments, the decision is taken by the
Attorney-General in his capacity as a
Law Officer.

( : Dennis Canavan (West Stirling-
shuc): It is one Jaw for them and another
law for everybody else.

Mr. Anthony Blunt

The Prime Minister : He takes it on the
basis of what, in his view, is best in the
public interest. He may consult his
ministerial colleagues but he is not bound
by their advice. The decision is his alone.

In this case, the then Attorney-General,
Sir John Hobson, decided that it was in
the public interest to offer an immunity
from prosecution. In fact, to this day

there is no evidence which could be used
as a basis for prosecution against Blunt.

So the offer of immunity was made. Pro-
fessor Blunt confessed. Both at the time
of his confession and subsequently he has
co-operated in the inquiries of the
security authorities. He had provided
information about Russian intelligence
activities and about his association with
~ —aess, Maclean and Philby.

.ter the Attorney-General's authority
to -offer immunity had been given, the
Queen’s private secretary was invited to
a meeting with the permanent secretary
at the Home Office and the Director-
General of the Security Service. The
Queen’s private secretary was asked to
the meeting because Blunt had, since
1945, held an unpaid appointment in the
Royal Household for which he had been
awarded a knighthood in the Royal Vic-
torian Order in 1956. At this meeting,
the Queen’s private secretary was told
that Professor Blunt was suspected of
having been an agent of Russian intelli-
gence, but that, provided he confessed
and co-operated in the inquiries of the
security authorities, he would be granted
immunity from prosecution.

The Queen’s private secretary asked
what action the Queen was advised to
take if Blunt confessed. He was told
that the Queen was advised to take no
action. Any action, of course, would
have alerted Blunt’s former Russian con-
trollers and others who were already
under suspicion to the fact that he had
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confessed and could well be providing
information to our security authorities.
After Blunt had been interviewed and
had confessed, as 1 have already des-
cribed, the Palace duly followed the
advice that had already been given.

] turn now to the question of how
Ministers were informed. Relations
between the Security Service and Minis-
ters are governed by the directive given
to the Director-General of the Security
Service by the then Home Secretary, Sir
David Maxwell Fyfe, in 1952. It is
reproduced in Lord Denning’s report of
September 1963. When discussing and
endorsing the principles embodied in that
directive, Lord Denning said :

*“The Head of the Security Service is res-
ponsible directly to the Home Secretary for
the efficient and proper working of the Service
and not in the ordinary way to the Prime
Minister . . The Head of the Security
Service may approach the Prime Minister him-
self on matters of supreme importance and
delicacy, but this is not to say that the Prime
Minister has any direct responsibility for the
Security Service . . . If the Director General
of the Security Service is in any doubt as
to any aspect of his duties—as, for instance,
when he gets information about a Minister
or a senior public servant indicating that he
may be a security risk—he should consult
the Home Secretary. The Home Secretary
wil! lh.c_n have to take responsibility for further
action.

I can tell the House that in the case
of Blunt the Director-General of the
Security Service followed scrupulously the
procedures that had been laid down. He
had a meeting with the Home Secretary
on 2 March 1964, in the course of which
he told the Home Secretary about the new
information implicating Blunt and he indi-
cated that he would be discussing with
the Director of Public Prosecutions how
to conduct the interview with Blunt, bear-
ing in mind the Security Service’s need
to obtain as much intelligence as possible
about Soviet penetration

The Home Secretary drew his attention
to the need to inform the Queen’s private
secretary. On 17 June 1964 a further
meeting was held between the Home Sec-
retary, his permanent secretary and the
Director-General, in which the Director-
General reported that Blunt had admitted
spying for the Russians throughout the
war when he was serving in the Security
Service. N

The Home Secretary of the day, now
Lord Brooke, who, at first, did not recall
being told—[/nterruption.] At first, he
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[The Prime Minister.] ) )
did not recall being told. which is quite
understandable—[/nterruption].

Mr. Speaker : Order.

The Prime Minister : 1 shall start the
sentence again. The Home Secretary of
the day, now Lord Brooke, who, at first,
did not recall being told, has been re-
minded of these meetings and has, with
characteristic integrity, accepted that his
memory must have been at fault.
[Interruption.] There is no more honour-
able or devoted servant.

It is also clear that when the Attorney-
General took his decision to authorise
the offer of immunity from prosecution
he knew that the Home Secretary had
been made aware of the matter.

There was therefore no failure on the
part of the Security Service to carry out
its duty to inform the Home Secretary
of these matters. It was for the Home
Secretary to decide whether the Prime
Minister should be informed. There is
no record on this point. Neither Lord
Brooke nor Lord Home can recall dis-
cussing the matter.

In the light of these events, I see no
need to change the principles governing
the relationships between the Security Ser-
vice and Ministers, as set out in the Den-
ning Report. 1 think it right, however,
that there should be a clear understanding
among all those concerned about how we
expect those principles to be applied. I

have accordingly agreed the following
points with my right hon. Friend the
Home Secretary and my right hon. and
learned Friend the Attorney-General.

First, the Director-General should re-
port to the Home Secretary if he receives
information about a present or former
Minister or senior public servant indicat-
ing that he may be, or may have been,
a security risk, unless circumstances are
o exceptional that he judges it necessary
to report direct to the Prime Minister.

Secondly, when the Director-General
has reported to the Home Secretary, it is
the Home Secretary’s responsibility to
inform the Prime Minister or make sure
that the Prime Minister is informed.

Thirdly, if the Attorney-General is
asked (o authorise a grant of immunity
from prosecution in a case involving
national security, he should satisfy him-
self that the Home Secretary is aware
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that the request has been made. In cases
of _especial doubt or diflicuity, tne
Attorney-General or the Home Secretary,
or both, may wish to see that the Prime
Minister is also aware that the request has
been made. The Attorney-General and
the Home Secretary should always be
informed of the outcome of the offer of
immunity. It is the responsibility of the
Home Secretary to ensure that the Prime
Minister is informed.

So much for the procedures between
the Security Services and Ministers. [
turn now to another matter. I am advised
that since 1967 successive Prime Ministers
and Home Secretaries have all been in-
formed about the position on Blunt.

Further, as I indicated in my written
reply, the matter was brought to the
attention of successive Attorney-Generals
in 1972, June 1974 and June 1979. That
was to inform them of the immunity that
had been given.

Any legal matters will be dealt with
by my right hon. and learned Friend the
Attorney-General when he replies to the
debate.

I have been asked why a day’s notice
of my intention to reply to a written
question was given to Professor Blunt’s
solicitor. Had there been any question
of prosecuting Blunt, of course there
would have been no advance notice—
and, for that matter. no detailed reply
either. Since there was no question of
prosecution, there was no question of
enabling Blunt to escape justice. His
name had already been published, and it
was reasonable therefore to tell his solici-
tor that I was going to give the facts in
reply to a question in this House.

Clearly the public services are an
attractive target for Soviet penetration,
and the Security Service especially so,
The service is very conscious of that
danger. Indeed. in the light of all that
has happened, it should be. Procedures
for recruitment, vetting and monitoring
members of the public services who have
access to classified information have
been much extended and improved. Of
course nothing can be absolutely proof
against penetration. In a democratic
society it is always possible that a few
will try to use freedom to destroy free-
dom. We must do everything that we
can to prevent them.
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May I sum up. First, the procedures
under which the Security Service is
directly responsible to the Home Secre-
tary were scrupulously followed. After
1967 successive Prime Ministers and
Home Secretaries were all informed about
this case.

Secondly, the immunity was offered to

‘unt to get information on Soviet pene-
..4tion into the public services. Neither
at the time nor since has there been any
evidence on which he could be prose-
cuted. I am advised that a confession
obtained as a result of an inducement
given would not be admissible as evidence
in any prosecution.

Thirdly, the events of this case began
well over 40 years ago. Many of the prin-
cipal figures concerned, some of whom
1 have mentioned, have long since re-
tired, and some have died. For obvious
reasons, it is therefore not possible, and
never will be, to establish all the facts
accurately.

Mr. William Hamilton (Fife, Central):
How many are still living?

The Prime Minister: These are some
of the factors that will have to be taken
‘nto account in deciding whether there

aould be an inquiry, a matter on which
aon. Members will doubtless wish to ex-
press their views.

Fourthly, we have now put beyond
doubt the arrangements for reporting to
and consulting the Home Secretary and
the Prime Minister on security matters.

Mr. Skinner
rose——

The Prime Minister: May 1 go
straight through? It is a very carefully
marshalled statement.

Dennis (Bolsover)

In practice my right hon. Friend the
Home Secretary and 1 both make a point
of keeping in close touch with the Direc-
tor-General of the Security Service.

Fifthly, it is important not to be so
obsessed with yesterday’s danger that we
fail to detect today's. We know what
happened to a very few of that pre-war
generation who had Marxist leanings and
who betrayed their country. We find it
contemptible and repugnant. Our task
now is to guard against their counterparts
of today.
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Finally, the Sccurity Service, by its very
nature, has to work in sccrecy.

Mr. Eric S. Heffer (Liverpool, Walton):
What about the brother of the right hon.
Member for Brighton, Pavilion (Mr.
Amery)? The right hon. Lady cannot
have it both ways. There were others as
well—Marxists.

The Prime Minister : It cannot there-
force defend itself in public. That task
falls to Ministers. The Government’s
purpose is to do everything possible to
improve the morale and effectiveness of
the Security Service, and to do nothing
to undermine or weaken it. In that aim
1 believe that we shall have the support
of the House.

4.38 pm

Mr. Merlyn Rees (Leeds, South): One
point that has arisen from the Blunt affair
is the accountability of the Security Ser-
vice and what part this House should
play. I shall turn to that in a moment,
but first 1 simply observe that this House
will be unworthy of playing any part in
security matters if today’s debate develops
into a witch hunt.

The Prime Minister has revealed the
names of those who had knowledge of
the matter. 1 make clear my disgust at
the sordid activities of the group that
have now been revealed. In my view
‘ conscience ”’ is the wrong word to in-
voke in that respect. However, it would
be unworthy of this House to concern
itself with political trivia in that'context.

I have played a part in security matters
over the years and 1 know that for either
side of the House to believe that all the
problems are on one side or the other
would be a mistake. I shall concern my-
self with three matters—the “events of
April 1964, the directive given by the then
Home Secretary, Sir David Maxwell Fyfe
and the way in which that directive works
—the House must put its mind to that
matter—and the future.

It is clear that the events of 1964 have
been clouded by the memories of old
men, the deaths of some of the partici-
pants and the self-justification offered in
recent days.

It may be that the procedures at that
time, despite what was on paper after-
wards, were not carried out well, but we
are concerned with more recent years and
the present. That is certainly what 1 was
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{ recall that he sought to interest Conservalive

] bers, including the Chairman of the Select

l C rittee on Foreign Alfairs, in his allegations and to try
to _.« them by various routes to the Prime Minister.

There is a crusading aspect to all this, and although it

does not vindicate his subscquent actions it was serious in
itsell and leads me to remind the Minister that at the very
least there ought to be a proper internal mechanism by
which an officer who believes that something is seriously
wrong can ventilate his grievance. That was one of the
issues discussed by the Security Commission and the Prime
Minister spoke about it in her statement to Parliament. |
gathered from the Home Secretary when he replied to an
intervention by me in the debate on 3 December that it is
still under discussion and is one of the aspects of the
Security Commission report which has not been fully
resolved. Something must be done about that.

I see that in the end as linking naturally to some
external oversight, because people are likely to have more
confidence in an internal inspector-general, or whatever he

.y be, if he reports, as does the Ombudsman, ultimately
to some external or parliamentary body. If there is no
internal mechanism, that is yet another reason why people
may believe that they have an excuse to go outside. I agree
with the right hon. and learned Member (or Southport (Sir
1. Percival) that no one can be allowed to be the sole judge
of whether he has sufficient reason to break the confidence
which is enjoined upon him in his position as an officer or
former officer of the Security Service. He cannot be the
sole judge, but if he has no other recourse and nowhere else
to go, he is left in a very unsatisfactory position. I speak
not only of Wright, but of very many officers who have
found themselves in this position—/ Interruption. |

Sir Ian Percival: s the hon. Gentleman suggesting that
the officer should be his own judge of when to speak? That
really is a slippery slope.

Mr. Beith: Perhaps the right hon. and learned
Gentleman was unable to hear me because of the noise
*=hind me. 1 was agreeing with his statement that no

.urity officer should be the sole judge of whether what
1+ on his conscience or mind should be brought into the
public domain. That cannot be right. Therefore, we must
look for other mechanisms whereby people can ventilate
grievances in a proper manner and [eel that their case is
being heard.

There are many things we have discussed today to
which we will have to return. The Minister of State said
in his speech that the public understand perfectly well what
is at stake, and that they know and have a basic [eeling
about what is right and wrong in these matters. That is so,
but the public at large also can see the total inconsistency
of the position of the Government. The public can see that
there is no distinction, as the Government pretend to
draw, between someone who publishes a book in his own
name, disclosing secrets learnt in his office, and someone
who supplies that information, whether for money or not
—in this case, it was for money—to another author to
be included in a book which is subsequently described as
being co-authored by the two individuals. There is no
difference, moral or otherwise, in the importance of
confidentiality in those two cases.

The Government are right to be concerned about
ensuring that the confidentiality of the security services is
kept, but they have undermined their case both by their
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inconsistency and their consistent failure to recognise what
really matters. Itis absurd that we should go on pretending
that we do not have an intelligence service and for Sir
Robert Armstrong to be expected to deny in court that
there is such a thing as M16. But there are things which
have have to be kept confidential. If the Government were
more consistent and offered genuine opportunities for
oversight and for the aggrieved officer to raise his
grievance is a suitable manner, they would be in a betler
position to work for the preservation of the confidentiality
and day-to-day secrecy on which the security services
depend to do their job on our behalf.

6.32 pm

Mr. Tam_Dalyell (Linlithgow): First, let me say
constructively what I believe should now be done. The
Security Commission should be converted intg a tribunal
of inquiry under the Tribunals of Inquiry (Evidence) Act
[921. The Security Commission consists of Lord Griffiths,

ir Anthony Lloyd, the deputy chairman, and Lord Allen
of Abbeydale and four others. Therefore, they have the
legal firepower and are already in the business of security
matters. I have discussed this with two former permanent
secretaries of the Home Office and one former permanent
secretary of the Foreign and Commonwealh Office and
believe that it is a sensible proposition.

To save time, I quote the powers. On 23 January 1964,
Sir Alec Douglas-Home, the Prime Minister, in
announcing the setting-up of the Security Commission
said:

“Exceptionally, the Commission might find that they were

unable to make progress without powers to compel evidence.
In such a case, Parliament would be asked to pass the
necessary  Resolution under the Tribunals of Inquiry
(Evidence) Act, 1921, to vest the Commission with the powers
of that Act for that particular inquiry. The Commission
would then proceed in all respects as a Tribunal of Inquiry.”
— |Official  Report, 23 January 1964; Vol. 687,
c. 1272-3])
I'am glad that we are not voting tonight, because 1 would
have been uncomfortable about doing so, believing that
these matters are very serious and that we must wait until
the end of the court case in Australia. | am grateful to my
hon. Friend the Member for Workington (Mr. Campbell-
Savours) for agreeing to this.

