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‘£s not the time come when the powerful countries ofEurope should

reduce the armaments which they have so sedulously raised? Ir not

the time come when they should be prepared to declare that there is

no use in such overgrowth establishments ? What is the advantage of

one Power greatly increasing its Army and Navy? Does it not see

that other Powers willfollow its example? The consequence of this

must be that no increase of relative strength will accrue to any one

Power, but there must be a uniform consumption of the resources of

every country in military preparations. The true interest of Europe

is to come to same common accord, so as to enable every country to

reduce those military armaments, winch belong to a state of mar
rather than of peace.’ sir robrrt peel, 18,^1.

‘Let us terminate this disastrous system of rival expenditure and
mutually agree, with no hypocrisy but in a marmer and under circum-

stances which can admit ofno doubt—by a reduction ofarmaments

that peace is really our policy.’ MR. disraeli, 1859.

‘ Take it all in all, a Ship of the Line is the most honourable thing

that man, as a gregarious animal, has ever produced. By himself,

unlulped, he can do better things than ships of the line ; he can make
poems and pictures, . . , But as a being living infecks, and hamttter-

ing out, with alternate strokes and mutual agreement, what is

necessary for him, in thoseJkeks, to get or produce, the ship tjf fhf

line is his first work. Into that he has put as much of his hwnan
patience, common sense, foretluiught, experimental philosophy. Self,

control, habits of order and obedience, thoroughly wrought handwork,

defiance of brute elements, careless courage, carefulpatriotism, and Calm
expectation of thejudgement of Cod, as can well be put into a space

of 300 feet long by 80 broad. And I am thankful to have livec( in

an age when I could see this thing so done.’ JOHN rwskin, 1856.

PRINTED IN CHEAT BRITAIN



PREFACE

I
SHOULD like to thank H. M. Foreign Office and the

Lords Commissioners of the Admiralty for allowing me
access to all British documents which I found it necessary

to examine, and for permission to print the documents
contained in Appendix VI. I also wish to thank the

Principal of Hertford College, Oxford, for reading the

manuscript of my book. I would add that I take full

responsibility for all statements and personal opinions

contained in the text.

Every student ofAnglo-German relations in the period

between 1898 and 1914 is under a great debt to the editors

oftEe British and German collections of diplomatic docu-

ments.. T may be allowed to say that independent work
on the material used by the editors of the British Docu-

ments has confirmed my judgement of the coitipleteness

and impartiality of the editors’ selection. I have found it

necessary to criticize a good many of the editorial notes

and comments in the volumes of the German Collection,

and I do not think that sufficient documents are included,

even from German sources, in this collection to justify the

comprehensive title of Die grosse Politik der eitropdischen

Kabinette. At the same time I do not want my criticisms

to be taken as an attempt to belittle either the value of

this German publication or the labours ofthose who have
produced it. In this context it is enough for rne to say

that, without the German documents, one htilf of my
book could not have been written.



ABBREVIATIONS
The following abbreviations are used in the

footnotes throughout the book.

B.D.D. = British Documents on the Origins of the War,

j8g8~igi4, ed. G. P, Gooch and Harold

Temperley.

D.G.P. = Die grosse Politik der europaischen Kabineite,

j8yi-igi4. Sammlung der diplomati-

schen Akten des Auswartigen Amtes,

ed. J. Lepsius, A. Mendelssohn Bar-

tholdy, F. Thimme.

D.D.F. = Documents Diplomatigues Frangais, i8yi-

jgi4. (Commission de publication des

documents relatifs aux origines de la

guerre de 1914).

O.A.P. = Osterreich-Ungams Aussenpolitik vonderbos-

niscken Krise, igo8, bis zum Kriegsausbrvch,

igi4. Diplomatische Aktenstiicke des

Osterreichisch-ungarischenMinisteriums

des Aussem, ed. L. Bittner, A. F. Pri-

bram, H. Srbik, and H. Uebersberger.

Hansard= TTu Parliammtaiy Debates. Ofi&cial Re-

port.
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INTRODUCTION

Every book dealing with the causes of the Great War,

or with the history of international relations between

1900 and 1914, mentions the growth of the German navy

and the effect of naval competition upon Anglo-German
relations. The subject cannot be ignored

