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| should like to begin by thanking Diane N. Masaabkosse for organising this session and
Martin Thomas for chairing it. In his introductidfartin has stated the reasons why the other
members of the panel should be there but with cienatic modesty he has not underlined his
own expertise in the areas of Vichy, of the SeSmt/ices and of the Empire which make him
the ideal chair of such a session. I'd like alsthiemk all the participants in this round-table who
have shown quite clearly that they have read tluk lmoroughly and engaged with it
intelligently. Their reviews are full of perceptiamd helpful comments. | am greatly touched by
their generous praise. | am glad to see that theg hinderstood that although this book does
relate to the Secret Services it actually coveraiah wider range of issues than just that.

Both Martin Thomas and Peter Jackson raise thetignes how the book has been received in
France. It strikes me that what will be interestimghis forum is to reply not only to the
reactions of Peter Jackson, Sean Kennedy, Kim Miartth Douglas Porch and Martin Thomas
but also to address the wider issue of reactiotisisdoook and some of the points | might have
made slightly differently given the two years thave passed since the book was finished and
the comments of reviewers and readers. Becauseaofylcommitments elsewhere | am not
intending to work on this topic again and shoulkeréfore like to use this opportunity to clarify
one or two points raised here or in other foruntsictyv might also be questions that readers of
this round-table ask themselves about the book.

| am very flattered by the reviews the book hagiremd in France. It seems to have been well
received by publications of the lefflarianng Le Nouvel Observatepand of the rightl(e

Figaro). To my knowledge there has only been one negativement in all the reviews to date:
Le Patriote Résistartoncluded its otherwise positive review with tbdwing remarks: « un

seul reproche: pourquoi avoir choisi pour premdgeouverture une fort belle affiche qui est
sans rapport avec le sujet traité? Et en passantsiience le nom de l'artiste? » In answer to this
guestion the cover photograph is a genuine antiraercounter-espionage poster from 1940. It
probably dates from the first half of 1940 but mgme-war’ posters of this kind continued to be
in circulation after Vichy came to power. The wordk’ennemi guette vos confidences » which
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appear at the bottom of the original have been vexhdiere because although we were keen to
show a scene related to the general topic we wdategebutralise’ it so as not to imply that
Vichy actually published anti-German posters its&H I'm sure anyone who has worked on
related topics knows it is actually a nightmaréind interesting visual material related to the
subject. The name of the artist was not made @laila us by the Keystone agency from which
we bought the rights.

A more negative appreciation of the book has camm the Secret Services themselves. Since
the book came out | have been contacted by a vetdithe secret services as well as from
relatives of another who felt that I'd presenteel Wartime Secret Services in a negative light.
This was never my intention. | was trying to beaoaled and | will try to maintain this even-
handedness in this discussion. Although my boaicigally centred on Vichy much of what
follows will be focused on the Secret ServicessTikibecause they are, judging by the
comments of my correspondents, the area of the Wbiadh has aroused the most controversy
and in one or two cases some misconceptions. Bsetanfamiliar with the workings of the
Secret Services | should clarify, before proceedingt the Deuxieme Bureau is the name given
to the sedentary branch of the Secret Servicgsonstble for producing analytical reports drawn
from intelligence activity, and the Cinquieme Buresithe more active military counter-
espionage branches (broken down into the semi-ektimek Bureaux des Menées Anti-
Nationales and the totally clandestine Travaux Bxixalhe Surveillance du Territoire is the
counter-espionage branch within the police whicls vesponsible for almost all the arrests of
German spies, often making these arrests on intowmprovided by the military Secret Services
(see chapter 4 of my book for further explanation).

Peter Jackson in his review makes references tditteulties of the occupation period. The

first thing | would say is that my biggest regrethat | did not write more on the dangers that
Secret Service personnel were running in operdtiage counter-espionage missions. If ever
there is a second edition of this book that isasely something | would wish to address. Some
French agents were arrested in the occupied zoearhsas 1940 and others were taken once the
southern zone was occupied in late 1942. Many mesrddfehe Secret Services died as a result
of working against the Germans during the dark .eaccording to the head of the Cinquieme
Bureau General Rivet the counter-espionage serpigielsa heavy price for their activity with 78
deaths in the military branches alone[1].