The Security Commission or tribunal should discuss
certain_specific_matters. The first of them concerns
Anthony Blunt. I do not think it edifying for people like
me, or most of us in this generation, to try to pass
censorious moral judgments on men when in their late
teens or early twenties in Cambridge or elsewhere in the
1930s. The lines between pro-Communism and passionate,
and justified, anti-Fascism were blurred. From 1941 to
1945, Russia was on our side. For my part, I will remember
Anthony Blunt as an inspiring lecturer who awakened my
interest in the French impressionists.

What I am about to say I am perflectly prepared to
repeat outside the Chamber. I do not shelter under
privilege, but the House of Commons is the right place
where a Member of Parliament should make such
statements for the first time.

I believe that Anthony Blunt left a collection of
documents compiled by himsell and (hat those documents
mgalhcd to his brother, whom 1 have not
approached. The condition was that the documents should
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not be made public for 20 years. 1 do not know whether
Mr. Blunt's brother has read them. The papers were
transferred to an institution in London for safekeeping.

However, I am informed and bclieve that a
Government agency has had a sight ol thase papers. They
revealed to the agency not only who the so-called fifth man
was, bul many other names and facts. Because the Prime
Minister said that there was no proof that Sir Roger Hollis
was a Soviet spy—that is before the papers being read,
so | am sure that the Hollis statement was made in good
faith by the Prime Minister on the basis of knowledge
available at the time — it is dilficult for the Prime
Minister to admit any knowledge of who was a spy at this
late stage. | take on board what was said by my right hon.
Friend the Member for Blaenau Gwent (Mr. Foot).

This brings me to the subject of burglary. For a
Government agency to have read these papers was strictly
illegal. lllegal or not, it has now been done. The parallel
case is the break-in at Sidgwick and Jackson. That was
illegal. That was six weeks beflore the book “Their Trade
is Treachery™ was published.

I ask the direct question: have Ministers been told
about the documents bequeathed by Anthony Blunt? Have
they been told whether knowledge that Hollis was
positively identified as being a spy has come from these
documents? | am not asking that the documents, which are
very personal, should be made available, but I am asking
that the Sccurity Commission, either itsell or— belter
still—as a tribunal under the 1921 Act, should have a
sight of what the Government agencies know.

I am concerned about ministerial control over house-
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breaking by state agencies, which is akin to the problem
ol state telephone tapping. Is there effective ministerial
control over breaking into and entering houses? This is a
legitimate and important question, unless the House of
Commons is told that there was no authorised breaking
and entering.

House-breaking is illegal, just as phone tapping is
illegal, infringing the right of privacy. A Minister may
authorise phone tapping on internal matters. Which
Minister is responsible for any rules of breaking into and
entering houses, be they private houses or those of
publishers? Peter Wright was the senior case officer when
Blunt was supposed to have confessed. I understand that
itis simply not true that he confessed all. Apparently, there
is an allidavit that the Prime Minister misled the
Commons on Blunt. Furthermore, parts of Blunt's
testimony werc kept out. Why? A tribunal should be told.
Aflter all, the Prime Minister came in with a great fanfare
of trumpets, saying “I am going to get control of the
security services”, and then did nothing about it. Why
have the doubtless good intentions gone astray? As | told
him at the Islwyn constituency Labour party Chartist rally
in November 1985, I am sure that my right hon. friend the
Member for Islwyn (Mr. Kinnock), when he becomes
Prime Minister, must give his mind to those problems.
Does the Blunt testimony reveal who tipped off Burgess
and Maclean? The late Colonel Marcus Lipton told me
before he died that he believed that Burgess and Maclean
had been tipped off by a senior figure of the so-called
establishment, who did so out of the kindness of his heart
on an old-boy nctwork, and not by a spy or agenl. This
issue should be clarified by a commission or tribunal.
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Another matter to which a commission or tribunal
should turn its attention 1s a letter from Sir Michael
Hanley to Wright, which reads:

“The firm js doing well
cxamir
Was this a reference to a private inquiry by Sir Robert
Armstrong into MIS’s activities against the Wilson
Government? If so, on whose initiative and authority does
the Security Service investigate some 30 persons such as
Lord Kagan? Was it freelance or part of coherent control,
and where was the accountability? What could Peter
Wright have meant by using the words “deniable,
authorised, illegal” when referring to activity in the Wilson
years? It is the opinion of Mr. Richard Morton Taylor,
who was in court, that he did not make this up.

The tribunal must consider the Attorney-General's

(r_glg_Why did it take 10 days for Sir Robert Armstrong to
apologise? The apology came 10 days after my right hon.
Friend the Leader of the Opposition— this is column
426 of Hansard of 27 November—had asked about the
Allorney-General's role. Why was the Attorney-General
not consulted about Rupert Allason? Why was he not
consulted about Chapman Pincher? These are all
queslions to which there must be sensible answers.

For reasons of time I shall omit other questions that
could be asked about the Attorney-General, save for one.
The Government cannot have it both ways. They cannot
say that they have MIS in control and then say at the same
time that the Attorney-General did not know. Either the
Government are in control—they are indivisible, are not
they?—or they are not. When did Sir Robert Armstrong
know about “Their Trade is T reachery”? Was it February
1981 or December 1980? How could Mr. Pincher be
quoted as saying, “All is well now. All is hunky-dory™? 1
asked the question of the hon. Member for Stroud (Sir. A.
Kershaw) about the time in 1984 that he was sending Clive
Ponting’s letter to me to the Ministry of Defence. He sent
another document to Sir Robert Armstrong, which was a
dossier from Wright. Why were Her Majesty’s
Government not as active about the Wright dossier as they
were about the Ponting dossier?

Itis important that the Labour party is committed to
the Cirencester and Tewkesbury amendment of the
Bournemouth conference of 1985, when it was promised
that we would have some sort of tribunal to which civil
servants could go who felt that they had been abused. Did
Sir Robert Armstrong hush up the Kershaw note
concerning the memorandum from Wright? Were other
members of the Select Commilttee on Foreign Affairs told?
I so, should a chairman of a Select Committee keep such
a malter to himsell?

Finally, Mr. Deputy Speaker, it may be within your
recollection that I raised with Mr. Speaker the issue of
Members® telephones. My hon. Friend the Member for

Varley, East (Mr. Faulds) has received a letter which 1
have cross-checked, which I think should be the property
of the House. It reads:

“First of all, let me make it plain that I am not and never
have been subject to the Official Secrets Act."”

This is an anonymous letter. It continues*

“I'will not identify myself because 1 am apprchensive of the
Security Services. For 12 years, from 1968 to 1980, I was
associated with the modernisation of the Government's
telephone network covering the Whitehall area. The project
consisted of eight central branch exchanges, each covering a
geographical arca of Whitchall, and all included all
Governiment offices and buildings within that area. Each of
thesc CBXs was connected to each other and to the outside

and has passed recgpt
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blic network via a CBX tandem exchange located in the

Iding known as the North Rotunda under the I)Lp.nrllncnl

af the Environment at the entrance e
( »in this building were located three of the cight CBXs, lhc
'\ .ers being located around central London. The Palace of
Westminster was served by a CBX locuted in an underground
bunker in Storey's Gate, since modernised, | believe

You will appreciate from the above that the key to the
whole network is the CBX tandem access, which would give
anyone access to all telephone calls internally and externally,
which is open to some 70,000 telephone lines. These included
all MPs' tclephones, Downing Street and any other
telephones serving Government Departments for roughly one
square mile around Whitchall. Access to the North Rotunda
building is via a door to the right of the Great Peter Street
entrance of the Department of the Environment, and required

'a pass issued by the authorities to visitors, who were allowed
to fill in a visitor's pass that had to be handed over on leaving
the building. On entering the building one is confronted by
a flight of steps, opposite which is a glass-fronted office that
is manned at all times by uniformed sccurity officers. Over a
period of time, mostly outside normal working hours, a room
immedialtcly to the left at the bottom of the steps was installed
. with extensive and very sophisticated equipment

One day two severe-looking men turned up at the site and
=fused to show cither identification passes or to fill in a
visitor's document. After being refused admission, uniformed
security guards received a telephone call instructing them and
their colleagues to give all these men access day and night
without question. These men and others manned the
equipment in this room 24 hours a day. They never spoke or
acknowledged normal grectings and access to the room was
barred, of coursc. | cannot remember when this started,
having no access to records, but it was a few weeks after MPs
received push-button telephones instead of dial telephones. |
am sure that this can soon be ascertained.

It soon became accepted by all the Post Office BT staff and
the contractling engineers that the only possible purpose for
which this equipment could be used was intercepting
telephone calls. I am sure that you reahise the implications.
Imagine the political advantage if you were the Government
of the day and you had access to every telephone call made
and received by Opposition MPs, every civil servanl in
Whitehall, not to mention™—

Mr. Deputy Speaker (Mr. Ernest Armstrong): Order. 1
hope that the extract is about to come to an end. The hon.
Gentleman should be making a speech rather than reading
a letter.

Mr. Dalyell: [ merely say that it is not explained how
telephone calls between my right hon. Friend the Leader
of the Opposition and Australia were intercepted. The
answer that Mr. Speaker give me was to refer the matter
to the Prime Minister. Many hon. Members are concerned
about what has happened and 1 believe that the
information that came to my hon. Friend the Member for
Warley, East rings true.

6.48 pm

Mr. David Winnick (Walsall North): I am sure that the

concluding point of my hon. Friend the Member for
Linlithgow (Mr. Dalyell) should be taken up by the
authorities in the House. It is a serious matter which
cannot be dismissed out of hand.

The only thing that 1 would say about the case in
Australia, which my hon. Friend the Member for
Workington (Mr. Campbell-Savours) made much of, and
rightly so, is that it was a mistake in the first place for the
Government to pursue the case. | doubt whether they will
win it, and the Government will be left with much egg on
their face. The case has done nothing for the reputation of
the Cabinet Secretary, who had an embarrassing brief, to
say the least. In the eyes of many in Australia, and perhaps
in Britain as well, he made rather an ass of himself.
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When the Select Committee on Home Affairs decided
to look into the activities of the special branch, a number
ol witnesses came before the Commilttee to assure us that
there was nothing to worry about. We know that the
special branch works closely with the Security Service, and
we were told that the work being undertaken by the
Security Service and by the special branch was legitimate
and that there was no question of anyone being inquired
into because of his political views, that political dissent was
legitimate, and that there was little to worry about. The
majority of the Committee came to the conclusion that the
evidence was sufficient to justily a report which stated that
the work being undertaken h) the special branch was
perfectly in order.

Some Labour Members, however, were not convinced.
1 am sure that much of the work undertaken by the special
branch is necessary and justified but many people —
certainly many people in the Labour movement — are
concerned that some activities carried out by the special
branch have little to do with the sccurity of the state.

It was near the end of our inquiry into the special
branch that a television film called “MIS’s Official
Secrets™ was shown. Some people have said that we should
not take too much notice of what Mr. Wright told the
court — that he has exaggerated, and so on. In the
television film, Cathy Massiter, a former official of MIS,
stated that a number of people and organisations were the
subject of inquiries because of their political views. They
are people and organisations who in no way can be
described as trying to undermine our democratic
institutions.

One of the organisations mentioned by Miss Massiter
was the National Council for Civil Liberties. She said, as
I remarked in an intervention in the speech of the Minister,
that anyone who worked for the NCCL, anyone on the
executive council and anyone who is active enough to be
a branch secretary of that organisation is subject to
inquiry, and a file is kept by MIS5. One of the people who
was the subject of an investigation—and certainly a file
by MI5—was, apparently, my hon. Friend the Member
for Peckham (Ms. Harman) when she was the legal officer
of that organisation. Is it suggested that my hon. Friend
wants to undermine our democratic institutions and that
she wants to turn this country into a Soviet republic?
Therefore, inevitably, an argument that those activities are
going on must give rise to a great deal of anxiety and
undermine our confidence in the Security Service.

1 wish to give another illustration. When a journalist of
some 30 years resigned as the editor of the CND journal
—he had fallen out, as people tend to do in various
organisations—he was subject to several questions from
the special branch. It wanted to know who lived with
whom, and what was the leadership style of the then
general secretary of the CND. What is the purpose of such
questions? ITitis claimed by Ministers, including the Prime
Minister, that it is perfectly legitimate to argue that one
can be in favour of nuclear disarmament without being a
security risk, why are those questions asked? They must
give rise to much concern.

From reports in the press and from what Miss Cathy
Massiter states, I understand that in M1S there is what is
known as an F branch. It is sub-divided into other
branches. For example, F2 investigates trade unions, F7
investigates various political groups, including Members
of Parliament— that is interesting to know — teachers,
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From the Private Secretary

Mr. Cloke
Cabinet Office

Your minute ref A086/2844 of 9 October.

I have looked through all the papers we can find covering the

events mentioned in your minute.

As regards the Blunt affair, Sir Robert Armstrong saw papers
on this in February and March 1983 (when they were shown to
Mr. Edward Heath) and in July 1984 (when they were shown to
Lord Wilson).

We can find no record on our files of Mr. Peter Wright

speaking or writing to Sir Robert about the succession of
Jones to Hanley as DGSS. I will get Mr. Wicks to check the

papers in his cupboard when he returns from Bournemouth.
We cannot find any papers relating to Hollis earlier than

1977. This seems curious to me, and I am having a further
search made.

C. D. POWELL
9 October 1986

SECRET AND PERSONAL




SECRET AND PERSONAL

Ref. A086/2844

MR POWELL

You queried with me on the telephone why I asked on behalf
of Sir Robert Armstrong to see certain papers in Confidential
Filing. It may be useful for you if I outlined the background.
As you know, Sir Robert is required to appear in Australia re the

Wright case. Because of this he asked me to establish whether:

il o During his time as Principal Private Secretary he
would have seen a minute from the then Cabinet Secretary,
Sir Burke Trend, to the then Prime Minister, Mr Edward
Heath, alerting the latter to the Blunt affair. Sir Robert
thinks he saw this minute some time in 1972 (and I can

say from personal experience of Sir Robert's memory that he

is usually correct).

2. As Peter Wright alleges in his book, he either spoke
to or wrote to Sir Robert Armstrong about the succession

of Jones to Hanley as DGSS.

