


London sets
the stage for a new
Triple Entente

by Webster G. Tarpley

Ninety vears after its inception, the Triple Entente is back in the news. The Triple
Entente was the alliance among Great Britain, France, and Russia, which was
formed by British King Edward VII between 1904 and 1907 and which London
used for the purpose of unleashing World War I and undermining modern Europe-
an civilization. Most of the disasters of the twentieth century—including not just
World War I, but also the fascism of Mussolini. Hitler. and Tojo; the communism
of Lenin. Stalin, and Mao; the Great Depression; World War II; the Cold War;
and the post-1918 decline of morality and the traditional family—have their roots
in the Triple Entente and in Edward VII's other monstrous creations, his Anglo-
Japanese alliance and his London-Washington “special relationship,” both of
which functioned as auxiliaries to the Triple Entente.

Prominent spokesmen for the London-centered oligarchy are now advertising
the Triple Entente as the model for a British-centered, anti-American new order
in Europe. One of the hawkers is Ambrose Evans-Pritchard, the Washington
correspondent of the London Sunday Telegraph, and the author of scurrilous
diatribes against President Clinton concerning the concocted “Whitewater” and
“troopergate” affairs. On Nov. 21, 1994, Evans-Pritchard was so indignant about
Clinton’s termination of intelligence sharing with London about arms flows into
Bosnia, that he predicted that “Britain will have to find solace in a tentative Triple
Entente with France and Russia.”

Last April, Douglas Hurd, the British foreign secretary, and his Frenot coun-
terpart Alain Juppé marked the 90th anniversary of the Anglo-Frez:r Entente
Cordiale of 1904 (one of the building blocks of the Triple Enter:2 .
tions. It is evidently the aim of Hurd and Juppé to align with R_:s: zzainst the
United States in defense of London’s Serbian proxy: thz w .2 7 : zew Triple
Entente with a vengeance.

London is now dispatching invitations to Freacn 22
Russian free-market nouveaux riches 1o join i oo 2
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British Foreign Secretary Douglas Hurd (left) and French Foreign Minister Alain Juppé (center) are promoting a new Triple Entente that
would align France, Britain, and Russia against the United States. On the right is Russian Foreign Minister Viktor Chernomydrin.

steps by the Clinton administration in various policy areas.
The main thrust of the new Triple Entente is to block Clin-
ton’s announced German-American partnership for the eco-
nomic development of Russia and other countries of central
and eastern Europe. London is seeking to block a Eurasian
economic reconstruction and development strategy of great
projects * of - infrastructure;: along - the . lines. of - Lyndon
LaRouche’s 1989 Productive Triangle, now: partially re-
flected in the European' Union’s Delors Plan and the *Silk
Road? cooperation reaching into China.

World leaders owe it to. their countries’ future to under-
stand what the Triple Entente was the first time around; be-
fore they consent to London’s offer of a repeat performance.

The Triple Entente and - World War I were the response
of Edward VII’s British oligarchy to a series of challenges to
the continued world domination of the British Empire, which
at the beginning of our century embraced about one-quarter
of the land area and population of the entire planet. The
threat profile against the British Empire and its brutal colonial
exploitation was not a matter of military aggression, but
rather involved the extension of European railroad and other
infrastructural technology into the colonial sector, breaking
the monopoly of British sea power:

During the 1890s, each.of the leading continental states
possessed a more or less prominent.institutional grouping
which was seeking to implement proposals for infrastructural
development. In France, there.were such figures as Foreign
Minister Gabriel Hanotaux and Ferdinand de Lesseps, the
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builder of the Suez Canal. In Russia, there was Finance
Minister Sergei Yulevich Witte, the builder of the Trans-
Siberian railway, and his ally, the eminent scientist Dmitri
Ivanovich Mendeleyev. In Germany, there was Georg von
Siemens of: the Siemens concern and the Deutsche Bank,
who was laying track for the Berlin to Baghdad railway.
The strategic thinking of Witte and Hanotaux converged
on acontinental European coalition of France, Germany, and
Russia, based on a community of interest in world economic
development, capable of reaching out to the United States
and other powers, and above all capable of putting an end to
the divide and conquer “balance of power” machinations of
the British imperialists. There were a number of occasions
during:the :1890s° when this continental league could have
been assembled; one golden opportunity. came in the wake of
the 1898 British-French Fashoda confrontation, at.a time
when the: British aggression. in- South Africa, commonly
called the Boer War, exposed both the malicious evil and the
stunning military weakness of London. The 1899-1902 Boer
War united the governments of the world in their abhorrence
of British policy. By this time Hanotaux was out of office,
replaced by the raving anglophile Théophile Delcassé. A
more serious obstacle was posed by Kaiser Wilhelm II of
Germany, not because: he was. the bloodthirsty monster of
Entente propaganda, but rather because he was a pathetic
fool obsessed with his personal inferiority complex in regard
to the British monarchy. The kaiser’s track record was one
of erratic duplicity, with the constant danger that he would
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Europe on the eve of World War |

Sl
CYPRUS

succumb to the next overture from London.

The failure to bring Germany into a community of princi-
ple with the France of Hanotaux and the Russia of Witte by
1902 at the latest amounts to a great lost opportunity, a turn-
ing point of world history in the sense of Friedrich Schiller’s
punctum saliens. Lost here was the chance for the twentieth
century to become a true renaissance age of reason and world
economic development. What came instead, courtesy of
London, was symbolized by the bloody stalemate of Verdun.

The case of Kaiser Wilhelm points up the underlying axiom-
atic problem in European civilization at the close of the nine-
teenth century: pervasive oligarchism. All the European powers
(with the exception of the French, who had their own problems
with anglophile freemasonry) were oligarchical and were de-
rived from the restoration directed by the British and Metternich
at the Congress of Vienna in 1815. German politics suffered
from the fact that national unity had not been achieved during
the Liberation Wars against Napoleon, but had been relegated
to Bismarck’s blood and iron. Further, European nationalism
was polluted by the insane chauvinism spread by the 1848-era
Mazzini networks and their successors. So, in a typical case,
Czar Nicholas I hated Sergei Witte, and only kept him in office
because he was the only capable minister in sight.

Still, there were numerous opportunities to avoid the war
which broke out in 1914. If Bismarck had refrained from
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annexing Alsace-Lorraine in 1871; if Kaiser Wilhelm had
renewed Germany's Re-insurance Treaty with Russia in
1890; if Russian and German ministers had been able to
broaden the opening for Russo-German cooperation conjured
up by the 19035 Bjorkjo meeting of czar and kaiser, the worst
might have been avoided. If the German war plan known as
the Schiieffen Plan had been competently carried out in Au-
gust 1914, the war would have been over in a few months,
and the British and their pawns might have been defeated.
That all these opportunities were lost suggests the power of
the oligarchical axiomatics which the British ‘were always
able to exploit.

The following reports—most of them based upon speech-
es delivered to a conference of the Schiller Institute and
International Caucus of Labor Committees on Feb. 19-20,
1995—are offered as a mirror for statesmen and ordinary
cmzens at the end of the twentleth century le you ‘

flagration is not far off. Rememb
tions never seemed so cordial 23
June 1914.
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King Edward VII: evil demiurge of
the Triple Entente and World War I

by Webster G. Tarpley

For long years, King Edward wove, with masterly
skill, the Nessus robe that was to destroy the German
Hercules.—Leipziger Neuste Nachrichten, after the
death of Edward VII, May 1910

There are no frictions between us, there is only rival-
ry.—Edward VIIto State Secretary von Tschirschky of
the German Foreign Ministry, at the Cronberg Anglo-
German summit, 1906

The Triple Entente is the name given to the alliance
among Great Britain, France, and Russia which was formed
during the first decade of this century, and which led to the
outbreak of the First World War. This Triple Entente was the
personal creation of King Edward VII of Britain.

It was King Edward who set up the British alliance with
Japan, the Russo-Japanese War, and the 1905 Russian Revo-
lution. It was King Edward VII, acting as the autocrat of
British foreign policy, who engineered the Entente Cordiale
between Britain and France in 1903-04, and who then went
on to seal the fateful British-Russian Entente of 1907. It was
King Edward who massaged Theodore Roosevelt and other
American leaders to help bring about the U.S.-U.K. “special
relationship,” which dates from the time of his reign. This
diplomatic work was masterminded and carried out by King
Edward VII personally, with the various British ministers,
cabinets, round tables, and other apparatus merely following
in his wake. Edward had a geopolitical vision in the Venetian
tradition, and it was one of brutal simplicity: the encirclement
of Germany with a hostile coalition, followed by a war of
annihilation in which many of Britain’s erstwhile “allies”—
notably France and Russia—would also be decimated and
crippled.

Edward VII died in May 1910, before he could see his
life’s work carried through to completion. But he had created
the war alliance of Britain, France, Russia, and Japan, with
support from the United States, that would take the field in
August 1914. He had created the nightmare world of crossed
mobilizations among Germany, France, and Russia. And he
had created a_network of cothinkers, agents, and dupes in
every chancery in England, Europe, and America, who
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would, when the time came, push the mobilization buttons
and launch the war. The madmen of 1914—Sir Edward Grey,
Izvolski, Sazonov, Delcassé, Clemenceau, Poincaré—were
all agents of Edward VII’s influence. It was Edward’s crowd
that made sure that the lights went out across Europe, not to
be re-illuminated for a generation and more.

Edward VII was also Casanova with a crown, a satyr
and sodomist on the throne of England, the royal rake of
Edwardian legend. All of this provides useful insight, but is
finally beside the point. Edward VI1I, far more than any other
single human being, was the author of the First World War,
and thus brought about what is probably the most destructive
single event in the history of western civilization. Without
Edward’s exertions, the war could never have occurred.

I. The anatomy of a monster

Edward VII, autocrat

Edward VII has been hailed by the British as the greatest
political activist of the House of Windsor, and as the greatest .
monarch since William the Conqueror in 1066. He represents
the case in which the monarch and the leader of the oligarchy
are united in the same person. The result was an autocrat
more absolute than the kaiser or the czar.

Edward VII's role as dictator of British foreign policy
before the war, although denied by recent biographers, was
a matter of common knowledge through the 1920s. During
the last months of Edward’s hife, Robert Blatchford, the edi-
tor of the Clarion, wrote in the Daily Mail of Dec. 14, 1909
that “The king and his councellors have strained every nerve
to establish Ententes with Russia and with Italy; and have
formed an Entente with France, and as well with Japan.
Why? To isolate Germany.” (Farrer, p. 261)

J.A. Farrer, writing after the cataclysm of World War I,
commented that Edward’s “whole reign was a preparation
and education for a war accepted as inevitable. . . . Itis now
plain that [Edward’s] policy, though achieving peace in some
directions, was in essence a policy of war, and one that ended
in war. The panic of a German invasion, sustained by the
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King Edward VIl of England: World War I was caused, not by
Germany, but by him and his agenis.

Press during the whole decade, failed of such discouragement

as might have prevented a needless enmity to arise between

us and Germany. The king seems to have shared the popular
belief in the will and power of Germany to invade us.” (Far-
rer, p. 5, pp. 261-262)

The leading ambassadors and ministers of the Belgian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs clearly recorded their under-
standing of Edward’s project. Here is the view of Baron
Greindl, the Belgian ambassador to Berlin, as expressed in
April 1906: “One is driven to the conclusion that British
foreign policy is directed by the king in person . . . there is
undoubtedly in England a court policy pursued outside and
alongside that of the government.” In 1907 Greindl added:
“The king-of England’s visit to the king of Spain is one of
the moves in the campaign to isolate Germany that is being
personally directed with as much perseverance as success by
his Majesty King Edward VI1.” (Middlemas, pp. 173-174)

Austrian sources confirm the essential view of Edward
the Encircler (Eduard der Einkreiser) as the architect of the
Entente system. The following example is from the Vienna
Neue Freie Presse-of April 15, 1907, and came in response
to Edward VII’s overtures to Russia: “Who can fail to receive
the impression that a diplomatic duel is being fought out
between England and Germany under the eyes of the world.
The king of England . . . is no longer afraid of appearing to
throw the whole influence of his personality into the scales
whenever it is a question of thwarting the aims of German
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Edward’ s mother, Queen Victoria. Her life at Balmoral Castle
was not exactly prim and proper.

policy. The meeting at Gaeta [of Edward VII with the king
of Italy] is another fact connected with the burning jealousy
between England and Germany. Already people are asking
themselves everywhere: ‘What is the meaning of this contin-
ual political labor, carried on with open recklessness, whose
object is to put a close ring around Germany?’ ”.(Brooke-
Shepherd, p. 283)

Born in 1841, Edward VII had the typical Saxe-Coburg-
Gotha mug, like the current heir apparent. Edward VIl was a
pupil of Lord Palmerston, with whom he discussed a Russian
alliance during the mid-1860s. The young Edward was also
close to Palmerston’s stooge Napoleon I, and the Empress
Eugénie.

In that 1866 war, Edward’s mother, Queen Victoria,
sympathized with Prussia. But Edward supported Austria,
even when Austria was crushed by Prussia at Koniggriitz.
In 1866, Edward favored what he called an Anglo-French
Entente to contain Prussia. This was already the germ of
the London-Paris Entente Cordiale of nearly 40 years later.
Hostility to Prussia and later to Germany is thus t
fixed point of Edward VII’s career. What is reflec

classical Venetian geopolitics as applied by the Eritish. For
centuries, London’s maxim has been to allv w1h the second
strongest continental power to destroy the s continen-
tal power. Until 1870, the British percerves 2 to be'the
strongest land power. In the 1&7 v changed
with the emergence of a united Ges ward VI was
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quicker than other elements of the British oligarchy to take
note of that momentous shift.

Edward visited Canada and the United States in the fall
of 1860, helping to give a final push to secession and. civil
war. In 1862 he was in Egypt and the Middle East. In 1875-
76 Edward visited India, where he helped to prepare the
Afghan war of 1878, which was waged against the influence
of Russia. One of the members of Edward’s party on this tour
was his fellow rake and political ally, Lord Carrington.

Queen Victoria: Mrs. John Brown

.Edward’s apprenticeship for the monarchy was a long
one. In 1861 his father, Prince Albert of Saxe-Coburg-Gotha,
died. Edward’s mother, Queen Victoria, went into deep
mourning and did not emerge from it during the 40 remaining
years of her life. The queen was an occultist, as befits a royal
house which has always been dominated by Venetians.

Queen Victoria retreated to her castle at Balmoral in the

Scottish highlands, 500 miles north of London. The court
was organized as a death cult, with every pretense that Albert
was still alive. His laundry had to be done, and his nightgown
laid out every night. Hot water was brought to his room every
morning, and the chamberpot cleaned. There were two guest
books, one for the queen, one for Albert, and so on. Victoria
made repeated attempts to contact the shade of Prince Albert
in the underworld—or the beyond—and these became the
origins of the modern British occult bureau. As a resuit of
these seances, the queen became convinced that her Scottish
gillie—or attendant—John Brown—was a powerful medium
through whom the spirit of Albert addressed her. Gossip
seeped out from Balmoral to London that John Brown was
“the queen’s stallion,” granted every conjugal privilege, in-
cluding adjoining bedrooms far from the ladies-in-waiting.
A pamphlet about the queen appeared entitled “Mrs. John
Brown.” Victoria was very like Miss Habisham of Satis
House in the Dickens novel Great Expectations. This was
the woman for whom time had stopped when she had lost her
husband. When we factor in the frequent orders made for
opium and heroin at the local Balmoral pharmacy, we get a
picture of Victoria’s life in the Highlands. Prim and straight-
laced it was not.

Edward the Caresser

When Edward VII married, he chose Princess Alexandra
of the Danish Royal House, who had her own anti-German
revanche complex because of Bismarck’s war against Den-
mark in 1864. Victoria remained in mourning, gazing at a
marble bust of Albert. Victoria refused to appear at state
occasions, so Edward had to assume these functions, for 40
years. Edward set up a household in Marlborough House in
London, and began his career as a royal rake. He became the
undisputed leader of British high society. Hence the Edwar-
dian legend of the sybaritic hedonist and sex maniac whose
mistresses included Lillie Langtry, Daisy Countess of War-
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wick, Lady Brooke, Mrs. George Keppel, and others too
numerous to mention. Some of the can-can dancers painted
by Toulouse-Lautrec had been Edward’s girlfriends.

There was a fling with Sarah Bernhardt, the French ac-
tress. When Bernhardt was playing in “Fedora” in Paris,
Edward told her that he had always wanted to be an actor.
The next night, in the scene in which Fedora comes upon the
dead body of her lover, few recognized the heir to the British
throne: Edward VII had made his stage debut as a cadaver.

Edward’s home at Marlborough House in London was
also a center of the “Homintern.” One of Edward’s friends,
Lord Arthur Somerset—known to his friends as Podge—was
arrested during a police raid in one of London’s numerous
homosexual brothels. A satire of Edward was written in the
style of Tennyson’s “Idylls of the King.” This was called
“Guelpho the Gay—the Coming K.” Some recalled a prede-
cessor on the throne, Edward the Confessor. This future king
was to go down as Edward the Caresser.

Prince Felix Yussupov was the heir to the biggest fortune
in Russia. He was also considered the most beautiful trans-
vestite in Europe. One evening Yussupov, dressed as.a wom-
an, attended the theater in Paris. He noted a portly, whiskered
gentleman ogling him through an opera glass from one of the
box seats. Within minutes, Yussupov received a mash note
signed King Edward VII. Remember that Yussupov is the
man who assassinated Rasputin, the holy man and reputed
German agent, in December 1916, detonating the Russian
Revolution a few months later. Here we see the great political
importance of King Edward’s Homintern.

The house of Jack the Ripper

Edward VII’s first son was Prince Albert Victor Edward,
known in the family as Prince Eddy and formally as the Duke
of Clarence and Avondale. Prince Eddy, like his father, had
been considered mentally impaired in his youth.

Prince Eddy was arrested at least once in a homosexual
brothel. His main claim to fame today is that he is the prime
suspect in the Jack the Ripper murders. This grisly series of
crimes invoived the murder of five prostitutes in the
Whitechapel-Spitalfields slum of London in 1888-89. At the
time of the murders, rumors abounded of the involvement of
a member of the royal family, and of an obscure background
of freemasonic intrigue. The papers of the attending physi-
cian of the royal family indicate that he had indeed treated
Jack the Ripper. A number of exhaustive studies have con-
cluded that this was Prince Eddy. According to some ver-
sions, Prince Eddy had contracted syphilis during a trip to
the West Indies during his youth, and this had affected his
brain. According to others, Prince Eddy was part of a homo-
sexual clique that killed because they hated women. There is
no doubt that Prince Eddy answered to the best available
description of the Ripper. Young Prince Eddy conveniently
died a few years after the Ripper murders ceased.

A quarter of a century ago, a British physician came
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forward with evidence supporting the thesis that Jack the
Ripper was Prince Eddy. A wire service dispatch from Nov.
1, 1970 sums up the allegations made at that time:

“LONDON, Nov. 1 (AP)—The Sunday Times expresed
belief today that Jack the Ripper, infamous London murderer
of nearly 100 years ago, was Edward, Duke of Clarence,
grandson of Queen Victoria and older brother of George V.
The Times was commenting on the statement of an eminent
British surgeon who said that the Ripper ‘was the heir to
power and wealth.” The surgeon, Thomas E.A. Stowell,
while claiming to know who the criminal was, refused
to identify him in an article to be published tomorrow
in The Criminologist. . . . The Sunday Times, in comment-
ing on Dr. Stowell’s article, said there was one name
that fitted his evidence. It said: ‘It is a sensational name:
Edward, Duke of Clarence, grandson of Queen Victoria,
brother of George V, and heir to the throne of England.
All the points of Dr. Stowell’s story fit this man.” ”
(Spierig, p. 11)

Shortly after having published his article in The Criminol-
ogist and thus made his allegations public, Dr. Stowell wrote
a letter to the London Times in which he disavowed any
intention of identifying Prince Eddy or any other member of
the royal family as Jack the Ripper. In this letter Stowell
signed himself as “a loyalist and a Royalist.” Stowell died
mysteriously one day after this letter appeared, and his family
promptly burned all his papers. _

An American study of the Jack the Ripper mystery was
authored by the forensic psychiatrist David Abrahamsen,
who sums up his own conclusions as follows: “It is an analy-
sis of the psychological parameters that enabled me to dis-
cover that the Ripper murders were perpetrated by Prince
Eddy and J.K. Stephen.” (Abrahamsen, pp. 103-104) J.K.
Stephen had been chosen as a tutor for Prince Eddy, who was
mentally impaired. Stephen was a homosexual, was the son
of the pathological woman-hater Fitzjames Stephen. J.K.
Stephen’s uncle was Sir Leslie Stephen, the writer. There is
evidence that J.K. Stephen sexually molested his cousin,
best known today by her married name, Virginia Woolf, the
novelist. This experience may be related to Virginia Woolf’s
numerous suicide attempts.

While he was at Cambridge, Prince Eddy was a member
of the Apostles secret society. Abrahamsen quotes a maxim
of the Apostles: “The love of man for man is greater than that
of man for woman, a philosophy known to the Apostles as
the higher sodomy.” (p. 123) Prince Eddy died on Jan. 14,
1892. J.K. Stephen died in a sanitarium on Feb. 3, 1892.

Prince Eddy’s younger brother, the later George V, as-
sumed his place in the succession, married Eddy’s former
fiancée, Princess May of Teck, and became the father of the
Nazi King Edward VII. If the persistent reports are true, the
great-uncle of the current queen was the homicidal maniac
Jack the Ripper. Perhaps the recurring dispute about what to
call the British royal house—Hanover, Windsor, Guelph,
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Saxe-Coburg-Gotha, etc.—could be simplified by calling it
the House of Jack the Ripper.

Of the existence of a coverup there can be no doubt. One
of the main saboteurs of the investigation was a certain Gen.
Sir Charles Warren, the chief of the London Metropolitan
Police. Warren suppressed evidence, had witnesses intimi-
dated, and was forced to resign amidst a public outcry about
masonic conspiracy. Warren was the master of a new freema-
sonic lodge that had recently been created in London. This
was the Quatuor Coronati Lodge of Research, number 2076
of the Scottish rite. The Quatuor Coronati lodge had been
founded in 1884 with a warrant from the Grand Master of
British freemasonry, who happened to be Edward VII.

The homicidal uncle of Europe:
Edward VII's network

During these years, Edward VII built up an unparalleled
personal network of politicians and others who owed their
careers to him. They are historically significant because they
constituted the international war party up through 1914, and
have remained in power through two world wars and the cold
war, into the Balkan crisis of the 1990s.

The Churchill family

One of the habitués of Edward’s Marlborough House fast
set and a rising member of Parliament during the Disraeli era
of the 1870s was Lord Randolph Churchill. Randolph was
clearly headed for a great political career when he died of
syphilis. Randolph’s son was Sir Winston Churchill, who
was promoted by Edward VII to a post in the Privy Council.
Winston considered himself King Edward’s protégé; Edward
had urged him to pursue a career in politics and writing. For
a time Winston sent the king a daily letter summing up the
activities of the House of Commons.

The Chamberlains

Another of Edward’s most important political operatives
was Joseph Chamberlain. Chamberiain had been mayor of
Birmingham and known for his anti-royaltist rhetoric, but he
soon became a member of the Marlborough House set. When
Edward VII wanted to start the Boer War, he did so through
Joseph Chamberlain, who was the Colonial Secretary be-
tween 1895 and 1903, serving for years in Lord Salisbury’s
cabinet. Chamberlain was an architect of the Fashodz crisis
with France and of the Boer War. Chamberlain w zs aiso the

point man for Edward’s deception operatior: -7 == alliance
-with Germany. Edward also used Chamber.z:n 1o propose
the Entente Cordiale to the French. Those w o don't know
Joseph Chamberlain may know fis - Prime Min-
ister Sir Neville Chamberlair.. the 222 o7 e Munich sell-

out of 1938.
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Sir Edward Grey

A family servant of Edward VII was Sir Edward Grey,
the British Foreign Secretary who actually started World War
I. Grey’s father was an army officer who had joined the
household of Edward when he was Prince of Wales. The
elder Grey was an equerry, or master of the royal horses.
Edward was Lord Grey’s godfather. Edward did the travel-
ling, while Grey stayed in the Foreign Office to do the clerk-
ing. Grey’s problem later, in August 1914, was to make
Germany think that England would not go to war until the war
had actually started. This he did with the help of Edward’s
surviving son, George V. At the same time, Grey had to
convince the Russians and the French that Britain would
indeed honor the Triple Entente and go to war in support of
Russian aggression. In his effort to start the war, Grey also
had to lie to his own prime minister and cabinet. He finally
had to sell the entire result to the House of Commons. Grey
was Perfide Albion with an Edwardian pedigree.