Something | should have stressed in the book tsethen in the unoccupied zone of France
Secret Service personnel lived under threat. Tiwaealways the fear that this zone would be
invaded and the Secret Service personnel targéhesl possibility was felt particularly keenly
after Laval’s first government came to an end ic@sber 1940. The sacking of Laval resulted
in massive diplomatic tension between France armth@ey, opening the possibility that
Germany would invade the unoccupied zone. The didacques Britsch of the Deuxieme
Bureau is explicit about this sense of danger. ®dahuary 1941 he notes sarcastically in his
diary about the instructions they have receivechise of a German occupation: « les officiers
doivent tous venir au bureau en cas d’irruptioaralinde! Autrement dit en tenue d’oflag et
servis ‘sur un plateau’ ». Ten days later he ntftashis superiors have procured a false passport
for him but had informed him that the risk of ini@sseemed temporarily to have disappeared.
But Britsch remained weary and on 1 February wihdall of his savings from the Société
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Générale bank -- just in case. On 7 February hsipgsm resurfaced in the question « va-t-on
vers I'occupation totale ? » to which he gave tlo@y response: « J'estime que, Si je ne suis
pas dans un Oflag a la fin du mois, jaurai dedmg ». The diplomatic tension passed and the
threat disappeared from explicit mention in Britsaliary

2].

But this was only a stay of execution and on 11dtober 1942 German troops poured across
the demarcation line. Four days later Commissa&a® Léonard of the Marseille branch of the
Surveillance du Territoire (ST) sent a desperdterléo his superiors in Vichy underlining the
threat that hung over the Inspecteurs and Comméssaf his service. The members of this
branch, he underlined, were open to a very speg#iger owing to their professional
responsibility, firstly in pre-war counter-espiomagut also in such activities since the armistice.
Léonard singled out the position of four of his @ubnates who had been in Nice before the war
and had been particularly zealous in their antiditeactivity. Léonard's own position was far
from reassuring. Native of the Lorrain, he had gairthe police as an Inspecteur in 1920 and
been detached to the French army on the Rhinehistitansfer to a police post in Strasbourg in
1929. In these capacities he had been heavily edgagcounter-espionage activity causing him
to become the object of a violent German press eampBut Léonard also drew attention to the
fact that since January 1941 the Surveillance dutdee in Marseille had carried out the arrest
of over 170 German agents. Amongst these were d&uai German nationals, 12 of whom had
thereafter been condemned to death by militaryitréb but subsequently released by Vichy only
to complain of the brutalities they had sufferethathands of the ST [3]. That the ST should
find itself in a delicate position in the eventaoerman invasion had been foreseen and
precautions had been taken. With the likelihooohe&sion growing members of the brigade
were issued with special false identity cards sonths before the invasion of the zone by the
senior local police chief, the Intendant Rodellad®brzic, and were given special ration tickets
in November 1942[4]. Ironically, Léonard, who sp#ré rest of the occupation hidden, was not
viewed favourably at the Liberation. Besides hierggly anti-German stance he had also worked
against the Allies and the Resistance[5]. A resafités April 1945 purge procedure states « ce
fonctionnaire, foncierement anti-allemand, a cepehdbéi aux ordres de Vichy et donnait des
directives pour des arrestations a la S.T. a Miggsei The purge committee concluded by
recommending to the Minister of the Interior «dantégration de l'intéressé mais demande qu'un
retard de 3 ans a son avancement lui soit infl[§g »