2 Also, Sir Robert will need to refresh his memory as to whether
he knew during his time as Principal Private Secretary about the

investigation into Hollis

C@gm%

C G CLOKE

9 October 1986

SECRET AND PERSONAL




OFFICE OF ARTS AND LIBRARIES
Great George Street

London SWIP 3AL

Telephone 01-233 8610

From the Minister for the Arts 31 May 1984

Robin Butler Esq

Principal Private Secretary
10 Downing Street

LONDON SW1

OFFER IN LIEU OF TAX: POUSSIN'S 'ELIEZER AND REBECCA'

>
Thank you for your letter of kﬁ/ﬁéy. We are instructing the
Capital Taxes Office to refuse the offer in lieu of tax of
the Poussin from Professor Blunt's estate.

The disposal of the picture will now be a matter purely for
the Trustees. It will be open to them to sell it, either
on the open market or by a private treaty sale to a public
museum or gallery. Private treaty sales are tax exempt

and the vendor receives a douceur of 25% of the notional
tax saved. We will of course let you know if we hear that
such a sale is in the offing: but there is no direct
Government involvement in such cases, and no payment from
Government Votes.

\

Ll) JUU?{! u'— \;\ C Q}\Q/éij

MRS M E BROWN
Private Secretary







10 DOWNING STREET

From the Principal Private Secretary

18 May, 1984

OFFER IN LIEU OF TAX BY THE ESTATE OF THE LATE ANTHONY
BLUNT: POUSSIN'S 'ELIEZER AND REBECCA'

The Prime Minister has now further considered the
guestion in Lord Gowrie's letter of 26 April. Her view is
that, since Lord Gowrie does not feel unduly alarmed at the
prospact of this particular painting going abroad and since
the acceptance in lieu arrangements involve paying a douceur
to the Blunt estate to induce the executors to offer the
picture in lieu of tax, the Government should not accept
this particular painting.

I am copying this letter to those who have the earlier
correspondence.

Mrs. Mary Brown,
Office of Arts and Libraries.
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THE BLUNT POUSSIN (LU~

You will remember that Lord Gowrie told you that the bﬁ(
executors of Blunt's estate had offered the Government a
Poussin 'Eliezer and Rebecca' in lieu of estate duty. The
picture is valued at £350,000, and the OAL would have to pay
£190,000 for it. Butlzg;a—aowrie's letter said that there
might be criticism that the Blunt estate was benefiting
undeservedly if the Government accepted this picture in lieu
of estate duty. We could not understand how the Government
could be getting a picture below its market price and the

Blunt estate could be benefiting at the same time.

My efforts to clear up the figures have provided the
most marvellous illustration what happens when the
Government gives a tax subsidy. It turns out that there are

two alternatives:-

(a) The Poussin is sold on the open market, in which
case the Government gets £200,000 of tax on the sale;

—

and

(b) The Government accepts the picture in lieu of
estate duty, in which case the Government gets no tax
and pays out £190,000.

So the real cost of the picture to the Government is
the difference between these two alternatives - i.e.
£390,000: the OAL had just 'ignored' the loss of £200,00 of
duty.

So the question is whether the Government accepts the




picture in lieu of duty at a total cost of £390,000 -
£40,000 above the market valuation: this £40,000 is the

benefit to the Blunt estate of handing over the picture
direct to the Government instead of selling it on the open
market. Lord Gowrie does not feel unduly alarmed at the

prospect of this particular painting being sold abroad, but

since the present arrangements are that he only has to pay

£190,000 from his vote for it he would like to acquire it

for a national collection. What worries him is that the

Blunt estate would benefit to the tune of £40,000.
———

To my mind, this episode illustrates that the present
arrangements give the Office of Arts and Libraries an

incentive to buy pictures for the nation, because they have

to meet from their vote much less than the real cost to the

————

taxpayer. You may think that this needs looking at. But

the particular question here is: do you think that this

picture should be accepted from the Blunt estate, at a cost

to Lord Gowrie's vote of £190,000 but at a total cost to the
e U

taxpayer of £390,000.
e

17 May, 1984




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary

17 May, 1984

Pecr Mewy,

Many thanks for your further letter of 16 May and for
being so patient.

I think that we are now agreed about the facts. We
have two practical courses to choose between:-

(a) Market Sale: effect on the Government - plus
£200,000

(b) Acceptance in lieu: effect on the Government -
minus £190,000 plus the acquisition of the Poussin.

The difference in hard cash between (a) and (b) is
£390,000 offset by the acquisition of the Poussin.

I am now putting the papers again to the Prime
Minister.

I am copying this letter to those who have the earlier
correspondence.

\YOvJ7 RGN

ﬁ»b{»\ Bt

Mrs. M.E. Brown,
Office of Arts and Libraries




OFFICE OF ARTS AND LIBRARIES
Great George Street

London SWIP 3AL

Telephone 01-233 8610

From the Minister for the Arts 16 May 1984

Robin Butler Esq
10 Downing Street

Deos [robin !

Thank you for your letter of L¥ May about the Blunt Poussin.

By virtue of the Finance Act 1976, s78(4), the acceptance

of an exempted picture is not a chargeable event for tax purposes:
therefore no tax arises and none is foregone. Only if sold

on the market does the picture become a taxable item, in which
case there would be around £200,000 tax to pay. The financial
options are:

(a) market sale: loss to HMG of picture,
gain of c£200,000 in tax

(b) acceptance in lieu: gain of picture by public
collection, value £350,000,
at special price of £190,000
(paid to Revenue and offset
against estate liability)

The transaction under (b) is tax exempt and the total cost
to the taxpayer cannot therefore be increased by adding the
tax arising from a non-existent open market sale.

I am copying this letter to the recipients of yours.

Y oYl Jwn L,D-C[l\z

/

M omj ‘

MRS M E BROWN
Private Secretary







10 DOWNING STREET

From the Principal Private Secretary

11 May 1984

‘paa: )4GJ7.

Thank you for Paul Cann's letter of 8 May with its
clear explanation of the acceptance in lieu of tax rules.

I am extremely sorry to delay this matter by coming
back to you. But before I put this decision to the Prime
Minister again, I want to make sure that I do not mislead
hers.

Lord Gowrie's letter of 26 April says that "the net
cost to the Government, which would be paid to the Inland
Revenue from OAL and DOE vote provision for acceptances in
lieu would be about £190,000". Later the letter refers to
"the benefit to the nation of saving this picture at well
below market price" (my underlining).

Is that correct? Paul Cann's letter of 8 May and the
leaflet enclosed with it say that, if accepted in lieu, the
Poussin would be exempt from tax. If so, surely the total
cost to the Government is the £190,000 paid by OAL and DOE
to the Inland Revenue and credited against the duty on the
rest of the estate plus the duty of £200,000 foregone on the
picture itself, i.e. £390,000. The statement in Lord
Gowrie's letter appears to refer only to the amount paid
from OAL and DOE votes and to ignore the duty foregone on
the picture.

I feel it necessary to be clear on this point since the
balance of considerations is changed a bit if the total cost
to the taxpayer is £390,000 rather than £190,000.

I am copying this letter to recipients of the earlier
correspondence.

Yow-( eV,

Mrs. Mary Brown, ﬁ,k:“ gwﬁu

Office of Arts and Libraries.

DCAAAP




OFFICE OF ARTS AND LIBRARIES
Great George Street

London SWIP 3AL

Telephone 01-233 8610

From the Minister for the Arts 8 May 1984

Robin Butler Esq
10 Downing Street

rDen: ?o(a::\ .

OFFER IN LIEU OF TAX BY THE ESTATE OF THE LATE ANTHONY BLUNT:
POUSSIN'S ELIEZER AND REBECCA

You asked for some additional information about the tax
implications of accepting this picture, about which we have
consulted the Inland Revenue. The position is as follows.

(a) The total value of the estate is £850,000. We have
not been able to establish the tax liability on this

because, under the Inland Revenue's confidentiality rules,
such details are not disclosed to either officials or
Ministers.

(b) If the Poussin were to be sold on the open market
(at an estimated price of £350,000) the executors' tax
liability on such a disposal would be based on the rate
obtaining at the date of death. Again we do not have
Revenue information, but on our own rough calculations
this would probably mean a tax payment by the executors
of around £200,000, leaving a net gain to the estate

of £150,000. But the picture could well be lost to this
country by being sold to a foreign buyer.

(c) Alternatively, the Poussin may be accepted in lieu

of tax, in which case the picture itself is by statute
exempt from tax. Under these arrangements the Government
gains a £350,000 picture for a special price of approximately
£190,000 which is paid over to the Revenue (not to the
executors) from the acceptance in lieaiVote and offset
against the total tax liability of the estate. This
special price is arrived at by working out the net price
that the executors would expect to receive after deduction
of the tax arising from a sale on the open market, to
which is then added an amount (known as the douceur)

equal to one quarter of the hypothetical tax liability

on such a disposal.

The inducement offered to the executors by the Government

in order to secure the picture for the nation is equal to
one quarter of the tax the executors would have to pay if

1




they dispose of the Poussin on the open market at the agreed
valuation. The acceptance in lieu of tax arrangement reduces
the risk of losing the picture to an overseas buyer, and secures
it for an appropriate public institution which might otherwise
have to pay the full price realised in the open market.

[ am copying this letter to the Private Secretaries to the
Financial Secretary, Mr Macfarlane and Sir Robert Armstrong.

P L CANN
Assistant Private Secretary
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Lord Gowrie thinks the Prime Minister shofGld aware that w e
the executors of the estate of the late Professor Blunt have inf ond
formally offered to the Government in lieu of tax the POUSSirlfjafdb
"Eleizer and Rebecca'', at a market valuation of £350,000. P
[T vTew of the Semtitive nature of this offer both Lord Gowrie back o

and Mr MacFarlane, as the heritage Ministers concerned with i K

eans ; : J Lo wi

acceptances in lieu of tax, would welcome the Prime Minister
e———

views . — A fMe u})[o.AAEM.

The offer is a straightforward one: under capital transfer

tax arrangements, a work of art can be offered in lieu of

tax by the executors of the estate. It is probable in this
case that the picture would meet all the usual '"heritage"
requirements for acceptance in lieu in this way, though expert
advice (which is usual in these cases) has not yet been sought.
If the picture were accepted the net cggt to the Government,
which would be paid over to the Inland Revenue from OAL and
DOE vote provision for acceptances in lieu,would be about
£190,000. The picture would then be allocated to a public
imstitution.

—————

Lord Gowrie feels that the political arguments for accepting
such a painting are fajrly evenly balanced. If it is acquired
in ljeu the Government could face substantial objections

from individuals and sections of the media that the Blunt
estate was benefiting undeservedly. On the other hand if

the picture is rejected it will almost certainly be sold
on_the open market for a high jCe and be likely to go abroad
(perhaps to the Getty Museum), in which case the RETITIEE

interests will express public concern.




Lord Gowrie does not feel unduly alarmed at the prospect of this
particular painting going abroad. He must add, however, that

in the ordinary way of business the benefit to the nation of
saving this picture at well below market price would lead him

to accept it, particularly as 1t c&n Dbe aETB?aed within his vote
for these purposes. The issue therefore turns on Blunt. He
would welcome the Prime Minister's views as to whether there
would be political difficulties for the Government in accepting
this particular painting.

I am sending a copy of this letter to the Private Secretaries
to Lord Whitelaw and Mr Macfarlane.

fowss Ju (ﬁd“j ,

ASV

(8

MRS M E BROWN
Private Secretary










MR. RICKETT

The papers below are self-explanatory.
Could you please arrange for a copy of
the transcript of the interview with
Mr. Whitney Straight to be placed in
the Library, if Robert Armstrong's office

have not already done so.

25 February, 1983




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Principal Private Secretary
SIR ROBERT ARMSTRONG

Thank you for your minute of 23 February
(AO83/0625). She has written to
Mr. Ted Leadbitter and Mr. Arthur Lewis on
the lines which you recommended, and I attach
copies of her letters.

I have asked Mr. Rickett to make arrange-
ments with your office about placing a copy
of the transcript of the interview in the
Library of the House.

25 February, 1983




10 DOWNING STREET

THE PRIME MINISTER 25 February, 1983

72%& :l. L'(—bvc»(—(/‘jm»x ,

When you asked a Question about Mr. Michael Whitney
Straight's interview on Canadian television, I said that reports
of the interview suggested that it contained no new information

which had implications for British national security.

I have now received the full transcript of the interview,
and a copy has been placed in the Library of the House. I can
confirm that it contains no new information which has implica-
tions for British national security. It does not add anything
to what Mr. Straight told the security authorities 20 years ago,
which was fully investigated.

“— N~

u.-ub
()& AW
—

Ted Leadbitter, Esq., M.P.




10 DOWNING STREET

THE PRIME MINISTER 25 February, 1983

etz

When you asked a Question about Mr. Michael Whitney

Straight's interview on Canadian television, I said that reports

of the interview suggested that it contained no new information

which had implications for British national security.

I have now received the full transcript of the interview,
and a copy has been placed in the Library of the House. I can
confirm that it contains no new information which has implica-
tions for British national security. It does not add anything
to what Mr. Straight told the security authorities 20 years ago,

which was fully investigated.

Arthur Lewis, Esq., M.P.




PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL
' . Ph@n ﬂALMTa’

Ref. A083/0625 beodbitte, ond M. farer

MR B,uéR o chad /v yowr 9-3:@»‘«-
e ,, 5.

Towards the end of January Mr Ted Leadbitter asked the Prime

Minister a Parliamentary Question for Written Answer about the

interview on Canadian television with Mr Michael Whitney Straighrt.

On 26 January he wrote her a letter on the same subject. I attach

for ease of reference copies of the Question and Answer and of

Mr Leadbitter's letter of 26 January and the Prime Minister's reply
of 14 February.

2. In her Parliamentary Answer to Mr Leadbitter, the Prime

Minister said that reports of the Straight interview suggested that
it contained no new information which had implications for British

national security. She said that, if it proved otherwise when the

full transcript was available, she would let Mr Leadbitter know.

5. Subsequently, in a further Answer to a Parliamentary Question
by Mr Arthur Lewis, the Prime Minister said that she would arrange
for a copy of the transcript of the interview to be placed in the
Library of the House.

4. We have now obtained a copy of the transcript of Mr Straight's

interview; I attach a copy herewith. As expected, the interview

contains no new information with implications for British national

security.—fThe only three persons named as spies are

Mr Anthony Blunt, Mr Guy Burgess and Mr Kim Philby. Mr Straight is
recorded as saying that he~EZ;; the Secufzz;-éervice the names of
at least 150 people who were associated with Blunt as members of
the Communist Party before the Second World War and he guesses that
30 or 40 had been leading the lives of "moles'" in .-England; but he
does not name any names. As his book makes clear, the 150 he names
are people who were or may have been Communists. Though he speaks
in the interview of_zg or 40 "moles'", when he was interrogated he
named only two people who might have been '"moles" in that sense:
Lady Llewelyn-Davies and Mrs Hubback. CR

S. The full transcript confirms that the interview contained no
new information. The Prime Minister is not therefore strictly
under any obligation to write further to Mr Leadbitter. But she is
under an obligation to put a copy of the transcript in the Library.

it
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PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL

6.