Adm. Jackie Fisher

A leading proponent of preventive war against Germany
was Edward’s protégé Adm. Jackie Fisher, the man who
introduced the new battleship called the Dreadnought. Fisher
owed his entire career to Edward’s patronage. As First Sea
Lord after 1904, Fisher was constantly talking about the need
for a sneak attack to destroy the German Navy. He called this
the need to “Copenhagen” the German fleet, referring to
British attacks on the Danish fleet in Copenhagen harbor
during the Napoleonic wars. Fisher caused a war scare in
November 1904, during frictions with Germany involving
the Russo-Japanese war. At this time, his demand for
Copenhagening leaked out. During the first Moroccan
crisis of 1905, Fisher was at it again, telling Edward that
the Royal Navy could “have the German fleet, the Kiel
canal, and Schleswig-Holstein within a fortnight.” (Mag-
nus, p. 340) In the Balkan crisis of 1908, Fisher again called
for Copenhagening. Fisher once expressed his gratitude to

Edward for protecting him from his many enemies who, he .

said, “would have eaten me but for Your Majesty.” (Magnus,
p. 442)

Sir Ernest Cassell

Sir Ernest Cassell typified another group that Edward VII
cultivated assiduously: Jewish bankers. As Prince of Wales,
Edward had to live on a limited allowance, and he was deeply
in debt. Edward accordingly allowed a series of Jewish bank-
ers to buy their way to presentability at court by their benvo-
lent management of his personal finances, with the proviso
that Edward would always make a handsome profit. The
first of Edward’s financial advisers was Baron von Hirsch of
Vienna. Then came Sir Ernst Cassell, knighted by Edward.

Edward also cultivated the Rothschild and Sassoon families.

In short, Edward’s personal household finance agency was
identical with the leading lights of turn-of-the-century Zion-
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ism. Cassell was also a political operative for Edward, be-
coming the head of the Ottoman National Bank—the Banque
Ottomane—at the request of the Young Turk regime in 1909.

Georges Clemenceau

Edward’s French network was extensive, and included
royalists and oligarchs. The common denominator of Ed-
ward’s network was la revanche, the need for France to exact
vengeance from Germany for the loss of the provinces of
Alsace and Lorraine in 1871. The central figure was a leftish
radical, Georges “Tiger” Clemenceau, France’s wartime pre-
mier and the chairman of the Peace Conference at Versailles.
Clemenceau’s talents for overthrowing governments gave
the Third French Republic some of its proverbial instability.
Clemenceau was attacked from 1892 on as a British agent
and paid spy of the British Embassy.

Former French Foreign Minister Emile Flourens saw that
the Dreyfus affair was concocted by Edward VII and his
agents in order to break French institutional resistance to a
dictatorial regime of Clemenceau. Flourens wrote that
“Clemenceau is the pro-consul of the English king, charged
with the administration of his province of the Gauls.”
(Flourens, 1906) Flourens argued that the friends of the late
French leader Leon Gambetta were determined to resist
Clemenceau. At the same time, in Flourens’s view, the
French Army simply hated Clemenceau. According to
Flourens, Edward VII used the 1890s Panama scandal to
wreck the Gambetta political machine, and then unleashed
the Dreyfus affair in order to break the resistance of the
French Army to Clemenceau.

Flourens also showed how Edward VII was the master-
mind of the post-1904 anti-clerical hysteria in France, which
included the confiscation of Catholic Church property and
the the break of diplomatic relations with the Holy See. For
Flourens, Edward VII was seeking to shut down the French
Catholic foreign missions, which had proved a barrier to
British colonial expansion. Edward VII’s ultimate goal was
to create a schismatic church in France on the Anglican or
Presbyterian model, wrote Flourens.

Théophile Delcassé

Delcassé was Edward’s partner in the British-French En-
tente Cordiale of 1903-04. Delcassé had taken office in the
British-French confrontation around the Fashoda crisis,
when London and Paris had been on the verge of war. Del-
cassé’s view was that France could survive only as a very
junior partner of the British.

When Kaiser Wilhelm made his famous visit to Tangier,
Morocco in March 1905, France and Germany came to the
brink of war. At this time, Edward VII was vacationing on
board his yacht in the Mediterranean. During the debate on
the Moroccan question in the French National Assembly in
April 1905, Delcassé came under heavy attack because of
his refusal to seek a modus vivendi with Germany; one of
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Delcassé’s -severest critics was the socialist leader Jean
Jaurés. When Delcassé was about to be forced into resigna-
tion, Edward VII docked his yacht, the Victoria and Albert,
at Algiers, and asked the French governor-general to send a
telegram to Paris. This was a personal messge to Delcassé
dated April 23 in which Edward announced that he would
be “personally distressed” if Delcassé were to leave office.
Edward “strongly urged” Delcassé to remain in office,
because of his great political influence but also because
of England. As in the case of Alexander Izvolski, Edward
VII was not reticent about standing up for his own
puppets.

But it became clear that Delcassé had been acting as
Edward’s minister, not the republic’s, and that he had been
lying to his ministerial colleagues about the actual danger of
war with Germany. Delcassé fell as foreign minister, but
stayed on in other posts. Other members of Edward’s net-
work in France included Paul Cambon, for many years the
French ambassador in London, and Raymond Poincaré, the
wartime President and a leading warmonger.

Alexander Izvolski

“A plumpish, dandified man, he wore a pearl pin in his
white waistcoat, affected white spats, carried alorgnette, and
always trailed a faint touch of violet eau de cologne.” So
wrote a contemporary of Alexander Petrovich Izvolski, the
Russian foreign minister who was Edward’s partner for the
Anglo-Russian Entente of 1907, which completed the encir-
clement of Germany. Edward first proposed the Anglo-Rus-
sian Entente to Izvolski in 1904, and at that point Izvolski
entered Edward’s personal service. Izvolski was made Rus-
sian foreign minister in May 1906, after Russia’s defeat in
the Russo-Japanese War; he served under Prime Minister
Pyotr Stolypin. With Izvolski, Russian diplomacy gave up
all interest in the Far East, made deals with the British for
Iran, Afghanistan, and Tibet, and concentrated everything
on expansion in the Balkans—the approach that was to lead
straight to world war.

When Izvolski’s position as Russian foreign minister be-
came weakened as a result of his Buchlau bargain adventure,
Edward VII took the singular step of writing to Czar Nicholas
II to endorse the further tenure in office of his own agent.
Edward wrote: “You know how anxious I am for the most
friendly relations between Russia and England, not only in
Asia but also in Europe, and I feel confident that through M.
Izvolski these hopes will be realized.” (Middlemas, p. 170)

Izvolski had to settle for Russia’s embassy in Paris, where
he used a special fund to bribe the Paris press to write that
France should go to war. In July 1914, Izvolski ran around
yell‘ing that it was his war. As Lord Bertie, the British ambas-
sador to Paris, confided to his diary: “What a fool Izvolski
is! . . . At the beginning of the war he claimed to be its
author: C’est ma guerre!” (Fay, 1, p. 29)

Izvolski was succeeded as Russian foreign minister by
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Sazonov, another British agent who played a key role in
starting the fateful Russian mobilization of July 1914.

Theodore Roosevelt

Edward VII’s favorite pen pal was U.S. President Theo-
dore Roosevelt, who was handled from day to day by Cecil
Spring-Rice of Sir Edward Grey's Foreign Office. Edward
can hardly have been ignorant of the British role in the assas-
sination of President William McKinley. Starting in 1904,
Edward wrote Teddy letters about how the two of them had
been placed in command “of the two great branches of the
Anglo-Saxon race.” Teddy wrote back about the need for
“understanding between the English-speaking peoples,” and
discussing his race theories about “our stock.” Teddy wrote
to Edward his view that “the real interests of the English-
speaking peoples are one, alike in the Atlantic and the Pa-
cific.” Roosevelt served Edward’s goals in his mediation of
the Russo-Japanese War, in his support for the British at the
Algeciras Conference, and in raising naval disarmament at
the Hague Conference. Behind his back, Edward’s envoys
mocked the U.S. President as a semi-savage who gave primi-
tive lunches at Oyster Bay. Later, Sir Edward Grey exerted
a decisive influence on Woodrow Wilson through the inter-
mediary of his key adviser, Col. Edward House.

Edward was called the Uncle of Europe—Uncle Bertie—
because so many of Queen Victoria’s other children married
into the various royal houses, making one European royal
family. Thus, Kaiser Wilhelm of Germany was Edward’s
nephew. Czar Nicholas 1l was also his nephew, married to
Edward’s wife’s niece. After 40 vears as Prince of Wales,
Edward knew Europe like a book.

Ideological manipulation

Emile Fiourens found that Edward owed his triumphs
primarily to himself. to his “profound knowledge of the hu-
man heart and the sagacity with which he could sort out the
vices and weaknesses of individuals and peoples and make
these into the worst and most destructive of weapons against
them.” Edward’s empire was built on “eternal human folly,”
on the “intellectual and moral degradation” of the subject
populations. Flourens praised Edward’s practical under-
standing of French ideology. Edward knew how to exploit
the chauvinism of the Alsace-Lorraine revanchards to incite
France against Germany. He knew how to play upon the
fascination of the Russian slavophiles with the Greater Serbia
agitation in the Balkans. He knew how to use the hatred of
the Italian irredentisti against Austria to detach Itaiy from the
pro-German Triple Alliance. He knew how to drive wedges
between Germany and Austria by evoking Vierna's resent-
ments of the 1866 war and Prussian preem:nzrcz. and their
fear of Serbia. He could exploit an Amencaz racist’s eager-
ness to be, like the king, a member o7 = mstnical Anglo-
Saxon race. He could use the aspirations 7 Jzpanese milita-
rists, for the greater glory of the Briusr ==pire. Much of
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Among the agents of King Edward Vi1, the madmen of 1914, were, left to right: British Foreign Secretary Sir Edward Grey, the man who
started World War I; French Foreign Minister Théophile Delcassé, Edward’s partner in the Entente Cordiale of 1903-04; and Russian
Foreign Minister Alexander Izvolski, Edward’ s partner in the Anglo-Russian Entente of 1907 .

Edward’s personal magnetism was exercised during his in-
cessant state visits, where he was able to unleash highly
orchestrated outbursts of “Bertiemania.” Those who recall
the equally implausible Gorbymania of some years back will
find the phenomenon familiar.

Kaiser Wilhelm I

Edward’s mastery of psychological and ideological ma-
nipulation is most evident in his relation with his pathetic and
unstable nephew, Kaiser Wilhelm. Edward made a detailed
study of Willy’s psychological profile, which he knew to be
pervaded by feelings of inferiority and incurable anglophilia.
As Flourens noted, “Edward VII made an in-depth study of
the defects of Wilhelm II. He counted them as his most
precious allies.” (Flourens, p. 58)

The British and Entente demonization of Wilhelm as the
world’s chief warmonger was always absurd. Wilhelm felt
inferior to British royalty. Wilhelm’s greatest secret desire
was for acceptance by the British royals. Edward could mod-
ulate his own behavior to get the desired result from the
kaiser. If he wanted a public tantrum, he could get that. One
British writer, Legge, reports that Edward punched the kaiser
and knocked him down in a meeting.

But if Edward needed to be friendly, he could do that too.
During the Boer War, in November 1899, when Britain’s
diplomatic: isolation was at its height,- Edward was able to
con the kaiser into making a state visit to Britain. The Boxer
Rebellion in China, with its overtone of white racial solidari-
ty against the “yellow peril,” was also made. to order for
duping the kaiser. In Wilthelm’s dockside harangue to the
German contingent setting out for Peking, he urged his sol-
diers on to cruelty against the Chinese:
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“Give no quarter! Take no prisoners! Kill him when he
falls into your hands! Even as, a thousand years ago, the Huns
under their King Attila made such a name for themselves as
still resounds in terror through legend and fable, so may
the name of Germans resound through Chinese. history a
thousand years from now.” (Cowles, p. 177) This “Huns”
speech has provided grist for the London propaganda mill for
almost a century, from World War I to the- Margaret
Thatcher-Nicholas Ridley “Fourth Reich” hysteria of 1989.
Not just once, but again and again, the kaiser muffed opportu-
nities to checkmate Edward’s plans.

Edward also played on the kaiser to sabotage the Berlin
to Baghdad railway. At Windsor Castle in 1907, Edward
demanded that the British keep control of a section of the
railway between Baghdad and the Persian Gulf as a “gate,”
supposedly to block German troops going to India. The kaiser
was ready to grant such a gate. Otherwise, Edward demanded
that all talks about the Baghdad railway should be four-way,
with France; Russia, Britain, and Germany involved, so that
German proposals would always be voted down 3 to 1.

Edward joked with his French friends that while many
prayed to an eternal father, he alone seemed to have an eternal
mother. Queen Victoria finally: died in 1901, and Edward
began his drive to world war.

Tailoring and fitting
the Nessus robe

Edward’s problem as the twentieth century began was
rooted in old Lord Salisbury’s policy of British “spiendid
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isolation.” On the continent of Europe there were two main
alliances: the Triple Alliance of Germany and Austria-Hun-
gary, with Italy as an adulterous partner; and the Dual Alli-
ance of the France of Gabriel Hanotaux with the Russia of
Sergei Witte. Britain was a member of neither one. British
relations with all the continental powers were bad. Russia
had been traditionally hostile since the Crimean War of mid-
century. With France, Britain had just been to the brink of
war in the Fashoda affair. War had been avoided, but French
resentment was very great. Relations between Britain and
the United States of President Grover Cleveland were tradi-
tionally also bad; a dangerous flare-up had come in the 1895
boundary dispute between Venezuela and British Guyana,
when the United States had invoked the Monroe Doctrine
and forced the British to accept arbitration. Edward had tried
to quiet that one with the help of his asset Joseph Pulitzer.

The Boer War

In the midst of all this, Edward and Joseph Chamberlain
had started the Boer War against the Transvaal and the Or-
ange Free State, two small states dominated by Dutch-speak-
ing settlers of the Cape area of South Africa. The British
attempt to force the Afrikaners to knuckle under led to the
celebrated “Black Week” of December 1899, with a stunning
series of British military defeats on the ground.

A wave of anti-British hatred swept the world as press
accounts from the front showed that the bullying imperial
colossus had feet of clay. German, French, and Russian
newspapers fulminated against London. The Russian gov-
ernment asked Paris and Berlin if they might not consider an
intervention to stop the British. Agitation increased when the
British responded to their defeats with increased atrocities.
The British set up the century’s first concentration camps
where Afrikaaner children were systematically starved to
death.

A Cambrai danger for the British Empire

As a good Venetian, Edward recognized what he was
dealing with: a Cambrai moment. In 1509, the Venetian
oligarchy, after centuries of geopolitical perfidy, had been
faced with the League of Cambrai, a united front of virtually
every other power in Europe, all wanting to destroy Venice.
Edward himself had seen something similar in 1863, when
Russia and the United States seemed about to combine to
crush the British Empire. Between 1899 and 1902, public
opinion in every country, including the United States, de-
manded measures against the British lion. Britain risked a
continental league or continental coalition, a new League of
Cambrai against the new Venetians in London. Edward’s
official biographer, Sir Sidney Lee, makes the danger per-
ceived by London in those days explicit enough:

“The year 1901 and the first part of 1902 found all unoffi-
cial Europe sympathizing with the enemies of Great Britain
in South Africa, and any serious diplomatic mistake on the
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part of Britain in those days might have resulted in European
swords being flung into the balance act against her.” (Lee,
II, p. 731) “There was always a chance, although a remote
one, that jealousy of Britain, from which no great European
Power could be reckoned quite free, might be so stimulated
by circumstances as to bring the members of the two alliances
together in a combined challenge to Britain’s place in the
world. Britain was thus isolated, friendless, and engaged in
a none too successful or popular war when King Edward
ascended the throne. . . . Lord Salisbury, King Edward’s
first prime minister, had long been wedded to that policy
of ‘splendid isolation” which had been the constant British
tradition through the last forty-five years of Queen Victoria’s
long reign. Persistence in that policy offered little opportuni-
ty of improving the foreign situation as it existed in 1901,
and might actually have exposed Britain to the risk of a
hostile combination on a well-nigh overwhelming scale.”
(Lee, IL, pp. 116-117)

Gasparo Contarini and the Venetian patricians of his time
had responded to the War of the League of Cambrai by
launching the Protestant Reformation and the wars of reli-
gion. Edward responded to the isolation of the British Empire
by launching World War 1.

Perfide Albion

The first imperative for Edward was a deception opera-
tion, designed to dupe and neutralize Germany, the natural
centerpiece of any continental coalition against England.
This was all the mission of Joseph Chamberlain, a member
of Lord Salisbury’s cabinet. In his celebrated speech at
Leicester in November 1899 Chamberlain said: “No far-
seeing statesman could be content with England’s permanent
isolation on the continent of Europe. . . . The natural alliance
is between ourselves and the German Empire. . . . Both
interest and racial sentiment unite the two peoples, and a new
Triple Alliance between [sic] Germany, England, and the
United States would correspond with the sentimental tie that
already binds Teutons and Anglo-Saxons together.” (Lee, 11,
p. 117)

The rhetoric of a racist alliance was aimed at the kaiser,
who was so eager to be accepted among the Anglo-Saxons.
Wilhelm was advised by the chancellor, Prince von Biilow,
who was slippery as an eel, and by the gray eminence of the
German Foreign Ministry, Baron von Holstein. Were these
men British agents or British dupes? Were they part of a
homosexual court cabal? In any case, Berlin sought an An-
glo-German deal, but with hard bargaining. The Berlin con-
sensus was that Britain needed Germany. and as time went
on, the price that London would have to pay 127 German help
would only increase. The kaiser’s policy was thus to move
slowly toward a deal with London. Von Bulow and Holstein
stressed that a British alliance with ithes France or Russia
was simply impossible, given the exisung frictions.

And so, Wilhelm and his advisers 21 siip the great oppor-
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tunity for a continental bloc, which would have meshed with
the efforts of Hanotaux and Witte. Wilhelm was chasing the
chimera of an accord with London which was nothing but a
racist deception ploy. In January 1901, in town for Queen
Victoria’s funeral, the kaiser was still proposing an “Anglo-
German alliance, [the British] to keep the sea and [Germany]
the land; with such an alliance, not a mouse could stir in
Europe without our permission. . . .” Even after 1918, the
Kaiser was still repeating that he had saved Britain from a
French-German-Russian combine during the Boer War.

The Russo-Japanese War and
1905 Russian Revolution

The Kaiser was constantly babbling about the “yellow
peril” in the Far East, but the first ally Edward got for himself
was Japan. Edward wished to use Japan as his Asian torpedo
against Russia. The Japanese wanted Russia to stop en-
croaching on what they considered their sphere of influence
in China and Korea. But sections of the Russian oligarchy
hostile to Witte refused to respect Korea, and the Japanese
were looking for an ally. The critical moment came when
the former prime minister, Marquis Ito, visited London in
December 1901. Edward saw to it that Ito was socially lion-
ized and decorated, and an Anglo-Japanese treaty was signed
within a month. Both partners were in a hurry, because Wit-
te’s Trans-Siberian Railway was nearing completion, and
that would vastly increase Russian power in the Far East.
The key clause was that if Japan went to war in the Far East
against a single power, Britain would observe a benevolent
neutrality. This meant that if Japan and Russia came to war,
the British would prevent any other Europeans from helping
Russia. This gave Japan a free hand for Admiral Togo’s
sneak attack on the Russian base of Port Arthur in early 1904.

~ King Edward did everything but go to war against Russia.

When Russia lost its fieet in the Far East, the Russians em-
barked on the desperate gamble of sending their Baltic squad-
ron around the world to fight the Japanese. In October 1904
the Russian ships, steaming through the North Sea, fired
on some British fishing trawlers, sinking one of them. The
Russian admiral thought they were Japanese torpedo boats.
In this Dogger Bank incident, Edward at first went to the
brink of war and demanded that the Royal Navy stop the
Russian ships, seize the Russian admiral, and punish him.
Later, Edward backed down.

In order to reach the Far East, the Russian fleet required
logistical assistance, since there was nowhere to get coal.
The kaiser was now in the mood to court Russia, so German
ships did the coaling. The British press thereupon demanded
that the Royal Navy stop the Germans from delivering the
coal. At the same time, Admiral Fisher began popping off
about “Copenhagening” the Germans. But this was all a cir-
cus, set up by Edward for his diplomatic aims. The Russians
came out of the war with one capital ship left. But Edward
wanted a disaster, not just a defeat, for Russia—a disaster
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that was beyond the power of Japan to inflict. To procure the
disaster he wanted, Edward unleashed British intelligence
and all of its assets—boyars, democrats, communists, Zion-
ists, the works. This produced a civil war which went on into
1906, crippling Russia as a military power.

In the meantime, Edward had sealed his pact with France.

The Anglo-French Entente Cordiale

At first Edward was not popular in France, because of
centuries of conflict, and because of Fashoda, for which he
was blamed personally. Indeed, for a time Edward’s image
in the Paris press was decidedly bad. Joseph Chamberlain,
who had terrified the French with his pro-German line, took
the message to the French: Edward was willing to trade Egypt
for Morocco to get adeal with France. This was a very unequal
barter. Since the 1880s, the British presence in Egypthad been
officially temporary, ostensibly a matter of restoring order in
the name of the other European powers; the British would
then get out. They had no intention of getting out, but instead
wanted the whole Nile Valley. But the French, the builders of
the Suez Canal, still had some rights. However, if the French
caved in, the British position in Egypt would be unassailable,
atleast by Europeans. Morocco was much different. The Mo-
roccan government was stronger, and there were strong com-
peting claims by Germany and Spain. In fact, the idea of
French pre-eminence in Morocco placed France on a collision
course with Germany once again.

ButFrench society had been weakened by Edward’s Drey-
fus affair, and with the help of Delcassé, Clemenceau, and
Cambon, the deal was signed. Edward also contributed a rour
de force of personal diplomacy: his visit to Paris in the spring
of 1903. Here Bertie turned on the charm, with speeches in
French about friendship. while recalling his own sentimental
association with Paris, Biarritz, and the Riviera. With the
press doubtless well paid, the Parisian dandies turned anglo-
phile overnight in an explosion of Bertiemania that was
crowned by Edward’s appearance at Longchamp, the race
track, with President Loubet, a puppet of Clemenceau. This
Bertiemania started France on the road that led to Verdun,
with 6 million casualties, proportionally the highest of any
belligerent.

Edward had designed the Morocco gambit in the hope that
Germany would quickly take the bait and challenge the new
French domination in Morocco. Prince von Biilow gave Ed-
ward exactly the crisis he needed. Von Biilow told the kaiser
that Germany should challenge France in Morocco, both to
defend commercial interests and to show France that the Brit-
ish alliance was worthless. If France was the continental dag-
ger now again in the hands of England, von Biilow argued, it
was time toknock that dagger out of British hands. Von Biillow
convinced the witless kaiser to undertake the lunatic adven-
ture of a visit—like Uncle Bertie—but to Tangier, Morocco,
where the Kaiser landed in March 1905. This led to the pre-
dictable confrontation between France and Germany. Delcas-
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This 1903 cartoon, titled “L’ Impudique Albion,” reveals the French
attitude toward Edward VII in the aftermath of the Boer War.

sé decided to hang tough and go to the brink. When the real
immediate risk of a war with Germany became clear to Del-
cassé’s colleagues in the government, Delcassé was fired. But
this crisis succeeded in heating up the revanche syndrome in
France once more, and directing all the hatred against Germa-
ny. Especially because their ally, Russia, was crippled, and
still at war with Japan, the French were thrown completely
into the arms of Edward. Atthe same time, secret conventions
were signed for a division of labor between the British and
French fleets, and planning was begun for the future British
Expeditionary Force.

This first Moroccan crisis was a serious attempt by Edward
to start war, despite the fact that France’s ally, Russia, was
crippled. Edward may have had a promise of support from
Denmark, as well. It is certain that Edward was urging France
to go all the way. Under the Dual Alliance, Russia would have
had to join France in war, like it or not. But the French cabinet
pulled back.

Bjorkjo: the revolt of two doomed nephews

In the midst of all these events, Kaiser Wilhelm and Czar
Nicholas II met at Bjorkjo, a Baltic fjord in Finland. This
was a poignant moment, the last abortive revolt of the two
doomed nephews of Edward VII—the revolt of cousin Willy
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and cousin Nicky. Nicholas was very unhappy with his
French alliance, since France had done nothing to help him
against Japan, and had concentrated on courting Uncle Ber-
tie. The Kaiser had momentarily returned to his continental
league sloganeering. As the two conversed, it became clear
to the Kaiser that they shared a common ground of resentment
against Uncle Bertie. Here is the Kaiser’s narrative, as sent
to his Chancellor, von Biilow:

“Our talk then turned on England, and it very soon ap-
peared that the czar feels a deep personal anger at England
and the King. He called Edward VII the greatest ‘mischief-
maker’ and the most dangerous and deceptive intriguer in the
world. I could only agree with him, adding that I especially
had had to suffer from his intrigues in recent years. . . . He
has a passion for plotting against every power, of making ‘a
little agreement,” whereupon the czar interrupted me, strik-
ing the table with his fist; ‘Well, I can only say he shall not
get one from me and never in my life against Germany or
you, my word of honor upon it!” (Fay, p. 175)

The kaiser proposed that the two cousins join in a “little
agreement” of their own to stymie Edward. The czar accept-
ed, and signed a draft treaty of mutual defense which the °
kaiser pulled from his pocket. The two tearfully pledged
friendship. But these two borderline psychotics were unable
to imagine a community of principle based on economic
development, since that would have contradicted oli-
garchism.