Even if there were ambiguities of attitude and éha within the Secret Services it should be
recognized that their task was often a dangeroas®san Kennedy has stated in his review that
| refute “suggestions made in post- war memoirs e regime’s intelligence officials pursued a
pro-Resistance agenda independently of the cegaredrnment”. Well, yes and no. Just to
clarify, I do not actually say that there was _IResistance within the Secret Services. In one
paragraph in my conclusion | state that the anE&erman spies should not _in itself_ be seen
as an act of Resistance. Recent definitions ofdRasie by scholars such as Pierre Laborie,
Jacques Semelin or Francois Bédarida have indiséédor an act to be considered as an act of
Resistance it must be carried out consciouslyan spirit. In other words Resistance status
cannot be attributed to acts carried out unthinlkibg an individual simply acting on orders
from a superior. There must be a conscious, votyrtacision to act. Many functionaries of the
Surveillance du Territoire were simply obeying trders of their superiors in conducting the
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arrests of German agents. So whilst it is true ttetarrest of German spies might not
systematically have been an act of Resistancalti@s not mean that some individuals within
the Secret Services did not carry out acts of Rewie in other areas.

Where | think there was a degree of Resistancamide passing on of warnings of German
activity to members of the ‘Combat’ network or onse help offered to Resisters to escape from
prison. It is these actions, and not the arre&e&iman spies, which were carried out in
opposition to instructions received from the Viggvernment. | take a slightly more lenient
view on this than the former Resister Henri Nogaévho stated that you cannot even begin to
talk of Resistance with regard to the Secret SesvjE]. It is my belief that what Resistance
there was, and before November 1942 it was limites highly ambiguous. Paillole, head of the
Travaux Ruraux network, typified this. In all thentemporary documents | have seen he speaks
highly of the Americans and urges his subordinedegnore their activity because they were
only working against the Germans. In training sassifor these subordinates he described the
Germans as enemy number one but added that theslEmgire enemy number two. This
Anglophobia was reiterated in other documents fhismetwork. In these same training sessions
he makes explicit reference to help he offered sRewmsters (Colonel Heurteaux) and we know
from the memoirs of Henri Frenay and Maurice CheeaBertin that he offered them assistance.
True, as Nogueres notes, the Secret Services ieotiely just offering help to those

Resisters, generally former military colleagues)wn to them personally. But this was partly
because of a belief that these Resisters prestraddwest security risk. Being former military
men must, the belief went, have given a seriousttegir activities which was not present
amongst other Resisters. Paillole and his collemgaemed to believe that the Gaullists and
often the British were so amateurish that they wdnd infiltrated by the Germans and that
contact with them would therefore present dangarsiie Secret Services. There are also some
examples, quoted by Philippe Bernert and Henri Nogs, of Paillole providing information to
the Surveillance du Territoire about Resisters saagclean Moulin or behaving in an
unsupportive way during the interrogations of omsiBter, Roger Wybot [8]. What is certain is
that even if, like me, you accept a limited leveResistance on the part of the Secret Services it
never escaped ambiguity. Perhaps this is becaesetkose members of the Secret Services
inclined towards Resistance were caught in a dilammiatever their personal feelings, their
professional duties revolved around preserving ¢lresovereignty. This meant arresting all
comers. To resist fully and unambiguously impligddring those duties. It was something the
Secret Services clearly found difficult.

The relationship between Vichy’s Secret Servicabtanse operating for the Gaullists remained
extremely tense, even after the bulk of the fordedfected to the Allies in November 1942. In
fact, tensions remained in the relationship ofitlagviduals on either side of this divide well
after the war. A highly significant (and often anmgg document highlighting these continued
difficulties is a pamphlet written in 1950 by GealeRivet, former head of Vichy’s Cinquieme
Bureau[9]. The pamphlet was a reply to a book amithy Jacques Soustelle of the Gaullist
Secret Services. At times the level of the critrsn this document (and one supposes in
Soustelle’s book) reaches very personal and sontgwiegile levels. Rivet: « Vous me décrivez
'petit, le crane bossué d'une grosse loupe'. @egure 1m 71 sous la toise, et mes familiers ont
du mal a distinguer la 'grosse' loupe qui, selamsyoompt la régularité de mon crane
rachycéphale. Imaginez un instant que ma plumesrde¥frivole, vous qualifie de ‘poussah’ ».
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That they are reduced to insulting each other’'sgay appearance does not suggest a high level
of personal respect or admiration.

