

Introduction: The Lost History of Global Intelligence

Twenty-first-century intelligence suffers from long-term historical amnesia. Early in the Cold War, the historian Sherman Kent, founding father of US intelligence analysis, complained that intelligence was the only profession without a serious literature: ‘From my point of view this is a matter of greatest importance. As long as this discipline lacks a literature, its methods, its vocabulary, its body of doctrine, and even its fundamental theory run the risk of never reaching full maturity.’1 It was more difficult to learn the historical lessons of intelligence than of any other profession mainly because there was so little record of most of its past experience. Western intelligence services during and after the Second World War knew very little about intelligence before – and sometimes during – the First World War. That was true even of ‘Station X’ at Bletchley Park, which had greater success in breaking enemy ciphers than any codebreaking agency had ever had before. Three times over the previous 500 years, Britain had faced major invasion threats – from the Armada of Philip II of Spain in 1588, from Napoleon at the start of the nineteenth century, and from Hitler in 1940. But the Bletchley Park codebreakers who solved Hitler’s ciphers, though they included some notable historians, had no idea that their predecessors had broken those of Philip II and Napoleon at other times of national crisis.fn1 No other wartime profession was as ignorant of its own past. It is impossible, for example, to imagine an economist who had never heard of the Industrial Revolution.

For centuries before the Second World War, educated British people knew far more about intelligence operations recorded in the Bible than they did about the role of intelligence at any moment in their own history. The Christian Old Testament (the Jewish Tanakh) contains more references to spies than any history of Britain or of most other countries. Most Victorian schoolchildren, as well as adults, knew, for example, how Moses had sent agents to spy out the Promised Land; how Joseph, having become the Egyptian Pharaoh’s Vizier, pretended not to recognize his errant elder brothers and accused them of being spies who had come to identify weak points in Egypt’s defences; and how Judas Iscariot became a paid agent of the high priests on ‘Spy Wednesday’ in Holy Week and betrayed Jesus. Moses (Musa) is also a Muslim prophet. There are 136 references to him in the Quran – far more than to any other human being.fn2 In the Quran, as in the Tanakh, God instructs Moses to send twelve spies to spy out the Promised Land He has given the Israelites. Their mission ended in the first major recorded intelligence failure – due less, as was frequently the case in later centuries, to the quality of the intelligence than to the use made of it. Forty years later, after a better-organized intelligence operation, according to the biblical account, Moses’ successor Joshua led the Israelites into the Promised Land.2

Ever since the missions of Moses’ and Joshua’s spies into Canaan, the first priority of intelligence operations has been to obtain secretly information unavailable from open sources. George Tenet, director of the US Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) at the beginning of the twenty-first century, summed up the Agency’s main mission in three words: ‘We steal secrets.’3 During the Cold War, Allen Dulles, the longest-serving CIA director, wrote that, over the centuries, intelligence organizations had also shown themselves ‘an ideal vehicle for conspiracy’.4 From earliest times, intelligence has often involved covert operations intended to influence the course of events by methods ranging from deception to assassination – ‘active measures’, as the twentieth-century KGB called them. Deception involving a bogus defector played a key role in the Athenian victory at the naval Battle of Salamis in 480 BC, at a critical moment during the invasion of Greece by the Persian Empire. For the next two and a half millennia, however, the Salamis deception attracted only a tiny fraction of the interest aroused by the fictional deception of the Trojan Horse, which first featured in Homer’s Odyssey and later, in greater detail, in the Aeneid by the Roman poet Virgil.5 Even in the twenty-first century, public understanding of intelligence operations is frequently coloured – if not confused – by spy fiction. No real intelligence practitioner, alive or dead, is remotely as well known as James Bond.

No author in ancient Greece or Rome showed a grasp of strategic intelligence which compared with that of the Jewish priests who, probably during the two centuries before Athens’s golden age, had written the biblical accounts of espionage in Canaan by the spies of Moses and Joshua. Thucydides, the greatest historian of European classical antiquity, famously wrote of the origins of the Peloponnesian War in the fifth century BC, ‘The growth of the power of Athens, and the alarm which this inspired in Sparta, made war inevitable.’6 But intelligence on its rival was not a priority for either Athens or Sparta – or for Thucydides, though he was a general as well as a historian.

The first books to argue that intelligence should have a central role in war and peace were written not in Greece or Rome but in ancient China and the Indian subcontinent: The Art of War (Sunzi bingfa), traditionally ascribed to Confucius’s contemporary, the Chinese general Sun Tzu (c.544–c.496 BC); and the Arthashastra, a manual on statecraft attributed to a senior adviser of the founder of the Mauryan dynasty which dominated India between 322 and 187 BC. Central to the revival of interest in intelligence in twentieth-century China and India was the rediscovery, after centuries of neglect, of these two ancient works. In India today, the Arthashastra has a status similar to that of Aristotle’s Politics and Machiavelli’s The Prince in the West. Sun Tzu has been far more revered in Communist China than in any imperial dynasty since the third century AD. Even in the United States, he is more frequently quoted than any pre-twentieth-century Western writer on intelligence.7

During what Europeans later called the ‘Dark Ages’, when the influence of Sun Tzu and the Arthashastra was in decline in Asia, the global leaders in intelligence operations were Muhammad and the Islamic Caliphate established in the Middle East after his death in 632. While uniting the tribes of the Arabian Peninsula under the banner of Islam, Muhammad fought twenty-seven battles and instigated about fifty armed raids. Probably his most widely read Muslim biographer today, Safiur Rahman Al Mubarakpuri, claims that ‘The Prophet was the greatest military leader in the entire world.’8 The Hadiths (sacred records of Muhammad’s words and deeds) give many instances of how, during his military campaigns, he paid close attention to intelligence. Al Mubarakpuri and other Muslim biographers of Muhammad, however, barely mention his intelligence operations,fn3 which are more frequently cited by Islamist extremists.9

The only intelligence operations in which medieval Europe was probably the world leader were devoted to what was later called counter-subversion. Catholic ‘inquisitions’ to root out religious heresy anticipated the very much larger campaigns by security and intelligence services in modern secular one-party states against what the KGB denounced as ‘ideological subversion’. Probably no pre-twentieth-century security service was capable either of the organized mass interrogation or of the elaborate record keeping involved in, for example, mid-thirteenth-century clerical inquisitions into the Cathar heresy in Languedoc. Twentieth-century secular interrogators were often unaware that some of their methods had been devised by clerical inquisitors centuries earlier. ‘Waterboarding’ (simulated drowning), used by US interrogators to obtain intelligence from senior Al Qaeda personnel after 9/11, was a technique devised half a millennium before by the Spanish Inquisition.10

Though few historians have noticed it, the European Renaissance was a major turning point in the history of intelligence. For the first time, Europe established a global lead in intelligence which went unchallenged until the American Declaration of Independence. Like twentieth-century interrogators, few if any Renaissance advocates and practitioners of intelligence were aware of how frequently they were reinventing the wheel. It did not occur to Machiavelli that his often-quoted dictum ‘Nothing is more worthy of a good general than the endeavour to penetrate the designs of the enemy’11 merely repeated a maxim attributed to Sun Tzu almost two millennia before. The Renaissance codebreakers who believed they had invented ‘frequency analysis’ (a turning point in the history of cryptanalysis) had no idea that it had been discovered by the Muslim philosopher and cryptanalyst Yaqub ibn Ishaq al-Kindi in the Baghdad ‘House of Wisdom’ over six centuries earlier. The Ottomans, who made Constantinople the capital of their Muslim empire in 1453, seem to have been equally ignorant of al-Kindi’s achievements.12

The Renaissance also marked a turning point in the history of diplomacy, which was closely linked to the development of Western intelligence. Hitherto ambassadors had been used only for specific diplomatic missions. The city-states in Renaissance Italy, however, established resident ambassadors in each others’ capitals, a system which became the model for European diplomacy as a whole. Since most resident ambassadors were expected to collect intelligence as well as to represent their governments, the recruitment of spies increased. Early modern diplomacy and intelligence gathering thus overlapped. From 1573 until his death in 1590, Elizabeth’s principal Secretary of State, Sir Francis Walsingham, successfully combined the roles of Foreign Secretary and intelligence chief, with daily access to the Queen and her Chief Minister.13