Still, if the idea of Russo-German cooperation had been
exploited, the World War could not have occurred in the
form which it finally assumed in 1914, But when the kaiser
told von Biilow about his talks, the chancellor threatened to
resign, in response to which the kaiser threatened to commit
suicide if jilted. The Russian response was more complicat-
ed, but the opportunity drifted away. Within two years, Rus-
sia would be England’s ally.

Aiming at encirclement

Edward VII left no stone unturned in his efforts to isolate
Germany. He was a prime mover in the dissolution of the
personal union of the crowns of Norway and Sweden, which
gave rise to an independent Norway under British sponsor-
ship in 1905. To underline his point, Edward saw to it that
his son-in-law, the Danish Prince Charles (who had married
Edward’s third daughter, Maud) became king of the newly
independent Norway with the name of Haakon VII. Because
of his marriage with the anti-German Princess Alexandra,
Edward was confident that no support for Germany would be
forthcoming from Copenhagen.

Spain was an important country with an ancient grievance
against the British: Gibraltar, which the Redcoats had occu-
pied since 1704 and the War of the Spanish Succession. In a
general European war, there was a clear potential for Spain
to join Germany against the Entente. In the face of modern
artillery, the British would have been hard pressed to defend
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Gibraltar. If Spain had also conducted hostilities against
France, there was the threat that many French divisions might
be tied down in costly attacks on the natural fortress of the
Pyrenees. In this case, France would have been encircled and
confronted with a two-front war. Edward VII pacified Spain
by marrying one of his nieces to the Spanish king; this niece
converted to Catholicism for the occasion.

To Portugal, Britain’s oldest ally, Edward gave worthless
promises about British support for the integrity of the Portu-
guese colonial empire. Portugal duly entered World War I
on the side of the British.

The Anglo-Russian Entente

On the same day in April 1904 on which the Anglo-
French Entente had come into effect, Edward VII had met
with his agent Izvolski to propose an Anglo-Russian combi-
nation. The big crises of the Russo-Japanese War were still
months ahead, but Edward moved fast. With the help of
Izvolski, Edward cut a deal with Russia that divided Iran into
spheres of influence, while Afghanistan and Tibet were both
neutralized, much to the disadvantage of Russia. The Russian
slavophiles got nothing tangible about their eternal goal of
Constantinople.

The Anglo-Russian Entente was signed in September
1907. In June 1908, Edward VII sailed to Reval for an ocean-
going state visit to Czar Nicholas. Adm. Jackie Fisher was
there, urging Stolypin to build up his land forces facing Ger-
many. The meeting of uncle and nephew was the grimmest
of portents, foreshadowing Russia’s 9 million casualties in
World War I—the most of any belligerent—with more than
three-quarters of all Russian soldiers ending up killed,
wounded, or missing. This set the stage for the revolutions
of 1917 and the seizure of power by the Bolsheviks.

But for Edward, the important thing was that Germany
was now encircled. The ring had been closed. Bismarck’s
old “nightmare of the coalitions” and a two-front war was
now reality. With the help of Izvolski, Edward embarked at
once on a new attempt to start general war. This started with
Izvolski’s Buchlau bargain with Austria, made in September
1908 and revealed a month later. By this deal, Austria was
given the go-ahead to formally annex Bosnia-Hercegovina,
which had been occupied by Austria after the Congress of

'Berlin, but not annexed. In exchange, Russia was supposed
to get the right to send warships through the straits, but
this was blocked by the British. But when Austria annexed
Bosnia-Hercegovina, Serbia, which wanted Bosnia-Herce-
govina, protested. Austria and Serbia went to the brink of
war, mobilizing their armies. Germany restrained Austria,
and Russia felt too weak for war. Germany actually mediated
the dispute. But Edward’s agents soon concocted a legend
that Germany had humiliated Russia with the threat of war.

As a result of this Balkan crisis of 1908-9, the Russian
slavophiles turned their rage more and more against Germa-
ny, which they saw as blocking their desired path of expan-
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sion into the Balkans. The Greater Serbia agitators went wild.
The Austrian government concluded that Serbia was a threat
to its existence, and had to be crushed. This was the pattern
which, after a second Moroccan crisis of 1911 much like the
first, and after the Balkan wars, led to war in 1914.

Behind the Buchlau bargain and the Balkan crisis of
1908-9 was King Edward. Russian war with Germany had
been on his agenda with the czar in Reval. In August 1908,
Edward had met with Izvolski and Clemenceau at Marien-
bad, just before Izvolski made the bargain. During the same
month, Edward also met with the Franz Joseph, the Austrian
emperor, in Bad Ischl. Edward had every reason to start a
crisis. If Germany had repudiated Austria, Germany would
have emerged totally isolated, with no allies at all left. If
Germany supported Austria, the result would be either imme-
diate war, or increased tensions that could turn into war soon.

Splitting the Triple Alliance

One of Edward’s last memorable outings was his 1909
visit with King Victor Emmanuel, held at Baiae near Naples
on April 29, 1909. Here Edward VII briefed his agent, Italian
Foreign Minister Tittoni, on what he saw as the alarming
growth of the Austro-Hungarian fleet, the navy of a power to
which Italy was theoretically allied but to which it was in
reality a rival.

This was the meeting in which Edward VII made his
famous toast to the “alliance” between Italy and Britain.
Modern pedantic scholars have portrayed this as a gaffe by
Edward VII, allegedly proving that the king was a bungler in
diplomacy. In the light of subsequent history, it is clear that
Edward VII’s toast to an Anglo-Italian alliance was perhaps
a boastful indiscretion, but it was an error that came from

" knowing too much, not too little. It is likely that during this

visit, Edward VII had secured from the Italian monarch and
ministers commitments which rendered Italy’s participation
in the Triple Alliance wholly inoperative—commitments
which withstood the test of 1914, and which were followed
by Italy’s entry into the war on the side of the Allies in May
1915, in return for compensations purveyed by Théophile
Delcassé. Edward’s achievement meant that World War I
would be fought not by three powers against three, as the
alliance patterns might have suggested, but by four powers
against two.

If Edward VII had had his way, it would have been five
powers against an isolated Germany. Edward VIl never aban-
doned an Austrian option, which, if it had succeeded, would
have left Berlin with no allies at all. An official in the entou-
rage of Austrian Emperor Franz Joseph was Baron Albert
Margutti, who was on hand for each of the Bad Ischl meetings
between Franz Joseph and Edward. Margutti wrote that start-
ing with the 1905 meeting, Edward VII began trying to entice
Franz Joseph away from his German alliance, offering a
series of vaguely defined compensations if he were to do so
(see Margutti, The Emperor Francis Joseph and His Times,
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pp. 259-261). The last of these Bad Ischl meetings came
in August 1908, just before the Buchlau bargain. At this
conference, Edward is reported to have pressed Franz Joseph
to intercede with Berlin to stop the planned German fleet
expansion. After this meeting, Franz Joseph is reported to
have muttered, “After all, [ am a German prince.”

The war would come soon, but not soon enough for Ed-
ward, The old roué died in May 1910. At the time, a Leipzig
newspaper wrote that he had skillfully woven the Nessus
robe to destroy the German Hercules. Recall that in the old
Greek myth, Hercules could not be killed by any living man;
but Hercules was killed by the centaur Nessus, who had tried
to rape Deianira, the wife of Hercules. The dying Nessus told
Deianira to soak Hercules’ robe in his centaur blood, and
dress him in it if he should ever seem unfaithful. Deianira
later did this, and the poisoned blood of Nessus, the sex-
crazed old centaur, finally killed Hercules.

For a few moments during early August 1914, the kaiser
realized what had happened:

“England, Russia and France have agreed among them-
selves . . . after laying the foundation of the casus foederis
for us through Austria . . . to take the Austro-Serbian conflict
for an excuse for waging a war of extermination against us.
. . . That is the real naked situation slowly and cleverly set
going by Edward VII and . . . finally brought to a conclusion
by George V. . . . So the famous encirclement of Germany
has finally become a fact, despite every effort of our politi-
cians and diplomats to prevent it. The net has been suddenly
thrown over our head, and England sneeringly reaps the most
brilliant success of her persistently prosecuted purely anti-
German world policy against which we have proved our-
selves helpless, while she twists the noose of our political
and economic destruction out of our fidelity to Austria, as
we squirm isolated in the net. A great achievement, which
arouses the admiration even of him who is to be destroyed as
its result! Edward VII is stronger after his death than am I
who am still alive! And there have been people who believed
that England could be won over or pacified, by this or that
puny measure!” (emphasis added; in Cowles, p. 347, from
Kautsky Documents)

In 1915, a pamphlet was issued in Berlin by the military
writer Reinhold Wagner, entitled “The Greatest Criminal
Against Humanity in the Twentieth Century: King Edward
VII of England.” With admirable conciseness, Wagner for-
mulated his indictment of the deceased British monarch:
“The greatest criminal against humankind which the twenti-
eth century has seen so far was King Edward VII of England.
For he was the one, he was the one, who has instigated the
world war of today.” Despite everything that has happened
in this tormented world since 1915, Wagner’s case is still
overwhelmingly compelling.

From Edward’s time to our own, the British monarchy
has successfully weathered three storms. One was the “re-
publican” agitation of circa 1870, reflecting the dissatisfac-
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tion with Victoria as a royal recluse, and with Edward, the
heir apparent, as a rake. Then came 1916-18, when British
troops began to die in large numbers on the western front of
King Edward’s World War I, which caused a wave of hatred
of all things German, including the royal family, which had
to take the absurd name of “Windsor™ to cover up their Ger-
man origins. This was when George V refused to accept the
czar, because of the fear of an even greater political reaction.
Then came the Edward VHI crisis of 1937, which reflected
the fact that the king was a Nazi. Now. since 1991-92, we
have the Charles-Diana crisis, which reflects a deeper break-
down in the Versailles system. There is no reason to assume
that the British monarchy, having weathered all these storms,
will be easily swept away. We must rather conclude that the
royals will stop at nothing, including a military coup, a fascist
dictatorship, or World War 111, to avoid giving up power.

The historical truth about Edward VII greatly simplifies
the question of what and who caused World War 1. The
world war was caused by Edward VII. his geopolitics, his
diplomacy, his agents, and his alliance system. A clause in
the Versailles Treaty specifies that Germany bears the entire
guilt for World War L. This is a patent absurdity. The world
war was caused by Edward VII, as we have seen. The dis-
mantling of the Versailles system must therefore include the
revision of the treaty to specify British war guilt in the person
of Edward.

France, Russia, Japan, the United States. and other great
nations were used by Edward V1I as geopolinical pawns, and
they have suffered immeasurably as a resuit. Ninety years
after Edward’s Ententes, citizens and statesmen must learn
the lesson of how the British monarchy and oligarchy orches-
trated the catastrophe of 1914.
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France 1870-1914

The defeat of Hanotaux and the coming
of the Entente Cordiale with London

by Dana S. Scanlon

The events leading to France’s headlong plunge into the web
of the Entente Cordiale spun by King Edward VII of England,
begin with its defeat in the Franco-Prussian War of 1870.
That war resulted from the combination of the imperial ambi-
tions of Napoleon III, and German Chancellor Bismarck’s
provocations. This combination ignited the explosive pas-
sions and petty tantrums which sometimes pass for national-
ism in the French people. These are the tragic flaws in charac-
ter that time and again has empowered France’s historic
enemies to destroy the work of the true nationalists, the re-
publican nation-builders. This is what the poet Friedrich
Schiller was alluding to when, a century before, he wrote of
the French Revolution that *“a great moment found a little
people.”

A great moment would come again in the 1890s, a historic

opportunity for the nations of continental Europe to unite to

crush the cancer of Venetian oligarchical policies and inter-
ests that had taken root in England. Together, France, Ger-
many, and Russia had the power and the self-interest to defeat
that cancer. French Foreign Minister Gabriel Hanotaux and
Russian Finance Minister Sergei Witte possessed the strate-
gic vision and concrete plans required for a global community
of interest based upon economic development. The tragedy
of how World War 1, the worst possible outcome to the
conflict among these nations, came to occur instead, is the
part of history addressed in this article.

The Bismarck-Thiers
negotiations, Alsace-Lorraine, and
Franco-German enmity

When in July 1870, it became known in Paris that Prince
Leopold of Hohenzollern, distantly related to the Prussian
royal family, was likely to be chosen to ascend the vacant
throne of Spain, most of France’s political leadership viewed
this as an unacceptable Prussian bid for aggrandizement, and
reacted accordingly. Elder statesmen such as Louis Adolphe
Thiers privately assured Emperor Napoleon III of their sup-
port if a conflict became unavoidable. But Thiers, unlike
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Napoleon, did not want this war. So it was with immense
relief that Thiers learned, on July 12, that the Hollenzollern
candidacy had been withdrawn.

Thiers’s suspicions that the Bonapartists actually wanted
war were immediately confirmed, when the supporters of
Napoleon demanded that the king of Prussia make an explicit
pledge that the Hohenzollern candidacy would never again
be renewed. Thiers saw this as a foolish attempt to humiliate
Prussia, and denounced it as a “great blunder” which made
war “probable.” On the evening of July 14 came the Ems
Telegram, in which Chancellor Bismarck added his own in-
sult to the French provocation, giving Napoleon the pretext
he needed to launch the war.

Thiers rose in Parliament on July 15 to oppose the war,
stating that “it was a difficult duty to resist patriotic . . .
but imprudent passions.” He was violently heckled when he
accused the government of “breaking off relations in a fit of
pique.” Thiers was pilloried as a tool of Prussia, and chased
in the streets by angry mobs.

But within two days of Napoleon’s declaration of war,
Germany had broken across the frontier and invaded the
western provinces of Alsace and Lorraine. By Sept. 2, with
the war six weeks old, the French Army suffered its devasta-
ting defeat at Sedan and the emperor was taken prisoner. The
painful terms of surrender included hefty reparations and the
permanent loss of Alsace-Lorraine.

Many years later, writing as a historian, Gabriel Hano- -
taux defined Napoleon’s role as that of a gullible marcher-
lord for England. “Napoleon, in insurrection against Europe,
thought he would find a point of support in the English alli-
ance. England grew with the aid of the nephew of the Emper-
or (Bonaparte) whom she had conquered. At the outset she
accompanied him in all his adventures, free to quit him when
he was once deeply engaged. She knew how to stop him at
the decisive moment, and to snatch the fruits of victory from
him when the due time came. Thus it was in the Crimea, in
China, in Italy, in Mexico. At last, when the Franco-German
war put the fate of Europe in suspense, she failed him once

11

again.
1. Gabriel Hanotaux, Contemporary France, Vol. I, p. 9.
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The ‘Commonwealth
Party’ of France

Modern France began to take shape after the immense
devastation of the Hundred Years’ War with England
(1339-1453). This war was initiated by King Edward III
of England as a proxy of the Venetian Doge Bartolomeo
Gradenigo; the English victories at Crécy, Maupertuis,
and Azincourt were in effect Venctian victories over
France. France became the first modern true nation-state
of Europe in the years following the 1440 Council of
Florence.

King Louis XI (reigned 1461-83) became the first re-
publican monarch of France, educated by an ally of the
great Christian humanist Cardinal Nicolaus of Cusa. He
ended the Hundred Years’ War, and united the kingdom
around around the slogan “one law, one weight, one cur-
rency.” His creation of one permanent army was the be-
ginning of the end of the private armies of the feudal
nobility.

In the years following the reign of Louis XI, the
League of Cambrai almost vanquished Venice, and the
history of Europe since that time has been a drive by
Venetian-centered, and later British-centered efforts, to
crush the French nation-state because of what it represent-
ed: the living example of the republican or commonwealth

form of government, which based itself on uplifting the
population by fostering their uniquely human, creative
qualities, and ennobling the human soul by bringing sci-
ence, technology, cathedral-building, and art into the dai-
ly lives of the people, thus enabling them to contribute to
the advancement of the nation.

The great figures who shaped France include King
Henri IV (reigned 1589-1610), who established religious
peace with his 1598 Edict of Nantes, in order to pursue
the task of building France’s national economy and infra-
structure. One of the founders of the school of national
economy was Jean Bodin (1539-96), whose political, eco-
nomic, and religious manifesto could be summed up by
his motto: “There is no wealth but man.”

The heirs of Louis XI and Bodin include the great
Cardinal Richelieu and the Oratorian school founded in
1610, in the tradition of the Brotherhood of the Common
Life. Bodin’s most important successor was Louis XIV’s
General Comptroller of Finances Jean-Baptiste Colbert,
who founded the French Academy of Sciences in collabo-
ration with Gottfried Leibniz, and promoted an era of
unprecedented economic development in France. These
were the men who laid the foundations for the Ecole Poly-
technique in the eighteenth century, and its successors,
which included the West Point Academy in America.

The lives of these men were passionately studied by
Gabriel Hanotaux as a young man. He read and studied
Jean Bodin. He read Machiavelli’s The Prince. which was
written about Louis XI. He read Plato and Erasmus. He

The Third Republic of France was the daughter of this
crushing defeat of France and its emperor. All eyes turned
toward the once-denounced Thiers, who was voted chief
executive of the new republic. In the peace negotiations that
followed, Thiers would try to impress his interlocutor, Chan-
cellor Bismarck, with the historic chance the two neighboring
countries had to cement a peace arrangement on the basis of
mutual self-interest and collaboration.

This is how Hanotaux described it, in his History of Con-
temporary France, alluding to the difficult factional situation
in which Bismarck found himself:

“As for Germany, the question was whether she was
going to fulfill completely the lofty destiny which was as-

sured to her by the situation which she had just conquered in

the center of Europe. She had just effaced by an unparalleled
effort the last trace of the Thirty Years’ War; she had recov-
ered the material greatness, the fullness of life, the exuberant
vigor which had made her famous in the prosperous years of
the Middle Ages. . . .

“With what wisdom . . . was the new Germany going to
make use of this unexpected good fortune? Not to perpetuate
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the state of wars, to inaugurate a harmonious and balanced
life for Europe, to assert himself by reason rather than might,
here was an enterprise worthy of a conqueror crowned by
fortune. A St. Louis would have attempted it. A Richelieu
would have faced it. Bismarck himself had given, at Nikols-
burg,” some idea of such an empire over oneself, and of a
moderation so full of strength.

“The period of hostilities was at an end. The exact prob-
lem which was propounded was the following: What would
be the nature of the new relations between the two peoples?

2. The 1866 Armistice of Nikolsburg concluded the Seven Weeks’ War in
which Prussia and Italy defeated Austria and most of the smailer German
states. In the Prusso-Austrian peace which followed. Bismarck avoided
annexations of Austrian territory and thus adroitly avoided a significant
revenge complex on the part of Vienna. If Bismarck had been able to show
a similar self-control with France in 1871, and had refrained from the
annexation of Alsace-Lorraine, the pretext for conflict between France and
Germany during these years could have been vastly reduced. Bismarck’s
decision to humiliate France by detaching Alsace-Lorraine stacked the deck
against future Franco-German cooperation and vastly facilitated the task of
British “divide and conquer” geopolitics.
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King Louis XI, founder of the first modern nation-state, the
French commonwealth.

wanted to know everything about Cardinal Richelieu and
about Louis' XIV’s reign. He threw himself into these
studies with such intensity, that he would later write,
“I lived in the seventeenth century before I lived in my
times.”—Dana Scanlon

Peace or a succession of wars? It was necessary to choose, to
take a line. The most commonplace solution, the one which
demanded the least intellectual exertion and the least control
over self and facts, would be the system of peace under arms.

“This last solution was that of the [German] Headquarters
Staff. It had prevailed at Versailles. But a last recourse to
the diplomatists was still open at Brussels.” Unhappily, the
deadly’\germ was already laid. . . .

“The crowning error of German diplomacy and Prince
Bismarck.under the circumstances arose, perhaps, from the
fact that their victory took them by surprise to such a degree,
that they were never willing to believe it completely assured
and accomplished. Successful by means of war, they no
longer had confidence in anything but war. It became their
sole instrument. They prepared it without intermission. Their
shortsightedness consists in not having foreseen the durabili-
ty of peace. They made all calculations excepting the most

3. This refers to the preliminaries to the Treaty of Frankfurt, May 10, 1871,
by which Germany took Alsace-Lorraine and obliged France to pay a large
indemnity.
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simple of all.”

When these events were taking place, Hanotaux, a crucial
figure in the period leading up to World War I—was just a
16-year-old boy. But his future dedication to his nation was
already evident. For the young Hanotaux, France’s crushing
defeat stirred no jingoistic passions against Germany, but
rather a passion to learn, to reach into past history to under-
stand what had just happened. “The generation to which I
belong,” Hanotaux wrote, “was barely emerging from child-
hood. . . . Its intellect was matured by that cruel spectacle.
. . . From that time, pressing questions arose in me: What
had been the causes of the greatness.of France in the past?
What were the causes of her defeat? What would be the
moving forces of her approaching resurrection?”* ‘

Gabriel Hanotaux’s strategic role

Hanotaux’s first published article, when he was 24 years
old, was entitled “Did the Venetians Betray Christianity
in 12027” The mere fact of his interest in this episode of
history demonstrates that he was on the path to studying
the critical issues.- that shaped western civilization. In the
newspaper.of Third Republic leader and founder Léon Gam-
betta, Hanotaux wrote articles calling for a resurrection, in
the political realm, of King Henri IV’s policy of religious
toleration, the Edict of Nantes, and for a return to Cardinal
Richelieu’s European foreign policy. When Hanotaux finally
joined the French Foreign Affairs Ministry in 1885, he was
already a recognized historian, determined to bring these
great ideas from his nation’s past to bear in France’s foreign
policy.

Throughout the 1880s and 1890s, France was polarized
politically and socially around two major issues: First and
foremost was the question of collaborating with Germany in
building the peace, or waging a war of “revanche” (revenge).
Although Bismarck had stupidly seized the French provinces
of Alsace-Lorraine in the aftermath of the war, adding to the
crushing burden of immense war reparations a painful daily
reminder of the lost war, slowly a détente was beginning to
emerge between the former enemies. Discussions were even
entertained about the possibility of a Franco-German customs
union.’

The second major issue was the religious. question:
whether there would be a republican-Catholic collaboration
in building the new republic, or whether freemasonry’s de-
clared war on religion. would prevail. An underlying problem

4. Ibid., Vol. 1, viit.

5. One of the main proponents of such an idea was a former Alsatian and ex-
member of Parliament, Count Paul de Leusse. His pamphlet, published in
1888 and entitled “Peace by a Franco-German Customs Union,” was said to
have been favorably received by Bismarck, though not by other forces in
Germany.
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was that while the Catholic Church in France had been a
wellspring for the ideas of the Christian Renaissance and the
republic, the Catholic hierarchy was intimately tied to the
feudal structures of the past, and was a manipulated tool of
the Venetian party in France. The hierarchy and clergy were,
by and large, not only favoring a return to feudal or monarchi-
cal forms of government; they were also in open insurrection
against their great pope, Leo XIII.

These were the fault-lines along which France was divid-
ed, and which ultimately allowed the oligarchical faction’s
triumph in 1898. The defining moment of that triumph was
to be the collapse of Hanotaux’s cabinet and the subsequent
ascendancy of Théophile Delcassé as the ruler over French
foreign policy.

The religious question colored every aspect of political
and intellectual life in France. Hanotaux himself, raised in a
Catholic family, reports that he was influenced in his youth
by the atheistic sarcasm and cynicism of Voltaire. But unlike
many of his contemporaries, Hanotaux’s passionate commit-
ment to discovering the secrets of France’s greatness led him
to overcome that cynical outiook.

In later years, Hanotaux would compare Voltaire’s activi-
ties in the city of Orleans to the English siege of that city in
the early fifteenth century. That siege was broken in 1429 by
the heroine of France, Joan of Arc. Hanotaux further charac-
terized Voltaire’s writings as “horrid blasphemy inspired by
rancid malice from the other side of the Channel.”® He de-
scribed Voltaire’s book about Joan of Arc, La Pucelle d’ Or-
léans as a piece of “trash.” It was typical of Hanotaux that he
would rescue Joan of Arc from the depredations of Voltaire
with nothing less than his own five-volume study, which laid
the groundwork for her eventual canonization in 1920.

France’s ‘Great Projects’

Why was it so important for France’s enemies, now cen-
tered in the “Venetian party” transplanted into England, to
provoke religious wars in France in the nineteenth century?
Why would British Prime Minister Lord Salisbury write in
1887, to his ambassador in Paris, “It is very difficult to pre-
vent oneself from wishing for another Franco-German war
to put a stop to this vexation?”