;
yet, curiously

enough, 'no English, French, or American writer has

made a special study of this important question^ Until

the last few years a scientific treatment of the negotia-

tions between Great Britain and Germany was impossible

because the relevant documents on the British side were

not published. The British Documents on the Origins of the

War are now accessible up to the year 1913. After the

year 1913 the naval question continued to affect decisions

of policy in Great Britain and Germany, but the long«

period of negotiations over a naval agreement had come
fO~an end. The two Powers had not reached an agree-

ment. They continued to discuss other matters. They
settled the difficult problem of the control of the eastern,

end ofthe Baghdad railway. Grey hoped that thatAnglo-

German collaboration during the Balkan wars would be

followed hy 3̂. general improvement of Anglo-German
relations, "^e believed that the worst period of tension

was over. The German Emperor, the Chancellor and the

German Foreign Office, German generals and admirals

were less hopeful. Most of them thought that there was

no escape from a European war. These German obser-

vers ofEuropean events and rivalries welcomed the change

for the better in the official relations of their country with

Great Britain. They did not share Grey’s view that the

two groups ofEuropean Powers need not find themselves

in ‘opposing diplomatic camps’. They were faced, accord-

ing to their own calculation, with the prospect of a war
on two fronts; a war against Russia, and France in alliance

with Russia, for the preservation of Austria-Hungary as

a Great Power. They wanted to detach Great Britain

. 4192 * n ^
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from her commitments—moral, if not written, commit-

ments—to France and Russia.^T’Key were not prepared

to reduce, or rather to forgo any chance of increasing,

their navy unless they could be sure of British neutrality

in the war which seemed to them inevitable. [ On the

British side a promise of absolute neutrality might very

well mean acquiescence in the continental hegemony of

Germany. For these reasons, the two Powers had given

up the discussion of any general agreement of a political

kind since the failure ofthe negotiations begun by Haldane
in February 1912.

The diplomatic history ofAnglo-German naval rivalry

therefore closes in the spring of 1912, or, at all events, in

the early summer of 1913, when the German Government
explained that they could not accept Mr. Churchill’s plan

of ajnaval holiday’. I

On the other hand, the diplomatic history of thfe sub-

ject does not begin until the year 1906. The first stages

of the development of the German navy did not cause

great anxiety in Great Britain. The facts were observed.

They were unpleasant facts. They required a certain

readjustment of British naval strength and the construc-

tion of a new naval base. The propaganda of the naval

party in Germany was unfriendly to England; but this

unfriendliness was based partly upon fears of an English

attack. In any case it was not new. ! The attitude of

public opinion in Germany and the 'language of the

German press during the Boer War were violently anti-

English, and went far beyond mere unfriendliness. These

j

outbursts of feeling had more effect and caused more

I
disquiet in Great Britain than the first or second Navy

' Laws—the laws of 1898 and igoqJ
Official relations were undisturbed. The Emperor had

risked unpopularity in his own country by dissociating

himself from the general chorus of dislike; but the

Emperor’s moods were changeable, and British opinion

had not forgotten the Kruger telegram. Political and
military co-operation with Germany in the Far East and
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elsewhere was not happy. German method^ differed from
British methods; German officers and civilians did not
appear to take account of British interests. In Chinaj
these interests were openly disregarded in order to obtain

Russian goodwill.

In spite of the growing estrangement between the two
nations—on Billow’s own admission in November iSgj

German feeling was more anti-English than English feel

ing was anti-German—Chamberlain had proposed aj

alliance between the two countries. The proposal wa
not accepted by Germany; it was renewed from thi

German side (or so it was thought in Great Britain), bu
neither party believed that the terms offered by the othe

party were worth the risks. The negotiations broke down
The Germans were afraid that Great Britain might brini

Germany into a war with Russia; the English were afraic

that Germany might bring them into a war with France

Billow thought that time was on the German side, ana
that Great Britain would be compelled to accept Germant-
terms because she needed help against France and
Russia. ^

The ‘diplomatic revolution’ which affected the group-

ing of the European Powers was unforeseen by Germany.
This ‘revolution’ began outside Europe. Great Britain

gave up her ‘splendid isolation’ not for a European but
for a Far Eastern alliance; but theAnglo-Japanese alliance

at once affected the relations between Great Britain and
France. If France had joined Russia in a war against

Japan, Great Britain, according to the terms ofthe Anglo-

Japanese alliance, was bound to declare warupon France.

From this point ofview theAnglo-French agreement was
a form of reinsurance. Great Britmn could be sure that

France would restrain ffie plans of Russia.

The Anglo-French agreement was concerned with

extra-European questions. The foreign policy of Ger-

many was one ofthe causes ofthe agreement; the German
navy had as yet little to do with the matter. The German
Foreign Office,, against the judgement of the Emperor,
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used tne Moroccan question to test, and, if possible, to

break, the Anglo-French entente. From the British point

of view Germany spoilt a good case—as far as Morocco
was concerned—by roughness of treatment. The ‘shock

tactics’ of German diplomacy, the determination to go

beyond the protection of German economic interests in

Morocco and to score a long-desired success in general

policy, forced upon the British Government a decision

^hich it had no wish to take. The British Ministers had
to choose between isolation in Europe and thorough-

going support ofFrance against Germany. There was no

escape from this choice. If Great Britain refused to sup-

port France after Germany had made the Moroccan
question into a question of prestige, an affair of Macht-

politik, the entente would have collapsed.

