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Editor’s note:

This article originates with Executive Intelligence Re-
view’s ongoing investigation into the collaboration of oli-
garchs in the East and the West, known as “the Trust.” The
episode it recounts, the so-called Lockhart Plot of 1918,
has been a subject of mystery, of obfuscation, and cover-
stories ever since it happened. We believe that this is the
most fruitful, comprehensive examination of the story in all
those 70 years. It is also timely, since it concerns the birth
of the Soviet secret police, whose status as the dominant
power in the Soviet state has just been reinforced in the
September-October 1988 leadership changes.

The article is bound to provoke new controversy in in-
telligence circles, which we and the authors welcome, be-
cause the matters involved are of cardinal importance for
many nations’ security today. One British intelligence spe-
cialist, briefed on this article’s finding that famed British
superspy Sidney Reilly was working for the Soviets already
in 1918, exclaimed, “It would be extraordinary! . . . If you
move that particular counter, to turn Reilly into a double
agent from an early stage, then an awful lot of other things
begin to look rather funny, I think. . . . One would have to
add [British Intelligence Russian affairs chief] Captain Boyce
onto the plot. . . . It, it, it, it, just doesn’t make sense!”

Seventy years ago, in the summer of 1918, the events took
place in Soviet Russia, that have gone down in history as
“the Lockhart Plot.” The aftershocks of that episode—in
which Western intelligence operatives, associated with the
celebrated British secret agent Sidney Reilly, are supposed
to have tried to overthrow the young Bolshevik regime—
have continued as tremors in historiography, both in and
outside the U.S.S.R., all the way down to the present. Yet
many students of the period, and of the Soviet and Western
agencies involved, will agree that the dust has still not settled
from the Lockhart affair.

It is not just a matter for the history books, because this
case centers on the relationship between the Soviet secret
services and political circles in the West, which is still of
great strategic importance today.

The present article treats some of the unsolved mysteries
of 1918, and some not so mysterious aspects that have been
systematically submerged, especially in Soviet historiog-
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raphy, because they bear on questions of strategic evaluation
that are very much alive today. For two of the most important
intelligence files of the twentieth century, “The Trust” and
“Kim Philby,” the Lockhart Plot is crucial prehistory.

The Trust, the penetration/deception operation run by
the OGPU’s counterintelligence section (Kontrarazvedy-
vatelny otdel, or KRO) from 1921 to 1927, regrouped many
of the people who had been involved in the Lockhart affair,
half a decade before.' These included: Sidney Reilly, Boris
Savinkov, SIS Russian affairs chief Commander Ernest
Boyce, A.A. Yakushev, Opperput, Reilly’s associate Alek-
sandr Grammatikov, 1918 Petrograd Cheka-Criminel chief
V.G. Orlov, and others. This carry-over of personnel, before
we even come to the question of methods and procedures,
already argues for dating the first chapter of the Trust saga
not in 1921, but in the summer of 1918, with the Lockhart
Plot.

There is also continuity of personnel from the Lockhart
Plot into the Cambridge/Oxford-spawned spy rings of Kim
Philby, Anthony Blunt, Donald Maclean, et al. Already in
the late 1930s, former Soviet military intelligence chief for
Western Europe Walter Krivitsky remarked about Sidney
Reilly, a central protagonist in the Lockhart Plot: “You know
the agent Reilly. It was his information which enabled us
to penetrate the British network.”? If there are indications,
beyond Krivitsky’s assertion, that the Trust of the 1920s
fed straight into the Philby ring, then proper Britishr coun-
terintelligence must also begin not with the Cambridge com-
munist circles of the 1930s, but with the personalities and
operating methods of the Lockhart Plot/Trust period, 1918
to 1927.2

Understanding the roots of the Trust is of great impor-
tance today, because its methods are still operational. The
Trust deception was organized around a theme that is all
too familiar now, during the fad of glasnost: The alleged
anti-Soviet opposition, which in reality was almost entirely
a fabrication of the Soviet intelligence services, preached
that there was something new, something bold growing up
in Russia, which was quite antithetical to communism and
must be supported from the outside.* Moscow’s international
propaganda and diplomatic campaign, on the virtues of glas-
nost and perestroika, echoes the line spread by the Trust
six decades ago.’ ’
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It is not simply a question of clever Soviet deception.
Many of the Western intelligence staffers and Russian emigre
figures involved with the Trust during the 1920s were not
victims of Soviet trickery, but witting participants in the
affair, who exhibited enthusiasm for the message they helped
their Cheka (Soviet secret police) counterparts spread, about
the exciting new order emerging in Bolshevik Russia. This
goes to the heart of the matter: aid and abetment of Bolshe-
vism from abroad, and the special relationship between a
powerful faction of the intelligence community and political
elite in the West, especially Britain, and the Bolshevik re-
gime. Indeed, one British author recently concluded that
“there is no evidence to suggest that, except in very detailed
areas, matters would have been very different had the moles
loyally served the Crown rather than Stalin,” and that the
confluence of interests between certain circles in Britain and
the Bolsheviks was so great that “it becomes difficult to
condemn Stalin’s Englishmen and women as evil and sinister
subversives. Indeed, subversion itself becomes a question-
able term.”® This special relationship is the “purloined letter”
of the Philby case, as it was of the Trust—and, as this article
will show, of the Lockhart Plot before that.

Shared aims

In the Lockhart Plot, the appearance is that British Secret
Intelligence Service personalities were trying to overthrow
the Soviet regime in its infancy, but their efforts came to
naught due to penetration of the conspiracy by the Cheka.
Careful perusal of published accounts and archival material,
however, points to a conclusion that the SIS men, partic-
ularly Robert Bruce Lockhart, Boyce, Reilly, Savinkov, and
Captain George Hill, were not tricked by a wily Cheka, but
were witting collaborators of a faction in the young Soviet
intelligence service—which British SIS, through Hill’s work,
had actually helped to found.

They shared an immediate purpose with that Soviet fac-
tion, namely to break the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk and get
Russia back into World War I. The British were also con-
cerned to establish long-term capabilities in Soviet Russia,
building wherever possible on the pre-war assets of British
SIS inside various Russian institutions and political parties.
To a powerful faction within the British elite (and not only
there—it had co-thinkers in Venice, in Germany, and else-
where), the Bolsheviks in power represented a long-sought
weapon, a battering-ram to smash sovereign nations and
help clear the way for a new world order, a New Age.

As for Sidney Reilly, there is excellent reason to think
that he was a Soviet agent—as was charged by American
intelligence officials at the time—from this point on.

From 1918 until 1965, the story of the Lockhart Plot,
promulgated in Soviet sources and basically accepted in the
West, was that a group of Western intelligence operatives,
of whom Reilly was the most active, plotted to overthrow
the Bolshevik regime.” With funding from special emissary
Lockhart, these agents tried in August 1918 to bribe the
commanders of the Bolsheviks’ praetorian guard, the Lat-
vian rifle troops assigned to Kremlin security. Sometime in
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September, the Letts were to have arrested the Soviet gov-
ernment, including Lenin, while an uprising of “White
Guardists” and disaffected socialists overthrew the regime.
But, the version went, the loyalty of Latvian guard com-
mander Eduard Berzin and leaks from a French journalist
betrayed the plot to Feliks Dzerzhinsky’s Cheka. Then, on
August 30, 1918, the murder of Petrograd Cheka chief Ur-
itsky and a nearly successful assassination attempt on Lenin
forced a premature end of the plot, as the Cheka detained
Lockhart and other key. planners.

