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Welcome to the 16th issue of the Retrospect Magazine, focusing 
on the backstabbings and betrayals that have changed the 

course of history. 
 
 

This topic has given us a chance to explore the sometimes 
sinister and duplicitous nature of people throughout the ages.  

The backstabbings that have been written about have 
manifested themselves in both political and military fields. 

Trading wealth for the lives of fellow countrymen has not been 
a problem for some, whilst others have betrayed for the good of 

humanity. 
 
 

Sit back, relax and enjoy this edition of Retrospect which 
features  topics ranging from the military might of the Spartan 

city-state to the actions of Western imperialists in Iran.   
 

 

Happy reading! 

EDITORIAL 
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Retrospect 

Sidney Reilly 

S 
idney Reilly was a British spy whose life has been 
widely sensationalised and convoluted by both 
biographers and the media. While many hail him to 
be the “ace of spies” (he was the main inspiration 

of Ian Fleming’s  James Bond), he was a confident 
trickster, shameless war profiteer and murderer who was 
devoid of patriotism. He was able to forge a personally 
profitable but largely inconsequential career in espionage 
due to his ruthlessly deceptive nature and fluency in 
seven languages. Countless 
audacious claims have 
been made about his career
- including that he allegedly 
spied for Germany, Russia, 
Japan and Britain at 
various points in his life, 
although many of his 
stories may fictitious and of his own invention. In this 
article, I shall attempt to provide an accurate account of 
his life in espionage. 

Reilly was born near the town of Odessa, in what is now 
Ukraine but in his childhood was part of the Russian 
Empire, to a relatively wealthy Jewish family. There is 
some dispute surrounding his exact name and birthdate, 
however there is general consensus that he was born 
with the surname Rosenblum 
on the 24th March 1873. 

There are several accounts of 
how and why he initially 
entered Britain but 
irrespective of such details, 
Rosenblum arrived in England 
in 1895 and by 1896, he had 
started a business as a 
chemist. In 1897, he began an 
affair with Margaret Thomas, 
the young wife of Reverend 
Hugh Thomas who died 
shortly thereafter. His cause 
of death was certified by a ‘Dr. 
T.W. Andrew’ as generic 
influenza. Records indicate 
that there was no one by the 
name of Dr. T.W. Andrew in 
Great Britain in 1897. One 
week prior to Thomas’ death 
he edited his will, making his 
wife executrix. She inherited 
roughly £800,000 and four 
months later married 
Rosenblum, possibly 
shrouding this death in 
dubious circumstances. Both 
witnesses of the marriage were associates of Henry 
Freeman Pannet who was in turn closely affiliated with 
William Melville, a superintendent of the e migre  

intelligence network of Scotland Yard's Special Branch at 
the time. It is suspected that Melville then aided 
Rosenblum in his assumption of a new identity: “Sidney 
George Reilly”, providing him with a British passport to 
facilitate his dispatch to Russia to become an informant in 
an organization suspected to be connected to anarchist 
circles within the country. 

In June of 1899 Reilly ventured to Russia and it was 
during his time in St. 
Petersburg that he made his 
first contact with Japanese 
intelligence services. He was 
contracted by General Akashi 
Motojiro to assess the 
strength and movements of 
Russian forces, specifically in 

the far East as tensions over territory and influence in 
Manchuria and Korea grew between the two nations. By 
accepting the task Reilly had simultaneously become an 
informant for both the British War Office and the 
Japanese Ministry of War. In the build up to the Russo-
Japanese War, Reilly was situated in Port Arthur, 
Manchuria, where he resided for the next four years 
posing as a timber company owner. The prospect of a 
Japanese invasion loomed over the region and was 

readily exploited by Reilly, 
who began hoarding and 
stockpiling medicines, fuel 
and food to be sold during the 
imminent war. With regards 
to his work for Japan his most 
significant breakthrough 
came in January 1904 when 
he was able to steal the 
Russian defence plans of Port 
Arthur for the Japanese Navy. 
As it happens the resultant 
attack was ultimately a failure 
and hindered the Japanese 
war effort. 

In 1909, once again serving 
British intelligence, Reilly was 
able to obtain German 
armament and munitions 
plans from the Krupp gun 
works plant in Essen by 
working in the factory for a 
short while under the guise of 
“Karl Hahn”. Records confirm 
that a Karl Hahn did indeed 
work in the factory around 
this time. 

By 1914 he had moved to New York where he is known to 
have owned an office at 120 Broadway. It is suggested by 
many biographers that whilst in New York he was 

he was a confident trickster, shameless 

war profiteer and murderer who was 

devoid of  patriotism. 

By Ben Blunt, Year 11 

Russo-Japanese War—Map 1905 
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employed by British intelligence to execute staged acts of 
“German sabotage” in a deliberate attempt to provoke 
America to join the war against the central powers. It is 
also suspected that he was once again in the market of 
war profiteering and acting in his own interests as 
opposed to those of Britain, coordinating munition sales 
to both Germany and Russia whilst the 
two countries were at war with one 
another. This business was eventually 
rendered unfeasible in 1917 as 
exports to Germany were outlawed 
when America joined the war and 
Russia descended into its revolution in 
October of the same year. It is 
confirmed by documents of MI-1 
(British Military Intelligence, Section 
1) that by this point he was in contact 
with Norman Thwaites, head of the 
department in New York, by whom he 
was recommended to Mansfield 
Cumming, head of the Secret 
Intelligence Service (SIS). It was 
through this link that Reilly was 
enrolled into the Royal Flying Corps in 
Canada. After receiving this 
commission, he returned to London 
where he was sworn into the SIS on 
the 15th March 1918. 

It is worth noting that this is the earliest point in time it 
can be confirmed by official documentation that Reilly  
was employed by the SIS, despite his own claims to the 
contrary.  It is known that he had in fact been previously 
working for other branches of British intelligence; 
demonstrating Reilly’s tendency to distort and exaggerate 
the truth. 

In the summer of 1918, Reilly, along with many other 
British and American spies is believed to have been 
involved in setting up an attempted coup against the 
Bolshevik government in Russia, which was to include the 

assassination of Vladimir Lenin and Leon Trotsky. It was 
to involve paying off the Latvian mercenaries entrusted 
with the security of both Lenin and the Kremlin and it is 
alleged that Reilly and others had actually succeeded in 
attaining their support. It is thought that they intended to 
seize the two during a meeting to take place in the 

beginning of September and establish 
a provisional government, having 
already drawn up a list of Soviet 
Military leaders who would assume 
power. The operation, which 
subsequently became known as the 
“Ambassadors Plot”, failed due to the 
premature attempt at assassinating 
Lenin by Fanya Kaplan, a member of 
the socialist revolutionary party. This 
consequently meant he was never 
present in the meeting in which he 
was to be seized and the plan had to 
be postponed. However, the more 
damning consequence was that the 
Cheka (Russian secret police) began 
arresting many diplomats and 
clearing out many embassies 
containing figures key to the coup. 

Although Reilly safely made it back to 
London, he was tried in absentia in 

Russia and was sentenced to death. Ironically and 
somewhat inevitably Reilly fell victim to trickery which 
lead to his capture and death in Russia. He returned to 
Russia in 1925 to meet with members of “The Trust”, a 
counter espionage group posing as an anti-Bolshevik 
organisation. He was subsequently arrested in Moscow 
and taken to Lubyanka prison where he was interrogated 
and eventually shot in a forest outside of Moscow on the 
5th of November 1925.  

Reilly is seen as one of the greatest spies in history, but 
considering his life, it seems that the strongest loyalty he 
held was to himself  

Sidney Reilly 

A print of the night attack on Port Arthur, made possible by Sidney Reilly 
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The 1983 ‘able archer’ war scare  

Did betrayal save humanity? 

Taylor Downing’s excellent book, 1983: The World at the 
Brink, was the basis for this article. We are delighted he 
could join us on the Retrospect podcast this term to talk 

about his work and life as a historian. 

O 
ctober 1962. U2 spy planes flying over the 
island of Cuba take photographs of Soviet 
missiles. In time, they will be identified as 
nuclear first strike capability sites, 

threatening the doctrine of Mutually Assured 
Destruction (MAD) and bringing 
the world to the brink of nuclear 
war. This is a well-known story, 
played out by Kennedy and 
Khrushchev in front of a 
watching world lasting over two 
weeks. Twenty-one years later, 
the world again stood on the 
brink of an atomic Armageddon 
but this time in total ignorance 
of just how close a nuclear 
exchange was. In 1983, betrayal 
in the form of deep cover agents 
on both sides of the ideological 
divide helped to de-escalate the 
crisis and walked both sides 
back from the brink. 

Context, crucial in all historical 
narratives, has an especially 
important role to play in the war 
scare of 1983. In the United 
States, President Reagan was 
midway through his first term of 
office. His increasingly bellicose 
tone towards the Soviet Union, 
including his ‘Evil Empire’ 
speech of March that year, had raised serious concerns in 
Moscow. They feared he was contemplating a first strike 
on the USSR and this paranoia only intensified when he 
announced the Strategic Defence Initiative (or Star Wars 
Programme) early in 1983, a system that would make 
the USA impenetrable to Soviet missiles, drastically 
altering the nuclear balance of power.  In Moscow, 
General Secretary Leonid Brezhnev died in November 
1982 and was replaced by Yuri Andropov, head of the 
KGB. After a decade of de tente, this hardened the Soviet 
view of the West and meshed neatly with Reagan’s 
aggressive outlook to form a perfect storm of suspicion 
and paranoia. When, in September 1983, a South Korean 
airliner carrying 269 people was shot down by Russian 
Su-15 fighter jets having strayed into Soviet restricted 
airspace, these feelings only grew. On board were 62 
Americans, including Larry McDonald, a congressman 
from Georgia. The scene was set for miscalculation, 
mistrust and overreaction. Betrayal was to play an 

important role in how events played out. 

Spies have long been a staple of Cold War stories. In May 
1981, whilst head of the KGB, Andropov devised a plan to 
use agents to identify the early signs of a US pre-emptive 
nuclear strike. So alarmed by Reagan’s rhetoric were the 
Soviet Politburo that they agreed to implement 
Operation RYaN, an acronym from the Russian phrase 
which translates to ‘nuclear missile attack’. Soviet agents 
throughout the western hemisphere were ordered to be 

on the lookout for, and to report, 
any events that would identify 
that the West was planning to 
launch a nuclear strike at the 
USSR. On an old fashioned 
whiteboard in Moscow stood a 
tick chart, organised into various 
categories; Political, Military, 
Intelligence, Civil Defence and 
Economics. Running across the 
top were key indicators for each 
section that might indicate a 
nuclear strike was imminent. 
This ranged from the obvious, 
such as leading officials and 
military officers being 
evacuated, to the subtle, 
increased radio chatter between 
foreign intelligence agencies, to 
the obscure, increased blood 
bank drives. As the war of words 
ratcheted up between 1981 and 
1983, agents became desperate 
to seek out these indicators and 
report them. In Moscow, as the 
whiteboard slowly filled up with 

ticks, it nourished the paranoia in the Kremlin and in 
turn fed the eagerness of the agents to spot suspicious 
signs. Operation RYaN began to consume the minds of 
Soviet intelligence chiefs and with each tick on the board, 
nuclear attack seemed more imminent. By the autumn of 
1983, given the hostile context outlined above, the Soviet 
hierarchy had convinced themselves that an American 
nuclear strike was more likely than not. All that was 
missing was the final concrete proof of military 
preparedness to prompt them to strike first. In 
November 1983, NATO’s Operation Able Archer would 
give them the ‘proof’ they were looking for. It would take 
two double agents to help avert catastrophe. 

Downing’s book describes Oleg Gordievsky as, ‘a short, 
slight man with glasses and nothing about him to make 
him stand out in a crowd – as required by an agent who 
would need to move around a foreign country 
anonymously.’ Gordievsky was a KGB officer who was 
turned and worked for British intelligence. Disillusioned 

Oleg Gordievsky at the White House with    

President Reagan in July 1987. He defected to 

Britain in 1985 after his cover was blown . 

By Mr Shergold 

Retrospect 
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by the Soviet actions in Czechoslovakia in 1968 he had 
gradually ingratiated himself with western intelligence 
agencies until his recruitment by MI6 in Copenhagen in 
1973. By 1983 he was working in London for the Soviet 
Embassy, making contact and the exchange of 
information much easier, although more risky. 
Gordievsky was somewhat bewildered by Operation 
RYaN, understanding that the West had no intention of 
pre-emptively launching a nuclear attack, but he was 
gradually able to convince his British handlers of the 
level of paranoia and suspicion that existed in the 
Kremlin. In contrast, Rainer Rupp was a, ‘student radical 
… long haired and dressed like a hippy’ who believed the 
‘West German state was becoming a puppet of the 
American imperialists.’ Recruited by the Stasi in 1968, 
the year of student demonstrations across the world, 
Rupp became a very valuable agent when he went to 
study in Brussels, 
with a long term plan 
to gain employment 
in the European 
Community. Whilst in 
Belgium, Rupp met 
and later married 
Ann Bowen, who 
worked at NATO 
headquarters. She 
soon began working 
with him to gain 
information he could 
send back East and, in 
the mid 70’s, Rupp 
himself was 
employed by NATO in 
the planning section. 
This elevated his 
status and 
importance as an 
agent to possibly 
Moscow’s most 
important 
intelligence contact in 
the West, earning him the codename ‘Topaz’, like the 
jewel. By November 1983, both sides had deep agents in 
positions of key strategic importance, passing documents 
and classified information on a regular basis back to 
their handlers. Whilst at first this may have fed the 
tension between the two sides, ultimately it would allow 
the Able Archer crisis to pass. 

