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TOMAGGIE AND ABDUL MARZOUCA

“Deception is an arrangement of light and dark . . . chiaroscuro. . . . The people must be made to see white where there is black when this is necessary to the progress of the Revolution. . . .”

—From the guidelines for “disinformation” and deceit as an arm of secret warfare, offered to Lenin by his German Communist escort, Willi Münzenberg, on that famous sealed train carrying Lenin like an incubus into Mother Russia in 1917. The German General Staff provided train and escort from Lenin’s Swiss exile to Petrograd, counting on him to spread disaffection among the Russian soldiery at a critical phase in World War I.

“Little Bill Stephenson, in serious discussions with me concerning wartime operations, always conveyed a sense of unassuming but absolute authority which was based on moral integrity and an immense experience of the world and its affairs, of man’s ambitions and follies, of international politics. . . . He had been through it all as a soldier, an airman, an escaper, setting up his own private intelligence service as the threat of war with Nazi Germany developed. . . . He was covering the whole world with his intelligence, and he knew what to look for. . . . One aspect of his operating technique was absolutely fascinating to me: He seemed rarely to leave his New York office, except for some operational purpose where he felt his presence was essential—or else to see some head of state or something that major. But everybody seemed to come and see him, drawn to his office as it were by some unseen thread.

“It was like ancient Greeks going to their oracle at Delphi to pose their multitudinous questions and to get a definitive answer. . . . We always seemed to get from Bill a definitive answer.”

—General Sir Colin Gubbins, chief of Special Operations Executive; from a tape-recorded interview with the author.


FOREWORD

by MAJOR-GENERAL RICHARD HEATH ROHMER

The place: the library of Sir William Stephenson’s Bermuda home. The time: just after eleven in the morning, 24 April 1983, four decades after the wartime heroics of the man called Intrepid. Intrepid’s hooded eyes were bright, filled with intelligence. Would I listen to some tape-recorded notes he’d made that morning for a speech he was going to deliver in September to a gathering of members of the American Office of Strategic Services and others of the intelligence community. Where was the speech to be given? In New York aboard the dry-docked aircraft carrier the USS Intrepid. “Remember, they’re just notes,” he cautioned.

Notes or not, the voice that flowed from the tape recorder was strong and filled with urgency. Intrepid’s message was typical of the man: concise and to the point. This was the heart of his warning:


The enemy is not only at our door but inside our house and in practically every room. The West is fortunate to have in the United States the most effective and knowledgeable leaders, standing firmly shoulder to shoulder with their British and Canadian allies. They are aware of the present danger, that Yuri Andropov is now sole dictator of all the Soviet Union.

This is the moment that secret intelligence becomes not only the first line of defense but perhaps the only defense.

The issue is quite clear. Death or slavery versus life and freedom. Remember important events—Hitler, Pearl Harbor, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Afghanistan and others. And remember, Russian infiltration and disinformation tactics after Stalin were all the work of Andropov!



Intrepid’s exhortation to make the issue of “death or slavery versus life and freedom” clear to all the people was a plea to citizens free to speak and hear all manner of opinions in societies where liberty and justice are taken for granted; to citizens unaware of the powerful, pervasive forces of Soviet disinformation and the penetration of the Russian intelligence services into every level of the ruling bureaucracies, even into the very heart of the intelligence and counterintelligence organizations of the Western nations.

The months and years ahead would be marked by harsh new military and nuclear challenges from the Soviets, and by increased KGB efforts to infiltrate Western security systems, to create more “moles” and to steal or buy more and more secret technological information. The KGB agents who populate every Soviet embassy would encourage more marches and protests against the deployment of the weapons upon which the forces of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and its leading member, the United States of America, must rely for their defense against Kremlin-originated aggression.

Intrepid’s Last Case demonstrates the Kremlin’s single-minded purpose, even from the early days of World War II, when the Soviet Union was an ally to the West. Even then Soviet belligerence prompted the defection in early September 1945 of a highly placed member of the secret cipher branch operating out of the Soviet embassy in Ottawa. The appalling ineptitude of the Canadian government and of its eccentric prime minister, Mackenzie King, in handling this defector brought an alarmed William Stephenson to Ottawa—to take on the double task of protecting the defector from both the vengeance of his Soviet masters and the incompetence of the Canadians. The man whom Intrepid sought to shield, while at the same time obtaining as much intelligence information from him as possible, was Igor Gouzenko.

Igor Gouzenko was Intrepid’s last case. Author Bill Stevenson sees the Gouzenko affair, known as the Corby Case, and the crucial part Intrepid played in it, as the pivot for a cluster of events from September 1945 to Gouzenko’s death in 1982, and beyond. Applying his own deep knowledge and consummate skills as a researcher to the facts provided by Intrepid, he has written an extraordinary chronical of the widespread strategies employed by the Soviets to undermine every aspect of Western government bureaucracies, from their security services to the reputations of powerful and trusted agents.

Such efforts to neutralize enemies of the Soviet Union by sowing seeds of mistrust and discord among members of the intelligence or counterintelligence services were exemplified by the KGB character assassination of Intrepid’s wartime right-hand man, Dick Ellis. Shortly before his death in 1975, Ellis had done what I am doing now: he had written the foreword for a book by Bill Stevenson. Colonal Charles Howard (“Dick”) Ellis, CMG, CBE, OBE, U.S. Legion of Merit, had been flattered to be invited to write an opening “historical note” for a book on the life and accomplishments of a man he and countless others admired, the man called Intrepid. Ellis finished his foreword to A Man Called Intrepid by explaining why the existence of Intrepid’s New York-based intelligence organization, BSC (British Security Coordination headquarters), had been made public in 1962—the 1962 escape to the Soviet Union of Kim Philby, the brilliant Communist agent who had infiltrated the highest level of the British secret service. Ellis wrote:


We knew that Philby took with him the knowledge of BSC’s existence, but we also knew that he was not aware of the full and far-reaching purpose of Intrepid’s organization. Thus just enough of the truth was revealed for publication to blunt the effect of any disclosures that Philby or his supporters might reveal. But ten years later, in 1972, we knew also that the Russians had learned rather more and might use this information to bludgeon our friends and to hurt United States and Canadian relations with Britain. Full disclosure at last was the answer to this threat and to the demands of history. Hence this book.



What about this book, Intrepid’s Last Case? Ironically, it grew out of Intrepid’s resolve to counter posthumous charges that Ellis was a “German-Soviet mole” who, among other things, had suppressed parts of Gouzenko’s evidence to protect himself and others. If Ellis’s reputation were not cleared, future secret-intelligence analysts would think twice about making controversial, individual decisions. The KGB would have succeeded again.