Two revolutions in the historiography of the Lockhart
Plot and of Reilly occurred in the past 25 years. In 1965,
the Soviets announced that the Letts with whom Lockhart
and Reilly were dealing had been Chekists all along.® The
Latvian officer Shmidken, previously identified as Lock-
hart’s agent, was revealed to be a Chekist named Jan Buikis.?
Dzerzhinsky had assigned him and Jan Sprogis to mingle
with ex-officers’ organizations. They established contact
with Reilly through the British naval attache in Petrograd,
F.N.A. Cromie, and secured an introduction to Lockhart,
then carried out Dzerzhinsky’s scheme of sending Berzin
to Lockhart and Reilly. This revised history came full circle,
back to the boast blurted out by Cheka deputy chief Yakov
Peters in Izvestia of September 5, 1918, that “the VChK
resorted to the arrangement of a fictitious plot” (words sub-
sequently denounced by Soviet sources as a case of misre-
porting). From the moment of Berzin’s meeting with Lock-
hart, as one Soviet author put it, “the Lockhart Plot was as
if covered by a glass dome” by the Cheka.'®

In 1971, Professor Richard Debo drew out the impli-
cation of this revelation, namely that the Lockhart Plot was
a provocation, run by the Cheka from the outset.!' In 1985,
American authors William R. Corson and Robert T. Crowley
used new discoveries from the U.S. National Archives to
highlight Reilly’s role in the provocation, writing that Reilly
“operated for both the British and the VChK.”!?

A second upheaval in historiography was the 1987 book
by Robin Bruce Lockhart, the son of Robert Bruce Lockhart,
Reilly: The First Man. Whereas his 1967 Reilly: Ace of
Spies, widely popularized in paperback and in a TV version,
had portrayed Reilly as a White knight tilting agairist the
Reds for mastery of Russia, Robin Bruce Lockhart now
wrote that Reilly, at least from the time of his 1925 return
to Russia under the auspices of the Trust, was a leading
figure in the Soviet secret service.

Robin Bruce Lockhart did not, however, take Reilly’s
Cheka history back to 1918. He even singled out for attack,
“the theory . . . that the ‘Lockhart Plot’ was a set-up planned
jointly by Dzerzhinsky and Reilly,” and the idea “that Reilly
was a double agent, working for the Soviets from the early
days of the Revolution. . . .”* As we shall see, to lift the
veil from over Reilly’s 1918 activities, forces the question
of collaboration by other British intelligence figures, close
to Reilly, with the Cheka. Lockhart, the son of one of them,
evidently did not wish to explore this.

But if some British circles are sensitive about these
matters, the Soviets are nearly hysterical; for 70 years, some
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of the chief figures of the Lockhart Plot—such as Vladimir
G. Orlov, Aleksandr Grammatikov, and Captain George
Hill—have been non-persons in Soviet accounts.

The setting

The stage was set for the Lockhart Plot, by the March 3,
1918 Treaty of Brest-Litovsk, between the German gov-
ernment and the shaky young Soviet regime. It took Russia
out of World War I, allowing Germany to transfer troops
from the Eastern front to the Western. The German Army
gained access to the vast grain and raw materials resources
of the Ukraine.

Lenin argued that, repugnant though the territorial
concessions to Germany might be, Soviet Russia had to
secure the peredyshka (breathing spell) in order to consol-
idate Soviet power. To continue the war, he said, would
mean the certain end of the Bolshevik Revolution. Among
the Bolshevik leaders who bitterly opposed Lenin’s policy
were the leader of the Left Communists, Nikolai Bukharin;
secret police chief Feliks Dzerzhinsky; and Commissar of
Foreign Affairs Leon Trotsky, soon to be commander-in-
chief of the Red Army, whose theory of “permanent rev-
olution” went out the window with the Brest peace.'* Lenin’s
threat to resign from the party, if the treaty were not con-
cluded and ratified, forced it through.

The Brest Treaty was a disaster for the British govern-
ment, headed at this time by Prime Minister David Lloyd
George. Hoping to avert such a development, Lloyd George’s
War Cabinet, at the behest of its powerful member Lord
Alfred Milner, had dispatched Robert Bruce Lockhart to
Russia in January 1918, to establish contact with Lenin’s
government."® The assignment given Lockhart, in his own
words, was “to do as much harm to the Germans as possible,
to put a spoke in the wheels of the separate peace negotiation
and to stiffen by whatever means . . . the Bolshevik resis-
tance to German demands.”'¢

By the time the treaty was finalized, military develop-
ments lent new urgency to Lockhart’s mission. During the
first months of 1918, even before Brest-Litovsk, German
troops already began to transfer to the Western front. On
March 21, 1918, German forces in France under Gen. Erich
Ludendorff, reinforced by 35 divisions drawn from the for-
mer Eastern front, launched one of the greatest military
offensives in history. The British Fifth Army, which bore
the brunt of the assault, suffered over 120,000 casualties.
On April 25, British Foreign Minister Arthur Balfour sum-
marized- the situation: “The British War Cabinet have now
further considered the general military problem before the
Allies, and have reached the conclusion that it is essential
to treat Europe and Asia . . . as a single front. The transfer
of German divisions from east to. west is still continuing
and, under present conditions, can be further continued, and
it is imperative to stop this moverent if it can possibly be
done. Germany can now draw food and raw materials from
Asia. . . . It thus becomes of the greatest urgency to re-
establish an Allied front in Russia. . . . The Allies must,
of course, avoid taking sides in Russian politics, and, if the
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Bolshevist government will cooperate in resisting Germany,
it seems necessary to act with them as the de facto Russian
Government. Trotsky, at least, has for some time shown
signs of recognizing that cooperation with the Allies is the
only hope of freeing Russia from the Germans. . . .”"

In the four months after Brest-Litovsk, the Germans
drove the Allies back to within 40 miles of Paris, inflicting
over one million casualties. A British War Office policy
memorandum written in late June, captured the desperation
for a second front: “Unless Allied intervention is undertaken
in Siberia forthwith we have no chance of being ultimately
victorious, and shall incur serious risk of defeat in the
meantime.”'®

Inside Russia, British special emissary Lockhart was in
constant contact with Trotsky, who had never reconciled
himself to the Brest-Litovsk Treaty. With hopes pinned on
Trotsky, Lockhart had been confident that a “holy war”
would be declared by the Bolsheviks against German im-
perialism. Typical was Lockhart’s wire to his government
on March 5, two days after the treaty had been signed (but
not yet ratified): “I had a long interview with Trotsky this
morning. He informed me that in a few days the Government
will go to Moscow to prepare for the Congress [of Soviets]
on the 12th. At the Congress holy war will probably be
declared or rather such action will be taken as will make a
declaration of war on Germany’s part inevitable.”!”

Although set back by the ratification of the Brest-Litovsk
Treaty by the Special Congress of Soviets on March 15,
neither Lockhart nor the “holy war” faction of the Bolsheviks
gave up on getting Russia back into the war. Their parallel
and joint efforts became known to history as the Lockhart
Plot.

Lockhart, Reilly, and Hill

The British personnel in Soviet Russia during 1918 had
experience in Russian affairs and in cultivating multiple
options in a complex Russian political situation. Besides
government emissary Lockhart, British intelligence agents
on the scene included Sidney G. Reilly and Capt. George
A. Hill.

Lockhart’s first posting to Russia was in 1911, as British
vice-consul in Moscow. In 1915-17, he was the acting Brit-
ish consul-general in Moscow. He prepared the famous Jan-
uary 1917 visit of Lord Milner to Russia. Lockhart was
openly sympathetic to politicians who proposed to topple
the Tsar, like Moscow Mayor Chelnokov and Prince Georgi
Lvov, head of the League of Municipalities (Zemstvo Union).
Lord Milner met these two, just days after each had given
a speech in favor of revolution; in the charged political
atmosphere of that time, the meeting was understood as an
endorsement of their call.”® After the February Revolution,
Lockhart commented about the new leaders of Russia, “Prince
Lvoff, the Prime Minister, was my intimate friend. With
most of the others, I had been in close contact for the past
two years.”?' Lockhart’s intimacy with the opponents of the
Tsar was notorious; even a Soviet KGB author has written
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that Lockhart, during the war, “worked against Britain’s
ally, Russia.”?