I attach a copy of the transcript for that purpose.

7. The Prime Minister may like to write both to Mr Leadbitter

and Mr Lewis to tell them that she is placing a copy of the
transcript in the Library. I attach a draft letter.

ROBERT ARMSTRONG

23 February 1983

PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL




Mr. Ted Leadbitter (Hartlepool): To ask the Prime Minister,
if she will seek to obtain a transcript of an interview
on Canadian television with Mr. Michael Whitney Straight:
and if she will assess whether the content of the interview
has any implications for national security.

DRAFT ANSWER

I am seeking to obtain a transcript of Mr. Straight's
interview. Reports of the interview already available to me

suggest that it contains no new information which has implications

for British national security. If it proves to be otherwise when
the full transcript is available, I will let the hon. Gentleman
know.




. Interview between Ann MACHMILLAN and Michael STRAIGHT

In the 1930's Cambridge University was a fertile breeding
ground for Communist sympathisers. Many undergraduates

were disillusioned with Capitalism and worrid! by the rise

of Fascism, some saw Communism as the only answer to regimes
like that of Adolf HITLER's. At the centre of the Communist
movement at Cambridge was an exclusive club called "the Apostles",
a group made up of leading intellectuals, many of them
homosexual. Some joined the Communist Party, a few went on

to becomes spies for the Soviet Union. Spy number one was
Anthony BLUNT, pictured here in an open necked shirt. A
leading member of''the Apostles', BLUNT became a talent spotter
for the Soviets. His job was to pass on promising recruits

to his Soviet bosses. At one point he made an unsuccessful

attempt to recruit Michael STRAIGHT.

Spy number two was Guy BURGESS, a close friend of BLUNT's
and also a member of '"the Apostles'. BURGESS, who was called
the most brilliant undergraduate at Cambridge, joined the
British Foreign Service and ended up working at the British
Embassy in Washington. It was there that Michael STRAIGHT says
he threatened to blow the whistle on BURGESS. 1In 1951 BURGESS
fled to Moscow after being warned that the British authorities
had discovered he was a Spy. Spy number three was Donald
MACLEAN who defected to Russia with Guy BURGESS. Another
€ambridge man, he too worked in the British Foreign Service.
It is not known how much information he fed the Soviets, but
it is assumed he gave them valuable details about American
nuclear weapons while he worked at the British Embassy in

Washington.

The fourth recruit from Cambridge was Kim PHILBY. He is
regarded as the spy who did?;Zst damage to Western Security.
In 1940 PHILBY joined MI6, Britain's Secret Service, he was
recommended for the job by his friend Guy BURGESS. In 1949
PHILBY went to Washington as Liason Officer with the CIA. In
fact he helped the CIA set up their anti-Soviet spy network.
He was forced to resign from MI6 after being accused of helping

BURGESS AND MACLEAN escape to Russia. Although an official (2)




MACMILLAN cont.:

MACMILLAN:

Michael STRAIGHT:

investigation cleared PHILBY of spying, he fled to Moscow
in 1963 and was presented with the Red Banner Order, one
of the U.S.S.R.'s highest honours. Of the four Cambridge
spies only Anthony BLUNT has remained in Britain, for many
years he worked as Art Adviser to the Royal Family and the
Queen made him a Knight for his loyal service. BLUNT
confessed to being a spy in 1964 when faced with evidence
Michael STRAIGHT gave the FBI, but he was given immunityv
from presecution in return for supplying information about

Soviet spy rings.

The BLUNT confession was not made public until 1979
and that's when Michael STRAIGHT's long involvement with
the Spies first came to light. STRAIGHT was never a spy
himself, he was the son of a wealthy and well connected family.
He worked for the ROOSEVELT administration, was editor of
"The New Republic" and was a one time Deputy-Chairman of

the National Endowment for the Arts.

But it wasn't until he was offered a post in the KENNEDY
administration that the anguished Michael STRAIGHT rebealed
to Western Security Forces all he knew about the Spy ring.
Now Michael STRAIGHT has gone public with a recently published
book "After Long Silence".

Mr STRAIGHT, I'd like to begin with an overall question
if I could. How is this book going to make your anguish any

easier to bear?

The only answer I can give you is DSSTOIEWSKI's, that
through suffering we are redeemed. It's a very large answer
but I understand it. I understand what Mrs GINSBERG(ph),who

is in a Soviet slave camp for eighteen years, 884 that

mepentance and confession are good for the human soul. I

believe that, not that this book is a confession, it is not,

a
but she had nothing to confess and yet people who have been/part

of a great world tragedy need to share their experiences with

others and I needed to share mine. (3)




Vhat took so long to come to terms with? Why was it
so hard? You had so many opportunities to tell people,
reople in high places, your own cousin)Deputy Director of

the CIA. What stood in your way?

Several things. First, I was not speaking for myself
alone. As the book points out, not only my own family, but
two other families who were connected with me would have
suffered greatly from this experience,had it been made known.
At the time there was no question at all that the FBI was
leaking like a seive to Joseph MACARTHY. I felt that if I
went to the FBI I would be before the MACARTHY Committee in
a couple of weeks. I felt that if I went to the British
Intelligence I would be facing BLUNT and BURGESS in a British

court.

Now these were two people who didn't mind sending you,
in the late 30's, to work against your family by joining the

Morgan Bank.

Right... I wasn't motivated by love of them,so much as
by fear of the pain that I would cause to others in my own

family and to the magazine that I was editing, and I suppose

to myself, selfishly.

When you think hack at your student times together with
these men,and knowing what they did subsequently, what do

you think of that circle that you formed in the early thirties
at Cambridge?

I think it could be only judged in the light of that time.
The nation state was collapsing in Europe, unemployment was

devastating, war was coming, HITLER was on the march.

Mr STRAIGHT, what bound that world of friends tog. :ther (4)




iACMILIA&ont.! at that time? I mean ideology and intellectual thinking is

one thing, but what was the intensity of that friendship

based on,that lasted so long and did so much damage finally.

STRAIGHT: A sense of brotherhood. Very deep sense for me, A
sense of great love... I.,, in the book I mentioned, in
a letter to my mother: I don't love Communism but I love
the Cormunist friends that I have. And I did love them,

‘They were fine people, most of them., Misled as I was.

Do you remember the meeting that you describe so well
in 1989, when BURGESS says to you,after a long dinner,co

try to sound you out "Are you still with us".?

And you said"you can see from the way I talk I'm not

with you".

And, and he says "but you're not totally unfriendly
either". (Yes.) And you said "If I were totally unfriendly

I wouldn't be here." (Yes.) What game were you playing?

I wasn't playing a game. I think what he was trying to
do was 6o say 'Have you turned us in, or are you about to
turn us in?' And I was replying,'I haven't gone to British
Intelligence and I'm not about to'. That was all. As I
explain in my book, I grew up as a young child, I was not
built to confront people and to have enemies, and I found

it very hard to say " Yes I'm going to turn you in", (5)




{ACMILLATS But were you... I mean,it seems absurd. I mean
even if you thought he was low level, you knew enough
about the way that system worked, that he'd be connected

to others, That he would have higher up control.

ISTRAIGHT 2 I don't dosdt see your point.

we11Y7§%u say I'm not totally unfriendly and you

don't turn him in, you're putting,sort of,this decency
towards somecne that you've really broken with. You
don't believe in his faith anymore, you quite despise the

faith he holds (Yes.) And yet you defend him.

STRAIGHT ¢ Not defend him,no.

Well protect him.

Yes, I suppose. I can only repeat what I have said, that
at that moment I found it very hard to go to courf in an

open struggle and to confront both of those men.

Both BURGESS and BLUNT told you,several years later,
that they were always wondering how long it would take

you to turn them in.

Yes. No, Mr BLUNT said that. He told that to me,

yes.

Did you take that as... as something of forgiveness?

How did you interpret that statement?

I interpreted it as not forgiveness, but as repentance
on the part of Anthony BLUNT, who was essentially non—political(6)




ZTRAIGHT%L :

a decent good human being, who,like me, was dragpged out

of his depth at a terrible moment in world history. I don't,
I don't put BURGESS in this catagory, I think BURGESS was

an amoral vagabond, but I think BLUNT was a moral human being

who was dragged out of his depth.

Since the exposure of HOLLIS and the suggestion that not
just PHILBY but.HOLLIS, head of what.. MI.. MI (Five.) Five.
There's talk now, fifth men, sixth man, seventh man. (Yes.)

Are there big shots still protected?

I think so. Incidentally Mr HOLLIS has not been found
guilty, Mrs THATCHER simply said: "Not proven'", which means

that no final case was established against him.

Um, let me pick up on what you said, big shots still being

protected, by whom? And why?

Either they've talked and?gggn assured in turn that they
would not be exposed, or they've chosen not to talk and were
allowed to retire by the British Government, as long as they

got out quietly.

Do you know who they are?

No. T know that... I went to MI5 and.. add gave them names
of at least a hundred and fifty people and of those one hundred
and fifty 1 would guess that thirty or fo rty had been leading
the lives of "moles" in England. That is to say as members of
the Labour Party in Parliament, as barristers, as judges, ah,
various other people in public life, one or two in the Foreign
Office, the Home Office, the Treasury, who've been allowed to
retire. Who is in those roles, I don't know. I'm sure that
British Intelligence does know... a&h... I don't know what
hrppened to them. I simply went over with British Intelligence
the names that I could identify and they went on from there. (7




STR‘AI(‘cont.' I didn't ask them questions and they didn't volunteer information
to me.

MACMILLAN: The'old boys net.' lives.

STRAIGHT: Well, yes and no. I think there is every reason,as the

British Government said,not to air all this in the newspapers 1if

you can learn more from somebody by protecting them.

I am for
learning more and not washing all this in the newspapers, after

the point at which the British people themselves have been led
to understand what the problem is, aid the British Government

has been led to take the Security measures that it has to take.

MACMILLAN: Mr STRAIGHT, we thank you so much.
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Thank you for your letter of 26 January concerning an
interview on Canadian television with Mr. Michael Whitney
Straight.

Although I am seeking to obtain a transcript of this
interview, I have not so far obtained one. Nevertheless, as I
said in reply to your Written Question of 27 January, reports
of the interview already including peints
referred to in your letter, suggest that it contains no new
information with implications for British security.

In your letter you refer to the disclosures made by.
Mr. Straight in 1964 about Mr. Anthony Blunt and Mr. Leo Long:
1 gave a detailed account of the circumstances in response to a
Written Question from the hon lember for Stirlingshire West Qn
9 November 1981 (OR, Col 40-42). Mr. Straight was subsequently
interviewed by British security authorities on a number of
occasions. The only people whom he identified as possible
Russian agents and who were for a time employed by the Government
were Blunt, Burgess and Long. He mentioned a number of other
individuals as having been Communist associates of his at
Cambridge. All the information provided by Mr. Straight was
thoroughly examined at the time and, on the basis of reports of
the interview so far, I see no reason to reopen these
investigations.

I should also make clear, as I did in my statement on the
Blunt case and my Written Answer about Long, the fact that

/ somebody




somebody has been the subject of investigation or has been
interviewed does not necessarily or even generally mean that
they have been positively suspected. Many people have been
investigated simply to eliminate them from the inquiry, while
others have been interviewed not because they themselves were
suspected but for any information they might be able to give

about those who were.

Your letter also mentions other breaches of security,
including '"recent happenings at Cheltenham', which I take to
refer to the Prime case. The case of Prime and two other
cases are currently the subject of references to the Security
Commission who have been asked to investigate their implications

for national security.

Ted Leadbitter, Esq., M.P.
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From the Principal Private Secretary

SIR ROBERT ARMSTRONG

Thank you for your minute of
2 February (A083/0374) about Mr Chapman
Pincher's article in the Daily Express
of Thursday 20 January about Mr. Anthony
Blunt, which the Prime Minister has seen
and noted.

fece

4 February 1983
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¢ Mr Ingham

You may have seen an article by Chapman Pincher in the Daily

Express for Thursday 20 January about Mr Anthony Blunt.

2. It suggested that Blunt had been tasked in 1946 to visit
Germany on the Royal Family's behalf to retrieve any captured German
records of conversations between the Duke of Windsor and Hitler and

other prominent Nazis.
—

3. Mr Blunt subsequently denied this allegation.

4. Mr Blunt did visit Germany on two occasions in 1945 at the
request of the Security Service in connection with the resettlement
of a Security Service agent in Germany. On both occasions he also
brought back on behalf of the King various Royal treasures and

M
documents, including letters between Queen Victoria and the

e . T 2
Empress Frederick. He went to Germany again in October 1946 in

connecttomwith—the resettlement of the same Security Service agent,
but there is no record that he transacted any business on behalf

e )
of the Palace on that occasion.

5. So far as Sir Philip Moore is aware, there is no truth in the
/ ——

allegation that he was selected on the advice of MI5 to visit

Germany in 1946 on the Royal Family's behalf to retrieve captured

German records of conversations between the Duke of Windsor and

leading Nazis.

6. The Palace have not been asked to comment on these allegations
and do not propose to do so. I see no need for us to do so either.
But I thought that you might like to tell the Prime Minister what

the position is.

ROBERT ARMSTRONG

2 February 1983

SECRET
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The Prime Minister,
10, Downing Street,
London S.W.1l. 26th.Jan'83.

Dear Margaret,

National Security.

Michael W. Straight is well known to our intelligence
sernvice. As a student in Cambridge in 1937 he was recruited by A.Blunt
in support of the Russians, He was later to expose Blung,

I will not add to this introduction of him for all the
facts of his background will be known, only to stress his importance in
that he became a speech writer for Président Roosvelt and confessed to
his activities in 1964, 7z

Ir a televisicn programme in Toronto two evenings aga he
stated thzt e.e.o' plenty of people in England are aware of the
circumstances about spying put have chosen not to speak..'

He was asked if there was a 5th. 6th. or 7th, man - are there
any vig shots being protected by whom and why ? Although in response
to the question, 'Do you know who they are?' was 'No', he went on to
say that ' I know I went to MIS and gave them names of at least 150
people and of these I would guess 30 to 4O who have been leading lives of
Moles in the Labour Party ( I am not aware of the reason for naming
one Party)as barristors and judges and various other people in public
1life., One or two in the Foreign Office, the Home Office, and
in the Treasury who have been allowed to retireee's

Mr., Straight claimed . they have either talked and not been
exposed or not talked and allowed to retire as longvas they got out
gently., He states he doesn't know what actually happened to them,
put that he did supply to British Intelligencethe names he could
identify and they went on from there. They didn't ask him any questions
and they didn't disclose information to him,

The above is to my knowledge a correctaccount of the
interview in Toronto. In view of the serious dimport of Mr., Straight's
comment, his own disclosures on A. Blunt and Leo Long, the recent
happenings in Cheltenham, the unfortunate record over many years of
breaches of national security and the continuing belief that there is
penetration of our intelligence service and communications I
respectfully suggest a full scale enquiry into these related matters
and any others arising from Mr. Straight's revelations.