Questions had to be answered. Did Ellis commit gross acts of treachery? Did Ellis help the Russians suppress or distort Gouzenko’s disclosures of Russian agents in high places within the Western bureaucracies? Had Ellis confessed, as alleged, to spying for both German Nazis and Russians?

As the author says, Stephenson was “determined to shake the truth out of the Corby Case. He had the contacts. I had the mobility. Through the spring and summer of 1981 . . . we began our own investigation.”

There was no choice. The results of that investigation had to be presented in such a way that all those interested in the protection of Western democracy against Communist subjugation could judge for themselves. To use Ellis’s own words, “Hence this book.”

As the story unfolded, it became apparent that Sir William’s warning speech contained an important truth, unblemished by the passage of time from that distant day when it was spoken by one of the world’s greats to another:


Finally, I must repeat what my friend Winston Churchill included in his last-minute words of wisdom to me on the evening of the day that he became prime minister of Britain and sent me here as his personal representative. I quote: “The United States of America is the mightiest force in the world and can remain so. When the nation is united in a righteous cause, it will prevail over all evil interests, over all evil interests.” (Sir William Stephenson)




PREFACE

REFLECTIONS ON SOURCES AND OFFICIAL LIES

When the Soviet Union and ourselves were allies in World War II, Stalin’s agents were also waging covert warfare against the West. They were helped by secret agreements by which Western secret intelligence assisted in moving Soviet agents into Nazi-held territories, and shared with the Soviets the weaponry and methods of guerrilla warfare. We seemed to be conspiring in our own undoing.

Then Igor Gouzenko, a Russian intelligence officer, defected with proof of aggressive Soviet operations against its allies. This brought all official secret collaboration between the West and the Soviets to an abrupt halt. It was September 1945, the war was over, and the significance of the secret arrangements was suddenly understood by the small handful who knew about them. Gouzenko exposed, for example, spies who had given atomic secrets to the Russians. How did this differ from the official handing over to Moscow of the West’s other secrets?

That question has never been asked publicly because the existence of the secret wartime agreements has never been openly discussed. Gouzenko’s lonely struggle against the KGB ended in his sudden death in the 1980s. The Soviets had infiltrated Western security, and during the forty years after Gouzenko decided to make his move, they worked to improve their situation. Gouzenko warned us. But he was silenced by the Russian moles he was talking about.

Gouzenko’s life was first in danger when the West was treacherously advised to hand him back to the Soviet Union. He was then saved by Sir William Stephenson, known as Intrepid, who ran British Security Coordination with headquarters in New York.

“If Russia seizes the West’s secret services, it controls Western policies,” was Gouzenko’s simple theme. “If it taps into Western intelligence services, it makes them serve the Kremlin. That’s the prime Soviet objective.”

Now, late in the day, we know he was right. Moscow has been continuously informed of our innermost secrets, from the first atom bomb to the present crop of aerospace weapons, from foreign policies to new satellite defense systems, because the warning was ignored.

The Gouzenko case was reopened in the 1980s after new betrayals were uncovered. When the Soviets failed repeatedly in their attempts to liquidate him, they buried him in a fog of lies generated by their increasingly efficient machinery for disinformation. Deceit, it became clear, was more than ever the instrument of Soviet policy. Weapons for the distortion of truth enjoyed a status equal to that of nuclear arms: they could be wielded aggressively under cover of a peaceful posture.

Gouzenko was a footnote to A Man Called Intrepid, and in that book, I called Gouzenko’s case “Intrepid’s Last.” I never intended to write a sequel. Everything regarding Gouzenko was still classified. Secrecy had been used to cover up a conflict that had grown far beyond the dimensions of his early nightmares. Gouzenko’s struggle to keep his integrity was that of any individual who believes we cannot remain free and at the same time let ourselves be governed by the weapons of secrecy and falsehood.

In the Soviet scheme of things, Gouzenko was small potatoes. Still, the KGB, the sword and shield of the state, had to crush him. The state could not suffer even one individual who uttered the blasphemy: “You’re lying to me.”

Soviet justice is mob justice. It condemns a man to death even if he lives outside legal Soviet jurisdiction. Gouzenko had few resources to help him escape. Yet what he did possess was formidable. He was in love with his wife, Svetlana, all his life. She returned that love in full. Their love story illuminates the case. They drew from each other courage enough to inspire an army.

No totalitarian regime can tolerate romantic love. As George Orwell noted in 1984, only Big Brother is entitled to such devotion. Love between two people is subversive. The lesson of Gouzenko, as we survive 1984, is that romantic love can prevail. From Svetlana he drew the reassurance that he was not guilty of deserting Russia because he had challenged the leadership’s claim of infallibility. At the end, surrounded by the love of Svetlana and the children they had raised in freedom, he knew he had been right, in spite of all the pain. Gouzenko’s story is a journey through today’s secret world. As the reader will see, secret reports can be altered secretly by the bureaucrats of secrecy to serve a government’s secret needs. Those who guard such secrets have the freedom to tamper with history, and to open fire on amateurs reckless enough to cross their terrain in search of the realities.

Truth, according to Marxist doctrine, is whatever serves “the revolution.” Our own strength depends on a decent regard for truth, and recognizing that “official versions” don’t always serve it.

Trying to separate truth from falsehood, I finally followed the advice of a fellow combat pilot who crashed in the middle of a wartime mine field. Asked how he failed to blow himself up while walking out, he replied: “Any course I took was bound to trigger some hidden land mine. I made an educated guess on where the safe ground lay and marched straight out with my fingers firmly stuck in my ears.”

That may not be the recipe for a scholarly work. By the close of this story, the reader may agree that journalistic objectivity or academic detachment would only lend a spurious gloss to the Gouzenko file. The visible terrain has been navigated with care, in the belief that the booby traps have been avoided; but in the final analysis, it remains a personal journey. Open sources are acknowledged in the text. Many events are described from personal knowledge. It seemed intrusive to project myself into a narrative dealing with matters of such gravity, and involving historical figures. Still, the reader is entitled to know when the author reports from direct experience. Thus, I was with nuclear physicist Niels Bohr when Soviet scientists in Kiev disclosed new space projects. It was I who was in the cell of Trotsky’s killer, and showed him proof of his real identity. It was Communist China’s premier who accurately warned of a plot to sabotage the Kashmir Princess, after inviting me to fly with him on that aircraft to the first Afro-Asian conference. These anecdotes illustrate points in the Gouzenko story, and I have tried to indicate when I myself am the source, without holding up the narrative. One anecdote concerns a Western ambassador who committed suicide in Cairo, fearing he might have to reveal suspected Soviet moles. I talked with him shortly before the tragedy. Now, a KGB-inspired book claiming to list British intelligence agents alleges I was expelled from Cairo while working for MI6. This is totally untrue. I was expelled from Cairo as a foreign correspondent for exposing a former Nazi Jew-baiter employed under an Arab name to direct propaganda against Israel. My talk with the ambassador was never made public.

