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  “It is from numberless diverse acts of courage and belief that human history is shaped. Each time a man stands up for an ideal, or acts to improve the lot of others, or strikes out against injustice, he sends forth a tiny ripple of hope, and crossing each other from a million different centers of energy and daring, those ripples build a current that can sweep down the mightiest walls of oppression and resistance.”




  —ROBERT F. KENNEDY


  








  
Retrospective Preface





  




  For a balding, gray-bearded historian to look back on a book begun at age 22 presents an opportunity for both wistfulness and challenge.




  Wistful are memories of the youthful ambitions that fueled this outpouring of words, aspirations long since abandoned, and now, like adolescent libido, nearly incomprehensible.




  All that striving was demurely clothed in a romantic idealism that first inspired me, as a Berkeley graduate student who had recently fled from the lowliest echelon of the CIA, to begin hacking away on my trusty manual typewriter. Like my political hero of the moment, Robert Kennedy, I “saw things that never were and asked why not,” and if, with hindsight, those dreams seem if not slightly silly, at least moderately naive, they have also proved surprisingly enduring.




  Harvard historian H. Stuart Hughes once told me that, after a long life of distinguished scholarship and political activism, he looked back on his OSS years as the best time of his life. With my own memories of a very different era, I now understand what he meant. Those Were the Days, My Friend . . .




  So much for the maudlin and purely personal. Now to approach the challenge—to seek some new perspective on a subject discussed ad nauseum for three decades—the past and future of secret intelligence service in our democratic society.




  Let me ease into that by looking back on the making of this book and a few of its consequences. To begin with, I should explain why, in this new edition, I’ve decided to leave intact—except for updating biographical footnotes—the text of the second printing of 1981, in which I corrected as many minor inaccuracies as possible and added some reflections on the Watergate scandal.




  For the Intelligence historian, Watergate opened the floodgates of journalistic exposé—of assassination planning and illegal domestic surveillance—which in turn produced a vast intelligence literature about the CIA and its OSS predecessor—including historical studies based on tens of thousands of pages of subsequently declassified documents. There are now numerous tomes that delve into OSS history—and, I must admit, I’ve read almost none of them.




  When I began writing in 1969, there was not a single “serious” scholarly history of either OSS or CIA. Nor was there any archival treasure trove available for research. I assembled this account almost entirely from what are now called “open sources”—publicly-available accounts, and interviews with OSS veterans.




  Almost entirely: For legal reasons, at the time, I stressed that nothing in the book was based on “classified documents.” That’s not quite true.




  I did stumble on some long-forgotten but, technically, still-“Secret” papers in publicly-available archives of the Hoover Institution at Stanford University—a security oversight that forced Hoover, and similar private repositories of the papers of public officials, to create a “secure” locked room for storing such documents. (I heard the Stanford room once laughingly described as the “Smith Memorial Vault”).




  More importantly, I had access to a manuscript of the very first OSS History Project—launched by General Donovan while World War II was still in progress. This was not the Kermit Roosevelt history which, after my book appeared, was declassified and published, but rather a seat-of-the-pants, “in-house,” unvarnished account which made OSS look exactly as it was—intrepid and madcap. Legend has it that Donovan found parts of this rough draft so alarming that he had all copies of it destroyed. Or so he thought.




  An irreverent San Francisco grande dame who worked on the History Project had taken home parts of the manuscript she’d written; they were thrown into a box in her basement after the war and forgotten—until I showed up one day at her doorstep for an interview. She then unearthed piles of yellowing “Secret” papers and offered to let me see them, with the proviso that I would not cite them in any way. I kept my promise during her lifetime.




  Because of this source, I was later unperturbed by some criticism of the book as being full of inaccuracies because I was never privy to still-secret documentation.




  The first wave of criticism came from OSS veterans who were still in CIA service at that time—like ex-historian Sherman Kent, revered “wise man” of the Agency’s Board of National Estimates, who had warned me, even before I began writing, that I couldn’t possibly “get it right” without burying myself in the OSS archives, which, of course, the CIA refused to let me see. After the book was published, Kent wrote an in-house CIA review of my poor attempt at historical scholarship, which, he felt, proved that he had been right from the start. QED.




  The late Walter Pforzheimer, distinguished rare-book collector and founding father of CIA’s Historical Intelligence Collection, also prepared a short list of various nit-picking errors he’d seen in my book, and presented it to Cornelius Ryan, author of The Longest Day, who’d earlier written his own “authorized” biography of General Donovan. Ryan drew on Pforzheimer’s memo (without attribution) to write a critical review of the book for the New York Times.




  Eventually, Pforzheimer decided my work was, perhaps, not all that bad. He used it as a text in classes he taught to junior Intelligence officers, and, in an annotated Intelligence bibliography he wrote in the 1990s, pointed out that the book “still has merits”—despite “some errors of fact, which, taken with some biased views of the author, make for uneven reading. Therefore,” he concluded, “the book must be read with some caution.”




  A new generation of CIA historians has been more kind. I’m both honored and amused to see this book in a list of “suggested readings” on CIA’s own Web site. (The amusement comes from seeing that the “oh so secret” Agency even has a Web site). And I was especially touched when an author of the CIA History Staff’s own published OSS retrospect wrote me that he’d “walked in the footsteps of your fine book . . .”




  Are there still errors and omissions herein? Undoubtedly.




  I freely admit to one major omission of ignorance—Ultra, the great Anglo-American cryptographic venture that “cracked” some of the Nazi codes, providing the Allies with an Intelligence treasure trove. Ultra was not an OSS operation, but there is a simple reason why I didn’t even mention it in 1972—I knew nothing about it! I interviewed several people who, I now know, were privy to Ultra, but they religiously kept their pledge to say nothing about it, their sacred “code of silence.”




  Then there were things I simply chose not to mention. I felt, for example, that all the titillating gossip I had heard about General Donovan’s private life should remain just that—private. Likewise, I avoided delving into all the “subplots” revealed to me by knowledgeable men and women of the world who explained, quite matter-of-factly, that secret agents were often linked by binding, though invisible, ties. Catholic ties. Jewish ties. Masonic ties. Old School ties. Homosexuality.




  The latter was, perhaps, the most intriguing of all, considering that I was writing at a time when “gay” still had the archaic meaning once defined by Noah Webster. Occasionally, I thought that suggestions of the “love that dared not speak its name” helped explain certain puzzling wartime alliances and friendships. There still seems to be relatively little mention of such things in conventional military, diplomatic and intelligence histories. Which leads me to wonder if those histories may be, to some degree, off the mark in explaining what really happened and why.




  But there is a more fundamental reason why the historical detective of secret service encounters special stumbling blocks. Not just secrecy itself, but its counter-point of deception. James Angleton, CIA’s legendary and literate Prince of Darkness—bureaucratically speaking, Chief of Counter-Intelligence—picked the perfect phrase from the writings of his friend T. S. Eliot when he spoke of wandering in a “wilderness of mirrors.” In the secret world, seeing is not believing.




  A case in point is the most hotly-discussed account in this book—which I’ve left intact, as originally written, despite the fact that many historians now consider it inaccurate: The so-called Vessell operation that brought to Washington intelligence about Japan that purportedly came from the Vatican Secretariat, headed, during World War II, by Monsignor Montini, who later became Pope Paul VI.




  When this book was first published, this story, told to me by the former OSS official who directed the operation, and confirmed by some of his subordinates, received international press attention, especially in Europe. According to one Internet Web site, it even prompted behind-the-scenes diplomatic anguish within official circles in Ireland, which, despite Irish wartime neutrality, had a hand in passing the Vessell reports on to OSS.




  CIA official histories now dismiss Vessell intelligence—even reports about strategic bombing targets in Japan—as pure fabrication, concocted out of thin air by an Italian con man who had nothing at all to do with the Vatican. That judgment is based on an investigation in Rome, at the end of the war, by none other than OSS Major Jim Angleton.




  I was later privileged to meet with Angleton, an amazing character, on several occasions, and we got along well. But I still have doubts about his “definitive” proof that Vessell was nothing more than a “paper mill,” pure invention—simply because many of those concerned in this dramatic story had strong motives for cover-up, for deception. And no one is so practiced in the artifice of deceit as the denizen of the secret world.




  I understood that at age twenty-five. Yet, having been born after Hiroshima, I did not understand then that events I considered “mere history,” because they’d happened years before, still mattered in the real world.




  Vessell still mattered—to the Vatican (which issued an official press release, with one cardinal denying the story as “a fantasy and a calumny,”) to the Japanese, to the Irish, and especially within the labyrinth of Italian politics.




  On an entirely different tack, it also mattered that, in my last chapter, I’d offhandedly written that General Walter Bedell Smith, Director of CIA during the Korean War, had been heard to blurt out that Nelson Rockefeller was a Communist. Of course, I thought this a humorous example of the more ridiculous manias of the McCarthy era. Imagine my surprise when, during the post-Watergate political shuffle, I received a call from an FBI agent who’d been assigned to “investigate” the charge by right-wing extremist magazines, citing my book as proof, that the richest man ever to become Vice President of the United States was really a closet Red.




  Even my account of OSS operations in Vietnam still mattered. I vividly remember, as a graduate student living in a dollar-a-day room in Paris in 1969, interviewing Jean Sainteny, the aging Frenchman who, at the end of World War II, had been the French envoy to Ho Chi Minh. Sainteny must have been amused by—and perhaps also a little concerned about—my “historical” inquiries. Because, I later learned, at the very moment that we met, his American friend Henry Kissinger—then President Nixon’s Special Assistant for National Security Affairs—had secretly asked him to initiate a super-secret “peace feeler” to Ho Chi Minh and the North Vietnamese Government, with which the U.S. was then locked in bloody war.




  “History” also mattered to Richard Helms, the OSS veteran and compleat Intelligence professional who was CIA Director while I worked briefly at Langley—and to the two other OSS veterans who followed him in that position—William Colby during the troubled aftermath of the Watergate scandal in the 1970s, and William Casey during the Reagan era of the 1980s, which ended in yet another scandal.




  When “Iran-Contra” exploded, a full fifteen years had passed since this book was published. And yet, as I read press probes of the bizarre clandestine linkage between arms sales to Islamic fundamentalist Iran and arms shipments to anti-Communist insurgents in Nicaragua, my eye was caught by a little-known name that brought back unpleasant memories.




  When my book appeared in the summer of 1972 (coincidentally, a few weeks after the arrest of the Watergate burglars recruited by OSS and CIA veteran E. Howard Hunt) my original publishers, the University of California Press, received a letter from a Washington law firm that represented John Shaheen, an OSS veteran, wealthy independent oil man and lavish Republican Party donor, complaining that the few sentences in my text mentioning their client showed a “disregard for truth and fact.”




  I had never met Shaheen. Though he once told another OSS veteran that he had “heard good things” about my writing project, he declined my request for an interview, instead sending me a three-page autobiographic sketch prepared for him by a public relations firm.




  Now Shaheen was upset that what I’d written about his OSS activities did not properly portray him as the decorated war hero that he was. His lawyers demanded either that the account be “corrected”—or that distribution of the book be halted.




  My first reaction was panic, not too surprising for an unemployed twenty-five-year-old, threatened with protracted legal action by a multi-millionaire who had once told the New York Times that he owned “thirty-six little oil companies scattered all over the world” and was thinking of buying out J. Paul Getty.




  But then I took another look at what I’d written about Shaheen, and considered the evidence I had to support my account, and decided, with more bravado than good sense, to stick to my guns.




  In a memo for my publishers, I pointed out that not all decorations for OSS service were positive proofs of bravery. I had heard of young officers, seeking glorified reputations for postwar advantage, awarding themselves medals, even writing their own commendations.




  Shaheen’s lawyers had offered as further proof of his heroism an end-of-the-war OSS press release about the secret team mission he had led into Italy. But I knew that Shaheen, a Republican publicist before the war, and a personal favorite of General Donovan’s, had been put in charge of the unit that wrote those press releases to glorify the organization in the postwar public mind.




  My trump card was that unknown—and supposedly destroyed—OSS internal history which told a different story, referring to the hot “controversy” over the accomplishments of Shaheen’s Italian operation, and remarking acidly that Navy Lt.,j.g., Shaheen had “convinced Donovan,” not only that he “deserved credit” in Italy, but that this mission “justified” his heading a completely autonomous “Special Projects Office” reporting directly to the General outside of the regular OSS chain of command.




  So I refused to back down. While UC Press politely rebuffed Shaheen’s lawyers, I sweated and continued to collect evidence to support my account, including the affidavit of another OSS veteran who had been working behind the Germans’ lines in wartime Italy and remembered Shaheen’s clandestine achievements as less than glorious. (Years later, over drinks at the Plaza Bar, I also asked Mike Burke, dapper ex-President of the New York Yankees, who had been Shaheen’s OSS deputy in Italy, if I’d been unfair to his team leader; he just laughed).




  Shaheen’s lawyers and my publishers exchanged letters for eight months. Shaheen was not short of lawyers. Among those attorneys he had employed in the past: then-President of the United States Richard Nixon, whom Shaheen claimed he had known since World War II; Nixon’s Secretary of State, William Rogers; and Shaheen’s close friend, former business partner and Nixon campaign colleague, William Casey, then serving as Nixon’s Chairman of the Securities and Exchange Commission.