Sent back to Russia by Milner in January 1918, Lockhart
plunged into his new duties with vigor. He frequently met
not only Trotsky, but Lenin, Commissar of Foreign Affairs
Georgi Chicherin, and other top Bolsheviks. His dispatches
to London revealed enthusiasm for the new regime.

Sidney Reilly, born Sidney Georgevich Rosenblum near
Odessa, knew Russia from extensive work there before the
war, which apparently included service in the Tsarist secret
police, the Okhrana, simultaneous with his SIS duties.?

While Lockhart played for advantage among the Bol-
shevik factions, Reilly appeared to arrive on a different track.
After Brest-Litovsk, he was sent to Russia in May 1918
with the brief, “to expedite the fall of the Soviet govern-
ment.”?* But Reilly slipped into intimate contact with the
upper echelons of the Bolshevik leadership, as easily as
Lockhart had done. For him, this presented no problems,
since his own views on Bolshevism, expressed later in a
letter to Lockhart, were favorable: “[Bolshevism] is bound
by a process of evolution to conquer the world, as Chris-
tianity and the ideas of the French Revolution have done
before it, and . . . nothing . . . can stem its ever-rising
tide. . . . [T]he much decried and so little understood ‘So-
viets’ which are the outward expression of Bolshevism . . .
are the nearest approach, I know of, to a real democracy
based upon true social justice and that they may be destined
to lead the world to the highest idea of statesmanship—
Internationalism.”*

Reilly’s passport was provided by the unofficial Soviet
representative in London, Maxim Litvinov.?®

When Reilly arrived in Moscow on May 7, 1918, his
first move was to look up Vladimir Bonch-Bruyevich, one
of Lenin’s closest collaborators and the head of the Admin-
istration Office of the Council of People’s Commissars, i.e.
the Soviet government. Bonch-Bruyevich was hardly in-
experienced in security matters; from Devember 4, 1917 he
had directed the Petrograd Soviet’s special Committee for
Combatting Pogroms. One of the committee’s functions was
to foil anti-Soviet conspiracies, on which it worked parallel
with the rapidly developing Cheka, until March 1918.%

By approximately May, the two strands of British
policy—Lockhart’s friendly cultivation of the Bolsheviks
and Reilly’s supposed mission to overthrow them—came
together. That is the month in which Lockhart, despairing
of enticing the Bolsheviks to rejoin the war, is usually re-
ported to have begun plots to overthrow his erstwhile close
friends. By May 17, he was in contact with Boris Savinkov,
whose anti-Soviet Union for the Defense of Motherland and
Freedom (Soyuz zashchity rodiny i svobody—SZRiS) had
been broken up shortly before. The Cheka soon began to
take note of his activities.?

A third British intelligence man in Moscow at that time,
Captain George Hill, left memoirs that shed some light on
the multiple levels of British policy toward and relations
with the Bolsheviks. Hill is the man almost entirely erased
from Soviet accounts of the period.
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A collaborator of both Reilly and Lockhart, Hill was to
become an extraordinarily important figure in British-Soviet
relations, both in 1918 and during World War II. Son of a
merchant who operated in Russia and the Levant, Hill as a
boy had not only mastered many languages, but gotten a
thorough acquaintance with revolutionary circles in Russia.
The young Hill smuggled literature from the Bolshevik Max-
im Gorky to England. The Hill family also maintained con-
tact with the Okhrana.”

George Hill was in Russia on assignment from the British
War Office, to run operations against the Germans and, by
any means necessary, to bring Russia back into the war.
Since the Bolshevik coup, he had been helping the Central
Railway Control Board run the Soviet rail system.* Hill
described his assignment and activities in 1918 as follows:
“The British Government had not made up its mind what
attitude to adopt towards the Bolsheviks. By my own de-
partment I was instructed to keep in touch with them, bearing
in mind that they might come in on the Allied side. I therefore
took an early opportunity of calling on M. Trotsky at the
War Office. Trotsky knew all about the work I had been
doing and received me well.”*!

Red Army chief Trotsky offered this British Intelligence
agent more than a polite reception. As Hill recorded, “After
our first talk he appointed me ‘Inspector of Aviation,” and
I was given extensive powers in that department. . . . [ was
to give Trotsky advice on the formation of a new air force.
Two or three times a week I would spend half an hour with
him. . . .

Besides building a Soviet air force, Hill took on other
projects: . . .I helped the Bolshevik military headquarters
to organize an Intelligence Section. . . . Secondly, I or-
ganized a Bolshevik counterespionage section to spy on the
German secret service and Missions in Petrograd and Mos-
cow. . . . Wedeciphered German codes, opened their letters
and read most of their correspondence without even being
suspected.”

Thus, the skilled agent of the world’s acknowledged
foremost intelligence service of the time, British SIS, told
how he helped to construct intelligence agencies for the
fledgling Bolshevik regime. At the same time, Reilly, Hill,
and Lockhart were all in the closest contact with the anti-
Bolshevik opposition, both in the monarchist and “bour-
geois” circles, as well as the socialist opposition tied to
Boris Savinkov. Hill recorded that he “had many dealings”
with Savinkov.3* Soon, Savinkov’s British-backed and fund-
ed forces would stage a rising against the Bolsheviks, a
rising triggered by the assassination of the German ambas-
sador in Moscow, Count Mirbach.

The Mirbach assassination

Soviet accounts of 1918, especially the Cheka histories,
chronicle a string of plots to overthrow Soviet power. The
high points were the uprisings by Savinkov’s SZRiS in May,
the Left SR (Socialist Revolutionary Party) uprising of July
1918 in the wake of the assassination of Count Mirbach,
and the Lockhart Plot in August. The Mirbach assassination
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requires special examination as an opening chapter of the
Lockhart because its prominent loose ends point toward the
main open question about the latter—connivance between
Reilly and Hill on the one side, and elements of Dzerzhin-
sky’s Cheka on the other.

In most accounts published in the West, the July 6 as-
sassination of the German ambassador in Moscow, Count
Wilhelm Mirbach, is portrayed as a project that was alto-
gether separate from the Lockhart Plot proper, which un-
folded in August and reached its denouement on August 30,
with the assassination of Petrograd Cheka chief Uritsky and
the attempt on Lenin. This is because Mirbach was assas-
sinated by the Left SRs, in the wake of a June 24 decision
by the Left SR Central Committee, to kill “prominent mem-
bers of German imperialism.”*® Not responsible for the Mir-
bach assassination, the story goes, were the agencies that
were the main movers of the Lockhart Plot: the Cheka and
British SIS.

But weren’t they? There are a host of unanswered ques-
tions about the Mirbach assassination. Cross-checking wit-
nesses’ accounts and certain details that Soviet sources made
special efforts to suppress, drags in Dzerzhinsky’s Cheka
as far more than an incidental player, and tends to implicate
British SIS as well. While reviewing these, it should be kept
in mind that the British SIS, the Left SRs, the Right SRs,
and those Bolsheviks opposed to the Brest-Litovsk Treaty,
like Trotsky and Dzerzhinsky, shared the goal of bringing
Russia back into the war. This result, as the Left SR Centrhl
Committee said explicitly, could be anticipated from the
assassination of Mirbach.*’

At approximately 2:45 p.m. on July 6, two Left SR
members who were employees of the Cheka called at the
German Embassy.* Yakov Blyumkin and Nikolai Andreyev
requested to see Count Mirbach “on a matter directly con-
cerning Mr. Ambassador,” the case of a distant cousin of
his, Robert Mirbach, who was in Cheka custody.* Having
refused to discuss the matter with Count Mirbach’s desig-
nated representative, Dr. Riezler, and the embassy trans-
lator, Lt. Mueller, the two Chekists were allowed to meet
the ambassador. After some minutes of conversation, they
drew their revolvers and began firing. Mirbach was shot in
the back of the head as he attempted to flee the room. The
hit squad threw a bomb to cover their escape through a
window, scaled the Embassy’s fence, and made off in a
waiting car.