I may seek to takle some questions.

Yours sincerely,

0 g'z‘////: ey
jet (= —
(=
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/\af
Foreign and Commonwealth Office /y

London SWIA 2AH

23 February 1981

Sir Geoffrey Harrison

You will have seen the Sunday Times and other
media stories of Sir Geoffrey Harrison's reported
admission to having been withdrawn from Moscow in
19 as the result of a KGB compromise. Sir Geoffrey
has since told us that he gaye no jnterview as such.
But, as you know, he admitted the accuracy of the
story to two Daily Mirror journalists in November 1979,
and a contingency brief for the Prime Minister's use in
answer to possible Questions in the House was prepared
at that time.

I now enclose an updated version of that
brief, with identical '"Line to Take', for possible
use by the Prime Minister at Question Time tomorrow.

I am sending a copy of this letter and its
enclosure to David Wright (Cabinet Office).

o,

o

(F N Richargs)
Private Secretary

M O'D B Alexander Esq
10 Downing Street
LONDON SWi1




CONFIDENTIAL

BACKGROUND NOTE

1 The Sunday Times of 22 February reported that

Sir Geoffrey Harrison had admitted to having been withdrawn

as HM Ambassador Moscow in 1968, as the result of a KGB
compromise. Sir Geoffrey has told the Foreign and Commonwealth

Office that he gave no interview as such. But he admitted

the general accuracy of the story to two Daily Mirror

journalists in November 1979.
HISTORY OF THE INCIDENT
o On 22 August 1968 Sir Geoffrey Harrison was withdrawn

from Moscow a few days before he was due to leave on retirement.

He had reported that KGB pressure had been put on him to
provide information as a result of his affair with a Russian
maid in his personal household.

3. He was formally reprimanded.

4. He was interviewed three times by the Security Service.
It was finally concluded that he had given a true and complete
account of the affair and that there had been no loss of
classified information of any substance, though he might have
revealed personality information about some British Embassy

staff.

CONFIDENTIAL
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MINISTERIAL INVOLVEMENT

5. The Foreign Secretary (Mr Michael Stewart) and the
Prime Minister were immediately informed (and were kept
informed). When the investigations had been completed
the American Secretary of State (Mr Rusk) and the
Director of the CIA (Mr Helms) were informed.
INVOLVEMENT OF THE PALACE

6. Sir Geoffrey had been awarded the GCMG in the
Birthday Honours 1968. Sr M Adeane was informed and
arrangements made whereby the Insignia was delived to
Sir Geoffrey at home and he did not attend a ceremony at
the Palace, nor did he have the customary farewell interview
with The Queen.

SOURCE OF PUBLICATION OF THE INCIDENT

7 Sir Geoffrey Harrison told the FCO in November 1979

that the journalists who had approached him then claimed to

have been told of the story by Lady Falkender and Mr Joe Haines.

FREQUENCY OF SUCH INCIDENTS

8. There have been a few cases over the years of members
of the staff of the British Embassy in Moscow being compromised.
The most noteworthy publicised case was that of Vassall who

was arrested in 1962. He was Clerical Officer in the Naval

Attaché's office and became the victim of homosexual compromise

in 1955. (Whenever possible, compromise cases are dealt with

/by

—D)—
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by our own Security authorities without publicity,

since the prospect of publicity could deter staff from

coming forward. )

THE RUSSIAN CHAMBER—-MAID

9. She was given notice by Sir Duncan Wilson, Sir

Geoffrey Harrison's successor.

—3-
CONFIDENTIAL




My KGB chambermaid, by British envoy

A FORMER British ambassador
in Moscow has disclosed how the
KGB lured him into having an
affair with a chambermaid.

When he realised he had been
trapped, Sir Geoffrey Harrison
confessed to London what he had
done. He was immediately
summoned home — just -days
after Russian tanks rolled into
Czechoslovakia in 1968,

Harrison, now 73, lives in retire-
ment in Sussex His account of
events nearly 13 years ago follows
on the heels of the disclosure that
an American diplomat — victim
of a similar classic KGB “dirty
trick ” — was forced to leave the
Soviet*Union. "

In the latest case, the Russians
have denied that the American
assistant military ataché in Mos-
cow, Major James Holbrook, was
‘“set up.” They said that western
reports alleging that Holbrook
and another officef, Lieut-Col

"attractive girl,

by’ Simon Freeman

Thomas Spencer,. were victims of
a KGB plot were part of a cam-
paign to buxld up anti-Soviet

* feeling.

Harrison says he Sympalhnes
with Holbrook, 'who was recalled
to Washington after a hotel party
now thought to/ have been
arranged by the KGB. ‘

Harrison told The Sunday Times "
that, like Holbrook, .he had ‘“ let,

his defences drop”! In 1968; after

a lengthy and distinguished diplo--
'manc career, he had had a short

affair with ‘a Russian chamber-
maid who worked at the embassy
in Moscow.

He said: “She ‘was a young,
I' did ' not ' ask
whether she was working for the
KGB but the assumption was that
every Russian, working' in our
embassy was a KGB employee. As
a trained diplomat,” it .was an

and Barrie Penrose ,

aberration on my part. ‘It was
absolutely .crazy, but it may now
give added warning to western
diplomats who might find them-
selves similarly tempted.” .
Harrison’s sudden . departure
from Moscow in August 1968, in
the immediate aftermath of the
‘Russian occupation of Czechoslo-
vakia, was never officially
explained by the'Foreign Office.
It was assumed he had been
recalled to London because of the
sudden Czech crisis. In fact, the
opposite was the case. His

enforced absence from Moscow at,

a critical moment caused conster-

nation at Number 10 and the.

Foreign Office.

The incident was. reported to’

the then prime minister, Harold
Wilson, and his political secretary,
Lady Falkender, but was handled
persgnally by the foreign secre-

tary, Michael Stewan .There was
considerable surprise that such a
highly experienced diplomat had
fallen for an obvious-and.well-
tried KGB ploy.
Harrison—married, with three
sons and a daugh(er—became
ambassador to Moscow ‘in 1965.
The chambermaid was working
at the embassy when he arrived
in Moscow. “She was apparently
a trusted member of staff,” he
said. ' “ She didn’t live within the
embassy .compound but came.in
in the morning and stayed behind
afterwards. My flat was on the
first floor of the embassy and the
offices were below. It was quite
separate and I had no reason-tn
suppose that anyone knew about

-us.

It was a growing realisation of
the security implications of his
relationship with the girl, and
the sudden Czech crisis, that
prompted him ‘to inform the

Foreign Office’ in London. * Per-

~haps no one would really have

known about it,” he sald. *“ But [
believed it would be wrong to
keep quiet, so. I reported what
had been happening. I felt that,
howeéver unpleasant the consc-
quences might be, I had to tell
the Foreign Office. Otherwise the
Russians might try something.”
After the information reached
London, Harrison. was. imme-

-diately summoned to London,

The Holbrook incident in
Moscow last month did not sur-
prise Harrison. “ There are many
cases like this which go un-
reported,” he told The Sunday
Times. “It is happening all the
time to diplomats and journalists,
even to politicians. Diplomats can
be caught out by women, or some-
thing in their drinks. If you are
on a long tour abroad then your
defences can drop. It's unforgiv-
able but it happens.”

SAWIL AVANNS

BUEERS
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SUNDAY MIRROR

22 FE3 00
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A FORMER British Ambassador to
Moscow claims he was tricked by the
KGB into having an affair with a

chambermaid.

When he realised he had been trapped, he
owned up to the Foreign Office and was

immediately recalled.
The diplomat,
rrison, 172,

paper interview today.

He admits his affair
with the Russian maid
was “ absolutely crazy y”

She was y
attractive and he “ let his
defences drop,” he says
in the Sundny Times
article.

Trusted

The incident happened
in 1968, the time of the
Russlian Invasion of
Czechoslovakia.

The mald worked at
the British embassy in
Moscow. She was an
“apparently trusted mem-
ber of stafl,” says Sir
Geoffrey.

“I did not ask whether
she was working for the
KGB, but the assump-
tion was that every Rus-
slan working in our
embassy was a KGB em-
ployee.

“She didn't Uve within
the embassy compound

Sunday Mirror Reporter

but came in the morning
and stayed behind after-
wards. My flat was on
the first floor of the em-
ba.ss-ylo and the offices were

“It was quite separate
and I had no reason to
suppose that anyone
knew about us.”

Sir Geoffrey. who is
married with three sons |
and a da ter, became |
Our Man Moscow in

1965.
He admitted the affair
when he realised it
a security risk, |

i saér the reporr.

vsho had
a long nndr;z.’t

career in the DMunc
Corps, is now ref and
lives in Sussex. -
America’s former As-
sistant Military Attache
in Moscow, Maj. James
Holbrook, recently
claimed he and another
officer were victims of a
similar K G B plot

|
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ambassador jn

Moscow told last night of his affair with

a KGB agent.

Sir Geoffrey Harrison said he was “trapped”
into a relationship with a young chambermaid,
As soon as he realised the trap, he told the

Forelgn Office and was
Immediately brought
home.

Bif Geoffrey said last
night he was * very embar-
rassed " that the Sunday
Times had revealed the
story.

~It seems reasonable to
think that after 13 years
what happened would not
be revealed.”

The report 5ays Sir
Geoffrey called the affair
“an aberration on my
part . . . absolutely crazy.”

Invasion

He. “let his defences
drop” after a long and
distinguished career.

e "young and attrac-
tive” girl was an appar-
ently trusted member of
the embassy staff.

“I did not ask whether
she was working for the
KGB but the assumption
was that every Russian
working in the embassy
was a KGB employee,” he
says.

The girl did not live at
the embassy.

8ir Geofirey’'s flat was
above the offices and *I
had no reason to suppose
anyone knew about us.”
savs Sir Geoffrey, now 73.

He confessed after
Russla’s invasion of

S W

Sir Geoffrey Harrison

Czechoslovakia because he
realised the security risk.

He says: “1 believed it
would be wrong to keep
quiet about what had been
hapi)enmg,

"1 felt that however un-
?leasant the consequences

had to tell the oreign
Office—otherwise the Rus-
sians might try some-
thing.”

Prime Minister Harold
Wilson was told and
Foreign Se:retarg Michael
Stewart ordered his recall.

Regret

Sir Geoffrey said at his
home in Horsham, Sussex,
last night: “ At the time
I made a full confession
both to the Foreign Office
and my wife.

“She has known all
about it all these years
and she is standing by me.

“Naturally I very inuch
regret what happened. It's
not very pleasant for me
or my wife.

“And I very much regret
that all this has come out.

“I certainly didn't pro-
mote the disclosure. It has
been forced upon me,

“I don't know exactly

.how the story has cowme

out but I have ‘a Dretty
good idea.”

The disclosures tollow
the claim by America's
former assistant military
attache in Moscow, Major
James Holbrook. that he
and another officer were
victims of a KGB
blackmafl attempt. -

,19

Our ex-man in Moscow confesses

BRITAIN'S former
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Envoy’s affair: There was no
official comment from the
Foreign Office on the dis-
closure yesterday that Sir Geof-
| frey Harrison, a former British
Ambassador in Moscow, had
been recalled to London after
he had reported having an
affaic with a Russian chamber-
maid employved in the embassy
(Our Diplomatic Correspondent
writes).

The episode dates back to
1968, shortly before the Soviet
occupation of Czechoslovakia
but is echoed today by the re-
turn of a senior American dip-
lomat to Washington from Mos-
cow last month after being
caught in a compromising
situation.

——— ———
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FVHE .former Eritish ambassadar ito- Moscow, who
l admitted at the weekend that be had.an affair
15 years aZo w:th:a Russian maid, at the emb
said yesterday: * T have been stabbed in the back."”

Sir - Geofirey Harrison .insistéd that. someone  else
had  leaked the story of his involvement with the
““blende, who "Wat descrihed yesterday® by the wife ‘of
his successor as “a bit of o
a tart, certainly not in the W eI
first fAlush of youth.” ) i o
Stznding in' the dooryar of
his _home in Lower Beeding
near ~Horsham, -Sussex, -Su
Geoffrey <aid:
“ People have asked me why
I chpse s moment to bring
this matler out into the open
“Let me be quite clear—and
1 fezl quite strongly about this.
I did. not do so. et

7o)

No diselesures
“T.did pot take anv initiative
in its timinz. I made ho dis-
closures whatsoever, but I do
know  who t; responsible, X 7 - 2 P
| Somacne has 'stabbed me in the - " ) R
| back.” Lady Harrison
Could the: Ruszians = have — —
,Er‘,cq.re peazible for the le: 41 1 [ was immediately recalled h
T ar mot prepared to-say’ if || \fr Michael Stewart, the Foreizr
this was sol” . : - || Minister, in August. 1963, a'few
He als<o, declined m sav - if | davs after the Russian interven
the, Russians tried to uce ‘the || tion in Crechoslovakia to ousi
affair , with. the maid against | the Dubcek regime.

b iy Sir Geoffrey was rr‘plarf‘d' a
Sir offrev idnn ion  of . ? : B -
the - Eir\gal Fallowed  last "\‘,‘."rim later by Sir Duncan
“sweok’s . disclozure _that Ameri || Wilson. who confirmed last
‘can a~<,<nm military - ‘attache | Night from his home in Scotland
Mai James Holbrook. had been that he had been briefed about
recalled- from - the: Soviat | the Harrison affair before he

Union  after a  “-ex orzy " took up the post. )
trap by KG B agents. “Sir Geoffrey. was due'’, to
-The former  ambaczador. || retire-at the age of 60 anyway
silver-hzived and lnoking con-iland [ knew in the spring of
siderably vounger than his 72/ 1968, when I was Ambassador
years, said in Belgrade, that I was taking
. “Of. course I  haye rr;\ | over Moscow. )
regrets. It was-a very sillvj) e -
e Gl e fGu R f-yit \\‘alc my u;,f: \s\jn"had
what had occurred at the time, | t0 fire the chambermaid.
and she stood by me.” e Sig Duncar\ll rmlrcdf in 1971
% i -4 | to become Master of Corpus
. ‘Lad\ Hjm\fm r»cmﬂan d Christi, Cambridge, a pnsiLri)on
insidé the house during the he held tl 1 .
interview. The couple have | 1€ held until last; summer.
three sons.and a dauchter. Asked why the embassv had
The  Ruszian = maid was | kept the maid on after Sir
alreadv working at the em-| Geoffrey's recall, Sir Duncan
bassy when Sir Geofirey arrived | said: “ The incident was known
in ’\Io<cow in 1265. |only to a few, and I can only
o L | presume that they did not want
Daily visits to talk about it, so she stayed
Ghe' lived outside the co on for a while, \\'hichwl thought
pound, and came verv day || \Vas highly improper. '
to work 1o his fiat on the first Lady Wilson recalled: *We
floor. knew her as Galya, althouzh
He was quw‘vd on Saturdav | her christian name in Russian
as saving: " She was a younz. |was Galina. She was blonde. of
attractive girl. [ did rot ac<k |ample proportions. and really
whether she was working for [looked a bit of a tart. She was
the KGB. but the :umpticn { not a voung ~lip of a zirl, ‘and
was that everv 3 wark- | certainly not in the first flush
ing .in° our embassy. was a|of youth.”
KG B ‘emplovee. As a trained | —_—
diplomat. it \was an aberration
‘on my part.”
After informinz: London of
his -involvement itk her, he
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cutting dated

Sir Geoffrey Harrison, the
British Ambassador to
Moscow at the time of the
Soviet invasion of
Czechoslovakia in 1968,
has said that he had an
affair with a chambermaid
who was probably working
for the KGB. Becoming
aware of the security risks,
he informed London and
was summoned home at nnce.
Sir Geoffrey (plctured
here at his home at Handcross,
Sussex, yesterday) told the
story to the Sunday
Times. He said:

“As a frained diplomat, it
was an aberration on my
part. It was absolutely crazy,
but it may now give added
warning to Western
diplomats who mizht find
themselves similarly
tempted.”