  No one of such exalted status bothered to dirty his hands with my case. While I worried about a court suit that was never filed, Shaheen’s Washington counsel engaged a Los Angeles firm to press their client’s demands—by other means. A senior partner of the Los Angeles firm called his friend William French Smith, then a Regent of the University of California, appointed by California Governor Ronald Reagan. Regent Smith in turn called the President of the University, Charles Hitch, who, as it happened, was also an OSS veteran, of the highly respectable academic variety.




  But none of this accomplished anything for Shaheen. President Hitch and Regent Smith were committed to maintaining the intellectual freedom and integrity of the University Press. And my publishers loyally supported me. After all those months of threats, Shaheen gave up, his parting shot being a letter to a sympathetic senior partner in the Donovan law firm, writing me off as a “duped scribe” (though not indicating by whom I had been duped, or why).




  I had forgotten all about the Shaheen affair when, eight years later, Ronald Reagan defeated Jimmy Carter for the Presidency, his successful campaign being managed by Bill Casey, who then became Director of the CIA, sitting at presidential Cabinet meetings beside former UC Regent William French Smith, now Attorney General of the United States.




  Six more years passed. A congressional spotlight was turned on Director Casey, who suddenly died of a brain tumor before he was called to testify about the can of worms called “Iran-Contra.”




  Reading about that latest “flap” in the newspaper one morning, I was again reminded that, in the secret world, “history” still mattered. For there again was the name of John Shaheen.




  He too had died, a year before the story broke, and so was also unable to testify about reports that he had been Director Casey’s first intermediary in the super-secret arms negotiations with the hostile Government of Iran.




  But there was more to come. A confidant of the late Yassir Arafat later alleged that Shaheen had also been Casey’s agent in contacting the PLO in Paris in mid-1980—when Casey was still candidate Reagan’s campaign manager—with an incredible Republican offer: If Arafat would help block incumbent President Carter’s negotiations to free the fifty-two Americans being held hostage in Iran—and delay their release until after Reagan’s victory in the November election—the Palestinians could count on improved relations with the U.S. in a future Reagan administration.




  If Shaheen were living today, he might argue—as his lawyers did in 1972, when objecting to my footnote about his $100,000 Republican campaign contributions—that what he did after the war had nothing to do with his OSS service in World War II.




  In a sense, this entire book is an answer to that contention, though thirty years ago, I didn’t see the main point—or understand why, before Watergate, CIA officials were so adamantly opposed to the publication of any serious OSS history.




  But now I know: The “secret history” of a modern Intelligence Service is not a closed book. What happened in OSS in 1945—if only offering a key to long-lasting friendships and personal alliances first formed in wartime—had continuing ripples in clandestine operations—twenty, thirty, even forty years later.




  Thus there are inherently powerful motives, not only to keep secrets, to conceal and obfuscate, but also, eventual revelation being inevitable, to cover up and deceive—especially about past events of mere “history.”




  I now believe that it may sometimes be impossible to find historical “truth” by simply puncturing the veil of official secrecy—certainly not the kind of capital-T “Truth” that Allen Dulles had in mind when he had that word, in a quotation from the New Testament, etched into stone at CIA Headquarters.




  And that presents a problem and a peril, not just for scholars of “secret history,” but for us all—because far-reaching governmental decisions, affecting all our lives, are now being made on the basis of “historical” research that may be profoundly flawed.




  With all due respect to Presidential blue-ribbon commissioners and their staffs and thousands of diligent intelligence officers and analysts, I’m not convinced that anyone now knows the whole Truth about what really happened on September 11, 2001—and why. Or the whole Truth about Saddam Hussein’s Weapons of Mass Destruction, or about the Intelligence and policy judgments (and misjudgments) that brought us into the Iraqi quagmire.




  But even assuming perfect knowledge of such recent history, the “lessons of history” may not be crystal clear.




  Thirty-five years ago, I added a final chapter to this book—a hurried afterthought, to show how a “liberal wing” of the CIA, an enduring legacy of the OSS, survived throughout the Cold War, while under constant attack from the American Right. The moral of my story, written with the tragedy of Vietnam in the front of my mind, was that CIA, in the OSS image, could provide a “democratic dissent” from a disastrous government policy.




  I was briefly tempted, in this new edition, to cut out that chapter entirely, because my account was based on spotty journalistic sources—and because I now doubt my oversimplified hypothesis.




  I first began to doubt it after a conversation in 1974 with then-CIA Director Bill Colby, who was not only an astute Intelligence professional of OSS vintage, but, after years of governmental experience, a savvy bureaucrat. When I made my “democratic dissent” pitch to Colby, he replied,




  “If I let it be known that I wanted to encourage dissent—everyone would dissent.” A profound observation.




  I’m even more doubtful today because of the irony that, since the Reagan era, “Intelligence dissent” has become a cover for neoconservative attacks on the CIA, remarkably like the McCarthyite assaults of the 1950s.




  Just a few weeks previous to this writing, the Presidential Commissioners appointed to study CIA “failings” in Iraq recommended a “series of changes intended to encourage more dissent within the nation’s spy agencies and better organize the government’s multi-tentacled fight against terrorism.” They specifically proposed more “competitive analysis” and “devil’s advocacy” in the formation of national intelligence estimates.




  What I meant by “Intelligence dissent” in 1972 was a more openly critical view of a hopeless war in Vietnam. During the Reagan administration, neoconservatives began grumbling about the liberals in CIA’s analytical division who were ignoring the clear and present danger from the Soviet Evil Empire; that’s when the catchphrase “competitive analysis” came into vogue as a euphemism for purging the CIA ranks of wrong-headed intellectuals. Today, “encouragement of dissent” has come to mean squelching the opinions of any CIA analysts who question the Intelligence premises of America’s war policy in Iraq and our swaggering unilateralist foreign policy around the world.




  After the presidential election last year, when a once-disgruntled CIA Case Officer was appointed Agency Director and a hard-nosed Reagan-era diplomat made overlord of the entire Intelligence Community, there were reports that the White House had ordered a “purge” of CIA officers “believed to have been disloyal to President George W. Bush or of leaking damaging information to the media about the conduct of the Iraq war and the hunt for Osama bin Laden.” The Agency was reportedly ordered “to get rid of those soft leakers and liberal Democrats. The CIA is looked on by the White House as a hotbed of liberals and people who have been obstructing the president’s agenda.”




  I would once have condemned the would-be purgers while accepting their premise—the view of CIA I set forth in the final chapter of this book. But I now doubt that issues of political ideology within the Agency, hopeful or disturbing, depending on one’s own politics, offers any guidepost to what may be wrong with American Intelligence.




  Clark Clifford, “wise man” advisor to four Democratic Presidents, once described CIA as only the tail on the dog of National Security. The Agency at its best can’t make up for a dearth of political genius, of elected and appointed officials at the top of Government who simply lack the stature—now becoming as archaic a word as honor—of the generation that led this country through World War II and the early Cold War. The Agency cannot make up for a post-Cold War foreign policy that is unsophisticated, shortsighted, at times, almost infantile.




  Even if there were to be a positive change in both political leadership and policy, the United States, for all the billions of dollars it spends, might not have the Intelligence Service it needs and deserves.




  For the future, is there still something to be learned from OSS? Maybe, but not the “legacy” I suggested in 1972. Something more elusive.




  OSS was more than a little whacky. But underlying the wackiness was a sustaining “spirit” that had already begun to disappear in the 1960s when I served my Federal peonage emptying classified wastebaskets.




  Without that spirit, what is left is a CIA that suffers from organizational hardening of the arteries. Even the best of secret servants would be hampered by a pervasive culture of inertia, lack of imagination, smug self-satisfaction, and that infectious curse of the bureaucratic mandarin, the incessant need to CYA: Cover Your Ass.




  Is such an Agency, at age fifty-eight, prepared to deal with the unprecedented? Not merely the bogey of “Terrorism,” which is only the dread symptom of many and varied ills, but with cataclysmic problems of nuclear proliferation, religious fanaticism, superpower destabilization, even global medical and environmental threats? I think not.




  Can it then be changed for the better by organizational reshuffling and adding super-layers of bureaucracy? I doubt it.




  I was a little shocked years ago when my friend Tom Braden, liberal journalist and OSS and CIA veteran, suggested that the Agency should be dismantled, the pieces tossed to the winds, and a new Intelligence Service built up from the ashes of the old. That seemed an extreme proposal. But I suspect that what inspired Braden was not all that different from what Bill Casey had in mind when, to circumvent congressional statutes, he launched “off the shelf” Iran-Contra operations outside his own Agency’s channels. Or what moves neoconservative critics today to complain of CIA’s stuck-in-the-mud “liberal” academics. Or what motivates Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld’s recent thoughts of creating a “special” clandestine military cadre to accomplish what CIA cannot.




  Of course, all these men had ideological and personal axes to grind. But it may be that their politics confounds the real issue: That CIA today is woefully lacking in that mysterious “spirit” that Bill Donovan infused into OSS.




  Ambiguous? Yes, but there is something there to be pondered. Because to recapture the “spirit” of the past will take much more than bureaucratic tinkering.




  To understand and meet the most pressing challenges of a brave new world and provide the knowledge and understanding from which a new and complex and far-sighted American foreign policy can be fashioned, we may need nothing less than a new Office of Strategic Services.




  Before OSS can be reborn, there would have to be a common realization that we are approaching a global upheaval less threatening than that of 1941, but no less sweeping. Then, perhaps some of the best and brightest and most imaginative and insightful of Americans can transcend political differences, as they did once before, and again come together to recreate the madcap brilliance that was OSS.




  —Richard Harris Smith




  May 2005











  
Preface to the Paperback Edition





  




  Six weeks before the first appearance of this work, during the summer of 1972, an “alumnus” of the Office of Strategic Services, one E. Howard Hunt, put to use (with questionable skill) some techniques of clandestine “tradecraft” he had first learned in OSS days. The results of that none-too-“surreptitious entry” into the Watergate Hotel: To tarnish the Presidency, to jolt the American body-politic, and, ultimately, to fling open a Pandora’s box labelled “State Secrets.” There can be little doubt that the exposé of the Watergate incident and corollary “White House horrors” created the purgatorial atmosphere in which revelation of the past sins of the Central Intelligence Agency seemed desirable. Not since the Dreyfus Affair had any democratic state proceeded, with such wild abandon, publicly to display the dirty linen of its Intelligence Service. Domestic “snooping,” mail-tampering, drug-testing, assassination-plotting—these dismal footnotes to Cold War history became grist for the mill of headline-writers of the press and headline-hunters of the Congress.




  Preempting afternoon soap operas on national television, a United States Senator, brandishing a poison-dart gun of CIA manufacture, indignantly demanded of a former CIA official (of OSS antecedents), “Aren’t you shocked?” Came the reply, “Senator, I am not easily shocked.” Nor was I easily shocked. Perhaps because, as I watched that vivid mise-en-scène, my thoughts reverted to another, thirty years before, in which General Donovan, standing in the Oval Office of the White House, had proudly displayed OSS assassins’ weapons of equally deadly ingenuity before the fascinated eyes of Franklin D. Roosevelt. And that greatest of Presidents was not shocked; he was delighted.




  We cannot escape history. It should be recorded that the OSS set a precedent for each and every malodorous operation of its successor organization, the CIA. Donovan’s people broke into foreign embassies, intercepted mail, used American corporations and private associations for espionage cover; OSS scientists tested mind-altering drugs, and even dabbled in germ warfare; OSS operatives planned assassinations, including that of one Chief of State—Adolf Hitler. And who is shocked?




  Yes, of course, that was war, and war makes all the difference. It is a time when mass killing is the norm, lunacy reigns, and that “public morality” of which we heard so much in the 1970s is temporarily set aside in the name of Victory. We accept the “All’s Fair” rule-of-thumb in secret service, so long as “winning the war” provides a standard of “higher morality” by which we may forgive the OSS its transgressions. We sternly reject the CIA’s claim to a similar “higher morality”—that of waging a “secret war” in time of nominal peace—because the Agency’s skullduggery was not performed to the accompaniment of wholesale slaughter.




  I suggest no resolution to this paradox. I only point out that a paradox exists, that simplistic judgments of Right and Wrong may not be so hurriedly applied to Intelligence work, even when the guns are silent.




  Let us then take up the alternate yardstick of expediency, of realpolitik. Can the measure of CIA be more readily taken by these dispassionate standards? Two years after World War II, Allen Dulles, “spy-master” of the OSS in Switzerland (no moralist, he) was asked if the newly-constituted Central Intelligence Agency should be structured in the OSS image. On the contrary, said Dulles, peacetime Intelligence operations required “rather different techniques.” While battling an enemy in war, “there is a justification for the use of ruthless methods”; one could then “take the long risks” and “act on impulse” without concern for “serious political repercussions.” But in time of peace, “one must be far more careful and more subtle,” building a secret service “methodically and carefully,” with “every emphasis on security” and “with an avoidance of the slap-dash, cloak and dagger methods” of OSS memory.




  Six years after, when Dulles became Director of Central Intelligence, this commendable sense of caution was thrown to the winds. Dulles changed his mind about ruthlessness and risks because he perceived, in 1953, an overwhelming Soviet threat to the United States and its allies. Perhaps his perception was faulty. Perhaps the Soviet Union, for a quarter of a century under the dictatorial sway of one violent man, had no intention of overrunning the world. We will never know to what lengths Stalin’s successors would have gone, because their aggressive expansion was contained, thankfully without a World War Three. The least aesthetic instrument of that containment was the CIA.