The night of Mirbach’s assassination, Left SR forces
seized several key buildings in the city. On the same day,
Savinkov’s forces launched uprisings in Yaroslavl and other
cities on the upper Volga. Dzerzhinsky, after visiting the
German Embassy, sought to question Blyumkin, who was
reported to be hiding at the headquarters of the Cheka Com-
bat Detachment, commanded by a Left SR, D.I. Popov.
There Dzerzhinsky was arrested by Left SRs, who also
detained his deputy, Martyn Latsis. Trotsky appointed Ya-
kov Peters as acting chief of the Cheka, while Lenin de-
ployed the Bolshevik military commander, Podvoisky, to
force the Left SRs to surrender. Under heavy artillery fire
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on the morning of July 7, Left SR headquarters was seized
and the uprising was suppressed.

Who Was Yakov Blyumkin?

Nobody doubts that the Left SRs assassinated Mirbach.
Blyumkin and Andreyev were Left SRs. Cheka Deputy
Chairman Vyacheslav Aleksandrovich, a Left SR leader,
put the Cheka seal on the pass by which they gained entry
to the German Embassy. Mariya Spiridonova, head of the
Left SR Party, claimed responsibility for the assassination,
which she said was carried out by Blyumkin on party orders.
Afterwards, Aleksandrovich, Popov, and a number of other
Left SRs were shot, while Spiridonova and others were
sentenced to three years at forced labor. Blyumkin and An-
dreyev, however, escaped, despite Blyumkin’s having bro-
ken his leg when he jumped out the Embassy window after
the assassination.

Blyumkin is surrounded by mystery: Was he a loyal Left
SR working under cover as a Chekist, or were his activities
approved by his Bolshevik superiors at the Cheka? Why did
Dzerzhinsky and other non-SR Cheka officials allow
Blyumkin extraordinary privileges, even after compromising
behavior on the part of Blyumkin?

In a deposition taken during the investigation of the
Mirbach assassination, Cheka Collegium member Latsis de-
scribed the circumstances of Blyumkin’s entry into the Cheka:
“Blyumkin began to work at the Commission [Cheka] in
the first days of June. He was assigned by the CCPLSR to
the post of chief of ‘German espionage,’ i.e. the section of
the counterrevolutionary department for monitoring the pro-
tection of the Embassy and possible criminal activity of the
Embassy.”* Although Blyumkin’s unit, known as the “Se-
cret Section”', was directly under the Counterrevolutionary
Department of the Cheka, headed by Latsis, the latter main-
tained that he really had little to do with Blyumkin: “I did
not allow Blyumkin into my department. The only case on
which he sat was the case of the Austrian Mirbach. He
plunged totally into this case, sitting up for whole nights
over the interrogation transcripts of the witnesses. . . . I
disliked Blyumkin and after the first complaints against him
by his coworkers decided to dismiss him from work. A week
before July 6, Blyumkin was already off the roster of my
department, since the section was disbanded by resolution
of the Commission, and Blyumkin was left without specific
duties.”*

Latsis attempted to distance himself from Blyumkin. But
the one matter, on which he acknowledged having allowed
Blyumkin to work, was none other than the case of Robert
Mirbach, the German ambassador’s cousin.

The Left SR decision for the assassination of “prominent
members of German imperialism” was taken on June 24.
Given that there were Bolshevik penetration agents in the
Left SR, it is likely that it was no secret to Latsis.** He
certainly knew that Ambassador Mirbach had received nu-
merous assassination threats, which the Cheka was supposed
to be investigating. Then, at the 5th Congress of Soviets,
in session at the Bolshoi Theater beginning July 4, the Left
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SR leaders included virtual death threats against Count Mir-
bach in their anti-German tirades, while Mirbach was present
in a box for the diplomatic corps. And Blyumkin had been
loudly boasting about his own powers as an assassin.

For that public bragging, Blyumkin was relieved of all
his Cheka duties, approximately one week before the as-
sassination. Yet, Latsis reported that at 11 a.m. on July 6,
the morning of the day of the shooting, “The [Robert] Mir-
bach file had been taken from me by Blyumkin . . . for
conducting some kind of inquiries.”* Thus, Latsis gave this
active file, on the relative of the much-threatened German
ambassador, to a person who had been fired from his de-
partment, who was a member of a party that had made some
of the threats, and whom he did not like or trust to start
with. At the German Embassy, the file was the means by
which Blyumkin gained access to Mirbach in person.*

Dzerzhinsky ignores warnings

Testimony taken from and about Feliks Dzerzhinsky, with
respect to Blyumkin and on earlier threats to Mirbach, was
even more compromising than that of Latsis; so much so,
that the Cheka’s Red Book of 1920 censored the chief’s
testimony !¢

The German Embassy translator, Lt. Mueller, testified
that already in late May or early June, an informant of the
Germany Embassy, one Ginch, reported that an assassi-
nation attempt was being prepared on Count Mirbach. Dr.
Riezler notified the Soviet Commissariat of Foreign Affairs,
which in turn told the Cheka. At the Cheka, “no significance
was attributed to these statements.”” Finally, after more
specific information on assassination plots was received from
Ginch, Mueller testified, “I and Ginch went to the Metropol
for talks with Cheka Chairman Dzerzhinsky, who reacted
with mistrust to the statement of Ginch, although he [Ginch]
directly told him that members of the Commission [Cheka]
were mixed up in this affair.”*

Riezler asked Lev M. Karakhan, at the Commissariat
of Foreign Affairs, to pay special attention to the rumors of
an assassination attempt on Mirbach. Said Mueller, “This
seemed even more urgent in the eyes of Embassy officials,
because 10 days earlier, the same Ginch appeared and stated
definitely, that an attempt could occur between the 5th and
6th of July.”*

After Riezler’s insistent appeals, Dzerzhinsky ordered
a raid on the apartment named by the German Embassy
informants. Its inhabitant, British citizen F.M. Wiber, stated
that he was “not involved in politics,” whereupon those
detained were set free.>® Dzerzhinsky then informed Riezler
that the whole affair was the result of “mistrust, artificially
inspired by someone.”" :

“Dr. Riezler,” Dzerzhinsky continued, “finally agreed
to introduce me to his main informants. A couple of days
before theﬁéttentat, . . . I met with him [the informant]. . . .
I began to question the informant, and from the first answers,
I'saw that my doubts were confirmed. . . . After this meeting
I informed the German Embassy through Karakhan, that I
considered the arrest of Ginch and [fellow informant] Ben-
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derskaya necessary, but I received no answer. Both were
arrested only on Saturday, after the murder of Count Mir-
bach.”*? Thus, Dzerzhinsky’s only response to an informant
who provided details of the assassination plot, down to the
day it would happen and that members of his own Cheka
were involved, was to arrest him!

Dzerzhinsky had also received specific complaints against
Blyumkin. “Some days, maybe a week before the assassi-
nation,” he testified, “I received information from Raskol-
nikov and Mandelshtam (he works with Lunacharsky in
Petrograd), that this fellow was permitting himself in con-
versations to say such things as this: People’s lives are in
my hands, I sign a paper—and in two hours a human life
does not exist. Here . . . sits citizen Puslovsky, a poet, a
great cultural value, and I sign his death warrant, . . . etc.”*
Said Dzerzhinsky, “I conveyed this information to Alek-
sandrovich, so that he would get from the CC [Central
Committee of the Left SRs] an explanation and information
on Blyumkin, for him to be prosecuted. The same day, at
a meeting of the Commission, it was decided on my rec-
ommendation to disband our counterintelligence and leave
Blyumkin without duties for the time being.”>*

But the dismissal claimed by Latsis and Dzerzhinsky
was never implemented! Latsis went on record, that he gave
Blyumkin a most sensitive file, fully a week after he was
supposed to have been relieved of all duties at the Cheka.
And Blyumkin’s own testimony on the matter reveals that
he, for one, did not consider himself to have been fired by
Latsis or Dzerzhinsky: “On July 6, I asked Comrade Latsis
for the Robert Mirbach file, supposedly to examine it. That
day I worked, as usual, at the Cheka.”