With one important exception, no clear separation between diplomacy and espionage emerged in Western and Central Europe until professional intelligence bureaucracies were founded in the later nineteenth century. The exception was what is now called signals intelligence (SIGINT), derived from the interception and decryption of communications. Beginning in the Renaissance, small, specialized codebreaking agencies were founded which required cryptanalytic expertise unavailable in other branches of government. Half a millennium later, the role of SIGINT remains a major gap in most histories of pre-twentieth-century politics and international relations. Even histories of Elizabethan England which recognize the importance of Walsingham’s role rarely give adequate credit to the achievements of his chief cryptanalyst, who broke the ciphers of both Mary, Queen of Scots, and Philip II of Spain, and was personally rewarded with a royal pension by a grateful Elizabeth I.14

There was a direct, though incomplete, correlation (little noticed by historians) during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries between the success of European statesmen in their conduct of foreign policy and their skill in the exploitation of SIGINT. The ablest French statesman of the seventeenth century, Cardinal Richelieu, was also the founder of the first French SIGINT agency, the cabinet noir (black chamber), a term commonly applied over the next few centuries to similar agencies in other countries. Its head, who had his own château, was better recognized and rewarded than any other pre-twentieth-century cryptanalyst. His British counterpart, a founder member of the Royal Society, was rewarded by Oliver Cromwell with a chair at Oxford University, which he kept for half a century. The ablest international statesman of the mid-eighteenth century, Count (later Prince) Wenzel Anton Kaunitz, successively leading Austrian diplomat and Chancellor, was similarly the ablest user of SIGINT.15 The skill of both Richelieu and Kaunitz in the exploitation of intelligence was largely forgotten by later generations. Just as no French Foreign Minister before the First World War rivalled Richelieu’s grasp of SIGINT, so none of Kaunitz’s successors in imperial Vienna possessed his flair for diplomatic intelligence.

The first country to challenge Europe’s global lead in intelligence was the United States after the Declaration of Independence in 1776. Ironically, the commander-in-chief of the rebel Continental Army, George Washington, had earlier learned the importance of military intelligence as a British army officer fighting the French, who were to become his allies against the British in the Revolutionary War. Washington’s intelligence operations in both HUMINT (human intelligence) and SIGINT outclassed those of his British opponents. As first President of the United States, he was granted a fund by Congress to finance foreign intelligence which rose to about 12 per cent of the federal budget – a higher percentage than the massive US intelligence expenditure of the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries.16

The history of intelligence is not linear. In both the United States and the United Kingdom foreign intelligence was a lower priority at the end of the nineteenth century than at the beginning. Save for Washington’s immediate successors, no President attempted to learn from his example. Even the Civil War marked only a temporary halt in the long-term decline of US intelligence. Victorian intelligence too was in decline. As a result of the closure of the Deciphering Branch in 1844, following parliamentary protests, Britain entered the First World War, unlike any of the major wars of the late sixteenth, seventeenth, eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, without a SIGINT agency.fn4 At the outbreak of war in 1914, the US President, Woodrow Wilson, and the British Prime Minister, Herbert Asquith, had a weaker grasp of intelligence than their eighteenth-century predecessors, George Washington and the two Pitts. These failings passed unnoticed by both contemporaries and most subsequent historians. Also unnoticed has been the fact that, though less intelligent than Wilson and Asquith, Tsar Nicholas II regarded intelligence as a much higher priority. Because of their lack of awareness of the role of SIGINT, none of the numerous twentieth-century histories of the origins of the First World War mentions that, in both St Petersburg and Paris, the first indication in July 1914 that Austria was preparing to deliver the ultimatum to Serbia which was to trigger the outbreak of war came from diplomatic decrypts.17

The First World War, thanks to its unprecedented scale and intensity in an era of equally unprecedented technological change, marked an even greater turning point in intelligence history than the Renaissance. The vast increase in communications made possible by the nineteenth-century invention of the telegraph and wireless gave SIGINT a greater operational role than in any previous conflict. Particularly in the early stages of the war, however, war leaders’ ignorance of past experience made them ill-equipped to put intelligence to good use. Despite the pre-war successes of Russian foreign intelligence, Russian military intelligence at the outbreak of war was far less effective than it had been a century before on the eve of Napoleon’s invasion of Russia. Within weeks its incompetence had led to Russia’s worst defeat of the war.

The use of intelligence by governments and high commands in the First World War thus owed much to improvisation. Though SIGINT was to prove crucial to British naval operations, the Director of Naval Intelligence in August 1914 had given no thought to its wartime role until intercepted ciphered German naval messages began to pile up on his desk. These unexpected intercepts prompted the foundation in the Admiralty of the first British SIGINT agency since 1844, which, with its military counterpart, MI1b, became the wartime world leader. The creation of the Bolshevik Cheka, forerunner of the KGB, only six weeks after the October Revolution of 1917 was also the result of rapid improvisation. Though it developed between the wars into the world’s largest and most powerful intelligence service, it was originally intended only as a temporary expedient to deal with an impending strike by state employees.18

More than any previous war, the First World War led to attempts, which varied greatly from country to country, to learn its intelligence lessons. British SIGINT successes in the Second World War owed much to lessons learned in the First – among them the need for better coordination. The failure of the United States to learn the same lesson was a major reason for the SIGINT confusion which preceded, and helped to make possible, the Japanese surprise attack on Pearl Harbor. For over a year before Pearl Harbor, the rival US military and naval cryptanalysts were bizarrely instructed to decrypt Japanese diplomatic telegrams on alternate days.19

All the Big Three in the Second World War – Joseph Stalin, Winston Churchill and Franklin Roosevelt – were more influenced than has usually been realized by their very different experiences of First World War intelligence. After the Bolshevik Revolution, Stalin spent years studying and annotating almost every page of the huge, multi-volume intelligence file maintained on him by the Tsarist Okhrana. Churchill had longer and more varied experience of intelligence than any previous war leader. One of the main lessons learned by both him and the less experienced Roosevelt from the First World War was the importance of Allied intelligence collaboration in the Second. Roosevelt’s admiration for what he called Britain’s ‘wonderful intelligence service’ in the First World War later led him as President to approve intelligence collaboration with Britain even before Pearl Harbor, while the United States remained officially neutral. The wartime UK/US SIGINT alliance became the cornerstone of a transatlantic Special Relationship which still continues.20 Contrary to the belief of many of its practitioners, this is not the first SIGINT alliance in British history (which was concluded between Elizabethan England and the Dutch),21 but it remains the most important.

Since the late twentieth century, far more has been published on intelligence operations in the Second World War than had ever been published on the role of intelligence in any previous conflict. For a generation after the war, however, historians were seriously handicapped by official concealment of the main Western (especially British) wartime intelligence successes against Nazi Germany: chief among them the ULTRA intelligence derived from breaking high-grade enemy ciphers and the Double-Cross System, the most successful strategic deception in the history of warfare. Only when these operations were declassified in the early and mid-1970s did it become possible to write accurate accounts of the war against the U-boats in the North Atlantic and the D-Day landings on the Normandy beaches.22

Despite the growth of intelligence history since the 1980s, study of the Cold War nowadays suffers from much the same neglect of SIGINT which diminished, and sometimes distorted, understanding of Second World War intelligence until the mid-1970s. None of President Harry S. Truman’s biographers mentions that he was so impressed by his brief experience of the wartime British–American SIGINT alliance that he approved its peacetime continuation – and in so doing profoundly influenced the development of the Special Relationship. Though studies of Cold War US foreign policy invariably mention the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), there is rarely any reference to the larger National Security [SIGINT] Agency (NSA). The virtual exclusion of SIGINT from the history of post-war international relations helps to explain why so many well-educated Americans mistakenly believed that the atom spies Julius and Ethel Rosenberg, both executed in the electric chair, and other leading Soviet agents detected in the United States were the innocent victims of official paranoia and McCarthyite hysteria. Soviet decrypts declassified by the NSA and GCHQ after the Cold War show that they were guilty as charged.23

The history of superpower rivalry during the Cold War has also been distorted by the KGB’s ability to keep its operational secrets far more successfully than the CIA. No account of American policy in the Third World omits the role of CIA covert action. By contrast, KGB covert action (‘active measures’) passes almost unmentioned in most histories both of Soviet foreign policy and of developing countries. The result has been a curiously lopsided account of the secret Cold War in the Third World – the intelligence equivalent of the sound of one hand clapping. The admirable history of the Cold War by John Lewis Gaddis, for example, refers to CIA covert action in Chile, Cuba and Iran, but makes no reference to extensive KGB operations in the same countries.24 In reality, as material exfiltrated from KGB archives after the Cold War reveals, from at least the early 1960s onwards the KGB played an even more active global role than the CIA.