  The frantic secrecy of CIA at the height of the Cold War was not an ambiance guaranteed to foster sane judgments. There can be no excuse for a government agency managing a whore-house for the secret observation of unwittingly drugged Americans. But it is remarkable how few were such wholly unpardonable acts (or OSS-style harebrained schemes) within the full scope of CIA operations during those free-swinging years. A much larger portion of CIA activity may be classified as “debatable”—of debatable necessity and effectiveness.




  I note, as one view in the debate, this reminiscent comment of an OSS veteran written to me after the first publication of my book:






   I don’t think that OSS, with its collection of wealthy socialites, big businessmen, Wall Street lawyers, mad scientists, odd-ball artists and writers, was in itself a danger to the American Republic. But there were two tendencies latent in OSS which, later in the CIA, contributed much to the present American dilemma in general and to the CIA one in particular. These were: an unknowledgeable and emotional anti-Communism in the higher echelons and an unhealthy love of spying for its own sake in the lower ones. I think that these two tendencies became the raison d’etre of the CIA, with the consequent disastrous effects on the U.S. I hope your conclusions are correct and that the CIA is returning to reality and reason, but its image is so tarnished that it should recycle itself. Today many people consider CIA as simply ridiculous—a bunch of blundering boobs with a lot of money to spend. As, long ago, many people saw OSS in the same light (although we never pretended to be anything but amateurs), things seem to have come full circle . . .







  While I am not in full agreement with the purport of these remarks, I must commend their coolness, considering the fact that my correspondent, once a member of the Communist Party, was accused during the McCarthy era of espionage against the United States.




  Future discussion of the CIA issue could benefit from a large dose of such dispassion. The proper place for an Intelligence Service in our democracy is not to be discerned by psalm-singing on the part of critics or of partisans. Too many veterans of the CIA suffer from the same holier-than-thou mentality, a result, perhaps, of their Agency’s transition from OSS brotherhood to self-righteous priesthood, guarding sacred mysteries, not merely from “the opposition,” but also from the unenlightened American public. Men who, in OSS service, would have scoffed at the vision of themselves as Illuminati, keepers of hidden Truth, took a different view after years of Intelligence work. It happened to the best of them; for instance, Dr. Sherman Kent, erstwhile professor of history at Yale University, gave up his seminars on the era of Louis Philippe to direct European research for the OSS and, later, to head the CIA’s Board of National Estimates. He was one of the best and the brightest of public servants (and, incidentally, an irreverent wit who once proposed as the OSS heraldic emblem “a horse’s ass rampant on a Boston Social Register”).




  When I learned that Dr. Kent had reviewed this book in a CIA “in-house” journal, I looked forward with interest to reading his remarks. The nine-page critique was scathing, and I must admit his criticism was largely justified. He pointed up all the inadequacies of writing about a secret service without access to its files. But then he concluded that there were a number of ways “to handle an important bit of national history whose sources were highly classified 30 years ago, any one of which would probably better serve the national interest than the one adopted by the author of OSS.” At which point, I confess, I flushed scarlet. That sanctimonious phrase—“serving the national interest”—how glibly it comes to the lips of CIA men, signifying, “We know, and you don’t,” and the public be damned.




  Say what you will of the OSS, its zaniness and fatuity, none of those who performed in “Donovan’s Circus” would in those days have proclaimed themselves annointed stewards of the national interest—not even E. Howard Hunt. And that is one OSS lesson which might well be instructive to the Central Intelligence Agency. Instead of that biblical quote which Allen Dulles had emblazoned at the portals of CIA Headquarters—“You shall know the truth, and the truth shall make you free”—it would be better for the Agency to take to heart an aphorism repeated by a perspicacious CIA friend of mine to some of his blustering colleagues: “Honorable men,” my friend would say, “may disagree about what constitutes the national interest.”




  The incredulity with which this remark was too often received by other intelligence officers indicates how far afield the CIA had wandered from its humble OSS origins.




  R.H.S.




  Stanford, California




  September 1980




  N.B. No attempt has been made, in this second edition, to update the biographical footnotes summarizing the postwar careers of notable OSS veterans as of 1972. But one recent event must be noted. As this edition goes to press, President-elect Reagan has named William J. Casey to head the CIA. Casey will be the fourth OSS veteran in thirty-five years to become Director of Central Intelligence.











  
Preface





  




  In May 1968 I resigned from the Central Intelligence Agency, after a very brief, uneventful, and undistinguished association with the most misunderstood bureaucracy of the American government. Having left Washington for the academic “calm” of the University of California at Berkeley (an equally misunderstood institution), I began this political history of the CIA’s organizational forebear, the wartime Office of Strategic Services.




  My former employers made it clear at the outset that the classified OSS archives would not be available to me. Quoting Malcolm Muggeridge’s observation, “Security, as applied retrospectively to intelligence matters, is a superb device for fitting locks onto empty stables,” I accepted my fate and began the laborious research which has produced this very unofficial anatomy of America’s first intelligence service.




  As an academic journalist seeking to penetrate a time-worn curtain of government secrecy, I often pondered the historic issues recently rehashed in the debate over publication of the “Pentagon Papers.” Without delving too deeply into the political dialogue that followed that national sensation, I would suggest one random thought.




  Winston Churchill was once asked by an Opposition member of Parliament to differentiate between revelation of a vital state secret and a politically awkward affair. The first, he replied, was a danger to the country, the second a nuisance to the government. His retort begged the question. Who is to decide where nuisance ends and danger begins? In a democracy, the government should not have the unchallenged responsibility for that decision. I am equally reluctant, however, to see that function given exclusively to the American press. While my first impulse is to applaud the position of the New York Times, I am left with a nagging concern that instantaneous popular uproar over the disclosure of classified material is not the proper atmosphere in which to forge public policy.




  Is there an alternative? For too many years, social scientists have paid scant attention to the broad problem of official secrecy. The majority of American academicians may spend hours denouncing the sinister CIA, yet not a single university in the United States fosters a serious research effort into the organization and activities of the “intelligence community,” that massive bureaucratic conglomerate that has played such a major role in our foreign policy.




  That vacuum ought to be filled. The academicians should form a partnership with journalists in providing the American citizenry with a reasoned and thoughtful critique of the excesses of clandestine bureaucracy. I offer this book as a first step toward extending intellectual responsibility into a new field of public concern.




  R.H.S.




  September 1971
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  A TALE OF TWO MENTORS




  Of all those who encouraged me in writing this book thirty-five years ago, two men I think of as my academic mentors stand out in my appreciative memory.




  Both were men of prominence long before I had the privilege of knowing them. During the early 1960s, the Kennedy years, when I was a teenager with a passionate interest in politics, my student membership card in Americans for Democratic Action, bastion of liberalism, had the signature of Paul Seabury, senior Professor of Political Science at the University of California at Berkeley, who chaired the ADA’s Executive Committee. And perhaps the best-known of early ADA luminaries at the same time was Harvard historian Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., then Special Assistant to President Kennedy and, with his signature bow tie, a familiar figure in the “Camelot” galaxy of the New Frontier; at age fifteen, I had sat awed in the audience as Schlesinger delivered the keynote address at the first political convention I ever attended, a meeting of the California Young Democrats in 1962.




  Eight tumultuous years that followed saw the assassination of John (and later Robert) Kennedy; the descent into the maelstrom of Vietnam; the alienation and radicalization of my own college generation and emergence of its drug-laced counter-culture; the disintegration of the Rooseveltian Liberal Establishment and bitter divisiveness within the Democratic Party that led to the presidency of Richard Nixon.




  By the time I had left the CIA and returned to graduate school at Berkeley, the events of the Vietnam years had already induced an ideological rift between post-New Deal liberals like Seabury and Schlesinger that was never to be healed.




  Seabury had written a classic study of German diplomacy during World War II but his interest in the subject of espionage and secret service was a peripheral one when I first knocked on the door of his Berkeley campus office one day in 1969 and persuaded him to become faculty overseer of my Masters’ thesis on the OSS.




  This was a time of massive student protests against President Nixon’s Vietnam policy. I was strongly opposed to the war, but while Seabury was close to the “Humphrey faction” of the Democratic Party that saw Vietnam as an extension of Cold War anti-Communism, he and I rarely discussed such current events. My mind was consumed with the romantic derring-do of the “good war” of my father’s generation.




  I finished my thesis, won plaudits from Seabury, received my MA degree, and had no idea what I would do next. I remember standing with Seabury by the elevators in Barrows Hall one day when he casually remarked, “You should write a book.” And so it began.




  I buried myself in the stacks of the UC Berkeley library and, scribbling with feverish enthusiasm, produced my first chapter, on the OSS in Yugoslavia, which Seabury obligingly passed along to the University of California Press. In record time, I had acquired a publisher and an editor and marveled at the fact that I really was writing a book.




  The library became my second home, but I strolled out into the real world one day to find tears flowing from my eyes. The campus air was full of tear gas. An antiwar protest had gotten out of hand, or so it seemed to Governor Ronald Reagan, who had sent police and troops to quell the disturbance. I wiped my eyes and returned to the dimly-lit library stacks, where I dreamed of the past, of parachuting to brave guerrilla warriors behind the Nazi lines in a different kind of war.




  Most of the book was finished in a year. It was standard procedure for academic publishers to send portions of a manuscript in progress to noted scholars for comment. I had no idea whom my editor had enlisted to read the first-draft chapters until, one afternoon, smiling, he handed me a reader’s commentary from Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.




  I was astonished. Schlesinger, then teaching in New York after winning a second Pulitzer Prize, for his history of the Kennedy administration, liked my work! More than that, as an OSS veteran himself, he took a personal interest in the book, and had already done me the service of personally line-editing the pages he’d been sent. I took that stack of manuscript home and studied it intently for days; it became a crash course, taught by a master historian, in historical prose.




  Soon after, I went to New York and Washington to interview more OSS veterans and met Schlesinger for the first time. It was the beginning of a long friendship that, over the years, I’ve treasured. As I write this, Arthur Schlesinger is still alive and well at age 87 and though I haven’t seen him for some years, I often think of him fondly. He was one of the most inspiring influences of my life.




  So too was Paul Seabury, who died in 1990. After my OSS book was published and I went on to lose myself in a biography of Allen Dulles (which, after the upheavals of Watergate, I never finished), I spent many pleasant evenings at Seabury’s home in the Berkeley hills, drinking Scotch and enjoying the hospitality of his charming and artistic wife.




  I’m afraid I was partly responsible for “hooking” Seabury on the subject of Secret Intelligence. But it was his political leanings that fueled his interest, because Seabury, once liberal ADA Democrat, had gone through a metamorphosis, becoming a founding father of what is now called neoconservatism.




  Seabury often invited me to “neocon” dinners and parties and meetings where I felt increasingly uncomfortable in the company of some people I thought of as right-wing “nuts.” I suppose they assumed I was “one of them” because I wrote about Intelligence and was no wild-eyed critic of the CIA—though, ironically, as years went by, many of these neoconservatives began denouncing the Agency for its “liberal” coloration. That didn’t bother me. What did disturb me were the snide remarks I heard about this or that CIA or State Department official being a “mole,” a “Soviet agent.” It seemed to me the latest incarnation of McCarthyism.




  During the 1980s, Seabury was appointed to President Reagan’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board, on which he sat in the company of Henry Kissinger and Edward Teller and Ross Perot. I always enjoyed hearing his anecdotes of the Board meetings, which, if they did not reflect well on the CIA’s analytical wisdom, were just as likely to poke fun at a Chief Executive of meager intellect. Whatever his politics, Paul Seabury rarely lost his wry sense of humor.




  I write this now in memory of Paul and in honor of Arthur, and to express my gratitude for how they once once took under their wings a young would-be historian whose odd interests—frowned upon by a more orthodox scholarly community—they shared and encouraged.




  It is, I think, a tragedy that good and honorable men such as these grew so hopelessly far apart in their dearly-held political beliefs after the acrid rift of Vietnam. Our nation still suffers from the result—a superpower which, for many years, has lost its way in the world because the bipartisan consensus of foreign policy no longer exists.