Another source was Dick Ellis, a professional British intelligence officer all his working life. When reports circulated that he was the second ELLI named by Gouzenko as a Soviet mole, and that Ellis had been a Nazi spy too, the case underwent yet another review. This confirmed that Western secrets had been systematically handed over to the Soviets. But not by Ellis. The leaks have continued to the present day, and Ellis is dead.

I am indebted to the University of Regina whose archivists assumed the task of putting BSC papers in order. These will include summaries in the confidential British Security Coordination history, stamped TOP SECRET. I have drawn from these reports and the previously embargoed BSC file on Gouzenko’s case.

The Soviets set out to smash the West’s own wartime alliance for intelligence coordination, after the one-way flow of our intelligence secrets to Moscow was officially stopped. The flow began after Hitler invaded Russia in 1941. Prior to that, the Soviets had put their secret intelligence at Nazi disposal. The question of who set up the later Soviet-Western arrangements has never been answered.

It is my own conclusion that once the Soviets lost their access to these secrets, they set out with the help of “useful idiots” to break up the systems painfully assembled by Stephenson and General Donovan of OSS. I base this on the unpublished representations these two intelligence chiefs made to the U.S., Canadian and British governments in a last-ditch attempt to salvage wartime organizations. Bradley F. Smith, in his 1983 history The Shadow Warriors—OSS and the Origins of the CIA, records the newly declassified papers that reveal the secret wartime arrangements with the Soviet Union and how the facts were suppressed. I have quoted from my own conversations with personalities such as the former Canadian prime ministers, Lester B. Pearson, and Louis St. Laurent. The diaries of another former Canadian prime minister, William Lyon Mackenzie King, provide the substance of reconstructed conversations: unfortunately, some of the diaries are missing, specifically those covering the period after King consulted with Russian intelligence chiefs in London. The fact that he did so without concealment, at the height of the Gouzenko crisis and while it was still highly secret, shows that even a prime minister saw nothing wrong, during World War II’s immediate aftermath, in discussing Soviet spy-rings with Soviet spymasters. The fact that some relevant diaries have been inexplicably mislaid since then indicates some later embarrassment in the climate of the Cold War. The start of the Cold War was marked, in fact, by Gouzenko’s disclosures.

Ian Fleming was the first to suggest I write about Stephenson’s organization. That was when the creator of 007 was in Asia to research his last James Bond novel. Long before 007, Fleming was in British naval intelligence, where I first met him in connection with special wartime operations. I was then a navy fighter-pilot. Later, as a foreign correspondent, I kept in touch with Stephenson and Fleming, who ran a foreign news service.

Fleming always knew the Gouzenko case had a significance beyond its immediate impact. It had exploded the world of espionage as noisily as the atom bomb with which it seemed primarily concerned. But Fleming lived in the company of those who were bound by common traditions. A traitor in their midst was unthinkable. I don’t believe he quite anticipated that Gouzenko’s talk of a Russian mole would lead to the discovery of an entire society betrayed.

“Nothing is ever what it seems,” Fleming wrote. And eventually an unsettlingly different picture of the Gouzenko case emerged. It was like a trick drawing in a nursery book. First, you see simple black-and-white shapes. Then the shadows become profiles and everything is inside out.

Such shadows had been burned into the rock at Hiroshima. I wandered through that wasteland after the bombing, before the public understood about radiation death. Suddenly the shadows of a mother and child appeared before me. Yet neither a mother nor her infant were anywhere to be seen. Nor was there light in the sky to cast such shadows.

It was absurd. There were these stark silhouettes on the ground, down to the bun of the mother’s hair and the child bound to her back with its tiny head lolling in sleep. Then I saw that the real woman and the child had been vaporized. Only the shadows remained as proof they had ever existed.

If we risk becoming shadows on the stonework of terrestrial creation, as others have warned, it is in part because we did not see Gouzenko clearly the first time. He was obscured by chiaroscuro, that arrangement of dark and light advocated by Soviet ideologues: the deception said to be necessary to the progress of revolution. Misunderstanding is its purpose. Today, a misunderstanding between the superpowers can lead to MAD, “mutually assured destruction.” Do the Soviets know what they’re doing? Do we?

Officially sanctioned programs of deceit and defamation were assisted by the squabbles between Western intelligence groups after Gouzenko escaped. We cultivated prominent Nazis who lied about their anti-Communist dedication. Now, the Gouzenko case shows that many of those Nazi turncoats were planted by the Soviets to mislead and divide us. We set aside all moral scruples, and we got what we deserved.

Gouzenko believed we could survive on the common integrity and the freedom of ideas at the center of our society. If we surrender any part of these in fighting back, Gouzenko might as well have stayed in Moscow. There, men far more skilled and ruthless in setting aside moral principles would have advanced Gouzenko. His intelligence, stamina and courage would have taken him far—provided Svetlana had helped him kill his conscience. That, of course, was what neither of them could ever do.
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A GLOSSARY FOR ATOMIC AND SPY WARS

New forms of warfare cast a pall over the human race when Hiroshima was atomized and a Russian intelligence officer exposed Soviet atomic espionage. The growth of nuclear weapons is only too familiar, whereas the public learns little about advances in spy warfare. We glimpse the underground conflict when, say, a defector is killed by a poison-tipped KGB umbrella. The nuclear-tipped missile, however, is the better-advertised threat. We know that a contemporary nuclear war would differ radically from the Japanese experience, and we know how it would differ. Atomic scientists share knowledge in order to progress, chronicling their work as part of their scientific discipline. By contrast, spy wars employ specialists in the art of concealment. Their discipline requires the destruction or distortion of records.

Each type of conflict has its own jargon. This brief glossary is a reminder that secret warfare hides its specialties in acronyms, except in the matter of terror. Our civilization has come under sustained terrorist attack, using all the secret-warfare weapons from deception to torture; it has forced the victims, people of the Jewish faith, to name one of Israel’s unending wars the War Against Terror. There is no acronym for terror. No attempt is made here to list the many front organizations practicing this method of assault against the West.

For the sake of simplicity, the secret-intelligence agencies are generally mentioned under the groupings in use at the time of writing. The Russian Intelligence Services, designated RIS, cover the KGB Committee for State Security and the GRU of the Soviet Ministry of Defense.

