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FOREWORD



SIR JOHN MASTERMAN’S ACCOUNT OF THE DOUBLE-CROSS SYSTEM in British intelligence is an important historical document. Masterman is a trained historian and is well aware that he is describing a chapter of World War II which deserves being known and remembered. Masterman is also a skilled narrator. The Double-Cross System in the War of 1939 to 1945 is an engrossing book as well as a highly serious one.


There is no need to vouch for the authenticity of the episodes and cases he describes of spies who worked ostensibly for the Germans but, in fact, and unknown to the Germans, were working for Great Britain. The official origin of The Double-Cross System is sufficient affidavit. Nevertheless I can endorse their authenticity, having been aware of many of the cases in connection with my own war work. My particular counterespionage affiliation was with M.I.6. This was the British agency responsible for intelligence operations outside the United Kingdom; the “Military Intelligence” of its name was an anachronism. B.1.A, which handled the counterespionage operations Masterman describes, was a section of M.I.5, the British internal security agency roughly equivalent to the American F.B.I. What went on within the United Kingdom was, properly enough, Great Britain’s affair. But those enemy spies who were uncovered there and persuaded to work for the British from then on, thus double-crossing their original masters, of course had ultimate contacts outside of the country. Thus the co-operation of M.I.6 and its opposite numbers in Allied intelligence services was inevitably involved.


Viewed in retrospect, certain British contributions to the art of intelligence operations seem outstanding. In the field of interception the results were splendid and increasingly dominant, as the many published accounts certify. The techniques of intercepting messages sent by wireless were highly developed. So was the science of direction-finding by which the location of the transmitting instrument could be determined. By the constant monitoring of all wireless traffic of any sort it was possible to check not only what the double agent sent out, if he was his own wireless operator as he usually was, but also messages sent to him. It was possible too, by careful study, to evaluate the critical reception by the enemy of what they received and exchanged amongst themselves. This was the test of any plan of deception. Not the least of course among the benefits was the simple fact that the existence of new spies became known. In this way both the skeleton and the nervous system of German espionage within England could be outlined and controlled.


Another contribution was that of so-called overt intelligence, by which scholarly sources, when studied by scholars, revealed information which had long since been gathered but already been covered by dust. Timetables for tides involved in invasion landings, the location of bombing targets within metropolitan areas, amounts of precipitation to provide against and rainy seasons to avoid: these not-at-all trivial data emerged from the otherwise ignored pages of books rather than from the impossibly delayed reports of agents. American intelligence services learned much from the British example of research and analysis carried on at the universities. But the double-cross system was of course not itself involved.


Certainly the most imaginatively appealing success of British intelligence work was the operation of double agents, and through them the practice of deception. The center of this activity was in the B Division of M.I.5. At least it was the center of what Masterman describes. For as he states, this was an activity which involved many branches: M.I.5, M.I.6, the Admiralty, the Air Force, the Home Office, and the Foreign Office, among others.


As in World War I, the British government partly by necessity, partly by design, drew on the universities and the professions for additional brains. Amateurs joined hands with professionals in the intelligence establishment. Work with double agents was a game made for one amateur—J.C. Masterman—who was a university don and an enthusiastic cricketer. His mind was tuned to the pitch of the ball in this sport whose hazards were so real and whose rewards were so immense. This was the greatest test match of the century. It is by no mere rhetorical flourish that Masterman can refer to two masters of cricket when he remarks of two masterly double agents, “If in the double-cross world SNOW was the W.G. Grace of the early period, then GARBO was certainly the Bradman of the later years.” Skills were involved in the double-cross game, and absolute coordination. The British were masters and whatever Americans did similarly in the European and Mediterranean theaters stemmed from British direction and example.


The sense of example which The Double-Cross System provides gives the book a particular merit. It is a manual of operation. There has never been one like it. When Americans midway in World War II were preparing for their own external counterespionage system, its novices were given, half desperately, Compton Mackenzie’s Water on the Brain (1933). Manuals on either espionage or counterespionage are after all rare. Graham Green’s satiric Our Man in Havana (1958) is perhaps as good as most. Edward Weismiller’s novel The Serpent Sleeping (1962) is one of the few accounts of the handling and psychology of a turned agent, in this case after the invasion of France, when German agents attempted to operate behind the American lines.