Wisely or unwisely, the Germans had attempted to

separate Great Britain from France. The failure of this

attempt could not but affect Anglo-German relations.

Germans would feel more sharply the need for a strong

fleet; Englishmen would consider the use to which Ger-

many might put this fleet. Meanwhile, every year, the

German fleet was becoming larger and more powerful.

At this time the British Admiralty decided to build the

Dreadnought. The introduction of a new and more
powerful—and therefore more expensive—type of ship

may have been a mistake. It may have been a clever

move which turned a difficult situation to the advantage
of Great Britain. Apart from the technical arguments v
for or against Fisher’s policy, there is a certain irony in

the fact that the increase in naval expenditure—a pro-

gressive increase, since the ‘goodwill’ ofpre-Dreadnought
superiority would soon be lost—coincided,with the return

to office of a Liberal Government. The Liberals wanted
a limitation of armaments, because they believed that a

great body of European opinion was ready for a far-

reaching measure of this kind. They also wanted to
’

reduce expenditure upon armaments because they had a

large and expensive programme of social reform. These \
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motives were not inconsistent. The Prime Minister and
his colleagues did not attempt to hide their wish to save

money on battleships and to spend money on social

rneasures.

I The meeting of the second Hague Conference in 1907
gwe the Liberal Ministers their opportunity. They
announced that they would raise the question ofa general

reduction of armies and navies. What would Germans
think of this proposal? They would notice that even

whole-hearted English supporters of disarmament took

for granted the naval supremacy of Great Britain. They
would point out that the Liberals were asking other

Powers to fix a ratio ofnaval strength at the very moment
when, owing to the British lead in the building of Dread-
noughts, the British navy was overwhelmingly superior

to the German navy. They would say that Great Britain

was taking an unfair advantage in bringing forward pro-

posals for a limitation of armaments which, in effect,

asked Germany to accept for good and all a position of

inferiority. IfGermany refused to accept these proposals,

then the German Government would appear before the

German people and the civilized world as the enemy
of peace^
The German arguments could be answered. Grey

might well say that the British navy was the first and
^nly defence of Great Britain, while, even without a fleet,

Germany was the strongest military power in the world.

These answers were unlikely to affect public opinion in

Germany. Distrust of Great Britain was too great, and
the desire for naval power too strong. The second Hague
Conference therefore merely aggravated the position.

German motives were misunderstood in Great Britain;

British motives were misunderstood in Germany^
After the Hague Conference all hope of a European

move to reduce armaments disappeared. There remained
/he possibility ofdirect negotiations between Great Britain

and Germany. The British Government decided to try

this difficult and unpromising path. At first the Emperor
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refused any discussion. After some time the insistence of

British Ministers was taken as a sign of weakness. It was

thought that Great Britain would be unable to stand the

financial strain of increased naval expenditure. Biilow

accepted the notion—suggested by one of his subordinates
—^that Germany might use English ‘embarrassments’,

and bargain for concessions in return for the recognition

of British naval supremacy. The concession wanted by

Germany was a promise of British neutrality in a con-

tinental war.

Billow had resigned, and Bethmann-Hollweg had taken

his place, before this ‘bargain’ was suggested to Great

Britain. A few months before Billow’s resignation British

opinion had been alarmed by a number of facts pointing

to an acceleration in German shipbuilding. If Germany
built her ships in advance of her published time-table,

she might overtake Great Britain in ships of the Dread-

nought class. Tirpitz gave a belated and incomplete

explanation of the facts which had caused alarm. The
British Government brought forward a programme of

eight Dreadnoughts; there could be no doubt that Great

Britain was determined to keep her supremacy at sea.

The naval question was now the main factor in Anglo-

German relations. The German Ambassador in London
sent report after report to his Government that there

could be no improvement in these relations while Ger-

many was adding to the burden of the British naval

estimates. The Emperor was unwilling to give up his

naval plans. He tried to explain that the German navy

/ was not a menace to Great Britain.* His explanations

—

made in a clumsy and tactless way—were not likely to

reassure British opinion. The facts were too clear. Beth-

mann-Hollweg was ready to make concessions of a kind.