  I was honored, in my youth, to have the friendship and guidance of a Paul Seabury and an Arthur Schlesinger and others who shared my fascination with “one brief shining moment” when there was consensus about a war to be won, a job to be done, if necessary, by extraordinary means, and by the most richly diverse secret service ever assembled in the cause of freedom.
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  DONOVAN’S DREAMERS




  Five months before the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor precipitated America’s entry into the World War, Franklin Roosevelt christened a mysterious addition to his New Deal alphabet bureaucracy. What, asked the Washington rumor-mongers, was this new agency called COI? A “staff of Jewish scribblers,” shrilled Herr Goebbels’ propaganda machine in Berlin. “Full of politics, ballyhoo, and controversy,” chimed in isolationist crusader Charles Lindbergh. At the War Department, uncomprehending generals soon scoffed at a “fly-by-night civilian outfit headed up by a wild man who was trying to horn in on the war.”1




  COI was the Office of the Coordinator of Information and at its helm was William Joseph Donovan, known since his youth as “Wild Bill.” A stocky, gray-haired man of 58, Donovan was anything but wild—he was a Hoover Republican, an Irish Catholic, and a millionaire Wall Street lawyer. Yet Roosevelt had chosen him to direct the New Deal’s excursion into espionage, sabotage, “black” propaganda, guerrilla warfare, and other “un-American” subversive practices. The President had been impressed by Donovan’s impassioned advocacy of American involvement in the European conflict, by his prediction that Britain would not collapse under the pressure of the Luftwaffe, and by his personal audacity and imagination. Donovan had observed the ruthless success of the fascist “fifth column” in Europe and the Balkans, and he longed to create an international secret service for the United States that could prove equal to the Nazi challenge. Roosevelt liked Donovan’s organizational vision and was intrigued by his “blend of Wall Street orthodoxy and sophisticated American nationalism.”2




  The President’s admiration was not shared by Robert Sherwood, the playwright and FDR speechwriter who headed the COI’s propaganda wing. Flanked at his New York headquarters (250 miles from an unsympathetic congress) by a staff of young New Deal enthusiasts, liberal veterans of American journalism, and such literary figures as Thornton Wilder and Stephen Vincent Benét, Sherwood found himself in a continuous struggle with Wall Street attorneys and financial executives in the other branches of Donovan’s organization. “It is all right,” Sherwood complained, “to have rabid anti-New Dealers in the military establishment . . . but I don’t think it appropriate to have them participating in an effort which must be expressive of the President’s own philosophy.”3 Beyond political rhetoric, there was also personal conflict between two irreconcilable personalities. New York banker James Warburg, a Roosevelt confidant (and Sherwood assistant), recalled with some exaggeration: “Donovan, accustomed to command, was quick, extremely energetic, and ambitious. Sherwood, a playwright completely inexperienced in working with, under, or over other people, was slow, unpunctual, and moody. In addition, Sherwood resented any authority other than that of the President and was morbidly jealous of any intrusion upon his White House relationship.”4




  The young organization, to which such personal conflicts would later become endemic, could not yet withstand the strain of open hostility at the command level. Six months after America entered the war, the propaganda division was severed from COI and became part of a new Office of War Information. Donovan’s organization was then renamed the Office of Strategic Services and given an ambiguous mandate to “plan and operate such special services as may be directed by the United States Joint Chiefs of Staff.”5




  In every respect, OSS was Donovan’s child. He nourished the agency in its infancy, and it bore the stamp of his personality. Donovan was a “civilian general”—an eminently successful corporate attorney as well as a World War I hero who held America’s three highest military decorations. OSS also existed in a twilight zone of civilian-military identity that displeased the old-line West Pointers, who derided “Donovan’s dragoons.”




  Like most officers who served in his burgeoning organization, Donovan possessed “indefatigable energy and wide-ranging enthusiasm combined with great resourcefulness,” to quote his colleague Allen Dulles.6 He frequently traveled to lines of combat without concern for his personal safety. “My place is in the field, as well as in Washington,” he would often say. “To help my men I must see their problems firsthand.”7 His dynamism and constant movement was the mainstay of an agency that eventually enlisted over thirteen thousand Americans.




  His mobility and activism were not the qualities of a conventional administrator. Some said he “ran OSS like a country editor.”8 But the exigencies of war called for unconventional methods, and the absence of a rigid organizational hierarchy enabled an exceptional group of men and women to work with great effectiveness under Donovan’s leadership. The agency’s psychological staff proudly noted that “OSS undertook and carried out more different types of enterprises calling for more varied skills than any other single organization of its size in the history of our country.”9




  Donovan was an irrepressible optimist. Air Force General “Hap” Arnold remembers him as the “one man who never told me that such and such was not available. He was incapable of a defeatist intelligence answer. . . . He would say ‘What do you want? When do you want it? I’ll get it for you.’ To out-of-the-way places he would send details, or scouts, spies, or small detachments, to secure the information we needed, and would always give us that data in time.”10




  “Woe to the officer,” wrote OSS colonel (and later ambassador) David Bruce, “who turned down a project because, on its face, it seemed ridiculous, or at least unusual.”11 Every eccentric schemer with a harebrained plan for secret operations (from phosphorescent foxes to incendiary bats) would find a sympathetic ear in Donovan’s office. One aged American businessman devised a scheme for the establishment of clandestine air bases behind the Japanese lines in China. It reached the desk of Adlai Stevenson, then special assistant to the Secretary of the Navy.a Stevenson passed it on to Donovan with the comment, “Fearful that your mail may be declining, I enclose another plan for winning the war! You need not tell me how grateful you are.” Donovan promptly replied, “Thank you very much for your memorandum. We will work this out together. I ignore nothing—you never can tell.”12




  Inevitably, activism also meant waste. Donovan procured for OSS an unlimited (and largely unvouchered) budget that ran into the hundreds of millions during the four years of the war. Critics later spoke of the funds “squandered by OSS agents who bought or hired planes, automobiles, office equipment, houses, printing plants—anything they needed or thought they did.”13 The mysterious valise of one OSS officer stationed at the American embassy in Vichy France was opened by curious State Department officials who found the case filled with some $200,000 in small bills. Another OSS man was to be assigned to a post on one of the Canary Islands. “But,” remembers a Donovan aide, “no commercial steamships called there during wartime. No matter! Buy a ship! One was bought for a million dollars or so. Only after the purchase was made was it realized that it would not be the most secret way to plant an undercover agent to have a special steamship arrive to land him. I never learned what happened to the ship.”14




  Though all wartime agencies operated in disarray, OSS had its own unique brand of administrative confusion. Young officers recruited under the most secret conditions would report for duty to a well-guarded Washington headquarters only to be asked, “Do you have any idea what OSS might have hired you for?”15




  The general, assistants protectively explained, promoted “the appearance of chaos as a screen to the increasing potency and effectiveness of his organization.”16 But, in fact, Donovan simply refused to be bothered with organizational detail. Such harried administrative officers as Louis Ream (a U.S. Steel executive), Atherton Richards (an Hawaiian pineapple magnate), or James Grafton Rogers (a Yale law professor) “would walk into Donovan’s office with dozens of charts; charts for the budget, charts for the administration, charts for the various divisions. . . . Donovan would glance at them, smile at them, approve them with a mild wave of the hand, and then he would have another idea, and he would forget them completely.”17 Standard operating procedures were almost taboo in OSS. Effective action was the sole objective. His own military status notwithstanding, Donovan had little use for West Point formalities. An apocryphal tale that made the rounds at OSS headquarters had it that during the Anzio landing in Italy, Donovan found himself standing on the deck of the command ship beside Major General Mark Clark, the commander of the operation and his superior in rank. According to this story, Donovan put his arm around the gangly General Clark in paternal fashion and asked, “Well, son, what are we going to do next?” It was an appropriate parable for an agency where one out of every four of the 9,000 military personnel was a commissioned officer. Rank was bestowed with an ease dictated almost entirely by ad hoc operational requirements; traditional military protocol was superfluous. One captain who led an OSS team behind the Japanese lines in China remembered, “All officers were quite junior, and as long as everybody did his work few of us bothered with military regulations. High brass was unlikely to inspect. There was no saluting, and the men could dress as they pleased. . . . Some men let their hair and beards grow, others favored long walrus mustaches and shaved skulls.”18




  Insubordination became a way of life for OSS officers, but Donovan was unconcerned. He often said, “I’d rather have a young lieutenant with guts enough to disobey an order than a colonel too regimented to think and act for himself.”19 He was frequently called upon to defend the actions of his over-eager subordinates, and it was rarely a simple task. Unaware that a top-secret naval intelligence team had broken the Japanese military code, OSS men in Portugal secretly entered the Japanese embassy and stole a copy of the enemy’s codebook. The Japanese discovered the theft and promptly changed their ciphers. Washington was left without a vital source of information, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff were irate.20 There were other high-level flaps. Donovan’s men in Italy smuggled arms to Tito’s Communist guerrillas in Yugoslavia without the approval of the British theater commander. And OSS men in Morocco sent Communist agents to Franco’s Spain without notifying the American embassy in Madrid. In every case, Donovan supported his officers. He had given his men their freedom of action and he would not allow them to be punished for exercising it with enthusiasm.




  OSS officers soon realized that their superiors avoided disciplinary action, even in cases of incompetence or corruption. Operational funds disappeared mysteriously in the hills of Greece, France, and Italy, only to reappear in the bank accounts of a few OSS veterans after the war. Many OSS men also found mistresses, both foreign and domestic, compatible with their clandestine existence. Joining the thieves and Don Juans were the mentally unstable. “We were working with an unusual type of individual,” wrote an OSS captain who sent hundreds of agents into occupied France. “Many had natures that fed on danger and excitement. Their appetite for the unconventional and spectacular was far beyond the ordinary. It was not unusual to find a good measure of temperament thrown in.” There was often a thin line between unconventionality and instability. Donovan’s psychological chief, Dr. Henry Murray of Harvard,b noted: “The whole nature of the functions of OSS were particularly inviting to psychopathic characters; it involved sensation, intrigue, the idea of being a mysterious man with secret knowledge.”21




  Safeguards were virtually nonexistent. When Donovan finally decided to court-martial two overseas officers (one an incompetent drunkard who was living with his WAC secretary, the other an industrious manager of black market operations in the vicinity of his Neapolitan base), aides protested that court-martial proceedings against any officer for any reason would be damaging to the secrecy and the morale of the organization.




  There was little in the OSS structure to promote respect for formal channels of authority. One civilian liberal who resigned from OSS after objecting, unsuccessfully, to Washington’s support of the Italian monarchy, later reflected: “I should have stayed under anyone, however incapable, made whatever promises were necessary about oaths to the House of Savoy, and then used my ingenuity in circumventing both.”22 In Yugoslavia, an OSS lieutenant in Donovan’s mission to Tito, a playwright by profession, was told by his colonel to encode a message for radio transmission. “That,” replied the lieutenant, “can wait till tomorrow.” The colonel reasoned gently, “I’ll admit it’s not much fun coding, but that’s true of lots of things in the army.” “Army?” asked the startled lieutenant. “Did you say army? Hell, man, we’re not in the army. We’re in the OSS.”23 And in China, an OSS captain received an order to report on the attitude of the local populace in his operational area toward the contending Nationalist and Communist forces. He and his teammates suspected that the information was to be passed along to the Chinese government and they had no sympathy for the Chiang Kai-shek regime. Besides, they felt that the internal struggle in China should be just that, a domestic Chinese affair. “Let’s put it to a vote,” suggested the officer to his fellows. The order “lost” and was disregarded.24 That was the OSS way.




  Donovan himself was sometimes the victim of his own scorn for authority. The young Harvard historian H. Stuart Hughes was serving in an OSS research post in North Africa when Donovan stopped off while on one of his world tours. Convinced that Hughes spoke Italian admirably, the general ordered him to prepare for a parachute jump into German-occupied Italy. Lacking both language fluency and parachute training, the bewildered Hughes asked his local OSS commander for advice. “Disappear till the general leaves,” was the reply. Hughes kept out of sight until Donovan’s departure and the assignment was quickly forgotten.25




  The confusion created by the freedom given OSS officers was abetted by status conflicts within the organization. OSS men who carried out dangerous espionage and sabotage missions behind enemy lines felt an estrangement from their superiors who issued directives from the rear-echelon havens of Washington, London, Algiers, Cairo, New Delhi, and Kunming. Most of the executives at these headquarters were civilians with high military rank but no military training. Field operators scoffed at “bourbon whiskey colonels” with “cellophane commissions” (you could see through them, but they kept the Draft off). This was not simply traditional military resentment of civilian direction. OSS field officers Thomas Braden and Stewart Alsop observed that while “the great majority of the operational men had gone through the Army the hard way, and those who were commissioned had come up through the ranks, a very large proportion of the administrative officers in OSS had received direct commissions in the early days. They had bought uniforms, and put them on, and there they were, soldiers, just like that. Some of these men were excellent executives, and good soldiers, but the operational men often resented their higher rank.”26 Considering the OSS officer’s contempt for military hierarchy, tension between desk colonels and field agents was hardly surprising.




  It worked both ways. One decidedly conservative OSS executive—the chief of the organization’s scientific Research and Development Branch—castigated “many of the personnel I met at a lower level . . . who seemed to be rah-rah youngsters to whom OSS was perhaps an escape from routine military service and a sort of lark.” On the other hand, each member of the OSS higher echelons “risked his future status as a banker or trustee or highly placed politician in identifying himself with illegality and unorthodoxy.”27




  Mutual antipathy plagued all aspects of OSS operations. An OSS major working with the Norwegian resistance asked his London headquarters for permission to take and hold a town as a fort from which to waylay the Germans. Relaying a decision of the Supreme Command, OSS headquarters denied the request. But the major tried again. “I am here,” he said. “I know what I am doing. I know I can do it; the resistance wants me to do it, and I intend to do it.” That made OSS headquarters angry: “You have your orders. Disobedience will be subject to disciplinary action upon your return.”28 Was headquarters bluffing? Probably, but the incident suggests the flavor of “normal” relations with men in the field. Certainly the drive for operational autonomy was no fluke of erratic behavior, nor even a sign of youthful exuberance. A sedate and mature civilian intelligence operator like Allen Dulles, chief of the OSS mission in neutral Switzerland (and postwar Director of the CIA) was equally wary of working too closely with Washington. Writing after the war of his negotiations for the surrender of the German forces in North Italy, Dulles cautiously suggested: “An intelligence officer in the field is supposed to keep his home office informed of what he is doing. That is quite true, but with some reservations, as he may overdo it. If, for example, he tells too much or asks too often for instructions, he is likely to get some he doesn’t relish, and what is worse, he may well find headquarters trying to take over the whole conduct of the operation. Only a man on the spot can really pass judgment on the details as contrasted with the policy decisions, which, of course, belong to the boss at headquarters.” Dulles added, “It has always amazed me how desk personnel thousands of miles away seem to acquire wisdom and special knowledge about local field conditions which they assume goes deeper than that available to the man on the spot.” Almost without exception, Dulles and other OSS operators feared the burden of a high-level decision that might “cramp” their freedom of action.29




  To the amazement of his executives, General Donovan personally supported the field viewpoint. He made no secret of the fact that his heart was with the officers on the firing line. He proudly assured the Allied commander in Southeast Asia, British Admiral Louis Mountbatten, that “if at any time he wanted something done for which he could not spare two or three thousand men,” he should simply “call on OSS and we would send in twenty or thirty men to do the job.”30 And Donovan meant it.