Lieutenant Commander Ewen Montagu’s The Man Who Never Was (1953) is the most famous account of strategic deception and the most detailed. Duff Cooper in his novel Operation Heartbreak (1950) had told the story earlier, but Montagu, as a member of Naval Intelligence, was a chief begetter and the case officer of this completest of deceptions. By means of false messages found on a body, itself a concocted corpse, washed up on the Spanish coast, the Germans were persuaded that the next Allied invasion in the Mediterranean was to be in Sardinia rather than in Sicily, where it actually took place. The German high command was successfully deceived.


Lord Ismay, chief of staff to Winston Churchill as minister of defense, gave Montagu’s book a semi-official blessing by writing an introduction to it. “It is not often,” he said, “that the whole story of a secret operation can be made public, told by someone who knows every detail. The military student can be grateful that chance has made it possible for him to have a textbook example of a very specialized branch of the art of war: others will enjoy a ‘real-life thriller’—which once more illustrates that truth is stranger than fiction.” Lord Ismay was indicating, in advance, the values similarly to be found in The Double-Cross System.


Masterman is no stranger either to truth or fiction, as his deservedly popular mystery stories witness. The shrewdness of An Oxford Tragedy (1933) may even have played a part in drafting him for the “XX” (translated as “Twenty”) Committee whose task was to pass on and manage the complex manipulation of double agents. This involved the supervision of whatever the double agents sent in the way of volunteered information or as answers to questionnaires, and involved equally the attempt to build the agents up for the moment when each could play a more decisive role. These moments did come, as when the Normandy invasion was shielded by diverting the enemy’s attention to the likelihood of a Norwegian landing. They came, too, when it was important to confuse the Germans on the success of their missile bombing of London by the V-1s and the V-2s. The British double-cross system was responsible for the saving of hundreds and thousands of lives. Both truth and fiction played parts.


The element of “game” was, as I have said, fortunately not absent. A sense of freshness was kept. “For the plain truth is,” Masterman writes in his introduction to Fate Cannot Harm Me (1935), “that breaking rules is fun, and the middle-aged and respectable have in this regard a capacity for innocent enjoyment at least as great as that of the youthful and rebellious.” Some of the amateurs in B.I.A were no doubt “middle-aged and respectable,” but their enjoyment was by no means “innocent.” Masterman’s postwar novel, The Case of the Four Friends (1957), he calls in its subtitle “a diversion in predetection.” The tale is a conversation about guilt. “Let me try to explain,” a guest in the Senior Common Room of an Oxford college says about the shadiest of the four friends:




Portugal was neutral, and so to Portugal came the agents official and unofficial of many countries and countries on both sides. It was not possible to learn in Berlin what was happening in London, but it might well be possible to hear, or guess, or deduce in neutral Portugal what was happening in both. And further, it might be possible to spread information (and make it appear credible) of what was not happening in London or Berlin and yet have it believed in the other place. And so Lisbon became a kind of international clearing-ground, a busy ant-heap of spies and agents, where political and military secrets and information—true and false, but mainly false—were bought and sold and where men’s brains were pitted against each other. There was, of course, more in it than this. The life of the secret agent is dangerous enough, but the life of the double agent is infinitely more precarious. If anyone balances on a swinging tight-rope it is he, and a single slip must send him crashing to destruction. Bannister went to Lisbon ostensibly in a commercial capacity, and he was well-known and respected in British and allied diplomatic and business circles—but he was much more than that.





Bannister was indeed “much more than that.” So were all agents. The conversations about Bannister and his friends in the novel sound very much like those in which members of the Twenty Committee and their colleagues might have bandied the probabilities of a SNOW or a CELERY.


