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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
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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
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did mean that.
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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.
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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
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Cameron
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clean was a hereditary peer
Intelligence during the war
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peerin the House nothing wrong
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whose London house Burgess lived at one
time. It would be equally true to say that I
was qu 1 by pelice ng the
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police investigating murder of James
Cameron had wound no evidence
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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.
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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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