In Britain, exaggerated official secrecy about the intelligence services, enforced by both Labour and Conservative governments throughout the Cold War, also inhibited the development of intelligence history. Even the existence of the Secret Intelligence Service (SIS or MI6) was not officially acknowledged until the Queen’s Speech at the opening of Parliament in 1992. In the same year Stella Rimington became the first Director-General of MI5 to be publicly identified. Gender historians who had been unable to research female recruitment by MI5 even as far back as the First World War, because all its records (many since declassified)fn5 were still secret, were surprised to discover that the Security Service had become the first of the world’s major intelligence services to have a female head. The incomprehension of British tabloids at Rimington’s appointment was reflected in headlines such as ‘HOUSEWIFE SUPERSPY’ and ‘MOTHER OF TWO GETS TOUGH WITH TERRORISTS’.

For much of the Cold War, Western intelligence analysts often failed to realize the handicap imposed on them by the shortage of academic research and their own lack of historical perspective. A notable exception was the Yale historian Sherman Kent, who spent a total of seventeen years as an analyst during the Second World War and Cold War. The world’s first peer-reviewed journal on intelligence, Studies in Intelligence, was founded in 1955, not by academics in university departments but by Sherman Kent in the CIA. Though originally classified, a majority of its articles on intelligence methodology and history are now accessible online. Like academic journals, but unlike most intelligence reports, Studies in Intelligence announced at the outset: ‘All statements of fact, opinion, or analysis … are those of the Authors. They do not necessarily reflect official positions or views of the Central Intelligence Agency or any other US government entity, past or present.’ The first academic journal, Intelligence and National Security, co-edited by Michael Handel and the author of this volume, did not begin publication until over thirty years after Studies in Intelligence.

Lack of long-term historical perspective was as evident in intelligence assessment at the end of the twentieth century as at the beginning of the Cold War. During the Second World War and Cold War, Western intelligence agencies had been well versed in Nazi and Communist ideology. But the increasingly secularized late-twentieth-century West found it far more difficult to grasp the appeal of Islamic fundamentalism. Its incomprehension of the political power of religious extremism was vividly displayed during the crisis in Iran which led early in 1979 to the fall of the pro-Western Shah and the rise of the 78-year-old Shia Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini. ‘Whoever took religion seriously?’ demanded one surprised State Department official after Washington had been taken aback by Khomeini’s popular triumph.25 Over the next decade, many Western intelligence analysts similarly failed to grasp that understanding the appeal of Al Qaeda and the terrorist threat which it posed required serious study of its theology. Those with the best understanding of the Islamist terrorist threat before the 9/11 attacks, among them the leading academic expert on ‘Holy Terror’, Bruce Hoffman, were those with a long-term perspective.26

The dawn of cyberwarfare and the looming threat of terrorist use of weapons of mass destruction confront twenty-first-century intelligence communities with dramatic new challenges. To respond to them as effectively as possible, however, they will need a long-term perspective which has often been forgotten or ignored. Learning from past experience in intelligence, as in most other fields, is, of course, easier said than done. To quote the historian John Bew:


History does not lend itself easily to the PowerPoints or executive summaries on which our policymakers increasingly rely … A genuine understanding of history requires a patience that is not easy to reconcile with the urgency of policy. A good starting point is to view the past as a source of wisdom rather than revelation.27



‘Only long-term historical perspective’, writes Quentin Skinner, former Regius Professor of History at Cambridge, can ‘liberate us from the parochialism of our own forms of cultural analysis’.28 Strategic-intelligence analysis which ignores the long term is necessarily parochial.

There are some signs of progress. The academic study of intelligence history, which barely existed little more than a generation ago, is now thriving in a growing minority of universities on both sides of the Atlantic. In the early twenty-first century, all three British intelligence agencies, as well as the Joint Intelligence Committee, commissioned official or ‘authorized’ histories by outside professional historians, who were given unprecedented access to their files.fn6 All followed the pioneering principles set out by Sherman Kent in Studies in Intelligence half a century earlier.fn7

More frequently than ever before, intelligence in the twenty-first century has become front-page news. Official reports on 9/11 and the Iraq War, as well as unofficial whistleblowers, have published unprecedented amounts of intelligence material.29 The significance of recent intelligence history, however, can only be adequately understood in long-term perspective. Like much else in the early twenty-first century, intelligence studies frequently suffer from what I have called Historical Attention-Span Deficit Disorder (HASDD).

The history of intelligence operations is far older than any of today’s intelligence agencies. The Secret World sets out to recover some of the lost history of global intelligence over the last three millennia, to show how it modifies current historiography, and to demonstrate its continuing relevance to intelligence in the twenty-first century.




INTRODUCTION: THE LOST HISTORY OF GLOBAL INTELLIGENCE


fn1 The historian Sir J. H. (‘Jack’) Plumb, who had served at Bletchley, was, however, aware of codebreaking in the era of Robert Walpole, whose biographer he was. I had the opportunity to discuss this with him.



fn2 By contrast, Muhammad is mentioned by name only four times (though there are other references which do not use his name). The Quran is about the message, not the messenger.



fn3 Al Mubarakpuri refers to two cases where enemy spies were caught and executed, but to only one instance where Muhammad himself used a spy – during the conquest of the Jewish fort of Az-Zubair; Sealed Nectar, locs. 5729, 6432, 7293. There are no references at all to spies in Topbas, Prophet of Mercy Muhammad, and only one reference (to a Quraish spying on Muslim forces) in the non-Muslim biography by Karen Armstrong, Muhammad: Prophet for Our Time.



fn4 The Government of India, however, had a small SIGINT agency on the North-West Frontier. See here, here.



fn5 For many of its files, MI5 now operates an informal fifty-year declassification rule, releasing large batches to the National Archives once or twice a year.



fn6 The three UK intelligence agencies, however, differed in their views on how much of their history to make public. My authorized centenary history of MI5, Defence of the Realm, covers all its first hundred years, though in significantly less detail for the early twenty-first than for the twentieth century. The official history of SIS/MI6 stops in 1949. The official history of the SIGINT agency GCHQ, due for publication in 2019, is likely to omit details of diplomatic SIGINT during the Cold War.



fn7 The Director-General of the Security Service (MI5), Jonathan Evans (now Baron Evans of Weardale), wrote in a foreword to my Defence of the Realm, published in 2009: ‘The judgements and conclusions drawn by Professor Andrew in the History are his own, not those of the Security Service or the Government as a whole.’


1: IN THE BEGINNING: SPIES OF THE BIBLE AND ANCIENT EGYPT FROM MOSES TO THE LAST SUPPER


fn1 In 1939 the Nazi Sicherheitsdienst (SD) took over the ‘high-class’ Berlin brothel Salon Kitty, fitted concealed microphones in the bedrooms, and connected them to a control room with monitoring desks and recording equipment. Among the clients was the Italian foreign minister, Count Galeazzo Ciano, whose recorded comments on Adolf Hitler the SD sometimes found disconcertingly frank. (Hagen (ed.), Schellenberg Memoirs.)



fn2 The very fragmentary evidence of message interception in the Amarna letters is sometimes difficult to interpret. One message to Aziru from his brothers may have been intercepted by the Egyptians. Or it may have been supplied by Aziru in an attempt to prove his loyalty to the Pharaoh. (Cohen, ‘Intelligence in the Amarna Letters’, pp. 92–3.)



fn3 On the origins of cryptography in ancient Egypt, see Kahn, Codebreakers, pp. 71–3. The earliest known example is the use of unusual hieroglyphic symbols on an inscription dated c.1900 BC in the tomb of the nobleman Khnumhotep II. Kahn argues, however, that the aim of the symbols was not, as in modern cryptography, to make part of the inscription secret but to add to its prestige and authority. Other examples of ancient Egyptian funerary cryptography also seem to have been primarily intended to attract readers’ attention and encourage them to solve the riddles that they posed.



fn4 Most biblical scholars agree on dating the crucifixion to between AD 30 and 36, with AD 33 as possibly the most likely date.



fn5 Only St John identifies Sunday as the day of Jesus’ entry into Jerusalem. The other gospels do not specify the day of the week.



fn6 The only contemporary record which mentions Pontius Pilate, an inscription on display at the archaeological site of his palace at Caesarea in a wonderfully scenic seaside location, identifies him as Roman ‘Prefect’.



fn7 According to a tradition going back to the fourth century, the ‘upper room’ is on the first floor of a two-storey building south of Zion Gate in the walls of the Old City of Jerusalem. Though the room, known as the Cenacle, is included in many religious tours of Jerusalem, the tradition on which the identification is based is doubtful.



fn8 According to John 18:13, Caiaphas was the son-in-law of Annas, who is also mentioned in biblical accounts of the trial of Jesus. In 1990, archaeologists discovered what some believe are the family tombs of Annas and Caiaphas in Jerusalem’s Upper City. Annas was patriarch of a family that held control of the high priesthood for most of the first century AD. (Crossan and Reed, Excavating Jesus.)