The creed of the Twenty Committee is given explicitly in Masterman’s text. It is worth repeated reading:




	To control the enemy system, or as much of it as we could get our hands on


	To catch fresh spies when they appeared


	To gain knowledge of the personalities and methods of the German Secret Service


	To obtain information about the code and cypher work of the German Service


	To get evidence of enemy plans and intentions from the questions asked by them


	To influence enemy plans by the answers sent to the enemy


	To deceive the enemy about our plans and intentions





Carefully Masterman traces the achievement of these objectives. The question was not simply one of locating a spy and then arresting him. Masterman’s committee had no executive power, and if it had had such power, would have used it only sparingly. Any counterespionage agency respects the enemy and recognizes that the elimination of one operation only spurs the enemy to replace it by another. For that reason it is often better to watch a known agent than to seize him, and to controvert his utility by denying him access to important intelligence and by supplying him with what was known as “chicken feed.” Best of all, of course, is to persuade the spy, by one means or another, to work instead for you. One is not frightened of an “enemy’s” or a “friend’s” intelligence service so long as it is gelded. Not the least accomplishment of the double-cross system was such surgery.


Happily and with justice Masterman could claim for the British double-cross system that “for the greater part of the war we did much more than practise a large-scale deception through double agents: by means of the double-agent system we actively ran and controlled the German espionage system in this country.” The italics are understandably his. Once the war was concluded one of the first Allied objectives was to check the German intelligence records to see what if anything had been missed or misplayed. There was no reason for British confidence to be shaken so far as the Germans were concerned. It is the English story which Masterman tells and uses as precept and primer. Accounts drawn from German sources seem to tell another version of their espionage within England. They are proof of the deception.


Masterman’s report is a fascinating one. It is authoritative and it satisfies one’s curiosity. He outlines the development from the early period when the British were on the defensive and were protecting themselves against the probable invasion of England. This was the age of SNOW. Later came the phase when the initiative was beginning to pass to the Allies, and there was in the foreseeable future a probable invasion of the Continent. Then GARBO led off. The enemy were watching the change too. The double-agent system which had been built up for the first phase was recycled for the second. The shift was delicate and dangerous. Like a good tutor, Masterman never loses control of history in his report, “in order,” as he puts it, “that the main course of the story may not be delayed or interrupted.” Yet his contemporary concern was far more than narrative; to those on the Twenty Committee the story was always continuing, always changing, and must always be controlled.


Masterman gives us a world of stratagems, inhabited by characters like SNOW, like MUTT and JEFF, like TATE and ZIGZAG and TRICYCLE. They were known only by these cover names and in them they lived and operated. But each life was shared. “It cannot be too strongly insisted,” Masterman out of experience asserts, “that the most profitable cases were those in which the case officer had introduced himself most completely into the skin of the agent.” Nuance became all. Even the methods of communication between the agent and the enemy, whether by wireless, by secret writing, or by personal contact in neutral countries, required empathy on the part of the case officer and the planners. The details of a man’s wireless style, for example, the warning signals, the very rhythm of the key in sending messages must be mastered so that if the agent should die or for one reason or another be removed, a substitution could be made but not recognized. The dermal and subdermal took on new and nerve-wracking significance.


The Double-Cross System is not the only document to describe double agents and deception. It is simply the best. In some cases Masterman’s story can be interestingly amplified, as in Montagu’s description of Operation MINCEMEAT and “the man who never was.” The same sort of amplification can be done, though less confidently, with Eddie Chapman’s own account of himself as ZIGZAG, the saboteur (he was known as FRITZCHEN to his German employers), in The Eddie Chapman Story (1954).


What is significant in The Double-Cross System is the system itself. In a philosophical sense it is the “game” which counts. Certainly it was what counted for the soldier who splashed ashore on Sicily or in Normandy. Behind the “man who never was” were dozens of conscientious and clever men who were. Masterman describes their work. These were the ecologists of double agency: everything was interrelated, everything must be kept in balance. Yet in the end there was an enemy to be induced down the wrong path, wrong for them but right for us. Fortunately they went.