This story begins when the KGB was known as the NKVD. To clear up the vexing question of the KGB’s many predecessors, remember the original need was to control the Soviet Union’s people with a secret police: first, Cheka, then OGPU, then NKVD. There has always been conflict between “Chekists,” which is what KGB personnel are again officially called, and the GRU, dating from long ago when the KGB’s predecessors tried to monopolize foreign activities. To keep both in line, the Soviet Union’s Communist Party Central Committee has an international department to coordinate operations.

During and shortly after the Second World War, the Soviet Union’s SMERSH operated against Stalin’s enemies, SMERSH derived from an acronym of Smert shpionam, “death to spies.” This has become absorbed into a larger KGB department dealing with mokrie dela, “wet affairs,” sometimes involving assassination abroad. Action at home or abroad is symbolized by the KGB’s device as “the Sword and Shield of the Party.” The sword imposes the will of the Party oligarchy, and the shield protects the Party leaders. The KGB is known within the Soviet Union as “the Office of Crude Bandits.”

In the United States, the Central Intelligence Agency, CIA, grew out of the first U.S. foreign-intelligence service, the Office of Strategic Services, OSS. There was, however, a chaotic period after the end of World War II when more than twenty different agencies competed to take up the OSS mantle. One of these was the State Department’s Office of Policy Coordination, OPC. The OPC’s existence was not even suspected, did not appear in official records, and was excluded from official CIA history until 1982,* when its brief existence was examined in the reinvestigation of Intrepid’s last case.

Intrepid’s last case covered several countries but was handled officially first by the Royal Canadian Mounted Police, RCMP: and RCMP is used here unless it is important to differentiate from the Canadian Counterintelligence (Cl) Branch or the Intelligence (I) Branch. However, the rescue of the key figure was the work of Intrepid’s wartime British Security Coordination (BSC). Neither the organization nor the man could be acknowledged, and Stephenson was known as WSS. Without him, there would have been no case.

Terms in use at the time the case began included:


ABC: America, Britain, and Canada; as in “the ABC secret warfare conference. . . .”

CD: Head of Special Operations Executive (British).

CSS: Head of Secret Intelligence Services (British).

FCC: SSS: U.S. Federal Communications Commission: Signals-Security Service.

FIS: U.S. Foreign Information Service of Coordinator of Information (preceding OSS).

FOURTH ARM: A separate ABC fighting force, equal in status to the three conventional armed services, dedicated to secret-warfare methods.

GCCS: Sometimes known as the Golf, Chess, and Cheese Society, the British Government Code and Cipher School responsible for ULTRA, etc.

G-2: U.S. War Department military intelligence.

MEW: Ministry of Economic Warfare (British).

ONI: U.S. Office of Naval Intelligence.

OPG or 0P20-G: Communications intelligence branch of U.S. Office of Naval Communications.

OSS: U.S. Office of Strategic Services.

PWE: Political Warfare Department (British).

RSS: Radio Security Service (British).

SFE: U.S. Survey of Foreign Experts.

SIS: Secret Intelligence Service, used in 1982 to cover all British secret services, including MI5 (counterintelligence) and MI6 (foreign intelligence).

SOE: Special Operations Executive (British).

SSA: Signals Security Agency, U.S. War Department.

WEC: Wireless Experimental Center (an ABC project).



In the West, secret agencies now operate systems designed to prevent a spymaster or spycatcher from designating another as his successor . . . to prevent a Soviet mole at the top from replacing himself with another mole. Nothing fogs Western vision more than to have intelligence officers glancing over their shoulders for fear of being spied upon by their own colleagues. Clumsy and annoying loyalty tests were introduced to stop Super-Mole I from replacing himself with Super-Mole II, and so on down the line. Nobody knew how to monitor the committees monitoring the spies. In America, Britain, and Canada—the ABC nations of wartime intelligence triumphs—such committees in the early 1980s investigated the allegations set forth below. One security commission reported in May 1982 that at least the British government was now “moleproof” but then warned that hostile infiltration of the secret-intelligence and diplomatic services was still a danger. Commentators concluded that moleproofing was not yet possible—and meanwhile seventy thousand government workers had undergone a tiresome, even humiliating examination that was now to become a seasonal mole-hunt.

The word mole, in the sense of a burrowing, long-term secret agent sent over by the other side, seems to have originated with a speech by Karl Marx in London in 1865: “The old mole that can work in the earth so fast, that worthy pioneer of the Revolution.” The word became as familiar as Washington’s “Toy Factory,” or London’s “The Circus,” or “The Neighbors” of Moscow Center. But the source of the word mole, like that of other secret-warfare terms, is always in dispute.

Muddiness is a cultivated art in the spy business, whereas the atomic glossary is precise, as befits scientific inquiry. The basic expressions used later are:


EXPOSURE DOSE: Amount of radiation to which a body is exposed. The unit of measure is the roentgen.

FALLOUT: Radioactive substances scattered over Earth from the atmosphere after a surface explosion. Fine particles in the upper atmosphere may take about twelve days to circle Earth; fine particles in the stratosphere may take years to reach Earth.

NUCLEAR FISSION: Splitting of nuclei of heavy atoms like plutonium or uranium. An atom bomb is a fission device.

NUCLEAR FUSION: Light atomic nuclei, like those of hydrogen, combining to form heavier nuclei. A hydrogen bomb uses a fission bomb wrapped in hydrogenized material to trigger a fusion reaction.

PROTECTION FACTOR (PF): U.S. scale representing degree of protection from fallout. An efficient shelter shields against all but 1 or 2 percent of the fallout gamma radiation.

RADIATION PRODUCTS: Types of radioactive isotopes formed from the material of a bomb and the interaction of neutrons with ground or interactions with earth and debris sucked up into the fireball. This causes fallout.



Contemporary U.S. intelligence agencies are the National Security Agency (NSA), the National Reconnaissance Office (NRO) and the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA). Nominally coordinated by the CIA director, these are quasi-independent. The NSA keeps electronic watch outside the United States by extracting billions of words daily out of the ether, decoding, sifting, and translating from a bedlam of dialects. NRO’s satellites and spy-planes try to picture anything on earth. NSA eavesdrops, NRA scans, and the DIA stores the information.

A four-nation signal intelligence (SIGINT) pact is the result of secret agreements dating back to the 1940s. A senior partner is Britain’s Government Communications Headquarters (GCHQ), notionally part of the Foreign Office, but actually answering to a secret intelligence committee of top civil servants, its funds “laundered” through defense and other budgets. GCHQ and the American NSA work with Australia’s Defence Signals Division (DSD) and Canada’s Communications Branch of the National Research Council (CBNRC).