His offers never went very far; he could not persuade the

Emperor and his naval advisers to accept any reduction
in the existing naval programme. In 1912 he failed to

prevent an extension of this programme.
In any case Bethmann-Hollweg, largely under the
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influence of Kiderlen-Waechter, was himself convinced

that Germany could only agree to any reduction in her*

shipbuilding programme if she were assured of British*

neutrality in a continental war. The Anglo-Russian

agreement of 1907 was more than disconcerting to Ger-

many. Attempts to detach Russia from Great Britain and
France had been no more successful than attempts to

break the Anglo-French entente. The withdrawal of

^Russia from her Far Eastern schemes had the effect of

reopening the Near Eastern question, and of ending the

unquiet truce between Russia and Austria in the Balkans.

The Turkish Revolution added to the seriousness of the

problem. Austria annexed Bosnia and Herzegovina in

1908. Russia was forced to recognize this annexation,

because she was not prepared to fight a European war.

The Russian surrender was made unwillingly. In a few

years’ time Russia would be stronger. Austria in a few
years’ time would certainly not be stronger; a serious

internal crisis might follow the death of Francis Joseph.

Bethmann-Hollweg was not responsible for the policy

whj^, fifty years after the battle of Koniggratz, had left

the Germansjpeople no less subject to Austrian necessities

than in the age of Metternich. Yet after 1908 there was
no escape from this subjection without a complete change
in the methods and aims of the rulers of Germany.
Bethmann-Hollweg was not the man to bring about
this change. The Emperor would never have made him
Chancellor if he had not been content to drift, as the

Emperor was drifting, from one expedient to another.

There was no attempt to face the situation. Bethmann-
Hollweg tried to settle the problem by leaving it to others.

He could not bring about any real change in German
policy. He suggested a change in English policy, and not

merely a minor adjustment or adaptation, but another

diplomatic revolution. If Great Britain had promised to

remain neutral in a continental war, she would have
given Germany a free hand in Europe, and left France
and Russia to make such terms as they could obtain.
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Bethfnann-Hollweg persisted in his demand. Even if

his political terms had not been so high, he could offer no

equivalent naval concession. In any case Great Britain

could hardly accept the German political terms. Lord

Morley, who was no chauvinist, told the German Ambas-

sador in 1912 that the British Ministers would be ‘idiots’

to sign a political agreement on the lines suggested by the

German Foreign Office. The British Government sent

Lord Haldane to Berlin on a mission which was hopeless

from the outset. In the summer of 1912 the last word

had been said on the subject of Haldane’s mission.

The negotiations between Great Britain and Germany
can be read at length in the British and German docu-

ments. As far as possible I have let the actors tell their

own story. At first sight this diplomatic business may
seem little more than a prolonged wrangle of clever men
over drafts, formulae, reservations, minute verbal differ-

ences. One thinks of the dissection of dogmatic terms at

ecclesiastical councils.

This impression is entirely wrong. Upon these formulae

hung the fate of millions of men. The diplomatists and
statesmen who scrutinized with care, month after month,
the proposals and counter-proposals knew very well that

they were not playing with words. The issues were not

simple—we know that the results offailure have not been
simple. These men were trying to solve a complicated

equation, and we in our time have learned too well the

significance of their x andj. The historian must describe

these complications; otherwise he will not give a true

account of the facts. Aut sint ut sunt, aut non sint. The
story must be told as it is told, or it must be left untold.

The diplomatic negotiations begun by the British

Government only cover certain years and certain aspects

of the problem ofAnglo-German naval competition. For
all their importance, these discussions between statesmen
and ambassadors leave many things unsaid and un-
recorded. One knows that certain decisions were taken,

and that they were taken for re^ons which might not
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be wholly wise but waiS6 not often wholly foolish; but the

questions were not merely discussed behind closed doors,

or between Foreign Office and Foreign Office.

The main facts, though not the details, of these nego-

tiations were known to the public. What did Germans
and Englishmen think about the naval rivalry? Here one

reaches a most difficult task. The study ofpublic opinion

is so very elusive that most writers content themselves

with general terms: ‘England’, ‘Germany’, ‘France’,

‘Russia’. It is pedantic not to use these terms in the

description of national policy; every one knows, or should

know, that they do not mean all Englishmen, all Ger-

mans, all Frenchmen. If one is trying to obtain an idea

ofpublic opinion, one must assume that there is no single, •

unanimous judgement passed by a whole nation; on the

other hand, it is not unfair to speak of the opinion of a .

dominant majority as an effective public opinion. The
trouble does not end here. Even in the ‘dominant majo-

rity’, the spokesmen are few, the listeners are many. It

.

is hard to discover the views of the silent listeners. The *

history of the average man can only be told in averages.

No one has yet attempted a detailed and scientific study

of public opinion in Germany and Great Britain. This •

study might take the form of regional surveys. It would
provide valuable information; its results would be not a
little surprising. Until this study has been made the his-

torian must content himself with rough generalizations.