Exercise Able Archer was the name given to an annual 
NATO war game, which tested the command, control and 
communications of NATO forces in the event of a large 
scale military conflict. Despite the regular nature of the 
exercise, by November 1983 Operation RYaN had put 
Soviet agents all over Europe on high alert for signs of a 
nuclear strike. Able Archer 83 began by simulating an 
enemy attack in Europe. This started with a conventional 
invasion of central Europe but quickly escalated to 
overwhelming defeat, which left use of tactical and long 
range nuclear missiles as the only option. This included a 
simulation through the DEFCON scale from 5 to 1 (1 
being the launching of missiles. For context, at the height 
of the Cuba Missile Crisis, DEFCON reached level 3). 

Crucially, at this point NATO communications teams 
started to use a different code from the ones used in 
previous exercises, startling the Soviet listeners into 
believing something out of the ordinary was occurring. 
As more and more Soviet agents monitored this war 
game, infused with the nervousness that two years of 
RYaN had given them, they became convinced that the 
West was actually going to launch.  

As messages flooded back to Moscow, Andropov and his 
hard-line cabinet readied themselves for a pre-emptive 
strike. By the evening of the 9th November, Andropov 
had put his bomber crews on ready alert and had his key 
officers in position as he considered authorising the use 
of nuclear weapons. NATO commanders and Western 
leaders were blissfully unaware of the rapid escalation 
behind the Iron Curtain and the war game continued 

through its stages – 
each part of the 
simulation ticking off 
more Operation RYaN 
indicators and 
making the situation 
worse. Inside NATO, 
Rainer Rupp was 
contacted to give an 
update on the Able 
Archer Exercise and 
to report back on the 
status of an imminent 
NATO launch. The 
Soviet’s most prized 
asset reported back 
that the war game 
was just an exercise, 
same as the one 
carried out every 
year. There was no 
sign of any real 
escalation. As 
Downing puts it, 
‘almost certainly, 

Rainer Rupp played a small part in helping to save the 
world from a nuclear holocaust.’ A long night dragged on
- Andropov considering his options and his subordinates 
waiting for orders. The NATO teams continued with the 
exercise, running through their processes and testing 
their responses. Time wore on. As dawn broke, and the 
NATO exercise came to an end, the hawks in the 
politburo had determined not to fire their weapons. 
Luck, judgement and a healthy dose of betrayal in the 
form of double agents had averted a catastrophe. 

Gordievsky would continue to also play a role. His 
debriefing to British intelligence convinced them of how 
close a call this had been. American intelligence services 
informed their political leaders of the impact of Reagan’s 
open hostility and angry words. Never again would the 
administration underestimate the Soviet fear of a pre-
emptive nuclear strike by the West. These spies, at this 
particular time and place, had helped to avoid a nuclear 
war. Whilst the reluctance of the Soviet leadership to 
launch their weapons must be given due credit, in this 
instance betrayal had been a force for good 

 

Rainer Rupp, codename Topaz, pictured in the front here. He was 

arrested in 1993 on suspicion of espionage and spent 6 years in prison.  
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T 
here have been many men and women 
throughout history who have betrayed their 
country and fellow citizens, but there is only 
one who stands out in his notoriety, such that 

his name has become synonymous with the word traitor: 
Quisling. 

Vidkun Quisling was born on 18th July 1887. He was a 
Norwegian military officer and worked as a diplomat in 
the Soviet Union for many years before returning to 
Norway in 1929, where he served as Minister for 
Defence for the agrarian government from 1931-1933. 
Quisling’s work in Russia had made him sympathetic to 
communist beliefs, but as he saw the effects of Stalinism, 
he gradually became more right wing and anti-Semitic in 
his views. On 17th May 1933, Quisling left the 
government to form the Nasjonal Samling party, which 
was based on fascist principles, and in which he 
pronounced himself Fuhrer.  The Nasjonal Samling didn’t 
gain much popularity, and if World War II had not 
broken out in 1939, Quisling would have remained of 
minor political importance in his country’s history. 

Due to his right-wing and anti-Semitic views, Quisling 
gravitated towards Hitler and Nazism. He visited Hitler 

in Berlin during the winter of 1939 to persuade him how 
valuable it would be for Germany to occupy Norway. 
Quisling declared that he would form a government in 
support of the German occupiers. 

On 9th April 1940 German soldiers entered the 
Norwegian ports and deployed thousands of troops. 
Quisling broke into the NRK studios in Oslo and made a 
radio broadcast, declaring himself Prime Minister and 
ordering all Norwegian troops to stop fighting the 
German occupiers. His reign only lasted one week before 
he was demoted by German forces to “Minister 
President” of what became a puppet government. With 
Norway now under German rule, Quisling fully 
collaborated and helped to conscript soldiers to fight for 
Germany and started the registration and arrest of 
Norway’s Jewish population.  Between 1940 and 1945 
more than 760 Jews were deported from Norway, many 
of them being sent to Auschwitz. 

Norway was liberated on 8th May 1945 and Quisling was 
arrested and tried for treason. He was found guilty of 
betraying his country, collaborating with the Germans 
and transporting Jews to death camps. Quisling was 
sentenced to death and shot by firing squad on 24th 
October 1945. 

Due to the betrayal of his country and collaboration with 
enemy occupying forces, Quisling’s name has now been 
immortalized in the English language as a definition for 
the word “traitor” (Quisling - a traitor who collaborates 
with an enemy force occupying their country). Winston 
Churchill, George Orwell and H.G. Wells have all used it 
in their wartime writings and more recently in 2018, the 
New York Times called Donald Trump a “quisling” due to 
his suspect dealings with Russia. Quisling will always be 
remembered as a traitor  

 

The definitive traitor 
By Ben Roberts, Year 8 

Vidkun Quisling 

Vidkun Quisling meeting Adolf Hitler  in 1939, where 

they bonded over shared beliefs. 

Retrospect 
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I 
n February of 1950, with the help of the U.S. Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, the British authorities 
arrested native physicist Klaus Fuchs for suspected 
espionage. The evidence gathered against Mr Fuchs 

was so much so that he immediately confessed to playing 
a part in passing top-secret information to the Soviet 
Union during World War Two. These secrets were of the 
development of the atomic bomb both in England and 
the US, which Fuchs had gathered after helping in the 
development of it a few years earlier. After confessing his 
part, Klaus Fuchs 
turned the blame 
on American 
Harry Gold, who 
he claimed served 
as a messenger for 
the Soviets and 
was who Fuchs 
gave his 
information too. 
Upon Mr Gold’s 
arrest, the 
spotlight turned 
to a young David 
Greenglass who 
like Fuchs, had 
worked on the 
development of 
the atomic bomb. 
Like the arrestees 
before him, Greenglass openly admitted his role and then 
accused his sister and her husband of being the spies 
who controlled the entire operation. 

Both born to Jewish families during World War One, 
Julius and Ethel Rosenberg grew up in New York City. As 
time went on, Julius became the leader of the Young 
Communist League USA while studying at the City 
College of New York (CCNY). In 1939 he graduated from 
CCNY with a degree in electrical engineering. After being 
a singer and an actress before taking up a secretarial role 
at a shipping 
company, Ethel 
became heavily 
involved in labour 
disputes and 
ended up joining 
the Young 
Communist League where she met Julius in 1936. Three 
years later the two married. 

In 1940, Julius Rosenberg Joined the Army Signal Corps 
Engineering Laboratories at a base in New Jersey, where 
he worked as an engineer-inspector until 1945. He 
played a part in the research of various electronics, 
communication methods and radar-guided missile 
control during his time at Fort Monmouth. He was fired, 

however, after the U.S. Army found out about his 
involvement in the Young Communist League a decade 
or so earlier. He is suspected to have been recruited by 
the NKVD (interior ministry of the Soviet Union) on 
Labour Day, 1942. Rosenberg proceeded to provide 
thousands of classified reports from the Emerson Radio 
Corporation including a complete proximity fuse used in 
planes, missiles and ships. Julius Rosenberg was also 
required to recruit sympathisers with the NKVD, one of 
whom provided thousands of documents from the 

National Advisory 
Committee for 
Aeronautics 
including a 
complete set of 
design and 
production 
drawings for the 
American bomber, 
the Lockheed P-80 
Shooting Star.  

Rosenberg was 
then directed to 
recruit Ethel’s 
brother, David 
Greenglass, who 
was working on 
the top-secret 
Manhattan Project 

at the Los Alamos National Laboratory. After successfully 
doing so and recruiting a second source from the 
Manhattan Project, the Soviet Union now had access to 
secrets such as the processes for manufacturing weapon-
grade uranium. 

After the arrest of Klaus Fuchs and the subsequent 
arrestees, on June 17th 1950 Julius Rosenberg was 
detained on suspicion of espionage based on David 
Greenglass’ confession. Ethel was arrested a few days 
later due to witnesses in the case for Julius Rosenberg 

being persuaded 
to change their 
story to make 
Ethel seem 
guiltier than she 
had previously 
been. After a short 
trial the Jury came 

to the decision that both Julius and Ethel Rosenberg were 
guilty as charged and were to be punished by death. The 
Judge at the hearing said to the couple “I consider your 
crime, a crime worse than murder. By your betrayal, you 
have undoubtedly altered the course of history to the 
disadvantage of our country, it is not in my power Julius 
and Ethel Rosenberg, to forgive you”  

Traitors of war 
By Columbus Mais-Harding, Year 9 

by your betrayal, you have undoubtedly altered the 

course of  history  

Ethel and Julius Rosenberg in 1951 after being arrested. 
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History, applied: Tory turmoil 

I 
n shocking and unprecedented scenes, the Prime 
Minister faced the resignation of one of her senior 
cabinet members because of her attitude to Europe. 
The consequences: immense political uncertainty, 

both in England and abroad, and great change within the 
Conservative Party. The year: 1990. 
 
ABBA’s now notorious lyrics: ‘The history book on the 
shelf, is always repeating itself,’ have time and time again 
proven themselves to be correct; today, we find 
ourselves in the midst of a distinct repetition. The 
downfall of Margaret 
Thatcher draws 
undeniable parallels 
with the current 
political climate, some 
are so deja vu-inducing 
that they can perhaps 
give us insight into what will happen in the near 
future.  Writing this in early March 2019, I am aware that 
things may have dramatically changed by the time of 
publication, but I will reflect on our current 
circumstances for the purposes of this article.  
 
Comparisons between May and Thatcher cannot be made 
without first considering the topic which fundamentally 
caused problems for both prime ministers: Europe. In 
1989 and 1990, the European Economic Community held 
a capricious attitude towards European control, 
influenced by landmark events such as the fall of the 
Berlin Wall on 9th November 1989 and the seemingly 
incessant expansion of the Schengen Agreement. Europe 
was becoming more centrally controlled, borders 
becoming more open, and the headstrong Thatcher 
becoming increasingly frustrated at the prospect of the 
European Parliament becoming the democratic body of 
the European Community, as proposed by the President 
of the European Commission Jacques Delors. To this 
notion, Thatcher famously and defiantly declared on 
30th October 1990, ‘No, no, no.’ Less than a month later, 
she was forced out of office. This frustration was in no 
way alleviated by the Prime Minister’s cabinet who 
openly disagreed with Thatcher’s attitude. 
 
This disagreement reached a climax on 1st November 
1990, when Deputy Prime Minister Geoffrey Howe 
suddenly resigned from his cabinet position - the 
epitome of betrayal and a complete shock to Margaret 
Thatcher. On 13th November 1990, Howe gave his 
resignation speech to a packed House of Commons which 
berated Thatcher, referring to her as cricket captain in 
the simile, ‘It is rather like sending your opening 
batsmen to the crease, only for them to find, as the first 
balls are being bowled, that their bats have been broken 
before the game by the team captain.’ The resignation 
speech immediately triggered a fifteen-day sequence of 
events that resulted in Margaret Thatcher’s own 

resignation. Howe’s departure is comparable to that of 
former Brexit Secretary David Davis which prompted the 
resignation of six of his fellow cabinet members over the 
Chequers Agreement. This was a mass backstabbing for 
Theresa May.  
 
The fact that eight months after these resignations, May 
still retains her Premiership is a key indicator of the 
differences between the situation in Europe back then, 
and now: today, European volatility originates largely in 
Britain as a result of Brexit, and not in the ever-changing 

mainland, as was the 
case before. A 
leadership change at 
this time has the power 
to destabilise the UK 
far more than 
Thatcher’s resignation 

did. This is a key difference between the situation of the 
two prime ministers: Mrs May essentially cannot resign. 
Yet.    
 
Similarities can be found in the opposition the two 
leaders had to face, more specifically, the opposition 
from within their own party. One day after Howe’s 
resignation speech, Michael Heseltine, former Secretary 
of State for Defence, sensed Thatcher’s weakness and 
launched a challenge to her leadership. The motivation 
behind this was not dissimilar to that behind the recent 
vote of no confidence, initiated by forty-eight 
Conservative MPs who had turned their backs on the PM. 
Both Thatcher and May technically won their respective 
votes, although the former fell short of the necessary 
15% majority by just four votes, automatically setting in 
motion a second ballot from which she was forced to 
withdraw by her own Cabinet. Thus, on 28th November 
1990, Margaret Thatcher's tenure as Prime Minister 
came to an abrupt end as a result of a string of significant 
back stabbings.   
 