British interests were potentially jeopardized as a result
of large-scale development projects being initiated on the
Eurasian continent and elsewhere, by France, Germany, and
Russia.

Less than a year before the Franco-Prussian War, the
French engineer and diplomat Ferdinand de Lesseps had
completed his project to open the Suez Canal in Egypt—a
project first proposed to Louis XIV by Gottfried Leibniz. It
was completed despite years of sabotage by Britain’s Lord
Paimerston. Now, de Lesseps was at it again. In 1873, he

6. Georges Goyau, Histoire Religieuse de la France, introduction by G.
Hanotaux, p. 6.
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presented a paper to the French Academy of Sciences calling
for a huge Eurasian rail project. His proposed “Asiatic Grand
Central” was described by Hanotaux: “Starting from Oren-
burg, on the river Ural, this railroad would have gone as
far as Peshawar, on the Indian frontier, joining the Russian
system to the Anglo-Indian system of railways, across Cen-
tral Asia. . . . It would have been a communication between
the Trans-Siberian on the one hand. and the Baghdad railway
on the other. The object was to join European railways with
the Anglo-Indian railways, and bevond with future Chinese
railways.”’

This type of spectacular project. combined with policies
to end the feudal-oligarchical systems of government in Eu-
rope, could have been the basis for real peace on the conti-
nent. Moreover, the projects aimed further, and extended
into Africa as well.

After some years serving inthe cabinets of Léon Gambetta
and Jules Ferry, Hanotaux was brought into the Foreign Min-
istry as director of protectorates in 1889. He wrote up amemo
for his minister, Eugene Spuller, describing a project to build
a canal that would connect the Nile River to the Congo River,
the world’s second largest river system. That was only a small
part of his vision for economic development in Africa, which
included factories fuelled by hydro-power. railroads criss-
crossing the continent to create new ‘““civilizations” around the
great lakes of Africa, population growth made possible by the
scientific discoveries enabling malaria to be wiped out, and
water management projects (see Figure 1).

Hanotaux worked closely with his mentor Prime Minister
Jules Ferry to establish a colonizing poiicy for Atrica based
on these principles. He collaborated closely with Pope Leo
XIII’s loyal friend Cardinal Lavigerie in building the Cathe-
dral of St. Louis in Carthage, and in projects to sustain the
Catholic effort in Africa. Eventually, Hanotaux was pro-
moted to the rank of foreign minister in 1894 by President
Sadi Carnot, grandson of the great Lazare Carnot.

The signs of British restlessness with France were becom-
ing apparent. Both of Hanotaux’s mentors were soon to be
assassinated: Ferry had been shot in 1887 by a so-called
religious fanatic, and died from these wounds six years later.
President Carnot was shot two months after Hanotaux be-
came foreign minister, by an Italian anarchist—from the
same networks used to assassinate U.S. President William
McKinley. Gambetta also died in 1882 under suspicious cir-
cumstances, shortly after denouncing England’s efforts to
seize control of Egypt and the Suez Canal.

As foreign minister, Hanotaux pursued a threefold poli-
cy: 1) strengthening the Franco-Russian alliance begun by
President Carnot, and advanced thanks to the efforts of Count
Witte; 2) continuing the policy of détente with Germany
initiated by Jules Ferry; and 3) orchestrating a series of inter-

7. Op. cit., Hanotaux, Vol. II, p. 457.
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FIGURE 1
Hanotaux’s proposed trans-African railroad and canal projects
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the shares of the Suez Canal owned by the Khedive of Egypt,
so that the canal they had so long opposed now was under
their control—not as a means of expanding trade, but as a
strategic choke-point.

Hanotaux was also, during this period, the close collabo-
rator of one of the few explicit advocates of Friedrich List’s
cameralist economic policies in France, Prime Minister Jules
Méline. As foreign minister, Hanotaux became a master of

what he called “flanking operations” against the British in
Africa.

it was in the midst of some of Hanotaux’s most delicate
and intensive negotiations, aimed at preventing the British
from consolidating their position over the entire Nile Valley,
that the infamous Dreyfus Affair was unleashed, and sectari-
an passions once again inflamed the French political land-
scape.

Hanotaux: Develop Africa
with science, technology

The following are excerpts from a speech by Gabriel Ha-
notaux in 1902 to the Geographical Society of Oran, enti-
tled, *The Future of Africa” :

A'new means of action is coming into being: the railroad.
This shall be the true conqueror of Africa. The railroad
traverses deserts; it crosses over cataracts; it brings togeth-
er, on the coast, the upper basins of those great rivers; it
thus opens up to commerce the vast area of the interior
plateau and access to the great lakes . . . which shall see
powerful civilizations established on their shores. . . .
The day when science will have effectively routed the
fly-—malaria—one of the greatest benefits which can be
spread across the planet by human genius will have been
achieved. Half of the African continent will be given back
to civilization, to life. . . . ,

Deep forests will be pierced and immense regions will
once again see divine light. The swamps will be drained,
the flow of water facilitated. . . . Where water is lacking,
it will be captured; the problem of the desert will be taken
on, and one day, through appropriate cultivation, it will
know a kind of richness and fertility. . . . The harnessing
of waterfalls will soon furnish African industry with in-
calculable and inexhaustible energy resources. It is proba-
ble, that near the waterfalls . . . we shall see powerful
factories being erected, borrowing from the very river
the force necessary for the exploitation of its prodigious
resources. . . .

Can we not see advancing, from the coast towards
the ‘interior, through a universal effort . . . the lines of
railroads which shall soon transform the economic life of
the entire continent? . . .

Is not a global program to methodically trace, through
an international entente, the directions of a transcontinen-
tal railroad, utilizing the great rivers, facilitating naviga-
tion, uniting the Nile and the Congo rivers, the Benoue
and the Sanga rivers, through a vast system of canals,

Gabriel Hanotaux, who sought to turn Africa into “an im-
mense buzzing hive” of economic development.

supporting the development of the river networks through
the development of the rail roads, and thus turning the
interior of Africa into an immense buzzing hive where
trains and steamships capable of devouring distances will
rush towards an immense and central depot, in which the
people and merchandise of the universe will converge—
is this not the most obvious and imminent of
possibilities? . . .

Then, the populations will multiply, manpower will
increase. . . .

European penetration has encountered that great and
ancient belief of Islam, which, here more than anywhere
else, is fully growing and full of vitality; this religion
which proclaims the existence of a single God, which
attaches to faith in this God all individual and social vir-
tues. . . .

We owe them peace; we owe them justice; we also
owe them toleration. . . . But toleration is not encugh.
We owe it to Islam to understand it. We owe it even more.
.. . Weowe it respect.
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The Dreyfus Affair: destabilization
of the Third French Republic

Shortly after Hanotaux became foreign minister, the min-
ister of war, Gen. Auguste Mercier, briefed a secret cabinet
meeting on his discovery of a spy for Germany within the
French military, and of his intention to open a prosecution of
this alleged spy, Capt. Alfred Dreyfus. One lone voice was
heard in opposition. Like Thiers speaking out in opposition
to Napoleon’s decision to go to war with Germany in 1870,
Hanotaux stood up and insisted that the so-called evidence
‘was so weak, that “I am opposed to any legal action or even
to any investigation,” warning that this could lead to “the
gravest of international difficulties,” “a diplomatic rupture
with Germany, even war.” When this intervention failed, he
went privately to see General Mercier, who was a committed
revanchiste: “twice 1 tried to make him listen to reason, to
show him the folly of what he was embarking on, but he
wouldn’t listen to me. . . . Public passions are not released
with impunity.”®

Captain Dreyfus was Jewish. There was no better combi-
nation to whip up public passions in France at the turn of the
century than to come up with a German spy who was a Jew.
Captain Dreyfus was tried in a “rocket-docket,” complete
with withheld exculpatory evidence, mounds of “secret evi-
dence” that was presented to the jury minutes before they
went into seclusion for deliberation, and thus never seen by
the defense, and outright forgeries. Stripped of his military
rank and shipped off to the brutal conditions of the penal
colony on Devil’s Island, Dreyfus, his family, and a small
group of supporters continued to proclaim his innocence.
The Radical Republicans seized upon the case as a cause
célébre, and it polarized France as nothing else had, ampli-
fying the divisions we spoke of earlier.

The central players in this drama and their alliances were
as bizarre as any in European history:

® Edouard Drumont, editor of the anti-Semitic, Jesuit-
financed newspaper La Libre Parole, whose main readership
consisted of small village priests and former members of the
Paris Commune.

® The League of Patriots, the chief organization that
had backed the revanchist insurrection of General Boulanger
against President Carnot’s regime. Fortunately for France,
General Boulanger was unable to climb off his mistress long
enough to mount his black horse and lead the charge against
the republic.

® The leftist Radical Republicans of the Georges Clem-
enceau variety, who were as deeply committed to war with
Germany as the right-wing Boulangists, if not more so. These
were the networks of the most militant associates of the Grand

8. Maurice Paléologue, An Intimate Journal of the Dreyfus Case, p. 17.
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Orient freemasonic lodge of France, whose goals included
the establishment of a diplomatic alliance with Britain, an
end to the Africa policy of Ferry and Hanotaux, and the
purging of the country of Catholic and other religious in-
terests.

In the middle of this snake-pit, Hanotaux and his faction
of “anti-Voltaire” republicans, many of them non-Catholics,
some even freemasons, sought a policy of cooperation with
Pope Leo XIII and what few allies he had in the Catholic
Church in France. Chief among those was Cardinal Lavige-
rie, founder of the missionary order known for their white
habits as the “White Fathers,” and head of the Catholic Dio-
cese in Africa. Lavigerie worked feverishly to abolish slav-
ery, and to save souls. The outstanding rule of his order was,
and still is today, that priests are forbidden to proselytize;
they could only convert by way of good example and good
works. Time and again, Pope Leo XIII ordered the French
cardinals, in letters and encyclicals, to abandon their alle-
giance to the monarchy, and to declare their loyalty to the
republican government, but they refused. Only Cardinal Lav-
igerie would do it, and in 1890 he gave a famous speech
announcing that he, hitherto a confirmed royalist, would de-
clare his allegiance to the republic, in order to “wrench the
country back from the abyss which threatens it.”

In this context, the unleashing of the Dreyfus Affair has
to be seen, not as an accident of history, brought about by
some sociological phenomenon peculiar to France, but as a
deliberate effort to destabilize the French republican forces.

As the historical record now shows, the actual perpetrator
of the treasonous acts for which Dreyfus was unjustly con-
victed, was Count Ferdinand Walsin-Esterhazy, a paid agent
of the most powerful British banking house at the time: the
Rothschilds. Esterhazy was an intimate collaborator of Edou-
ard Drumont. The two scoundrels conspired together in
1893, so that when Drumont duelled a French military officer
whom he had insulted, Esterhazy stepped forward to “sec-
ond” the Jewish officer. After the duel, Esterhazy (a compul-
sive gambler who also ran a string of brothels) wrote to Baron
de Rothschild, proclaiming himself a friend of the Jews, and
asking for financial assistance. He was promptly taken into
employment by the Rothschilds, all the time remammg the
closest of friends with Drumont.

As a result of Hanotaux’s intervention in the secret cabi-
net meeting called by General Mercier, it had at first been
agreed that although Captain Dreyfus would be kept in custo-
dy for questioning, nothing would be made public so as not
to precipitate events. In stepped Maj. Hubert Henry, another
associate of Esterhazy. Major Henry worked in the military
intelligence department of the Army. Determined to break
the Dreyfus case into the public arena, the conspirators had
Major Henry write a letter to Edouard Drumont revealing
that a Jewish captain was in prison on charges of treason and
“they want to quash the case. Israel is up in arms.” The next
day, Drumont’s La Libre Parole carried banner headlines on
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France’s Captain Marchand (with flag) confronts Britain’s Lord

Kitchener (right), at Fashoda, Sept. 19, 1898. Marchand's expedi-
tion was a prescription for disaster, playing into the hands of the
British.

the case and started the drumbeat for 4 trial and conviction.

The Dreyfus Affair amplified the chronic instability of the
Third Republic. The prime minister and his cabinet depended
day-to-day on the vagaries of a parliamentary majority. After
two years as foreign minister, the cabinet in which Hanotaux
served was brought down, and a Radical Republican (freema-
sonic) cabinet fornied. It was that cabinet that approved the
fateful mission of Captain Marchand, to cross Africa from
the west and reach Fashoda on the Nile, as a challenge to the
British. After a six-month hiatus, Hanotaux returned fo the
Quai d’Orsay in anew cabinet, and immediately preoccupied
himself with the events on the Nile.

Paving the way for World Warl

Fashoda, 1898

During the months that Captain Marchand was trekking
through jungles and swamps to reach Fashoda, Hanotaux
continued his efforts to reach an understanding with Germa-
ny. The Marchand expedition—despite the probably noble
intentions of the captain whose name is forever imprinted on
this page of French history—was a prescription for disaster.
Months before the Marchand expedition was approved, Ha-
notaux had negotiated a treaty with England which limited
Egypt’s possessions over the Nile to Khartoum, thereby
achieving the goal of limiting English influence in the region.
But the French cabinet refused to ratify this agreement, and
almost provoked Hanotaux’s resignation.
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The folly of 'sending -Captain Marchand -on :a-military
expedition to plant a French flag at Fashoda was the pet
project of Théophile Delcassé and the Colonial Party of Eu-
géne Etienne. Hanotaux had opposed the mission when first
proposed to him by the captain himself in June 1895.° He
could have recalled the expedition, and it was probably his
fatal mistake that he didn’t. In contrast to the folly of the
Marchand expedition, Hanotaux’s successful diplomacy was
built upon a commitment to an Entente with Germany. In
early 1896, the records show the fruit of that effort, when the
German foreign secretary spoke to the French ambassador in
Berlin about “limiting the insatiable appetite of England,”
adding that “it is necessary to show England that she can no
longer take advantage of the Franco-German antagonism to
seize whatever she wants.”

At that very moment, England was, in fact, planning to
seize ‘Sudan, which a nationalist rebellion some 10 years
carlier had freed of Egyptian and British control. For the
occasion of this reconquest, Britain’s Gen.-Horatio Herbert
Kitchener was made sirdar, or commander in chief, of the
Egyptian Army.

The drama in Africa dragged on for two years, and finally
on June 19, 1898, just weeks before Marchand arrived at
Fashoda, Hanotaux received what he had been waiting for:
a message from the German ambassador suggesting broad
collaboration on a number of issues, particularly with respect
to England.

Hanotaux immediately wrote a note to his ambassador in
Cairo, hinting that settlement .of the “Egyptian question”
might be athand, as a result of German support.

Nine days later, the cabinet was brought down through
an alliance of left radicals and extreme rightists, with the
League of Patriots’ Dérouléde leading the charge. Hanotaux
left the Foreign Ministry, never to return. And the first act of
his successor, Théophile Delcassé, was to turn his back on
the alliance with Germany.

In July, Marchand arrived at Fashoda and hoisted his
flag. Before the news of Marchand’s arrival reached France,
Sirdar Kitchener carried out a horrible massacre, killing thou-
sands in the battle of Omdurman, in Khartoum province, on
Sept. 2, 1898. He then continued south to meet Marchand,
ordering him to remove the French flag and depart. Marchand
answered that his orders came only from the French govern-
ment. But at that very moment, the French government was
paralyzed by a succession of crises: a national strike of rail-
road workers which some accused London banks of financ-
ing; new outbreaks of Dreyfus-related scandals; and another
cabinet collapse. As news reached both capitals of the
Marchand-Kitchener encounter, the British Navy was mobi-
lized and the Channel Fleet was ordered to Gibraltar. British
Minister of Colonies Chamberlain was pressing for an imme-

9. G. Hanotaux, Histoire des Colonies Frangaises, Vol. IV, p. 518.
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diate “preventive” war. Finally, on Nov. 3, 1898 Delcassé
ordered Marchand to retreat, in humiliation.

The Entente Cordiale, 1904

In the period after this strategic humiliation of France,
Delcassé and his backers in the Colonial Party agreed to a
convention with England which excluded France from the
Nile Valley. Inreturn, France received British support for the
French claim over Morocco. This 1899 convention contained
the seeds of the disastrous 1904 Entente Cordiale between
France and England, which inexorably drew France into the
web of Edward VII and his march toward World War 1.

" When the Entente Cordiale’s secret provisions were fi-
nally made public in 1911, they were denounced by Hano-
taux: “France has not chosen the directions of her foreign
policy,” he wrote, “but was submitted to them, did not act,
but was acted upon. The Entente was a marvelous invention
of English diplomatic genius, created to divide her adversar-
ies, creating an area of friction between France and Germany,
with Morocco as the piece of bait.” Morocco was, for the
British, nothing more than a difficult-to-manage piece of
real estate, and it was the perfect “bone of contention,” as
Hanotaux called it, to set up renewed animosities between
France and Germany.

Those animosities flared twice to the brink of war, in
1905 and 1911, when Germany insisted on pressing its ciaim
over Morocco. As the rope is to the hanged man, King Ed-
ward was always there to provide his “support” for France,
in these crises with Germany.

In the final years before World War I, Delcassé pursued
his goal of an alliance among France, England, and Russia
against Germany: the hostile encirclement policy that has-
tened events down the path toward war. As the war ap-
proached, Hanotaux commented that “the times were as trag-
ic as those that inspired Shakespeare.” Yet, he could no more
intervene to stop those events than a member of the audience
witnessing a tragedy. Certainly, his own weaknesses played
a part in what was about to occur on the battlefields.

The downfall of the Méline cabinet in 1898 (with Hano-
taux as foreign minister), also marked the beginning of the
* era of the Radical Republicans winning hegemony over the
government. It was the end of the efforts at religious and
political reconciliation undertaken by Gambetta, Spuller,
Ferry, and Hanotaux on the one side, and Leo XIII and
Cardinal Lavigerie on the other. By 1906, under the helm of
the Emile Combes government, relations between France
and the Vatican—now ruled by the Venetian Pope Pius X—
were broken.

As the war clouds thickened in the following years, lone
voices of opposition were occasionally heard, and those voic-
es had to be silenced. Such was the fate that met France’s
leading Socialist, Jean Jaures, who continually stood up
against the anti-German passions that were being manipulat-
ed into a frenzy. Like Thiers before him, Jaurés was de-
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nounced in the “nationalist” press as an “agent of the kaiser,”
and Action Frangaise hinted openly of the assassination of
the “Prussian Jaures.” He was assassinated on July 31, 1914
by Raoul Villain, a partisan of revanche, who was pro-
claimed a lone, deranged assassin. Immediately after
Jaures’s death, his party rallied to the “Sacred Union” for the
war. Such were the anti-German passions of the day, that
when Villain finally went on trial in March 1919, the jury
acquitted him on the homicide charges after half an hour’s
deliberation. His lawyers had spoken of the defendant as a
man who spent his nearly five years of detention dreaming
only of how he could have fought against the Germans. Wit-
nesses on his behalf included the former president of the
League of Young Friends of Alsace-Lorraine. Jaures’s wid-
ow was forced to pay the court costs.

France bled white

The casualties resulting from France’s fall into the hands
of the partisans of revanche were enormous. French fathers,
sons, and husbands marched by the millions into the muddy,
blood-drenched trenches on the western front: 1.5 million
dead, 3 million wounded. The figures are equally staggering
for the other European powers, aithough French losses were
the greatest of all if measured in proportion to the population
of the country. But it was not only Europeans who went to
the slaughter.

As aresult of the overthrow of Hanotaux and his collabo-
rators, the door was opened in Africa to the most savage
looting and genocide. Much of France’s sphere in equatorial
Africa had been peacefully won over in the 1880s by the
French explorer Pierre Sarvognan de Brazza, who told Afri-
can slaves they had only to touch the French flag in order
to be emancipated. As commissioner general of the French
Congo, he steadfastly opposed the looting schemes of French
companies, linked to London-centered banking interests.
Following a slander campaign against him, Brazza was re-
called to France in 1898. Foreign Minister Delcassé wrote
the decree allowing private charter companies (compagnies
concessionaires) to be given absolute monopolistic control
over most of the equatorial region, imitating the policies of
King Leopold of Belgium in the neighboring regions of the
Congo (now Zaire). This meant that slavery had been abol-
ished in name only.

In addition, starting in 1906, French colonial policy in
Africa was dominated by the idea of building an indigenous
conscript army. Tens of thousands of African men had to be
provided each year as trainees to become cannon fodder for
the impending war effort. The result was that by 1921, the
African population of the French Congo had been reduced
by nearly half, from 4.8 to 2.8 million people.

The introduction and triumph of British methods, poli-
cies, and programs over the republican ideal in France had
cataclysmic consequences, which continue to afflict many
portions of the world to this day.
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London’s murder of McKinley sets up
U.S.-U.K special relationship, war

by Anton Chaitkin

Any supporter of Abraham Lincoln during the Civil War era
would have viewed Woodrow Wilson’s 1917 declaration of
war on Germany under British auspices as an act of treason
in the service of London, the enemy in 1776, 1812, and
1861. For the British, the perspective of American logistical
support and, finally, use of American soldiers was an indis-
pensable precondition for unleashing war. How, then, did
London subvert the United States that had followed Lincoln,
into the principal tool of British geopolitics in 19177

During the first decades after the American Civil War,
relations between the United States and Germany had been
traditionally cordial. Americans gratefully remembered how
the presence of the Prussian Army along the Rhine had helped
to prevent the British puppet Emperor Napoleon III from
intervening in support of the southern Confederacy and from
sending more French troops to back up the regime of Maxi-
milian in Mexico. The strong support given by most German
immigrants to Lincoln and the Union cause was soon supple-
mented by German-American cooperation in infrastructure
and industry. These important German-American ties soon
became the target of London and of the fifth column of Amer-
ican anglophiles. London mobilized the intrigues of its intel-
ligence services, financial and economic warfare by the City,
and political assassinations conduited through the Mazzini
networks to weaken the forces of American nationalism and
strengthen the anglophiles.

Up until 1863-64, the policy of Lord Palmerston and the
British Empire had been to destroy the American federal
union. After Gettysburg, Vicksburg, and the arrival of the
Russian fleet in New York and San Francisco, the British
were forced to resign themselves to the fact that the United
States was emerging as the leading world power and would
remain so for more than a century. The new British strategy
accepted this reality and concentrated on making American
power the servant of the geopolitical designs of London.

The key turning point came with the assassination of
President William McKinley, an admirer of Lincoln, and
the succession to the presidency of Vice President Theodore
Roosevelt, an asset of Sir Edward Grey and Cecil Spring-
Rice of the British Foreign Office. Roosevelt’s rapproche-
ment with Edward VII was the prelude to the establishment
of the U.S.-U.K. “special relationship” by Wilson, Grey’s
agent Col. Edward House, Secretary of State Robert Lansing
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of the Dulles family, and U.S. Ambassador to London Walter
Hines Page. The special relationship was sealed with the
blood of 350,000 U.S. casualties in World War 1. Thanks to
U.S. support, London also felt free to destabilize Russia with
the 1917 revolutions, which yielded the Bolshevik regime
and world communism. The U.S.-U.K. special relationship
has been the indispensable prerequisite for British geopolitics
ever since.

The ‘national party’ falls

The assassination of President William McKinley in 1901
marked the complete downfall of the American nationalists.
The mighty American productive apparatus, which had been
created by the U.S. nationalists—Britain’s enemies—de-
spite fierce British resistance, ironically, was then used by
decrepit Britain for its war. Let us look back to the period
before this divide of 1901, and see what the world lost. We
can then evaluate the grotesque change imposed after the
McKinley murder.

When Abraham Lincoln came in as President in 1861,
the nationalists came back into power. This leadership fac-
tion was a political, industrial, and scientific grouping which
led the American Revolution and wrote the Constitution.
The nationalist faction, or what may be called the “national
party,” was based in Philadelphia, the original American
capital. Philadelphia was the home of Alexander Hamilton’s
First Bank of the United States, Nicholas Biddle’s Second
Bank, the German economist Friedrich List, the Irish-Ameri-
can economist Mathew Carey, and Mathew Carey’s son Hen-
ry Carey, whose American System, anti-British economics
texts Lincoln studied and put into practice.

From Lincoln until the McKinley murder, the United
States and Britain opposed each other globally, representing
the two opposite views of man: racist imperialism versus
emancipation and technological development. In that con-
test, the U.S. national party was an active partner with the
nationalists in Europe, Asia, and Ibero-America. After Ted-
dy Roosevelt’s takeover, the United States joined Britain in
smashing America’s former allies.

Back at the end of the Civil War, despite Lincoln’s death,
the nationalist group pushed ahead on programs designed
under Lincoln. The first transcontinental railway, the Union
Pacific-Southern Pacific, paid for by Lincoln’s government
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'PULLING THEM OUT OF THE SWA

MP OF DESPAIR.

A McKinley campaign
cartoon mocks the Brit-
ish free traders. Who
wants free trade? McKin-
ley asked. “England
wants it, demands it—
not for our good, but for
hers.”

and built under Army supervision, was completed in 1869.
That same year, Civil War leader Gen. Ulysses S. Grant
became U.S. President.