He must read the most ‘representative’ newspapers and the

writings and speeches of public men. He must examine
the methods of propaganda official and unofficial, and
the effects of this propaganda. He will remember that

he is dealing with a subject upon which a great many
rash statements have been made. Hie liber est in quo

quaerit sua dogmata quisque. Et reperit pariter dogmata quis-

que sua.

With these reservations, one may attempt to give an
answer, in general terms, to the question: What did

Germans ffiink abom the ^owth ojf the German navy?
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One may say that the German people as a whole believed

Llhat they should possess a strong navy. The figures show-

Zing the growth of the German Navy League tell their

(own story. The matter was not one of right, but of

I

expediency. No one, outside Germany, ever questioned

the right ofGermans to build as many ships as they cared

to build or could afford to build. The problem which

Germans had to answer was a different problem. The
' building of the German navy would affect the attitude of

‘ other naval Powers towards Germany. Would the reaction

of these naval Powers, and particularly the reaction of

Great Britain, defeat the purpose of the German navy?

Was the navy of any real advantage to German security,

or a practical instrument for the advancement ofGeman
aims? This question must be answered in the historical

setting of the world of the early twentieth century. One

must take for granted the belief in national sovereignty

and in the nation state as an independent, politically self-

sufficing unit, the view that a disarmed nation would be

at the mercy of other Powers who would at once take

advantage of their superior force. This belief was held

by the majority of reasonable men in every European
country. It was held by almost every member of the

governing classes. It was not effectively disputed by the

Socialist minority in any European country.

It is difficult to avoid the conclusion, absurd though it

may seem,''fcat the German people did not give very

serious thought to the question whether a navy really

added to their security. A bitter German critic of the

Emperor William II has said that his naval policy was

based merely upon Eitelkeit, a frivolous vanity or love of

^splay. The criticism is unfair, though it has an element

of truth. A statement made by Bethmann-Hollweg in

1912 to a member of the British Embassy in Berlin is

nearer the mark. Bethmann-Hollweg said that Germany
wanted a navy not merely for the protection of her sea

.

coasts and her commerce, but for the ‘general purposes of 1

her greatness’!^ It is probable that this vague answer.
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would have been given by most patriotic Germans. They
would have added that in any case their navy was par-

ticularly necessary as a means ofdefence against England,

^^ith a strong fleet they were safe from attack. Without
a strong fleet they were at the mercy of a grasping and
unscrupulous nation which, in the course of history, had
taken opportunity after opportunity to destroy the trade

of its commercial rivals. In any case, the German
public paid more attention to internal ‘party bargaining’

on the naval question than to any repercussions of the

n^ policy outside Germany.
VA^f Germany could put a sufficient number of ships into

the line of battle, England would not risk an attack even

with her superior fleet because she would lose so many
ships in destroying the German navy that the British

navy would then be at the mercy of other naval Powers.

An important school ofthought in Germany went beyond
this view, and interpreted the ‘general purposes of

German greatness’ in a wider and more aggressive sense.

They believed that their country was destined to world
domination—^not world conquest, but world domination.

It is easy to show that this school of thought, with its

extrSvagant and bellicose plans of expansion, was not

supported by the majority of peaceful citizens in Ger-

many. It is less easy to say that the pan-Germans and
the militarists did not play a disproportionate ^rt in the

determination ofGerman policy. It is even more difficult

to discover how far the German middle classes allowed

themselves to be affected by the aggressive mood of pan-

Germanism.
Public opinion in Great Britain was less submissive to

authority and less ready to listen to official propaganda
than public opinion in Germany; there was also less

interest in foreign politics. On one question the political

parties were united: the maintenance ofnaval superiority

was known to be a matter of life and death to an island

Ppwer, dependent upon imported foodstuffs. The British

'^Empire no less than Great Britain would have been at
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the mercy of any state which defeated the British navy.

At the beginning of the twentieth century Englishmen

were accustomed to take as their measure of naval

superiority the ‘two-Power standard’. The British navy

must be as strong oFstronger than the combined fleets

of the two naval Powers nearest in strength. These naval

Powers were France and Russia. The growth of the

German navy, the change in the relationship of the

Powers, made the ‘two-Power standard’ an unsuitable

measure. The development of the navy of the United

States added to the difficulties of maintaining a ‘two-s

Power standard’. A war with the United States was

regarded as out of the question. The United States were

the greatest trade rivals ofEngland; American imperial-

ism was no less aggressive than other forms ofimperialism.

Large sections ofAmerican opinion were not inclined to

friendly collaboration. Yet on the British side there was

always a belief, strengthened by the conclusion of an

.arbitration treaty, that no divergencies of interest could

yhe serious enough to cause an Anglo-American war. The
pavies of France and Russia were not likely to join an

/anti-English combination. The navy of Italy could be set

-gainst the navy ofAustria, in spite of the Triple Alliance.