Blyumkin also testified: “Furthermore, all my work at
the V.Ch.K. on the struggle with German espionage, ob-
viously, in view of its significance, took place under the
constant observation of Chairman of the Commission Com-
rade Dzerzhinsky and Comrade Latsis. On all my measures,
such as internal reconnoitering in the Embassy, I constantly
consulted with the Presidium of the Commission, with Com-
rade Karakhan at the Commissariat for International Affairs,
and with Chairman of Plenbezh Comrade Unshlikht.”s

When Dzerzhinsky-and Karakhan arrived at the German
Embassy minutes after the assassination, Lt. Mueller greeted
him, “What do you say now, Mr. Dzerzhinsky?”%’

Blyumkin’s return
Blyumkin, broken leg and all, vanished into thin air. Ac-
cording to his 1919 testimony, he made his way to the
Ukraine, lay low while writing a book about the July events,
and participated in SR combat squads, fighting against the
Germans. On April 2, 1919, the same Latsis who had so
“disliked” Blyumkin, was appointed Cheka chief for the
UKraine. Less than two weeks later, Blyumkin showed up
at Ukrainian Cheka headquarters and, as he said it, “put
myself at the disposal of Comrade Latsis. . . .8

On May 16, 1919, Blyumkin was pardoned by the Pre-
sidium of the All-Russian Central Executive Committee
(VTsIK) on grounds that he had not endorsed the SR uprising
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against the Soviet government, only the assassination of
Mirbach.> Soon afterward, he was readmitted to the Cheka
and assigned to sensitive counterintelligence duties.* During
the Civil War, he became a top aide to Trotsky, who said
about Blyumkin, “He had a very extraordinary past. He was
a member of the Left SR Party and he participated in the
insurrections against the Bolsheviks. He was the man who
killed the German Minister, Mirbach, and the Bolsheviks
officially had to prosecute him. He disappeared and then
came back, and . . . after the denunciation of the Brest-
Litovsk peace he appeared again before us and said: ‘I am
now a Bolshevik. You can test me.’. . . . I employed him
in my military secretariat and throughout when I needed a
courageous man, Blyumkin was at my disposal.”®'

In 1929, after a secret visit to the outlawed Trotsky in
Turkey, Blyumkin was shot at the insistence of Stalin.®

Blyumkin and Captain Hill
While Blyumkin clearly had protectors in the Cheka, his
path also intersected that of Trotsky’s aide for aviation and
intellfgcnce matters, Captain George Hill. Hill was in close
contact with the Cheka, met with Dzerzhinsky several times,
and spoke of his “agents” in the Cheka.®

Present at the July 4-6 Congress of Soviets, Hill de-
scribed himself as “wild with joy,” over Left SR leader
Spiridonova’s tirade against Brest-Litovsk and the Ger-
mans.* He was au courant with the events that were to
unfold the same day as the Mirbach assassination: “Savinkev
had determined to raise a counter-revolution at Yaroslavl

. . and I was kept informed of all his plans.”®

But Hill had a special relationship with Blyumkin’s sec-
tion of the Cheka. Hill, as noted above, “organized a Bol-
shevik counterespionage section to spy on the German secret
service and Missions in Petrograd and Moscow. . . .”
Blyumkin headed precisely this section—described by his
superior, Latsis, as “German espionage” and by Dzerzhinsky
as “counterintelligence on espionage”**—with specific re-
sponsibilities for the German mission, about which he would
brag that he had floor plans.’ Incidentally, of all the places
in Moscow where Blyumkin could have lived, he turned
out to have room 221 at the Hotel Elite, right next door to
Robert Bruce Lockhart, in the same hotel where George
Hill lived.®®

George Leggett, historian of the Cheka, identified
Blyumkin as head of the counterespionage unit of the Cheka
‘whose “specific task was to effect intelligence penetration
of the German Embassy. In this sphere the Vecheka co-
operated with the British; Captain George Hill of the British
Military Mission . . . had already gained Trotsky’s confi-
dence . . .”® Yet Hill maintained, all his life, that he never
worked with Yakov Blyumkin!™ .

It is not surprising, that Hill would stick tenaciously to
his hardly credible denial. As shown above, the evidence
points strongly to Blyumkin’s having worked on the Mirbach
assassination with Cheka knowledge and approval, as was
widely suspected at the time.”' If Hill admitted collaboration
with Blyumkin, it would implicate him not only in the
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Mirbach assassination, but in connivance with the Cheka at
a time when he was supposed already to be working with
Reilly on plots to overthrow the Bolsheviks. Hill’s main
Bolshevik contact, Trotsky, was regarded at the German
Embassy as an “Entente agent” and closely “tied to the
SRs.””* It was Trotsky who first informed Cheka official
Peters of the assassination, and who appointed Petérs to take
over for the captured Dzerzhinsky.” .

Hill’s friend Sidney Reilly was on the scene for the July
6 events, as well. At the Bolshoi Theater with Lockhart,
when news of the Left SR revolt had just been received,
Reilly concealed some documents and swallowed others.™
He was also in contact with the Left SR D.I. Popov, com-
mander of the Cheka Combat Detachment that rebelled that
night.”

The Lockhart plot

The Mirbach assassination did not provoke Germany to
declare war on Russia, as its instigators had hoped. During
July and August, the two countries drew closer. On August
15, German General Hindenburg having dropped his op-
position to deeper ties with the Bolsheviks, treaties supple-
mental to Brest-Litovsk were negotiated. On August 27, a
German-Soviet trade deal was signed. For the “holy war”
faction of the Bolsheviks and for the SIS men, whose job
it was to bring Russia back into the war, the outlook was
gloomy.

But Russia’s commitment to the peace with Germany
still hung, in the late summer as it had at Brest-Litovsk, on
one man—Lenin.

According to the accounts of Lockhart, Reilly, George
Hill and the Soviets, the purpose of the Lockhart Plot was
to overthrow the Bolshevik government. During July and
August, Reilly raced around Moscow making coup prepa-
rations. Robert Bruce Lockhart put as much as 1.2 million
rubles at Reilly’s disposal. In mid-August, Lockhart met
the Latvian Rifles commander, Col. Eduard Berzin; sub-
sequent contacts with Berzin were handled by Reilly.

As Reilly recounted it, the plot was scheduled for the
first week of September, when the Bolshevik leadership
would be all together at a Soviet Central Executive Com-
mittee meeting, but was preempted on August 30 by the
assassination of Petrograd Cheka chief Uritsky and Dora
Kaplan’s attempt on Lenin.”® According to the accepted
analysis, these nearly simultaneous attentats against key
Soviet leaders had nothing whatsoever to do with each other,
being the acts of two “lone assassins,” whose timing was
coincidental.”” Reilly’s almost-successful plan to change the
course of history had been spoiled by the free-lance assassins
who targeted Lenin and Uritsky.

If, however, the so-called Lockhart Plot was a classic
provocation, on the part of Dzerzhinsky (as Debo showed)
and of Reilly (as American intelligence officers at the time
believed), then the question is raised, of just how accidental
the early termination of the coup scheme was. The actual
results, from the August 30 attentats and from the arrests
carried out on the pretext of rounding up Lockhart’s agents,
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strongly suggest that the plot was not prematurely sprung
and that it never even existed in the form described by Reilly.
British SIS made no attempt to overthrow the Bolshevik
government; rather, in collaboration with a faction in the
Soviet intelligence services, they attempted to eliminate one
particular Bolshevik—Lenin, the man responsible for Brest-
Litovsk—while strengthening the regime overall (and cer-
tain personalities within it, e.g. Trotsky and Dzerzhinsky)."
A large force of genuine opposition to the Bolsheviks was
eliminated, having been drawn out by Reilly’s activities,
the better to be crushed. The potential for anti-Bolshevik
actions in Moscow, which was formidable because as many
as 38,000 former Tsarist military officers lived in the capital,
was reduced. Latsis reported that the Cheka began to arrest
participants in a “white guard counterrevolutionary plot” in
advance, on the night of August 24.7 After August 30, the
American intelligence network run by Xenophon D. Ka-
lamatiano was exposed and destroyed.