But Rivet's pamphlet also highlights a number ofrenserious differences which underline some
of the points Douglas Porch was making in his comsheélhe Vichy Secret Services liked to
pretend that they were apolitical whilst those afiag for the Gaullists were highly politicized.
Rivet even suggests that the Gaullist Secret Seswiere being used for the purposes of a
political dictatorship : « Soyons net: si votragane 'nous' poursuit, c'est que nous avons refusé
de courir avec vous, votre aventure, lorsque déétun parti prédestiné, vous arrivez en 1943 a
Alger avec des projets politiques. (...) La pren\&ait elle pas déja faite que la mission d'un
Service de Renseignements national est incon@liabéc la politique du parti? (...) Aux heures
de grands malheurs nationaux, quand le pays parageut plus choisir ses chefs, l'investiture
est acquise a ceux d'entre eux qui se battentdeoisut souci, de toute ambition d'ordre
politique. Ceux la sont responsables du destiegtadtes du SR, appareil de défense contre
I'ennemi extérieur, et non instrument de dominaiti@rieure reflétant les tendances et les
besoins d'un Etat totalitaire ».

Rivet dismissed the Gaullist Secret Services ageumawhose effectiveness was very limited :
« Vous opposez le rendement de vos ‘réseaux’ edeellR.. Vous étes trop ambitieux. Nous les
connaissions bien, ces réseaux. Vous avez, ciaimgalisposé de quelques bons éléments aptes
a la recherche du renseignement. Qu'ils soienslpoér le travail qu'ils ont accompli en France.
Sommairement formés, généralement improvisésnilegsumé des risques, couru des périls
gue nos agents chevronnés n'affrontaient pasé@yéad. Mais vos 'réseaux’ n'étaient pas purs.
J'entends par la (...) que leurs missions étaigatsks, et qu'ils s’occupaient de trop de choses
qui n'étaient pas seulement la force, les projeis @mportement de I'ennemi. (...) Vous ne
pouviez évidemment prétendre que quelques courdgeuncais jetés sans préparation dans la
bagarre France, étaient capables de fouiller letsire totale de I'armée allemande disséminée
sur le continent, d'atteindre ses sources d'impusies Etats-Majors. C'est la un métier qui
s'apprend, et qui demande une organisation ddaemies ». Rivet believed that where the
Gaullists had managed to recruit quality individudese individuals could have been employed
better by his own Secret Services who would havergthem more focused missions: « la place
de tels hommes n'était pas dans un organisme bt gui les employait a tort et a travers. Et
ici reparait le vice fondamental de cette étrangaton (votre S.R.) ou les besoins d'une
politique (...) faisaient confier a un méme orgdeeenseignement, et souvent & un méme
homme, la mission de surveiller les opinions ddgirée Quimper-Corentin ou les velléités du
garde-champétre de la Ferté Sous-Jouarre, et dedate surcroit, le dessin du dispositif
allemand en France, la contexture de I'Abwehr ¢le de la Gestapo. En matiére de S.R., il n'est
de pire hérésie ni de plus grande faute ».

The relationship between Vichy’s Secret Servicabthe Allies/Gaullist Resistance was an
ambiguous one.

The third point I'd wish to clarify is that | didoh actually accuse the Secret Services themselves
of collaboration with Germany. It is only really iaspect of the Desloges Affair, when a mission
of German agents were given official police pratectto cross into the Southern zone to detect
allied radio transmitters between September ancehhiper 1942, that there is any proven direct



H-Diplo Roundtable- Kitson on Kitson roundtable

cooperation between the Secret Services and thadbst This operation was carried out
uniquely by the Surveillance du Territoire, not thiditary Secret Services. The ST showed their
hostility to this operation by trying to undermiewhilst the military Secret Services during
meetings with senior Vichy personnel objected opémthe operation. Collaboration came from
Vichy not the Secret Services and the latter wereegally hostile to Vichy’s pro-German

foreign policy, despite their own ambiguities todsthe British and the Gaullists. Vichy may
have used the arrest of German spies to reinftsageegotiating position with and independence
from the Germans but this does not make the agemdie arrested those spies responsible for
its policy of collaboration.