Whilst Theresa May survived the vote of no confidence 
within her party, she is still faced with 117 of her own 
MPs who voted against her, placing her in a similar 
position to that of Margaret Thatcher, whose toughest 
opponents were members of her own party. 
Furthermore, on 15th January 2019, Mrs May sustained 
the largest parliamentary defeat of any British prime 
minister after MPs rejected her Brexit deal by a damning 
majority of 230.  
 
The end of Margaret Thatcher’s political career taught us 
that no prime minister would be able to sustain their 
position in the long term when faced with such 
resounding opposition. Therefore, unless we see a 
sudden and miraculous change in opinion, the question 
asked will no longer be ‘Will Theresa May resign?’ but 
‘When will she resign?’   

‘the history book on the shelf, is 

always repeating itself ’  

By Sean Brittain, Year 11 

Retrospect 
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To answer the latter question, the temperament and 
character of the two leaders must be considered. 
Thatcher was famously dubbed the ‘Iron Lady’ for her 
dogged determination to get her way; if May were to be 
described in a similar manner, it is certain that a far 
more malleable element would be adopted as the 
adjective. Margaret Thatcher maintained her 
controversial and revolutionary economic policy during 
the 1990 poll tax riots, 
which turned the streets 
of London into a warzone; 
she was unrelenting 
during the Miners' Strike 
of 1984 to 1985 in which 
140,000 miners took industrial action, 11,291 people 
were arrested and five people lost their lives. She even 
went so far as to order the sinking of ARA General 
Belgrano to defend the small archipelago of the 
Falklands, causing the deaths of 323 people in the 
process.  It is safe to say that Margaret Thatcher was 
utterly unrelenting in her efforts to do what she 
personally believed was best for the UK. This partly 
explains the viciousness and intensity of her last fifteen 
days in office: she was completely unwilling to 
compromise and would rather have left office than carry 
out someone else’s wishes. 
 
On the other hand, our current Prime Minister May and 
compromise seem to be synonymous. Her 2017 election 
campaign saw the now infamous U-turn on the ‘triple 
lock’ pension policy which set the precedent for a term in 
office characterised by redrafts and renegotiation. Like 
Thatcher, May does possess a hamartia of determination, 
though unlike Thatcher, she focuses this perseverance on 
appeasing others and finding the general consensus. This 
is completely at odds with what Margaret Thatcher stood 
for and articulated on October 6th 1981 at Monash 
University, Melbourne: ‘To me, consensus seems to be - 

the process of abandoning all beliefs, principles, values 
and policies in search of something in which no-one 
believes, but to which no-one objects.’ This huge 
difference in the way of dealing with betrayals helps to 
explain why May has lasted so much longer as Prime 
Minister since her first betrayal than Margaret Thatcher 
did. 
 

The final fact about UK 
politics that Margaret 
Thatcher’s departure has 
taught Britain is that all 
politicians will eventually 
reach their breaking 

point. Before his resignation, Geoffrey Howe was seen as 
one of Thatcher’s most loyal ministers, having shared 
‘some 700 meetings of the Cabinet or Shadow Cabinet,’ 
with her and despite this, he resigned. If this rule is 
applied to the current political situation then there is 
little doubt that Theresa May will either resign herself or 
be ousted in much the same way as Thatcher was in 
1990. 
 
Overall, on the surface, the two series of events are 
surprisingly similar to each other - a complete repetition 
of the history books, as predicted in ‘Waterloo’. However, 
a closer examination of both the situation in Europe at 
the two different times and the temperament of the two 
leaders uncovers clear differences between the two 
scenarios. The effects of these differences are widely 
regarded as simply temporal, with Theresa May’s 
position as Prime Minister unlikely to be a lasting one. 
Furthermore, the similarities in the opposition Thatcher 
faced and what May is facing affirm the aforementioned 
conclusion. However, whilst a scenario somewhat similar 
to Thatcher’s departure is likely, only time will tell for 
sure if Mrs May will meet her ‘destiny in quite a similar 
way!’ 

the epitome of  betrayal and a complete 

shock to Margaret Thatcher 
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Was henry Wallace betrayed by the 

democratic national convention? 

H 
enry Wallace is one of the most famous 
almost-Presidents in the history of the United 
States. The 1944 Democratic National 
Convention (DNC) posed an intriguing 

question; should Henry Wallace have been selected as 
Vice President (VP) to Franklin D. Roosevelt (FDR)? After 
three days of chaos at the 
convention, the course of the 
United States was altered 
drastically, having lasting 
effects that changed the 20th 
century, but was it for the 
better or for the worse? 
 
Henry Wallace was a self-
described “progressive 
capitalist” and a staunch 
supporter of the New Deal, 
designed to help America 
recover from the Great 
Depression. An advocate for 
progressive politics, Wallace 
called for “the century of the 
common man” in his most 
famous speech of all time, 
delivered in 1942. Millions of 
copies of the speech were 
distributed worldwide in 
which he said there “must be 
neither military nor economic 
imperialism.” His hatred of 
imperialism was manifested 
in his desire to end colonial 
empires. Like many Americans of the era, including FDR 
himself, Wallace detested the British Empire and was 
outspoken against the ‘Anglo-Saxon’ superiority inherent 
in Churchill’s approach. As Secretary of Commerce in 
Truman’s administration, Wallace continuously 
proposed policies that would promote the decolonization 
of European empires in both Africa and Asia. 
 
Wallace drew criticism (and still does) for his extreme 
opinions at the time. 
He was attacked for 
his pro-Soviet views 
and lax stance on 
foreign policy. Before 
the DNC in 1944, 
Wallace had been sent 
on a goodwill tour of the USSR and China. He praised the 
infamous Soviet gulags for their “enlightened farming 
methods”. In defence of this statement, the Soviets had 
put up an elaborate presentation to hide their true 
conditions. However, these views made the conservative 
members of the Democratic party uneasy and Wallace 

was regarded as a Stalinist supporter. Wallace’s 
progressive views were contradictory with the Southern 
conservatives who were stalwart Democratic supporters, 
held key posts in and had significant influence over, the 
Party. 
 

Ahead of his time, and against 
his party’s views, Wallace 
proposed both race and 
gender equality and was 
present during the Detroit 
race riots. He famously said 
“We cannot fight to crush Nazi 
brutality abroad and condone 
race riots at home” which was 
reiterated by civil rights 
activists during the Vietnam 
War. His promotion of racial 
equality created a powerful 
enemy within the Democratic 
Party: Jimmy Byrnes. As a 
South Carolinian senator, 
Byrnes represented a state 
where segregation was 
rampant and he was crucial in 
blocking an anti-lynching bill 
in 1938. Byrnes was also 
vehemently opposed to Trade 
Unions and this united him 
with other pro-business, anti-
labour Democrats who 
comprised the majority of the 
Party leaders. 

 
By 1944, the political situation in America had changed 
drastically from four years earlier. In 1940, Roosevelt 
had threatened to decline the nomination for President if 
Wallace was not allowed to be his VP. Considering the 
symbolic and relatively powerless nature of the role, the 
conservatives agreed to the demand and supported 
Wallace. However, by 1944 Roosevelt's ill health made it 
likely that whoever was selected as VP would become 

President upon the 
death of Roosevelt. The 
stage was set for a 
competitive and 
ruthless campaign to 
secure the VP 
nomination. 

 
What Wallace lacked in Party support he made up for in 
popular support. Unbeknown to many, The Second 
World War saw more strikes by organized labour than 
any other time in US history. In 1944, one million 
workers were on strike year round. Wallace had tapped 

his hatred of  imperialism was manifested in his 

desire to end colonial empires  

Henry Wallace 

By Laszlo Wheatley, Year 12 
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into this demographic and gained the support of the 
considerable labour force. As a result, the powerful 
Trade Unionist Phil Murray supported Wallace for VP. 
One of the most popular politicians at the time, a Gallup 
poll showed Wallace was the choice of 57% of 
Democratic voters to succeed Roosevelt. From an 
outsider's perspective, it seemed like Wallace was all but 
guaranteed the post of VP. However, within the Party, 
there were manoeuvres being made by powerful figures. 
The first task for Wallace’s opposition was to select a 
candidate. Byrnes’ unpopularity among black voters and 
the common workers made him unelectable in the 
future. They settled on Harry Truman, the ideal 
compromise candidate: he supported the party on most 
issues, was liked by the Trade Unions and opposed 
Roosevelt’s third 
term, which pleased 
the conservative 
core of the party. 
Roosevelt’s personal 
preference is vague; 
he had written a 
note of support for 
Truman but failed to 
appear at the DNC, 
suggesting he did 
not feel strongly 
about either 
candidate. Wallace 
may have seen this 
as a betrayal 
considering his 
unwavering support 
for Roosevelt and 
how that had been 
reciprocated in 
1940. 
 
Another Gallup poll 
on the day showed 
65% of the delegates 
supporting Wallace as VP. The eventual winner, Truman 
came in eighth with 2%. As Wallace arrived at the 
convention, labour leaders had roused thousands of 
supporters. Hysteria descended with constant cries of 
support for Wallace, especially when the speakers were 
hijacked to play Wallace’s campaign song. A vote was set 
to take place, a Wallace victory was almost certain. 
Moments before Senator Claude Pepper placed Wallace’s 
name for nomination, Samuel Jackson, the Session Chair, 
adjourned the 
convention for the 
day. Pepper later 
wrote in his 
autobiography that 
Jackson said: “I had 
strict instructions 
from Hannegan 
(Democratic National Chairman) not to let the 
convention nominate the vice president last night”. 
 
Overnight the forces behind Truman mobilised and 
began convincing delegates to vote against Wallace. 
Truman’s biographer David McCullough wrote, 
“Hannegan, Flynn, Kelly and the others had been working 

through the night, talking to delegates and applying a 
good deal of pressure”. It is not known how many deals 
were made or how many ambassadorships were 
promised, but the Democratic leaders had undoubtedly 
influenced the vote. Some claim that Hannegan had 
called every State Chairman telling them that Roosevelt 
wanted Truman as his running mate. 
 
The third day of the convention was the day of the vote. 
It is reported that the Chicago police force was used to 
prevent thousands of Wallace’s supporters from entering 
the hall. In the first ballot, Wallace remained ahead with 
429 votes to Truman’s 310. However, a second ballot got 
underway in which the delegates’ allegiance switched. 
The final results were in: Truman with 1,031 votes to 

Wallace's 105. 
Henry Wallace 
accepted his defeat 
and pledged his 
loyalty to the 
Roosevelt/Truman 
ticket, agreeing to be 
a cabinet member as 
Secretary of 
Commerce. The man 
who might have 
been President 
could only watch 
impotently as events 
unfolded. 
 
During his brief 
period in Truman’s 
cabinet, Wallace was 
a critic of the 
Truman Doctrine, 
saying: “the tougher 
we get, the tougher 
the Russians will 

get.” His open hostility 
to the nuclear arms 

program clashed with the Party’s view. Eventually, his 
resignation was demanded and he left, along with any 
chance of ending the nuclear arms program in the US. 
Wallace would go on to form a third party, the 
Progressive Party. He ran for President in 1948 but his 
links with Communism and the Red Scare of the late 
1940s meant any support for him had evaporated, with 
Wallace only getting 2.4% of the popular vote. Wallace 
faded into political obscurity. 

 
The question on 
whether Wallace 
should have been VP 
can never be truly 
answered. However, 
the influential 
manoeuvres of key 

Party figures may be the sole reason for the “Missouri 
Compromise”, Harry Truman, being elected. Whatever 
the significance of their influence over the DNC, the 
second half of the 20th century could have been 
drastically different with Wallace at the helm of United 
States’ policy-making 

the man who might have been President could 

only watch impotently as events unfolded 

Delegates showing their support for Wallace 
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J 
ulius Caesar was murdered to preserve the Roman 
Republic: his closest friends witnessing his 
appointment as ‘Dictator for Life’ coupled with 
Caesar’s regal manner led many to believe he was 

attempting to emulate the kings that ruled Rome before 
the Republic. To staunch 
republicans this was a violation 
that could not be stomached, and 
the assassination of Caesar was 
justified as the removal of a king. 
However, the very Republic they 
sought to preserve was in many 
ways destroyed upon Caesar’s 
death. Octavian, Caesar’s adopted 
heir, assumed his position as 
Emperor in all but name after a 
brutal civil war, a result that can 
be credited to the betrayal of 
Julius Caesar. 