  To complete the organizational chaos, political conflicts wracked OSS from its inception. Dedicated conservatives and ardent Communists worked under the same roof with a heterogeneous mass of New Deal Democrats and Willkie Republicans. “Something had to knit together beings so disparate, recruited for tasks so indefinite,” recalled OSS London chief David Bruce. “The polarization came from one individual—Donovan.”31




  The general was an experienced politician. He had unsuccessfully campaigned on the Republican ticket for Lieutenant Governor of New York in 1922 and for Governor of that state ten years later. Though his “nonpartisan” friendship with Franklin Roosevelt protected OSS in its infancy, Donovan was not averse to taking out additional political insurance. He reasoned correctly that Thomas E. Dewey, the Republican Governor of New York and former District Attorney of New York City, would be the GOP standard bearer for the presidency in 1944; several former assistant D.A.’s from Dewey’s office soon appeared in high OSS positions in Europe.c And while Allen Dulles was performing some of the finest espionage feats of the war from his OSS Swiss post in 1944, his brother John Foster Dulles was Dewey’s chief campaign advisor on foreign affairs. The Republicans, of course, lost the election, and it was rumored in OSS that Donovan’s friendship with Roosevelt had cooled considerably by the end of 1944. (The grapevine said that the President had sent Harry Hopkins to discuss Donovan’s replacement with one ambitious OSS Deputy Director). After Roosevelt’s death, Donovan received even less sympathy from President Truman, who proceeded to dissolve OSS as soon as the war ended.




  If Donovan did engage in a mild form of political manipulation, it was only to protect his organization and its operations. In spite of his inherent conservatism, he rarely allowed ideology to guide his wartime actions. In later life he developed an emotional hatred of Communism, but as OSS chief he often insisted that the sole objective of his officers should be the military defeat of the Axis powers. As he told an OSS assistant, “I’d put Stalin on the OSS payroll if I thought it would help us defeat Hitler.”32




  One ex-Communist of an earlier vintage correctly stated: “In the Office of Strategic Services . . . employment of pro-Communists was approved at very high levels provided that they were suited for specific jobs.”33 OSS often welcomed the services of Marxist enthusiasts, so long as they made no attempt to conceal their political affiliations. In a pre-employment investigation, the Security Office did seek to discover secret Communist associations, and in the early stages of the organization’s existence some persons were politely expelled because of a suspected allegiance to the Soviet intelligence apparatus. The sister of “one of the very highest officials” of the New Deal administration was found placing classified OSS reports in her briefcase one evening. When Donovan personally informed the young woman that her services were no longer needed, she hurled a torrent of abuse at the general’s “stinking Fascist organization.”34 But such incidents were rare. In a conscious effort to subordinate all political considerations to the defeat of the enemy, OSS became very tolerant of the political left. The restraint of “security regulations” to prevent infiltration by Axis agents was enough of a hindrance to OSS activism. Further vigilance against America’s Russian allies—or their American sympathizers—was asking too much of the rough-and-tumble organization. When confronted after the war with FBI-inspired charges of Communist espionage against the Assistant General Counsel of OSS, Donovan replied that either “you can have an organization that is so secure it does nothing” or “you have to take chances.” Said the general, “In that kind of game, if you’re afraid of wolves, you have to stay out of the forest.”35




  Donovan found that political leftists were often the most valiant field officers in his espionage and sabotage branches. When the FBI triumphantly presented the general with dossiers of three OSS employees with Communist Party affiliations and demanded their ouster from the organization, Donovan responded, “I know they’re Communists; that’s why I hired them.” The men in question had fought with the Abraham Lincoln Brigade for the Republican Loyalists in the Spanish Civil War of 1936–39. The Brigade was sponsored by the American Communist Party to aid the floundering Spanish Republic when the United States declared its strict neutrality in that battle of left-wing and right-wing ideologies. When some of these Lincoln Brigaders returned from their Spanish battleground after Franco’s victory, they were accused of “sedition.” Rumor had it that Donovan had taken time out from his corporate practice to provide them with free legal counsel.




  Later, when America entered the war, Donovan tapped some of these experts in guerrilla warfare for service behind the lines in Italy, where the resistance forces were led by their fellow veterans of the Spanish Civil War. The agent network established by these American leftists with the aid of their former comrades produced some of the best intelligence in the Mediterranean Theater. When a congressional committee charged that one of these OSS men was “on the honor roll” of the Young Communist League, Donovan had an immediate rejoinder: “I don’t know if he’s on the Communist honor roll, but for the job he did in Italy, he’s on the honor roll of OSS.”36 With Donovan’s encouragement, other veterans of the Lincoln Brigade were recruited for OSS work in North Africa, France, Yugoslavia, and China.




  A more established faction of the American political left was represented in the OSS Labor Branch, created to work with Socialist trade union groups in the European underground. The Branch was the brainchild of OSS Colonel Heber Blankenhorn, a veteran of Army Intelligence in World War I who had first concocted the idea of aerial propaganda campaigns. In the 1930s, Blankenhorn had championed the cause of organized labor as a staff aide to New York Senator Robert Wagner and later as director of the La Follette Committee’s investigation into the anti-union activities of powerful corporations. Blankenhorn convinced Donovan that the European trade unions would constitute the hub of the anti-Nazi resistance and suggested that a special effort be made to develop labor contacts for intelligence and resistance operations.




  To help organize a labor unit, Donovan’s counter-intelligence chief (and former law clerk), Washington attorney James Murphy, recommended his Chicago legal associate George Bowden, a former International Workers of the World organizer who combined a successful tax practice with a prominent membership in the left-wing National Lawyers Guild. Bowden in turn recruited one of his friends in the Chicago bar, a young Jewish attorney named Arthur Goldberg, to become the first chief of the new OSS Labor Branch.d At Blankenhorn’s suggestion, several key officials of the National Labor RelationsBoard, a Roosevelt creation designed to prevent anti-union practices in collective bargaining, were brought over to OSS to staff Goldberg’s branch. The chief trial examiner of the NLRB became head of OSS labor activities in London. The Board’s general counsel, Gerhard Van Arkel, was sent to North Africa as Goldberg’s representative and later became a key aide to Allen Dulles in Switzerland and Germany. Throughout the war, these men were an active and vocal force for political liberalism in the conduct of OSS operations.




  There were also the progressive writers who found their way into the Morale Operations Branch. MO was considered a rear-echelon insanity by many field officers. The purpose of Morale Operations, according to one of its many female staffers, was to influence “enemy thinking by means of ‘black propaganda’ ” that would appear as though it had come “from within the enemy’s own ranks.”37 MO therefore distributed forged newspapers and military orders, operated clandestine transmitters that purported to be broadcasting from within enemy territory, and began rumor campaigns. (One MO agent was sent to Greece to spread the rumor of German withdrawals; within weeks another branch of OSS reported this information as an intelligence “scoop.”) The most effective MO activity of the war was a “black radio” station based in London and beamed to Berlin. Its staff included a number of Hollywood and Broadway writers (including the talented Abraham Polonsky), liberals and Communists alike, all dedicated to the idealist interpretation of the fight against fascism which Robert Sherwood had once propounded in the COI.e




  The political left was also well represented among the intellectuals of the OSS Research and Analysis Branch. R&A was the first concerted effort on the part of any world power to apply the talents of its academic community to official analysis of foreign affairs. To study a broad range of political, economic, psychological, geographic, and, of course, military intelligence, Donovan “assembled the best academic and analytical brains that he could beg, borrow, or steal from the universities, laboratories, and museums” of America.38 The branch resembled a star-studded college faculty. A peek into the R&A offices might reveal a heated discussion between historian Sherman Kentf and political scientist Evron Kirkpatrick.g A committee meeting of the Economics Division might find Charles Hitch, Emile Despres, Charles Kindelberger, and Richard Ruggles sitting side by side. In other rooms, classicist Norman O. Brown could be writing a report on Greek politics, historian John King Fairbank studying an aspect of Chinese foreign policy, philosopher Herbert Marcuse analyzing German social structure, or anthropologist Cora DuBois pondering the problem of European colonialism in Asia.




  The political tenor of the branch began at predominant New Deal liberalism and then traveled left on the political spectrum. The results were not always harmonious. The young historian Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., joined government attorney Leonard Meekerh and Harvard history instructor Ray Clineiin editing the weekly R&A intelligence bulletin in Washington. He later remembered, “I had the job of summarizing and reprinting reports submitted by the regional desks of the Research and Analysis Branch. These were mostly detached and scholarly documents; but the reports from the chief of our Latin American section, in my view, showed a clear Communist slant. In order to document my suspicions, I began to follow Latin American affairs myself and soon was rejecting the party-line reports in favor of my own notes on Latin American developments.” But before long, the chief of the Latin American Division, Dr. Maurice Halperin,j protested and Schlesinger “was instructed thereafter either to use the reports from the Latin American desk or nothing at all.”39 Other R&A employees had little doubt about Halperin’s ideological position. When analysts found the door to the Latin American section locked to outsiders, they joked that Halperin was holding a “cell meeting.”




  Schlesinger’s second assignment in OSS brought him into the company of Marxist economist Paul Sweezy to produce an intelligence summary in London known as the European Political Report. Together they presented the concept of a “green revolution” which hypothesized an upsurge of agrarian democracy in southeastern Europe and the Balkans. Sweezy insisted, however, on adding his own unique commentary on political events (of the “Red Army is receiving an enthusiastic welcome in Eastern Europe” variety), which was received with mixed humor and military invective at Eisenhower’s headquarters.40




  While Donovan diligently sought left-wing intellectuals and activists for the operational and research branches of OSS, he saw no incongruity in appointing corporate attorneys and business executives as OSS administrators—the Roosevelt haters to whom Robert Sherwood had so vigorously objected. In Washington, the Secret Intelligence Branch that absorbed labor lawyers and Lincoln Brigaders was headed by a vice-president of the International Railways of Central America, the corporate twin of the United Fruit Company. The Morale Operations Branch that employed so many liberal Hollywood writers was directed by the vice-president of an Ohio steel corporation. The Special Operations Branch which maintained liaison with left-wing underground movements throughout the world was successively commanded by two New York corporation lawyers and two Pennsylvania investment bankers. And the OSS commander in Cairo who presided over supply operations to Greek and Yugoslav Communists was the vice-president of a Boston bank. Young attorneys from Donovan’s own law firm (address, 2 Wall Street) assumed top administrative posts in Washington, Europe, and the Far East, and others were sent on behind-the-lines missions of diplomatic significance to Thailand and Yugoslavia.




  Corporations were more than generous in loaning their executives and resources for OSS service. The J. Walter Thompson Advertising Agency supplied the chief of the OSS Planning Staff, the head of the Morale Operations Branch in London, the executive officer of OSS in Cairo, and a “black propaganda” specialist in Casablanca. The Standard Oil Company provided officers in Spain and Switzerland to watch Axis oil shipments and helped plan the sabotage of Axis-operated petroleum fields in Romania. Paramount Pictures provided foreign currency for espionage operations in Finland and Sweden. The Goldman, Sachs banking firm handled the payment of two million Algerian francs to resistance groups in North Africa. In fact, the corporate spirit permeated the executive offices of Donovan’s headquarters. To the general’s amusement, a blue-ribbon committee of OSS executives, uneasily chaired by liberal public opinion pollster Elmo Roper, recommended that Donovan’s nest of spies and saboteurs should be restructured like a “holding company.”




  Members of the wealthiest families in America also made their appearance in OSS. Andrew Mellon’s son Paul served as administrative officer of the Special Operations Branch in London and later as commander of the Morale Operations Branch in Luxembourg. Paul Mellon’s sister, Ailsa (once known as the world’s richest woman) was married to her brother’s commanding officer, the chief of OSS in London, David Bruce, who was the son of a U.S. senator and a millionaire in his own right. Other Mellons and Mellon in-laws held espionage posts in Madrid, Geneva, and Paris.




  J. P. Morgan’s sons were both in OSS. Junius Morgan directed the distribution of clandestine operational funds from London while his brother Henry headed the Censorship and Documents Branch which arranged for the cover stories of clandestine agents. A Vanderbilt was executive officer of the Special Operations Branch in Washington. A DuPont directed French espionage projects in Washington. An Archbold (Standard Oil) was an OSS security officer in Calcutta. A Ryan (Equitable Life Insurance) was OSS intelligence reports chief in Italy.




