Ref. A0864
MR. INGHAM
c Mr. Whitmore/

I have seen the article in today's Guardian (page 2) by David Leigh about
Mr. Anthony Blunt's answers to questions.
2% It is an absolute travesty of the facts. Mr. Rubinstein came in on the

evening of 3rd December. He left with me a list of questions put to Mr. Blunt

—————
by one newspaper (in fact the Evening News, though I should not wish to disclose

the name); and he also showed me those of the proposed answers on which he
desired to satisfy himself and Mr. Blunt that what was proposed to be said was
not prejudicial to national security. I took delivery of the answers concerned.
I rang him back within 24 hours to let him know that we did not ask for or suggest
any deletions or changes.

3% Mr. Rubinstein has told me that he did not say to Mr. Leigh what
Mr. Leigh reports him as having said in the second and third paragraphs of the

article. He did not say that I should have to meet MI5 representatives, who

would make up their minds what else Mr. Blunt was to be allowed to say. He

did not say that ''the statement' (whatever that is) would have to be returned to
the Cabinet Office Secretariat so that they could pass it on for MI5 vetting.

Mr. Rubinstein would have no objection to it being disclosed that he did not say
the things he was reported to have said. You could go on to say that I did not
say what I was reported to have said. However what is pernicious about this
piece is the implication that there is some kind of Security Service censorship

on Mr. Blunt's statements and answers. We have not asked Mr. Blunt to submit
his statements and answers to us. I have been asked whether I should be
prepared to deal with Mr. Blunt's written answers to questions on the same basis
as I dealt with his original statement: viz., that I should advise whether there
was anything in them that might be prejudicial to national security. This is a
matter of advice. There is no question of requiring deletions or changes.

There is no question of our seeking censorship. There is no question of

advising what would or would not be technically a breach of the Official Secrets




Act - something which would be for the courts and not for me to pronounce upon.
There is no question of Security Service vetting.

4, The Cabinet Office role in this is a purely passive one: we are only

responding to requests made by Mr. Blunt's legal adviser, and we are only

concerned with those questions which they choose to draw to our attention. Our
role is purely advisory. We cannot and do not require changes, and we are not
vetting or taking any responsibility for the accuracy of the answers.

5. If you have an opportunity to make these points clear at the Lobby, I think
it would be helpful that you should do so.

6. As I say, you are authorised to quote Mr. Rubinstein as saying that he has
been misreported. I have asked him, if he must talk to the Press, to adhere
strictly to the line agreed between us that the Cabinet Office role is to respond to
requests for guidance as to whether certain proposed answers might be prejudicial

to national security.

ROBERT ARMSTRONG

5th December, 1979
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MR. VILE cc. Mr. Whitmore —

Blunt and The Guardian

I think I ought to write to
David Leigh at The Guardian as attached,
especially as the whole thing has gone
off the boil in the Lobby. I would
help to be able to say we have no power

to require changes.

B. INGHAM

12 December, 1979




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Press Secretary

12 December, 1979

1.0l

Having now seen your piece about Blunt, MI5, etc. of
December 5 - it did not appear in my editions - I think

I should let you have a few facts.

First, Mr. Rubinstein came in at his own request to

see Sir Robert Armstrong on the evening of December 3. He
left a list of questions put to Mr. Blunt by a newspaper.

He showed Sir Robert those proposed answers on which he
wished to satisfy himself and Mr. Blunt that they did not
contain anything prejudicial to national security. Sir Robert
took delivery of those answers and rang him back the next day
to let him know that he was not suggesting any deletions or

changes.

I believe Mr. Rubinstein would deny quite a bit of what
you reported him as saying on December 5, including the piece
of fiction that "Sir Robert would have to meet MI5 representatives
who would make up their minds what else Mr. Blunt was to be

allowed to say'.

However, the facts are that the Government has not, repeat
not, asked Mr. Blunt to submit any of his proposed statements
or answers to them. We have been asked by Mr. Rubinstein to
advise on whether Mr. Blunt's proposed statements contained

anything préjudicial to national security. In tendéring our

/advice,




advice, there is no question of our requiring deletions or
changes. We have no power to do so. We are not, therefore,
seeking to exercise or exercising censorship. Nor is there
any question of our advising on what would or would not be
technically a branch of the Official Secrets Act. That would

be for the courts to pronounce upon. Nor is there any question

of Security Service vetting of Mr. Blunt's proposed answers.

All this is, I agree, quite dull stuff compared with

your story but it does happen to be the truth.

A

B. INGHAM

David Leigh, Esq.,
The Guardian.
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Ref. A0955

MR. INGHAM

?
¢ Mr. Whitmore X W l}\r’

Blunt and the Guardian

Your minute of 12th December.

2% You mentioned your intentions the other day. I had assumed that you had
decided not to proceed because you had seen David Leigh's further article of
6th December (copy attached), which followed a telephone conversation that Leigh
had with Michael Rubinstein after Sir Robert Armstrong had pointed out to
Rubinstein that David Leigh's story of the previous day was highly inaccurate and
misleading. I doubt if in the light of this further article any further action would
now be appropriate. For your own information, it is the case that we do not have

the power to require changes.

13th December, 1979




THE. GUARDIAN Thursday December 6 197 3

s R 2 L A s NS4 v |

et e e e s

Never.
heard of
him, says'
Blunt

|
By David Leigh |

Mr Anthony Blunt, afier !
much  discussion  Wwilh  the
Cabinet Office of * nalional
securily," yeslerday grave his
rcaclion (o newspaper slories
naminz his Soviel conlact as
one Ernst Henry.

He had never heard of him,
he said, and he did nol recog-

"nise his picture.

To ofler guidance on
national security Sir Robert
Armsirong. the Cabinel Secre-
tary, has agreed to look al vari.
ous cther questions journalists
have Submitted to the retired
Russian spy. But the Cabinet
Oflice stresses thal neither Sir
Robert nor MI5 Is censoring
velling, or giving &any official
imprimatur, (o Mr Blunt.
| Yesterday Mr Blunt's Jetler
of resignation as an honorary
| fellow of the Royal Institute of
| Biltish Architetls was accepted
by the RIBA Councll. It
arrived just before thev were
i due to discuss the problem of
Mr Blunt, who h#8¢ becn
already stripped of s knight-
| hood by the Quecn after his
| public naming 8% 8 Soviet
apenl who had been allowed
immunity. -

Mr  Blunt's  lawyer,
Michael Rubinstein. sald: “ He
has tolo me he withes to take
this sorl of slep with any body
which hak a royal patron*