2: INTELLIGENCE OPERATIONS IN ANCIENT GREECE: MYTH AND REALITY FROM ODYSSEUS TO ALEXANDER THE GREAT


fn1 The pass has changed beyond recognition since the time of the battle as a result of earthquakes and the receding coastline.



fn2 André Gerolymatos’ innovative introduction to the intelligence role of the proxenos (Espionage and Treason) has yet to be followed by detailed further research. Proxenoi (‘guest friends’) were Greeks who, in an era before permanent embassies, represented foreign states in their own cities and supplied them with information, some of which could be classed as intelligence. They were probably least useful in time of war, when their services were needed most but connections with enemy states inevitably made proxenoi suspect among their fellow citizens.



fn3 It has been persuasively suggested that the Pythia produced semi-coherent prophecy and guidance which were turned into more coherent and better-composed hexameter form by better-educated religious officials at the oracle. Dr Richard Stoneman, a leading authority on ancient oracles, however, disagrees: ‘All the stories we know of about the historical interventions of the Delphic oracle depict a rational functionary [the Pythia] who uttered riddling pronouncements in competent hexameter verses. It will not do to say that her ravings were composed into neat form by assistant priests at the shrine, since all sources speak as if the Pythia spoke the verses directly.’ (Stoneman, Ancient Oracles, pp. 30–31.)



fn4 Delphi’s most celebrated sixth-century devotee was Croesus, the fabulously wealthy ruler of Lydia (western Anatolia) from 560 to 546 BC. According to Herodotus, Croesus initially sent emissaries to seven different oracles to test their powers of clairvoyance but trusted only the replies he received from Delphi and the shrine of Amphiaraos. According to Herodotus the votive offerings from Croesus were the largest Deplhi ever received. (Herodotus 1.)



fn5 The Serpent Column was moved by the Emperor Constantine from Delphi to Constantinople in AD 324, and remained intact until the end of the seventeenth century, when it suffered some damage. One of the serpent heads which became detached from the column is now on display in the nearby Istanbul Archaeological Museum.



fn6 Those building the Acropolis were being paid 1–1.5 drachmas a day.



fn7 When Agis died, he was succeeded by his brother rather than by his son Leotychidas, who was declared illegitimate in the (unproven) belief that Alcibiades was his father. (Rhodes, Alcibiades, loc. 1261.)


3: INTELLIGENCE AND DIVINATION IN THE ROMAN REPUBLIC


fn1 The early Roman Republic sometimes summoned Etruscan augurs to interpret prodigies and portents. An engraved Etruscan mirror of about 400 BC shows the mythical diviner Calchas studying the liver of a sacrificial victim. (Hornblower and Spawforth (eds.), Oxford Companion to Classical Civilization, p. 595.)



fn2 Hannibal’s own cavalry commander told him, according to Livy, that he knew how to win a victory but ‘not how to use one’. (Livy, History of Rome, 22.51.4.)



fn3 Though other motives have been suggested for the decision to consult the Sibylline Books, the fact that Hannibal, the most dangerous foreign enemy in the history of the Roman Republic, was still rampaging around Italy over a decade after Cannae must surely have been a central concern.



fn4 The most recent biography, Richard Gabriel, Scipio Africanus, argues that he was an even greater general than Julius Caesar.



fn5 It has been claimed that the earliest military cipher was the Spartan ‘skytale’, a long, thin strip of parchment or leather or papyrus containing an apparently meaningless column of letters which, when wound around a baton, revealed a message which could be read horizontally (Kahn, Codebreakers, p. 82). Recent research has disputed this claim. It seems more likely that the skytale was simply a method of transporting, rather than enciphering, a written message (Kelly, ‘Myth of the Skytale’).



fn6 Though many Germans were massacred, including two of Ariovistus’ wives, Ariovistus himself escaped and disappeared into historical obscurity.



fn7 Notably those at Gournay-sur-Aronde (Oise), Ribemont-sur-Ancre (Somme) and Mirebeau (Côte d’Or).



fn8 Among them Cicero, Suetonius, Lucan, Tacitus and Pliny the Elder.



fn9 Among them Sallust, Varro, Juvenal and Lucan.



fn10 Because of its rarity value, in 2007 the copy of the fifth-century AD Roman map, known as the Tabula Peutingeriana, was placed on the UNESCO Memory of the World Register. As well as showing Constantinople, founded in AD 328, it also includes Pompeii, which had not been rebuilt after the eruption of Vesuvius in AD 79.



fn11 Caesar’s later revelation that he had disregarded a ‘portent of death’ discovered during an animal sacrifice while he was fighting Pompey during the Civil War indirectly confirmed that haruspices did accompany his armies. (Dando-Collins, The Ides, p. 78.)



fn12 Significant corroboration for Suetonius’ later identification of the haruspex as Spurinna is provided by a letter from Cicero to a friend eight months after Caesar’s assassination in which he reported that Spurinna had predicted that ‘the entire Republic was threatened with grave danger unless you reverted to your old habits’. (Dando-Collins, The Ides, p. 77.)


4: THE ART OF WAR AND THE ARTHASHASTRA: HOW CHINA AND INDIA TOOK AN EARLY LEAD OVER GREECE AND ROME


fn1 ‘Unlike most Greek and Roman writers, Sun Tzu was not primarily interested in the elaboration of involved stratagems or in superficial and transitory techniques. His purpose was to develop a systematic treatise to guide rulers and generals in the successful prosecution of successful war.’ (Griffith (ed. and trans.), Sun Tzu: The Art of War, p. x.)



fn2 Though insistent, like The Art of War, that the ruler pay no attention to omens and other forms of superstition, the Arthashastra advises him to exploit the superstitious beliefs of his enemies and rivals, and encourage the credulous populace of his own dominions to believe that he has supernatural powers.



fn3 The Chinese philosopher Han Fei (c.280–233 BC) similarly listed among the ways in which states could be ruined ‘dependence on the choice of a suitable season or day, service to the demons and holy spirits, trust in divination by turtle or stalks together with the accompanying devotion of prayers and sacrifice’. (Loewe, Divination, Mythology and Monarchy, p. 168.)



fn4 Though poorly documented, espionage had played a role in China’s civil wars for centuries before Sun Tzu. The Art of War identifies as the earliest major spy in Chinese history a defector from the Hsia dynasty who assisted its overthrow by the Shang in 1766 BC. Only small fragments survive of military writings earlier than The Art of War. (Sawyer, Tao of Spycraft, p. 7; Sawyer, ‘Subversive Information’, p. 30.)



fn5 During the Second World War, the ULTRA intelligence obtained from breaking the German ENIGMA and other high-grade enemy ciphers, combined with detailed briefings on UK forces, made Winston Churchill, at least in the European theatre, the best-informed war leader in British history. But for his first two years as Prime Minister Britain won no significant victory. During the Battle for Crete (20 May–1 June 1941), for example, the insight provided by ULTRA into the victorious German airborne invasion, the first in military history, could not compensate for the British forces’ lack of modern military equipment to resist it. Despite the British defeat, however, German losses were so heavy that Hitler forbade further large-scale airborne operations. (Antill, Crete 1941.)



fn6 Qin did not, as was sometimes claimed, order the systematic destruction of historical and philosophical texts. (Lewis, Early Chinese Empires, loc. 988.)



fn7 The Han dynasty was divided into two major periods: the Western or Former Han, which ruled from 206 BC to AD 9; and the Eastern or Later Han, which held power from AD 25 to 220. A Han dynasty official, Wang Mang, seized the throne in AD 9 and ruled until AD 23.



fn8 There were, however, some dissentient voices: among them the later Han philosopher Wang Ch’ung (AD 27–c.100), who denounced the belief that ‘the turtle shells or the yarrow stalks possess divine or numinous qualities such that they comprehend human fortune or misfortune and produce signs or a numerical combination by way of notification of such fortune’. (Loewe, Divination, Mythology and Monarchy, pp. 173–4.)



fn9 Some historians trace the beginning of the ‘Three Kingdoms’ period to an earlier phase in the disintegration of Han China.



fn10 The most remarkable rediscovery of manuscripts of similar antiquity was that between 1948 and 1956 of the far more voluminous Dead Sea Scrolls, probably written during the period c.200 BC–AD 68.



fn11 The Sanskrit word spash, literally ‘wary watcher’, is commonly translated as ‘spy’.