  Only the Rockefellers were conspicuously absent from the Donovan ranks. Nelson headed his own agency, the Coordinator of Inter-American Affairs. After an early dispute between their two organizations over responsibility for Latin American propaganda, Rockefeller and Donovan refused to talk to each other for most of the war.41




  OSS also had a clique of anti-Bolshevik Russian émigrés, some of them descendants of the fallen nobility. Such surnames as Smolianinoff, Lada-Mocarski, Yarrow, and Tolstoy were sprinkled throughout the organization. The wife of Chicago banker Lester Armour (of the meatpacking family), the last OSS commander in London, was a Romanov, a relative of Czar Nicholas. And Russian “Prince” Serge Obolensky headed the OSS Operational Groups that worked with the French Maquis at the time of the Normandy invasion.k A former officer of the Imperial Russian Army, Obolensky emigrated to New York for his political health after the revolution, became a hotel baron, married an Astor, and, with his good looks and dashing manner, became the darling of the New York social set. He was a charming individual, intelligent and reasonable—except on the subject of Communism. He called Franco’s victory in the Spanish Civil War a “godsend.” He wept for the “good, stable, religious, conservative people” of Yugoslavia who were delivered into the “hands of the Reds” by OSS support of Tito. Yet this same ex-Czarist officer found himself working behind the lines with the Communist resistance forces in France. To his discomfiture, he was even honored in a ceremony by the “Bolsheviks” of the Maquis.42




  Donovan was as quick to defend his corporate officials, blue-blooded members of the establishment, and conservative émigrés as he was to protect his liberals, Socialists, and Communists. He even believed that his officers—of the political left, right, and center—could accept the doctrine of apolitical pragmatism and work together harmoniously in a common purpose. At times he was right. He chose Dr. James Baxter, the president of Williams College, and Dr. William Langer, the noted Harvard historian, to preside over the intellectual ferment of the R&A Branch; both were registered Republicans. They were also highly competent academicians and the research group functioned effectively under their leadership.l




  The operational branches did not fare so well in achieving ideological coexistence. Arthur Goldberg of the OSS Labor Branch suggested in a postwar article that there had been considerable ill-feeling between some OSS executives and the more liberal operations officers. According to the future Supreme Court Justice, one of the “mistakes” in OSS was “the selection by General Donovan of men for the higher echelons of the organization who by background and temperament were unsympathetic with Donovan’s own conception of the necessity of unstinting cooperation with the resistance movements.”43 Less subtly, Drew Pearson charged that “OSS’ top men are nearly all picked from the Red baiters.” Donovan, he said, “had succeeded in collecting one of the fanciest groups of dilettante diplomats, Wall Street bankers, and amateur detectives ever seen in Washington,” while, at the same time, “the youngsters in uniform recruited by Donovan have done some of the most heroic work of the war.”44




  An OSS officer who served behind the lines in Italy was equally bitter. He railed at the “rotund, happy-go-lucky, devil-may-care young Republican businessmen who sported themselves in the OSS enjoying the thought of sending packages of arms, money, food, etc., by parachute, but who didn’t really care if they got there during this or the next moon, while all the time poor devils in the mountains slaved at building fires in the snow, waiting, hoping, night after night, till the whole village, the whole mountain, the whole countryside, knew what was about to happen, and by the time the parachutes did drift to earth, some ‘bulgar’ had betrayed the operation, and the Fascists and the Germans would be waiting on the spot ready to kill and maim the partisans who were doing their best to aid the Allied cause.”45




  Not all of the politically dissatisfied in OSS were supporters of the left. Alexander Barmine was a former general of the Red Army who fled from the Soviets in 1937 after learning that he was slated for liquidation in one of Stalin’s purges.m Emigrating to the United States, he was employed by OSS as a translator and advisor on Soviet affairs. In this capacity, he helped Serge Obolensky translate a secretly obtained Russian version of Mao Tse-tung’s guerrilla warfare manual. While still employed by OSS in October 1944, he wrote an article for Reader’s Digest denouncing a venal Communist conspiracy in the United States. One month before the Presidential election, he suggested that the Roosevelt administration, “because of its apparent blindness to the conspiratorial and totalitarian nature of Communism consciously or unconsciously protects in numberless ways the success of the conspiracy. That is why, by orders from Moscow, the Communists are all out for the fourth term” (of FDR). The day after the article appeared, Barmine was discharged from OSS because of “continued absences.” A Donovan spokesman denied that the article had been the immediate cause of the discharge, but added that, in any case, OSS employees were not permitted to write “controversial” articles.46




  Another unhappy conservative was Hilaire du Berrier, a right-wing American journalist interned by the Japanese in China in 1942 for aiding a French resistance group.n Du Berrier was finally rescued from a Japanese prison at the end of the war by an OSS team, then recruited by Donovan’s officers as a specialist in Indochinese affairs. It was only a matter of months before he left government employ, bitterly complaining that the OSS “left wing, through its directness of purpose and teamwork, managed to squeeze those on the right out of the organization.”47 His experience was shared by another conservative journalist, Ralph de Toledano,o who learned in June 1944 that OSS “was tapping me for a parachute mission behind Italian lines—and that a friend in the government who wanted at least a few soldiers on it who were both anti-fascist and anti-Communist had dropped my name in the hat. . . . Having been thoroughly investigated for political reliability, I was assigned for training to a lovely Virginia mansion. My troubles began when I was asked by a fellow trainee what I thought of ‘my’ congressman, Representative Vito Marcantonio. I answered that I thought he was a Communist—or might just as well be one. I was questioned further and shortly thereafter OSS dropped me as being ‘too anti-Communist’ ”48




  These were the schisms, some real, some imagined, that plagued OSS throughout the war. But the political element should not be exaggerated. Donovan’s organization was not entirely torn apart by ideological polarization, for a sizable minority of OSS officers had no strong commitment to either the right or left wings of the organization. These men agreed with Donovan that their primary objective should be victory. They wanted only to “get on with the war” and were unhappy when both their American colleagues and the guerrilla leaders behind enemy lines insisted on injecting politics into military operations. OSS Major William Morgan,p a Yale-educated psychologist, recalling his disgruntlement over the constant intrusion of ideology into the French resistance, described his relationship with a Maquis group. “I did not,” he said, “care whether they were Socialists or Communists, free-thinkers or atheists. My orders were to lead them against the Germans.”49




  General Donovan possessed the “power to visualize an oak when he saw an acorn,” in the words of the OSS Psychological Staff. “For him the day was never sufficient unto itself; it was always teeming with the seeds of a boundless future” and “every completed project bred a host of new ones.” As Donovan traversed the globe on frequent world tours, “at every stop, brief as it might be, he would leave a litter of young schemes to be reared and fashioned by his lieutenants and translated into deeds of daring.”50




  Under the general’s prodding, OSS grew and expanded—and aroused the resentment of other official bureaucracies. From the moment of the COI’s creation, a host of predatory government agencies “forgot their internecine animosities and joined in an attempt to strangle this unwanted newcomer at birth.”51 The grumbling against the new organization became such a deafening roar that President Roosevelt loaned his son James to the COI as a liaison officer to prevent other departments from devouring Donovan’s upstarts before they had even set to work.




  The Federal Bureau of Investigation looked particularly askance at this newcomer to the clandestine world. J. Edgar Hoover’s agents were already entrenched in South America when OSS began to contemplate this FBI preserve with interest. Hoover objected. The dispute became so heated that Roosevelt was forced to intervene. The President awarded Hoover sole responsibility for secret operations south of the border (a decision OSS later disregarded).q




  This first clash left Hoover with a fear of OSS encroachment that undoubtedly strengthened his natural paranoia about sinister conspiracies. Representatives of the British secret services in the United States were amazed to find that “Hoover keenly resented Donovan’s organization from the moment it was established,” and his resentment “was inevitably extended towards its British collaborators. . . . It took a long while to convince him that he could not succeed in his determination to exclude the British organization from contact with other U.S. intelligence agencies.”52




  The feud continued. In January 1942 Donovan’s officers secretly penetrated the Spanish embassy in Washington and began photographing the code books and other official documents of Franco’s pro-Axis government. Hoover learned of this operation and was angered because the COI men were invading his operational territory. The FBI did not bother to register a formal protest. While the COI officers were making one of their nocturnal entries into the embassy in April, two FBI squad cars followed. When Donovan’s men were in the building, the cars pulled up outside the embassy and turned on their sirens. The entire neighborhood was awakened and the COI interlopers were sent scurrying. Donovan protested this incredible FBI action to the White House. Instead of reprimanding Hoover, Roosevelt’s aides ordered the embassy infiltration project turned over to the Bureau.53




  As the war went on, OSS relations with the FBI seemed to improve. Two of Hoover’s top agents, Baltimore attorney Sidney Rubensteinr and 24-year-old Nebraskan J. Evelle Younger,s who headed the FBI’s National Defense Section, were co-opted by the Counter-Intelligence Branch of OSS for service in the Far East. But Hoover was not appeased. In 1944 he vigorously objected to a proposed exchange of missions between OSS and the Russian NKVD (Moscow’s intelligence and secret police organization). The agreement with Moscow, personally negotiated by Donovan, would have meant the first American penetration of the most secret intelligence service of the Soviet Union. Both the American military representative at the Kremlin and Ambassador Averell Harriman hoped “that the relationship thus established would open the door to greater intimacy with other branches of government” in Moscow. Hoover denounced the agreement as “a highly dangerous and most undesirable procedure.” Roosevelt was unwilling to challenge Hoover’s political power, and the agreement was tabled.54




  OSS also had running bouts with the Department of State. The COI had just acquired a few temporary rooms in the State Department Annex in its very early days, when Cordell Hull’s assistants first became worried about competition with the new agency. When COI requested access to some State files, Foreign Service officers nervously jibed that Donovan was “a man who could tell you the time if you loaned him your watch.”55 State officials had good cause for anxiety; the helter-skelter but brilliant achievements of Donovan’s officers would stand in sharp contrast to the tradition-bound, sluggish actions of the diplomatic service.




  To novitiates of the foreign affairs bureaucracy, the contrast came as something of a shock. In 1944, an astute specialist in African affairs left the Research and Analysis Branch of OSS for a new position at the State Department. He was amazed by the change of atmosphere. His OSS environment had been free-wheeling, intellectually stimulating, and politically liberal. In contrast, he found his new Foreign Service colleagues burdened by the restraints of career ambition and the conservatism of a rigid hierarchy. He even encountered instances of racial prejudice that would have seemed anathema to his fellow analysts in OSS. The bewildered professor was Ralph Bunche.t




  The disappointment Bunche experienced was shared by others who found the State Department hopelessly hamstrung by bureaucratic inertia, a “spirit of smug self-satisfaction,” as David Bruce put it.56 State thus proved an easy prey for OSS dynamism. If for no other reason than the quality of its people, OSS was destined to enter the arena of international diplomacy. Men who had served in top diplomatic posts before the war—such as the American ambassadors to Germany and Italy, the minister to Lithuania, and the deputy governor-general of the Philippines—were quickly tapped by Donovan for top OSS positions. America’s first intelligence agency also served as a breeding ground for future statesmen. Since the war, former OSS officers have represented the United States as ambassadors in over twenty countries.u The commander of OSS in the European Theater, David Bruce, served as ambassador to England, France, and Germany, and as American representative to the Vietnam peace negotiations in Paris. General Donovan was himself named ambassador to Thailand by President Eisenhower. The exclusive “club” of COI and OSS veterans also included Presidential advisors Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., Walt Rostow, Carl Kaysen, Douglass Cater, Clark McGregor,v former U.N. ambassador Goldberg, former Treasury Secretary C. Douglas Dillon, and CIA Directors Allen Dulles and Richard Helms. Most of these men received their first governmental experience in OSS.




  In August 1941, an alarmed State Department signed an uneasy pact with COI assigning some vague responsibility for intelligence collection and overseas propaganda to Donovan’s group—a concession accepted by Undersecretary of State Sumner Welles (whose son Ben later appeared in Cairo in OSS uniform). But not all officials at State were happy with the agreement. Assistant Secretary of State Breckinridge Long wrote in his diary in late 1941: “One of the most important things to be controlled is Donovan. His organization is composed of inexperienced people—inexperienced in so far as dealing with high-powered information is concerned. They get all our information and use it ad lib. Sometimes there is a definite flare-back because of lack of judgment in its use.” Four months later, in April 1942, he added that Donovan “has been a thorn in the side of a number of the regular agencies of the government for some time—including the Department of State—and more particularly recently in Welles’. He is into everybody’s business—knows no bounds of jurisdiction—tries to fill the shoes of each agency charged with responsibility for a war activity. He has almost unlimited money and a regular army at work and agents all over the world.”57




  Special criticism was reserved for Robert Sherwood’s COI propaganda division, whose radio broadcasts, according to Long, followed “a policy widely divergent from the official foreign policy and from time to time make trouble for us abroad.”58 The chief of Sherwood’s planning board explained that his staff took an independent course only after finding it impossible to receive specific guidelines from the State Department. They decided that “if we could not get anybody to tell us what U.S. government policy was in particular instances, we would have to assume responsibility ourselves for saying what it was. We did so. After a few weeks of this improvisation, the State Department woke up with a start to the realization that one of Donovan’s impertinent little offices was making policy for it.”59




  A second dispute involved the OSS use of American diplomatic facilities. The American ambassador to Vichy, Admiral William Leahy, tried to impose restrictions on the espionage operations of OSS agents attached to the American consulates in southern France. “General Donovan accused me of interfering in his work,” recalls Leahy. “I told him the diplomatic service was my business.”60 In all the neutral countries of Europe—Switzerland, Sweden, Spain, Portugal—the assignment of OSS officers to the American embassies under diplomatic cover met with strong resistance from the professional diplomats. The single appointment to which State did not object was that of a charming editor of Vogue as “fashion attaché” at the American embassy in Stockholm. She admirably promoted American clothing design in Sweden while secretly working with the Danish resistance on behalf of OSS. Far less dainty spies and saboteurs reached neutral capitals as “cultural attachés” and were greeted with something less than joy by the American ambassadors.