In 1870, Grant and the Philadelphians revived the North-
ern Pacific railway project which Lincoln had chartered.

The Northern Pacific was the largest single enterprise in
U.S. history up to its time. It traversed a 2,000-mile route,
from the western tip of Lake Superior to the Columbia River
and Puget Sound on the Pacific, linking the Pacific Ocean
with the Great Lakes and the Atlantic. The Northern Pacific
founded and built Duluth, Minnesota and Tacoma, Washing-
ton as its terminus cities.

The government gave the Northern Pacific gigantic land
grants, equalling in size the states of Ohio and Indiana com-
bined. Plots of land from these grants would then be sold by
the railroad to settlers, and before such sales, the railroad
could get advances of credit from an array of sources without
the backing of the bitterly hostile British-led bankers. The
law required the railroad to use only American iron and steel,
made from American iron ores. The congressional manager
of the bill was Speaker of the House James Blaine, a principal
spokesman of the national party.

A map of the Northern Pacific land grants (Figure 1), for
use with European allies, shows-the rich coal-mining and
wheat-farming potential of the western continent and ship-
ping connections to China and Japan, and gives latitudes
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equivalent to Paris and Venice. A dotted line on the map
is captioned: “This isothermal passes through Chicago . . .
southern France, Lombardy, and the wheat-growing district
of southern Russia.”

The real character of this enterprise can be better under-
stood by reviewing some of the most prominent original stock:
owners of the Northern Pacific. ,

® The joint project managers were Philadelphia banker
Jay Cooke, and his industrial partners in the leadership of the
Pennsylvania Railroad. Cooke was the government’s princi-
pal private banker. During the Civil War, Cooke had sold
over a billion dollars of small-denomination government
bonds to the public, so that Lincoln could outflank London
and Wall Street bankers opposed to the American Union.
Other Pennsylvania Railroad industrial projects included An-
drew Carnegie’s steel mills, and Thomas Edison’s invention
organization.

® Another pivotal owner and backer was Baron Friedrich
von Gerolt, German Chancellor Bismarck’s ambassador to
the United States. Baron Gerolt had been Prussia’s minister
to the United States since 1844. He had spoken publicly
about the “thousands and tens of thousands of our emigrants
. . . [who] arrive annually to establish a new home and to
unite their capacities with American industry and enterprise
in developing the unbounded resources and promoting the
welfare of the new and rising states” (New York Times, April
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24, 1858).

@ Other important stockholders ‘inciuded U.S.Vice
President Schuyler Colfax, and President Grant’s private sec-
retary, the anti-British writer Gen. Horace Porter.

As planning progressed, Jay Cooke negotiated secret
agreements aimed at U.S. annexation of the western half of
British Canada.

U.S.-German infrastructure building:
Bismarck, North Dakota

Cooke sent a Northern Pacific fundraising agent to Eu-
rope, equipped with a letter of introduction from Bismarck’s
ambassador, Baron Gerolt. Cooke wrote to Chancellor Bis-
marck inviting him to come to the United States and to be
a guest in Cooke’s home. Bismarck replied months later,
apologizing for the delay and warmly thanking Cooke for the
invitation. He explained that he had “gotten involved” in'the
Franco-Prussian War (a war which would have ‘disastrous
consequences—see article, p. 29) a week after getting
Cooke’s letter. The Northern Pacific put the Bismarck leiter
to good use in scrounging Europe for loans.

The Franco-Prussian War temporarily dried up credit
there. But Northern Pacific corporate secretary Samuel
Wilkeson, an associate of economist Henry Carey, said the
world would now finally be rid of Napoleon III, that “com-
posite monkey and tiger.”

The -railroad construction progressed westward from
Lake Superior, and eastward from the Pacific coast. While

President Grant directed his legations abroad to encourage
emigrationto America, Northern Pacific agents sent families
over.from Germany, Scandinavia, Russia, central Europe,
and Britain.

The -immigrants  were welcomed -at the New York
wharves by Northern Pacific reception teams which included
diverse translators. They were housed in Northern Pacific-
owned hostels in several cities, until transportation and land
arrangements were completed for them out west. They were
supposed to thickly settle an unpopulated waste.

In 1873, the Northern Pacific completed its first great
link from the Great Lakes to the Missouri River-in Dakota
Territory. The railroad created a terminus city on the Missou-
ri River and named it Bismarck, in honor of the German
chancellor.: Bismarck later became the capital of North
Dakota.

As the Northern Pacific project progressed, the Russian
ambassador to'the United States, Konstantin Gavrilovich Ka-
takazy, maintained close contact with Jay Cooke; he fre-
quently stayed at his house in Philadelphia. Meanwhile, the
pro-nationalist Civil War governor of Pennsylvania, Andrew
Curtin, was serving as the U.S. ambassador to Russia. Econ-
omist Henry Carey had organized a send-off party for Am-
bassador Curtin back in 1869, attended by Cooke, his part-
ners, and the Russian legation. At the party, Gen. Joshua T.
Owen delivered a toast, in what must be seen as President
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Grant’s blunt response to British geopolitics: .

“We stand on the shores of the Pacific, and cast wistful
eyes over its expanse of waters, to see if any kindred people
will join us in girdling the globe with a tramway of iron. . . .
We have discovered that true glory is only to be attained
through the performance of great deeds, which tend to ad-
vance civilization, [and] develop the material wealth of peo-
ple. . . . Inpursuance of these noble objects we have discard-
ed war, although we had organized the greatest war power of
ancient or modern times. . . .

“Who are our natural allies in the Old World, in the
prosecution of this grand design? Not the English, for they
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FIGURE 1
The Northern Pacific
land grants

The Northern Pacific railway
project, chartered by Lincoln,
was the largest single enterprise
inU.S. history up to its time, link-
ing the Pacific Ocean with the
Great Lakes and the Atlantic.
Promoted by the ‘national party’
of American pro-industrial patri-
ots and their allies abroad, the
project was finally completed in
1883. On.the map, the rings indi-
cate 100, 200, etc. miles from
Duluth, Minnesota.

Source: Ellis Paxson Oberholtzer, Jay
Cooke, Financier of the Civil War, Phila-

are our commercial rivals—not the French, for they are jeal-
ous of our democratic institutions. . . .

“The Russians have become simultaneously with us, the
champions of freedom by emancipating their slaves. . . .
However much common origin, common. language, and
common religion, or some grand sentiment may unite peo-
ples, the greatest bond is acommunity of interest and identity
of destiny. . . . Let [Czar] Alexander construct a grand trunk
railway from the Baltic to the Sea of Okhotsk of like guage
with-our Pacific Central [Union Pacific-Central Pacific], and
he will maintain his firm hold on his vast dominions,. and
outflank the movement made by France and England, for
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delphia: George W. Jacobs & Co.,
1907.

predominance in the East through the Suez Canal; and
America and Russia, can dictate peace to the world.”

Over the next period, Russia’s Sergei Witte worked in
the czar’s railway service while learning the economics of
Friedrich List. In the: 1890s, when Witte, by. now finance
minister, built Russia’s Trans-Siberian Railway, he was ad-
vised by Gen.- Grenville Dodge, who had been Lincoln’s
superintendant for the Union Pacific railroad construction.

Japanese: Prince Iwakura; Japanese cabinet ministers,
and a Japanese embassy party totalling 30 persons, stayed at
Cooke’s house in 1872, while they prepared a treaty with
the United States and a loan of $15 million for Japanese
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Jay Cooke, project manager of the Northern Pacific railway proj-
ect. The government’s principal private banker, he helped raise
the funds to preserve the Union during the Civil War.

development. Cooke was negotiating with Japan for Asian
connections with the Northern Pacific system. The allied
nationalists envisioned a global belt of railways, canals, and
shipping operations that would vastly upgrade the economy
and power of the sovereign nations.

in 1873, President Grant made Ohio Congressman John
Bingham the U.S. ambassador to Japan. Bingham had au-
thored the 14th Amendment to the Constitution, had helped
send troops to suppress the Ku Klux Klan, and had been one
of the military judges in the Lincoln case, who had convicted
John Wilkes Booth’s gang of conspiring with the secret ser-
vice apparatus in British Canada. The outspokenly anti-Brit-
ish Bingham brought Henry Carey’s Philadelphia associates
to Japan to work with Prince Iwakura. They identified miner-
al resources, -planned transportation projects, and outlined
tariff strategies. Bingham constantly sparred with the British
plenipotentiary Sir Harry Parkes, and defeated the British
opium traffic in Japan.

Britain’s war against the nationalists

From the outset of the Northern Pacific project, British
Empire agencies assailed the railroad and its nationalist spon-
sors. The Ulysses S. Grant administration (1869-77) had a
viciously pro-British secretary of state, Hamilton Fish. In
1871, Fish’s ambassador to Germany, George Bancroft, an
admirer of Britain’s Lord Palmerston, orchestrated a slander
campaign fo influence Chancellor Bismarck against the pro-
American Baron von Gerolt, who was aiding the Northern
Pacific in every way possible. Bismarck fell for the bait and
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and a staunch supporter of the Northern Pacific railway project.

recalled von Gerolt from Washington.

At the'same time, Fish was hysterical that Russian Am-
bassador Katakazy was working with the Philadelphians.
Fish promoted the allegation that Katakazy was “intriguing
to drive a wedge between the U.S. and Britain,” and caused
President Grant to request Katakazy’s recall by the czar.

In 1873, the British stepped up the assault against the
Northern Pacific. The new Drexel-Morgan bank, soon to be
known as the House of Morgan, owned the Philadelphia
Ledger - This newspaper printed a deluge of slanders against
the so-called railroad “ring” which was “robbing the public
domain.” ~

They attacked the Northern Pacific’s efforts to raise mon-
ey in Germany, .and the recruitment of immigrants from Ger-
many. The Ledger “predicted” that the Northern Pacific
would fail and a general panic would result. These attacks
were reprinted as leaflets, and distributed in banking circles
in the United States and Europe. Because the Ledger ran an
exchange of news with the London Times, Cooke’s agent
was led to discover that Ledger editor George Childs was
an “intimate house guest” of Times financial editor H.B.
Sampson.

No British financial house would participate in the sale
of Northern Pacific bonds, though Cooke invited the Roth-
schilds, and regularly worked with the other major banks.
The Rothschilds poisoned the money-raising well with bank-
ers in Germany. The Barings and Rothschilds tried to talk
down the value of U.S. bonds that Cooke was marketing at
that time.
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Early in 1873, a scandal was gotten up in the newspapers
against Credit Mobilier, the construction subcontractor for
the Union Pacific railroad. The pivotal figure for this concoct-
ed scandal was Credit Mobilier executive Francis R. Train,
of the notorious British intelligence Train family. (During
the Civil War, Boston Congressman Charles Russell Train—
grandfather of the current British agent on Wall Street, John
Train—had introduced legislation to destroy Cooke’s fi-
nancing of the Union war effort. Lincoln’s allies defeated
Train’s initiative.) Congressional hearings smeared Speaker
of the House Blaine, Vice President Colfax, the heads of the
two houses of Congress, and the government leaders of the
Northern Pacific project.

The demoralized Congress suspended payment on the old
Union Pacific bonds, and thus undercut the market for all
railroad securities. Congress then refused any subsidies for
the cash-strapped Northern Pacific. '

Finally, in September 1873, under terrible pressure from
international bankers, Cooke’s New York-based partner sud-
denly closed the New York office and stopped payment to
Cooke’s creditors—without consulting Cooke. Cooke was
forced to close the main Philadelphia office the same day.

When Cooke, the main government banker, closed his
doors, panic closed the New York Stock Exchange, and it
stayed shut down for seven days in the worst American fi-
nancial crisis up to that time. Factories, shops, and mines
closed throughout the country. Construction on the Northern
Pacific railroad was suspended for six years.

The American nationalists were now gravely weakened.
The Drexel-Morgan and Rothschild banks replaced the ru-
ined Jay Cooke as the principal bankers handling the bonds
of the U.S. government. '

The financial struggle of 1873 should be of interest to
currently embattled District of Columbia Mayor Marion Bar-
ry. When Cooke’s Washington office was forced to close,
the Washington partner was Jay’s brother Henry D. Cooke.
Henry was at that time governor of the “Territory” of Wash-
ington, by appointment of President Grant.

Among Gov. Henry Cooke’s official advisers was black
leader Frederick Douglass. During 1871-73, the Cooke ad-
ministration organized and financed the transformation of
the national capital city: It drained swamps, built sewers,
commenced garbage collection and sewage treatment, paved
-and graded hundreds of miles of roads and sidewalks, and
planted 50,000 trees. :

The suddenly bankrupt Henry Cooke now resigned as
governor of Washington, temporarily succeeded by his lieu-
tenant, Alexander Shepherd. The following year a southern-
led, anti-nationalist congressional initiative eliminated the
territorial government and ended all voting rights and self-
government: for Washington’s citizens, including its large
component of freed black slaves. Washington got no voting
rights or home rule again until the era of Marion Barry a
century later:
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The national party regroups

But the nationalists hung on.

In 1876, the Pennsylvania Railroad partnership sponsored
the opening of an invention factory for their young wizard
Thomas Edison. They publicized his phonograph. Theiragent
Edward H. Johnson organized Edison’s company. In 1878,
their University of Pennsylvania professor George Barker
took Edison to Wyoming to observe a solar eclipse.

On this trip, Professor Barker described the status of
attempts to produce artificial light from electricity, and pro-
posed that Edison tackle and solve the problem. With Barker
as his mentor, Edison soon announced to the press that he
would make electric lights and, furthermore, that he would
provide the first electricity to the world’s industries and
households. Edison especially used the work of German sci-
entists and craftsmen to push this project forward.

In the following year, 1879, the first incandescent electric
light was demonstrated. The Pennsylvania railroad ran spe-
cial trains bringing thousands of people to the Edison lab
to see the demonstration. That same year, Henry Carey’s
Philadelphia congressman, William “Pig Iron” Kelly, met
with Chancellor Bismarck. Kelly reported that Bismarck ex-
pressed “intense contempt” for advocates of the British free
trade doctrine, calling them “arrogant . . . blockheads.” That
same year, the Pennsylvania Railroad partners restarted con-
struction on the Northern Pacific. They soon sold financial
control of the project to Henry Villard, the representative of
German holders of U.S. transportation bonds. The Northern
Pacific was completed in 1883, with the German ambassador
on hand for the inaugural ceremony.

Meanwhile, Britain’s House of Morgan had taken control
of Edison’s company and stopped its progress. The Philadel-
phians got it back, temporarily, with a stockholders’ revolt
in 1884. Production of dynamos and their installation grew
rapidly. Large city central power stations rose from 12, in
1884, to 58 in 1886; they were being installed in Europe,
South America, and Japan. The German industrialist Emil
Rathenau, father of Walther Rathenau, bought Edison’s pa-
tents and set up the Edison General Electric Company of
Germany (Allgemeine Elektrizitits-Gesellschaft), by means
of which German cities were lit and powered.

William McKinley and the American System

One of the leading spokesmen for the “nationalist party”
and an outspoken opponent of British free trade doctrine, was
William McKinley. In 1882, then-Congressman McKinley
from Ohio spoke about the American program of government
protection for manufactures. McKinley said that U.S. citi-
zens were not the ones demanding free trade. Who, then,
wanted free trade? McKinley asked. He answered:

“England wants it, demands it—not for our good, but for
hers; for she is more anxious to maintain her old position of
supremacy than she is to promote the interests and welfare of
the people of this republic, and a great party in this country
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President William McKinley's assassination marked the downfall
of the American nationalist fuction, and the ascendancy of the pro-
British free traders.

voices herinterest. . . . She would manufacture for us, and
perimit us to raise wheat and corn forher. We are satisfied to
do the latter, but unwilling to concede to her the monopoly
ofithe former.”

McKinley continued, “Free trade may be suitable to Great
Britain and its peculiar social and political structure, but it has
no place in"this republic, where classes are unknown, and
where caste has long since been banished; where equality isa
rule; where labor is dignified and honorable; where education
and improvement are the individual striving of every citizen,
no matter what may be the accident of his birth, or the poverty
of his early surroundirigs. Here the mechanic of today is-the
manufacturer of a few years hence. Under such conditions;
free trade can have no abiding place here.”

Congressman McKinley pushed through the last great
protective tariffin 1890. Atthattime, nationalist James Blaine
wasU.S: secretary of state. Blaine’s modification of the tariff
system, called “reciprocity,” allowed for the United States,
Mexico, and South America to help boost each othet’s pro-
duction while protecting themselves against British trade war.

British diplomat Sir Cecil Spring-Rice wrote back to Lon-
donin 1891 onthe McKinley Tariff, and how it was operating
under Blaine’s reciprocity:

“We must count on the present tariff fora year and a half
at least, probably for much longer. We must reconcile our-
selves to it and look for new markets. A serious aspect of it
is the reciprocity clause, which drives us out of the West Indies
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and Slouth] America.”

McKinley, an-anti-imperialist follower of Lincoln and
Blaine, was elected President in 1896 andragain raised the
tariff.

Theodore Roosevelt, British agent

Sir Cecil Spring-Rice was Britain’s personal manager of
U.S. politician Theodore Roosevelt, or “TR.” He wrote to
Roosevelt on Nov. 3, 1897,-a wild letter, an anti-German
tirade. TR was then assistant secretary of the Navy. The letter
urged him to move the United States to invade Cuba, and
explained why Germany wouldn’t dare interfere. Spring-
Rice wrote: “The prevailing motive underlying German poli-
cy is peace and commercial progress. ‘Anything which would
endanger their enormous interests on your side [of the ocean],
trade, shipping, investments—would be avoided. . . . They
dare not go to war.”

Teddy Roosevelt took unauthorized action with the Navy
which helped dragthe United States and Spain into a war that
President McKinley didn’t want. Roosevelt: then resigned
from the government and led the highly publicized “Rough
Rider” troops invading Spain’s possession, Cuba.

In 1900, under pressure from the now supreme British
faction of U.S. bankers, President McKinley accepted Teddy
Roosevelt as his second-term vice president.

Soon after the inauguration, McKinley was murdered and
TR took over. The murderer, Leon Czolgosz, proclaimed
himself an apostie of anarchist Emma Goldman. Goldman
revealed in her memoirs the precise nature of ‘the British
“anarchist” murder apparatus. Her London base of opera-
tions, as she explained, was the home of William Michael
Rossetti, the leader of the Ruskinite, Pre-Raphaelite feu-
dalists. A contemporary cartoon hit the nail on the head,
showing Teddy Roosevelt dancing cheek-to-cheek with a
man in drag holding a bomb, who is named “Anarchism.”

Many Americans calling themselves populists admire the
traitor President Teddy Roosevelt. This is a pathetic com-
mentary on our nation’s lost national memory. Teddy Roose-
velt helped Britain anarchize Russia and militarize Japan. He
drove the United States toward war against Germany. He
brutalized Spanish America and deliberately portrayed the
United States as an international tyrant.

As Britain had long desired, Roosevelt closed the U.S.
West to settlement, terrorizing and arresting congressmen
and other western opponents of his programs. He founded the
Conservation movement in America, and set up the Forestry
Service as a New Age propaganda machine officially mod-
elled on the British regime in India. He completed the consol-
idation of British financial power over U.S. national indus-
tries and railroads. The railroads were gradually dismantled,
and much of the West was left unpopulated and waste.

Teddy Roosevelt was personally tied to British finance,
to the Baring Bank and to the British intelligence apparatus
which ran the slaveowners’ southern Confederacy. His
dearest uncle, James Buliloch, had managed the British ar-
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rangements to create the Confederate war fleet, which sank
U.S. merchant ships and doubled the length and casualties
of the U.S. Civil War. Teddy Roosevelt successfully pre-
vailed on his uncle, then in permanent exile in England as a
traitor to his country, to write up the “heroic” official story
of the Confederate Secret Service.

“True Americanism’

But let us hear from TR himself, what he wrote about
“true Americanism”: He attacked Germany as a “fundamen-
tally immoral” country, and said, “The German people now
stand behind their government and heartily supportitinevery
infamy it commits. . . .

- “We have in this country room only for thoroughgoing
Americans. . . . [If a man] tries to be half American and half
something else, it is proof positive that he isn’t an American
at all and the sooner he gets out of the country the better. . . .
Germanism here at home is the foe of Americanism and those
who believe in it should go back to Germany, where they
belong” (The Works of Theodore Roosevelt; National Edi-
tion, New York, Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1926, volume
XIX, pp. 329-30).

Listen as Teddy Roosevelt defines his own nationality.
Here he is lecturing at Oxford in 1910, on the “English-speak-
ing peoples” managing “alien races™: “In the long run there
can be no justification for one race managing or controlling
another unless the management and control are exercised in
the interest and for the benefit of that other race. That is what
our peoples have in the main done, and must continue . . . to
do, in India, Egypt, and the Philippines” (Romanes lecture
“Biological Analogies in History,” ibid, volume XII, pp. 57-
58).

Now listen as the Anglophile Confederate speaks of good
breeding: “I wish very much that the wrong people could be
prevented entirely from breeding; and when the evil nature
of these people is sufficiently flagrant, this should be done.
Criminals should be sterilized, and feeble-minded persons
forbidden to leave offspring behind them. But as yet there is
no way possible to devise which could prevent all undesirable
people from breeding. The emphasis should be on getting
desirable people to breed” (ibid.; volume XIi, p. 201).

Finally, let us hear Teddy Roosevelt reviewing a book
called The Foundations of the Nineteenth Century, written by
the English-born Nazi writer Houston Stewart Chamberlain.
Here Roosevelt directly condemns the U.S. Declaration of
Independence:

“Much that he says regarding the prevalent loose and
sloppy talk about the general progress of humanity, the equal-
ity and identity of races, and the like, is not only perfectly
true, but is emphatically worth considering by a generation
accustomed, as its forefathers . . . were accustomed, to ac-
cept as true and useful thoroughly pernicious doctrines taught
by well-meaning and feeble-minded sentimentalists” (ibid.,
volume XII, pp. 107-12).

And thus- the obstacle, known as the United States of
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America, was cleared out of the path of the British oligarchy.

The First World War began in August 1914, when Wood-
row Wilson was U.S. President. Wilson was closely advised
by “Colonel” Edward M House, an open British agent whose
British father had made his fortune running the U.S. blockade
to aid the slaveowners’ rebellion. Once the United States
joined the world war, House would coordinate the relations
among the Triple Entente partners.

In February 1915, six months after the British went into
World War I and the United States was still neutral, President
Wilson showed his true colors. He put on a gala screening of
the first motion picture to be shown in the White House. The
film was D.W. Griffith’s “Birth of a Nation,” originally titled
“The Klansman,” depicting the Ku Klux Klan as heroically
fending off outrages by freed slaves and northerners. Wilson,
who had himself written history texts praising the post-Civil
War Klan, commented after viewing the film, “It is like
writing history with Lightning. And my only regret is that it
is all so terribly true.”

This presidential endorsement was immediately used na-
tionwide to re-launch the KKK as an institution. The new
Klan’s first target was German-Americans, who were at-
tacked as “aliens” hostile to Anglo-Saxon America. President
Wilson invited filmmaker Griffith to the White House and
urged him to go to England to “make some picture showing
our fight for democracy.” By the time Griffith made his anti-
German propaganda film “Hearts of the World” for the Brit-
ish government, the United States had already declared war.

Teddy Roosevelt, portraved here in a statue at the Museum of Natu-
ral History in New York City, was a British agent who drove the
United States toward war against Germany.
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Russia 1861-1915

A Continental League for
Eurasian development

by William Jones

To the casual observer of the international political scene
around 1870, the close relations then existing between auto-
cratic Russia and the American Republic might seem some-
thing of a conundrum. On closer examination, however, one
could detect amazing similarities between these two very
disparate nations. In 1861, Czar Alexander I liberated the
serfs of Russia, affecting the status of 52 million peasants,
20 million of them serfs. In 1863, President Abraham Lin-
coln, with the Emancipation Proclamation, liberated 4 mil-
lion slaves in the United States. During the U.S. Civil War,
Czar Alexander sent a Russian fleet to the United States as a
warning to the British that were they to enter the war on the
side of the Confederacy, so would Russia enter on the side
of the Union. The sealed orders that the fleet commander had
received specified that in the case of a declaration of war, he
was to “commence hostile action against the commerce of
the enemy.” In the latter half of the nineteenth century, Rus-
sia, like the United States, also began a policy of expansion
toward its Pacific Ocean border and settlement of its own
Wild West, in the vast Siberian expanses. This move would
also involve, as was the case with the United States, the
construction of a transcontinental railroad from western Rus-
sia to the Pacific.

With the decree of 1861 liberating the serfs, Russia took
the first tentative steps on the road to economic and political
reform. From that moment on, a grouping in Russia that can
best be characterized as a “national party” was intent on
bringing the autocratic and economically backward Russia
into the modern industrial world.