Roman politics in the late 
Republic revolved around two 
schools of thought: the Optimate 
(superiority of the nobility) and 
the Populare (rights for the lower 
classes). Despite being a 
Patrician, Caesar’s family 
believed in the Populare 
ideology, that it was better to 
seek approval from the masses 
than the Roman Senate, an 
important feature in Caesar’s 
later life. Caesar’s skilful 
manoeuvring of Roman politics landed him with a 
praetorship in 62 BCE, with which he supported a 
general who would become Pompey the Great, and 
befriended Crassus, the wealthiest man in Rome. These 
three great statesmen would form the First Triumvirate 
in 60 BCE and 
cemented Caesar’s 
first consulship, 
the highest 
position of power 
in Rome shared by 
two men. Caesar 
quickly set to work 
redistributing land 
to the poor, aided by Pompey’s soldiers and Crassus’ 
immense wealth. His Optimate enemies attempted to 
bring legal indiscretions against him, but his position as a 
public servant protected him from indictment. (Legal 
proceedings in Ancient Rome were done on a purely 
private basis, and it was often the oratory 
accomplishment of the advocate that saw success in 
Roman courts). Despite his strong political position, his 
numerous enemies were sure to topple him at the end of 

his consulship. 

The solution was to take the governorship of Gaul, which 
carried a further five years of immunity from 
prosecution. With his exceptional leadership abilities, 

Julius Caesar defeated the Gallic 
leader Vercingetorix at the Battle 
of Alesia in 52 BCE, securing his 
grip on Gaul. To a man steeped in 
debt, the wealth now at his 
disposal would be of ample use, 
especially with the death of the 
avaricious Crassus who could no 
longer bankroll Caesar’s career. 
Crassus’ death also marked the 
disintegration of the Triumvirate, 
with Pompey seizing his unique 
position of being the sole military 
and political power in Rome. 
Having aligned himself with the 
Optimate faction (and betraying 
Caesar in the process) Pompey 
had the Senate declare Caesar’s 
governorship of Gaul terminated, 
and his demotion to private 
citizen upon his expected return 
to Rome (and removal of his 
legions) made him liable to 
prosecution due to the 
‘irregularities’ in his consulship. 
Caesar was left friendless, liable 
to prosecution and at risk of being 
stripped of his army. 

Identifying the start of the dismantling of the Roman 
Republic is difficult, but Caesar’s flagrant flouting of the 
Senate’s order to relinquish the governorship of Gaul is a 
worthy contender. Caesar had at his disposal eleven 

legions, and to 
such an ambitious 
man it would have 
been inconceivable 
to surrender his 
army to the Senate. 
Instead, having 
apparently being 
quoted as saying 

“Alea iacta est” (“the die is cast”, although the story may 
be an apocryphal having only been recorded hundreds of 
years later), Caesar ordered his army to cross the 
Rubicon. The river had been marked by the Senate as the 
border between the province of Gaul and Rome: 
breaching it in January of 49 BCE sparked a civil war 
between Caesar and Pompey supported by the Senate. 

Pompey cravenly abandoned Rome and attempted to 

Was the betrayal of Julius Caesar the 

gateway to the roman empire? 

Julius Caesar 

however, the very Republic they sought to 

preserve was in many ways destroyed upon 

Caesar’s death  

By Tom Clapp, Year 12 
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escape to Egypt, but Caesar’s victory in Rome had 
preceded his arrival and he was murdered on the 
shoreline. Caesar also had a great-nephew, Octavian 
whom he adopted as his heir, and who would eventually 
become the first Emperor of Rome, Augustus. Caesar was 
now the single 
most powerful 
man in Rome 
and sought to 
extend his 
influence over 
the Senate. His 
decrees as 
Dictator 
Perpetuus 
(Dictator for Life), followed his Populare policies, and 
included reform for veterans which prevented the need 
to displace other citizens, as well as the abolishment of 
the tax system. His disregard for the established 
precedent consolidated his personal power, but his rise 
to Dictator was feared by the more conservative 
Optimate faction, who believed his power would allow 
him to abolish the Senate and rule as a king: Caesar had 
already laid the cornerstone for the Roman Empire. 

Supporters of the now deceased Pompey hatched a plot 
to murder Caesar and justified this through his likeness 
to a king, his removal of Optimate power in Rome, and 
the need to uphold the ancient traditions of the Republic. 
The betrayal of Caesar was planned for the Ides of March 
in 44 BCE, and led by four men, of whom two had been 
close friends of Caesar: Gaius Trebonius and Brutus. It 

was at the foot of Pompey’s statue in the Senate that 
Casca dealt the first blow, stabbing Caesar with a knife 
carefully concealed under his toga. Caesar, upon seeing 
the face of his friend Brutus did not utter Shakespeare’s 
words of “Et tu, Brute?”, but instead said “You too, my 

child?” The 
betrayal by his 
closest friend 
shocked Caesar, 
who died, 
ironically, at 
the feet of his 
old adversary 
Pompey. 

Unfortunately for the conspirators, violence could not 
solve the damage Caesar had already inflicted onto the 
Republic, and the conspirator’s lack of preparation for 
the aftermath that ensued left a power vacuum, and 
despite petitions to the Senate on their behalf, the 
collaborators could not obtain amnesty from the Senate, 
and would all meet untimely deaths. 

Brutus had hoped that Caesar’s death would bring a 
return of the old Roman spirit, but instead Octavian, the 
adopted son of Caesar received his war chest and 
support of his army, providing him with the perfect tools 
to stage a power takeover of his own. Mark Anthony, 
Caesar’s old friend, took up arms against Octavian, but 
was defeated (despite help from Cleopatra). Octavian, 
upon assuming the role of emperor in all but name, took 
the name Augustus, and became the first emperor of the 
Roman Empire 

“The Murder of Caesar” by Karl von Piloty, 1865. 

the betrayal by his closest friend shocked Caesar, 

who died, ironically, at the feet of  his old 

adversary Pompey.  
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Alfred redl 

W 
hen someone mentions a betrayal, the 
event that will come to a lot of people’s 
mind will be the murder of Caesar in 44 
BC, but there have been other more recent 

but less well known betrayals that arguably made just as 
big an impact. One of these involves the Austrian military 
officer Alfred Redl, whose story of betrayal goes from 
him being an excelling military officer to an exposed spy 
who committed suicide all within the space of twenty 
years. 
 
Alfred Redl was born on March 
14th 1864 in Galicia which was 
part of the Austrian empire, 
now it is Lviv in Ukraine. His 
family was relatively poor and 
his dad was a railway clerk, 
with Alfred seemingly destined 
to follow in his father’s 
footsteps. However he was 
more ambitious than that, and 
instead, his aim was to become 
a military officer in the Austro-
Hungarian army. He enrolled at 
a prestigious war school, one 
which only accepted fifty out of 
one thousand people every 
year and one which was 
normally reserved for people of 
a noble background, so from the start he didn’t fit in with 
the expectations. Here he excelled and gained an interest 
in Russian internal affairs. This led to him becoming 
involved with the Intelligence Bureau of the Austro-
Hungarian General Staff and in 1900 he was appointed as 
head of the Russian sector. This doesn’t seem to be of 
major significance now, but later you will find out that 
this appointment was the root of the betrayal that 
occured in the oncoming years. 
 
Alfred Redl made a huge impact as an officer in the 
Intelligence Bureau. In 1907 he was appointed head of 
the counter intelligence branch of the intelligence 
bureau. He revolutionized the methods used to catch 
spies, he introduced cameras and recording devices, 
methods that are still at the 
forefront today even if on a 
larger scale. He also created 
a large database of 
fingerprint records in order 
to hold vital information on 
people of interest to the intelligence bureau. All this 
makes him seem like a trusted military officer who only 
does good for his country, but it was actually the 
opposite; at the same time as creating these astounding 
methods of surveillance he was working as a spy, against 
his own country, for the Russians. 

All of this came about in 1900 when he was appointed as 
the head of the Russian sector. Reportedly the Russians 
gained information about his homosexuality and used 
this to blackmail him into working for them as a spy 
because at that time being exposed as homosexual would 
have massively damaged his career prospects. This 
explanation is doubted by many though as he also 
received lavish pay checks from the Russians due to his 
work for them. An example of him betraying his country 

was in 1902 when he was a 
new Russian spy. It is reported 
that he handed confidential 
Austro-Hungarian war plans to 
the Russians in return for a 
large sum of money. To make 
things worse (or possibly more 
comical) his commanding 
officer appointed him to find 
the source of the leaks, as a 
result the Austro-Hungarian 
army didn’t find out who 
leaked the information. This 
was one of the major problems 
when discussing his betrayal of 
his country, he was trusted so 
much by the Austrians that he 
was never expected to be a 
Russian spy and thus he was 
able to carry on his business 

undetected. Alongside the leaking of information, he and 
the Russians agreed that he would turn in several low-
level Russian agents to the Austro-Hungarian 
intelligence bureau, further decreasing any suspicion of 
him. This also made him seem like a very efficient agent 
to the Austrians, which led to him becoming head of the 
counter intelligence bureau in 1907, as earlier 
mentioned.  
 
Another problem with being promoted by the Austrians 
was that he could now gain even more classified 
information which he could then release to the Russians, 
and this cycle would then continue. After these events he 
undertook several more missions for the Russians, 
possibly the most notable of which was him exposing 

Plan III to the Russians. 
Plan III was Austria’s entire 
invasion plan of Serbia and 
Alfred Redl leaked this to 
the Russians, who then 
gave the information to 

Serbia. As a result, when Austria invaded Serbia at the 
start of World War One (after Alfred Redl’s death) the 
Serbian army were well prepared with all the correct 
measures in place to prevent a successful invasion. He 
also provided the Austrians with incorrect figures for the 
size of Russia’s army. All of these different missions he 

he revolutionized the methods used to 

catch spies  

By Max Wingham,Year 10 

Alfred Redl 
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undertook are claimed to have indirectly cost the lives of 
around half a million of his countrymen. 
Many people would describe his betrayal of his country 
as tragic but there also elements of comedy to his story, 
one of these was the story of how he was exposed and 
the series of events that led up to his death. His downfall 
began when he started to live an extremely lavish 
lifestyle, a lifestyle that would have been impossible 
when considering the salary of his role as head of the 
intelligence bureau. This led to his protege Maximilian 
Ronge, the man Redl had mentored, becoming more 
suspicious of his teacher and this is what caught Redl 
out. Ronge believed in the practice of checking 
suspicious mail, one day he found an envelope with a 
large sum of money in it with a clearly fake name on the 
front.  
 
Although being suspicious of his teacher, Ronge had no 
reason to believe Redl was involved, so instead he 
duplicated the envelope and lay a trap, having an agent 
survey the fake envelope at all times until somebody 
came to collect it. Eventually a mystery man came to 
collect it (you all know it was Alfred Redl but mystery 
man sounds more intriguing) and this mystery man got 
in a taxi with the envelope. Agents tried to stop him but 
the mystery man escaped. Here is where it gets strange. 

The taxi that took the mystery man away returned to 
find another job and, seeing their chance, the agents told 
the taxi driver to take them to the location that the 
mystery man was dropped off. When in the taxi they 
found a sheath for a knife that the mystery man had 
dropped. The taxi arrived at a hotel and the agents told 
the staff at the hotel to ask the guests if anyone had lost a 
sheath, and out came the mystery man—Alfred Redl. The 
Austrian Chief of Staff, Conrad von Ho tzendorf was 
outraged and he confronted Redl in Redl’s apartment. In 
the subsequent interrogation Redl revealed he sold 
military intelligence to a foreign power. Conrad von 
Ho tzendorf decided to leave Alfred Redl with a loaded 
revolver and in the early hours of 25th May 1913 he took 
his own life. 
 
The choice to let him commit suicide was regretted 
greatly as it allowed Redl to take the easy way out of the 
situation. He wasn’t put under trial and the authorities 
were unable to discover the extent of his treason. The 
actions of Alfred Redl in betraying his country were one 
of the defining factors in Austria losing the war and he 
could be seen as causing the entire collapse of the Austro
-Hungarian empire. He also caused the death of 
thousands of soldiers, and all of this makes him one of 
the most notorious traitors in modern history 

Plan III, the Austrian invasion plan for Serbia which Alfred Redl had leaked 
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The evolution 

of espionage 

W 
hat may first come to mind when the word 
‘espionage’ is mentioned is the 
sensationalised antics of one of the most 
famous British film characters in history: 

007. In reality, espionage plays a much more subdued 
and subtle role in international relations. Historians have 
documented espionage to be ‘the missing dimension’ of 
historical scholarship and it has bred some of the most 
fascinating events throughout history. These range from 
immense betrayals, such as the one perpetrated by the 
Rosenbergs, to the astonishing accomplishments of men 
such as Alan Turing. As with anything else, espionage has 
developed and changed greatly since its conception in 
the 5th century and I hope to provide insight into what I 
see as one of the most understated aspects of history. 
 
France, between the years of 1643-1715, was - under the 
reign of Louis XIV - the most powerful country on the 
planet and, by extension, the country with the most 
enemies. In order to try and keep a track of his suspected 
enemies, Louis pioneered an espionage system called the 
‘cabinet noir’ (‘black room’). The French government 
would intercept letters sent by the subjects of the King 
and would proceed to open and read them. They would 
then reseal the letter and send it to its intended 
recipient, whilst the information in the letter was relayed 
back to the cabinet noir, who documented any potential 
threats to the French crown and empire. The French also 
had spies within the civilian population, although they 
also used propaganda amongst other methods to hugely 
exaggerate the extent of the network. Parisian dissidents 
of the 18th century believed that they were surrounded 
by as many as 30,000 police spies, when in reality there 
was only a maximum of 300 paid informers. This policy 
of hyper-caution and intimidation of the civilian 
population obviously proved to be an effective one, as it 
was later employed by the Nazis almost 200 years later 
in the form of the Gestapo. The secret police service was 
one of the main reasons as to why the Nazis were able to 
indoctrinate the civilian population and commit the 
atrocities that they did during the Second World War. 
This highlights how espionage in itself is a timeless 
concept, and the French example also shows how it led 
to one of the first instances of the betrayal of a civilian 
population.  
 