  The State Department next objected to dispensing passports to OSS officers. Mrs. Ruth Shipley, who ran State’s passport division as her own personal empire, insisted that Donovan’s agents travel abroad with their passports clearly marked “OSS.” It took considerable discussion at high levels to convince State that espionage operations were simply incompatible with Mrs. Shipley’s whims. Later in the war she struck back by interminably delaying, on “security” grounds, the passports of Japanese-Americans bound for OSS posts in the Far East.61




  As COI grew into OSS and the organization began to expand, it was inevitable that Donovan’s men would fill the diplomatic vacuum created by the State Department’s abdication of responsibility. State often jealously fought to preserve petty prerogatives while failing to assume leadership or to provide direction on matters of substance. In Cairo, the American ambassador to the Greek and Yugoslav exile governments refused to represent the United States on an Anglo-American planning committee for political warfare in the Balkans. The diplomat explained that he had received no instructions from Washington. The American view was therefore presented by Turner McBaine, a 32-year-old California attorney in OSS naval uniform with the rank of lieutenant, junior grade, sitting opposite the British ambassador and a British general.w That same year in Washington, an OSS colonel queried Assistant Secretary of State Adolf Berle about American policy toward Thailand. After a rapid consultation with Cordell Hull, Berle returned with a laconic (and symbolic) response: “We haven’t any policy as yet.”




  Into the breach rushed the OSS. In its initial attempts to gather high-level intelligence, OSS men were forced into activities that smacked of diplomacy. Wartime conditions sometimes prevented regular State personnel from undertaking unusual or hazardous missions and OSS was assigned responsibility. Donovan dispatched his officers on missions to the Dalai Lama of Tibet and the Regent of Thailand. And he sent a beautiful young American war correspondent to rendezvous secretly with the Field Marshal of Finland. Having completed her mission, she stopped briefly at the American embassy in Stockholm to see a Foreign Service officer of long acquaintance. Saying nothing of her OSS affiliation, she subtly asked the diplomat for his opinion of General Donovan’s secret service. Replying with great earnestness, the State official confided to her, “I can always smell an OSS officer. We never give them any help.”




  Another OSS intrusion into the diplomatic process was prompted by the creation of a Foreign Nationalities Branch within the organization. This division was headed by Dewitt Poole, director of the Princeton School for Public Affairs and former State Department Russian expert.x Officially, the purpose of the branch was to observe the legal political activities of a multitude of anti-Axis exile and immigrant groups in the United States, from the semi-official Gaullist delegation in Washington to the handful of refugees who operated a “Free Albanian” press in Boston. “It was Mr. Poole’s belief,” wrote one of his aides, “that Americans of foreign descent, at a time when freedom had been extinguished in their original homelands, could provide information and services of importance to our military effort and our diplomacy. He believed, in a more subtle and philosophic way, that our foreign policy could draw some measure both of idealism and consistency from these living streams of old-world perceptions, perceptions which had been made the more disinterested and assured by their contact with American life.”62




  One left-wing critic took a decidedly less romantic view of Poole’s activities. He charged (somewhat unfairly) that the OSS branch sought to “sustain or restore monarchical, clero-fascistic, reactionary setups” in Europe and “to set off power politics of the most deplorable variety.”63 It was true that Poole’s operations had gone far beyond liaison. As the number of exile and immigrant groups multiplied, their leaders came into frequent conflict with one another, and all demanded recognition of political legitimacy from the American government. Accordingly, the Foreign Nationalities Branch became involved in political intrigue. At times this included surveillance of exile leaders by OSS officers, an activity that again incurred the wrath of the FBI. Still other OSS experts in London surreptitiously opened and resealed the mail pouches that one government-in-exile had sent to its delegation in Washington. A comparison of documents sent by pouch with information the exile government was transmitting voluntarily to OSS proved that some details on resistance activity had been withheld.64




  Nor did Donovan’s officers shrink from playing the role of political king-makers, as one postwar chief of state could attest. Syngman Rhee had unsuccessfully attempted, early in the war, to obtain official recognition of his Korean exile movement. But the State Department was skeptical, believing that Rhee’s Korean Provisional Government was no more than a “self-constituted club” of expatriates.65 Rhee turned in desperation to OSS and received a warm reception from Colonel M. Preston Goodfellow, a Brooklyn newspaper publisher and former Hearst executive who was Donovan’s Deputy Director for Operations.y Through Goodfellow’s intercession, the War Department accorded Rhee limited recognition as liaison with OSS in recruiting a group of young Koreans for behind-the-lines service in the Far East.z Rhee’s standing in official Washington was thus given a considerable boost. As for the OSS operational plan, most of the agents were selected, trained, and never used. OSS, nonetheless, had given Rhee his first boost toward postwar political power.a




  As the end of the war approached, Donovan’s men even became deeply enmeshed in surrender negotiations in Europe. Hitler’s generals “had good reason to fear that they would pay with their lives for any unauthorized attempt to stop the fighting. This meant that there could be no parliamentarians crossing enemy lines with white flags, no public parleys, no formalized negotiations.” The State Department recognized that a secret organization like OSS was best equipped to undertake “the unusual function of establishing the first contact” with enemy emissaries.66




  But the professional diplomats were far less convinced of the political sagacity of those OSS men in khaki who parachuted behind enemy lines into occupied territory to contact the anti-Axis resistance forces of Europe and Asia.




  “The oppressed peoples must be encouraged to resist and to assist in Axis defeat, and this can be done by inciting them, by assisting them, and by training and organizing them.” Sabotage alone would not suffice. “It must be accompanied by efforts to promote revolution.” Those words were not written by Stalin. They were found in an October 1941 memorandum to General Donovan from his first Special Operations chief, Robert Solborg, a steel corporation executive and Russian émigré who had once been an officer of the Czar’s army.




  “The undercover agent must set up his machinery for building up an organization dedicated in the beginning to passive resistance. If his task is successful, passive resistance will lead by natural steps to open violence and even—at the proper time—to armed rebellion.”67 Mao Tse-tung was not the author of these instructions for subversion. They were set forth in December 1943 by another Donovan assistant, J. Freeman Lincoln, a freelance writer who later became an editor of Fortune and Time magazines.




  Even Donovan’s executives realized that OSS was confronted with the task of political revolution. There could be no American embassies and no Foreign Service officers in enemy-occupied territory. Yet the competing drives for power in the occupied nations were only intensified by Axis domination and the chaos of war. New social and ideological forces were clamoring for the overthrow of old regimes in Europe, and Asian nationalists were plotting the destruction of colonial rule. It was the “liaison” officers of OSS to whom these revolutionaries often turned in hopeful anticipation.




  Robert Welch, founder of the John Birch Society, charged that OSS “frequently threw the weight of American supplies, arms, money, and prestige behind the Communist terrorist organizations of Europe and Asia.”68 There was some truth in this statement. But the full story of OSS relations with the resistance was a complex product of organizational structure, the nature of guerrilla warfare, the ideologies of the men behind the lines, and the competing political interests of America’s allies.




  OSS had taken its organizational cue from the British, who at the outset of World War II were considered masters of clandestine warfare. The Secret Intelligence Service (known as SIS, MI-6, or “Broadway”) had been charged with overseas espionage since the late sixteenth century. An offshoot of SIS, the Special Operations Executive (SOE), was created in 1940 to assist guerrilla movements in the war against Hitler, or, in Churchill’s poetic phrase, to “set Europe ablaze.”




  General Donovan similarly established a Secret Intelligence Branch (SI) and a Special Operations Branch (SO). Like their independent British counterparts, these divisions looked at operational problems from entirely different perspectives. SI was charged with espionage—the secret collection of intelligence information—and SO was given responsibility for sabotage and liaison with underground movements. The operational objectives of these two divisions were not always compatible. The SO principle was to work with resistance groups of any political coloration provided that they were militarily effective against the enemy. The SI branch was interested only in the collection of useful information, not in tactical raids or sabotage. Could an underground group supply valuable intelligence? If so, argued the SI men, OSS must maintain contact with that group. “An intelligence officer,” wrote Allen Dulles, summarizing the SI position, “should be free to talk to the devil himself if he could gain any useful knowledge for the conduct or the termination of the war.”69 That was the theory of espionage. But American officers soon discovered that their conversations with particular political devils were often interpreted as implying Washington’s recognition and support. OSS faced this same problem in the caves of Mao Tse-tung’s headquarters in north China and in the Swiss cafés where American officers met the conservative German militarists who were plotting Hitler’s assassination. Since formal organizational divisions in OSS were rarely respected, Special Operations men sometimes collected intelligence and Secret Intelligence officers occasionally fought with the underground. If this was not sufficient to confuse “operational principles” beyond recognition, General Donovan proceeded to create a third branch, the Operational Group Command, in which SI and SO activities were merged. The new Operational Groups were organized by target countries (Italian OG, French OG, and so on) and consisted of 32 men with language qualifications dropped behind the lines in uniform with directives to carry out both espionage and sabotage operations in concert with the resistance.




  Regardless of their specific assignments, OSS men who parachuted into enemy territory assumed a very special role in the war. There was nothing particularly romantic about World War II for the American infantry soldier. He saw the death, misery, greed, and brutality that always accompanies armed conflict. But a select group of Donovan’s men fought a different war.




  Living and working behind the lines with dedicated guerrillas who fought to free their countries from fascist domination, these OSS officers found real meaning in the Roosevelt slogans of the Atlantic Charter. And few American (or British) officers failed to develop a passionate admiration for their partisan friends. The enemy was evil, the resistance was heroic. For lonely Americans hiding on a cold mountain or in a torrid jungle under constant threat of attack, there could be no other truth.




  Actor Sterling Hayden was one Donovan officer who served with Tito’s guerrillas in Yugoslavia. “We established a tremendously close personal feeling with these people,” he later recalled. “We had enormous, I would say unlimited respect for the way they were fighting. . . . We got quite steamed up by it. I myself was steamed up considerably by it. I had never experienced anything quite like that, and it made a tremendous impression on me.”70




  It is not surprising that most OSS field operators were idealists. A majority were under thirty years old and had received their college education during the Depression years. Also, the OSS Psychological Staff, dominated by such young academicians as 30-year-old John Gardner of Mount Holyoke, deliberately sought out potential SO and SI officers who possessed an “ability to get along with other people” and a “freedom from disturbing prejudices.”b The psychologists similarly shunned the selection of men for overseas service who were burdened by “feelings of national superiority or racial intolerance.”71 This policy proved effective. One admiring war correspondent observed that “race, color, and previous condition of servitude cut no ice whatever” in OSS “so long as one actually wanted to get into the fray and help to win it.”72




  Some of the OSS agents who served in Europe were recent refugees from Nazism with a strong social-democratic orientation and “were very articulate in expressing their eagerness to participate in the war against fascism.” These men and women came from the ranks of Socialist groups such as the Jewish Agency Executive, the International Transport Workers Federation, and the International Federation of Trade Unions. In Asia, many officers had a missionary background and were instilled with a family tradition of evangelical support for social reform. OSS men who fought alongside the anti-Japanese Kachin natives in Burma rarely expressed the anti-oriental racism that became so common among American soldiers in Vietnam. And OSS was one of the few wartime agencies that effectively integrated American Nisei into its operations in the Far East, this at the time when these loyal Americans were being herded into detention camps on the West Coast.




  One Donovan aide noted that the general himself possessed a “basically democratic faith in the unexploited capabilities of the common man.”73 This social idealism pervaded OSS. A sampling of thousands of intelligence analyses produced by the OSS Research Branch reveals certain recurrent terms: democratic, progressive, social reform. These words were more than clichés to the young academicians who used them. They represented the hope, shared by their colleagues behind the lines, for the triumph of universal democracy and the progress of the common men of all nations.




  Each officer had his own interpretation of the coming of the democratic millennium. To the Roosevelt liberals in the operational branches, it meant the extension of the New Deal abroad. After all, OSS was a New Deal agency as well as a wartime exigency, and Donovan’s organization was “beloved of President Roosevelt.”74 Beverly Bowie, an assistant editor of National Geographic, was the first OSS man to reach Bucharest after the German withdrawal in the fall of 1944. Other American officers arrived to find Bowie already a regular guest at meetings of the Romanian cabinet. “Before they vote on anything,” explained the OSS officer with tongue in cheek, “they ask me what I think. I go into a trance and figure out what Franklin D. Roosevelt would do, then give ’em the answer. They pass all my laws unanimously. I never thought running a country was so easy.”75




  Other OSS officers—Republicans, conservatives, and many who simply had no strong political views—were just as devoted to their own brand of social idealism. They also held a basic faith in human progress and the ability of “common men” to improve the world through a common effort. It was an optimism without ideological connotations that eased the pressures of wartime life and clandestine existence.




  The resistance forces naturally assumed that these young idealists were official representatives of their nation’s foreign policy. “Here, I was America,” wrote an OSS colonel who served with the Yugoslav royalist guerrillas. “I had a message, perhaps merely words of courage and encouragement to a long-suffering people.”76 Behind enemy lines, the most casual word that fell from the unguarded lips of the youngest second lieutenant in the American army—he might have been a writer, lawyer, corporation executive, or artist in peacetime—would be considered holy writ by leaders of the resistance. His views had no importance in the eyes of State Department representatives thousands of miles away, but for the fighters of the underground, they were taken as inspired declarations of Washington’s policy.