NORMAN HOLMES PEARSON
NEW HAVEN, SEPTEMBER 1971




PREFACE



THIS BOOK WAS WRITTEN DURING THE MONTHS OF JULY–SEPTEMBER 1945. At that time I had been participating in double-cross work for four and a half years. On 7 July I went on fifty-six days release leave and my final release came on 1 September, a couple of weeks before the book was completed. These dates have some importance; my service was in fact over but I was asked by the Director General of the Security Service and by his deputy to write a report of double-cross work during the war. Accordingly I stayed in the office and had access to all the relevant documents; but the report differs somewhat from what it would have been had I been still a serving officer when I completed it. In particular I allowed myself to state with clarity what I though of primary importance with regard to the future of secret intelligence organisations. I do not know what effect, if any, my last chapter had on those in authority. Possibly it had none, for few of them can have read it. But I am conscious that I felt entirely uninhibited when I wrote the report. Any value which it may have stems in my view from the fact that it was written in 1945. A history of double cross commissioned a few years later would have become to a great extent a livre de circonstance or a piece of propaganda; written in 1945 it was a report, coupled with my own observations and comments on secret intelligence work. For this reason the story is now published in the form in which it was printed (though for a very restricted circulation) in September 1945, with only a few excisions and verbal amendments.


The book, then, was written as a report and there was in 1945 no thought of publication at all. As time passed, however, it occurred to me and to others who knew of the book that there might well be a case for publication. As the secrets of the war years were revealed the objections to publication steadily diminished, for it can now be argued that nothing which could be of value to a potential enemy is revealed which is not already known.


As objections to publication diminished, the case for publication gained in strength. I felt that if security objections were removed, there was no decisive argument against allowing people to read reliable accounts of events which had taken place. It was also right to give credit for a successful operation to those who deserved it—in this case M.I.5 and, to a lesser extent, M.I.6. This I took to be important because the general opinion of the Secret Service was low. Any good work done by the Secret Service is usually unknown except to those in high places and those personally concerned. On the other hand any error or partial failure receives a great deal of publicity and a spate of criticism. Failures are exaggerated, successes are never mentioned. Some of the spy cases of the fifties and sixties, for example, have seriously damaged, usually unfairly, the image of the Secret Service. Although this is inevitable, it carries with it unhappy consequences, for when reputations suffer, confidence in the services is lost. As Hugh Gaitskell put it in 1961, “Secrecy may be essential but confidence must be restored.”


Even before 1961 it had seemed to me that publication of the double-cross story might help in some small way to restore confidence, for it is after all a success story, and one which could be told without impinging on other counterespionage work. Here a point must be made. It has been said that the success of the Service during the war was due to the recruitment of “amateurs” from outside and that after the war the Service relapsed into a state of inefficiency—to use no harsher term. On this point I must confine myself strictly to what I know, or rather what I knew in 1945, for I was myself one of the “amateurs” and I can speak with the experience of more than four years of observation. I do not know what may be the truth with regard to other departments and sections in the Secret Service, but I do know what was the case in that section which controlled the double-cross agents. We, the amateurs, contributed (I like to think) some useful ideas, and we formed a loyal and efficient support for the professionals. But it was the professional officers of M.I.5 who were responsible for the policy, for the plans, and for their execution, and who provided the initiative and the leadership which the rest of us needed. To the professionals, therefore, the credit for the success of double-cross work should go. I believe too that, to use the favorite phrase of all military appreciations, “lessons to be learned” showed beyond doubt that cooperation between different departments and different services was the one essential condition for success. This cooperation was more evident in the double-cross business than in many other spheres.


Arguments of this kind led me to propose some years ago that the double-cross story should be published, but it became evident after consultations that my proposals were premature. Now, a quarter of a century after the end of the war, it has been decided that the story may be published. The permission of Her Majesty’s Government has been given, and I am grateful.


To avoid misunderstanding another point must be made. Though the facts are for the most part not in dispute, the views and theories propounded are my own, and I alone accept the responsibility for them. Certainly some of them, and perhaps many, would not receive the complete or unanimous support of others concerned in double-cross activities. Nevertheless it has, for obvious reasons of convenience, been necessary to use the word “we” freely throughout the text. Roughly speaking, where the personal affairs of the agents are concerned, “we” stands for the B.I.A section of M.I.5 (Military Intelligence 5 is the Security Service, B.1.A that section of it which dealt with the double agents); where matters of policy are at issue, “we” connotes B.1.A supported by the Twenty Committee—so called from the moment of its first meeting because the number twenty written in Roman numerals represents double cross—as well as, in important matters, by higher authority in M.I.5 and by the W. Board. Where speculative theories and views are advanced, “we” is only the cover name for myself.