Between them, they give some assurance of warning against nuclear attack and other possible Soviet mischief. There is no known protection against the misuse of these agencies except the ethics of the society in which we live. This is why responsible intelligence chiefs argue that our protective agencies must reflect the moral values of the societies they defend. The philosophical arguments grew bitter in the wake of Gouzenko’s defection. The dangers of immense and secret power were not so well understood in 1945, which may explain the grotesqueries of Intrepid’s last case.

 

*It was accorded fleeting recognition in 1976 with publication of Secrets, Spies and Scholars (Washington, D.C.: Acropolis Books) by former CIA director Ray S. Cline, when the OPC was included in Cline’s list of the CIA’s 1948 acquisitions of paramilitary groups.


PART ONE 1981-1983

INTREPID’S LAST CASE IS REVIVED


ONE

THE CASE THAT WON’T BE CLOSED

A shadow fell over the eighty-seventh birthday celebrations of the man called Intrepid, Sir William Samuel Stephenson, on that otherwise sunny Tuesday in January 1983. Seated in a special corner of his Bermuda library, he read: “The man who organized American secret intelligence was a German-Soviet mole.”

The bald accusation was given the prominence of a front-page review in the New York Times Book Review for the following Sunday. An advance copy arrived, ironically, in the same mail as a letter of congratulation from Nancy and Ronald Reagan.

Stephenson reacted quickly. The charge was leveled against his wartime aide Charles “Dick” Ellis of the British Secret Intelligence Service. Already, Ellis had been accused, posthumously, of suppressing parts of a Russian defector’s evidence, supposedly to protect himself and other alleged Soviet moles. Stephenson had “brought in” that defector in 1945: Igor Gouzenko of the Russian Intelligence Services.

The Gouzenko case had been revived after a gala dinner given in 1981 by veterans of the U.S. Office of Strategic Services, the legendary World War II intelligence organization that grew from the partnership between Stephenson and General “Wild Bill” Donovan. As the book review was now pointing out, Dick Ellis had assisted Donovan in the creation of the OSS “and was in a perfect position to expose and compromise every secret agent, operation and modus operandi of the agency” during World War II.

Did Ellis commit gross acts of treachery?

Stephenson had returned to the Gouzenko case to learn how the Russians had “burned” the defector in the hope of preventing further detection of agents of the Russian Intelligence Service, the RIS. Gouzenko had submitted documentary proof of extensive Soviet infiltration. Russian disinformation had successfully forced public attention to concentrate only on charges of atomic espionage. When parts of Gouzenko’s evidence were released, it was made to appear that some traitors who provided the RIS with atomic secrets and government papers were acting out of a muddle-headed loyalty to the wartime alliance against Hitler. Stalin, alarmed by news of the West’s atomic bomb, had called together Russian physicists: “A single demand I have. Provide us with atomic weapons in the shortest possible time. . . . Remove a great danger from us.” The scientist in charge, Igor Kurchatov, soon discovered, from the traitors in the West, which of several possible paths to follow.

The real issue was Gouzenko’s frustrated attempts to expose Russian agents recruited from the West’s own public servants—even inside our own intelligence services.

Now it was being said that Stephenson’s hand-picked intelligence expert, Ellis, was such a Russian agent, recruited because his pro-Nazi activities made him vulnerable to blackmail. Ellis, it was said, used his power to help the Russians silence Gouzenko.

The cases of Gouzenko and Ellis were thus inextricably linked. Ellis died suddenly just before the allegations against him were made public. Gouzenko died just as unexpectedly in 1982, in circumstances that dramatized the strangeness of both these men’s lives. Gouzenko was buried secretly under the name of “Mr. Brown who came to us from Prague.” A circumspect funeral oration was delivered by an anonymous preacher of an unidentified faith in a place merely described as “somewhere in North America.”

Stephenson ended his birthday celebrations on a much happier note. He was asked to accept the General William J. Donovan Award for outstanding service to the cause of freedom. This gave symmetry to the review of Intrepid’s last case. The award had previously been made to Britain’s Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher at that earlier gala OSS dinner of 1981, to which Stephenson had asked me to go, hoping to pick up more clues to the Gouzenko-Ellis mystery.

“Reformed experts in skulduggery.” The description was delivered by William Casey, newly appointed director of the CIA, when he hosted the 1981 gathering of OSS veterans in New York. He spoke in tones of genuine admiration, for he found much to admire as he surveyed the guests in the Waldorf-Astoria’s Grand Ballroom. Nearly a thousand strong, resplendent in evening clothes glittering with diamonds and military decorations, Casey’s old World War II comrades presented an inspiring spectacle.

Survivors from America’s first foreign-intelligence agency, they seemed to confirm Johnny Shaheen’s retrospective assessment: “We got the best.” Shaheen was chairman of the Donovan Award Committee, and was squiring Prime Minister Thatcher. Born in the same farm hamlet as President Ronald Reagan, at Tampico, Illinois, Shaheen had been wartime chief of OSS Special Projects. He had worked behind enemy lines to retrieve secret weapons. He had secretly negotiated the surrender of an entire enemy fleet. Now an oil millionaire welcome in the White House, he could identify around him dozens of distinguished figures who had made their mark in quite a different way some forty years earlier, plunging into secret warfare in the service of democracy.

My host was a law secretary to New York’s Mayor Fiorello LaGuardia and a member of President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s “brain trust,” Ernest Cuneo. A peppy, all-American athlete and patriot, Cuneo had received the highest British secret-intelligence award for his work of liaison between the White House, OSS, the FBI and Stephenson, and for settling the basis of anti-Nazi Resistance operations. Cuneo had brought along his old friend Arthur Goldberg, the former Supreme Court Justice, who managed the wartime infiltration of the anti-Nazi labor movement in Europe.

Around us sat ex-CIA chief Bill Colby, who had parachuted behind Nazi lines and was almost killed on a sabotage operation; the Countess of Romanones (formerly Aline Griffith of Pearl River, N. Y.), who escaped a Nazi trap by leaping from a speeding car. James Angleton became the CIA’s most notorious spycatcher after learning the trade among Anglo-American codebreakers. Travel writer Temple Fielding smuggled devices stinking of human excrement into Nazi-occupied territory “for their psychologically disturbing impact.” Michael Burke fought with the Resistance, later organized guerrilla forces, then became a CBS-TV executive and president of the New York Yankees and of Madison Square Garden. TV chef Julia Child traveled the world on OSS business. Beverly Woodner, a prewar Hollywood set designer, became an OSS expert on deception and visual aids. So many had been drawn from the Social Register that the OSS became known as the Oh-So-Social—a misnomer, because many others had been recruited among new immigrants to America, and still others (conspicuous by their absence on this night) came from the ranks of safecrackers and cat burglars, counterfeiters and confidence tricksters.