The attentats on Lenin and Uritsky

At 11:15 a.m. on Aug. 30, Petrograd Cheka chief Moisei
Uritsky was assassinated at the Hall of the Commissariat
for Internal Affairs in Petrograd, by a 22-year-old ex-military
cadet, Leonid Kanegisser. The assassin ran into the English
Club on Millionnaya Street, to hide and to change his clothes
preparatory to escape.®

The Soviets officially charged, “The English have mur-
dered Comrade Uritsky because he brought together the
threads of an English conspiracy in Petrograd.”®' Indeed,
Uritsky had been hot on the track of certain British activities.
On June 21, following the assassination of Bolshevik Com-
missar for Press Affairs Volodarsky, Uritsky in a speech to
the Petrograd Soviet “made a violent attack on England in
which he accused the English of organizing the dead Com-
missar’s murder.”® Uritsky had informed the Dutch Am-
bassador, a close friend of Captain F.N.A. Cromie, the
British naval attache in Petrograd and a collaborator of Lock-
hart, that he “knew exactly what was going on in the [British]
consulate.”® The Bolsheviks told the Dutch minister that
they had documents “proving conclusively,” that the British
were involved in the Uritsky murder.®

Less than twelve hours later, Lenin was shot twice by
the Socialist Revolutionary Dora (Fanny) Kaplan, as he left
a workers’ meeting in the outskirts of Moscow. Arrested by
the Cheka, Kaplan would state only that she was close to
Chernov’s tendency in the SR Party and was for an alliance
of Russia with the Allies against Germany.® “What revolver
I shot from I won’t say. Who gave me the revolver I won’t
say. . . . Where I got my money I won’t answer.”® Clearly,
this was no “lone assassin.” :

But Kaplan and Kanegisser were spared the Cheka’s
horribly effective torture procedures for extracting confes-
sions. Any Bolshevik investigator who genuinely wished to
root out the presumptive plots behind the assassination at-
tempts was deprived of his witnesses: both gunmen were
summarily shot, on Cheka orders, within days of the atten-
tats. They revealed nothing, said the Cheka.®
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Some evidence did emerge. The revolver used by Kaplan
was apparently supplied by the friend of George Hill and
Sidney Reilly, Boris Savinkov.®® Savinkov himself bragged
of having organized the attempt on Lenin.** When the at-
tentats “prematurely” exploded the Lockhart Plot, Sidney
Reilly hid in the flat of one of his agents, a Vera Petrovna,
who happened to be a close friend of Dora Kaplan!®

Cheka executive Latsis was emphatic in his evaluation
in 1920: “Relying on English money, he [Savinkov] orga-
nized the murder of Comrade Volodarsky and then of Com-
rade Uritsky and Lenin.”' This charge was almost never
repeated, either in Western or in Soviet sources.

Savinkov, of course, had been an assassinations spe-
cialist since the turn of the century, in the infamous “Combat
Organization” of the SR Party. He was also very closely
connected with British intelligence throughout his career. *

While preparing to assassinate Grand Duke Sergei in
1904, Savinkov lived disguised as an English merchant or,
in one account, an English intelligence agent. For two years
after that murder, he traveled in Russia on a valid British
passport.®? In 1917, on English insistence, Savinkov was
made political commissar of the Southwest Front, from which
position he helped prepare the “Kornilov Plot,” the August
1917 episode that signaled the doom of the Kerensky regime
and paved the way for the Bolshevik coup of October.

Savinkov’s men

In 1918, Savinkov maintained close contact with British
intelligence, as Reilly, Hill and Robert Bruce Lockhart all
verify. The treasurer of Savinkov’s SZRiS, Aleksandr Vi-
lenkin, had been a lawyer for the English consulate, during
Lockhart’s tenure as acting consul-general, during the war.*
Most of the funds Vilenkin brought in for Savinkov’s work
were of British origin.** Savinkov himself, on one occasion,
hid at an English consulate.® ;

The 1922 trial of the Right SRs brought out more details
of the involvement by Savinkov’s cohorts in the assassi-
nations of 1918. Uritsky’s assassin, Kanegisser, had a cousin
named Filonenko, a Right SR who had been an adviser to
Savinkov at the time of the Kornilov Plot.*® Although the
Cheka somehow overlooked the ties of Kanegisser and Fi-
lonenko in 1918,%7 it was stated at the 1922 trial, that Ka-
negisser was not only the cousin of Savinkov’s lieutenant,
but was “without a doubt, under his influence.”® Still later,
an anonymous emigre writer stated that he had been recruited
in May 1918, by Kanegisser, to a terrorist group, headed
by Filonenko, which “began to shadow Uritsky.””® The Cheka
also knew that Savinkov had reproached Filonenko for fail-
ing to organize terror in Petrograd, only three weeks before
the murder of Volodarsky.'®

The charge that the British were behind the attempt on
Lenin evokes hysteria in many circles. Yet their motive, to
eliminate the one figure blocking Russia’s return to the war,
was a powerful one. Col. Ernest Boyce, the SIS chief in
Russia and therefore Sidney Reilly’s superior (and later a
key figure in the Trust), moreover, was known to be re-
cruiting assassins “to do away with one or two prominent
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members of the Soviet government.”'®" When one of Boyce’s
Russian agents, whom he approached for this work, black-
mailed Boyce after such an approach, Boyce paid up! Len-
in’s biographer, Stephan Possony, cryptically noted that he
had seen “interview data which suggest that the attentat may
have been instigated by a foreign power.”'*.

The upshot

Lenin did not die, so the Bolsheviks did not re-enter the
war on the Allied side. But the two figures most strongly
identified with the wish to do so, Dzerzhinsky and Trotsky,
emerged in greatly strengthened positions, within a Bol-
shevik government that was strengthened overall, with the
crushing of opposition forces that had been drawn out by
the activities of Reilly et al. In response to the August 30
events, Dzerzhinsky initiated the Red Terror. The powers
of the Cheka were vastly expanded. On September 2, Trot-
sky was appointed chairman of the newly formed supreme
military command, the Revolutionary War Council.'®

What happened to the British plotters? Their fates were
most curious:

1) Despite the furious manhunt for all those involved,
Reilly and Hill were not caught. They continued to ren-
dezvous daily at a public restaurant.'* Reilly made an es-
cape, while Hill, who had been under cover as a Russian
since early August, simply donned his uniform again, re-
joined the British Mission staff, and walked out of Russia
in full public view. (It was not the first time the Cheka had
blessed Hill’s comings and goings with non-interference.
He learned from a Cheka source in late July, of an arrest
warrant issued for him because of the imminent Allied land-
ing in the north.'® Lockhart recorded Hill’s arrest on August
5, and he was obviously released in short order.' In Go
Spy the Land, Hill mentions neither the arrest nor his release.
He does say that Dzerzhinsky “gave me a searching look,”
but “did not recognize me,” when they met by chance during
August.'”’

2) Lockhart was arrested and interrogated, as he recounts
in his memoirs, by Deputy Chairman of the Cheka Yakov
Peters. Peters, who had spent the ten years prior to the
revolution in England, was not unacquainted with the plot-
ters; Hill recollects doing Peters the favor of carrying mail
to the Chekist’s wife and child in England.'* Peters reported
to Lockhart, “that the Americans were the worst compro-
mised in this business and that what they had against me
[Lockhart] was nothing.”'® The Soviets exchanged Lockhart
for Litvinov, who was detained in retaliation for Lockhart’s
arrest, and he returned to England before his trial.