On the other hand what my book does question idelgeee of independence of these Secret
Services from Vichy. Reading the Secret Service oienmone has the impression that somehow
they were going against the wishes of the govermnmegrresting Axis agents. | do not believe
such an argument can be sustained. It is truarthiae period immediately after the armistice
Vichy was reticent at the idea of reactivating gfatis counter-espionage. However it is equally
clear from the documentation that by the autumb94f0 this need was much more recognised in
the corridors of power. Governmental correspond@nakes it clear not only that Vichy was

fully aware that its Secret Services were operadiggnst the Germans but that many ministers
actually approved of this state of affairs. Seuiignitaries such as Pétain, Darlan and Laval
were all involved in negotiations about the exemutof German spies. Vichy courts continued to
try German agents up until December 1943, long &#dllole and his cronies had left for North
Africa. What Vichy protested about was the methaid indiscretions of the Secret Services,
rather than the actual arrest of German agentsc&hial argument of my book, as Peter
Jackson makes clear, is that the arrest of Gerpias was used by Vichy as a means of
preserving its sovereignty, in all its differentmifastations. This was to allow the government to
centralise collaboration and to negotiate with@emans from a position of strength.

The Secret Services operated for the Vichy goventni@n a daily basis they may have had a
technical autonomy but this did not preclude institnal contacts with Vichy. This point is

amply demonstrated by some documentation concerngggtiations about the exchange of
Italian prisoners. At the end of 1941, Vice-Préstddu Conseil Admiral Darlan decided that an
exchange should be negotiated with the Italiansroif) one of their agents against a French
agent previously arrested by the Italians. It ismowndant Paillole, head of the clandestine
Travaux Ruraux network, who is assigned to conthenhegotiations in person. The report
about these negotiations makes it utterly expiiGt he is acting as a representative of the Vichy
government during these discussions[10]. The utgdital links between Vichy and the Secret
Services are also highlighted by the presenceprésentatives of the Bureaux des Menées
Antinationales at an inter- ministerial meetingltscuss the fate of arrested German agents
(page 162). Part of the funding for the Secret isesvcame from Vichy coffers and decrees
concerning the reorganisation of the structuregwaned by Pétain, Darlan and Laval.
Moreover, the exact location of the Travaux Ruraetwvork headquarters in Marseille was made
explicitly clear to the local pro- Vichy Intendashe Police in November 1940[11].

The relationship between the Secret Services aclyMvas always complicated. The Secret
Services were uncomfortable with the main thrustichy’s foreign policy. It is clear that the
Secret Services did not escape all ambiguity iir titétude towards the Allies but it is also true
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that generally their attitude was resolutely argH@an. When the chips were down they usually
sided with the anti-German camp. For its part Viaigy have been officially neutral and some
of its members, such as General Weygand, stromgiyGerman but the government’s overall
position clearly favoured the Germans rather thanAllies. Laval was consistent in this. It
seems that Darlan, on the other hand, ever therappst, started to be less intolerant if not of
the British then at least of the Americans aftarreplacement by Pierre Laval as Vice-Président
du Conseil in April 1942. Up to that point Darlaadhclearly been, as Paxton makes clear, a firm
proponent of collaboration. The diary of Laval'delece minister General Bridoux portrays
Darlan as adopting a pro-allied position aftergpang of 1942. Paul Paillole recounted in 1948
to the Comité d’Histoire de la Deuxieme Guerre Mafedthat he had had a farewell meeting
with Admiral Darlan in early November 1942, the dmfore the Admiral’'s departure for North
Africa [12]. Darlan, Paillole asserted, claimecdhtve turned a blind eye to the information
passed onto the Allies by the Secret Services. @isly the point merits further consideration
because, if true, it might imply that Darlan, whasain receipt of Secret Service reports
suggesting an imminent Allied invasion of North i&&, made up his mind to join the Allies
before and not after his arrival in Algeria. Desghiis it seems that on those occasions where the
Secret Services gave information to the Allies tlelyso on their own initiative. Indeed, an
instruction from Darlan a year before Paillole’ssfaell meeting with him shows him trying to
insist that contacts of the Secret Service withAlies and the Gaullists should be limited to
those necessary for combating them and shouldmnpursued with the consent of the
government[13]. This implies that up till that pothey had not been.