Sergei Witte, finance minister
of Russia (1892-1903)

From 1892, the prime architect of that development poli-
cy was Sergei Yulevich Witte, who for 11 years until his
dismissal in 1903, would serve as Russia’s finance minister.
During the Witte years, the Russian economy would experi-
ence a more rapid rate of growth than it had ever experienced.
An unusual figure, Witte was a member of the lower nobility,
born in Thbilisi, in present-day Georgia in the Caucasus. One
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of Witte’s fondest childhood memories was how the tele-
graph first came to his hometown.

During the Russo-Turkish War, Witte was the sole man-
ager of the Odessa Railway over which all traffic to the front
passed. In 1886, Witte moved to Kiev where he became the
executive director of the Southwestern Railway, serving
western Ukraine and Poland from the Baltic to the Black Sea,
with links into Germany and Austria. During his time in Kiev,
Witte became a member of the Baranov Commission, which
was set up by the czar to formulate government policy on
railroad affairs. As a member of the commission, Witte au-
thored arailroad charter, which became the basis for the regu-
lation of railroads throughout Russia. In 1892, Witte was ap-
pointed Minister of Ways and Communications, from which
post he, at the behest of Czar Alexander III, set up a Siberian
Railroad Committee to investigate the possibility of building
arailroad to the Pacific. When he became finance minister in
October 1892, Witte had the means of realizing that program.

Witte reformed the entire state of Russian finances, stabi-
lizing the widely fluctuating ruble by pegging it to gold. He
also converted high-interest domestic loans into low-interest
loans taken out abroad. Although Russia would have to bor-
row heavily during the coming 10 years in order to finance
the massive railroad construction, the annual debt service
grew only slightly. Witte also used his broad financial powers
to move aggressively against any speculative operations on
the financial markets against the ruble.

Witte transformed the Finance Ministry into a regular
chancellory of the realm, with extensive intelligence net-
works in all the major political and financial capitals of the
world. His aim was to transform Russia from a backward
peasant country into a major industrial power. As he ex-
pressed it in his annual report to the czar in 1899: “We must
give the country such industrial perfection as has been
reached by the United States of America, which firmly bases
its prosperity on two pillars—agriculture and industry.” It
was the development of that second pillar—industry, which
the predominantly agricultural Russia so sorely needed—
that Witte’s finance policy was aimed at facilitating.
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FIGURE 1

Route of the Trans-Siberian and Chinese Eastern railways
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The Witte-Mendeleyev partnership

In realizing this goal, Witte had some extremely able
assistance from the renowned Russian chemist, Dmitri Ivan-
ovich Mendeleyev, better known to all students of chemistry
as the discoverer of the Periodic Table.

Mendeleyev had already been appointed director of the
Bureau of Weights and Standards by Witte’s predecessor
as finance minister, Ivan Vyshnegradsky, from which post
Mendeleyev introduced the metric system into Russia, thus
bringing the Russian system up to international standards. In
1899, Mendeleyev, on behalf of the Ministry of Finance, led
a group-of scientists through the Ural Mountains to examine
the mineral deposits available there, on the basis of which
Russia could develop its own iron industry, a prerequisite for
railroad building. On his trip, Mendeleyev reports: “When I
traveled through the region and saw its wealth of iron, timber,
and coal not only with my own eyes but through those of my
three travelling companions, I was convinced, in a way that
surprised me, that when we have carried out a few not very
costly measures which, in any case, will be quite profitable
to the state, the Urals will provide Europe and Asia with huge
quantities of iron and steel at a production cost which would
be quite inconceivable in western Europe.” In 1900, Mende-
leyev, on behalf of the Finance Ministry, would help orga-
nize the Russian section of the Paris Industrial Exhibit.
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Mendeleyev and Witte were both followers of the eco-
nomic theories of German-American economist Friedrich
List, a strong proponent of a system of protective tariffs for
industrially backward countries, under which they would be
able to develop their infant industries safe from the influx of
cheaper products from more developed nations. Already in
the early 1890s, Witte had written a brochure “On the Ques-
tion of Nationalism—National Economy and Friedrich List,”
introducing his own program of utilizing the protectionist
system to realize Russia’s industrial potential. Witte’s bro-
chure helped introduce the work of List to a broader intellec-
tual circle of Russians. The “free market” theories of British
intelligence agent Adam Smith, touted so loudly these days
by the proponents of Newt Gingrich’s Conservative Revolu-
tion, were specifically developed by Smith in the late 1700s
in order to bamboozle the young American Republic into
remaining a mere producer of agricultural goods. Fortunately
for us, Alexander Hamilton, the first treasury secretary,
didn’t fall for these British tricks. Nor did Witte. As he wrote
in his Lectures on National Economy and State Finance in
1912, “Such a conception [free trade doctrine] is much too
one-sided, and disregards the significance of international
trade; its implementation, without taking into consideration
the level of industrial development of the country in question,
can totally paralyze the productive forces of a country and
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TABLE 1
Miles of railroad opened each year in Russia,
1890-1900

1890 4248
1891 78.2
1892 324.7
1893 1,120.6
1894 1,402.9
1895 1,255.8
1896 1,505.6
1897 1,586.5
1898 1,898.6
1899 3,109.3
1900 2,934.7

inflict great unhappiness on its people; its introduction in all
countries of the world would lead to the suppression of the
“industrially weak countries by the strong.”

In 1894, the Ministry of Finance also took charge of all
commercial and technical schools in Russia, opening up over
100 new schools during the following decade, including the
prestigious St. Petersburg Polytechnical Institute, which
Witte took special pride in.

In 1891, Russia, under Czar Alexander II1, the son of the
Czar-Liberator who had been assassinated in 1881, had made
important moves toward establishing new relations with re-
publican France, thus opening up the French capital markets
for Russian loans. In 1894, this relationship would provide
the basis for the important collaboration between Witte and
French Foreign Minister Gabriel Hanotaux, which would
represent perhaps the greatest impetus to global economic
development (and the greatest challenge to the British coloni-
al empire) during that entire century. The collaboration also
provided Witte with access to the necessary funding to begin
his great railroad construction program.

For Witte, the most important educational program was that
provided by a flourishing industry. “With the first investment in
industry,” Witte said, “the powerful stimulus of personal interest
calls forth such curiosity and love of learning as to make an
illiterate peasant into a railway builder, a bold and progressive
organizer of industry, and a versatile financier.”

Witte’s Trans-Siberian Railroad

The Trans-Siberian Railroad (Figure 1) would become
the longest railroad in the world, and remains so today,
stretching over 5,800 miles from Moscow to Vladivostok on
the Pacific coast of Siberia, the most remarkable part of an
extensive Russian network built during this period.

For Witte, as for Friedrich List, railroads were much
more than merely a means of transportation. As Witte himself
would later write, the railroad “exerts a civilizing influence,
as a theoretical and practical school, where it does not so
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much adjust itself to the local conditions, but rather, where
the local conditions adjust themselves to the needs of the
railroad. The railroad is, as it were, a seed-bed which pro-
duces a cultural flowering within the population, and even if
it meets on its route an absolutely barbarous people, it will in
short time raise them to the necessary level of culture.” For
Russia this was a crying necessity, as the level of culture for
the broad masses of people was absolutely abysmal.

And the railroad was built. Prior to the decade shown in
Table 1, between 1879 and 1892, some 5,466 miles of new
rail lines had been opened up. In contrast to that, between
1892 and 1901, some 14,814 miles of new rail lines were
constructed, nearly triple the earlier amount. This was a more
rapid rate of railroad construction than any other country
except the United States had ever experienced.

But the Trans-Siberian was more than simply a quick
means of travel through the vast Siberian spaces. It was what
Lyndon LaRouche would characterize as a “land bridge” to
Asia. Traveling from London to Shanghai during that period
would take a traveler 34 to 36 days by ship at a cost of 450
rubles for a second-class ticket. When the Trans-Siberian
was completed, the same traveler could arrive in Shanghai in
16 days at a cost of 200 rubles for a second-class ticket.
When train speed on the Trans-Siberian was brought up to
the speeds current at the time on European railroads, the
travel time would be reduced to 10 days.

With the construction of the Trans-Siberian, the vast
spaces in Siberia now became available for habitation. The
transport of people and goods in the area increased by leaps
and bounds in a very short period of time. Between 1896 and
1898 (the track still not being completed), the amount of
goods transported grew from 208,000 to 738,000 tons and the
number of people transported grew from 175,000 to 208,000.
(Over 70,000 tons of grain were then being exported from
Siberia compared to 10,000 tons in 1893.) It was the clear
policy of the government to encourage colonization to the
east. Free land was offered to those who wished to settle
there, and grants of money were given them for traveling
expenses. Medical and feeding stations were set up by the
government to care for the migrant along the way. Between
100,000 and 200,000 people migrated each year. By 1902,
over 900,000 settlers had moved to Siberia.

The construction of the railroad also engendered a-tre-
mendous upswing in industrial production. Between 1892
and 1902, coal production in Russia more than doubled,
production of pig iron tripled, and the production of cast iron
and steel increased two and a half times.

The strategic shift created by this infrastructural develop-
ment in relations with the Far East and, in particular, with
the two major powers there, China and Japan, was obvious
to all, not least of all to the nervous British, who, as a major
maritime power, had achieved a veritable monopoly over the
China trade, including the very lucrative tea trade. “The
global significance of the Siberian road can no longer be
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denied by anyore,” Witte wrote in 1902. “It is likewise ac-
knowledged both at home and abroad. Joining Europe and
Asia by a continuous rail connection, that road becomes a
global means of transit on which the exchange of goods
between West and East will have to flow. China, Japan and
Korea, with a population of a half a billion people, and
already with a turnover in international trade of more than 600
billion rubles in value, will, with this great steam-propelled
transit system producing more rapid and cheaper communi-
cation and exchange of goods, enter into closer relations with
Europe, a market with a developed manufacturing culture,
and thereby create a greater demand there for the raw materi-
als of the East. Thanks to the Siberian road, these countries
will also increase their demand for European manufactures,
and Buropean know-how and capital will find for itself an
extensive new field of employment for the exploration and
development of the natural niches of the eastern nations.”
Noting how Great Britain, the middle-man in the China tea
trade, was doing a disservice to the Chinese by shifting its
tea import to Europe away from China to the advantage of its
own imperial subjects, India and Ceylon, Witte commented
that the Siberian railroad “can be of great assistance to the
Chinese tea industry, in removing China’s most dangerous
competitor [Britain] from the position of middleman in the
Chinese trade with European countries and in securing for
Chinese teas much faster delivery to Europe.”

Understanding the full strategic impact of the Trans-Sibe-
rian land bridge for the entire area, Witte proposed that the
final leg, instead of following the Russian border along the
rather tortuous banks of the Amur River, should be drawn
straight through Manchuria, then a part of the Chinese Em-
pire. This would help to bring China into the increasing flux
of international trade and development, which the railroad
facilitated.

In 1895, in collaboration with French Foreign Minister
Hanotaux, Witte brought together a coalition of Russia, Ger-
many, and France, which prevented the Japanese seizure of
the Liaotung Peninsula, an area which Japan had won as
booty for its victory over the Chinese in the Sino-Japanese
War of 1895. As a resuit of the show of unity, Japan agreed
to renegotiate its treaty with China, renouncing any annex-
ation of Chinese territory.

Witte and Hanotaux then set up, with French capital, a
Russo-Chinese Bank to provide China with a major loan with
which it could pay off its war indemnity to Japan, and thereby
assuage ruffled Japanese feelings at the loss of the Liaotung
Peninsula. Russia also signed a mutual defense treaty, by
which they would come to China’s assistance if it were again
attacked by Japan.

On the basis of the Chinese good-will thus engendered,
the Russo-Chinese Bank was allowed to lease the territory
necessary to build the Trans-Siberian Railroad through Man-
churia. France was also able to sign a series of agreements
promoting its commercial expansion in Indochina and in Chi-
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Russian Finance Minister Count Sergei Witte was the chief archi-
tect of a program to bring autocratic and backward Russia into the
modern industrial age.

na, in particular opening up China to increased trade over the
Indochina border.

Witte established a private company, the Chinese Eastern
Railroad, which would be responsible for building the Man-
churian branch of the Trans-Siberian Railroad. The Russo-
Chinese Bank also financed French railroad construction be-
tween Beijing and French Indochina, traversing the country
with new rail lines.

Regarding the second major Asian power, Japan, it was
Witte’s hope to engage the Japanese in a treaty by which both
nations would profit from the commercial benefits of the new
rail access to European markets. To do this, Witte was even
willing to sacrifice Russian commercial interests in Korea,
acquired by Russia during the course of the Sino-Japanese
War, in deference to Japanese interests in that nation. As he
explained in a memo. to the czar in 1903, “Foregoing to a
certain degree Korea, we remove for a sufficiently long peri-
od, the object of continual quarrels with Japan, and out of an
enemy, we transform her, if not into an ally, then into a
neighbor, who will strive to preserve good relations with us
for fear of again losing the territories she acquired with such
difficulty.” (For Japan’s interests in the area, see Figure 2.)

A continental alliance

But in order for Witte’s Far East policy to succeed, the
situation in Europe had to remain stable. The first successful
formation of what Witte called the Continental League had
shown its capabilities in the measures that had prevented
Japanese annexation of a part of China. During the following
years, Witte’s primary goal would be to make that league a
permanent fixture of the political landscape directed against
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FIGURE 2
Area of Russo-dapanese conflict, 1900-05
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the machinations of the real enemy, Great Britain. “Altogeth-
er our statesmen must realize the necessity of a central Euro-
pean bloc, consisting of Russia, Germany and France,” Witte
said. “That would be the bulwark of peace because nobody
would be able to violate it.” Least of all, the British.

In anappeal to Kaiser Wilhelm in 1897 to help him create
such-a league, Witte said, “In order to attain this . . . we
must first make all haste toward the establishment of solid
united relations between Russia, Germany, and France. Once
these countries stand together in a firm and steady union,
undoubtedly all the other countries on the continent of Europe
will join this central union and thus form a union of the whole
continent which will free Europe from the burden which she
imposes-on herself on account of reciprocal rivalry.”

Continual vacillation by the czar, since 1894 the weak
and almost morbidly self-conscious Nicholas I, as well as
machinations on the part of a court coterie that wanted to
annex both Manchuria and Korea, prevented a Russo-Japa-
nese agreement from ever really getting off the ground. In-
stead, the Japanese fell into the trap set up for them by the
conniving British monarch. In 1902, the Japanese signed a
mutual defense treaty with Great Britain.

But Witte's Far East policy started to unravel long before
the Japanese were caught in the British net. In 1897, Kaiser
Wilhelm, then toying ‘with the idea of an Anglo-German
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rapprochement being dangled before him by British Prime
Minister Joseph Chamberlain, and relying on a somewhat
ambiguous consent extracted from the czar, sent his fleet to
occupy the Chinese port of Kiaochow (Qingdao), a port
which the Chinese had occasionally allowed the Russians to
utilize as a winter port for the Russian Pacific fleet in connec-
tion with the defense pact the Chinese had with Russia.

To his horror, Witte understood that this foolhardy move
would lead to the partition of China by the western powers.
Witte immediately appealed to the kaiser to call off the opera-
tion, so as not to provoke similar actions on the part of Russia.
The kaiser replied coolly that Witte simply didn’t understand
all the details of the reasoning behind the occupation of Kiao-
chow. Witte then proposed to his own government to “order
our squadron to Kiaochow and direct it to stand by until
Germany has left this port.” This advice, however, did not
gain much support from the Russian State Council. The Brit-
ish immediately followed the German example and occupied
the Chinese port of Wei-hai-wei (Weihai). Russia, against
Witte’s strenuous objections, -then occupied Port Arthur
(Lushun). The French in turn occupied Hang Chow (Hang-
zhou) in the south. This blatant breach of China’s sovereignty
by all the western powers helped to foment Chinese xenopho-
bia and provoked in 1900 the anti-foreigner movement
known as the Boxer Rebellion.

The Boxer Rebellion led to the dispatch of troops to China
by all western powers in order to put down the rebellion.
Similarly, Russian troops poured into Manchuria. As the
rebellion died down, Witte succeeded in working out a time-
table to withdraw the Russian troops as soon as possible in
accordance with agreements made with the Chinese govern-
ment. But a court coterie around the czar convinced him that
the troops had to stay. Because of his strenuous objections to
the continued troop presence, which he knew would disrupt
relations with China and possibly cause military conflict with
Japan, Witte was dismissed by the czar.

As Witte had foreseen, with Russo-Chinese relations now
strained almost to the breaking point, the Japanese, egged on
by their new allies, the British, felt that the time was ripe to
rid the area of Russian presence entirely. On Feb. 8, 1904,
they therefore launched a surprise attack on the Russian base
at Port Arthur. The Russo-Japanese War lasted for 11 months
and ended in a massive defeat for Russia and the total destric-
tion of the Russian fleet.

The Russo-Japanese War was a very bloody war; indeed,
in many respects, the first modern war, foreshadowing the
conflagration that would occur 10 years later on the European
continent. Russia was no longer alone in being able to mobi-
lize a million-man army. In the 1890s, Alfred Nobel had
invented smokeless gunpowder. By 1900, the infantry of
every army in Europe had weapons powerful enough to shat-
ter a human tibia at ranges up to 4,500 meters. Infantrymen
carried 20 times the ammunition, their rifles had 20 times the
effective range, and they could be fired 20 times faster than
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the weapons of their counterparts a half-century before.
After some serious defeats, Russia indicated that it was
willing to seek a truce. Witte was again called from retire-
ment to negotiate the treaty, under the rather duplicitous
mediation of British stooge Theodore Roosevelt. Indeed.
Witte thought that he was chosen for the job in order to bear
the brunt of the opprobrium of a humiliating treaty. Returning
from Portsmouth, New Hampshire after having negotiated a
surprisingly favorable treaty with the Japanese, Witte was
asked by the czar to first pay a visit to Kaiser Wilhelm at his
hunting lodge in Germany. There Witte was told in broad

ser presenting it as a first step toward Witte's so heartily
espoused Continental League. Thinking this was actually the
case, Witte was overjoyed. The kaiser describes the scene:
“The effect was like a thunderbolt; his eves filled with tears
and enthusiasm and emotion so overwhelmed him that he
couldn’t speak. Finally he cried. "God be praised! Thank
God! At last this infamous nightmare which weighs upon us
disappears.’ ”

Returning to St. Petersburg and seeing the actual text of
the treaty, Witte’s enthusiasm subsided considerably. What
he thought had been an entente between Russia and Germany
turned out to be a regular mutual defense pact, heavily
weighted on the side of Germany and in stark violation of the
treaty Russia had signed with France 12 years before. Atthat
point, it may have been the only war-avoidance measure then
available, but Witte rejected it, hoping to change it in such a
way as to have greater likelihood of bringing the French into
an agreement. Witte even pleaded with the kaiser to ask the
czar to appoint him ambassador to France where he hoped to
use his own considerable influence to bring the French into a
Continental League. But, instead. other tasks would be
placed upon him.

Witte’s adversaries: reactionaries
and communists in the service of London

The defeat in the Russo-Japanese War had rent the very
fabric of Russian society. All the griev: against the auto-
cratic regime were released in the wake of this humiliating
defeat in the Far East, leading to revolutionary ferment
throughout the country and a major polarization, in which
Witte’s opponents both on the right and the left attempted to
destroy his accomplishments.

On the right there was his perennial nemesis, Konstantin
Petrovich Pobedonostsev, was the Ober-Procurator of the
Holy Synod, the protector of the Orthodox faith, and teacher
of both Czars Alexander I1I and Nicholas II. An Aristotelian
to his very depths, Pobedonostsev.believed that the strength
of Russia lay in the Russian Orthodox Church and that the
strength of the church was that it never changed. Pobedonost-
sev’s task was to make sure that it never would. “The continu-
ation of the regime depends upon our ability to keep Russia
in a frozen state,” Pobedonostsev said. “The slightest warm
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The famous Russian chemist Dmitri Mendeleyev, discoverer of the
Periodic Table, was a collaborator of Count Witte in his program
1o develop the resources and industry of Russia.

breath of life would cause the whole thing to rot.”

“Hostile to creative thinking,” was Witte’s caustic de-
scription of Pobedonostsev. When Witte introduced a bill
on factory legislation which would hold the factory owners
responsible for accidents or deaths of factory workers on the
job, Pobedonostsev objected, and in the spirit of today’s
Conservative Revolution, declared the measure to be social-
ist in nature and therefore unacceptable.

Also on the right were the Union of the Russian People
and the Black Hundreds, a paramilitary, reactionary, anti-
Semitic organization which worked closely with the czarist
secret police, the Okhrana. The Black Hundreds were in-
volved in two assassination attempts against Witte when he
was appointed prime minister in 1906, attempts which were
never investigated by the czarist police.

Undoubtedly the most significant opponent of Witte was
the Czarina Alexandra, the wife of Czar Nicholas. She had
long resented Witte's assertiveness in formulating policy for
Russia, considering it an affront to the dignity of her husband.
She was also prone to mysticism and hysteria, with a particu-
lar fascination with the mystical cult of the swastika, a rather
sinister cult which would later be transmitted to Germany by
Russian émigrés in forms that are now. well-known. Alexan-
dra soon came under the psychosexual spell of an itinerant,
perverse monk named Rasputin, who soon became her most
important adviser, and, many claim, her lover. Because of
his influence on the czarina, Rasputin’s advice was often
followed by the czar, even in military matters. The growing
influence of Rasputin helped fuel the growing resentment for
the Romanovs that became very intense during the course of
the war, leading to their ultimate overthrow in'1917.
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On the left there were the radicals, including the Bolshe-
viks. The failure of the 1905 Revolution to effectively estab-
lish a constitutional government in Russia laid the basis for
the even greater upheaval in 1917, in which Bolshevik lead-
ers Leon Trotsky and Vladimir Lenin would establish in
Russia a brutal dictatorship that would last 75 years.

As the revolutionary cauldron bubbied, Witte, banished
from his post by the czar, was again called back to rally the
nation. “I’m sure the only man who can help you now and be
useful is Witte,” the czar’s mother, Maria Feodorovna, wrote
Nicholas. “He certainly is a man of genius, energetic, and
clear-sighted.” Far from sharing his mother’s opinion of his
former finance minister, the czar nevertheless reluctantly
called again on Witte’s services. In the midst of a general
strike in St. Petersburg led by Trotsky and his friends, Witte
explained that the czar either had to grant a constitution or he
would have to institute a dictatorship. It was only on condi-
tion of the granting of a constitution, however, that Witte
would agree to accept the presidency of the Council of Minis-
ters offered to him by the czar.

Furthermore, there were no volunteers for the post of
dictator. Even the old Slavophile, the czar’s cousin Grand
Duke Nicholas Nicholaievich, who would lead the Russian
Army to a disaster in the First World War, when asked to
become dictator, brandished the revolver in his holster and
shouted, “If the emperor does not accept the Witte program,
if he wants to force me to become dictator, I shall kill myself
in his presence with this revolver. We must support Witte at
all cost. It is necessary for the good of Russia.” The czar
* finally gave in and agreed to grant a constitution, Witte was
assigned to write the document.

The October Manifesto, as it came to be called, became
the fundamental law of the land—at least temporarily. In
the manifesto, the czar pledged that he would grant civic
freedom—inviolability of person and freedom of conscience,
speech, assembly, and association—to his people. By the
October Manifesto, the empire of the Romanovs became
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a semi-constitutional monarchy, and Witte the first prime
minister. Although limited in scope, the manifesto called for
the formation of the first Duma (parliament), which was
given important legislative and budgetary functions. The
czar, however, remained in control of the Executive, the
Armed Forces, and foreign policy. The czar could assemble
or disband the Duma as he saw fit, but he could not abolish
it. Witte also succeeded in forcing the retirement of the aging
Pobedonostsev.

Agitation from the left and the right, both heavily fi-
nanced from British coffers, kept the country on the verge of
chaos in spite of Witte’s measures. Witte himself would
explain his own political position to friends, saying, “I am
neither a liberal nor a conservative; I am simply a civilized
man. | cannot send someone to Siberia simply because he
doesn’t think as I do, and I cannot take away his civil rights
simply because he does not worship God in the same church
as 1.” His detractors, however, would accuse him of being at
the center of a Jewish-masonic conspiracy aimed at destroy-
ing the Russian state, an accusation that the czar ultimately
came to believe.

“With his trickster’s simple-mindedness,” Trotsky said
of Witte, “he hoped that the revolution would immediately
capitulate before his liberalism.” When Nicholas appealed to
Edward VII to stop a British parliamentary delegation from
coming to give moral support to the radicals, he got no help.
Nicholas lamented to his mother, “Uncle Bertie [Edward
VII] informed us that they were very sorry but were unable
to take action against their government.”” Uncle Bertie knew
that the chaos he fomented in Russia would eliminate it as a
European power and drive a desperate Nicholas into his wait-
ing arms.

But the czar was not really prepared to allow autocratic
rule to be called into question by any constitution. Nicholas
called the period of Witte’s prime ministership “my night-
mare.” But the nightmare for the czar was only beginning.
In January 1906, the czar dismissed Witte as prime minister.