5: THE ROMAN EMPIRE AND THE UNTERMENSCHEN


fn1 On the origins of the Iceni uprising, whose immediate cause was heavy-handed Roman bureaucratic incompetence, see Cunliffe, Ancient Celts, p. 255.



fn2 Tacitus (AD 56–117) wrote about events which happened during his lifetime. The account by Cassius Dio (AD c.150–235) was written a century later.



fn3 Cassius Dio writes of a large gold necklace but almost certainly means a torc, of which many examples have been discovered in former Iceni territory (200 of them in the ‘Snettisham Treasure’ on display in the British Museum and Norwich Castle).



fn4 The exact location of the Battle of Watling Street is still disputed.



fn5 No exact statistics are available on the number of assassinations. It is, for example, uncertain whether Claudius died from natural causes or was poisoned.



fn6 The Praetorian Guard was finally disbanded by the Emperor Constantine in 312 AD. (Bingham, Praetorian Guard, ch. 2.)



fn7 Dating the point at which emperors began to use frumentarii for intelligence and police purposes is complicated by their continued connection with the grain supply.



fn8 The oracles of Didyma and Zeus Philios (opened at Antioch under Maximin Daia, 305–13) had played a significant part in encouraging the persecution of Christians at the beginning of the fourth century. (Hornblower and Spawforth (eds.), Oxford Companion to Classical Civilization, p. 503.)



fn9 Parke and Wormell (The Delphic Oracle, vol. 1, p. 290) regard the ‘last utterance at Delphi’ (quoted here in the twentieth-century translation of Sir William Marris) as probably authentic.



fn10 Research on the role of espionage in medieval warfare is still a work in progress. Though Jonathan Sumption’s unfinished multi-volume history of The Hundred Years War has discovered significant new source material on the use of spies, their organization and effectiveness remain unclear. Because of the sparsity of reliable sources, one of the most difficult areas of current research is the role of spies in the conquest of the huge Mongol Empire, which reached its peak in the thirteenth century. Because the Mongols lived off the land, as well as reconnoitring enemy defences they needed to know where to find water and pasture prior to invasion. Professor David Curtis Wright is researching the role of intelligence in the Mongol conquest of Song China.



fn11 The now dominant but still contested view that the barbarian invasions are the key to the understanding of the fall of the Roman Empire in the West emerged only in the nineteenth century. Its twentieth-century critics include Momigliano, ‘Christianity and the Decline of the Roman Empire’.



fn12 A total of about 200,000 people, many of them barbarian, met a violent death in the Rome Colosseum (completed in AD 80) alone. (Heather, Fall of the Roman Empire, ch. 2.)



fn13 Where the nomadic Huns originated is still unclear; the possibilities range from Mongolia to Kazakhstan.



fn14 The Visigoths settled peaceably in what later became Aquitaine. (Davies, Vanished Kingdoms, ch. 1.)



fn15 The geographic origins of the Goths remains disputed.



fn16 Like other recent leading historians of the fall of the Roman Empire and the barbarian invasions, Christopher Kelly and Peter Heather briefly mention the inaccurate intelligence reaching Valens but do not discuss its source. Heather suggests that the inaccurate figure of 10,000 troops may have derived from ‘the misconception that only Fritigern’s Tervingi, and not the Tervingi and Greuthungi [another Goth tribe] combined’. (Heather, The Fall of the Roman Empire, loc. 2384. Kelly, Attila the Hun, [5].)



fn17 Estimates of the total size of the Roman army vary greatly.



fn18 Medieval grave-robbers may (or may not) have looted Attila’s grave.



fn19 The exact location of the battle in Slovenia has yet to be identified.


6: MUHAMMAD AND THE RISE OF ISLAMIC INTELLIGENCE


fn1 The Quran also contains references to espionage similar to those in the Old Testament – among them the spies sent by Moses and Joshua into the land of Canaan, though Joshua, unlike Moses, is not identified by name.



fn2 Though there are no reliable historical records of their conflicts, the celebrated anthology of Arabic poetry and prose from pre-Islamic times to the tenth century later compiled by Al-Asbahani includes tales of the attempts by tribes to uncover spies from their rivals in their midst.



fn3 Ibn Ishaq was the first and most important of Muhammad’s biographers, generally regarded as a reliable source by most Muslim theologians. The Quran contains only nine direct references to Muhammad, which identify him as the Messenger of Allah but provide no biographical detail. For this we are dependent on biographers (notably Ibn Ishaq) and the Hadiths.



fn4 Though Khomeini encouraged ‘all brave Muslims’ to kill Rushdie if they had the opportunity to do so, the main assassination missions were entrusted to the Iranian Ministry of Intelligence and Security (MOIS). In 1992 the British Security Service (MI5) discovered that Mehdi Seyed Sadighi of the MOIS London station had been tasked with collecting operational intelligence to prepare for Rushdie’s assassination. Sadighi was expelled, as was a second MOIS officer involved in the operation who operated undercover as an Iranian student in Britain. Other unsuccessful MOIS intelligence operations to target Rushdie continued intermittently for the rest of the decade. (Andrew, Defence of the Realm, pp. 800–801.)



fn5 It has been argued, controversially, that the Bureau was an intelligence agency ‘which gathered information from every source imaginable (even priests) and kept files on who was influential, who was susceptible to bribery, what a nation’s historical roots were, what was likely to impress them, etc.’ (Antonucci, ‘War by Other Means’.)



fn6 The historical record of the Battle of Qadisiyya is confused. Until recently it was usually thought to have been fought in 636. Recent research indicates 640 as a more probable date.



fn7 How far the Abbasids and other Muslim rulers used cryptanalysis remains unknown. No evidence has yet emerged that the Abbasid dynasty set up a cryptanalytic agency similar to the cabinets noirs established by some of the rulers of early modern Europe.


7: INQUISITIONS AND COUNTER-SUBVERSION


fn1 The first recorded medieval execution of heretics was the burning of sixteen at Orléans in 1022 on the orders of King Robert II of France. From 1028 to 1163 there were six further burnings of heretics in various parts of Western Europe. (Moore, War on Heresy, Prologue.)



fn2 The rest of Languedoc was finally annexed by France in 1271.



fn3 Only a minority of the Dominicans became inquisitors. The majority remained chiefly concerned with preaching, teaching and pastoral care. (Ames, Righteous Persecution, p. 5; Ames, ‘Does Inquisition Belong to Religious History?’, p. 18.)



fn4 This appears to have been the largest mass interrogation in the history of medieval inquisitions.



fn5 A number of serious riots provoked by the inquisitions had as their aim the destruction of the registers. (Sumption, Albigensian Crusade, loc. 3923.)



fn6 Canon law traditionally attached considerable weight to reputation and notoriety as well as to first-hand evidence.



fn7 What the Church denounced as ‘heretication’ was a purification ceremony usually administered to those near death by a parfait (Cathar minister) and known to Cathars as the consolamentum.



fn8 Though such fantasies had been common in popular culture, in Moore’s view (War on Heresy, ch. 17) Gregory IX’s letter to the Archbishop of Mainz, Vox in Rama, ‘marks the reception into high culture of belief in the reality of such practices and phenomena’.



fn9 Following usual practice and no doubt fearing further torture, Agasse later confirmed the evidence he had given under torture.



fn10 Though Philip VI’s paranoid tendencies were exceptional, the Hundred Years War as a whole was marked by what Sumption calls ‘growing fear of foreign spies and fifth columnists, an abiding characteristic of insecure societies at war’ (Sumption, Hundred Years War, vol. 3, p. 289). Neither France nor England had any adequate means of distinguishing accurate from mistaken reports of foreign spies.



fn11 The number of heretics burnt at the stake in England during the fifteenth century was relatively small. Surviving records identify ten burnings for heresy between 1423 and 1503.



fn12 St Pius V’s excommunications included that of Queen Elizabeth I of England in 1570.



fn13 The most celebrated individual burned in the Campo de’ Fiori was the allegedly heretical Giordano Bruno, Dominican friar, philosopher, mathematician, astrologer and astronomer.



fn14 Total numbers of Protestants executed for heresy declined from 882 in 1555–64 to 385 in 1566–72 to 52 in 1581–90. During these three periods the Roman Inquisition was responsible for, respectively, 15, 40 and 16 executions. A leading figure in the Counter-Reformation, Pius V was canonized in 1712. (Monter, ‘The Roman Inquisition and Protestant Heresy Executions in 16th-Century Europe’. On the priorities of the Holy Office, see Godman, Saint as Censor.)



fn15 On this occasion the ‘lapsed’ conversos were spared execution, but forced to recant, fined one fifth of their property, permanently disqualified from office and forbidden to wear respectable clothes.



fn16 Philip became ruler of Spain, its overseas empire and the Low Countries. Charles V’s younger brother, Ferdinand, became Holy Roman Emperor.



fn17 Helen Rawlings argues that the Inquisition ‘successfully prevented Protestantism from establishing a native root in Spain’ (Rawlings, Spanish Inquisition, p. 106). Kamen argues, perhaps less plausibly, given the enthusiastic Spanish following in the 1520s for Erasmian humanism before it was persecuted by the Inquisition, that, even without persecution, Protestantism would have failed to take root in Spain. Since the question of what would have happened without the Inquisition is counter-factual, there can be no definitive answer.



fn18 A drawing on the front cover of Life magazine (22 May 1902) showed US troops administering the ‘water cure’ (waterboarding).