One of the things | highlight in the book, whiclshreot gone down well with the Secret Service
community, is the suggestion that they may haveahdegree of affinity for Vichy’s internal
programme. My interpretation on this appears taccaowith that of the members of this panel-
many of whom have worked directly on these questidfthough the Secret Services clearly
never had any liking for civilian politicians ofdhlk of Pierre Laval, it is my conviction that the
coming to power of a traditionalist, military dorated regime would have been viewed
favourably by this ultra-conservative community. Wfand seems to have been very much their
man. He has assumed almost demi-God status iratjesf the Secret Service veteran’s
association's bulletin in the post war period. Aswell know Weygand was one of the most
fervent supporters of the National Revolution. Ewéren the Secret Services did break off
institutionally from Vichy after November 1942 thepted to side with General Giraud and only
slowly accepted the authority of General de Gadlle@drew Shennan is just one of many
historians to underline that Giraud’s “politics wdrarely distinguishable from those of
Vichy’[14]. With regard to the attitude of the Setfervices towards Vichy’s internal policies |
do also quote some more concrete examples of poby\declarations on the part of members
of these services. | give a number of quotes floendiary of a member of the Deuxiéme Bureau
underlying his joy at the end of democracy anditisétution of an authoritarian state (page
102). On page 89, | quote the reaction of an agktiite Travaux Ruraux (TR) network after the
Mers El-Kebir incident when the British sunk pafrtlve French fleet. This agent noted in his
diary: « Allons avoir de grosses difficultes, I'’Apterre va nous susciter mille ‘ennuis’- elle va
animer communistes, socialistes et Juifs »- anri@sevhich does not exactly seem hostile to
the philosophy of Vichy. As | underline on page@&pitaine Bernard, also of the TR network,
stated quite clearly that one of the objectionthefmilitary class to the Gaullists was that they
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devote so much space to criticising Vichy’s intémagram. Robert Terres, also of the TR,
presented his superiors as « des milieux ultraygies » (page 85).

Paillole is actually less explicit than his colleag in his support for Vichy’s internal program.
For example, only once in all the documentation tlt@nsulted does he make explicit reference
to the Jews. This is in his bobks Services Spéciawhere he describes how it was only when a
German Jew whom he was interrogating spat in lois faat he realised the full humiliation of
the defeat. But this is not presented in an antige fashion. Where | do believe Paillole is
making more explicit a support for Pétain’s regisie the quote | give on page 100. In an
administrative report written in July 1941 for theuxiéme Bureau he states: « Le pays abattu,
ruiné, divisé, est chaque jour davantage expos&aups furieux de ses nombreux ennemis. Il
appartient a TR, spécialement en Zone Occupéédgd'an toute objectivité et sans passion
partisane, ceux qui ont la lourde charge de levegle[15]. One of the things which | should
have shown more clearly in the book is why | thilnis is a pro-Vichy statement. It is my belief,
and this of course is a personal interpretatioat, s statement is a reference to a speech by
Marshal Philippe Pétain made on Wednesday 23 34y 10 a military audience in Aix-en-
Provence. It is likely that senior members of thavAux Ruraux based in Marseille attended this
meeting. Even if they did not attend in persongpeech was broadcast by the radio. In this
speech Pétain outlined the difficulties the goveenthfaced in rebuilding the country: « Nous
sommes tombés si bas, I'an dernier, qu’il ne fast penser a autre chose qu’a nous relever, a
remonter la pente ». He described this as « datteettrés lourde ». He drew attention to the
particular difficulties the government faced in adistering the occupied zone (hence perhaps
the reference in Paillole’s report). He called @ military to work for the government « Celui-
ci a besoin que vous suiviez sa trace, que voushigarselon ses vues ».