There remained only the German navy. The pro-

grammes of naval construction in Germany determined
the programmes of Great Britain. Germany was forcing

the pace. A reduction in German naval expenditure

would benefit the taxpayers of Great Britain as well as

I the taxpayers ofGermany. The ‘shock tactics’ ofGerman
diplomacy, the attitude of the German press towards

England, the activities of the Navy League and the pan-

German societies caused increasing disquiet. Englishmen
Mere told that Germany must hayda navy to protect her

x;ommerce and her colonies.'’'^o responsible English-

man wanted to attack the German colonies or German
commerce. The fleet intended for the defence of these

distant possessions and widespread trade consisted largely

of battleships, with little coal-carrying capacity, concen-
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trated in the North Sea. The German people had been
told by their responsible leaders that the possession of a

(

fleet would give them freedom ofaction in their relations

with England. They would no longer be forced to submit
to English dictation. Englishmen might well interpret

this language in another way. They might think that the

German fleet was intended to limit British freedom of

action. They might distfnguisti'Between their own and
the German navies.'^^defeat of the German najgy would
not necessarily open Germany to an invader.^’’Ilie defeat

j

-©fehe British navy meant the starvation of Great Britain.
|

Upon this point there were no doubts in England. Parlia-

mentary speakers in favour ofa reduction of British naval

estimates did not attempt to deny that the naval supre-

macy of Great Britain was a matter of national safety.

The refusal of Germany to accept any reduction of naval

expenditure on terms which allowed Great Britain a safe

margin of superiority \yas not merely exasperating to a

people fully determined that they would maintain this

superiority at all costs, jj^here was a sinister aspect about
this persistent German attempt to ‘beggar my neighbour’.

In igog the belief that Germany had been accelerating

the construction ofher ships and that Great Britain might
have fewer Dreadnoughts than Germany in the spring of

igi2 led to something like a panicp These sudden out-

bursts of excitement must not be exaggerated. On the

whole there was more annoyance than fear; irritation at

the waste of money, and at the continual disturbance of
the comity of Europe by German unrest and German
demands for this or that concession.

The Liberal Government made large claims upon the

taxpayers; their financial measures were almost revolu-

tionary; but the Cabinet could be sure of public support

for any increase in naval armaments after Germany had
led the way. The Government also knew that the country
supported their foreign policy. The Anglo-French entente

was popular. The Anglo-Russian entente was far less

popular, especially among the Liberals; but few of the
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critics of the reactionary internal policy of the Russian

Government wanted to denounce the Anglo-Russian

agreement. The most outspoken criticism was concerned

not with the effect ofthe agreement upon British relations

with Germany but with the fate of Persia.

It is difficult to say more witho_^ going beyond the

limits of ascertained knowledge, une might perhaps

notice two important facts. In the first place there was

1 1
no wish in Great Britain for a preventive war to destroy

If
the German fleet. A few isolated threats in obscure

newspapers, a few obiter dicta ofexpansive admirals, cotint

for nothing against the great mass of^acifid opinion and

the attitude ofresponsible statesmen. There was no desire

\yi^or a war to destroy German trade,^^rmany was a com-

mercial rival; she was also an excellent customer. The

trade of Great Britain was increasing; even on the lowest

grounds of expediency there were no arguments in favour

of a mercantilist war. If evidence is wanted to show that

the world of finance, industry, and commerce in Great

Britain did not believe that war for economic ends was

a profitable business, this evidence may be found in the

reports sent by the German Ambassador in London to

his own Government.
Even the most cautious survey of public opinion in

Great Britain and Germany permits another generaliza-

tion! Englishmen failed to notice the questions which

were of greatest significance to Germany; Germans
failed to notice the questions which really troubled pub-

lic opinion in England! Few Englishmen understood the

European importanceofthe internal problems ofAustria-

Hungary, or the extent to which German policy was

affected hy the mortal illness of the ‘second sick man in

Europe’ .^^t is indeedj^ubtful whether any.^ peaceful

solution^ these problems could have been found. Those

who knew the facts were unable to suggest a remedy; but

there are a good many features in German policy—^for

example the insistence upon a British guarantee of

neutrality—which bear a less aggressive interpretation
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age except the age into which our fathers and grand-

fathers were born?

Edmund Burke once said that he did not know how to

draw up an indictment against a whole nation. It is

even more absurd to pass an absolute judgement upon
the manifold activities and purposes offive or six nations.

