THE TRADITION OF JURY VETTING — OLDFIELD IN

IRELAND — FILES ON THE NON-CONVICTED — ANDERTON

AND SUBVERSION — ECONOMIC LEAGUE OPENS UP

DEVELOPMENTS

THE BLUNT AFFAIR —
SECURITY ABOVE THE LAW

A major security scandal was uncovered
on November 15 when Sir Anthony Blunt,
the Queen’s art adviser, was revealed to
have been a Soviet spy between 1940 and
1945. To all intents and purposes the
affair was wrapped up just a week later.
A parliamentary debate was held on
November 21 when former Prime Minis-
ters and Ministers had their memories cor-
rected on the deal made with Blunt in
1964, when he was granted immunity
from prosecution. Despite half-hearted
Labour front-bench pressures, there is to
be no public inquiry. What stands out in

all the blood and thunder surrounding the
affair, is that MIS, the security service,
managed to impress on their political
masters their Cold War ideology and to
decide for themselves just which Ministers
should be told of Blunt’s activities. It is a
moot point whether Blunt, who had left
MIS in 1945 and had fallen under suspi-
cion in 1951-2 when he was interrogated
11 times, was of much use to MIS in
1964, let alone 1979. The Russians had
ordered Blunt to leave the country in 1951
and knew that he had been interrogated.
The evidence indicates that MIS and MI6
(the external espionage agency) wanted to
avoid yet another scandal after a decade
of exposure.

Blunt was a close associate of Burgess
who fled with Maclean to Russia in 1951.
Both worked for the Foreign Office. Kim
Philby, who headed the Russian section of
MI6 was cleared by MacMillan in 1955
but fled to Moscow in 1963. In 1956 a
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Conference of Privy Councillors inves-
tigated the Burgess and Maclean defec-
tions and reviewed security procedures
(Cmd 9715). The Radcliffe Committee
conducted another detailed examination
of security in 1961-62 following the
Vassall spy case (Cmnd 1681).

Then, in 1963, the Profumo affair led
to yet another investigation this time by
Lord Denning (Cmnd 2152). Among the
changes that followed this last report was
the creation, by the Tory government of a
new and permanent body, the Security
Commission, to conduct future inquiries,
including the Lord Lambton affair in
1973. Members of the Commission form a
panel of seven from whom three, inclu-
ding the Chairman, are selected for an in-
quiry. The present Chairman is Lord
Diplock (see Bulletin No 1). It was in this
context that the Tory Attorney General,
with a General Election approaching,
agreed to grand Blunt immunity from
prosecution and the Home Secretary,
Henry Brooke, was told on March 2,
1964. (He did not inform Sir Alec
Douglas Home, then Prime Minister).

When Labour won the election in
October 1964, Harold Wilson appointed
George Wigg as Paymaster-General with
the job of trying to ensure that no scan-
dals arose to embarrass the government.
Significantly, Wilson and the Home
Secretary, Roy Jenkins, were not told of
the immunity given to Blunt until
1967 — after Wigg had left parliament.
This four year gap tends to confirm
Wilson’s suspicion, voiced in the summer
of 1977, that as Prime Minister, and the
person formally responsible for the securi-
ty service, that he was kept in the dark
about security matters. After 1967 all the
succeeding Attorneys General were told of
the deal on taking office —in 1972, June
1974 and June 1979.

During the Commons debate Mrs That-
cher successfully turned down the idea of
an inquiry saying that she had satisfied
herself that in future the Director-General
of MI5 would inform the Home Secretary
or the Attorney General, who would in
turn tell the Prime Minister. The existence

of the Security Commission was ignored
in the debate. Past practice suggests that
MI5 have decided who to tell and in what
form. There is all the difference in the
world in bringing a matter to a Minister
for a decision and asking them to simply
confirm the practice of previous Attorneys
General. Henry Brooke and Harold
Wilson initially denied that they had been
told about the Blunt deal. Brooke’s
memory was corrected by Mrs Thatcher
from a brief provided by MI5. Wilson,
after inspecting the official record of his
premiership, realised that he too had been
informed, but only in 1967.

Secrets Bill withdrawn

The only positive result of the Blunt affair
has been the withdrawal of the Protection
of Official Information Bill. On Novem-
ber 20, Mrs Thatcher told the Commons
that the Bill would not proceed ‘in the
present circumstances’. The majority of
the national press came out against it
when the Blunt affair broke; it was evi-
dent that Anthony Boyle’s book, The
Climate of Treason, which led to Blunt’s
exposure might never have been published
if the Bill had been law. Although this
Bill has been withdrawn, Mrs Thatcher
made it clear that the security and in-
telligence agencies required the greatest
protection and a different Bill might still
be introduced in the next session of
parliament.

Unlike the 1911 Official Secrets Act
which was intended for use against foreign
spies, this Bill was directed against British
citizens in order to ensure that the security
and intelligence agencies and their
activities were removed from public
scrutiny and debate.

The Bill, which was intended to replace
Section 2 of the 1911 Official Secrets Act,
would have made it an offence to disclose
official information (S.4) or to refuse to
hand over the source on which a disclo-
sure was based (S.5). Disclosure did not
have to cause ‘serious injury’ to constitute
an offence, except in defence matters and
international relations. The Bill would
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