The TR report from July which | have just quoted®on the following conclusion: « Sans
routine, ni particularisme, TR luttera loyalemed#,toutes ses forces, avec ceux qui comme lui,
concourent a lI'assainissement et a la Libératida &atrie ». Historians have clearly established
that Pétain was not playing a double game but raatiye time believed that he was. On
occasion Pétain did play on this belief by makintbayuous statements. Thus in a radio speech
of 19 March 1941, he said that the National Revoiutvas preparing the country « pour le jour
ou la France redeviendra libre » (without howeciying how this freedom would come
about). In the July speech to the army in Aix-eov@énce, he again made an ambiguous
statement: « Il ne faut pas abandonner notre paépamilitaire. Il faut méme étre prét a toute
éventualité ». The vagueness of the statementiglefiropen the interpretation that Pétain was
working towards French revenge against Germany[16].

We know that Pétain had an immense personal faligwi the first couple of years after the
armistice. Robert Belot, in his biography of Helarénay, underlines how this support for
Marshal Pétain was particularly prevalent in militaircles where many continued to believe in
a Pétainist double-game: « Lorsque Frenay rencenteodt 1940 le futur général Chevance-
Bertin (...) il lui explique que ‘ce que Pétainpeut pas faire lui-méme, nous allons le faire
officieusement’ » [17]. Frenay and Paillole may Me&lve been under the same illusion on this
as Belot implies, but both Belot and indeed Patlimlake clear the two men chose very different
political paths[18] . Frenay decided it was impbksito work within a Vichy framework because
it would inevitably lead to compromises. Paillade, the other hand, clearly believed that the
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ambiguities involved in working for Vichy did nottweigh the benefits. Both men reached
these decisions based on their own patriotic resastmdeed it is interesting to note that in the
documentation | have consulted nobody, not evenivass or opponents, challenges Paillole’s
sense of patriotism. Martin Thomas is right to uhide that they may have been fervently anti-
communist and sometimes reactionary but the igtice officers at the heart of this book were
first and foremost patriots.

| hope that all reviewers and readers of the boitikake into account just how difficult this
book was to write. There is nothing thornier to kvon than areas of extreme ambiguity. And
ambiguities and complexities do not come in motteeewe forms than those at the very heart of
the subject matter of this book. This is not a sabjhat | am currently intending to work on
again and | am only too happy to pass the batdinetgroup of historians who have started work
in this field. | am particularly pleased to seetthigench scholars have begun to take Secret
Service history seriously. Excellent work has alsebeen published by Sébastien Laurent and
Olivier Forcade. A thesis is also underway aboat3krveillance du Territoire (ST) during the
war. Under the expert guidance of Jean-Marc Bey|ighis thesis is being researched by Gaby
Castaing. From my discussions with her | am comfidieat she will produce quality research
and expect excellent things from her.

Although my text is based on extensive archivadéaesh from a wide range of sources, ke
historical studies the book representsraarpretationof past events. It is not the definitive
history and as | say in my introduction other histios are free to challenge my conclusions. |
saw a huge number of archives but one person cailgossibly see all the documents available
on this subject. Other historians might be abladd to my findings or alternatively contradict
them on various points. In particular, as the neeies in this panel rightly underline, there is a
history of the Secret Services beyond the two ykeaoser here. Some of this has already been
the subject of excellent work, including by sometafse on this panel, but there are still areas of
Secret Service history which merit much greatearditon. | shall watch this debate
unfolding...from a distance.
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avec les Services de Renseignements anglais et-gaglliste. Les circonstances qui paraitraient
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[17] Robert BelotHenri Frenay, de la résistance a I'Eurgpearis, Seuil, p 119.
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