Another example of espionage from the 18th century 
came during the American War for Independence. Many 
have said that Washington was an innovative and 

versatile leader and his utilisation of the Culper Spy Ring 
epitomises this. The group was led by Benjamin 
Tallmadge and operated behind British lines from 1778 
and was by far the most effective intelligence agency on 
either side of the war. They were able to feed the 
Continentals reliable information on British positions 
throughout the later stages of the war by infiltrating the 
British troops and manipulating enemy soldiers into 
unknowingly divulging essential facts. It is irrefutable 
that the intelligence that was supplied to Washington by 
the Culper Spy Ring was vital when it comes to America 
winning the war as, without it, Washington would not 
have been able to successfully adopt the ‘War of Posts’ 
strategy which played such a significant role in their 
success.  Moreover, it was the lack of British intelligence 
that was one of the main reasons as to why they lost a 
pivotal battle at Yorktown. The British had been 
misinformed of the American positions in the prelude to 
the battle, and this resulted in Cornwallis being caught 
off-guard, which eventually led to the surrender of the 
largest remaining British force in the colonies. Despite 
perhaps being treacherous and deceitful from an 
imperial perspective, the members of the Culper Spy 
Ring were definitely vital to the campaign for American 
Independence and their actions laid the foundation for 
America to develop into the international powerhouse 
that it is today. 
 
Fast forward 150 years, and espionage had developed 
greatly by the time the First World War began. The 20th 
century saw a rapid increase in the rate of advancements 
in the field of espionage due to the continuing progress 
of technology in the time period. At the start of World 
War One, both sides had dug into the trenches and 
therefore the interrogation of prisoners of war soon 
proved to be almost useless. This was because they could 
only provide information on localised positions, which 
was not practical due to the static nature of the conflict. 
Therefore, both sides resorted to employing spies to 
operate behind enemy lines. The Allies founded the 
Dame Blanche spy group which operated in German-
occupied Belgium. By the end of the war, the group 
consisted of nearly 1300 informants and they were able 
to warn the Allies of the 1918 Spring Offensive before it 
occurred. Despite the Germans still gaining a large 
amount of territory from the operation, the Allies were 
able to severely deplete the German forces which was 
definitely, in part, due to the workings of the Dame 
Blanche. On the other side of the war, Germany also 

By Hari Kandiah, Year 12 
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employed similar tactics, however never properly 
established an organised espionage agency. Instead, they 
used lone agents to try and gain vital information with 
perhaps the most famous one being Mata Hari. Born 
Margaretha Geertruida Zelle, Mata Hari was an exotic 
dancer from the Netherlands who defected to the 
German side in the war, despite agreeing already to help 
the French. She used the situations that she would find 
herself in to extract information from Allied military 
personnel and relay it back to the Central Powers. She 
did this successfully for three years before being exposed 
in 1917, and was executed by firing squad on October 
15th  for her crimes. The stark contrast in the success of 
the Allied and German espionage systems highlights how 
pivotal espionage is to any winning war effort. 
 
World War Two saw the sophistication of cryptology 
increase massively as nations on either side of the war 
attempted to keep their communications confidential. 
The most prominent example of codes such as this was 
the Enigma Code that was employed by the Nazis to 
encrypt all of their radio communications. This led to the 
formation of a team operating at Bletchley Park whose 
main aim was to crack Enigma. Led by Alan Turing, they 
cracked the Enigma code using a specialised machine 
that would effectively reverse-engineer the code that the 
Nazis were using. However, the most brilliant part about 
this was that the 
Nazis would 
change the way 
they encrypted 
their messages on 
a daily basis, with 
there being a total 
number of 150 
billion possible codes. This accentuates the importance 
that the Nazis placed on secrecy but simultaneously 
highlights the brilliance of Turing. His work in cracking 
Enigma was essential to the war effort, but also saved 
countless lives in the process, which makes the 
treatment that he received from the British government 
all the more horrific - it can be seen as a gargantuan 
betrayal. Turing was homosexual, which was illegal in 
Britain until 1967, and therefore he was prosecuted after 
the war ended and was sentenced to a treatment of 
chemical castration in 1952. He committed suicide two 
years later. Everything that he had done in helping his 
country was apparently disregarded, and it is evident 
that it was his punishment for a ‘crime’ which, in the eyes 
of many, should not have even been illegal that caused 
him, tragically, to take his own life. This is an example of 
how espionage allowed a truly brilliant man to shine and 
the Enigma machine that he built epitomises his 
mathematical prowess. However, his work will forever 
be tainted by the tragic end to his story; an end caused 
by his country betraying him. 
 
The Cold War has always been a period of time which 
has been prominent in the film industry due to the 
prevalence of double agents and the use of spies and 
espionage. The very first instance of this was during the 
Yalta Conference following the Second World War. Stalin 
infamously bugged Franklin D. Roosevelt’s room and 
used it to overhear conversations between the President 
and Churchill in order to gain information about the 

USA’s nuclear arms project. This in itself is a betrayal, as 
the Soviets failed to embrace the spirit and aim of the 
entire conference which was to come to peaceful terms 
following the most devastating war of all time. In the 
process of failing to do this, Stalin set the tone for the 
next 50 years, which was to be filled with high tensions, 
threat and secrecy between the USSR and the USA - two 
nations fighting to be the single most powerful force on 
the planet. 
 
There are countless instances of double agents being 
used by both the Soviets and the USA with the most 
famous ones being the Rosenbergs and Emil Julius Klaus 
Fuchs who both sold atomic secrets to the Soviets. Yet 
another prominent double agent was Kim Philby. Philby 
was a member of the infamous ‘Cambridge 5,’ and was 
the most successful Soviet double agent during the Cold 
War period. After initially being recruited into MI6, he 
quickly rose through the ranks and was eventually 
promoted to the position as Head of Counterintelligence 
in MI6, and was then appointed as the Chief MI6 
Operator in the USA. However, unbeknownst to the 
British government, Philby was constantly feeding vital 
information to the Soviet Union. One example of Philby’s 
actions was his passing of information to the USSR 
regarding an Allied plan to send a band of Albanian 
rebels into the country, in an attempt to overthrow the 

Communist 
government there. 
Due to his betrayal, 
the Soviets knew 
the details of the 
operations with 
the end result 
being the mass 

slaughter of all those involved. He was notoriously 
involved in a number of incidents and helped other 
Soviet double agents evade prosecution. The total 
number of deaths due to his actions is unknown however 
there is no doubt that he was the reason that countless 
Western agents fell into the hands of Communists in the 
Soviet Union between the early 1940s-1950s. Despite 
being born and bred in England, he felt no loyalty 
towards his country and betrayed it and his fellow 
countrymen in order to support Communist expansion. 
 
Despite perhaps not being as dramatic as one may have 
thought, the lives of those involved in spying and 
espionage over time is fascinating. The field of espionage 
is rife with some of the most understated historical 
figures throughout time and it is somewhat of a shame 
that their work is not as well known as it should be. 
From a student’s perspective, we look very little at the 
significance and importance of espionage in history, 
which I believe will change throughout the course of the 
coming years. With the development and increasing 
prevalence of the internet in contemporary society, it is 
inevitable that espionage will continue to evolve and 
adapt throughout time, as it has done until now. This will 
undeniably lead to the divulgence and emergence of even 
more brilliant individuals whose work will have an 
impact on the history books, but will simultaneously -as 
it has done throughout time- result in even more 
treacheries and betrayals 

the stark contrast in the success of  the Allied and 

German espionage systems highlights how pivotal 

espionage is to any winning war effort 
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A lion savaged by jackals  

T 
his was how a medieval chronicler described 
Henry II after he suffered three revolts at the 
hands of his four sons and wife. They managed 
to initiate revolts across the entire Angevin 

Empire, allied with the French and Scots to try and 
defeat their father in one of the most far reaching 
betrayals that history has seen. So, what led to the 
collective unhappiness with their king, such that rival 
heirs to the throne would ally to defeat their own father? 
What could have caused a king that ruled an empire that 
stretched from Scotland to Spain, to be forced to pass the 
throne onto his 3rd eldest son? 
 
The story begins when Henry II married Eleanor of 
Aquitaine in 1152, creating an empire that ultimately 
consisted of England, most of France (including 
Normandy, Maine, Anjou, Touraine and Aquitane) and a 
proportion of Ireland. Eleanor was 10 years his senior 
and had previously been married to King Louis of France 
(from 1137), but had forced an annulment of this 
marriage on the tenuous grounds of consanguinity 
(being related to each other – Eleanor’s 3rd cousin once 
removed had the same ancestors as King Robert of 

France). She then begged Henry II to marry her, and 
eight weeks after the annulment of her first marriage she 
was crowned Queen of England. Neither of them were 
very easy to get on with and both had powerful 
personalities and tempers (as we saw with Henry II’s 
outburst at Thomas Becket), however the marriage was 
successful for a long time and bore eight children. 
 
Four of these children were sons and Henry II thought 
that his large empire should be divided between them 
after his death. He named Henry the Younger as King of 
England, Normandy and Anjou, his younger brother 
Geoffrey as ruler of Brittany, Richard received Aquitaine 
and John was the luckiest of them all getting the sun 
filled holiday destination of... Ireland. The problem was 
that despite the titles, Henry II was reluctant to provide 
his sons with enough money, power, land or soldiers to 
satisfy their ambitions to be great leaders. This especially 
angered Henry the Younger (his eldest son and heir) who 
believed that he should be given much more land and 
power – as was customary in the medieval era. 
 
In building his massive empire, Henry II had made many 
enemies; both in his own court and foreign countries 
such as Scotland and France. In 1173 these nations 
joined forces with Henry the Younger, in an attempt to 
defeat Henry II once and for all. The conspirators also  
included Henry the Younger’s brothers, Geoffrey and 
Richard; the King of France (Louis VI), the chamberlain 
of Normandy, the Counts of Flanders and Boulogne and  
finally Eleanor, the wife of Henry II . She and Henry II 
had become estranged after Henry took Rosamund 
Clifford as his mistress. It is likely that Rosamund was his 
true love, however he had married Eleanor to add 
Aquitaine to his empire. This severely angered Eleanor 
and she decided to join Henry the Younger’s revolt. 
 
The revolt began with Henry the Younger, his brothers 
and the Flemish armies attacking Normandy from the 
north and King Louis invading from the south. The aim 
was to capture Rouen (the capital) using a pincer 
movement, however during a siege Matthew of Boulogne 
was injured and died of his wounds, this left his brother 
in charge of the Flemish army. His brother was too 
distraught to continue the war, which halted the 
northern advance. This allowed Henry II’s 20,000 
mercenaries to defend the south and ultimately defeat 
the rebellion. Eleanor was captured trying to help her 
son and was held under house arrest in England. Henry 
the Younger had thought that this revolt may cause his 
father to give him more power, however Henry II only 
provided his son with money – not the land or control 
that he really desired. 
 
Therefore, in 1174 (only a year after his failed revolt) 
Henry the Younger planned an invasion of England. The 
Scots were attacking Henry II in the north and Henry the 

By Matteo O’Donoghue, Year 10 
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Younger’s armies planned to land in East Anglia – all they 
needed was a favourable wind. However, as ever, the 
wind was against the side of the Europeans and before it 
had changed, Henry II had defeated the Scots and was 
waiting with an army to defend England. Instead, to put 
his army to good use, Henry the Younger tried to capture 
Rouen again, but was defeated when Henry II shipped his 
army across the channel to crush this new rebellion in 
August of that year. 
 
But Henry the Younger was not finished – two failed 
attempts were not enough to deter the young heir. When 
Henry II refused to give him control of any land that 
would help him pay the war debts (that he racked up 
fighting his father), he decided to go to war again in 
1183. Henry the Younger decided that his best 
opportunity for gain was to attack Aquitaine (Richard’s 
promised land). He was joined by Geoffrey and the new 
King of France – Philip. Meanwhile, Richard had rallied a 
force around Limoges and appealed to Henry II for 
military support. Henry II was undecided- should he 
support his heir and eldest son, or his son the Lionheart 
who had proved his fighting skills and to whom he had 
promised land to? Henry II did nothing and tried to hold 
negotiation conferences – but neither brother wanted to 
talk. Eventually Henry II moved south, however he was 
ambushed on the way by Henry the Younger’s archers. 
This ambush 
failed and Henry 
II rode straight 
to Richard with 
his army – it was 
now clear that 
Henry II was 
going to bring 
his wayward 
son to heel. 
Henry II and Richard mounted an attack on Henry the 
Younger’s forces at Limoges, but there was almost no 
need. Henry the Younger could barely afford his 
mercenaries (he had to loot the local abbey to pay them). 
Eventually, Henry the Younger was forced to flee with his 
army. During this time Henry the Younger contracted 
dysentery and tried to make peace with his father when 
he realised that he was dying. The old King never went to 
see his sick son and left him to die at Cahors, a broken, 
bankrupt and emaciated prince. 