J. C. M.
OXFORD, SEPTEMBER 1971
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1: The Theory and Practice of Double Cross


THE USE OF DOUBLE AGENTS IN TIME OF WAR IS A TIME-HONOURED method both of deception and of counterespionage. They have been used frequently and extensively in most wars and in many places; they will quite certainly be used again. Every spy who is sent into enemy territory or across the lines must be alive to the possibility of capture and, in the event of capture, of saving his life not merely by full confession but by returning with messages couched in a form approved and perhaps dictated by his captors.


The high-souled fanatic may repudiate even the suggestion that he would be capable of giving way to pressure and of acting as a double agent, but the majority of spies are not of this Spartan breed, and many, perhaps a majority, of them are ready and even willing to commit treachery either under pressure or for simple reasons of self-preservation. There are, too, certain persons who are genuinely anxious to serve the side against which circumstances have induced them to operate temporarily; there are others who have a natural predilection to live in that curious world of espionage and deceit, and who attach themselves with equal facility to one side or the other, so long as their craving for adventure of a rather macabre type is satisfied. Again there are some who are ready to play with both sides at the same time and who—whilst they feel no moral objection to deceiving both sides—yet appear to maintain a kind of professional pride which compels them to render reasonably good service to each; and finally there are cases in which the spy is caught, interrogated, and executed or imprisoned but in which messages purporting to come from him are still transmitted by his captors to their enemies. The spy “being dead, yet speaketh.” There is even the entirely fictitious double agent, the “notional” double agent who never exists at all save in the minds or imagination of those who have invented him and those who believe him. In short there are many different types of double agent, and they in their turn can be and have been used for many different purposes.


Granted the antiquity of the practice and the ubiquity of its application, it is still true that the manner in which it has been used in this war has presented some novel features. In the older military books the use of double agents would be mentioned as a ruse de guerre, for previously, so far as we know, a double agent has been used for some specific and usually only temporary purpose, e.g., for the carrying out of a single piece of tactical deception or for the transmission of a false piece of political information. But during the present war the use of double agents has been notably extended and developed; agents have been run on a long-term basis, that is to say, the advantages which may be expected from them have been postponed in order that they may be substantial, and the reputation of agents with the enemy has been carefully built up over a long period in order that when the time comes they can be used with confidence and boldness. Here particularly a great deal of judgment has been necessary. A man who invests money at bottom prices in a gold mine with a shady past history and a very dubious future may well be tempted to take a small and quick profit by selling out if the shares rise—but he will only make a fortune if he risks total loss by hanging on to his shares. With double agents we have, as it were, held shares in a great many mines, and some of them, on which we have in the early stages expended labour and money lavishly, have indeed turned out to be El Dorados.


Others of course have yielded nothing and cost much; but you cannot expect in any case to draw a fortune unless you pay in, and pay in freely, first.


Not only have double agents been run on a long time basis but they have been run so extensively that we can think not in terms of a number of isolated cases but in terms of a double agent system. In fact by virtue of this system for the greater part of the war we did much more than practise a large-scale deception through double agents; by means of the double agent system we actively ran and controlled the German espionage system in this county. This is at first blush a staggering claim and one which in the nature of things could not be advanced until late in the history of war. Even after we felt sure that it was in fact justified we took the greatest care not to assert it, lest the bubble of premature confidence should be pricked by unexpected events. Nevertheless it is true, and was true for the greater part of the war. Everything that follows is designed to show how this state of affairs came into being, how it was used, what successes were achieved through it, and what opportunities were missed of using it more thoroughly and more effectively. In addition we shall try to explain the principles of controlling and running double agents which have been evolved empirically, in order that advantage may be taken of this experience in the future.