His admission comes after
the disclosure of an allezed
KGB set-up of the American
assistant military attache
in Moscow. Major James
Holbrook. He was also
recalled after reports of a
compromising hotel party.
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Love-trap e FER i3

ernvoy’s
KGB girl

BRITAIN'S former Ambas-
sador in Moscow Sir
Geoffrey  Harrison, who
has admitted an aflair with
a KGB chambermaid, said
last night: “I prefer to
let sleeping dogs lie.”

Sir  Geoffrey, 13, ana
married with three children,
became ambassador in 1963
and was pulled out in 1968,
soon after Russia invaded
Czecheslovakia. This  was
after he had voluntarily
owned up to MI6.

Attractive

He said: “She was a
young attractive girl. I did
not ask whether she was
working for the KGB but the
assumption was that every
Russian  working in  our
embassy was a KGB
employee.

“As . trained diplomat it
was an aberration on my part
It was absolutely crazy, but
it may now give added warn-
ing to Western dinlomats who
might find themselves simi-
larly tempted.”

The disclosure, in yesterday’s
Sunday Times, follows an out~
Cry over American military
attachy in Moscow Malor
James Holbrook, victim of a
* similar “dirty tricks* set-up.




love
affair

By JOHN PASSMORE, JOHN

DICKIE and RAYMOND
RODGERS

THE blonde Russian
chambermaid who
trapped Britain’s
Ambassador in Mos-
cow into an
tried to get a new job
at the Australian
Embassy as soon as
she was sacked.

But the givl a2 KGB
agent named G.alia. failed
because the tiiitish re-
vealed her bac\izround.

Nevertheless, 't s helieved

that she went o (» another
embassy under a different

who fired
n Wilson,
was clearly
no ordinary chatiibeimaid.

Class

He said last .
was no doubt
one of the .
drawer girls.

‘She was not
completely
from the rest o1 (i domestics
they sent us.’

Now the Fore!
facing pressure
security checks o
employed at Bt
around the wo:

It was pounie
while more t-

peoplz2

Office is
hten up
local staff
1 embassies

out that
) per cent.
\orking  at
British diplo posts over-
seas are recriias from the
local populatic: ita Russians
do not have & « le non-
Soviet person w. in any
of their embaxx abroad.
Nor do any o:: Comzunist
countries.

The affair, W~ - happened
in 1968, endo: inhe distin-
guished diploi < . career of
Sir Geoffrev .« n. He
realised he bl < lon into a
KGB trap, ¢ to the
Foreign Om.= was
recalled to Lo:

Suspicions weuw

a3
ssod

and

1ot aroused

affair |

DAILY MAIL

at the time because the
Soviet invasion of Czecho-
slovakia, so it appeared that
Sir Geoffrey was being with-
drawn as a sign of Britain's
disapproval He was also close
to retiring age.

Yesterday he spoke of his
regret over the relationship.
At his rambling home near
Horsham, Sussex, 73-year-old
Sir Geoffrey said he had
realised at the time that

Galia was probably a Com-
munist ‘plant’,

He said : ‘I did not ask her
if she worked for the KGB,

but the assumption was there.

‘I rezret it, of course I
regret it. I was warned before
I went to Moscow about this
sort of thing—anyone going
to the Iron Curtain countries
is warned this can happen.

Referring to the disclosure
of the affair in a Sunday
newspaper Sir Geoffrey said :
‘I took no initiative in arrang-
inz or encouraging the publi-
caticn.

‘Somebody has stabbed me
in the back quite deliberately.
I know who it was, and I will
not say any more about that.’

Sir Geoffrey, wesaring 2an
Army-type sweater and slacks,

was relaxed and courteous as _

he stood at his front door.

The telephone inside rang
frequently, and his wife Amy
occasionally called to him. She
did not come to the door.

My wife knew about this at
the time and stood by me,’
said Sir GeofIrey. The couple
married 45 vears ago and have
three sons and a daughter.

Had the Russians at any
time tried to compromise him
or blackmail him as a result
of his liaison ? ‘T am not pre-
pared to say if the Russians
tried to use it against me,’

Sir Geofirey sald he volun-
tecred information about the
relationship to the Foreign
Office after he became con-
cerned about the security

“The girl was still working
in the Embassy,’ he said. ‘My
successor Sir Duncan Wilson
fired her.’

The diplomat who ran the
Embassy until the new
ambassador was appointed
was instructed not to fire her.

Mr Peter Dalton, 66, who 1s
now retired and Llving in
Mayfield, Sussex, said: ‘If
she had been dismissed
at the time, immediately
after Sir Geoffrey’s departure,
everyone would have been
rushing about asking why
she had been sacked.’

Now retired and living in
Port Charlotte, Scotland. Sir
Duncan said:

‘I have no idea how good
she was at housework because
[ dismissed her a few days
after I earrived.
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Cutting dated ...

Bed-making

ed-maling

IT HAS now been revealed that one of
our diplomats in Moscow back in 1968
had to be rapidly summoned home
after he admitted sleeping with a Rus-
sian chambermaid who worked in the
Embassy.

The Soviet Embassy in London employs
no British staff. Our embassies in the
Soviet Union and elsewhere always
take on local men and women to cook,
clean, bug, seduce and otherwise ‘do’
for them.

It we allow Reds—especially curvac
ones—to make our diplomatic bedls, i
is not surprising that they sometimes
get into them as well as under them /
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SIR Geoffrey Harrison,
britaiﬁ's one-time Anlbassgdor
fh‘Moscow, got 'Vc'aught in a
iender trap——jiast like mari);
}ﬁgthei luill-blooded‘man.i‘

The story of how he fel] for
i the charms of a2 KGB chamber-
i maid at the British Embassy is

|

: astonishing but understandable, |

At least he had the good
sense and patriotism to confess

_to‘his_r‘bosseisygt the Foreign |

Ofmce—and thus foil the KGB’s
nefarious intentions.

His action — revealed now
more. than 12 years after the
event—is also an object lesson
to other Western diplomats
caught in similar doubtful
circumstances.

However detty his original
indiscretion Sir Geoffrey is a
man of honour. Ang we hope
that all the hullabaloo will
soon die down. =

TRty
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THE RUSSIAN chambermaid
who lured a British ambassador
into a love trap was last night
named as a stunning blonde
called Galya.

She was revealed as a top KGB
girl who used ‘‘every trick in the
book " to make herself desirahle.

The envoy who fell for her charms
was Ambassador Sir Geoffrey Har-
rison, Britain's man in Moscow.

He was recalled in 1968 after con-
fessing to his superiors that he had
an affair with Galya.

The girl was name
last nicht by Sir Dun-
can Wilson — the man
who replaced Sir
Geoflrey.

His revelation fol-
loved yesterday's
startling disclosure of |
the incident in the Sun-
day Times.

Sir Duncan, now re-

KGB girl.
attractive
gent.
When Sir
rived in
first
sack Galya.
But he

‘ By SHAN LANCASTER

and

Maoscow
priority

soon heard

B e i R 1
Sir Geoffrey yesterday . . . he fell
for a Russian spy

to ask the British em-
bassy for references,

“She had quite a
nerve,” recalled Sir
Duncan. 2

“0f course | advised
the Australians that she
was not the most re-
liable or desirable of
employees and they did
not take her on.

“But | am sure that

She was

intelli-

Duncan ar-
his
was to

tired, sald at his home
in Port Charlotte, West
Scotland:

“It was pretty
obvious she-was a top

from her again,

Within weeks she had
applied to the Australian
embassy In Moscow for
a job — and told tnem

did not stop her career.2
I expect she simply
changed her name and

went from strengsth to
strength.”

Sir Geoffrey, married
with taree sons, said
last night at home near
Horsham, Sussex, that
he had been told by the
Foreicn Oilice to *'say
notning."

Sir Geoffrey, now 73,
confessed tie afialr
when he thought he
mizht be blackmailed.

His recall was thouzht
to be part of the British
protest at the Russian
invasion of Czechoslo-
vakia.

Warned

Sir Duncan said he
believed that every
Russian member of the
enbassy staff in Moscow
was in the pay of the
KGB.

He added: “But the
young female stafl were
a special risk.

“All members of em-
bassy staff from the
most senior to the most
junior are always
warned to watch their

Ps and 0s.”




‘Tender

trap’ of

By JOE CLANCY

A FORMER British
ambassador to
Russia  spoke last
Mght about the
“tender trap” fac-
Ing diplomatic staff
In Moscow.

And he revealed that he
knew the 2exy
chamberma d who
brougnt  about the
downfall o! hus pre-
decessor Sir Geoflrey
Harr.son.

8ir Duncan Wilson, who
replaced Sr Geoffrev
In 1968, said : “She was
® blonde in her eariy

“Bhe was rather out-
standing to loolz at.”
Sir Geoffrey was sum-
moned home when ne
conlessed to having an

the

Rffair t
chamberma d. X
He realised the tmplica.
Mons after the Russiar,
invasion  of Czecao

slovakia.

6ir Duncan. 69, sneak-

dng at his home 1n

Port Charlotte on the

Temote isiand of

Iday, off West Scot-

2and  said tne rap
a “well-worn

vloyp”

% Star comment—
Page 11
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lake love,
ROt war...

A, IF WESTERN diplomats
W carry on the way they are
going, James Bond wil] be out
of business. Film-makers will
shpo_t spy - thrillers based on
official reports of the Foreign
Oflice and the U.S, State Depart-
ment. -
A First came revelations that an
7& American military attache had
to leave Moscow after being lured
into a sex trap—with the usual
paraphernalia of the bedroom door
kicked in and the flashing camera
bulbs,
3 Now comes a confession from
Sir Geollrey Harrison, a former
British ambassador, that the KGB
tricked him into an affair with a
chambermaid,

He says it is happening all the
time‘id‘dmorinut; Snd\joﬂr;uli.\h.-
“Even  to politicians,” he adds,
perhaps a little unkindly.

A, The Russians must be out of
their tiny, ponderous minds,
Don’t they know that all the world
loves a bit of spice 2 The shame that
was attached to that sort of thing was
_left behind 2p years ago."
* So why don’t we play them at
. their own game ?

Our men in Moscow—or Prague
* or Budapest for that matter—
g0 along with

should join in . .
their clumsy plots, Ridicule
Exaggerate them, even.
“What do vou mean I was in
* bed with a woman ? I was in
bed with TWO women. You do me
less than justice, sir, and I demand a
correction.”
The diplomats and the generals

them,

. could at lusf'tﬁkgup the peace slogan

of “Make love, not war.”
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cutting dated . _ 19

Pritish Envoy Admits Trys

LONDON (Reuters) — A figr-
mer British ambassador to the Seo-
viet Union has told The Sunday
Times he was trapped by KGB se-
curity agents into having an affair
with a young chambermaid at the
embassy in Moscow.

Sir Geoffrey Harrison, now 73}
said that when he realized the se-
curity implications of the affair,
which took place just before the
1968 Soviet invasion of Czechoslo-
vakia, he told the British Foreign
Office. He was immediately re-
called to London.

Sir Geoffrey, married with’ four
children, said: “She was a young,
attractive girl. As a trained diplo-
mat, it was an aberration on my
part. It was absolutely crazy, but it

w give added warnng to
Western diptomats who might find
themselves similarly tempted.”
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Thank you for your letter of 6 June.

As I told the House of Commons on 21 November, I do not
propose to confirm or deny or comment on further allegatioen
and insinuvations of the kind you mention in your letter.
offences alleged would, if the allegations were substantiat
be serious criminal offences. If those making the allecgatio
have evidence to back them up, and they will produce that
evidence to the proper authorities, it can be investigated
and decisions can be taken on whether to prosecute by those
whose business it is to take such decisions. If they co not
have such evidence, then they are in my view ucting irresponssi
and reprehensibly in publishing their allegations and insinuati
and I should be acting no less irresponsibly if I gave them
further currency in statements in the Ilouse or letters to

Members of Parliament.

Mr. Blunt's case was entirely special. He had on his o
admission committed serious offences; but I was in a positicn
to say so in a statement to the House only because there
possibility of prosecuting him, on account of the offer of
immunity from prosecution on which his admission - the only

available evidence - was based.




I would add only one other point. In the course of thc

prolonged anc horough investigations that followed the
defection , Maclean and Philby and the admission
of Blunt, a grealt many people were interviewed sometimes

to obtain any relevant information they could provide,
sometimes to see if they could be eliminated from further
enquiries. The fact that somebody was interviewed cannot
and should not be assumed to mean that he was himself under
suspicion, and it would be guite unfair to suggest that it

did mean that.

As to the case of Miss Lamble, that involved quite
different considerations from the case of Mr. Blunt. i
explained in my speech to the House on 21 November the
circumstances which in 1964 caused the Attorney General
to authorise an offer of immunity from prosecution which
led in due course to Mr. Blunt's confession. In the
case of Miss Lamble, as the Attorney General explained
to you in his letter of 18 January, the police investigation
established a prima facie case against her which was thought
to justify charges under the Official Secrets Act, and she
was thus arrested and charged. Her subsecquent statements
indicated that she might not have intended to act in a
manner prejudicial to the safety of the State. The Attorney

General took that into account in deciding not to consent

L]
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o J wJ/z‘@ b

to a prosecution.

Ted Leadbitter,
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Thank you for your letter of 10 June.

As I told the House of Commons on 21 November, I do
propose to confirm or deny or comment on further allegati
and insinuations of the kind you mention in your letter.
offences alleged would, if the allegations were substanti
be serious criminal offences. If t..ose making the allegati
have evidence to back them up, and they will produce that
evidence to the proper authorities, it can be investigated
and decisions can be taken on whether to prosecute by those
whose business it is to take such decisions. If they do not
have such evidence, thenthey are in my view acting irresponsit
and reprehensibly in publishing their allegations and
insinuations, and I should be acting no less irresponsibly
if I gave them further currency in statements in the House or

letters to Members of Parliament.