The group, assembled this final night of February 1981, symbolized the spirit of American-British-Canadian coordination that attended the creation of the OSS in 1942. They had invited Canadian ambassador Ken Taylor for his clandestine support in Iran during the long hostage ordeal. When host Casey presented the Donovan Award to Britain’s Iron Lady, there was no trace of the Artful Mumble by which he was known to baffle eavesdroppers. Instead, he announced proudly the purpose of the award, “to foster a tradition and spirit of the kind of service to country and the cause of freedom Bill Donovan rendered for the world’s security and safety.”

“Little Bill” Stephenson had coached Donovan in Britain’s secret arts. They had become a legend as “The Two Bills—Big and Little,” after Stephenson cabled the Secret Intelligence Service in London, “OUR MAN IS IN POSITION,” on June 18, 1941. A year later, Donovan had set up the basis of the OSS with administrative guidance from Dick Ellis. Without Ellis, wrote one of Donovan’s intelligence chiefs, David Bruce, “American intelligence could not have gotten off the ground.”*

Stephenson would have appreciated, no less than Casey, this revival of ABC unity. The term ABC, used loosely to describe the American-British-Canadian teamwork, arose from a 1941 “review of strategy” before the United States had yet entered the war.** The ground had been prepared by British Security Coordination in America, established by Stephenson using the codename Intrepid. The combined efforts of the three countries had won an unpublicized race to build the atom bomb. There were ABC agreements during United States neutrality that resulted in the sabotage of Nazi-held sources of exotic materials for nuclear experiments, and in the rescue (some would say the kidnapping) of physicists from Nazi territories. British experts were secretly moved to the American continent. Canada’s vast hinterland concealed experimental projects, and in World War II was the free world’s only source of certain raw materials needed to create an atomic bomb that for a time seemed to be made mostly from the cobwebs of fantasy.

Another ABC creation would prove of utmost concern to Stalin: a Fourth Arm of subversive operations to rank alongside the army, navy, and air force as an arm of the regular defense services. The Fourth Arm had been conceived as the means by which Nazi despots would be overthrown in Europe by local patriots, led by trained guerrillas, aided by saboteurs and other experts in insurrection. A Fourth Arm, if it persisted in the postwar years, would be used against other tyrants, of whom the most obvious was Stalin. And Stalin had been obsessed, even in the worst moments of Hitler’s war against Russia, with the danger of internal revolt—especially with the danger of uprisings fomented by that archvillain among anti-Bolsheviks, Winston Churchill, and his American friends.

The violent reaction of Stalin to the Fourth Arm theory of subversion was best known to Dick Ellis, whose first secret-intelligence work during the Russian revolution had earned him Stalin’s personal hatred as a British spy fomenting “counterrevolutionary forces.” The part played by Ellis in Fourth Arm operations after the first ABC talks revived the Soviet dictator’s hostility to Stephenson’s deputy.

Having known Ellis, I could well imagine his response to the 1981 reminder that ABC ties still prevailed. The New York Sunday News headlined its report on the OSS dinner: THATCHER BACKS PREZ IN FIGHT TO CURB SOVIET. Ellis would have said this new celebration of solidarity must attract the attention of Moscow Center, that the principals at the dinner were sitting ducks for KGB character assassins. “Sowing suspicion is the classic KGB tactic,” he had told me. “They’ve got a name for it, dezinformatsiya, and a department to direct it.”

 

*See Part One, “Groundwork with the Americans,” of the unpublished BSC history, Top Secret, p. 22.

**The ABC grouping became known as ARCADIA, after the secret Washington war conference following Pearl Harbor in December 1941. But since ABC better conveys the sense of Atlantic unity, I have kept to it, though purists may prefer ARCADIA.


TWO

DISINFORMATION AT WORK

Within weeks of the OSS dinner Bill Casey was under attack as unfit to direct the CIA. It took many months for him to survive scrutiny by the U.S. Senate Intelligence Committee. Time magazine commented: “The character and judgment of America’s top spymasters are being questioned around the world.”

The London Daily Mail set off a series of scandals with the front-page flare: M15 CHIEF WAS RUSSIAN SPY SUSPECT. The new upsurge of “spyfever” in Britain had begun with serialization of veteran correspondent Chapman Pincher’s Their Trade Was Treachery during the week of March 26. An earnest investigator, Pincher claimed to have uncovered more instances of Soviet espionage than were known to a public convinced that the notorious Kim Philby represented the most serious case of Soviet penetration. Pincher pointed to Sir Roger Hollis, onetime director general of MI5, as having twice been investigated—with results sufficiently inconclusive that Prime Minister Thatcher was later moved to attest that it was impossible to prove Hollis a spy.

So on the morning of Friday, March 27, 1981, Russian defector Igor Gouzenko was rousted out to appear on Canadian television. Hooded, out of what some reporters openly suggested was an irrational fear of Soviet reprisals, Gouzenko claimed that his evidence of treachery at the highest levels of British intelligence had never been acted upon—indeed, had been willfully suppressed.

As a friend of Gouzenko, I sat in the studio, surprised by his vehement statements. He seemed especially vulnerable because his credibility had been eroded by thirty-five years of subtle backstabbing. It was ironic that this man who had told me, “Stephenson saved my life,” was now exposing himself to danger once more. He was a man of rare courage—some would say recklessly brave, for he had set out to challenge the agents of Soviet revenge so many times. Few remembered now that, soon after his defection, he had authored a remarkable novel of Tolstoyan quality that revealed his intimate understanding of the methods by which Stalin controlled thoughts as well as actions within his Soviet empire. It was the work of someone better educated and more knowledgeable about the internal workings of the Russian secret police than his attackers wished to admit. They dismissed him consistently as a mere “cipher clerk.”

Stephenson, using his own resources, now believed it vital to reopen the case. One of the reasons the case had been juggled away out of his hands in 1946 was his insistence on the Russian’s right to testify in public. Had Gouzenko been allowed to speak out earlier, to present all his evidence of moles and super-moles in our democratic institutions, the disaster of McCarthyism might have been avoided. Instead, the frenzied response to Gouzenko by hidden bureaucrats left a vacuum that McCarthy’s demagogic and ultimately counterproductive hysteria filled all too nicely, as far as the Kremlin was concerned. The search for Soviet spies degenerated into a decade of witch-hunting.