I do not mean that one can forgive everything which one

can explain. I mean that no movements in history, no
forms ofhuman organization have escaped perversion by
evil-minded men. Well-minded men are not always wise

men, and wise men cannot always set to rights the con-

fusion which they inherit. Moreover, in the perpetual

ebb and flow of things, those who are occupied in the

difficult and thankless work of government tend to look

for stability, and to take a certain poise and balance as a

test of the good health of the body politic. They may
even notice that most so-called revolutions are attempts

to reach stability, and most revolutions fail because their

leaders are attempting to control forces which are both

fitful and elusive in their nature. It is true to say that

through indolence or habit of possession the rulers of

states often resist the advance ofchange or neglect obvious

warnings of danger; but for the most part they are

engaged in dealing with the incessant changes and trans-

formations of everyday things. The limits of human
capacity are obvious enough; yet they are too often

ignored by those who possess after-knowledge of events.

The force of circumstance is noticed in tragedy, and is

a general theme of play-acting; yet it is forgotten or

underestimated in the popular verdict upon the actors in

public affairs. We, who do not know to-morrow, assume
that the men of yesterday knew to-day and that every

sower can foresee every harvest.

In the last analysis, therefore, one may be more merci-

ful than fate or the gods themselves, and admit .that, in

spite of the general will of a society, rulers and subjects

alike may be surprised and overwhelmed by a sudden
turn ofevents which they can no more prevent than their

419* o
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ancestors long ago could have prevented the spreading

of the icecap.

A century or more hence, when recrimination is useless

and passion out ofplace, the historian may look upon the

turn of events in 1914 as one of those affairs of circum-

stance, when the accumulation of past errors was let

loose upon the present, and the measure of retribution

in every case far outweighed the measure of guilt.

It is also possible that this historian, when he passes

our tombstones close to those of our fathers, may see less

ofa moral and intellectual gap between the first and third

decades of the twentieth century than we are inclined to

see. He may remember that only twenty years were

added to the experieiice ofthe human race, and the sum

of human wisdom, between the year 1914 and the year

1934 -
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/ THE GERMAN NAVY LAWS OF 1898 AND 1900

I
N the month ofJune 1894 the Oberkommando* of the

German Navy issued a memorandum on the impor-

tance of sea power. This memorandum, which was writ-

ten mainly by Captain Alfred von Tirpitz, contained a

statement of the case for a powerful German fleet, a fleet

strong enough to meet an enemy at sea and not merely

to harass merchant shipping by cruiser raids. Tirpitz

summed up his argument in three long sentences:

‘A state which has oceanic, or—an equivalent term—^world

interests must be able to uphold them and make its power felt

beyond its own territorial waters. National world commerce,
’ world industry, and to a certain extent fishing on the high seas,

world intercourse and colonies are impossible without a fleet

capable of taking the offensive. The conflicts of interests

between nations, the lack of confidence felt by capital and the

business world will either destroy these expressions ofthe vitality

of a state, or prevent them from taking form, if they are not

supported by national power on the seas, and therefore beyond
our own waters. Herein lies by far the most important purpose

ofthe fleet.’

Tirpitz was neither a profound political philosopher

nor a profound student of history. He never attempted

to analyse the political terms which he borrowed from
current literature; his historical illustrations give one
the impression of facts learnt, carefully but uncritically,

from lectures and text-books at military colleges. The
importance ofhis views is to be found not in their scienti-

ific value but in the fact that they were shared by the

Emperor William II. Until 1894, indeed, William II,

though he was most anxious to strengthen the German
‘ In 188g theGerman Admiralty was divided into an Oberkommando der

Marine, or executive command, and a Reichsmarineamt or administrative

section. A Naval Cabinet was established for the Emperor. Tirpitz sup-

pressed the Oberkommando when he set up a Naval Genertd Staff.
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navy, had not thought out a naval policy. The Emperor

liked tall ships as an earlier Hohenzollern had liked tall
*

soldiers.^ He was impressed by the power of England;

jealous of the impregnable position held by the British

fleet. There was more than an undercurrent of rivalry

in his desire to see Germany strong at sea as on land; yet

the Emperor had not considered the measure of strength

which would be sufficient, and refused to think ofEngland

as an enemy. The Emperor’s imagination was turbulent,

overcharged with emotions of a second-rate order, over-

filled with military sentimentality, overawed by the tradi-

tions of his military ancestors and the influence of his

military entourage. The constitution of the German

Empire placed enormous responsibilities upon the Em-

peror. No man could undertake these responsibilities

with hope of success unless he were a good judge of other

men, and knew how to choose wise advisers and work

with them. William II was not a goodjudge ofcharacter;

few men, from first to last, could work with him. Bis-

marck had been dismissed. Bismarck’s successors were

subordinates. The Emperor realized their limitations,

but could find no better men, partly because he looked

for the wrong qualities in his servants, partly because the

political life ofGermany in the years before the Emperor

came to the throne had not been propitious for the train-

ing ofgood men. Bismarck had created a void around his

own immense personality.

