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In extracts from their new book, Mark Hollingsworth and Richard ’N’cv_)'rvton-:'Té'ylo,r,tra,ce_th"Ion‘gfté.r‘ita,c’__lésf of the security service

MI5: Building empires, ruining careers

VERY country

needs a security

service. It should
help to protect the
. community from
R known and potential terror-
ists, But Mi3's role does not
R make it immune from the
B gemptatlon fm any
' bureaucracy, es one
B that is protected from out-
i side scrutiny and not held to
account.

The temptation is to em-
pire-build, to spread its ten-
tacles into areas which have
little to do with naticnal se-
curity and monitor individ-
wals for their political views
and trade union activities.

MIS5 began to divert signifl-
cant resources into monitor-
ing leftwing groups and or-
ganisations it considered
subversive from the early
19870s. Within a few years it
had amassed

i

hundreds o
thousands of files on target
groups and individuals. The
Branch, which works

osely with MIS, also began
to compile more records on
dissidents and trade union
activists

glIt is :eoo eas{s to ctl)'l::use le-
timate targets posing a gen-
uine threat to the country
with other groups or individ-
uals deemed to be subver-
sive. There is no crime of
subversion; there is no law
defining what is meant by it.
Subversion, under the Gov-

Harriet Harman: once considered a potential subversive
both as NCCL legal officer and wife of a union activist
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ernment’s 1885 guidelines, is

what a minister says itis.

The former Labour Home
Secretary, Roy (now Lord)
Jenkins, told the Commons
on December 3, 1986, in a de-
bate prompted by allegations
of a plot by a group of MIS
officers to undermine the
Wilson government in the
mid-1970s that he had al-
ready come to the view that
MI5 “should be pulled out of
ltl; p.olitlcal surveillance
role.”

He added: “I. had been
doubtful of the value of that
role for some time. I am con-
vinced now that an organisa-
tion of people who lived in
the fevesed wotrld ofiesplo-
nage and counter-espionage
is entirely unfitted to judge
between what is subversive
and what is legitimate
dissent.”

MI5 and Special Branch re-

f cords form the basis of a

secret vetting system - de-
scribed by Miranda Ingram,
a former MIS officer —
which, may ruin someone's
career.

Assessments on individ-
uals are sometimes made
only because of records held
on their relatives. Files are
also kept on established
trade union leaders regard-
less of their political views.

In the eyes of MIS, for ex-
ample, active trade unionists
like Jack Dromey are poten-
tially subversive. Dromey is
a national officer for the

 THE INSIDE STORY OF

. POLITICALVETTING

Transport and General
Workers’ Union and an ac-
P D riag the 1087 gon:

: e gen-
eral election campaign he
s, playing & key roio

9 a key role
;ln projec'ﬂll,lg the party’s new

moderate
time for ts or what he
calls the ultra-left. To this

day he Is unaware that the

MIS has compiled a perma-
nent file on Dromey, chiefly,
because of his union activi-
ties — he co-ordinated pick-
eting during the bitter 1977
Grunwick dispute. But it was
during his | p o
the National Council for
Civil Liberties that the secu-
rltty seﬂrhvlilc; ﬂ‘fst saw him as b-a
poten angerous su
versive. In the mid-1970s, ac-
cording to former senior MIS
officer Cathy Massiter, the
NCCL was targeted as a sub-
versive organisation because
of its criticism of the police

. He has little ried

and other state institutions.
Files were opened on its
senior personnel, including
Dromey, who was also on the
executive committee, and its
legal officer Harriet Harman.
While he was at the NCCL
Dromey met and later mar-
Harman, now a Labour
MP, Even had she not been
the NCCL’s legal officer, Har-
man would be considered a
potential subversive —
cause she was Dromey’s wife.
Dromey and Harman are
just two entries on MI5's
computer of subversives
based on imprecise criteria.
Terms like “security of the
state” and “national secu-

f rity” are, like “the public in-

terest’’, extremely vague,
and give ministers and the
security service an enormous
amount of power.

As John Ward, general sec-
retary of the First Division
Association, which repre-
sents senior civil servam
said in January 1988: “Civil
servants know at first hand

that it is no longer accept-
able for a government minis-
ter alone to be able to decide
unilaterally what constitutes
nrational security.” Just how
vaguely national security is
defined is evident from the
answer Mrs Thatcher gave to
Labour MP Ken Livingstone
in January 1888.

‘““This term,” she said, *is
generally understood to refer
to the safi of the
state and the community
against threats to their sur-
vival or well-being. I am not
aware that any previous ad-
mmmn?l:i?nthasdthgught it
appropriate to adopt a spe-
eila)c definition of the term.”

Tbh:;’umfst definition of a
subversive is now so vague
that it is dangerously open to
abuse. It is interesting to
note that, while the British

be- Government was extending

its definition, the Australian
administration was doing
precisely the opposite.

The Australian Security
and Intelligence Organisa-
tion (ASIO), the equivalent of
MIS5, dropped the term sub-
versive and replaced it with
“politically-motivated vio-
lence’’ — a more specific
phrase. The public, ASIO’s
director-general Alan Wrig-
ley said, does not expect its
security services to be con-
cerned with leftwing trade

ts, unions. The definition of the

word subversive, he warned,
could be endless,

Jack Dromey (top) labelled a
security risk and Cathy Mas-
siter, formex MI5 officer