Stephenson would be up against character assassins again: Gouzenko had already been libeled as a drunk, a spendthrift, and worse. His revelations of secret Soviet successes were distorted and neutralized. Stephenson himself had come under attack. And the reputation of Dick Ellis, his trusted aide, was especially vulnerable. Ellis had suffered interrogation in the sixties, during an earlier outbreak of spy-fever. Even now, Chapman Pincher was saying he could prove Ellis confessed to spying for both Nazis and Russians. Ellis was entitled to have someone spring to his defense. His maverick ways, the distrust he shared with Stephenson of bureaucrats who cultivated an air of infallibility, had shadowed his career. The charges against him were predictable, but Stephenson knew what he knew: the unobtrusive Australian who started out to be a musician had been a brilliant linguist, a tough soldier, and, as he moved undercover between the wars, tracing the tangled threads of Soviet-Nazi collaboration, the very model of eccentric creativity essential to any successful intelligence service.

“I must insist on Ellis’s innocence until, and if, I hear the tape of his alleged confession,” Stephenson cabled the Australian prime minister, whose own security service was now said to have been compromised by Ellis, a founding father. And to the commissioners of a fullblown British investigation into the charges of KGB penetration, he wrote: “The authors of the allegations against Ellis must be made to reveal their sources.”

Stephenson was on his way to shaking out the truth of the Gouzenko case. He had the contacts. I had the mobility. We resumed an old working relationship. Through the spring and summer of 1981, while the public was treated to the spectacle of Western security agencies being forced once more into self-purification that seemed only to damage their effectiveness, we began our own investigation. Stephenson had been concerned that all through the years, traitors had made use of “official secrecy” to disguise their own activities inside the bureaucracies. “The best defense against that kind of treachery,” he had long argued, “is public disclosure. It then becomes the best safeguard against KGB misrepresentation, the best antidote to the dottiness lurking in the corners of the institutions of intelligence.”

We met obstacles at each turn in attempting to reassemble the facts behind the Gouzenko case. There seemed to be greater interest in guarding the myths of institutional infallibility than in placing the facts before the public. “The public is allowed to see only the tip of the iceberg, and it’s little wonder,” Gouzenko told us. “The iceberg is one on which the armada of Western intelligence has been ripping itself apart since the wartime alliance with Stalin.”

Suddenly, smelling more scandal, journalists in North America and Western Europe extended their own spy hunts. The Washington Post quoted a London editor as saying, “There’s nothing so jolly.” Other investigators made use of the Freedom of Information Act to try to turn Washington archives inside out. The partial declassification of government papers in Britain and Canada led to the stunning conclusion that official and secret records had been silently “weeded” by unknown hands. Vital sections of CIA, FBI, and SIS files on Gouzenko could not be traced.

“Mountains of stuff were missing,” according to Professor J. L. Granatstein, an eminent historian writing the biography of Norman Robertson, the Canadian undersecretary of foreign affairs involved in the Gouzenko case. Gouzenko-related files were empty or contained useless, single sheets of paper. Minutes of the committee coordinating the Gouzenko case and developing methods to combat Soviet espionage: gone. Communications about Gouzenko with Washington and London: gone. Reports from Gouzenko’s interrogators: gone. Policy advisories: gone. To the professional historian of integrity, such tampering with the files rendered all documents useless.

Then top-level notes on the Gouzenko case, written by Canadian Prime Minister Mackenzie King, were officially said to have disappeared. They represented a crucial section of the diaries King kept all his life, affording insight into a significant piece of North American history. Those diaries were guarded as national treasures. They filled fifty-three boxes in Canada’s National Archives, amid physical safeguards that always excited the envy of other governments. King’s diary entries on Gouzenko were meticulous. Anyone could read them up to the first ten days of November 1945, following a confidential meeting in London between King and the Soviet’s highest-ranking NKVD representative abroad. The missing section of King’s daily notes extended to the beginning of 1946, the year the case was forced into the public domain. It was, historian Granatstein said, “inexplicable for one volume of his diaries simply to vanish.”

Next, security files on Gouzenko were found to have been injected with poisonous character assessments. These lies were repeated in Anglo-American counterintelligence records. The proof came unexpectedly from an Ottawa-appointed commission investigating the Royal Canadian Mounted Police and general counterintelligence problems. Its 1981 report, Freedom and Security Under the Law, criticized an unknown official who had “editorialized” on Gouzenko’s character, inserting into his dossier remarks about his personality that destroyed his credibility. Gouzenko had been the victim of a deliberate campaign of character assassination. He had been increasingly ignored by the authorities after the dossier on him was compiled in 1946, and expanded covertly later. Because it was secret, neither he nor anyone who knew him well had been in a position to correct the false witness.

The KGB had developed new ways to neutralize its enemies. Defectors, under Soviet law, could be condemned to death in their absence. Execution of the sentence had in wartime been the work of SMERSH assassination teams. But the threat to the Soviet Union could also be lifted by tampering with files, an easier procedure. How damaging this could be, General Michael Dare, then chief of Canadian security services, had indicated to a 1979 parliamentary inquiry into secret-intelligence practices. Dare divulged that his country’s top spycatcher, James Bennett, had been interrogated for several days as the result of “overall concern in the Western community as to the possibility of penetrations at high level” consequent to disclosures of alleged KGB defectors. Bennett had been relieved of his duties “on medical grounds,” in 1972. Something had been happening about which the public was kept in the dark. Reputations had been damaged, careers ruined, possibly in some cases because skilled KGB operators exploited the very secrecy on which secret intelligence is based. The agencies had been investigating themselves, behind closed doors, accepting evidence that sometimes came from professional liars.

Bits of paper had replaced the old violence. Stalin had struck across frontiers with ice picks and bullets. A modern version of SMERSH had pursued the Russian defector who survived Stalin’s assassins and “eliminated” him with paper and pen.

But there was one record of the Corby Case that had not been violated. Stephenson had never been part of the establishment and had kept his own records, resisting the blandishments of successive rulers of intelligence. He had preserved the secret section of the Corby Case report, anticipating the likelihood of later distortion. It contradicted the rewriters of history. As a gifted amateur whose patriotism was beyond doubt, Stephenson was his own boss and he kept his own bits of paper. The official history of British Security Coordination had been secretly produced “to provide a record available for reference should future need arise for the secret activities and security measures of the kind it describes.” Now it survived as an independent account, free from second thoughts and bureaucratic “improvement,” safe from the paper-handlers.

Because of this, Stephenson himself became a target not only of the KGB but also of those Western mandarins who had used secrecy to squelch whatever they disapproved. Some talked of him as an old man whose memory was impaired and whose wartime SIS aide had been a spy for the enemy. And an official CIA history, after six years under a secrecy ban, unwittingly provoked more sniping. The public could read about U.S. State Department worries that Stephenson’s BSC operations had “constituted a full-size secret police and intelligence agency . . . run by the British on American soil.” More provocative still was the mysterious appearance of an appendix, said to come from Stephenson’s stillsecret files on Gouzenko. This proposed a continuation of the wartime BSC-OSS partnership with provisions for “influencing American opinion by covert means.” Stephenson had never written it.