You would have thought that the rebellion would have 
ended with that – but Henry II was still the stubborn old 
King he was before the revolt. Although Geoffrey had 
died 1186 (three years after his brother) Henry II 
refused to name Richard as his successor, favouring his 
youngest son John. There is debate as to whether Henry 
was trying to curb Richard’s enthusiasm and prevent 
another rebellion by threatening to cut him out of an 
inheritance. This did nothing to help the relationship 
between father and heir.  

Despite their arguments, it seemed that in 1187 Henry 
and Richard had made peace when they joined forces to 
fight King Philip of France when he tried to invade their 
empire in France. That pretence held until Richard 
brokered a peace deal between Henry and Philip, and 
then preceded to ride to Paris with Philip! These two 
tried to force Henry to give up his land in Aquitaine until 

Henry, who seemed shocked by this betrayal, sent many 
messages to Richard begging him to return. Richard did 
eventually return to Henry. However by this time, 
Richard desperately wanted to go on the Third Crusade 
called by the Pope, but knew that he could not leave for 
the Holy land before his succession was secured. 

However, if the Pope hoped that England and France 
would give up fighting each other to go to Jerusalem, he 
was clearly delusional. In 1188 the French King launched 
an attack on the Angevin Empire in France, making 
advances deep into Normandy. Henry summoned a 
massive army of mercenaries and sent them south to 
defend his territory, while Richard moved to defend his 
garrisons in Maine. A vicious war proceeded, in which 
the two powers launched a series of offensives and 
defences. Despite this ferocity ,the war was still not 
concluded by autumn 1188, so the French King reached 
out to Richard, re-igniting his distrust of Henry. Henry 
may have salvaged his alliance with Richard if he had 
named him as his successor, but he himself was having 
doubts about Richard’s loyalty and began to see John as 
his only loyal son. Instead, Henry had forsaken his now 
eldest son to the French and by November Richard had 
made his alliance with Philip clear. 

This decision was undoubtedly going to impact the 
future of the Angevin Empire in France and the Anglo-

French war for 
generations to 
come. Richard 
was willing to 
unite with the 
enemy to gain 
the power his 
father denied 
him. Thoroughly 

outwitted, Henry began a retreat into the Angevin 
territories in northern France – here he would make his 
last stand. The King was now 56 and sickening by the 
day. He made his final defence at Le Mans where he faced 
a combined force from Richard and Philip. Although his 
force mounted a valiant defence of Le Mans, the situation 
was dire and the King escaped with a group of fifty 
knights as the city burned. 

Henry’s condition was now dreadful and on the 4th July 
1189 he capitulated to Richard and Philip. The King was 
barely able to stand as he conceded to his son and 
enemy. Richard was named successor to the Angevin 
realm and the French were paid 20,000 marks for their 
support of Richard. Henry’s only request while dying, 
was a list of those that had betrayed him. As he was 
carried to Chinon and confined to bed, he was handed 
the list of names. The first name on the list was his son 
John. This final betrayal of the only son that he trusted 
and believed in, left the king in a burning stupor that he 
would not recover from. He died two days later and his 
corpse was robbed of all its jewels and finery by his 
servants. 

The revolts against King Henry II were undoubtedly 
some of the most vicious and frequent in history. It 
showed how son can turn on father, wife on husband and 
brother on brother – all for the power that comes from 
being king. A lucrative power – but dangerous 

This final betrayal of  the only son that he 

trusted and believed in, left the king in a burning 

stupor that he would not recover from 
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Ephialtes of Trachis  

W 
estern democracy traces its roots to 
ancient Greece, a land of squabbling city-
states. Amongst these warring city-states 
arose Athens and a group of men who had 

a funny idea; citizens should have a say in who got to 
rule them. Though initially imperfect in its 
implementation, that idea has since evolved into the free 
Democratic nations that we live in today. But it could 
have all been lost in a single moment in history: The 
Battle of Thermopylae. 
 
In 492 BC, the Persian king Darius launched an invasion 
of Thrace and Macedon and then sent heralds to the 
remaining Greek city-states demanding they accept 
Persian rule. Seeking to save themselves, many agreed-
with the notable 
exceptions of Athens 
and Sparta. The 
Persian heralds in 
Athens were thrown 
into a pit, and their 
Spartan brethren 
followed suit by 
tossing theirs into a well; a moment made iconic by the 
film ‘300’. The enraged Darius launched his invasion of 
mainland Greece and was met with further success until 
an encounter against 10,000 Athenians in Marathon 
forced him to retreat. Nursing a very wounded ego, 
Darius planned an imminent re-invasion, with plans to 
raze Athens to the ground- but internal politics delayed 

these plans and Darius died of old age. Seeking to avenge 
the pride of his dead father, Xerxes prepared for a 
decisive campaign to end Greek independence forever. 
Xerxes took his time to build a sizable force; though 
some historical accounts tell of a force up to 2.5 million 
strong, it's more likely that Xerxes marched with 
200,000 to 250,000. Xerxes plan was simple: march into 
Greece through the north, and outflank any Greek 
defenders by landing his navy behind them along the 
Greek coast. Many Greeks feared Xerxes' invasion force 
and many Greek cities bid for peace, but Athens and 
Sparta along with some key allies would hear nothing of 
it. Spartan King Leonidas marshalled a force of 300 of his 
personal bodyguards and helots and took command of 
the briefly unified Greek forces numbering at 7,000. 

Despite the way the 
battle was popularized 
by popular culture in 
entertainment such as 
the film ‘300’, the bulk 
of the Spartan army 
did not march in 

support of its king because the Spartans greatly feared 
that the helots they held as slaves might break into all-
out revolt if the army left and didn't take them with 
them. Knowing victory would be impossible if the 
Persian forces simply outflanked them by sea, Athens 
marshalled a force of 271 triremes to sail into battle 
against 1,207 Persian ships. Outnumbered both on land 
and at sea, the Greeks stood little chance of victory. 

a group of  men who had a funny idea; citizens 

should have a say in who got to rule them  

By Sam Groves, Year 11 
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The Persian army at the time wore mostly leather and 
cloth armour and shields made of wicker. The Persians 
made extensive use of archers, which was part of the 
reason for their defeat at Marathon: the lightly armed 
Persian archers could not penetrate the armour of the 
Athenian forces. Leading the Persian troops was a force 
of 10,000 Immortals- a cadre of elite soldiers famed for 
always maintaining a standing force of exactly 10,000, 
hence the name Immortals. When any member was 
killed, wounded, or became sick, they were immediately 
replaced, thus leaving the Immortals a cohesive unit 
through any conflict. At sea, a series of storms prior to 
the battle would see nearly a third of the Persian fleet 
sunk, severely depleting their naval power. To 
complicate matters, a great deal of the Persian fleet was 
also made of supply and support vessels, not dedicated 
warships, as opposed to the military vessels and crews of 
the Athenians and their allies. 

Greek ground forces were far better equipped for combat 
than their Persian counterparts. A Greek hoplite’s 
primary weapon was a two to three meter spear with a 
leaf-shaped blade at one end and a short spike at the 
other. This allowed Greek troops to fight in the famed 
phalanx formation and presented any would-be 
attackers with a unified front of long spears to contend 
with. Armed as they were with shorter spears and 
swords, the Persians found this difficult to overcome. 
The wicker shields in use by the Persians pale into 
insignificance when compared to Greek infantry which 
was equipped with large bronze-layered shields called 
hoplons. 

As Persian forces marched south into Greece, Leonidas 
led his small army for the pass at Thermopylae, which at 
the time was no more than 50 feet across (15 meters) 
and bordered on one side by tall cliffs, and the ocean on 
the other. The pass allowed Greek forces to make the 
best use of their phalanx formation, while completely 
denying the Persians the advantage of their 
overwhelming numbers. Amassing his forces before the 
Greek position, Xerxes dispatched a spy to ascertain 
what the Greeks were up to- only for the astonished spy 
to return and report that the Greeks were stripping nude 
for exercise and fixing each other's hair, a common 
tradition, especially amongst the Spartans. 

Funnelled into the narrow pass, the Persian forces ran 
into the shields and spears of the Greek defenders, not 
making so much as a 
dent. Persian forces 
could not penetrate 
the layers of the Greek 
Phalanx, and 
thousands died while 
the Greeks suffered 
few losses. Enraged, Xerxes ordered his famous 
Immortals into the fray, confident of their victory- yet 
even the Immortals met with the same fate: death on the 
spear points and shields of the Greek phalanx. Despite all 
odds, it seemed victory may just have been possible. Yet 
at night of the second day, fate turned against the Greek 
defenders. This brings us to the backstabbing and 
betrayal involved with this legendary battle. 

The Greek historian Herodotus states that a Greek 

defector known as Ephialtes contacted Xerxes and 
offered to show the Persians a route around the Greek 
position. Knowing of the secret path, Leonidas stationed 
a force of 100 to defend it. Outnumbered by the 
thousands, they were holding their ground until 
Ephialtes showed Xerxes and the Persians the hidden 
path of access to Greek forces. There isn’t much 
information regarding Ephialtes of Trachis besides his 
infamous act of betrayal of his fellow Greeks. Many 
speculate that he was rejected from the allied Greek land 
forces, which Herodotus states numbered no more than 
4,200 men. This rejection may have led him to seek 
revenge by helping the Persians. Ephialtes expected to be 
rewarded by the Persians, but this came to nothing when 
they were defeated at the Battle of Salamis. He then fled 
to Thessaly; the Spartans had offered a reward for his 
death. According to Herodotus, he was killed for an 
apparently unrelated reason by Athenades of Trachis, 
around 470 BC, but the Spartans rewarded Athenades all 
the same. 

Xerxes took advantage of this betrayal and sent part of 
his army along this path, led by Ephialtes himself. After 
reaching the other side, the Persians attacked and 
destroyed a portion of the Greek army. This forced 
Leonidas to call a war council, at which it was decided 
that retreating was the best option. However, as the 

majority of the Greek 
army retreated, 
Leonidas, his 300 
bodyguards, some 
helots, and 1,100 
Boeotians remained 
behind, supposedly 
because retreating 

would defy Spartan law and custom. They held their 
ground against the Persians but were quickly defeated by 
the vast enemy army, and many were killed, including 
Leonidas. News of this defeat reached the troops at 
Artemisium, and Greek forces there retreated as well. 
The Persian victory at Thermopylae allowed for Xerxes’ 
passage into southern Greece. The betrayal of Ephialtes 
at the Battle of Thermopylae was responsible for their 
defeat and the further expansion of the Persian empire 

outnumbered both on land and at sea, the 

Greeks stood little chance of  victory  

Greek hoplites in battle 
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THE WESTERN BETRAYAL OF POLAND  

The established British historiography on this matter is 
clear: the Allies won the Second World War in 1945. Just 
as France was occupied, it was later liberated and so 
were the Netherlands, Norway and Belgium. Britain 
stayed true to its obligation to its Allies, for if the Reich 
was allowed to maintain its occupation zone from Metz 
to Bordeaux, surely we could not call that a victory? This 
is not to say the Soviets could not take their spoils of war 
from Hungary or Romania, nations complicit in the evils 
from which British troops suffered. Maybe even 
Czechoslovakia, whose sovereignty was diplomatically 
destroyed by Chamberlain and with whom Britain bore 
no further alliance arrangements. 
If it is beyond Britain to subject 
her Allies to occupation, famine, 
totalitarianism and terror on top 
of a slurry of diplomatic insults, 
then who dictated the removal of 
this gracious guarantee east of 
the Oder? To this question the 
Polish historiography lacks a 
clear answer. 
 
The confusion begins as early as 
1921. Encouraged by France’s 
support in the Polish-Soviet War, 
Marshal Jo zef Piłsudski went to 
Paris seeking a formalisation of 
the historic alliance between the 
two countries, emphasising the 
mutual interest in European 
peace and the continued containment of Germany at that 
time. The Franco-Polish Alliance was the first of many 
steps taken by the first independent Polish government 
in 123 years to restore the legitimacy and security of the 
nation, signed in the background of the peace 
negotiations brought about by Poland’s successful 
counter offensives against the Soviet Union in the 
aforementioned war. Despite their belligerence, a Soviet-
Polish Non-Aggression Pact was signed in 1932, 
promising peace on the Eastern Front until 1945. A 
similar pact was signed with Nazi Germany in 1934, 
intended to last until 1944. The Polish Delegation 
rejected suggestions to turn the agreement in a German-
Polish Anti-Soviet Alliance, leading to an immediate war 
to crush the Bolsheviks. Foreign policy aims of “equal 
distance” between the two former occupiers simply did 
not support such a move. Chamberlain called out 
Piłsudski’s regime for cowardice, attributing the 
Marshal’s decision at the time to failing health. French 
protests that the pact weakened their political position 
were equally invalid: just months earlier, they had 
refused Poland’s offer to assist in carrying out the 
stipulated invasion of Germany the Treaty of Versailles 
would require as the rearmament clause had been 
violated by the Nazi government. In hindsight, it is all too 
obvious that Versailles would not be the only treaty 
broken in this sequence of events. However, the Polish 
mission persisted. A speech by Foreign Minister Jo zef 

Beck received in the Polish Sejm with great enthusiasm 
featured the declaration that “We in Poland know 
nothing of the notion of peace at any price. There is only 
one thing in the life of people, nations and countries 
which is priceless. That thing is honour.” The cynical 
Italian Foreign Minister Galeazzo Ciano, upon hearing 
this, commented, “I fear that many, too many, Poles share 
his illusions”. The illusion was, in many ways, that other 
powers shared the Polish commitment to honour. 
However questionable the claim itself may be, it is clear 
that the USSR prioritised its own expansion over honour, 
just as the UK and France aimed to restrict said 

expansion as their priority. To an 
extent, these Allied powers also 
saw Germany as sharing in this 
aim. Chamberlain considered this 
in arranging the Munich 
agreement; the naive belief that 
the Nazis would be satisfied with 
German unity. It is with this 
dream in mind that, in 1939, 
Chamberlain took on the gamble 
that was the Anglo-Polish 
Military Alliance, a stillborn 
treaty if ever there was one. To 
Parliament, Lord Halifax clarified, 
“[the government] do not think 
this guarantee will be binding”. 
The Polish government did not 
share this belief as it continued to 
meet all its obligations and 

cooperate fully with what it perceived to be the faction of 
Allies of which the agreement made it a formal member. 
At the same time, the Chamberlain administration 
attempted to gain favour with the Soviets, yet even this 
effort was sabotaged by diplomats prioritising their 
hatred of Communism above the government policy, 
which would have upheld Britain’s obligations to keep its 
Allies safe. 
 