8: RENAISSANCE VENICE AND THE RISE OF WESTERN INTELLIGENCE


fn1 In reality, the Council of Ten had seventeen members. In addition to the ten who gave it its name, there were six ducal councillors and the Doge as chairman. (Iordanou, ‘What News on the Rialto?’, p. 320.)



fn2 This decree reflected the Council’s obsessive secrecy rather than any recent threats to state security caused by the Venetian ruling class’s contacts with foreigners. As the decree acknowledged, the most recent threats to have come to the Council’s attention were ‘some time ago’.



fn3 Plumb’s years at Bletchley Park had given him a greater understanding of the significance of intelligence than most historians of Renaissance Italy, many of whom do not mention it.



fn4 Before the invasion of Cyprus in 1570, the Ottomans had detailed plans obtained by spies of the defences of Famagusta, by far the best-fortified Cypriot city, which fell to them after an eleven-month siege. (Gürkan, ‘Espionage in the 16th-Century Mediterranean’, pp. 69–70.)



fn5 A rare exception to the Ottoman lack of interest in the New World was Ahmed Muhiddin Piri (better known as Piri Reis), a privateer with an interest in cartography who became a captain in the Ottoman fleet. In 1513 he prepared a world map which included the New World and drew, he claimed, on European maps, including one by Columbus which has not survived. In 1553, then an admiral, probably in his mid-eighties, Piri was executed. (McIntosh, Piri Reis Map of 1513.)



fn6 In 2006 a copy surfaced of a Chinese map of (allegedly) 1418 showing that the great Chinese admiral Zheng He sailed around the world a century before Columbus. It shows the continents of North and South America with detail which includes Alaska, the Yucatan peninsula, and the Mississippi and St Lawrence rivers, and is plainly a hoax. (https://www.theguardian.com/world/2006/jan/20/china.usa.)



fn7 Venice’s loss of its status as Europe’s greatest trading empire, however, did not diminish its determination to protect its own commercial secrets. As late as 1745 an assassination squad was sent to poison two Venetian glass-blowers who had taken the secrets of their trade abroad. Whether the squad succeeded in its mission remains unknown. (Ackroyd, Venice, pp. 101–2.)



fn8 In 1551, when Makarios came to attend the Council of Trent, which played a key role in the Catholic Counter-Reformation, he visited the court of the Emperor Charles V to offer his services in secret plots against the Ottomans. The Habsburgs eventually realized that he was an Ottoman spy. (Gürkan, ‘Espionage in the 16th-Century Mediterranean’, p. 107.)



fn9 The Ottomans were similarly confused about the difference between Lutherans and Calvinists. (Gürkan, ‘Espionage in the 16th-Century Mediterranean’, pp. 53–4, 419–22.)



fn10 The latest historian of the divorce, Catherine Fletcher, however, considers Capello ‘excitable’. (Fletcher, Divorce of Henry VIII, ch. 15.)



fn11 In 1474, seven years after the publication of Alberti’s De Cifris, the Milanese statesman Francesco (Cicco) Simonetta (1410–80) also produced a book on codebreaking, which was, however, significantly less advanced than Alberti’s. There is no evidence that Simonetta personally decrypted ciphered correspondence.



fn12 Most present-day visitors to the Doge’s Palace are not able to visit the small upper rooms, and, like early modern ambassadors in Venice, gain a misleading impression of the interior of the Palace as uniformly spacious and magnificently decorated. The spartan upper rooms, which are mostly crammed two into a single storey, as well as the narrow staircases which lead to them, are too cramped for large groups. Those wishing to visit them have to purchase in advance an additional entry ticket giving access in small groups to the ‘secret passages’ of the Palace.



fn13 The normal entry ticket to the Doge’s Palace does not give access to the inquisitors’ rooms or to the torture room. Those wishing to visit them have to purchase in advance an additional entry ticket giving access in small groups to the ‘secret passages’ of the Palace. See footnote, p. 128.



fn14 The KGB chairman and future Soviet leader Yuri Andropov proudly boasted at a top-secret Soviet security conference in 1979 that of 15,580 people to whom it had given warnings in the previous year after acts of ‘ideological subversion’, only 107 had reoffended. (Andrew and Mitrokhin, Mitrokhin Archive, p. 431.)



fn15 Masks were banned after the fall of the Venetian Republic in 1797, though they have since been reintroduced at carnival time. (Johnson, Venice Incognito, pp. 105–7.)



fn16 See ill. 9. An inscription on the second letterbox reads ‘secret denunciations against anyone who will conceal favours and services or will collude to hide the true revenue from them’.



fn17 Contrary to Mark Twain’s belief, few of those successfully denounced had their last glimpse of Venice before imprisonment through the windows of the Bridge of Sighs, which was not built until 1602 after the denunciations had passed their peak. It was another two centuries before Byron gave the bridge the name by which it is now known around the world.



fn18 The term ‘Aztec Empire’, though commonly used by historians, is technically incorrect. The correct designation for the Nahuatl-speaking tribute empire of central Mexico conquered by Cortés was Mexica.



fn19 There are grisly images of the execution of Aztec merchants, probably suspected of being spies, in the Codex Mendoza, part III, commissioned by Antonio de Mendoza, viceroy of New Spain, 1535–50; Bodleian Library, Oxford.



fn20 A Spanish priest, Alonso Hernández Puertocarrera, who spoke Mayan but not Nahuatl, initially assisted in translation. Until she learned Spanish, Malinche (also known as Malintzin) translated from Nahuatl into Mayan, which the priest then translated into Spanish.



fn21 Malinche’s discovery of the Cholulan plot was briefly reported by Cortés to Charles V (Pagden (ed), Letters From Mexico; 2nd letter from Cortés to Charles V). It has been suggested that Cortés used Malinche’s alleged intelligence as a pretext to attack the Cholulans.



fn22 Sixtus V died in August 1590 and was briefly succeeded by Urban VII, who died after only a fortnight in office. The next Pope, Gregory XIV (Dec. 1590–Oct. 1591) was considerably more sympathetic to Philip II, and during his brief pontificate sent troops and money to support the Catholic League against Henry IV.



fn23 Viète eventually agreed to make a confession to a priest so that his daughter should not risk being disinherited as the daughter of an atheist. (Pesic, ‘François Viète’, p. 9, n. 22.)


9: IVAN THE TERRIBLE AND THE ORIGINS OF RUSSIAN STATE SECURITY


fn1 The instructions to make the film were transmitted in a letter from A. A. Zhdanov. Eisenstein, however, had no doubt that Zhdanov was acting on Stalin’s orders and later referred in a letter to Stalin to ‘your instructions’. (Perrie, Cult of Ivan the Terrible, p. 149.)



fn2 The total numbers of oprichniki remain difficult, perhaps impossible, to calculate. Ivan originally spoke of 1,000. Their ranks subsequently increased, but recent estimates of 6,000 members (twice the size of today’s British Security Service, MI5) may be exaggerated. (Halperin, ‘Did Ivan IV’s Oprichniki Carry Dogs’ Heads?’, p. 60.)



fn3 An inscription on the base of the candlestick reads: ‘the Tsar left the city with the brethren and went to the monastery’; http://www.kreml.alexandrov.ru/. When the museum opened, the restaurant gruesomely displayed the dog’s head symbol to enable guests to feel they were dining ‘like Ivan the Terrible’.



fn4 Bulgakov knew that his masterpiece, which he took twelve years to write, could not be published in his – or Stalin’s – lifetime. When he died, in 1940, it was still kept in a hiding place in his house. Published a quarter of a century later, it was still regarded with deep suspicion by the KGB as ‘a dangerous weapon’ in Western ‘ideological sabotage against the Soviet Union’. (Andrew and Mitrokhin, Mitrokhin Archive, p. 14.)