The West Siberian Rail-
way crosses a bridge
over the Ishim River.
The Trans-Siberian Rail-
road is today the longest
railroad in the world.
“The global significance
of the Siberian road can
no longer be denied by
anyone,” wrote Count
Witte.
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“As long as I live. I will never trust that man again with the
smallest thing.” Nicholas said. Witte would meet the czar
only twice more in the nine years he had left to live.

During this period of revolutionary upheaval, the czar for
the first time had seriously to deal with the peasant question.
Witte had long pleaded with the czar to break up the outdated
peasant communes and to allow the peasants to purchase
land. “It is natural for a human being to seek to improve
his lot,” Witte wrote Czar Nicholas in 1898. “This is what
distinguishes the human from the animal, and it is this trait
that makes for economic and political development, that
makes for social order. But for man to make use of this
impulse, suitable conditions must exist. They do not exist
under slavery, which extinguishes this impulse in the slave
because he realizes that it is impossible for him to improve
his own lot and that of his close ones; as a result he becomes
immobile. But liberty restores him to the condition of a hu-
man being.” After getting rid of Witte, whom the czar feared,
he allowed the new prime minister, Pyotr Stolypin, to insti-
tute the long-sought land reform. Under Stolypin, a land
reform was carried out, but it was combined with a brutal
and violent political crackdown which ultimately led to his
own assassination in 1911.

From that point on, the pathetic Nicholas went from one
blunder to another. In 1907, under pressure from the French,
now fully entangled in the British web and without Witte’s
presence to counter the Anglophilia of much of the Russian
court, Nicholas signed an Anglo-Russian Convention, effec-
tively bringing Russia into the Triple Entente, that constella-
tion of forces that made war with Germany a virtual certainty.

On Aug. 2, 1914, the czar issued a formal proclamation
of hostilities at the Winter Palace. The palace square, one of
the largest in Europe, was packed with thousands of swelter-
ing, excited people carrying banners, flags, and icons and
waiting impatiently for the moment when they could pour
out their emotion in the presence of the sovereign. When
Nicholas and Alexandra stepped onto the quay at the Palace
Bridge, wave on wave of cheers rolled over them: “Batiush-
ka, Batiushka, lead us to victory.”

Returping to St. Petersburg in 1914, Witte tried to stop
it. “This war is madness,” he said. “Why should Russia fight?
Our prestige in the Balkans, our pious duty to help our blood
brothers? . . . That is a romantic, old-fashioned chimera.
We must liquidate this stupid adventure as soon as possible.”
But by that point, the die had already been cast. The punctum
saliens had come and gone. A new geometry had been
formed—and there was no returning to the old. Within a
year, Witte would be dead, allegedly of a stroke, but with a
strong likelihood that foul play had occurred.

Leaving for the front in March 1915, Nicholas wrote his
wife, “I am going with such a calm in my soul that I am
myself surprised. Whether it is because I had a talk with our
Friend [Rasputin] or because of the newspaper telling of the
death of Witte, I don’t know.” Two years later, that same
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Great Britain’s
open door policy’

The British first succeeded in bringing the United
States into their geopolitical gamesmanship with the
launching of the so-called “open door policy” in the Far
East. Already in March 1898, the British government
confidentially invited the United States to cooperate in
opposing any action that might violate the “open door”
in China. President McKinley, through his Secretary
of State John Sherman, told them his nation was not
interested.

Previously, the British had had total hegemony in
China. With growing Russian and French influence in
the area, they were now agitating for “equal rights” for
all foreign powers. In particular, they were incensed
about the preferential tariffs that Witte had obtained
from the Chinese government for the Chinese Eastern
Railway. But, for political reasons, the British felt it
would be better if the Americans, rather than the Brit-
ish, launched this proposal, as British intentions in
doing so would be far too obvious. A.E. Hippisley, a
British subject employed in China, while on leave in
the United States, spoke to an American friend, W. W.
Rockhill, who had served as a diplomat in China and
was now a private adviser to the new secretary of state,
John Hay, an anglophile and former ambassador to
Great Britain.

Hippisley drew up a memorandum outlining the
open door policy. Rockhill then put the substance of
the memorandum into the form of diplomatic notes
which, with minor changes, were adopted by Hay. In
September 1899, Hay sent identical instructions to the
U.S representatives in Berlin, London, and St. Peters-
burg, asking for assurances for an “open door” in Chi-
na. In particular, the Hay note specified that “no power
discriminate in favor of its own nationals in the matter
of harbor dues or railroad charges.” With the death of
McKinley in 1901, the Hay shift toward Britain was
consolidated under anglophile President Theodore
Roosevelt.

czar, his wife, and his five children would be shot to death
by Bolshevik executioners. During the course of the war,
Russia would suffer 1.65 million killed, and almost 4 million
wounded. The long-term costs would be even greater. The
revolutionary upheavals resulting from it would put Russia
under the heel of a communist dictatorship for the next 75
years.
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How the British Crown
created the Balkan powderkeg

by Joseph Brewda

On June 28, 1914, Archduke Ferdinand, the heir to the Aus-
trian throne, was gunned down by Serbian assassins in the
Bosnian capital of Sarajevo. The assassins were members of
the “Black Hand,” which claimed to be dedicated to liberat-
ing Serbians from foreign oppression. Bosnia had been an-
nexed by Austria from the Ottoman Turkish empire six years
before, and Serbia claimed the land to be rightfully hers.
Austria was an ally of Germany; Russia, France, and England
were patrons of the Serbs. The chain of events provoked by
the Balkan assassination led to the Russian czar ordering his
army to mobilize; Germany responded. Within weeks, the
most destructive war of the twentieth century was unleashed.

Just how Britain triggered the war is a study of the imperi-
al method of divide and rule, and of the creation and manipu-
lation of nationalist chauvinist movements that have charac-
terized modern Europe especially since the 1848 revolutions
directed by British Prime Minister Lord Palmerston.

Britain deliberately set World War I into motion at the
1878 Congress of Berlin, which had been called by Britain
following Russia’s crushing defeat of the Ottoman Turkish
Empire the previous year. The effect of the conference was
to lure both Russia and Austria into moving southward into
the Balkans, in a competing effort to grab the European lands
held by a disintegrating Ottoman Empire. This disastrous
competition had the additional effect of forcing Germany to
choose between the two competing powers.

The Russian, Austrian, and Ottoman empires were Brit-
ain’s primary (although not exclusive) targets of the planned
war. The common characteristic of all three empires was that
they were composed of often savagely oppressed, subject
peoples, led by a group that considered itself a master-race,
and for that reason, as the 1848 revolutions had proved, the
empires were easy to destroy. By raising the banner of “self-
determination” in the Balkans, Britain deliberately began
a process which led to irreconcilable conflict within these
empires and among them.

'As far back as 1863, Palmerston’s agent, Giuseppe Maz-
zini, who had led the 1848 revolts, emphasized the necessity
of destroying both the Ottoman and the Austrian empires.
He assigned a special role to Serbia—then largely divided
between the two empires—which he defined as the “natural
center of revolution in the East.” A Serbian insurrection
would spark nationalist insurrections throughout both em-
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pires, he said. The result would be the general “transforma-
tion of the map of Europe.” The plan was to foster conflicting
expansionist movements amongst the Serbians, Bulgarians,
Greeks, Turks, and others, that would engulf the region in
bloody war.

To that end, Mazzini formed the Young Ottomans in
1865. The group sought to restore the power of the Ottoman
Empire, in part through fostering racial pride among the
ruling race of that multi-ethnic empire. The Young Ottomans
were formally aligned with Mazzini’s Young Poland and
Young Hungary, and expressly dedicated to combatting Rus-
sia, which the Turks, Poles, and Hungarians feared. In 1866,
Mazzini also created the Union of Young Serbs, which
sought to unify the Serbian people, and recreate a Russian-
allied Greater Serbia carved out of the Ottoman Empire that
the Young Ottomans were committed to maintain.

Meanwhile, Britain was also supporting a Greater Greece
movement and a Greater Bulgaria movement. Greater
Greece, Greater Bulgaria, and Greater Serbia claimed much
of the same European lands that were then part of the Ottoman
Empire. In 1903, the British established the Balkan Commit-
tee, which was charged with handling these contradictory
movements, and steering them into the type of conflict
amongst themselves required to trigger the war.

We shall now proceed to give profiles of these various
British-manipulated movements, followed by an account of
how the Balkan wars were sparked, dossiers on the British
controllers, and concluding with a chronology of the count-
down to World War 1.

Geopolitical pawns of the British’
Foreign Office

Greater Greece

Modern Greece, which had been under Turkish domina-
tion for 400 years, came into existence through an Anglo-
Russian-instigated revolt begun in 1821. The revolt was di-
rected from the top by British intelligence chief Jeremy Ben-
tham; it had been directed on the scenes by British romantic
revolutionary poet Lord Byron, who had been sent there by
Bentham. By 1827, it was almost entirely crushed by Otto-
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man forces. Britain, France, and Russia began to directly
intervene, and in 1829, those three powers declared Greece
an independent state. The Ottoman Empire was forced to
comply.

The Greek revolutionaries” object was the realization of
what was called the “Great Idea.” according to which the
boundaries of a resurrected Greek state wwould have to include
all lands that had been under Byzantine rule. The object
was nothing less than the reestabiishment of the Byzantine
Empire, with its capital in Constantinople (Istanbul). The
Ottoman Turks had put an end to that Greek-speaking empire
with their capture of Constantinople in 1453,

Of course, even under the Byzantines, much of the em-
pire was not ethnically Greek. and much had happened under
400 years of Ottoman Turkish rule. But for the proponents
of the Great Idea, it was the destiny of the Greeks to Hellenize
the vast territory that they believed by right to be theirs.

Instead of achieving this impossible aim, the Greek rebels
of the 1820s only liberated a small section of present-day
Greece. This newly created state was considered a temporary
military base from which liberated Greeks would carry on a
holy crusade on behalf of their unliberated brethren. Some
even proposed that the new state forgo a capital, as a solemn
reminder that Constantinople was not yet in its possession.
Like Israel, modern Greece was established with a built-in
expansionary dynamic.

After a couple of compromise candidates, the British
eventually installed a member of the Danish royal house into
power as the king of the newly established state. The Danish
monarchy had married into the House of Hanover, and the
new Greek king was a relative of Queen Victoria. Prince
Philip, the husband of the current British monarch, Queen
Elizabeth II, is the son of the Greek king who ruled in the
days before World War L.

Through British, Russian, and French patronage, Greece
grew dramatically in the nineteenth century at Ottoman ex-
pense. But the Ottoman lands that Greece was demanding
were inhabited not merely by Turks and Greeks, but also by
Romanians, Bulgarians, Albanians, and Serbs. The Romani-
ans and Bulgarians had been victims of cruel Greek oppres-
sion under the Byzantines and then under the Ottomans, since
the Greeks continued as their feudal overlords and usurers.
These other ethnic groups had no desire to be part of Greece.
But the Great Idea demanded these lands, and also demanded
that the minority populations inhabiting them be “Helle-
nized.” In 1908, one of the most vociferous proponents of the
Great Idea, Eleutherios Venizelos, became prime minister of
Greece.

Greater Serbia

Serbia began to reemerge as a state in the Napoleonic
wars after 400 years of domination and division by Austria
and Turkey..A Serbian revolt began in 1804 under Russian
patronage, and its initial success was related to Russian mili-
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tary operations in the region.

The architect of the revolt, Russian Foreign Mmlster
Prince Czartoryski, later emigrated to Britain, where he be-
came one of the heads of the eastern European division of
the British Secret Services. Czartoryski nurtured the “pan-
Slavic” ideology that was used to lure Russia into an imperial
claim over the Balkan Slavic peoples, a claim that was a
necessary precondition to World War L.

In 1830, the British finally forced the Ottoman Empire to
recognize the creation of an independent Serbia, after a series
of otherwise inconclusive revolts.

As in the case of Greece, the new state was only a small
part of the lands that the revolutionaries demanded. Their ide-
al was “Greater Serbia,” the recreation of the fourteenth-cen-
tury empire of Stephan Dushan, which extended down into
present-day Greece, and which had included large numbers
of Greeks, Bulgarians, and Albanians as subject peoples. By
the 1840s, the Greater Serbian ideal was further enlarged to
include the notion of a*“South Slav federation,” that is “Yugo-
slavia,” embracing Croatia, Bosnia, and Herzegovina, with
Serbia as its ruling core. This Greater Serbian state, Yugosla-
via, was eventually created following World War I.

Britain, France, and Russia patronized Serbia’s rapid
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growth from its inception in 1830. But to the proponents of
the Greater Serbian idea, this growth was never satisfying;
the function of the Serbian state as it then existed was simply
to serve as a military base and safe haven for the realization
of their Greater Serbian ideal.

In 1906, Britain and France began massively arming Ser-
bia, with the intent of making it the leading South Slav state.
The Greater Serbian ideal seemed more attainable. In 1911,
Union or Death, populariy known as the Black Hand, was
established, dedicated to liberating Serbs under Austrian and
Ottoman domination. The organization was secretly directed
by a specially established British-run freemasonic lodge of
the French Grand Orient. According to eyewitness observers,
the lodge was involved in a “vast political scheme in alliance
with the Russian Okhrana [secret service], which could only
be brought to fruition by a terrible European war.”

Greater Bulgaria

Modern Bulgaria was created at the 1878 Congress of
Berlin, which was convened following Russia’s crushing
defeat of the Ottoman Empire the previous year. Russia
sought to establish an independent, though Russian-domi-
nated, Bulgaria, modeled on the tenth-century Bulgarian em-
pire. That empire extended down to the Aegean Sea. The
state established at the British-dominated Congress of Berlin
was far smaller. Bulgarian revolutionary aspirations re-
mained deeply frustrated.

The Bulgarian revolutionaries were originally sponsored
by Serbia in the 1860s, as part of her effort to create a South
Slav federation which at that time envisioned Bulgaria’s in-
clusion. But the incompatability of Greater Bulgarian and
Greater Serbian aspirations began to assert themselves. By-
zantium had played off the Serbs and Bulgarians for centu-
ries, and Greater Bulgaria and Greater Serbia claimed much
of the same land. That Bulgaria would collide with Greece
was already clear. Bulgarian nationalist aspirations demand-
ed a self-ruling Orthodox Church, since recognition of na-
tionality in the Ottoman Empire was tied to having a national
church. In 1870, the Ottomans recognized the independence
of the Bulgarian Orthodox Church; the Greek Patriarchate
denounced the Bulgarian church as schismatic. The Bulgari-
ans were then largely impoverished peasants, and like. the
Romanians, were under the Greek absentee landlord and
usurer’s thumb.

Among the Greek fears was that Bulgaria would emerge
as a threat to a Greater Greece. For while Greece claimed
Ottoman Macedonia and Thrace, the largest population in
both districts was Bulgarian. In 1885, Bulgaria fought a war
with Serbia, with Greece almost joining Serbia, over some
of these rival claims. In 1887, Britain placed the son of the
prince of Saxe-Coburg, a cousin of Queen Victoria, on the
Bulgarian throne. In 1881, the British placed Queen Victo-
ria’s granddaughter on the throne in Romania. Bulgaria and
Romania accordingly thought they had British support
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against Greece. Greece, which also had a British-related rul-
ing house, thought the same.

Nowhere did the conflicting claims of Serbian, Greek and
Bulgarian nationalism come into sharper conflict than in the
Turkish region of Macedonia (see map). Historically, Mace-
donia comprised three Turkish provinces that were ill-defined
both geographically and ethnically. There was then no Mace-
donian nationality. The population of Macedonia was a mix-
ture of Bulgarians, Turks, Greeks, Albanians, Jews, and
Romanians, in that numerical order. Greek and Serbian
claims to the area were based on their imperial history, and
landlocked Serbia’s desire to have access to the Aegean Sea
(Macedonia then included a large section of present-day
Greece’s coast). Although the Bulgarians comprised the
largest group in Macedonia, their population there was less
than half, while even the smallest ethnic minorities consti-
tuted overwhelming majorities in scattered enclaves. In
1893, ethnic Bulgarians in Macedonia created the Internal
Macedonian Revolutionary Organization (IMRO) to achieve
Macedonian independence from Turkey. It was expressly
modeled on Mazzini’s earlier Italian secret society, the Car-
bonari. Funded out of London and Geneva, the organiza-
tion’s motto, “Macedonia for the Macedonians,” was taken
from a famous phrase of British Prime Minister William
Gladstone. Gladstone profiled himself as an anti-Turkish
“Bulgarophile”; “Macedonia for the Macedonians,” every-
one knew, meant “Macedonia for the Bulgarians.”

The Young Turks

The Young Turks, who came to power in 1908 with
British support, were another British patsy movement. It was
their actions which most directly paved the way for World
Warl.

The Young Turks were formed in 1865-67 in Paris as a
formal affiliate of Mazzini’s European Revolutionary Com-
mittee. The foreign department of the Young Turks (then
also known as the Young Ottomans) was handled by Young
Poland. The stated purpose of the organization was to orga-
nize a Polish-Hungarian-Ottoman altiance against Russia.
The chief ideologue of the movement, Arminius Vambery,
was a Hungarian Jew working for British Prime Minister
Lord Palmerston. Vambery concocted the pan-Turkic ideolo-
gy which called for uniting all Turkic peoples. including
those in Central Asia who had never been under the sultan,
against Russia. The idea of reforming the multi-ethnic Otto-
man Empire on a Turkish chauvinist basis. however, neces-
sarily meant conflict with the numerous minorities in that
empire, notably the Armenians, Greeks. Arabs, and Slavs.

Driven underground, the Young Turks reemerged in
1889 in Istanbul and Saloniki, the capital of Ottoman Mace-
donia, organized along the lines of the Carbonari. The leader
of the Young Turks was Emmanuel Carasso, the grandmaster
of the Macedonia Resurrected (Macedonia Risorta) freema-
sonic lodge of Salonika. The lodge, which doubled as a
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synagogue, was where the Young Turk conspirators met, and
where the 1908 Young Turk revolution was planned. It was
an affiliate of the Italian Grand Orient run by the heirs of
Mazzini, itself formally subordinate to the United Grand
Lodge of Engiand

Carasso’s family ran the B’nai B’rith in Salonika. the
nominally Jewish freemasonic organization that had been
created by Britain in 1838. Carasso later emerged as the
leading patron of B’nai B’rith and Zionist circles generally
under the Young Turk regime. Among his close associates
were Alexander Helphand Parvus, the British agent who
funded the Russian revolution, and Vladimir Jabotinsky, the
British agent who founded the most expansionist wing of
modern Zionism. Both Parvus and Jabotinsky were also lead-
ers of the Young Turks.

Despite its chauvinist ideology. the Young Turk revolu-
tion was supported by Bulgarian. Armenian, Arab, Kurdish,

and related ethnic minority national liberation movements,
who saw in the revolt a means of achieving their own chau-
vinist aims. “All men are brothers,” was the euphoric slogan
of the “flowery revolution,” as it was called. The first foreign
minister of the new regime was an Armenian affiliated with
the Armenian Revolutionary Committee (Dashnag); in the
Balkans, the Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organiza-
tion and diverse liberation movements began establishing
above-ground organizations. In order to acquire the broad
base to succeed, the Young Turks had promised these move-
ments a free hand, at least in achieving ethnic autonomy.
Once in power in 1908, however, the party rapidly moved
to suppress its former allies, and to implement its pan-Turkic
program. The Turks were to be the ruling race of the empire,
and the non-Turks forcibly assimilated or suppressed. Non-
Turkish languages, family names, dress, customs, and the
like, were banned. This was the policy of “Turkification”

How the British ran
the Sarajevo murder

On June 28, 1914, Archduke Ferdinand and his wife were
gunned down in Sarajevo, Bosnia, providing the conve-
nient incident that triggered World War I. In March 1917,
the trigger-man Gavrilo Princip and his accomplices,
Nedjelko Chabrinovitch and Tryfon Grabezh, were put
on trial in a Serbian court. All proudly confessed to the
murders, saying that it was necessary to kill the archduke
since he was an opponent of Greater Serbia. They reported
that they were members of the Black Hand, and that their
superior in that society, Milan Ciganovitch, directed the
murder. Interrogation of the accused reveals aspects of
how the murder was organized:

President [of the court}: “Did you speak to Ciganov-
itch about Freemasonry?”

Prineip: “Why do you ask me?”

President: “Because I want to know.”

Princip: “Yes, Ciganovitch told me he was a Freema-
son. . . . On another occasion he told me that the heir
apparent [Archduke Ferdinand] had been condemned to
death by a Freemason’s lodge.”

Defendant Chabrinovitch was then examined. He stat-
ed that the lodge official who organized the murder was
Dr. Radoslav Kazimirovitch.

Chabrinovitch: “He is a Freemason, in some ways
one of their heads. He travelled off at once [so soon as
Chabrinovitch et al. agreed to the murder] and travelled
the continent. He was in Budapest, Russia, and France.

Whenever 1 asked Ciganovitch about our affair [the
planned murder] he replied: ‘When that man comes back.’
Then he told me that the Freemasons had condemned the
archduke to death two years before but that no people
would carry out the sentence. Afterwards, when he gave
the Browning and the cartridges, he said, ‘That man came
back from Budapest last night,” I knew the journey had
been made in connection with our affair and that he had
conferred with certain circles abroad.”

President: “Are you telling us fairy tales?”

Chabrinovitch: “No. It is the plain truth—a hundred
times truer than your documents about the Black Hand.”

In 1917, British author C.H. Norman reported that
the Grand Orient Masons were behind the murder of the
archduke, in his pamphlet “Some Secret Influences behind
the War™:

“Somewhere about the year 1906 I was invited to
attend a meeting of Englishmen for the purpose of dis-
cussing a proposal to form an English lodge of the Grand
Orient. . . . The lodge was ‘to be engaged in propaganda
on behalf of the Entente Cordiale’ . . . with this appar-
ently innocent object I found myself in sympathy. But,
nevertheless, I decided to discover whether it was all its
benevolent program pretended.

“To my astonishment I found the Grand Orient was
about to embark upon a vast political scheme in alliance
with the Russian Okhrana, which could only be brought
to fruition by a terrible European war.”

Norman reported that the Grand Orient included many
leading Frenchmen, notably “M. Poincaré, Combes, Del-
cassé, Briand, Viviani, Millerande.” He further reported
that the London agent of the Grand Orient was involved
in planning the murder of the archduke.—Joseph Brewda
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which detonated the Balkan wars that led to World War
I. Carasso oversaw the implementation of this intentionally
provocative policy. He also ran the Young Turk intelligence
organization in the Balkans.

Turkification provokes
the Balkan wars

The characteristic way that Byzantium, Venice, and the
Ottoman Empire had controlled the Balkans over millennia,
was through playing off conflicting, irreconcilable claims to
territory and population by the diverse populations of the
region. Massacres were common, and the peoples of the
region had come to hate each other with a greater passion
than they hated their imperial overlords.

But by simultaneously threatening to eradicate all the
cultures of the region, and to reduce all the population to
one uniform Turkic identity, Carasso provoked what would
otherwise have seemed impossible: a temporary unity of
Greeks, Bulgarians, Albanians, Romanians, and Serbs
against the Turks.

But that was the policy’s actual intent; after all, it was a
policy made in London.

In the summer of 1909, Carasso began blowing up the
Balkans and the empire generally. The following account of
the effects of the policy is taken from William Miller, a
British intelligence official on the scenes in Athens who man-
aged the advocates of Greater Greece. As a result of this
policy:

® The Bulgarians of Macedonia protested against the
immigration of Bosnian Muslims, and renewed their revolu-
tionary organization in self-defense. They invited Britain,
France, and other imperial powers to intervene into the region
against Turkey.

® The Druse religious minority revolted in Lebanon; a
new Mahdi, Said Idris, appeared in poorly held Yemen,
threatening Turkish rule.

® A Greek bishop was murdered and the Ecumenical
Patriarch proclaimed equality to be a mere phrase, declaring
the Greek Church within the empire to be in mortal danger.
Renewed calls for imperial assistance against Turkey were
made.

® The representatives of the “Twelve Islands” of what
is now Greece complained that their privileges had been
annulled; the Cretan Christians protested against the attempt
to send them Muslim judges.

® The Muslims of northern Albania objected to the pay-
ment of dues, to military service in distant Yemen, and to the
destruction of their fortified towers.

In 1909, the Albanians began fighting in the north of
the country; the Catholic tribes known collectively as the
Mountain Men began a fresh insurrection in 1911, put down
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with great savagery by Kurdish troops. Great excitement
was raised in Montenegro, where many Albanians had found
refuge among their Albanian relatives; war was only prevent-
ed by the influence of the king, and a “provisional govern-
ment of Albania” was formed.

Immediately following the Albanian insurrection, Tur-
key found itself at war with Italy, which had used the occa-
sion to seize the long-coveted Tripoli (Libya). The war was
declared in September 1911. To aid the effort, Italy occupied
some of the Turkish Aegean islands in the spring of 1912. A
congress of delegates on one of them, however, called for
union with Greece and proclaimed in June an autonomous
“state of the Aegean.”