  The British certainly recognized that their secret agents would work as unofficial diplomats and London insisted (frequently without success) that officers of the Special Operations Executive who parachuted into enemy territory should execute the political objectives of the Foreign Office. Like their Soviet allies, the British were determined to pursue their own interests as a world power in the course of the battle against the Axis. In Washington, some State Department and OSS executives had similar plans for the establishment of America’s postwar imperium, but the rank-and-file of Donovan’s secret service had no patience with such grand designs; they believed that Machiavellian power politics were always played at the expense of smaller nations and powerless peoples, and the underdogs of the world were the objects of OSS affection.




  A distaste for power politics was as important as ideological anti-Communism in shaping the attitudes of OSS men toward the Russians. Certainly there were conservatives at OSS headquarters who would have preferred a war against the Soviets to a battle against Berlin. But most of Donovan’s officers initially hoped for peaceful postwar coexistence with the Kremlin. On an official trip to Russia in 1919, a young Colonel William Donovan had advised the State Department against recognizing an anti-Bolshevik White Russian government. “Workers in Siberia,” he had observed, were “yearning for Bolshevism.”77 The Irish Republican was not being sympathetic, only honest and objective. He tried to maintain that objectivity, despite his own conservatism, as director of OSS. His operatives were forbidden to engage in espionage activities within the Soviet Union. (The Russians did not return the courtesy.) When the intelligence pundits at the War Department predicted that Russia would collapse under Nazi attack in 1942, economists of Donovan’s Research Branch under the direction of Harvard’s Edward Mason and Columbia’s Walt Rostow assembled statistics to prove that the Soviet Union could hold out against the Germans.c Most OSS men recognized the contribution the Soviet Union could make toward ending the war, and at first hoped that the wartime alliance with Russia might endure. Geroid Robinson, the Columbia historian and chief of the Soviet section of the OSS Research Branch, expressed the thoughts of many of his colleagues when he wrote: “It is more difficult now than it used to be, to unite for the immediate, but not too limited, end of salvage from destruction; but it must be done, if the democrat is to save his democracy, the communist his communism—if anyone is to save anything that has a meaning for him. Yes, it is very hard to unite for Armageddon in this sectarian world. But the thing must be done. There is no other way.”78




  This hope only made greater the disillusionment felt by those OSS officers who were confronted by Soviet belligerence in the last year of the war. In Romania, despite a past working arrangement between OSS and the Soviets in the rescue of Allied fliers, the OSS mission was abruptly ordered to leave the country after Germany’s surrender. In Yugoslavia, following Tito’s victory, Russian generals who had done little or nothing for the Communist partisans were welcomed with warmth, while OSS men who had struggled alongside the guerrillas for months were expelled from Belgrade. And in Manchuria, OSS teams were virtually imprisoned when they attempted to photograph Soviet dismantling of industrial equipment in violation of Russian treaty commitments. General Donovan responded, months before V-J Day, by ordering his commanders in Cairo and Berlin to turn their attention toward the new Soviet “threat.”




  OSS had brushed against the edge of a coming Cold War that would later be fought by its successor, the CIA. But at least at the working level of Donovan’s organization there had been no venal conspiracy for a new anti-Russian crusade. The OSS lieutenants who disliked Soviet political manipulations had been just as critical of similar tactics by their British allies.




  At first, the OSS amateurs had been eager to learn from their experienced British cousins in the Secret Intelligence Service and the Special Operations Executive. Even before the creation of COI, Donovan was known to the British as an ardent interventionist. The representative of the combined British secret services in the United States, Sir William Stephenson, had told his superiors in 1940: “There is no doubt that we can achieve infinitely more through Donovan than through any other individual. . . . He is very receptive . . . and can be trusted to represent our needs in the right quarters and in the right way in the U.S.A.”79 After America entered the war, the “closest cooperation with the British was already assumed at the highest level” at Donovan’s headquarters.80 Stephenson gave the general vital information about British operational training methods, clandestine communications, and espionage techniques, and the first OSS operators were trained in secret British schools in Canada. The British felt that OSS, in its formative stages, “could not have survived” without their aid. Donovan knew this as well, and in the later years of the war OSS tried to repay its debt by supplying MI-6 and SOE with technical equipment, foreign currency for use in clandestine operations, and, at times, with extremely valuable intelligence information.




  The anglophilia of OSS executives in Washington was shared in the higher echelons of the organization’s London office. David Bruce, the OSS commander in the European Theater, later became the popular ambassador to the Court of St. James. And Raymond Guest, a polo-playing socialite who directed OSS maritime operations in France and Scandinavia, was Winston Churchill’s cousin. The personal relations of such men with the social-club establishment that ran the British secret services brought about relative operational harmony in Western Europe.




  But even in London and Washington there were minor irritants. One OSS psychologist found that a British Psychological Assessment Board had been rejecting a high proportion of OSS propagandists, some of them well-known Hollywood screen-writers, New York advertising men, and best-selling authors. The sole reason: the candidates were immigrants of Jewish descent.81




  Such incidents made it difficult to build a cooperative relationship on the basis of mutual confidence. One officer of the Special Operations Executive, assigned as liaison to Donovan’s headquarters, had rented a rat-infested home in the District of Columbia. He complained to a British friend who promised to remedy the situation. One dark night there was a knock on his door. He opened it to find a tall, lanky man with sad eyes. “I am the exterminator,” proclaimed the visitor. “For a moment,” the SOE man remembered, “I thought that perhaps OSS had at last had enough of me.”82




  In the theaters of war beyond the immediate authority of London and Washington, suspicion between allies was less humorous. When Donovan’s representatives went to London in June 1942 to negotiate a worldwide working agreement with SOE, they vehemently insisted that OSS be regarded as an operational partner—not as a junior apprentice, as the British had proposed. The Americans won the argument, but only on paper. SOE reached a peak of obstructive efficiency in preventing OSS operations in Scandinavia and the Balkans on the grounds that these areas were within its exclusive domain. The departure of an OSS mission for the Arab countries was so long delayed by British objections that the impatient American team adopted the motto, “here today, here tomorrow.”83




  Many OSS men began to operate on the general principle that “in intelligence, the British are just as much the enemy as the Germans.”84 They believed that London’s secret services were more concerned with expanding England’s empire than with defeating the enemy. OSS impatience with Whitehall’s political maneuvers was particularly intense in the Far East, where traditional American opposition to colonialism permeated OSS operations. When General Douglas MacArthur refused to permit OSS to operate in the South Pacific, Donovan quickly convinced the British to accept OSS “cooperation” in Southeast Asia. From the standpoint of Allied unity, this was an unfortunate technical arrangement because it established India as a base point for clandestine operations in Burma, Thailand, Malaya, and Indochina. OSS men flew to Calcutta or New Delhi to begin their tours of duty in the Far East only to be “culture-shocked” by ugly manifestations of British imperialism. The OSS representative to the Anglo-American South East Asia Command wrote his wife: “Working with our Cousins has made me cynical about ideals—if we really believe our own propaganda, we would have to declare war on the British, for they have set themselves up as the master-race in India. British rule in India is fascism, there is no dodging that.”85




  At least on the colonial issue, the OSS was in full accord with State Department officers in the Far East, and Donovan’s organization became the “faithful secular arm” of the diplomats’ “anti-colonialist fundamentalism.”86 Long before the Japanese surrender, OSS planners had suggested that “American cooperation with patriotic, subversive revolutionary groups of southeastern Asia would appreciably increase our offensive power against Japan.”87 When the task of American representation in southern Asia in the immediate postwar period later fell to OSS, Ho Chi Minh and other anticolonial crusaders received their first spiritual impetus from the unauthorized American diplomats of Donovan’s band.




  In early 1941, before the formation of COI, Ian Fleming, the future creator of “James Bond,” then a ranking officer in British Naval Intelligence, suggested to Donovan that he should select as intelligence officers men who possessed the qualities of “absolute discretion, sobriety, devotion to duty, languages, and wide experience.” Their age, Fleming added, should be “about 40 to 50.”88 Donovan declined Fleming’s advice. Instead, he promised Franklin Roosevelt an international secret service staffed by young officers who were “calculatingly reckless” with “disciplined daring” and “trained for aggressive action.”89 In Rome, Peking, Bangkok, Paris, and Algiers, those were the operatives of OSS.




  Footnotes




  a During the 1952 election campaign, Republican vice-presidential candidate Richard Nixon declared that Stevenson had disqualified himself for the Presidency by filing a court deposition on behalf of Alger Hiss three years earlier. Donovan, though he backed the Eisenhower ticket, joined twenty-one prominent attorneys in publicly supporting Stevenson’s integrity and deploring Nixon’s criticism of the Hiss deposition.




  b Dr. Murray made this remark during testimony as a defense witness in the 1950 trial of Alger Hiss, the former State Department official accused of being a Soviet spy.




  c In 1950 Governor Dewey vetoed Donovan’s proposed candidacy for the U.S. Senate in New York. According to newspaper reports, Dewey “resented such a strong personality as Donovan in his political family, and was definitely afraid that Donovan might overshadow him.”




  d After playing a key role in the 1955 merger of the AFL and CIO union federations, Goldberg was President Kennedy’s secretary of labor, 1961–62; justice of the U.S. Supreme Court, 1962–65; and President Johnson’s ambassador to the U.N., 1965–68. In 1970, he ran unsuccessfully against Nelson Rockefeller as the Democratic candidate for governor of New York. His last public service was as President Carter’s ambassador to the Belgrade Conference on Human Rights in 1977.




  e Polonsky was accused of Communist sympathies by a congressional committee in 1947. He directed his first film, the classic Force of Evil, in 1948, then remained “blacklisted” in Hollywood for two decades after refusing to testify before the House Un-American Activities Committee. Although he did write under various pseudonyms during the early Cold War era, it was not until 1969 that he overcame the McCarthyite stigma to make his second (and, as director, last) movie, Tell Them Willy Boy Is Here.




  f Kent was deputy director, then chairman of the CIA’s Board of National Estimates, 1950–67.




  g Kirkpatrick was deputy director of State Department Intelligence in 1954. He left State to become executive director of the American Political Science Association. In 1955 he was also president of Operations and Policy Research, Inc., a CIA conduit in Washington, D.C.




  h Meeker served as State Department legal advisor, 1965–69. He was ambassador to Romania during the Nixon administration.




  i Cline was with the CIA in London, 1951–53, then was Agency station chief on Taiwan until 1962 when he became CIA deputy director for Intelligence. In the Johnson administration he was station chief in Germany, then left CIA to become director of State Department Intelligence in the Nixon administration.




  j In 1953 Halperin was dismissed from a teaching post at Boston University after J. Edgar Hoover told a congressional committee that the professor had been a Communist agent while in OSS. Halperin moved to Mexico in 1958, then to Moscow and Havana, but denied a State Department allegation that he had defected. He later taught at a Canadian university.




  k Obolensky was vice-president of Hilton International, 1945–49. He later became one of New York City’s best-known (and best-dressed) public relations men and octegenarian socialites.




  l In 1950, Langer organized and was first director of the CIA’s Board of National Estimates. He served on the President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board during the Kennedy administration.




  m Barmine was chief of the Russian Branch of the United States Information Agency during the Eisenhower administration.




  n Du Berrier was later on the staff of the ultra-conservative John Birch Society journal, American Opinion.




  o De Toledano was later a contributing editor of William F. Buckley’s National Review.




  p Dr. Morgan was deputy chief of the CIA Training Staff, 1947–49 and chief of the CIA’s Psychological Assessment Staff, 1949–52.




  q In 1954, Joseph Rendon, an unsuccessful Republican congressional candidate from New Mexico, turned up in Central America to participate in a CIA-fomented coup against the leftist government of Guatemala. He proudly told reporters that he had first warned of Communist infiltration of Guatemala on a 1944 OSS mission to that country. His reports, Rendon added, had been “sabotaged by Democratic Reds and Pinks in Washington.”




  r Rubenstein became security advisor to the U.S. mission to NATO in 1958.




  s Younger was district attorney of Los Angeles, 1964–68, and then attorney general of California. In 1978, he was overwhelmingly defeated as the Republican candidate for California governor.




  t Dr. Bunche was undersecretary-general of the United Nations until his retirement in 1971.




  u Those not mentioned elsewhere in the narrative are Edwin Martin, ambassador to Argentina, 1964–68; Thomas Beale, ambassador to Jamaica, 1965–68; and George Garrett, ambassador to Ireland, 1947–53.




  v McGregor, an officer of OSS guerrilla Detachment 101 in Burma, was elected to Congress from Minnesota in 1960. After an unsuccessful Republican candidacy for the U.S. Senate in 1970, he was appointed special assistant to President Nixon for Congressional Relations.




  w McBaine was later a senior partner in a prestigious San Francisco law firm and counsel to the Standard Oil Company of California.




  x Poole served as president of the CIA-funded National Committee for a Free Europe, 1949–51.




  y Goodfellow was later president of Overseas Reconstruction, Inc., a Washington firm with business dealings in Latin America, Southeast Asia, and the Middle East.




  z One OSS Korean agent, Diamond Kimm, was hardly a Rhee enthusiast. He was prominent in Communist front activities in Los Angeles until deported to North Korea in 1965.




  a In 1946 the War Department sent Goodfellow to Seoul as “economic and political advisor” to his old friend Syngman Rhee.




  b Dr. Gardner was president of the Carnegie Corporation, 1955–65; secretary of health, education, and welfare, 1965–68; and chairman and guiding light of the liberal political reform group Common Cause.




  c Dr. Rostow was chairman of the State Department Policy Planning Council, 1961–66, and later special assistant to President Johnson for National Security Affairs.
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“The best book about Americas first modern secret service.”
— Washington Post Book World
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