fn5 The leading historian in the interwar Soviet Union, Sergey Platonov, who before the Revolution had taught history to the Tsar’s children, argued that Ivan had set up the oprichnina to destroy the boyar and princely aristocracy and establish a new ruling class of nobles in the service of the state. But Platonov also committed the politically incorrect offence of stressing Ivan’s personal responsibility for the atrocities of his reign of terror. In 1930 he was dismissed from his academic post on a trumped-up charge of involvement in a royalist conspiracy and sent into internal exile, where he died destitute two years later. (Platonov, Ivan the Terrible; De Madariaga, Ivan the Terrible, Foreword.)



fn6 The second was Jerome Horsey in 1580. See here.



fn7 His own travels also took him to the court of the Shah of Persia. (Brotton, This Orient Isle, pp. 52–9.)



fn8 Randolph was due to take part in the trial which led to the execution of Mary, Queen of Scots, at Fotheringhay Castle in 1587 but was ‘forced to return home – so miserably I was tormented with the colic’. Walsingham curiously addressed his brother-in-law as ‘Uncle’, possibly because he was older. (ODNB Thomas Randolph.)



fn9 Genrikh Yagoda, Nikolai Yezhov and Lavrenti Beria were executed in, respectively 1938, 1940 and 1953; Beria was executed during the power struggle after Stalin’s death. Though the manners of their deaths were less horrific than that of Viskovaty, both Yagoda and Yezhov were beaten before being shot.



fn10 The translation slightly softened some of the insults. The sentence ‘You flourish in your maidenlike estate like a maid’ is more accurately translated: ‘And you are in your virginal state like some old unmarried female.’ (Russian text and this translation at http://eng.history.ru/content/view/131/87/.)



fn11 Jenkinson was instructed to pass on a message from the Queen that ‘No merchants govern Our State and affairs but We Ourselves take care of Our affairs’. (http://eng.history.ru/content/view/131/87/, n. 24.)



fn12 After abolishing the oprichnina, however, Ivan returned to the practice of dividing his court in the mid-1570s. (Bogatyrev, ‘Ivan IV’, p. 260; Pavlov and Perrie, Ivan the Terrible, p. 125.)



fn13 Possibly because of Horsey’s private trading missions, the Muscovy Company became suspicious of him. Shortly before his death, Walsingham overrode objections from the Company to have him appointed ambassador to Russia in 1590. (Berry and Crummey (eds.), Rude and Barbarous Kingdom, pp. 250–52.)



fn14 Horsey seems also to have been used by Walsingham to promote his own business ventures in Russia. Though Horsey’s account is sometimes unreliable, he was sometimes used by Godunov for secret missions, which included a (successful) journey to Livonia to persuade a member of the imperial family, Mariya Vladimirovna, widow of Prince Magnus, to return to Russia. Horsey eventually fell out with Godunov; he was arrested in 1589 and sent back to England in the custody of Giles Fletcher.



fn15 Horsey’s assessment of Godunov’s positive qualities is the more credible for having been written after they had fallen out and he had been expelled from Russia.



fn16 Among the rivals secretly disposed of was Ivan IV’s former treasurer, Petr Golovin, who was exiled from Moscow and, according to Horsey, ‘dispatched of his life upon the way’. (Sir Jerome Horsey, ‘Travels’, in Berry and Crummey (eds.), Rude and Barbarous Kingdom, p. 322.)





10: ELIZABETH I, WALSINGHAM AND THE RISE OF ENGLISH INTELLIGENCE


fn1 Research on intelligence operations in the Hundred Years War, long neglected, remains a work in progress. Despite valuable recent work by, among others, Jonathan Sumption and Chris Given-Wilson, there are many important gaps in the very fragmentary source material.



fn2 Explorator was a Latin term for spy (see here); espies was Old French.



fn3 The ‘Book of Secret Intelligences’ has not survived. (Alford, Watchers, p. 18.)



fn4 See ill. 14.



fn5 This is unlikely to have been a mere recycling of an unwanted panel painting. Infrared X-rays of 120 Tudor portraits at the National Portrait Gallery have revealed only one other case of overpainting religious iconography. (http://www.npg.org.uk/blog/under-the-skin-a-newly-discovered-piece-of-satirical-tudor-art.php, accessed 1 Sept. 2013.)



fn6 Little is known about the career of John Somer (also known as Sommer, Somers, Sommers and Summers), who has no entry in the ODNB. He had previously worked as secretary to Mary Tudor’s ambassador in France, Nicholas Wotton. (S. Tomokiyo, ‘Ciphers during the Reign of Queen Elizabeth I’, www.h4.dion.ne.jp/~room4me/america/code/elizabeth.htm.)



fn7 It is highly unlikely, given the precautions taken by Somer to preserve the secrecy of the decrypts, that the leak came from the English embassy in Paris. Before sending the decrypts to Cecil in London he re-enciphered them in what he believed to be a secure cipher and took other measures to disguise their source. (Throckmorton to Cecil, 6 April 1560, CSP Foreign Elizabeth, vol. 3.)



fn8 Cecil instructed that ‘If Mr. Hampton [possibly one of his secretaries] can do nothing with it’, it should be sent to Somer in Paris to be decrypted. That is probably what happened, but Somer is unlikely to have replied before the Treaty of Edinburgh was signed on 6 July. (Cecil to Petre, 21 June 1560, CSP Foreign Elizabeth, vol. 3.)



fn9 The issue of the bull followed the suppression of the Catholic Rising of the North in 1569. A copy of the bull was nailed by the Catholic John Felton to the gate of the Bishop of London’s home in St Paul’s churchyard. Felton was executed for treason and, three centuries later, beatified as an English martyr. (ODNB John Felton.)



fn10 Bailly was spared execution and released from the Tower in 1572.



fn11 At the time, Phelippes was struggling to decrypt a letter concerning the Jesuits, ‘against whose practices the Lord defend us … I never lit upon any [cipher] wherewith I was more cumbered, nor wherein the observations which I serve myself of in these occasions did more fail me.’ (Cooper, Queen’s Agent, pp. 269–70.)



fn12 Mendoza claimed that the English ‘have not been greatly pleased, according to what is understood, by the good reception and kind usage given me yesterday by the King [Henry III] and Queen Mother [Catherine de’ Medici]’.



fn13 Baines took his BA at Christ’s College and MA at Gonville & Caius College.



fn14 The Corpus Christi Scholars Book reveals that Faunt, who had formerly been at Gonville & Caius College, arrived at Corpus in 1573. The Buttery Book, which records expenditure on food and drink, shows that Faunt was in residence for just over four years, from late February 1573 to early March 1577. (Corpus Christi College, Cambridge, Archives.)



fn15 The identity of ‘Fagot’ has yet to be established. In the original 1991 edition of Giordano Bruno and the Embassy Affair, Bossy identified ‘Fagot’ as the Italian Dominican friar, philosopher, mathematician, astrologer and astronomer Giordano Bruno, then living in England and later burnt at the stake in Rome for heresy. In the third edition, published in 2002, Bossy is much ‘less confident’ and concludes that ‘the identification on which the book rests is not certain’. (Bossy, Giordano Bruno and the Embassy Affair, Preface to the 3rd edn, p. xiii.)



fn16 When Marlowe and Poley became friends is not known.



fn17 The devious Poley was later present at the killing of Christopher Marlowe. See here. (Honan, Christopher Marlowe, pp. 145–6. Riggs, World of Christopher Marlowe, pp. 143–5, 150, 154, 257. Nicholl, The Reckoning, pp. 185–7.)



fn18 Because of the limitations of the fragmentary sources, it is impossible to unravel the complexities of Stafford’s early involvement with Spain. Before his approach to Mendoza he had supplied to Spain some intentionally inaccurate intelligence. (ODNB Edward Stafford.)



fn19 Bacon seems, unsurprisingly, to have suffered from stress-related illness. Walsingham had earlier implied that he was a hypochondriac, telling him he was too preoccupied with ‘physic’: ‘you shall find in time many incommodities, if you do not break it off.’ In 1604 Standen was knighted by James I.



fn20 The period from 1585 to 1592 has become known as Shakespeare’s ‘missing years’. No documentary evidence survives on him during this period.



fn21 Henry VI, Part I was first performed on 3 March 1592.



fn22 Hastings declares in Richard III, ‘nothing can proceed that toucheth us whereof I shall not have intelligence’.



fn23 The network included the by now rather down-at-heel Standen. (ODNB Anthony Bacon.)



fn24 It was probably on Walsingham’s initiative, shortly before his death, that in 1590 Lopez had approached the Spanish ambassador in Paris through a double agent. (ODNB Roderigo Lopez.)



fn25 Phelippes was freed from prison in, or shortly before, June 1597 after Anthony Bacon offered to pay his debts. He served another, much briefer, prison term for debt in the summer of 1598.



fn26 Another English agent in Bayonne, Henri Chasteau-Martin, about whom Burghley had had doubts for some years, was discovered to be in the pay of Spain.



fn27 During the reign of James I, the King took over Theobalds and the Cecils moved to Hatfield House, where the portrait still hangs. See ill. 16.