There was somewhat less confusion about what was 
happening in 1939. Germany had broken their non-
aggression pact. So had the USSR. France and Britain 
were meant to be helping, however, and the lack of this 
help puzzled the Polish generals. In fact, Edward Rydz-
Ś migły, the new Marshal, had been told by his “Allies” to 
back down for fear of giving Hitler the casus belli they 
assumed he would wait for. Despite this, the Polish army 
was mobilised and ready to defend the Western border, 
with a developed strategy to just hold out long enough 
for the military arithmetic on the French border to take 
effect: at this time, Germany was decisively not ready for 
a two-front war and every victory plan rested on that 
fact. As the Poles resisted against the German onslaught, 
managing to hold despite being outnumbered forty to 
one at famous battles such as that at Wizna, the Phoney 
War raged on in the West. That is to say, the French 
Army stood in Alsace-Lorraine doing nothing for eight 
months. No help came to Poland in this time and none 

Fascist propaganda attempting to capitalise on 

Britain’s inaction, showing a destroyed city and 

corpses with the caption “England! This is your 

work!”  

Retrospect 

By Jakub Mikulski, Year 13 
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would come later. Polish towns were levelled, the 
population decimated and rounded up, the nation more 
partitioned. The Soviets, drunk on the ostensible ecstasy 
of purging their own officers in 1937, rounded up over 
22,000 officers of the Polish army and murdered them in 
the Katyn  Massacre in 1940. What the Nazis did to the 
population is far better remembered. The overall efforts 
of these nations led to one in every five Poles losing their 
lives in this war.  All of this was discovered by the 
intelligence division of the Polish government-in-exile, 
which produced regular reports for Britain and France, 
which went just as regularly ignored. Some sources even 
suggest that the Enigma prototypes supplied to the Allies 
before the war were similarly discarded, which would 
dispel the myth that the code was cracked by the British 
in Bletchley Park instead of Poles in Warsaw. 
 
Perhaps this did not matter, as by 1940, a lot of what 
remained of the Polish military was based in the UK. An 
autonomous force fought on in Poland, but equally, many 
pilots enlisted in the RAF to make use of skills which the 
lack of airfield control back at home would impede. It 
would be all too easy to pepper this segment with 
characterisations of the Poles as the “hurtling bolts of 
fury, beyond all reason and authority” one British RAF 
officer described them as upon arrival, but the greatest 
degradation was systematic. Despite being decorated 
aces by British standards, almost all of the Polish pilots 
were forced to spend months training, which involved 
doing such ridiculous drills as riding bicycles in 
formation to show that they knew how to turn right or 
left in unison. After this humiliation was over, a total of 
145 Polish fighter pilots made up the largest non-British 
contribution during the Battle of Britain. One of 16 Polish 
Squadrons, No. 303 Squadron, became the most 
successful Fighter Command unit in the battle, shooting 
down 126 German machines in only 42 days. Meanwhile, 
their effort was complimented by the underground 
government in Poland and Władysław Anders’ Army in 
exile, taking part in such strategic battles as that at 
Monte Cassino. The fifth largest Allied land army was 
mustered by this occupied country. 
 
But as the war ended for Britain in 1945, Poland 
remained occupied. What followed was the greatest 
betrayal. Recent historical opinions emphasise the 
influence of Alger Hiss from the American delegation, 
later discovered to be a Soviet double-agent, in the 
American nonchalance for the preservation of Poland’s 
sovereignty. The more popular consensus on the ground 
is simply that Britain sold them out. Minutes of Molotov’s 
meetings show how, during negotiations about the 
infamous spheres of influence in Europe, British 
influence in Hungary was decreased from 50% to 40% to 
20% by (the then Foreign Secretary) Anthony Eden. It is 
not impossible that his incompetence led Poland to the 
same fate. The policy of the following Labour 
government was just as unfair to Poles, many of whom 
did not understand the justification of unconditional 
socialist solidarity for the “firm conviction that, in our 
view, they ought to go back” as articulated by Ernest 
Bevin in Parliament. “Poles go home” was the treatment 
given even to the aces of No. 303 Squadron; in many 
cases, upon returning home “cursed soldiers” were 
deemed capitalist sympathisers by the Soviet puppet 

regime and summarily 
executed, or just stripped 
of citizenship to the point 
of statelessness. One of 
these luckier soldiers was 
General Stanisław 
Maczek, commander of 
the Polish 1st Armoured 
Division, which was 
pivotal in encircling 
German troops in 
Normandy. Denied a 
country and a military 
pension, Maczek settled 
down working as a 
barman at a hotel in 
Edinburgh to support 
himself and his family. Neither General Maczek nor any 
Polish army was present at the 1946 victory parade in 
London. Modern analyses put this down to the 
aforementioned Soviet influence on American 
delegations in addition to similar sympathies in the 
Labour Party at the time. In some ways, this was a fitting 
acknowledgement of no end of the war in sight for 
Poland as it remained occupied. Nonetheless, Poland was 
not yet lost. The last known “cursed soldier”, Jo zef 
Franczak, was killed in an ambush in 1963 and after 
leading the way in rebellion after rebellion, Poland 
regained the territorial sovereignty previously 
guaranteed in 1990 with not an iota of help.  
 
As ever on the ball regarding authoritarian hypocrisy, 
George Orwell pointed out at the time: “Do remember 
that dishonesty and cowardice always have to be paid 
for. Don’t imagine that for years on end you can make 
yourself the boot-licking propagandist 
of the Soviet regime, or any other regime, and then 
suddenly turn to mental decency. Once a whore, always a 
whore.” And indeed no such turn has yet materialised. 
The boldest testament to this is perhaps that, in 2009, 
the BNP produced a propaganda poster featuring a 
Spitfire, ostensibly without realising that the plane 
pictured was flown and marked by Polish ace Jan 
Zumbach of No. 303 Squadron. As comical as such 
mistakes are, it is a sad reflection of the base inability to 
revise the undeserving aspects of the glorious war 
portrayed in Western historiography. Diminishing the 
efforts of Poland during the war to portray it as weak 
was a technique used by Western propagandists, to 
absolve the Allies of their duty to a fellow member of 
their alliance and transform their assistance to 
something voluntary and therefore, as it was by the end 
of the war, rescindable. Fascist propagandists put a 
spotlight on the Allied betrayal but with little success for 
their cause as the initial enemy was inseparable from 
what followed. Whether skipping over the violation of its 
pre-war diplomatic arrangements, the demeaning 
treatment of its soldiers during the war or the Allies’ 
abandonment of the country afterwards, it is clear that 
Poland during this time faced betrayal after betrayal 
after betrayal. How a Polish historiography can address 
this is still uncertain. From the British side, it is all too 
easy to say that all’s well that ends well. Whether the 
Poles can forgive the Western Betrayal is for their own 
history to decide 
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Gorbachev, yeltsin and the future of 

the soviet union 

Mikhail Gorbachev and Boris Yeltsin 

T 
owards the end of the Cold War, as Gorbachev 
allowed Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union to 
have more freedom of speech and to 
demonstrate through his policies of Glasnost 

and Perestroika, the Soviet republics began to protest 
against the USSR. Therefore, it can be argued that 
Gorbachev’s more lenient policy came back to bite him. 
The people in the Russian Soviet Federative Socialist 
Republic protested against the single-party rule in the 
Soviet Union. To mitigate tensions between himself and 
the people, he allowed candidates who were neither 
Bolsheviks, nor supported by them, to stand for 
elections. 

Boris Yeltsin was a key player in the Soviet Union. He 
was the most potent threat to Gorbachev’s position as 
the leader of the USSR, especially given his election to 
head of the Russian SFSR. 

To understand Yeltsin's position, you need to understand 
how the Soviet Union’s politics worked. The USSR was 
made up of a unified group of socialist republics 
including Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Belarus, Ukraine, 
Moldova, Georgia, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, 
Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and 
Russia. Each country had its own leader who was 
involved in running the Soviet Union. 

At the time, in the USSR, a Stalinist group was seeking to 
gain greater influence. They were firmly against political 
freedom so carried out a coup and captured Gorbachev 
so that they could replace him and make one of their own 

members the leader of the USSR. 

Yeltsin saw this as an opportunity to gain political 
leverage and, using Russian SFSR weaponry, secured 
Gorbachev. When Gorbachev arrived back in Moscow, he 
was forced to sign a decree that limited the Communist 
Party’s power within the USSR. At a session of the 
Russian Supreme Soviet on 23rd August, Yeltsin publicly 
and aggressively criticised Gorbachev for having 
promoted many of the coup  members. Yeltsin was 
showing where the power now lay in Russia.  

While Gorbachev was captured, Yeltsin used his political 
powers (granted by Gorbachev) to sign a deal with 
Ukraine and Belarus to dissolve the Soviet Union and set 
up the Russian Federation. Yeltsin profited from this as 
this meant that he had greater authority - he was placed 
in charge of the new federation while Gorbachev, who 
had previously held so much sway, fell from power. 

As Yeltsin's power increased and Gorbachev’s decreased 
within the Russian SFSR, the Russian Federation was 
established and free elections set up in the former Soviet 
Republics, marking the end of the Cold War. There is no 
way of knowing if, without Yeltsin’s rise to power, the 
Cold War would have ended in this way, but still, the 
political backstabbing - Yeltsin using Gorbachev’s 
political authority to throw him out of office - will never 
be forgotten. Valery Solovei, a Soviet historian,  sums up 
the nature of the betrayal: “I think the personal factor 
played a very important role.  Because Boris Yeltsin 
hated Gorbachev” 

By Zack Foreman, Year 8 



27 

Issue 16 

Democracy Betrayed at the Altar of Oil: 

The Iranian Coup D’État of 1953  

A 
dmittedly not for the first time, Churchill was 
wrong when he said, ‘If we open a quarrel 
between past and present, we shall find that we 
have lost the future.’  Sixty-six years later, we 

are affronted by the painful irony of Churchill, an 
orchestrator of the 1953 Iranian Coup, belittling the 
enduring repercussions of an event that reverberated 
across the globe, the effects of which are still felt to this 
day.  Even against the robust political backdrop of the 
Cold War - an era characterised by deception and back-
stabbing - the betrayal of Mohammad Mosaddegh and 
the Iranian people by the British and Americans stands 
out as an egregious failure in Western foreign policy.  As 
we hope for the emergence of a reformed Middle East, it 
seems fitting to re-evaluate the Western perfidy that has 
underscored so many seminal moments in the region’s 
recent history. 

An abundance of oilfields in the Middle East accounts for 
both British and American political involvement there. 
Most notably, in Iran, the British gained greater revenue 
from the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company (AIOC) than Iran 
itself; it emerged that in 1947, Iran was contractually 
entitled to less than a fifth of profits. The nationalist 
response this elicited from Iranians was a justified one, 
and culminated in the call for the nationalisation of oil 
fields.  Mosaddegh, the popular Iranian Prime Minister, 
viewed British control over Iranian oil as an insulting 
anachronism, especially given British hubris despite its 
diminishing empire. Legislation nationalising the oil 
industry, pushed by Mosaddegh in 1951, was warmly 
welcomed by Iranians, whose spirits were sufficiently 
high for the British reaction to have a patently 
detrimental effect.  British retaliation was extensive, 
ranging from the withdrawal of the AIOC’s workforce to 
a blockade of Iran’s ports. 

The worst was yet to come: records released in 2017 by 
America’s National Security Archive reveal that, 
throughout 1952, the British government “repeatedly” 
asked the Americans to support their efforts to oust 
Mosaddegh.  By playing on American fears of 
communism spreading to Iran from the neighbouring 
USSR, the British assured American involvement in the 
name of ‘Containment’ - the buzzword of 1950s America. 
What ensued was the ‘elimination’ of Mosaddegh, as 
Eisenhower phrased it, with an unfortunate concision 
incongruous with his typical verbosity: the Shah was 
coerced by the British and Americans into dismissing 
Mosaddegh and replacing him with pro-West Fazlollah 
Zahedi.  Mosaddegh was sentenced to three years 
imprisonment in December 1953, following months of 
social turmoil and a witch-hunt against his associates. In 
essence, Iran’s first democratically elected government 
and Prime Minister had been overthrown on the whims 
of self-seeking Western bureaucrats. Though hindsight 
dictates that it was naï ve to view the British as anything 

but the colonial aggressors they were, the Iranians had, 
nonetheless, been betrayed by their business partner.   