Mr. Blunt's case was entirely special. He had on his
own admission committed serious offences; but I was in a
position to say so in a statement to the House only because

there was no possibility of prosecuting him, on account of the

offer of immunity from prosecution on which his admissicn -

the only available evidence - was based.




I would add only one other point. In the course of
prolonged and thorough investigations that followed the
defection of Burgess, Maclean and Philby and the admission
of Blunt, a grecat many people were interviewed sometimes
to obtain any relevant information they could provide,
sometimes to see if they could be eliminated from further

enquiries. The fact that somebody was interviewed cannot

and should not be assumed tomean that he was himself under

suspicion, and it would be qui te unfair to suggest that 4t

v
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did mean that.
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W.W. Hamilton, Esqg., M.P.
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Thank you for your letter of 10 June.

As I told the House of Commons on 21 November, I do not
propose to confirm or deny or comment on further allegations
and insinuations of the kind you mention in your letter.

The offences alleged would, if the allegations were substanti:
be serious eriminal offences. If those making the allegations
have evidence to back them up, and they will produce that
evidence to the proper authorities, it can be investigated

and decisions can be Taken on whether to prosecute by those
whose business it is to take such decisions. If they do not
have such evidence, ther they are in my view acting irresponsibl
and reprehensibly in publishing their allegations and
insinuations and I should be acting no less irresponsibly

if I gave them further currency in statements in the House or

letters to Members of Parliament.

Mr. Blunt's case was entirely special. I'= had on his
own admission committed serious offences; but I was in a
position to say so in a statement to the House only because
there was no possibility of prosecuting him, on account of
the offer of immunity from prosecution on which his admission -

the conly available evidence - was based.




I would add only one other point. In the course of the
prolonged and thorough investigation that followed the
defection of Burgess, Maclean and Philby and the admission
Blunt, a great many people were interviewed sometimes to
obtain any relevant information they could provide, sometin
to see if they could be eliminated from further enquiries.
The fact that somebody was interviewed cannot and should not
be assumed to mean that he was himself under suspicion, and

it would be quite unfair to suggest that it did mean that.
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Bruce George, Esq., M.P.
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SECRET

A02446

MR SANDERS

With your letters of IOHund 11 June, you enclosed letters to the Prime Minister
from Mr Ted Leadbitter MP, Mr Willie Hamilton MP and Mr Bruce George MP.

All three letters asked the Prime Minister if she would comment or make

a statement on allegations that the Government knows of other spies who

were involved with Burgess, Maclean, Philby and Blunt, some of whom were
allowed to continue working in Whitehall after their discovery and who went

on té occupy positions of influence and importance. You asked for draft

replies to all three.

2. These three letters are a result of the publication of the paperback

edition of Andrew Boyle's book, The Climate of Treason, and of press accounts

of statements allegedly made by Boyle after the book's appearance. The
paperback edition of the book added very little to the original hardback
version, beyond the definite indentification of "Maurice" with Anthony Blunt.
In his statements to the press, Boyle seems to have talked about

"another 25 moles", and to have alleged that at least three titled men,

one of whom is{hereditary peer and all of whom have since achieved prominent
positions in public life, wereinvestigated as possible spies following

the defection of Burgess and Maclean in 1951, but that no action was taken

against them because of a lack of evidence.

3. One can only speculate about the people to whom Boyle (and the three

MPs who have written to the Prime Minister) is referring. The hereditary

peer is widely believed — not least by himself - to be Lord Rothschild; another
possible candidate is Lord Talbot de Malahide. The other people referred to
could be Lord Llewelyn-Davies, Sir Michael Stewart, Sir Frederick Warner MEP,
or Sir Demnis Proctor. All of them had links either through friendship or

work with Burgess, Maclean or Blunt. All of them have been thoroughly
investigated. Some, like Lord Rothschild have been investigated more than

once and entirely cleared. Others may have been unconscious sources for
Burgess, but no evidence has been found to show that they were agents of the

Russian Intelligence Service.
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4, Sir Robert Armstrong is sure that the Prime Minister should not be

drawn into commenting on these allegations. They are quite unspecific and
unsupported by any evidence. He recommends that the Prime Minister should reply
to Mr Leadbitter along the lines of the attached draft, which includes a
paragraph on the comparison Mr Leadbitter has drawn between the Blunt and
Lamble cases and which follows closely the form of a reply which the

Attorney General sent to Mr Leadbitter about Miss Lamble's case earlier this
year. The Prime Minister might use the first few paragraphs of the same

draft to reply to Mr Hamilton and Mr George; for them the final paragraph

on Miss Lamble should be omitted.

5. The draft reply has been cleared with the Home Office, the Attorney General's

I

Office and the Security Service.

D J WRIGHT

Cabinet Office

27 June 1980




CONFIDENTIAL

DRAFT LETTER FROM THE PRIME MINISTER
Thank you for your letter of 6 June.

2, As I told the House of Commons on 21 November, I do not propose to
confirm or deny or comment on further allegations and insinuations of the
kind you mention in your letter. The offences alleged would, if the
allegations were substantiated, be serious criminal offences. If those
making the allegations have evidence to back them up, and they will
produce that evidence to the proper authorities, it can be investigated
and decisions can be taken on whether to prosecute by those whose business
it is to take such decisions. If they do not have such evidence, then
they are in my view acting irresponsibly and reprehensibly in publishing
their allegations and insinuations and I should be acting no less @R
ivresponsibly if I gave them further currency in statements in the House or

letters to Members of Parliament.

5%5 Mr Blunt'!s case was entirely special. He had on his own admission
committed serious offences; but I was in a position to say so in a
statement to the House only because there was no possibility of prosecuting
him, on account of the offér of immunity from prosecution on which his

admission - the only available evidence - was based.

4, I would add only one other point. In the course of the prolonged and
thorough investigations that followed the defection of Burgess, Maclean and
Philby and the admission of Blunt, a great many people were interviewed
sometimes to obtain any relevant information they could provide, sometimes

to see if they could be eliminated from further enquiries. The fact that
somebody was interviewed cannot and should not be assumed to mean that he was

himself under suspicion, and it would be quite unfair to suggest that it did

mean that.

1
CONFIDENTIAL




5. As to the case of Miss Lamble, that involved quite different

considerations from the case of Mr Blunt, I explained in my speech to the
House on 21 November the circumstances which in 1964 caused the Attorney
General to authorise an offer of immunity from prosecution which led in

due course to Mr Blunt's confession. In the case of Miss Lamble, as the
Attorney General explained to you in his letter of 18 January, the police
investigation established a prima facie case against her which was thought
to justify charges under the Official Secrets Act, and she was thus
arrested and charged. Her subsequent statements indicated that she

might not have intended to act in a manner prejudicial to the safety of

the State. The Attorney Gemeral took that into account in deciding not to

consent to a prosecution.

CONFIDENTTAL




About ten years ago a man called Jame
Cameron
left-wing

sometim

no relation to the doyen ot
correspondents who
s rejoices in the witty if obscurc
nickname Lunchtime O'Boccaccio's
Decameron — was murdered in nasty cir

cumstances in Islington. | had never met or

newspaper
ol
even heard of this second James Cameron

until that just

another ot those sad events recorde | daily

moment. His death was
in the newspapers
A few days later |

people in Wilt

was dinme with some
I the com-
d known this Cameron, who
was employed by a well-known firm of pill
manufacturers and made frequent trips be

iltshire whe
pany said he h

one o

hind the Iron Curtain. in fact these trips were
of a frequency which made my informant
doubt whether they
explained by his pill-pushing activities
Perhaps, like Harold sorties
behind the Tron Curtain en behalf of the
timber firm of Montagu Meyer before his
election as party leader, they were aiso of
use in providing Mr Cameron with back-
ground information about conditions and
attitudes in Eastern Europe, contacts with
important people in the pill world and a
rounding of his knowledge and experience

could be entirely

Wilson's

tn accondance with the general concept of
Renaissance Man. But my informani was of
the opinion that he probably worked for the
FCO’s Sec Intelligence Service,

If so, his murder became more interest-
ing. Like somany others who worked in that
d(mgcnm\ trade, Cameron was an active
homosexualist. Might he, perhaps, have
been compromised in some way by the
authorities and subjected to
blackmail? Was he rather the victim o
lover’s tiff within the hot-house
atmosphere of MI16. or had he been mur-
dered asasecurity risk by someone from the
cqually susceptible but opposed ranks of

Moscow

some

ed
MI15? The possibilities seemed endless. but
itwas notaline of inquiry one could usefully
pursue within the hysterically secretive cor-
ridors of our intelligence and security
establishments so | contented myseif with
writing a concerned but not g'nlllc]_\ Serious
paragraph in Private Eve urging our intel-
ligence and security Services to concentrate
on their jobs and stop wasting tax payers’
money murdering each other in this way.
A few days later the telephone rang in the
country and I found myself summoned to
the Murder Inquiry Headquarters at Essex
Road Police A friendly exasper:
Det BB ot

ation 1ted

chve 15Ke
2 to add to my inform
ny hours ot his time
itions, he said. I had the
that his inquiries may

as far as the Head of the

checking my a
uneasy IMPpress

have taken him

WX

whom [ had

Man my

ry
he Guilty in
I had nothing to add. I'did
' had w that
agoodideaatthetime

ice

rirten
paragraphs it s

I tell this an
length becuuse

nmpaortant in

dote at such enormous

It seems
it into Andrew Boy
flastweek thatamong those
MIS after the defection of
clean was a hereditary peer
Intelligence during the war
I am
not in Mr Boyle's confidence, but nobody
has follo Blunt at all
closely can be in any doubt that this refers to
Lord Rothschild, the immensely disting-
uished spermato! a Labour
peerin the House nothing wrong
with that! = and who was appointed by Mr
Heath as the first Director General of the
Central Policy Review Suwaff when
august body was formed in the Cabinet
Office in 1971. It would be most surprising
il Lord Rothschild had not been asked by
telp in their investigations into the
disappearance ol Burgess
a collc Bu
Coliege Cam liks everyorne else, but
ol personal friend, in
whose London house Burgess lived at one
time. It would be equally true to say that I
was qu 1 by pelice ng the
murder of fames Cameron, and there would
be nothing unuue in the statement that
police investigating murder of James
Cameron had wound no evidence
Joth these statements may fail to con-
vey the fullextent of my uninvolyement, but
where murder is concerned, in my experi-
ence, people generally give one the benefit
of nly in the hysterical

world of espionage that people are pre-

o provide an
| 's cryp-
ticrevelations ¢
l[lll"ll"ln\’!l t".

Burgess and Ma
who worked in
and who later rose o greal eminence

who cas

ist who sits a

ol Lords

the

0
since he was not
only 2ss’s at Trinity

also something a

stione investig:

against

me

the doubt (

pared to losc all sight of common sense.
Any suggestion which might be implied
that Lord Rothschild could even have been
under suspicion by MI5 asa Soviet agent or
witting concealer of Soviet agents 1S so
preposterous as o belong to the world of
pulp fiction. Quite apart from anythin
Mr Heath would scarcely have been able to
appoint him to a position in the Cabinet
Office where he had instant access to any
government information he required. It is
true that Mr Heath was not always as care-
ful in security matters as he might have
the sudden nation of two
in 1973 brought home. After the

else,

been, as es
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BACKGROUND NOTE

Andrew Boyle has now published a paperback edition of his

book The Climate of Treason, the publication of the hardback edition

of which led to the disclosure that Anthony Blunt had been a Soviet
agent.

2. The text of the original edition has been altered very little
except in so far as Boyle is now able to proclaim openly Blunt's
identity. There ar:;c-ld.ifional passages in the new edition giving
biographical information about Blunt, and the last part of the book
is expanded by the inclusion of ;Tn—;\,\'/ chapter entitled '"Close of Play"
which incorporates most of the original Epilogue, and a new Epilogue
which relates events since the publication of the original edition.

e There is very little new information of substance or significance,
but Boyle does state in his new chapter (pages 475 and 476) that Blunt's
confession in 1964 came after he had been told of new evidence of

w——

American origin. /_T\ccording to The Times of 6 June Boyle

—

identified the source of this new information as being a KGB defector,

which we know to be incorrect/.

—— -

4. The evening papers of 5 June and the daily papers of 6 June
contained varying accounts of statements allegedly made by Boyle,
but not reflected in the text of his book, at the launching of the paperback
ed.;}t‘ig;m A‘:::rdin'grto thé;é ﬁe:wspa—l'):ar reports Boyle alleged that
at least t}_l_xze titl_(_e_d men, one of whom is an hereditary peer and all
of whom have since ac-;l-i eved positions of prominence in public life,
were discovered to be spies following the defection of Burgess and
Maclean in 1951, but no action was taken against them because of lack
of evidence. There is disagreement in the Press as to whether the
f;wo apart from the hereditary peer were a life peer and a knight or
two knights, but all three are alleged to ha:/‘; been interrogated and
T-he Times reports Boyle as having said that one of the three was a
peer who served in 'the intelligence services'' during the Second

World War. Several papers (The Daily Star and the Daily Express)

report Boyle as saying that one of the three was a homosexual.
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5. One can only speculate about the names of the people to whom
Boyle is referring. The hereditary peer might be either
Lord Rothschild or Lord Talbot de Malahide. Lord Rothschild was
in MI5 from 1940 until 1964, was a member of the Apostles at
Cambridge before the War, and was responsible for introducing
Blunt to MI5. He has been very thoroughly investigated, in particular
when he became Head of the CPRS in 1971, and has been cleared.

6. Lord Talbot de Malahide was a contemporary and friend of
Burgess at Cambridge, and a homosexual associate. He was Head
of the Security Department at the Foreign Office at the time when
Burgess and Maclean defected, only having joined that day. He
regigned from the Foreign Office in 1958 for personal reasons and
died in 1973. He may well have been an unconscious source for
Burgess, but there is no evidence to believe that he was actively
and deliberately an agent of the Russian Intelligence Service.

7. The other people referred to might be any one of:

(a) Lord Llewelyn-Davies, a fellow member of the Apostles at
Cambridge with Blunt and Burgess before the War, who
shared the Rothschild flat with them during the War: a
Communist at the university, whose views probably remain
unchanged; but no evidence that he has ever been an agent
of the RIS.

(b) Sir Frederick Warner, MEP, worked with Burgess in
Hector McNeil's private office after the War: a close friend
and possibly a homosexual associate of Burgess; probably
an unconscious source, but he has been intensively investigated,
and there is no evidence to connect him with the RIS.

(c) Sir Dennis Proctor, a lifelong and self-confessed Marxist,
who was a friend of Burgess and Blunt before the War and is
still a very close friend of Blunt: joined the Civil Service in
1929, and worked in the Treasury and Ministry of Transport,
finishing his career in 1965 as Permanent Secretary to the
Ministry of Power. Has admitted to being very indiscreet
in what he said to Burgess, but no reason to suppose that he

was actively and deliberately an RIS agent.
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8. I attach a line to take, if this matter is raised in Questions.