11: THE DECLINE OF EARLY STUART AND SPANISH INTELLIGENCE, AND THE RISE OF THE FRENCH CABINET NOIR


fn1 Philip III’s valido (Chief Minister and favourite), the Duke of Lerma, was present at only twenty-two of the 739 meetings of the Council of State held during his term of office. (Williams, ‘El reinado de Felipe III’, p. 425.)



fn2 In 1624, following the failure of the Virginia Company, Jamestown became a royal colony. Its fate was in striking contrast with the relative prosperity of New England.



fn3 Among them the army officer de Bone and the Breton noble La Fontenelle, of whom little is known, executed in, respectively, 1601 and 1602. (Hugon, Au service du roi catholique, pp. 588, 611.)



fn4 After Mérargues’s execution, his brother also offered his services as a Spanish spy, but was turned down. (Ibid., pp. 132, 223, 620.)



fn5 Morgan was freed from prison in 1610 and, apparently, allowed to end his days in France.



fn6 There were also four Scottish agents.



fn7 Petitfils (Louis XIII) refers to the King’s confessor but makes no mention of Arco.



fn8 Arco’s last known secret report was in March 1619. (Hugon, Au service du roi catholique, pp. 421, 430, 581.)



fn9 Philip’s aunt, the Archduchess Isabella, ruler of the Spanish Netherlands, had, however, an informant at Charles’s court: George Lamb, secretary to the King’s confidant, Sir John Coke. (Lamster, Master of Shadows, p. 209.)



fn10 The wording of the letter shows that Richelieu was not yet acquainted with Rossignol.



fn11 See ills. 20 and 22.



fn12 Even in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries, such public recognition by heads of state has been very rare. No US president visited the National Security Agency (NSA), the world’s largest SIGINT agency, until Ronald Reagan in 1986 (three and a half centuries after Louis XIII’s visit to Rossignol’s château). (Andrew, For the President’s Eyes Only, p. 484.)



fn13 Richelieu and Père Joseph did not, however, always agree. In October 1630 the Cardinal unexpectedly rejected a treaty which Père Joseph and a senior French diplomat had negotiated with the Emperor at Ratisbon. (Elliott, Richelieu and Olivares, p. 108.)



fn14 After the death of Père Joseph in 1638, de Noyers became one of Richelieu’s closest advisers (Lefauconnier, ‘François Sublet de Noyers’, part 3, ch. 3.)


12: INTELLIGENCE AND REGIME CHANGE IN BRITAIN: FROM THE CIVIL WAR TO THE POPISH PLOT


fn1 Thomas Scot wrote later that, when the Commonwealth appointed him as its intelligence chief in 1649, ‘I am sure I had no light, assistance, or memorial transmitted me, but whosoever had the Cognizance of the secret affairs or intrigues of State during the being of the Committee of both Kingdoms or afterwards the Committee of Safety, and were now of the Council of State, did or might keep them still to themselves, or proceed upon them as they saw cause.’ (Firth (ed.), ‘Thomas Scot’s Account of His Actions’, p. 118.)



fn2 Savile also offended Parliament by his apparent loyalty to the King.



fn3 After 1660, all legal documents were dated as if Charles II had succeeded his father as king in 1649.



fn4 When a portrait of Thurloe came up at auction in 2007, it was purchased by the British Government Art Collection at the request of ‘C’, Sir John Scarlett, Chief of the Secret Intelligence Service (SIS or MI6), who hung it in his office in SIS’s Vauxhall Cross headquarters. A slight smile plays over Thurloe’s face. Scarlett’s less historically minded successor as ‘C’ is said to have had it removed. See ill. 25.



fn5 The English seizure of Spanish ships and silver from the New World failed, as Cromwell and Thurloe had hoped, to meet the heavy costs of the war.



fn6 Isaac Dorislaus the younger (son of the assassinated English envoy to the Dutch Republic) assisted in decrypting royalist correspondence. (ODNB John Thurloe.)



fn7 The First Anglo-Dutch War secured the Commonwealth’s control of the seas around England and of trade with England and its colonies.



fn8 Though Willys obtained a royal pardon, he was later banished from the King’s presence. (ODNB Sir Richard Willys.)



fn9 Downing did, however, overreach himself later in 1662 and was imprisoned in the Tower for six weeks for disobeying instructions at the end of his term as envoy in The Hague. He subsequently returned to favour.



fn10 Probably the last surviving regicide, Edmund Ludlow, returned to England at the age of seventy-two after the Glorious Revolution in 1688, but was quickly denounced and took refuge again in Switzerland, where he died in 1692.



fn11 Much about Aphra Behn’s extraordinary career remains uncertain. Her leading biographer, Janet Todd, concludes: ‘What is securely known about Aphra Behn outside her works could be summed up in a page.’ (Todd, Secret Life of Aphra Behn, introduction.)



fn12 Williamson’s most productive spy seems to have been Jerome Nephro, an agent in Antwerp.



fn13 Behn dedicated to Nell Gwyn her 1679 comedy The Feign’d Curtizans. (Todd, Secret Life of Aphra Behn, ch. 18.)



fn14 Behn’s grave is in the East Cloisters of Westminster Abbey. See ill. 27.



fn15 Wallis claimed that he was ten times more successful in decrypting despatches for William and Mary’s first Secretary of State, the Earl of Nottingham.



fn16 Oates was released from prison after the ‘Glorious Revolution’ and the flight of James II in 1688.


13: INTELLIGENCE IN THE ERA OF THE SUN KING


fn1 In Dumas’s novel, d’Artagnan is not himself one of the three musketeers (the inseparable friends Athos, Porthos and Aramis) but devises for them the motto ‘All for one, one for all!’



fn2 The influence of Colbert on Louis XIVwas so remarkable that, as recent research has shown, he even persuaded the Sun King to take a serious interest in accounting. Louis was the first major European monarch to do so. Almost from the start of his personal rule in 1661 he carried in his coat pockets miniature account books prepared by Colbert which recorded his expenditure, revenue and assets and were changed at the end of each fiscal year. (Soll, Reckoning, ch. 6.)



fn3 Like Louis XIV, Colbert was an admirer of the great French codebreaker Antoine Rossignol, though no evidence survives of his access to decrypts; see here.



fn4 Louvois’s father, Michel Le Tellier, had been Secretary of State for War under Mazarin and arranged for his son to be appointed to the same post in 1662, at the age of only twenty-one. Though the two men administered the War Department together, Louvois had the lead role by the end of the decade. (Corvisier, Louvois, 2ème partie.)



fn5 The celebrated memoirs of Louis XIV’s godson, the duc de Saint-Simon, written two decades after his death, mistakenly attribute the creation of the cabinet noir to Louvois. In fact, it had been founded by Richelieu; see here.



fn6 Historical controversy continues over whether, as Geoffrey Parker was the first to argue, these military changes amounted to a ‘Military Revolution’.



fn7 Some vestiges of Colbert’s attempt to create a large royal database remain, chief among them the 36,000 books and 10,500 manuscripts in the Royal Library, which became the core of today’s Bibliothèque Nationale in Paris.



fn8 Louis no longer received account books after Colbert’s death. (Soll, Reckoning., ch. 6.)



fn9 Their intercepted letters were to Louis Armand de Bourbon and his brother François Louis de Bourbon, who succeeded him as prince de Conti in 1685. (Vaillé, Cabinet noir, pp. 78–83.)



fn10 Torcy became Secretary of State in 1699.



fn11 By a treaty of May 1689 Leopold succeeded in winning Dutch support for the Austrian succession to the imperial throne and against Bourbon ambitions in Spain.



fn12 An intercepted French account of the naval victory, dated 10 July 1690, reached William. (CSP Domestic 1690.) Unionists celebrate victory at the Boyne on 12 July, not on the anniversary eleven days earlier.



fn13 The black chambers in Celle and Hanover also had a common interest in intercepting the despatches of the Danish representatives in the rival nearby duchy of Wolffenbüttel, as well as the correspondence of the envoys of Wolffenbüttel and Denmark in Paris, Berlin and Dresden. George William and George Louis did not routinely pass these intercepts to William III. Occasionally they passed some of the intercepts to the Habsburg emperor in Vienna as well. (Leeuw, ‘Black Chamber in the Dutch
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