3) Though the Cheka raided Reilly’s headquarters in
Moscow, its proprietor, Dagmara Grammatikova, was re-
leased. She and the other people closest to Reilly seemed
to lead charmed lives. Reilly recounted how “one of my
agents was seized shortly after leaving me, was hauled up
before the Extraordinary Commission [Cheka] and escaped
by a miracle. How he managed to bluff his captors will
puzzle me to my dying day. The Tcheka never erred on the
side of leniency towards the prisoners.”'"
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Reilly’s luck would seem to be miraculous indeed. Un-
less, of course, there is another explanation. And there has
been, lying buried or mostly ignored for the past 70 years.
It was provided by a leading participant in the events, the
American secret service agent Xenophon Dmitrievich Ka-
lamatiano, who did not escape.

Xenophon Dmitrievich Kalamatiano
Kalamatiano was the main American intelligence operative
in Russia at the time of the Lockhart Plot. Born in Russia
to descendants of Greek settlers around the Black Sea, and
married to a woman with excellent connections at the im-
perial court, Kalamatiano was the representative in Tsarist
Russia for some 30 firms selling agricultural implements.

While in the United States in 1914, Kalamantiano was
asked by U.S. Secretary of State Robert Lansing to carry
out intelligence assignments in Russia. This he did, building
up an extensive network of informants, chief of whom was
Lt. Col. Aleksandr Friede, who worked in the Military
Communications Directorate. Kalamatiano was in contact
with Reilly and the French intelligence officers, led by Col.
Vertement, who were working with Reilly. The extent of
his involvement in or support for Reilly’s “plot” remains
unclear; at his trial, Kalamatiano “asserted, that he was not
connected with Lockhart. . . .”'"!

Convicted in the “Lockhart” trial, Col. Friede was shot.
Kalamatiano was condemned to death, suffered two mock
executions, and spent two years in Cheka prisons. He was
finally released in 1921 on the demand of Herbert Hoover,
who was then heading up U.S. famine relief to Russia. In
his official report to the U.S. consul in Riga, Kalamatiano
had some very pointed things to say about Sidney Reilly:
“The points that interested me particularly, were the position
of Reilly and the other sources of information to the VChK.
In regard to the latter I am quite certain in my own mind
that there was a leakage in our Consulate. In regard to Reilly,
I have been able to get some information about him per-
sonally from people who knew him previously, in the Far
East, then in Petrograd, and then in New York where he
had offices in 1916-7. I was told in Moscow that Reilly was
a ‘professional.” On the other hand he showed criminal
carelessness in leaving around secret addresses.

“Also, why was Reilly not arrested, when the VChK
knew just where to lay their hands on him, and why were
people connected with him all released, whereas people
connected with me all sentenced, with the exception of one?
I should say a further inquiry into his actions should be of
interest. The whole thing looks very much like a piece of
‘provocation.’ ”!''2

Back in the United States, the State Department, which
was on a pro-Soviet track defined by U.S. Secretary of State
Charles Evans Hughes, showed almost no interest in de-
briefing Kalamatiano further on these extraordinary events.
He was given a handshake, some back pay, and a train ticket
to Chicago.

In 1921, he took up a post at his alma mater, Culver
Military Academy in Culver, Indiana. Though no formal
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records exist of the lectures he gave there, handwritten notes
on a speech by Kalamatiano about his Russian experiences,
taken by a reporter for the school newspaper, were extant
as of a few years ago. While his Riga report was for the
official record, Kalamatiano was even more scathing about
Reilly in this more private setting; the handwritten notes
record Kalamatiano saying, in no uncertain terms, that Sid-
ney Reilly had worked as a Soviet agent in the events of
the summer of 1918.'3

American Consul Dewitt C. Poole, with whom Kala-
matiano worked, shared his evaluation. On the way out of
Russia in late September 1918, Poole stopped to brief the
British ambassador in Oslo on the summer’s events. The
British ambassador then wired the Foreign Office in a “per-
sonal and most secret” telegram, that Poole had briefed him
that there was “strong suspicion” about “an agent named
Reilly. . . . It appears that Reilly was in communication
with a certain Russian strongly suspected of being an agent-
provocateur, to whom he had given an address at which he
still remained some days ago . . . Neither Reilly nor the
Russian has been arrested, and they are still at large. Hence
suspicion.”!*

Word traveled fast. Robert Bruce Lockhart recorded, “I
found that Poole, the American Consul General, took a more
serious view of the conspiracy. He was inclined to regard
Reilly as an agent provocateur, who had staged this plot for
the benefit of the Bolsheviks. . . . I laughed at Poole’s
fears. . . . Ridiculous as this story was, I found nevertheless
that through Poole it had gained some credence in England.
When two months later I reached London, I had to go to
bail with the Foreign Office for Reilly’s bona fides. I did
so without the slightest hesitation.”!!s

Vladimir G. Orlov and Sasha Grammatikov
The evidence of British responsibility for the Lenin and
Uritsky shootings, which caused the “premature” end of
their own plot, is thus supplemented by the well-founded
suspicions of Kalamatiano and Poole, that Reilly and his
friends ran the ostensible coup project as a provocation. Can
it also be shown, that their provocation was blessed by the
Cheka? The profile of certain persons, who are missing from
Soviet versions of the Lockhart Plot and often mentioned
in Western ones as incidental hangers-on of Sidney Reilly,
indicates the answer is yes.

As in the Mirbach case, key “anti-Bolshevik™ plotters
of the late summer were more intimate with the Cheka than
is convenient for Moscow to admit, even today. This is the
case with Vladimir G. Orlov, the President of the Sixth
Criminal Commission in Petrograd (called “Cheka-Crimi-
nel” by Reilly, who provided Reilly the Cheka pass that
enabled him to move freely in and between Petrograd and
Moscow. (In 1970, a Soviet KGB author did admit that
Reilly had'a Cheka pass in the name of “Relinsky,” but said
that he obtained it from the Left SR, D.I. Popov; Orlov
remained out of the picture.'' It is the case with a long-
time friend of both Reilly and Orlov, Aleksandr Gramma-
tikov, whose niece’s apartment on Sheremetev Pereulok in
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Moscow served as Reilly’s headquarters.''” Orlov and Gram-
matikov are not only missing from Soviet history books,
but they were missing from the Nov. 28-Dec. 3, 1918 trial
of the Lockhart Plot case; not only absent, like several of
the accused, they were not even charged.

Orlov got his job in the Cheka thanks to Vladimir Bonch-
Bruyevich, the same who was Reilly’s contact at the Krem-
lin."'® Before the war and revolution, Orlov had been a
Tsarist magistrate in Warsaw, responsible for sensitive cases
of espionage, subversion, and revolutionary activity. Ac-
cording to his own account, Orlov spent “eight long months”
as the case officer for Feliks Dzerzhinsky. He recalled saying
to Dzerzhinsky, as he sentenced him to 20 years in Siberia:
“Dzerzhinsky, I have really grown to like you, and I hope
that we shall see each other again in more propitious cir-
cumstances.”'"” Six months later, Dzerzhinsky escaped. *

As a member of the Cheka, supposedly a White under-
cover agent, Orlov met up again with his old charge, Dzer-
zhinsky, in 1918. He later recalled his thoughts: “Should I
flee? No, that would be madness, so I remained motionless
in front of him. ‘Are you Orloff?’, the All Powerful of
Soviet Russia asked me quietly, without a change of expres-
sion. ‘Yes, I am Orloff.” Dzerzhinsky held out his hand to
me. ‘Well, it’s nice of you, Orloff, to be on our side now.
We need efficient lawyers like yourself; so whenever you
need anything please apply to me in Moscow.’ 2

Orlov was not long in taking him up on the offer. When
he could not find a hotel room in all Moscow, he turned to
Dzerzhinsky. “He [Dzerzhinsky] drew a key from his wa-
istcoat pocket and handed it over to me, saying, ‘Here is
the key of my room at the National Hotel. You can stay
there as long as you like, as I always live here.” And he
pointed to a corner, where behind a folding screen stood a
camp bed.”"?!