THREE

A MOLE CALLED ELLI

By the first week of November 1981, what had once seemed like an open- and-shut case was proving to be still full of unsolved mysteries. Gouzenko insisted that in 1946 he gave evidence of two Soviet agents codenamed ELLI. One in Canada, Kathleen Willsher, had been caught and punished. The other, in England, had escaped; there had been no pursuit of this ELLI by counterintelligence; Gouzenko’s evidence had been suppressed; all further inquiries had been terminated by Soviet agents.

Suddenly breaking its own oath of secrecy, Pierre Trudeau’s Liberal government in Canada succumbed to pressure from opposition Conservatives; and this late in 1981, Ottawa now declassified six thousand pages of Gouzenko’s testimony, given before the 1946 commission. Among these pages were two passages concerning the existence of a super-mole high inside the Secret Intelligence Service during the crucial period of the last years of World War II and on into the Cold War.

The relevant exchanges between Gouzenko and the royal commissioners were now reported by the Times of London, apparently with official British approval, thus:


Q: Do you know if ELLI was used as the nickname or cover for any person other than Miss Willsher?

GOUZENKO: Yes, there is some agent under the same name in Great Britain.



Later:


Q: There is a Kay Willscher [sic] who is known under the cover name of ELLI?

GOUZENKO: That is right.

Q: Would that be the same person?

GOUZENKO: No.



Evidence that Gouzenko had been on secret record all this time as affirming in 1946 the existence of the second ELLI caused an uproar. Why had this part of his testimony been suppressed? What national security was served? Clearly, nothing had been done to pursue his declaration under oath. Had the security services suppressed evidence that would prove he told the truth? In London, Chapman Pincher again called for parliamentary answers to the questions thus revived, and quoted Gouzenko to support the allegations against Dick Ellis.

Gouzenko had told the commission in 1946 that the second ELLI had been identified in England. Gouzenko was sure action had been taken on his confidential disclosures to the Secret Intelligence Service. He was kept in ignorance of the outcome of these disclosures, just as the public had been. He thought this natural, and assumed the London ELLI had been quietly arrested. It was a fair assumption. It would have seemed lunatic of the security authorities to neglect further action, and in those days Gouzenko had never thought they were lunatics.

But by that fall of 1981, nobody suffered from such illusions. During the preceding decades, the public had become educated about Soviet moles. Nobody was therefore too surprised when it turned out that the “secret” testimony released by Ottawa was not in fact the classified material demanded earlier in Parliament. It had been fed as a sop to those who called for the fullest investigation of the Gouzenko story. A bureaucrat had spent many months combing through the material to remove anything of potential embarrassment. What was left did not include a thousand pages of direct evidence, which remained instead under the total secrecy ban. The telltale exchanges between Gouzenko and his questioners regarding ELLI had been buried in a mountain of otherwise familiar testimony, evading the secret censor’s eye. When this embarrassing slip was spotted, the revealing exchanges were removed from a government summary of the new material.

“The government picked over the ‘secret’ testimony,” wrote the Toronto Sun’s editor-in-chief, Peter Worthington, “and found nothing damning there, so released it five years ahead of an extended secrecy ban. The real story was hidden in supporting evidence they held back, the direct evidence from the Soviet embassy. Nonetheless, the questions about ELLI finally confirmed that Gouzenko did not invent his story later, as his enemies suggested.”

The ruling Liberal party of Canada had been intent on protecting its political position, and tossed forth the “secret” testimony to divert those in Ottawa’s parliament who demanded a full-scale investigation. “We know of some clear cases of espionage around the Gouzenko case,” said Prime Minister Pierre Elliot Trudeau. “Presumably espionage has been going on, and will go on. . . . I fail to see how an investigation by some public body will turn up names of spies that should not have been turned up by other methods.”

But of course it had been the failure of “other methods” that led to demands for the investigation.

More crucial papers dealing with Gouzenko were found missing by the Toronto Globe and Mail, whose editors concluded that “the lying and deception and evasion which is part of spying itself spills over into the policy of continuing concealment.”

The London Times commented that the new Gouzenko papers, though not yet fully disclosed, “confirm the existence of a mole very high in the British intelligence service in 1945.” At this point, Gouzenko expanded on another of his claims: that in the summer of 1946 he had been visited by “a gentleman from England” who personally guaranteed that the information on the London ELLI would be pursued right through to the end. Asked the identity of this “gentleman from England,” Gouzenko replied that it could very well be Sir Roger Hollis, who was at the time employed by the British Secret Intelligence Service as a London-based spycatcher. Hollis had now been accused of serving the Russian Intelligence Services.

Stephenson remembered very clearly an attempt by SIS to have Hollis interrogate Gouzenko just after the defection, but he’d always supposed himself successful in turning the SIS man back in New York to avoid what he had sensed, even then, was a potential danger. Would I question Gouzenko again? This I did.

Gouzenko said he had learned about the super-mole in 1942 while working at Moscow Center in the main cipher room of GRU military intelligence. Forty cipher experts worked in the center, he said, and one day a lieutenant passed over a telegram just deciphered from London, originating “from one of ours, right inside British counterintelligence.” The spy was in such a prominent position that he could only be contacted through duboks, secret hiding places for pickups. His codename was ELLI.

Then Gouzenko asked me: Was Dick Ellis married to a Russian? Did he serve inside Russia? Was he in Paris before the Hitler war? These questions arose from what Gouzenko had heard in Moscow about a Soviet agent in British service. The answers were all affirmative. Gouzenko said: “Then it’s possible ELLI was Ellis.”

Later, I quoted this to a prominent member of Anglo-American secret intelligence. He spread his hands. “Married a Russian . . . worked in Russia . . . was in Paris—There can’t be any doubt then, can there?”

This readiness to jump to conclusions was as unsettling as the earlier rejection of everything Gouzenko had tried to say in warning. One faction inside the intelligence community proclaimed Ellis’s innocence as fiercely as another his guilt. And to confuse matters, there was the exasperating mystery of Sir Roger Hollis, whose name could be mistaken so readily for that of Ellis!

Dick Ellis, awarded the U.S. Legion of Merit by President Truman for “the development of certain of our intelligence organizations and methods,” was now said to have spied for the Nazis and for the Soviets. Ellis, whose “superior foresight and diplomacy,” according to President Truman, “were responsible for the success of highly important operations,” appeared to be the prime suspect for Gouzenko’s ELLI. Ellis, personally selected by Intrepid to serve him during the war years, and later Number 3 in the SIS hierarchy, controller of British intelligence operations in the Western Hemisphere and in the Far East, was alleged to have betrayed everything to the enemies of Western democracy.
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