Here, however, three warnings are necessary. In the first place most of these principles and rules of conduct were worked out at a time when we could not bring ourselves to believe that we did in fact control the German system. Innumerable precautions had to be taken with every agent and indeed with every message on the assumption (which later turned out to be false) that the Germans had several and perhaps many independent agents of whom we had no knowledge, and that these agents’ reports could be used to check the reports of our own controlled agents.* Only long experience taught us the extent to which the Germans depended upon our controlled agents and taught us too the gullibility and the inefficiency of some branches of the Abwehr. Beyond question opportunities were wasted and chances missed by a pardonable excess of caution. Had we realised from the start that the Germans did not draw from other sources in this country we could have acted more boldly and offered a better service than we did, particularly in the sphere of deception.


Nevertheless the precautions taken were not without their use, and the principles of running double agents which were dictated by that caution may well have a validity in the future. For the second warning is this: It cannot be expected that in a future war we shall have the same or even comparable advantages. This time we had a combination of circumstances of quite extraordinary good fortune. Circumstances, aided by German miscalculation or absences of foresight, so fell out that the bulk of the German intelligence system in this country fell into our lap and secret sources permitted us to observe that the reports of our double-cross agents were transmitted to Berlin; that they were believed; and that competing reports were not (except those of OSTRO and some others which are alluded to in chapter 10) equally efficacious. Such a combination of auspicious circumstances will surely not occur again. History never repeats itself, and it can safely be assumed that the running of double agents in the next war will be more difficult and more hazardous than it has been in this.


The third warning which should be kept in mind is a natural corollary of the first two. The methods evolved for controlling double agents must be regarded as illustrations and guides to conduct and not as fixed principles or invariable rules. The circumstances on the next occasion, whatever they may be, will certainly be quite different. Once more it must be repeated that history does not, and indeed cannot repeat itself, but we can learn from experience if we are ready to adapt that experience to changed conditions. A single illustration will suffice. The problem of communications with agents, whether straight agents or double-cross agents, has been radically altered in this war by the use of wireless; and whereas in the last war censorship and the British intelligence service abroad were the chief source of information for counterespionage, in this war wireless intercepts have taken the first place. A superficial observer might well spring to the conclusion that all other methods of communication—e.g. personal contact or secret writing—were out of date and of no importance for future operations. A reasonable faith in the progress of technical scientific invention might suggest that a transmitter could be made small enough to defy detection, and that codes could be constructed which it would be impossible to break. The speed and reliability of wireless communication would then cause all other methods of communication to be abandoned. Such a view, however, would in all probability turn out to be fallacious. The history of wireless transmissions in the realm of espionage is likely to be another chapter in the age-long story of the struggle between attack and defence. The old battleship is rendered helpless by the new shell; the new battleship is protected by impenetrable armour; a new explosive smashes the impenetrable armour, and so forth.* So in the case of illicit wireless transmissions. It may well be that direction finding may be developed to such a degree of efficiency that the spy or agent in the next war may be unable to transmit in safety even with the most perfect transmitter, and may therefore fall back on some other method of communication—possibly a method of which, up to now, we have no knowledge.


All this is surmise, but it is patent that we cannot expect conditions in the next war to be at a par with those in this. During the present war double agents have made their communications by personal contact in neutral countries, by secret writing (aided by microphotography), and by wireless; and of these wireless has been the most important. We cannot tell what methods of communication will be most effective in the future, but it is tolerably certain that, whatever they are, they will not be the same as those used today. In consequence much of the detailed description of double agent cases in this war can only have an academic or historical interest and much of it can be omitted without loss. There remains a residuum, interesting perhaps in itself and useful for the future by way of illustration or as a guide to future method.


We return to the main argument, that is to the claim that during the war we did actively control the German intelligence system in this country—a claim which should be confined to the period after the fall of France in 1940, when Great Britain was effectively cut off from easy communication with the Continent, up to the return of the British armies to France in 1944. The possibility of controlling the German intelligence system in fact depended upon the virtual cutting off of this country from the Continent in May to June, 1940. Prior to that date there was so much coming and going that it would have been presumptuous to suggest that we controlled even a large part of the German system. An agent who worked for us in later years told us—and the facts were easily substantiated—that he, a German, had visited England from the Low Countries in the early part of 1940 in order to negotiate with regard to the sale of a patent bandage. The fact that such a visit was accomplished without undue difficulty indicates that spies could be, and perhaps were, introduced into the country at that time. After June 1940 entry was only possible, except by illegitimate routes, through Sweden or Portugal, and the narrowness of the bottlenecks made it comparatively easy to exclude unwanted visitors or to find a concealed goat among the sheep. That was an ordinary security task of no great difficulty.