The “White” penetration agent, Orlov, surfaced in the
1920s in the middle of a Soviet espionage ring in Europe. '

Aleksandr Grammatikov, who introduced Reilly (a friend
of his from before the war'?* to Orlov, had known Orlov in
pre-war Poland.'** (A similar background tied Orlov and
Savinkov, who were old school friends from Warsaw.'?%)
Grammatikov was most likely himself an Okhrana agent.'26
He provided Reilly’s introduction to Vladimir Bonch-Bruy-
evich, as well.'” Grammatikov’s niece Dagmara lent her
apartment as the headquarters of the plot, and, according
to one account, Grammatikov handled ties for Reilly to the
Socialist Revolutionary party. '

Grammatikov’s own flat was raided, but the Cheka “failed
to notice the private telephone wire” of Grammatikov, and
let him go, too.'?* As for Orlov, Reilly said, “I had no news
of him since last seeing him. For all I knew his part in the
conspiracy had already been discovered. . . .”"*° But Orlov,
too, escaped unscathed.

In 1925, Grammatikov and Orlov were in Reilly’s small
group of advisers in Paris and Berlin, as was his old SIS
superior from 1918, Ernest Boyce. All three extolled the
Trust as a legitimate anti-Soviet underground and counseled
Reilly to go back into the Soviet Union as its guest.''
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The case of George Hill

If Sidney Reilly was working for the Soviets, what does
that say about Captain George Hill, Robert Bruce Lockhart,
and Commander Ernest Boyce? Robert Bruce Lockhart him-
self pointed out, “If there had been any double-crossing by
Reilly, Hill would hardly have failed to detect it.”'*

Lockhart was right. Anyone who knows anything about
the logistics, finances, and support work for intelligence
operations, knows that it is a virtual impossibility for one
“Lone Ranger”—as Reilly is often conveniently portrayed—
to be following his own agenda for a project on the scale
of overthrowing the Soviet government, even in that early
period. As a senior American intelligence specialist, who
has experience in operational matters and who has also
examined this particular case closely, put it: “The conclusion
I draw is that this has got to go beyond simply Reilly. It
has to, because you can’t support it on a single provocateur.
Just no way in the world. I mean you can’t do it! It would
be nice if you could be here, there and everywhere like the
Scarlet Pimpernel, . . . but, if you read the book, even the
Pimpernel had a very extensive support system.”

Hill’s own memoir portrayed him and Reilly as a team:
“At our first meeting we took a liking to each other. I found
that he had an amazing grasp of the actualities of the situation
and that he was a man of action. Reilly knew of my activities.
We were for all practical purposes in two separate depart-
ments, but agreed that whenever possible we would co-
operate.. . . . I was seeing Reilly daily, and he kept nie
informed of what he was doing and of his plans for a coup
d’etat against the Bolsheviks. Reilly’s plan was bold and
masterfully conceived, its purpose being no less than to have
the whole of the Bolshevik Executive Committee—includ-
ing Lenin and Trotsky—arrested by the Letts, their own
bodyguard. . . . The plan for the coup d’etat, the estab-
lishment of a Provisional Government and a hundred and
one other things for the change-over were worked out to the
minutest detail. I was kept informed of all this so that if
anything happened to Reilly it would be possible for me to
carry on the work. . . . Reilly had no difficulty in travelling
between Moscow and Petrograd, as he had obtained a po-
sition with the Cheka and had a Cheka pass.”'*

So Comrades Reilly and Hill either swim together, or
sink together. What else is known about George Hill?

In 1940, the newly formed British Special Operations
Executive was setting up a liaison office to the latest in-
carnation of the Cheka, the NKVD, in Moscow. The British
submitted a short list of candidates for the job, for Soviet
approval. “To the astonishment of everyone . . . the NKVD
expressed a firm preference for Hill as chief of the SOE
Mission.”'3* By this time, the acknowledged top Russia-
hands of British intelligence were none other than Hill and
Robert Bruce Lockhart.'*

The selection of Hill is often passed off as a mere cur-
iosity, but in the circumstances of the time it was hardly a
routine choice! The paranoid Stalin had just butchered thou-
sands Soviet cadre for alleged or imagined crimes, chief
among which was having ties to foreign intelligence ser-
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vices. Yet Stalin was prepared to welcome back to Moscow,
Brigadier George Hill, a kingpin of the notorious Lockhart
Plot, that almost strangled Soviet power in its cradle.'*

Hill had his own explanation of the NKVD’s reasoning:
“The Russians, who had looked up my record, and found
a great deal on their files about my past activities against
them, agreed to accept me because I was ‘an expert’. '’

Hill’s 1940 return to Moscow is one more reason to think
he was lying and hiding his actual role in the events of 1918.
As the Reilly story grew more controversial, Hill didn’t
hesitate to rewrite his public stand on Reilly. His glowing
words about the “bold and masterfully conceived” plans of
Reilly, whom Hill was seeing “daily,” come from Go Spy
the Land, published in 1932. By 1936, with the publication
of Hill’s Dreaded Hour, he changed his line and wrote of
Reilly, “I disapproved of his plans . . . considered them
impractical.”'*®

Before his death in 1970, Hill revealed to Robin Bruce
Lockhart, that “he himself had been told by a NKVD major
and also by one of his former 1918 agents . . . that Reilly
was alive and had been actively working for the GPU and
subsequently for the NKVD. (Hill eventually confessed that
he did not tell me earlier because he did not wish to spoil
a good story.)”"*

What the Soviets are hiding

Twenty-four people were brought to trial for the so-called
Lockhart Plot. George Hill was not one of them. Even though
Hill’s own memoirs testify to his hands-on involvement in
Reilly’s enterprise, and although the latter’s activities, from
mid-August at the latest, were visible to the Cheka “as if
covered by a glass dome,” Hill has been almost nowhere
to be found in Soviet accounts of the affair.

A review of the Soviet literature on the Lockhart Plot
turned up exactly two mentions of George Hill, before 1987.
In a 1970 book by the chief of the KGB’s Press Section,
V.F. Kravchenko, we find the following: “Captain Hill,
answering directly to the Chief of Intelligence of the War
Ministry, was attached to Trotsky and received from him
information necessary to the Allies. Formally, Hill was Trot-
sky’s adviser on aviation matters, which was a good cover
for Hill the spy.”'*° The second reference was just to “Hill,”
who together with Reilly gave Russian Orthodox Patriarch
Tikhon five million rubles in August 1918, to fund prayers
against the Brest-Litovsk Treaty.'*' If we are to believe the
Soviets, they only discovered this from Robin Bruce Lock-
hart’s 1967 Reilly: Ace of Spies.

Moscow is obviously not anxious to draw attention to
Hill, the British intelligence man who helped to found the
GRU and the KRO, the Cheka counterintelligence unit that
would later run the Trust! (Some Western historians join
the Soviets in pooh-poohing Hill’s role, yet the curious fact
is, that remarkably little has been released on the early days
of the GRU.'"?) The invitation to Hill to return to Moscow
during World War II underscores how those early, close
Anglo-Soviet intelligence ties remained intact for decades.
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Publicizing Hill’s role, in either period, tends to expose that
fact, more than the Soviets would like.

The pattern of Hill the “non-person” was abruptly broken
in 1987, soon after one of the present authors drew attention
to Hill’s career.'® Soviet author Lev Bezymensky resur-
rected Captain George Hill as a key figure in the Lockhart
Plot. Having commented that “Hill’s name did not figure
in the documents of the Lockhart trial,” Bezymensky went
on to quote from Hill’s memoirs: “I was kept informed . . .
so that if anything happened to Reilly it would be possible
for me to carry on the work.”'* But New Times omitted
what Hill says on the very next page of Go Spy the Land,
namely: “Reilly had no difficulty in travelling between Mos-
cow and Petrograd, as he had obtained a position with the
Cheka and had a Cheka pass.”'*
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