In other words, Turkification had begun to set the empire
aflame.

A vivid description of the intent behind Carasso’s Turki-
fication policy is found in London Times editor Henry Wick-
ham Steed’s autobiography. Steed was a British intelligence
controller of the Serbs, and one of the persons responsible
for triggering World War 1.

“Less agreeable [than Turkish Grand Vizier Talat] but
equally interesting was Emmanuel Carasso effendi, the Sa-
lonika Jew who had helped to dethrone the Sultan Abdul
Hamid. He looked like an efficient and ruthless brigand, a
bold buccaneer, frank and fearless. Though he and his fel-

The war guilt clause of
the Versailles Treaty

The entire international public order of the post-1919 era,
including the League of Nations and, by extension, the
United Nations, has been based on the absurd lie that
Germany was solely responsible for the outbreak of World
War 1. This finding was officially reported to the Paris
Peace Conference at the close of the war by a “Commis-
sion on the Responsibility of the Authors of the War,”
which was chaired by American Secretary of State Robert
Lansing. Lansing refused to allow any Germans to take
part in his deliberations, and the commission ignored a
new “German White Book” compiled in 1919 by Hans
Delbriick, Professor Mendelssohn-Bartholdy, Count
Montgelas, and Max Weber, which contained enough evi-
dence to show that the thesis of exclusive German war
guilt was untenable. The kernel of Lansing’s conclusions
was as follows:

“The War was premeditated by the Central Powers
together with their allies, Turkey and Bulgaria, and was
the result of acts deliberately committed in order to make
it unavoidable. Germany, in agreement with Austria-
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lows of the Salonixa Committee for Union and Progress
[Young Turks] had been responsible for the atrocious policy
of “Turkification” which had led to the formation of the Bal-
kan League and to the Balkan Wars, their power was appar-
ently still as great as their information was prompt and accu-
rate. Carasso knew even then, September 1913. of the
Austrian atempt to make war upon Serbia a month before,
and, as he explained to one of my friends, he was convinced
that though the big war had not quite ‘come off” that time, it
would come before long and that Turkey would then have
her chance. One Sunday, in September. I was at Prinkipo in
the:company of Carasso’s cousin, Maitre Salem. a Salonika
Jew who had become, under Young Turk auspices, the lead-
ing lawyer of Constantinople. When not gambling at the
Casino, Carasso joined our party and talked freely. Answer-
ing the question what he and his like were going to do with
Turkey, he said:

“ ‘Have you ever seen a baker knead dough? When you
think of us and Turkey vou must think of a baker and of his
dough. We are the bakers and Turkey is the dough. The baker
pulls it and pushes it, bangs it and slaps it, pounds it with his
fist until he gets it to the right consistency for the baking.
That is what we are doing. We have had one revolution, then
a counter-revolution, then another revolution and we shall
probably have several more until we have got the dough just

right. Then we shall bake it and feed upon it.’

“Carasso’s nephew, who was manager of a bank, looked
at his uncle in terrified amazement. ‘What is to become of
business with all these revolutions?” he asked. Carasso patted
him affectionately on the head and replied, ‘Don’t worry, my
boy. Things will come out all right.’

“Maitre Salem, overhearing this conversation, turned to
Carasso and said sharply, ‘What are you saying, Em-
manuel?’ :

“ ‘Shut up, Salem’ retorted Carasso. “What would you
have been without the revolution? A pettifogging little Sa-
lonika lawyer.” And Salem held his peace.”

The London Balkan Committee

The Greater Serbian, Greek, Bulgarian, and Young Turk
movements were established by Mazzini and his associates
by the 1860s. These movements were largely alien imposi-
tions; to the extent that they can be considered “indigenous,”
they had their basis in earlier Byzantine, Venetian, and Otto-
man manipulation.

In 1903, the British established the Balkan Committee,
as the London-based command center of these movements. It
is this little-known institution which orchestrated the various

Hungary, deliberately worked to defeat all the many con-
ciliatory proposals made by the Entente Powers.”

This false verdict was then incorporated into the infa-
mous Article 231 of the Treaty of Versailles, which al-
leges:

“The Allied and Associated Governments affirm, and
Germany accepts, the responsibility of Germany and her
allies for causing all the loss and damage to which the
Allied and Associated Governments and their nationals
have been subjected as a consequence of the war imposed
upon them by the aggression of Germany and her allies.”

The German delegates were coerced into signing the
Versailles Treaty by threats of renewed war and by the
economic blockade still imposed on Germany after the
armistice by the fleets of the Entente. The thesis of exclu-
sive German war guilt was required by the Entente as a
premise for the Carthaginian peace imposed on the Central
Powers, which included the demand for more than $32
billion in war reparations, especially to France, plus inter-
est for servicing this debt over decades into the future.

In the years after the war, documentary evidence was
published which further undermined the Big Lie of Ver-
sailles. This included Karl Kautsky’s Qutbreak of the
World War (New York, 1924), the Soviet Materials for
the History of Franco-Russian Relations from 1910 to

1914 (Moscow, 1922), the Austrian Red Book of 1919,
and the diary of Baron Schilling of the Russian Foreign
Ministry (London, 1925).

The false verdict of Versailles had already become a
scandal in America during the 1920s, when historians
like H.E. Barnes demanded the revision of the war guilt
clause. Typical is this conclusion from the academic histo-
rian Sidney B. Fay of Harvard in 1930: “The verdict of
the Versailles Treaty that Germany and her allies were
responsible for the War, in view of the evidence now
available, is historically unsound. It should therefore be
revised. However, because of the popular feeling wide-
spread in some of the Entente countries, it is doubtful
whether a formal and legal revision is as yet practicable.
There must first come a further revision by historical
scholars, and through them of public opinion.”

Now, after fascism, a second world conflict, the Cold
War, and the fall of the communist regimes in Europe, the
time has come to reopen the Versailles Treaty. The treaty
must be revised to specify the war guilt of an international
conspiracy masterminded first by King Edward VII of
England, and after him by Sir Edward Grey, in which
figures like Izvolski, Sazonov, and Clemenceau were par-
ticipants. The center of war guilt must be fixed in Lon-
don.—Webster G. Tarpley
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British experts
in manipulation

In his autobiography, British intelligence official Au-
brey Herbert brags about the British ability to manipu-
late the peoples of the Balkans and Mideast region:

“All the peoples in Turkey, including the Turk,
were in a chronic state of shipwreck; the English were
in permanent possession of the lifeboat, though often
the lifeboat could not put out to sea. David Urquhart
had the affection of the Circassians and has had no
successor in a later generation; Professor E.G. Browne
stands alone in Persia. Lawrence is undisputed champi-
on of the Arabs; Bouchier and the Buxtons were the
heroes of Bulgaria; Miss Durham restored Albania to
the memory of Europe; Steed, Seton-Watson, and Ed-
ward Boyle were the advocates of a Serbia that existed
in their minds; the Greeks have had a multitude of
archaeologists, classical scholars, and there are a few
remaining romantics devoted to their renaissance. Tur-
key has had the friendship of many British officials.
... It would appear that there is a quality of En-
glishmen that is rarely possessed by men of other na-
tions, which produces unique relations between them-
selves and the peoples of the East.”

conflicting policies and gambits that led to the Balkan wars
and World War 1. Described as a permanent association of
writers, statesmen, historians, and travelers, the committee,
which met in the House of Commons irregularly, was sup-
posedly dedicated to creating an informed opinion about Bal-
kan affairs. The formation of the group had been called rfor
by former Prime Minister William Gladstone, leader of the
“Bulgarophiles.” Members of the Balkan Committee in-
cluded Foreign Secretary Sir Edward Grey and Foreign Sec-
retary Lord Lansdowne. The president of the group was Lord
Bryce, the most active supporter of the “Armenian cause” in
England. The Balkan Committee had the public support of
the Archbishop of Canterbury, several bishops, and the
chiefs of the various non-Anglican Protestant churches that
had been arrayed around Gladstone, as well as the heads of
several Oxford and Cambridge colleges.

The key operatives of the group, who managed the con-
tending Balkan chauvinist movements, were Aubrey Her-
bert, Noel Buxton, James David Bourchier, Arthur Evans,
and R.W. Seton-Watson. Herbert controlled the Young
Turks and the Albanians; his decades-long crony Noel Bux-
ton controlled the Bulgarians, while having much influence
in Serbia also. Bourchier and Evans controlled the Greeks;
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Evans and Seton-Watson controlled the Serbians.

Aubrey Herbert

The son of Lord Carnarvan (who officially oversaw Brit-
ish freemasonry on behalf of King Edward VII), Herbert
was from two of the most powerful oligarchical families in
England: the Herberts and the Howards. The Herberts hold
no fewer than four Earldoms, while the Howards hoid three.
The Duchy of Norfolk (a Howard preserve) is the oldest in
England; the Duke of Norfolk is always formally designated
the “peer of the realm.”

The World War I boss of T.E. Lawrence (“Lawrence
of Arabia”), Herbert was a specialist in managing diverse
Mideast movements. He was also a chairman of the Balkan
Committee.

Herbert began his career in 1904 as a consul in the British
Embassy in Istanbul; his uncle, Esme Howard—later World
War I ambassador to the United States—was then consul in
Crete. In 1905, Howard traveled to Russian Georgia during
the middle of the Russo-Japanese War. He was arrested as a
British spy and expelled. That same year, he hooked up with
another member of the Buxton family, Leland Buxton, to
spark the Yemeni insurrection against Ottoman rule which
led to the death of 100,000 Turkish soldiers. In 1906 he
returned to England to become a member of Parliament, and
to run the Balkan Committee.

During the first few days of the 1908 Young Turk coup,
Herbert was on the scene, meeting with Talaat and Enver—
two of the triumvirate that later led the regime—and also
“Macedonia Resurrected” leader Emannuel Carasso. During
this crucial period, he operated out of a Bektashi Sufi monas-
tery. The Bektashis were key to the Young Turk revolution,
and Herbert was one of their controllers.

Right from the beginning, Herbert called for a Young
Turk crackdown on the nationalist aspirations of the Jews,
Arabs, and Armenians, and criticized some Young Turk rhet-
oric espousing equality. Writing to his brother at the time,
Herbert notes: “I wish them luck, the Young Turks. It’s very
fine but only a beginning. . . . Equality is charming as a
sentiment but Turkey will find it as impractical in their Em-
pire as we have in ours. The Turk can’t compete with the
Syrian, Armenian, and the Jew. He is the dominant race, and
in the interests of peace he should show that straight away or
blood will run in thick rivers in Constantinople.”

Herbert’s control of the Young Turks is celebrated in the
novel of World War I Propaganda chief John Buchan (Lord
Tweedsmuir), Greenmantle. Buchan later described Herbert
as “a sort of survivor from crusading times.”

Herbert returned to Britain after the coup was consoli-
dated. But from 1911 through 1914, he frequently traveled
to Turkey and Ottoman Albania, where he met with the
Young Turk leadership. And while promoting the Young
Turks, Herbert was also promoting Albanian independence.
The Bektashi order controlled Albania, and the Albanian
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nationalists offered to make him king on three occasions.

During the same period, Buxton traveled frequently to
Bulgaria to support the opposite side.

Herbert’s control of the Young Turks proceeded both
through his family’s control of British masonry, and also
through the Howard and Herbert families’ historic ties to
Venice; the family is largely Catholic, and Herbert grew up
in Italy.

Noel Buxton

Great-grandson of the “Great Emancipator.” Thomas
Buxton, known for his sanctimonious denunciations of the
slave trade, Noel Buxton was a member of the Quaker family
that controls Barclays Bank. The founder of the Balkan Com-
mittee, and a close crony of Herbert. Buxton was the chief
propagandist of Greater Bulgaria in the pre- and post-World
War I period in England. During World War I, Buxton was
the chief British liaison to Bulgaria. in a nominal effort to
secure Bulgarian neutrality. He was also a primary British
liaison officer to President Woodrow Wilson’s adviser Col.
Edward House, in an effort to secure American entry into the
war under the pretext of combatting Turkish massacres of
Armenians.

Buxton wrote numerous tracts such as The Black Sheep
of the Balkans defending Bulgarian claims to Macedonia, but
he maintained close ties to the Serbs and Young Turks as
well. Shortly after the 1908 revolution, Austria issued a for-
mal note of protest to Britain complaining that Buxton “dis-
posed of considerable funds and employed a large number of
agents in [the] nefarious work of propagating aspirations
among the ignorant Serbian population.” He was, said Aus-
tria, agitating for a Young Turk-supported Serbian war
against Austria.

Following World War I, Buxton became a leader in the
pro-Nazi Cliveden Set, and also formed two important Quak-
er intelligence organizations, the Anti-Slavery Society and
the Save the Children Fund.

James D. Bourchier

Correspondent for the London Times in the Balkans from
1892 through 1915, Bourchier was the operative who put
together the Balkan League uniting Serbia, Greece, Albania,
Romania, and Bulgaria against Turkey in the first Balkan
war. This stunning diplomatic feat required considerable ly-
ing to all of the parties concerned, over the final disposition
of Ottoman lands that they wanted to seize. Largely based in
Greece, Bourchier was an adviser to the Greek king, a cousin
of Edward VII. Yet despite his Greek ties, Bourchier was the
champion of Bulgarian aspirations in Ottoman Macedonia,
which Greece and Serbia also claimed.

Sir Arthur John Evans
Keeper of-the Ashmolean Museum, a center of British
masonry, Evans had been active in Balkan politics since 1870
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as England’s most prominent proponent of Serbian aspira-
tions. His political ideal, he said, was a “South Slavonic
monarchy built out of Austria and the Balkans.” Evans was
the founder of the British School of Athens and the British
Academy there, which put out glorious depictions of ancient
Greece which also served to popularize the Greek cause.

Robert William Seton-Watson

Son of a wealthy Scottish merchant in India, Seton-Wat-
son was the most prominent advocate of Greater Serbia and
later Yugoslavia, in the first half of the twentieth century.
Among the most vehement propagandists against the Austri-
ans and Hungarians, Seton-Watson issued numerous pro-
Serbian histories in the period of the Balkan wars, and was
detailed to aid Serbia on behalf of British intelligence during
World War I. In the immediate post-war period, Seton-Wat-
son and his crony Sir Bernard Pares (a controller of the Bol-
sheviks) established Slavonic Review, affiliated with the
Slavic Studies Department of Kings College. The review
remains one of the most pro-Serbian British academic outfits
today. ‘

Countdown to World Warl

In 1909, Carasso’s Turkification policy began to trigger
increasing hostility and outright revolt among the non-Turkic
population of Ottoman Europe. Those most affected were the
Greek and Bulgarian populations of Macedonia, a region
also claimed by Serbia.

In the summer of 1912, Balkan Committee agent J.D.
Bourchier formed the Balkan League, comprising Montene-
gro, Serbia, Albania, Greece, and Bulgaria. Its purpose was
to combine forces for a liberation war against the Ottoman
Empire. Conflicting claims over Macedonia were put off to
the future.

In August 1912, Bulgaria issued a wildly provocative
note to Turkey demanding Macedonian autonomy, under the
control of the Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organiza-
tion (IMRO). The Balkan Committee supported this demand;
Balkan Committee President Noel Buxton had called for Bul-
garian assimilation of Macedonia for years.

But despite this new threat, the Young Turks remained
confident of continuing British support. They had been put
in power by the British and were under the management of
Balkan Committee official Aubrey Herbert. One of their first
acts in office was to hand over the control of their army to
British officers, and their navy to the French.

In September, Greece and Bulgaria decided for war with
Turkey under the pretext of supporting Macedonian indepen-
dence. ‘

In October, Montenegro-—a puppet state of Venice—
declared war on Turkey, thus formally beginning the first
Balkan war. Bulgaria, Serbia, and Greece joined the war, as
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stipulated by the Balkan League. Because the Italo-Turkish
War was still being waged, Turkey was especially weak.

In October and November, Bulgarian and Serbian forc-
es smashed the Turks, virtually reaching the gates of Istan-
bul. Russia issued a warning to Bulgaria not to occupy Istan-
bul, as she wanted Istanbul for herself. For the first time, a
European great power threatened to intervene.

In November, Serbia overran northern Albania.

At this point, Austria announced it would not allow Serbi-
an access to the Adriatic (achieved through occupation of
Albania), and announced its support for an independent Al-
bania. The Germans offered Austria support, while Russia
supported Serbia.

In December, Turkey, Bulgaria, and Serbia signed an
armistice, ending the first phase of the first Balkan war.
Greece refused to sign. The British convened a peace confer-
ence in London, nominally dedicated to settling the conflict.

But in January 1913, the peace conference.-broke down, as
the Turks refuse to give up Crete, the Aegean islands, and
Adrianople. Now known as Plovdiv, Bulgaria, Adrianople
was then the capital of Balkan Turkey, and of immense mili-
tary importance.

On Jan. 22, 1913, the Imperial Powers, led by Britain,
forced Turkey to give up Adrianople, which virtually meant
the abandonment of all of European Turkey. On Jan. 23,
Young Turk leader Enver Pasha retook power in a coup.

On Feb. 3, the first Balkan war resumed. The Greeks
took Janina, then part of Albania, now part of Greece. The
Bulgarians seized Adrianople. Under immense pressure,
Turkey capitulated; Bulgaria and Turkey struck a separate
peace. In April, the Montenegrins took Scutari, Albania. But
in May, under the threat of Austria entering the war, they
abandoned Scutari, while the Serbs withdrew from Durazzo,
the capital of central Albania.

Sir Edward Grey turned
Sarajevo crisis into war

Even after decades of British geopolitical machinations,
it still required all of Sir Edward Grey’s perfidy and cun-
ning to detonate the greatest conflagration in world history
by exploiting the diplomatic crisis surrounding the assas-
sination of the Austrian heir apparent Archduke Franz
Ferdinand on June 28, 1914 in Sarajevo, Bosnia.

Sir Edward Grey had learned an important lesson in
the Moroccan crisis of 1911, when Germany sent the
warship Panther to Agadir to secure German interests
there, which were in conflict with those of France. This
lesson was that if Germany clearly perceived in a crisis
that there was a direct risk of Anglo-German war, Berlin
would back down, frustrating the war party in London. In
the Agadir crisis, the British minister Lloyd George had
delivered a clear public warning to Berlin, and Germany
had replied at once that she was not seeking a permanent
presence on the Atlantic coast of Morocco; the crisis was
soon resolved.

The German chancellor from 1909 to 1917, Dr. Theo-
bald von Bethmann-Hollweg, was an anglophile and a
crony of the kaiser’s student days, anxious to make con-
cessions to London in order to secure peace. Sir Edward
Grey declared in 1912 that any differences between En-
gland and Germany would never assume dangerous pro-
portions “so long as German policy was directed by” Beth-
mann-Hollweg.

During the Balkan Wars and the Liman von Sanders

affair of 1913, Grey cultivated the illusion of good rela-
tions with Germany. By mid-1914, Anglo-German rela-
tions were judged by Sir Edward Goschen, the British
ambassador to Berlin, as “more friendly and cordial than
they had been in years.” But it was all a trick by Perfidious
Albion.

Some weeks after the assassination of Archduke Franz
Ferdinand, the Austrian government, blaming Belgrade,
addressed a very harsh ultimatum to Serbia on July 23
demanding sweeping concessions for investigating the
crime and the suppression of anti-Austrian agitation. The
Russian court slavophiles were demanding war against
Austria and Germany in defense of Serbia; these slavo-
philes were madmen on the strategic offensive who sought
a general European war. In Vienna, the leading minister,
Count Berchtold, and the chief of staff, Conrad von
Hoetzendorff, were determined to use the crisis to smash
Serbia, which they saw as a threat to the survival of their
empire. Berchtold and Hoetzendorff were madmen on
the strategic defensive, even if they assumed the tactical
offensive against Serbia. Their aggressive intentions in-
volved Serbia, but not other great powers. When Serbia
issued a conciliatory reply to the Austrian ultimatum, Kai-
ser Wilhelm II and others were relieved and thought that
the war danger had receded; but the Vienna madmen
seized on minor refusals by Serbia to declare war on July
28.

If Sir Edward Grey had sincerely wished to avoid war,
he could have pursued one of two courses of action. The
first would have been to warn Germany early in the crisis
that in case of general war, Britain would fight on the
side of France and Russia. This would have propelled the
kaiser and Bethmann into the strongest efforts to restrain
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In May, the London peace conference reopened. re-
sulting in the Treaty of London, where Turkey gave up much
of its remaining European possession; the status of Albania
was left to the powers. The Albanians offered to make Au-
brey Herbert the king of their projected independent state. So
ended the first Balkan war.

In June 1913, one month later, the Serbs and Greeks
allied against their former ally Bulgaria. due to Bulgarian
reluctance to grant Serbia more of Macedonia. So began the
second Balkan war.

On June 29, the Bulgarians attacked Serbian-Greek posi-
tions. Turkey then entered the war. this time siding with
Serbia and Greece against Bulgaria. Bulgaria was rapidly
defeated.

In August, the Treaty of Bucharest. overseen by Britain
and the powers, handed most of Macedonia to Greece and
" Serbia. So ended the second Balkan war.

The conclusion of the second Balkan war was necessarily
temporary, since Bulgaria would never tolerate Greece and
Serbia acquiring most of Macedonia. And while Serbia ac-
quired much of Macedonia, she did not acquire access to
the Aegean Sea. Serbia would not tolerate remaining land-
locked.

So, in September 1912, one month after the formal end
of the second Balkan war, Serbia invaded the newly indepen-
dent state of Albania in order to gain access to the Adriatic
sea. But Austria issued an ultimatum, and Serbia withdrew.
By so doing, Austria emerged as the biggest threat to the
Greater Serbian chauvinists who knew that they had British,
French, and Russian backing.

Twenty-one months later, in June 1914, the Black Hand
killed Archduke Ferdinand, whom they had denounced as an
obstacle to Greater Serbia. In so doing, they triggered World
Warl.

the Vienna madmen, probably forcing them to back down.
The other course would have been to warn Paris and espe-
cially St. Petersburg that Britain had no intention of being
embroiled in world war over the Balkan squabble, and
would remain neutral. This would have undercut the St.
Petersburg militarists, and would have motivated Paris to
act as a restraining influence.

Grey, a disciple of Edward VII, did neither of these
things. Instead he maintained a posture of deception de-
signed to make Germany think England would remain
neutral, while giving Paris hints that England would sup-
port Russia and France. These hints were then passed on
to Russian Foreign Minister Sazonov, a British agent, and
to Czar Nicholas II. In this way, French revanchistes and
Russian slavophiles were subtly encouraged on the path
of aggression.

Grey’s deception of Germany meant assuming the
posture of a mediator rather than a possible party to the
conflict. In early and middle July, Grey proposed direct
conversations between Vienna and St. Petersburg to avoid
war, but dropped this when French President Poincaré, a
war-monger, responded that this would be “very danger-
ous.” On July 24, Grey shifted to a proposal for mediation
by other great powers of the Austrian-Russian dispute. On
July 26, Grey proposed a conference of ambassadors from
England, France, Italy, and Germany, which was de-
clined by Germany for various reasons. Grey’s charade of
war avoidance contributed to complacency in Berlin and
a failure to do anything to restrain the Vienna crazies,
since, the kaiser thought, if England did not fight, France
and Russia were unlikely to do so either.

Edward VII’s son King George V made a vital contri-
bution to the British deception. Late on July 26, King

George V told the kaiser’s brother, Prince Henry, who
was visiting England, that Britain had “no quarrel with
anyone and I hope we shall remain neutral.” This was
seized upon by the pathetic kaiser as a binding pledge of
British neutrality for which, he said “I have the word of a
king; and that is sufficient for me.” The gullible Kaiser
Wilhelm was kept thoroughly disoriented during the last.
critical period when Germany could have forced Vienna
to back down and avoid general war, before the fateful
Russian and Austrian mobilizations of July 30 and 31.

The declaration of war

It was late on July 29 before any warning of British
armed intervention in the looming conflict was received
in Berlin. When German forces entered Belgium in the
context of the Schlieffen Plan (the German plan for a two-
front war against France and Russia), Grey declared war
at midnight Aug. 4-5, 1914.

The British were the first of the great powers to mobi-
lize their war machine, in this case the Grand Fleet of the
Royal Navy. On July 19, the British had already staged a
formidable naval demonstration with a review of the
Grand Fleet at Portsmouth. On the afternoon of July 28,
Winston Churchill ordered the fleet to proceed during the
night at high speed with no lights from Portsmouth
through the Straits of Dover to its wartime base of opera-
tions at Scapa Flow, north of Scotland. On July 29, the
official “warning telegram” was sent out from the Admi-
ralty; the British fleet was now on a full war footing.

The first continental state to mobilize had been Serbia,
on July 25. The order of general mobilizations was Serbia,
Great Britain, Russia, Austria, France, and, finally, Ger-
many.—Webster G. Tarpley
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