After the reconquest of France and Belgium a considerable traffic was soon restarted between Great Britain and the Continent, and he would be a bold man who would swear that no spies slipped through among the rest. It is true that our own security measures had by that time reached a very high degree of efficiency, but the complications raised by the numbers and nationalities involved made it next door to impossible to be sure that all the holes were stopped.


What exactly does the claim to have controlled the German system in England entail? German information about England must have come mainly from six sources: aerial reconnaissance, wireless intercepts, examination of prisoners of war, previous knowledge acquired before 1940 and checked from the contemporary press, neutral embassies and legations, and finally the reports of agents. It is this last source which we, through the double agent system, claim to have controlled, and it is a part, and not an unimportant part, of the whole. Now clearly if the Germans were to have information at all through agents it was preferable that those agents should be controlled rather than uncontrolled. Even if we were unable to send over any false information for fear of detection by other methods (e.g. by aerial reconnaissance), we should at least know what the Germans were receiving—and that in itself is a great gain. The haunting fear that the enemy might have accurate and detailed knowledge of some intended operation was replaced by the certainty that they had or had not such knowledge. Of course there is much to be said for aiming at the ideal of denying all information to the enemy. This is after all the primary object of a security service. But experience seems to show, and certainly theory would suggest, that you cannot thus deny all information and keep all activities, preparations, and undertakings secret. On the other hand you can control one of the enemy’s main sources of information, and thus know what his information is, and, to go a step further, you can select his information for him, you can pervert his information, you can misinform him, and, eventually, actively deceive him as to your intentions.


Let us for a moment imagine that we stand in the middle period of the war with the double agent system in full working order, and that we have to make a case to show the advantage of the system and the benefits accruing from it. Such a case might well be summarised as follows:




	Our prime object is to control the German espionage system in this country. The placing, establishment, and running of agents is a difficult and laborious task, and it can be assumed that if the Germans are receiving an adequate service of news from our controlled agents they will not expend a great deal of time and effort to establish another system as well. This is the chief counterespionage advantage, and it seems to be more effective than the policy of attempting to suppress all enemy agents.


	Our controlled agents will help us to contact and to apprehend new agents and spies. Though all espionage theory is against letting one agent know about others it remains true that new spies are often given a contact to be used in case of necessity. Spies caught in the early days of the war had often been given a lifeline of this kind, and the lifeline almost always turned out to be one of our already controlled men.


	We obtain information about the personalities and working methods of the German service, and this knowledge is of the highest importance for counterespionage purposes. Since we know how our controlled agents have been trained, what sort of story they have been told to put up, and how they have been equipped, we are in a position to trip up and expose other enemy agents when they appear.


	We get information about the code and cypher procedure of the enemy.


	We gain evidence of the enemy’s intentions. The questions asked must give a great deal of accurate and important information about enemy intentions; they will not ask a number of questions about the defence of southeast England if they intend to invade in the southwest. Equally the cessation of all questions about ground and beach defences is a clear indication that invasion projects have been abandoned.


	With proper support and adequate preparation we can in some instances not only learn about but also influence and perhaps change the operational intentions of the enemy. Thus information to the effect that our aerodromes are imperfectly defended may induce the enemy to attack them rather than factories or installations. In the same way an insidious method of propaganda can be used. Thus in 1943 BRONX, answering questions about preparations for gas warfare in England, gave a glowing account of the excellence of British preparations, and implied that gas warfare would be of greater advantage to the British than to the Germans.


	Finally we are in a position to deceive the enemy. Clearly the necessity of sending information carries with it the power of sending misinformation, though it must be remembered that the force of this depends upon the reputation of the sender and that a long period of truthful reporting is usually a necessary preliminary for the passing over of the lie.
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“One of the most fascinating
wartime tales of all.”
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“Engrossing and
authoritative.”
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