‘Operation Boot,’ as it was known, was justified 
ideologically - in true Western style - as a necessary 
measure to prevent oil falling into Soviet hands and 
prices rocketing, but was officially presented by the 
media as a fortunate turn of events, as opposed to a 
product of government intervention. The coup was, at 
best, a nefarious plan executed under a Machiavellian 
guise of international service.   

In many ways, the Americans betrayed the Iranians more 
than the British did. Without downplaying their 
criminality, though the British masterminded this 
outrageous scheme, they were simply acting in 
accordance with their usual marauding colonialist 
tendencies. The Americans, however, from being then 
and now the purveyors and protectors of freedom, were 
complicit in one of the most pertinent violations of 
democracy in the past century. There is a hypocrisy in 
this betrayal - the kind generally associated with British 
colonialism - that illustrates what Niall Ferguson 
articulates with uncanny perception: that America is an 
empire in everything but name.   

In the wake of the coup, the removal of Mosaddegh and 
politicians associated with him left the Iranian political 
arena devoid of moderates - the importance of whom 
Western politicians enunciate.  Instead, extremist 
factions were left in a frenetic power struggle which 
culminated in the Islamic Revolution of 1979. During this 
time, paeans to an independent Iran muffled the sound of 
warning bells of an unchecked surge in mullahs’ 
influence, both social and political.  Today’s Middle East 
bears the scars of an ongoing battle between 
ideologically opposed and incompatible groups of people 
and politicians, prompted largely by this treacherous 
coup. 

If Iranians are querulous for refusing to forget this 
shambolic episode, the British and Americans are guilty 
of crimes limited not only to the illegal overthrow of a 
government, but also the pernicious consequences of 
their foreign policy. It is hardly surprising that the 1953 
coup lingers still in the Iranian psyche and taints Iran’s 
relationship with the West, and it would be foolish to 
expect a miraculous turn-around so soon after America’s 
involvement was acknowledged only ten years ago by 
President Obama. The betrayal of the Iranian people by 
the British and Americans went a long way in creating 
the current hostility between the West and the Islamic 
Republic. Contrary to what Churchill may have us 
believe, the only way for us to forge a peaceful and 
sustainable relationship with Iran is for us in the West to 
acknowledge the part we have played in this conflict, and 
act with due sensitivity going forward   

By Mihira Philip, Year 12 
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Benedict Arnold 

T 
he American War for Independence marked the 
end of the First British Empire, but also gave 
birth to a future international superpower and 
several national icons. Many of the leading 

military generals of the 
American Continental Army 
were immortalised as heroes of 
the battle for liberty against 
imperialism. However, one 
general was eternalized in his 
infamy and ignominy, with his 
surname forever branded as a 
synonym for a traitor: Benedict 
Arnold. 
 
Benedict Arnold was born in the 
town of Norwich in the 
Connecticut Colony on January 
14th 1741, as the second of six 
children of Benedict Arnold Sr. 
and Hannah Waterman King. He 
was descended from a Rhode 
Island founding family and just 
one of many Benedict Arnolds, 
all named after an early 
governor of the Colony of Rhode 
Island. Despite his fairly 
privileged background, he did 
not have a splendid childhood; 
three of his siblings died early of 
yellow fever - along with his 
mother slightly later - and his 
father fell from being a 
successful businessman who 
could send his children to 
private school to an alcoholic 
that had been arrested multiple 
times. Nevertheless, Benedict 
emerged as a confident young man who, despite being a 
British subject, was patriotic to his homeland: the 
colonies of America. 
 
Benedict Arnold’s patriotism surfaced when, upon 
hearing of the Boston Massacre on March 5th 1770, he 
thundered, “Good God, are the Americans all asleep and 
tamely giving up their glorious liberties?” 5 years later 
he would join the American Revolutionary War as the 
captain of the 
Connecticut 
Colony Militia. 
Following the 
fighting at 
Lexington and 
Concord, his 
company marched from Connecticut northeast toward 
Boston. On May 10th 1775, Arnold partnered with 

frontiersman Ethan Allen (leader of the Green Mountain 
Boys) to seize New York’s Fort Ticonderoga, which he 
knew was poorly defended. Together the two companies 
took the fort as the British Redcoats were sleeping, 

winning the first major victory in 
the 13 colonies’ fight against 
British imperialism. Arnold 
proved himself to be a brave and 
skilled leader here, and by the 
end of the year he had been 
promoted to Brigadier General - 
but his relationship with the top 
of the American army hierarchy 
had started to fracture as he 
believed that he had not fully 
received the recognition he 
deserved. 
 
Arnold further distinguished 
himself in campaigns at Lake 
Champlain in 1776, and at 
Ridgefield and Saratoga in 
October 1777, and gained the 
support of George Washington. 
The Saratoga campaign would 
turn out to be a major turning 
point in the Revolutionary War, 
and in the career of Major 
General Benedict Arnold. The 
Battle of Bemis Heights on the 
7th October 1777 -which ended 
the Saratoga Campaign - is 
believed to be one of the battles 
where Arnold did not receive the 
credit he deserved, fuelling his 
disillusionment with the 
Continental Army. This was also 
built up by the promotion of 

lower ranking officers in front of him due to his lack of 
popularity among many senior commanders. Towards 
the end of 1777 he threatened to leave the army but 
stayed, and after the British withdrawal from 
Philadelphia in the spring of 1778, Washington 
appointed Benedict Arnold military commander of the 
city. 
 
From Philadelphia, the home of the first continental 

congress of the 
United States of 
America and the 
heartland of its 
origins, one of its 
greatest 
betrayals would 

occur. While commanding here, Arnold met and married 
Peggy Shippen, the daughter of a Loyalist sympathizer. 

By Stefan Titus—Glover, Year 11 

one general was eternalized in his infamy and ignominy, 

with his surname forever branded as a synonym for a 

traitor: Benedict Arnold.  

Monument to Benedict Arnold's injured foot at 

Saratoga National Historical Park 
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He lived lavishly and rapidly accumulated a substantial 
debt which would become a major factor in Arnold’s 
largest betrayal. Mrs. Arnold had met British Major John 
Andre  during the British occupation of Philadelphia 
earlier in the war, and had developed ways of 
maintaining contact with British soldiers across the 
battle lines. Mr. Arnold and Andre  began a 
correspondence, sometimes using Peggy as an 
intermediary, which gained her notoriety and infamy for 
being the highest-paid spy in the American Revolution. 
By the following summer, Arnold was providing the 
British with troop locations, as well as the locations of 
supply depots. 
 
Benedict Arnold gained access to even more sensitive 
information when he assumed command of West Point, 
the American fort on the Hudson River in New York, in 
August of 1780. He began systematically weakening the 
fort’s defenses, refusing to order necessary repairs and 
draining its supplies. At the same time, Arnold began 
transferring his personal assets from Connecticut to 
England as he prepared for a final act of betrayal and a 
switch to the British Army. On September 21st 1780, 
with the help of a loyalist associate, Joshua Hett Smith, 
Arnold and Andre had met near the Hudson River at 
Smith’s house. They  arranged for the British to easily 
take West Point. The price was an extremely enticing 
£20,000 (enough to repay his debts) and a British 

military command for Arnold. 
 
The plot was very close to being successful and striking a 
devastating blow in the American quest for 
independence, but a few days after the meeting Andre  
was captured carrying papers revealing Arnold’s role in 
the West Point surrender plot. This evidence was sent to 
General Washington and Arnold fled downriver to 
British territory whilst Andre  was hanged at Tappan, 
New York, on October 2nd for espionage. Although 
George Washington sent men into New York to 
apprehend Arnold for execution, the effort was 
unsuccessful. 
 
Major General Benedict Arnold had become Brigadier 
General Benedict Arnold. He would proceed to lead 
British troops in Virginia and Connecticut, but would 
never have a prominent positive impact for the British as 
they went on to lose The American War for 
Independence. Upon defeat he managed to flee America 
to England where he lived until his death in 1801. 
 
Despite brimming with fervent patriotism in his early life 
and answering the call to war in 1775, Benedict Arnold 
fell from grace spectacularly. He ended up being the 
protagonist in a story based on treachery that 
eternalized his name as a synonym for betrayal 

Burial site of Benedict Arnold in Battersea, London 
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Historian’s insight— 1983: the world at 

the brink 

Taylor Downing is a historian, writer and television 
producer. He has written several best selling books 
and has produced more than 200 television 
documentaries many of which have won Awards. His 
new book on the little known Cold War scare 
entitled, 1983 - The World at the Brink was 
published in April 2018 to great acclaim. We were 
delighted he kindly agreed to talk to us and a 
transcript of some of our conversation follows below. 
The full interview can be heard on this month’s 
Retrospect podcast. 

Mr. Downing thanks for talking to us today. If we can start 
with the 1983 war scare – what first roused your interest 
in this event? 

I worked on a television series in the mid-1990s called 
‘Cold War.’ It was actually paid for and sponsored by 
American television, by Ted Turner in the United States, 
and was shown in this country on BBC2. At that point in 
the mid-90s, only ten or twelve years after the war scare 
of 1983, very little was known about what had taken 
place that autumn. I was very interested in what I had 
heard and couldn’t really believe that there was this 
unknown event, this almost completely obscure crisis in 
November 1983, when the Soviet Union nearly launched 
a nuclear attack upon the West. I just found it very 
difficult to believe that had happened and we didn’t 
know about it. I wrote the book accompanying the 
television series and put in a very short reference to this 
at that point, but as I say, we knew very little about what 
had taken place twelve years before. We weren’t even 
sure if there had been a crisis or not.  

Then I kept on the case, it seemed to be so fascinating 
that every time some new information came out, I tried 
to get hold of it or to speak to experts who had studied 
the new evidence. At the end of the Clinton presidency in 
the year 2000 – every president when they finish their 
run at the White House usually declassifies a whole 
series of documents and Clinton’s people declassified a 
document which was a CIA analysis of what had gone on 
in November 1983, and I actually met, a few years later, 
the man who had written that in Washington. Slowly, bit 
by bit, drip by drip, information started to come out and 
so I suppose my interest was roused in the whole subject 
twenty four or five years ago.  

That’s really interesting. Ronald Reagan is remembered 
for his fervent opposition to communism and his bellicose 
tone towards the Soviet Union – which of his speeches or 
actions in the lead up to the Able Archer war scare do you 
think antagonized the USSR the most?  

I’m not sure that there way one thing that Reagan did or 
said that was the most antagonistic towards the Soviet 
Union – it really was the combination of several things 
that he did or said that rattled the cage of the Soviet 
leadership. In March 1983 he described the Soviet Union 
as the ‘Evil Empire’ and as you say his opposition to 

communism was very fervent – it was almost like a 
religious belief to him, he saw things in religious terms as 
a struggle between good and bad, or good and evil. Then 
later in that same month of March 1983 he announced 
his ‘Star Wars’ initiative as it became known, it was 
formally the Strategic Defense Initiative, in which he 
outlined plans to build almost a shield over the United 
States that would intercept incoming missiles in space. 
That fundamentally unhinges the balance of the Cold 
War.  

One of the things that helped the peace of the Cold War 
was that both sides knew if they attacked the other they 
would effectively be committing national suicide – you 
launch your missiles against the other guy, and he 
launches his against you. The losses would be colossal, 
all of human life in the Soviet Union and Asia, or Western 
Europe and the United States, would have been 
completely destroyed, so both sides were restrained by 
that. But if one side felt that it had an advantage and 
could actually intercept all the incoming missiles, then 
that whole balance is unhinged and it would be possible 
for the side that had that defensive shield to launch its 
missiles against the other side knowing that it could 
defend itself from incoming missiles.  

So, in March there were these two events – the rhetoric 
of calling the Soviet Union the ‘Evil Empire’, the strategic 
initiative of announcing the plan to build this defense 
shield in space, and then later in the year when a Soviet 
fighter plane shot down a Korean airliner that had 
strayed more than 350 miles over a very sensitive 
military area, Reagan erupted again. He called this an act 
of terrorism and called the Soviet Union a terrorist state. 
It was the combination of all this sabre rattling and 
strategic initiatives that really upset the Soviet 
leadership and made them begin to think that all of this 
was a prelude to a launch of nuclear weapons by Reagan 
and America.  

The rest of this interview can be heard on the 
accompanying podcast, along with interviews with 
some of the other writers from this edition  

Taylor Downing 



31 

Afterword 

We hope that you have enjoyed this issue of Retrospect. This issue has taken an 

in depth look into the impact of betrayal on the course of history. Some of the 

topics have conflicting views on the question: do backstabbings and betrayals 

always have negative consequences?  

Thank you to all the writers, both students and teachers,  for their outstanding 

submissions, and a special thank you to Taylor Downing for  agreeing to be 

interviewed for our podcast, which you can find linked on the school website.  

Follow us on Twitter @SGS_History and look out for our next edition in the 

summer term!  

 

SGS History Society is… 

Miss Wain  Laszlo Wheatley Tom Clapp Hari Kandiah 

Elliot Kelly Mihira Philip Marcus Pitchley Mr Shergold 



32 