I do not think that the Prime Minister ought to be drawn beyond this,

in the face of these very unspecific allegations.




DRAFT ANSWER

I am aware of the allegations to which the hon. Gentleman

refers. As I made clear to the House /in answer to a Question

by the Hon. Gentleman the Member for Oldham, Wes_t—/ on
29 November last, I do not propose to comment further on

suggestions of this kind.




Ted Lerdbitter

y 1Tlel e
MR W}i}/&ORE

Jrd

&Wﬁfwcuw&k
} v ER
HOUSE OF COMMONS

LONDON SW.1.A. 0.A.A.

The Prime Minister,
10, Downing Street,
London S.V.le 6th, Jun'80,

Dear Mrs, Thatcher,

On the 15th, llov'79 I tabled a question in the louse
referring to Anthony Blunt asking if you would make a statement, You provided
an answer far more forthcoming than any previous Prime Minister, I make this
comparison because history has shown that with one exception other Prime liiniste
were informed but took no steps either to inform the House or have Blunt removed
from the Palace,

I had every reason to suppose I and the House received
a full statement. Indeed the positive steps you took, followed by a Parliamenta
debate,and the withdrawal of the Protection of Information Bill , led me to
consider that all that need to be said had been said,

However, this does not appear to be the case, Vhile it may
be considered that there is no Prime Ministerial responsibility for what is
published in the press recent revelations open up, nevertheless, the vexing
question of 'people in high places' deliberatéhy covering up matters involving
national security. I recall Blunt himself in a television interview
brazenly stating without any sense of remorse that he felt a loyalty to his
friends rather than his country. This was his excuse for silence as the fourth
man in the Mclean, Philby and Burgess scandal,

That people do exist who consider themselves above the law
and even not accountantable to Governments can no more be in doubt., We now lear
if reports are correct, and so far the source of these reports have been profou
profoundly correct, there were three more spies working for Russia - a Peer
and two knights - who subsequently went on to distinguished Whitehall
careers, It is also alleged that there were 25 'moles'. Some were turfed out o
office. Some were nots

So we have it that there are people who hitherto have had
knovwledges of this serious breach in our national security, but apparently
have also had the pover to get rid of some, yet promote the interests of
others. Were previous Prime Ministers informed of this?% Have you been
informed ?

I do not believe the country will accept a plea that has
been made in the House that, in the case of the Blunt debate, the passing of ti
time, the age of people, can be a reason for not pﬁéuing this matter officially

Blunt himself, according to reports, is stated as saying
so far as his activities were concerned ' he has no blood on his hands', But
an account has been given that a lot of Poles and others died as a result
of informationhe gave to his masters in Russia.

This raises amother important guestion§ When Blunt was
exposed he: was allowed to make public comment, and comment of the kind
calculated to mitigate the enormity of his betrayal, appear to have not
involved the loss of life, and to suggest reasonm for treachery. DMiss Lambie
was arrested, charged and put in Holloway prison for some wekks before Xmas
of last year,¥At that time there were suggestions more names of loles might
be revealed, Was her release in connection with that? Was the instruction
that she had to make no public comment the condition of her sudden release?

In any case why was she treated so differently from Blunt? The one has

?g%? c%gggﬁ%g,ogu%hggg %g§§o%2f%g%%$%§} lady was not. I would appreciate
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Principal Private Secretary

SIR ROBERT ARMSTRONG

Professor Anthony Blunt

I have shown the Prime Minister your
m2nute AO1391 of 12 February 1980 and she has
noted that the Army Board has decided that

Professor Blunt should forfeit his honorary

rank of captain and that, in accordance with
the Army Board's request, he has returned four
medals.

14 February 1980




Ref. A01391

MR. WHITMORE

Professor Anthony Blunt

The Prime Minister will wish to know that the
Army Board has decided that Professor Blunt should

forfeit his honorary rank of captain and be asked to

return any war medals in his possession.
2. Today's London Gazette includes the notification

of his deprivation of rank, and he has retuxned four

miniature medals which he says are the only medals in

Nl

ROBERT ARMSTRONG

his possession.

12th February,1980




Thufsday 17 January 1980

UNSTARRED Mr. Dennis Canavan: To ask the Prime Minister, how
.-NO.. 210 - many people still living have been granted 1mmun1ty

.. from prosecution after being involved in esplonage
act1v1t1eS' and whether she w111 name them. ;




Ref: A01192

MR, WHITMORE

With my minute of 11th January I provided notes, in question and
answer form, about the various '"spy' cases that might be raised with the
Prime Minister in supplementary questions.

75 In the event no such questions were asked but the material remains
available.

30 You will have seen the article by Andrew Boyle in yesterday's
Observer, describing the conversation which he had with Mr. Goronwy Rees,
when Mr. Rees was on his death bed. It really is a remarkable and
disagreeable example of guilt by association and innuendo. It is said -
correctly - that Guy Liddell was a friend of Guy Burgess; and from that it
is insinuated first that he was a homosexual partner of Burgess and perhaps
of Blunt and further that he was or might have been implicated in their
espionage activities. It is also alleged that he was retired prematurely
from the Security Service in disgrace.

4 The allegations are so entirely without substance or supporting evidence
that I think the Prime Minister should stick to her line of refusing to comment
on unsubstantiated allegations about individuals. But she could, if she wished,
comment on the insinuation that Mr. Liddell was prematurely retired. As
the Security Service note I sent you ten days ago made clear, that is the
reverse of the truth: he was actually asked to stay on for another year

after reaching the normal retirement age of 60.

5 I attach an additional '""Question and Answer'' note, in case this point

is put to the Prime Minister and she wishes to respond.

Sy

Robert Armstrong

21st January 1980




Will the Prime Minister comment on the allegations on Guy Liddell

made by the late Goronwy Rees and reported in The Observer for

Sunday, 20th January?
A. I have read the article in question. It is all innuendo and not a scintilla
of evidence; and of course it is no longer possible for Mr. Goronwy Rees to be
questionedabout it. I have already told the House that I am not prepared to
comment on unsubstantiated allegations of this kind about individuals. Hon.
Members will have seen reports of what Mr. Liddell's surviving colleagues
think of these particular stories. For my part, I deplore the way in which some
newspapers have, apparently without regard to the distress that they may be
causing to surviving relatives and friends, published unsupported allegations and
innuendoes about people who served their country well and loyally and are no
longer alive to defend themselves.

On one aspect of the matter, however, I am prepared to make this
comment. It is alleged that Mr. Guy Liddell was prematurely retired from
his post in the Security Service because the Americans refused to work with
him. That is not true: indeed, it is the reverseof true. Mr. Liddell
reached the retirement age of_éO—in 1952. He was asked to extend his service

by one year, and he retired in 1953. So his retirement was delayed, not

e
brought forward; and there is no evidence of any American unwillingness to

work with him or representations for his early retirement. Itis true that on
his retirement he took an appointment as Chief Security Officer at Harwell; but
that was a perfectly ordinary case of taking a job on retirement from a service

career, and there was absolutely no question of demotion or disgrace about it.
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You asked on the telephone for a draft answer to
Mr Dennis Canavan's question to the Prime Minister.
After speaking to the Attorney General, I would suggest
the attached answer.

The suggested answer makes the point that immunities
are for the Attorney General, not for the Prime Minister
or the Government and I think that is an important point
for the Prime Minister to make.

In his winding-up speech in the Blunt Debate
(Official Report 21 November 1979 col 519) the Attorney
General said -

"It may interest the House to know that in these
matters of secrecy one immunity has been granted
since the war - the one in the case of Blunt."

To my knowledge from papers here Blunt is the only person
to whom immunity was granted in a secrets case. Bernard
Sheldon has no recollection of any other case.

Mr Canavan asks his question about immunities "granted"
and the Attorney General in the Blunt Debate specifically
referred to immunities "granted". Immunities authorised,
however, are a different matter since in March 1970 the then
Attorney General, now Lord Rawlinson, did authorise the
Security Service that they could assure John Cairncross that
he would not be prosecuted under the Official Secrets Act.
This was in connection with a proposed interview with
Cairncross at which it was hoped to secure his co-operation
to confront Norman John Klugmann about the latter's involve-
ment with the spy nefwork™T which Burgess and Maclean were
members. At the time of the Blunt Debate the Attorney
General was informed that in the event no such immunity was
granted to Cairncross. We have since EEE%_THTETEEHT‘EBWEVer,
by Bernard Sheldon that on looking at the investigator's notes

/of
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01-405 7641 Ext.
Communications on this subject should A’ITORNEY GENERAL’S CHAMBERS,

be addressed to
THE LEGAL SECRETARY

>
ATTORNEY GRNERAL S CHAMBERS LAw OFFICERS’ DEPARTMENT,

RoyAL COURTS OF JUSTICE,
LonpoN, W.C.2.

of his interview with Cairncross in Paris the investigator
did say to Cairncross that '"he was free to come to the UK".
The Attorney General does not regard this as amounting to
the grant of an immunity from prosecution. There was no
admissible evidence against Cairncross (his admissions in
1964 in the United States would not have been admissible
here) and he has not made any other admissions that could
be used against him.

The Attorney General is satisfied, therefore, that
Blunt is the only person to whom an immunity from prosecution
has been granted.
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CONFIDENTIAL

Ref. A01161

MR. WHITMORE

Blunt

In your minute of 10th December to Sir Robert Armstrong you conveyed
the Prime Minister's views on the question of stripping Blunt of his honorary
rank of Captain and of his wartime medals.

2. We have now heard that the Army Board has decided that Blunt should

. . . . \/ .
forfeit his honorary rank and be asked to return any war medals in his possession.

Blunt is being informed of this and an announcement of his loss of honorary rank

will be published in the London Gazette.

prt

(M. J. Vile)

17th January, 1980
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Ref. A01129

MR. WHITMORE

I attach notes, in question and answer form, about the various ''spy'' cases
that might be raised with the Prime Minister in supplementary questions when the
House resumes.

25 The three names most publicised are those of John CAIRNCROSS,
Tomas HARRIS and Guy LIDDELL. Notes on these are attached':-—__‘

Sl John Cairncross was tracked down in Italy by Barry Penrose, who has been
commissioned by the Sunday Times to do an investigative job on the whole

surroundings of the Blunt affair. Penrose was enabled by a lead from

Sir John Colville to identify Cairncross as someone who had given information:to

Guy Burgess. When interviewed by Penrose, Cairncross admitted to having been a
Communist be_f_c_)ig the war and having given Burgess certain information at that time,
and to having been asked to resign from the public service in the aftermath of
Burgess's defection. As the Security Service note makes clear, there was a good

deal more to his activities than that. He later admitted spying for the Russians

from 1936 to 1951. For part of his career, during the war, he was at Bletchley Park
—rp, Lo —_——

in the GC and CS, and subsequently in the SIS. But his admissions were made

abroad, and he refused to return to this country and repeat his statement under

caution to a police officer. I am told that it would not be possible to get him
—

extradited, and it is thought to be doubtful whether he could be prosecuted if he came

back to this country. Asthe Security Service says, the case was considered by

Ministers, including the then Prime Minister (Sir Alec Douglas-Home) in February

and March 1964. It has been covered in successive reports to Ministers on

Professor Blunt on every occasion since 1972.

4, The case of Cairncross differs from that of Blunt, in that the admissions
obtained from Cairncross were not made in return for a promise of no prosecution,

He remains liable to prosecution, should he return to this country. Itis, as I say,

e

doubtful whether he could be prosecuted, but he does not know that, and it is not

desirable that he should. The Prime Minister cannot deny that he was
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required to resign in 1952, nor that he was not prosecuted; but she should

in my judgment say no more about the case than is necessary to account for
those facts, and should refuse to be drawn on developments in the case since

he was required to resign.

v ——
e — |

3PY. THE ORIGINA!

ad & P
6. Tomas Harris was a painter, a friend of Blun% wh
lndd 43 MLE
distinguished career in SOE"during the war. There is no evidence whatever

ol
ghad a

thawspy, and no reason to suspect his loyalty :his country.
He was killed in a road accident in February 1964, and it has been suggested
in the Press that it was his death that released Blunt from the obligations to
friends which, he claims, had hitherto prevented him from confessing. Blunt

has stated categorically, and as we know truthfully, that Tomas Harris' death

had nothing to do with his confession. The Prime Minister will remember

that Mr. Ewen Montagu wrote to the Attorney General and to me, and
Sir Brandon Rhys-Williams MP wrote to her, about this matter, because of
the distress caused to Tomas Harris's sisters by the allegations.
7. Guy Liddell was a Deputy Director of the Security Service at the time
of the defection of Burgess and Maclean. He was a personal friend of Blunt,
=

but there is no evidence that he was a Soviet agent, and no reason whatever to

-

suspect his loyalty. He is now dead, but the allegations that he was a spy

has much angered and distressed former friends and colleagues.
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8. The Prime Minister is sufficiently familiar with the case of
Miss Pamela Lamble. She may be asked why she was treated differently
from Blunt - '""one law for the Establishment, another for the rest''. The
salient differences are that there was no evidence which could be used to

substantiate charges against Blunt (whereas there was such evidence in the

case of Lamble), and it was desirable to secure Blunt's co-operation in

W ——

providing information to assist the pursuit of other inquiries (whereas the

Lamble case stood on its own). Answers to these and other questions that

may be put to the Prime Minister on the Lamble case are included in the

Q. and A. notes attached.

Robert Armstrong

11th January 1980




Has the Prime Minister seen the accounts in the Press of a number

of people believed to have been associated with the espionage activities

of Burgess, Maclean, Philby and Blunt? Will she now take action to

set up a full public inquiry to allay public disquiet about these matters ?

Will she make a further statement?
/2N I have seen references to one case where a man was required to
resign from the public service because he had given material he should not
have given to Guy Burgess, but was not prosecuted. I have also seen, and
much deplore, references to a number of people who served their country
well and loyally and are no longer alive to defend themselves against the
unsubstantiated allegations and innuendos being published about them. I have
seen nothing to cause me to change my view that there is no need or justifica-
tion for a public inquiry.

Q. Will the Prime Minister make a statement about the espionage

activities of John Cairncross.

m (:‘ml»adﬂe/
A. M. John Cairncross entered the public service in 1936

whed he Jovned O Compnist Paty i~ 1935. Afte be

defection of Guy Burgess it was discovéred that Mr. Cairncross had passed

certain material to him in 1939, Mr. Cairncross was interviewed. He

—

admitted responsibility for the material in question, but made no other

admissions. The material was not prejudicial to national security, but it

e——
was material which Mr. Cairncross had no business to pass to Burgess.

The Director of Public Prosecutions decided that no prosecution was justified,

but it was considered that Mr. Cair<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>