In these circumstances the discovery of Tirpitz was of

the greatest significance. Tirpitz was considerably older

than the Emperor; he had joined the navy as a cadet in

1865. He was fully equipped in the technical side of

the naval service, particularly in the torpedo branch, but

he was never wholly absorbed in details. He had thought'

' It is said that the great naval review of 1889, and earlier visits to the

Isle ofWight, influenced the policy of the Emperor. Other factors affecting

the Emperor’s opinion between i8goand igoo were (i) the publication of

Mahan’s The Influence of Sea Power upon History (1890), (2) the Spanish-

American War, (3) the ‘surrender’ of France at Fashoda. Even as Crown

Prince the Emperor tried his hand at designing battleships.
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out a consistent plan for the development of the German
navy; he was far more skilled than the ordinary naval

officer in explaining his ideas and in justifying them by an
lappeal to principle. As a junior officer jfie had watched
the confusion of policy which was hampering the growth
of the navy. Bismarck had obtained colonies for Ger-

many by methods which contradicted Tirpitz’s theory that

without a navy German overseas expansion must depend
entirely upon the goodwill ofthe naval Powers. This fact

carried little weight with the naval enthusiasts: here as

in other spheres of policy Bismarck was, in Delbriick’s

words, ‘everything else, but not an educator ofhis people’.

Bismarck was not very much interested in the navy, or,

for that matter, in the German colonies. He had won
the colonies because the Germans wanted colonies, and
because he could secure these colonies by methods which
did not interfere with his general continental plans, and
did not require a navy. Throughout the Bismarckian age

the navy had been left in a half-developed state. During
the Schleswig-Holstein war the small Prussian fleet could

do no more than prevent Denmark from carrying out an
effective blockade of the north German coast. In 1865

the Prussian Parliament had considered a proposal that

Prussia should begin a ten-years’ programme of construc-

tion which would make her into a second-class naval

Power: the plan was rejected owing to opposition from
the Liberals. Two years later, after the North German
Confederation had given to Prussia the control of the

naval forces ofthe Confederation, a ten-years’ programme
was accepted. Sixteen large and small armoured ships

were to be built. It is significant that only one of these

ships was built in Germany. The Franco-German war
broke out before this programme had run its course.

There was but a single naval action in the war—a fight

between a small German gunboat and a French dispatch-

boat off the island of Cuba.

For a number of years the success of the land forces

turned attention from the navy to the army,,Tn 1872
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Lieut.-General von Stosch, Chief of the Imperial Admi-

ralty, again brought forward a ten-years’ plan. The
*

plan was accepted after a second report had been laid

before the Reichstag in 1873. Ten years later—in 1883—

von Stosch composed a memorandum upon the execution

of his programme. The plan had not been ambitious.

Its aim had been the defence of German interests in

distant waters. In the case of war with any of the great

naval Powers of Europe only raids were contemplated,

Even so, the programme of 1873 had not been fully

carried out. No substitute had been provided for an

armed frigate lost in a collision in the English Channel.

Stosch also drew up a second memorandum. The new

plan covered three or four years only, but still kept to the

thesis that Germany could not attempt to fight a sea

battle against any of the great naval Powers.
In 1883 another general. Count Caprivi, was appointed

Chief of the Admiralty. Caprivi was still inclined to

limit the offensive plans of the German fleet to cruiser

warfare against enemy commerce, and to concentrate

upon a large fleet of torpedo-boats, though he recog-

nized the need of a ‘high seas fleet’ to support the cruisers

on foreign service and began the construction of the Kiel

Canal. On the other hand, he could not easily get monej
from the Reichstag, and was too much influenced by

the general belief that the coming of the torpedo meant

the end of the era of large battleships. Caprivi left the

Admiralty in 1888, and, after various changes. Admiral

Hollmann became Secretary of the Reichsmarineamt in

1890. Hollmann remained in office until 1897. He was

not a good speaker. He could not persuade the Reichstag

to spend money on ships; he was unable to settle the

dispute in naval circles about the strategic purpose of the

navy. Tiipitz made up his mind upon this subject as

early as 1891, while he was chief of staff to the Admiral
in command of the Baltic squadron; he drew up n

memorandum on the importance of developing a battle

fleet and a system of tactics suitable for naval warfare on
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the open sea. In 1 892 Tirpitz was called to the Oberkom-
mando in Berlin. Here he composed the document which
converted the Emperor to the plan of building a battle-

fleet.*

It was impossible to build this fleet at once. The German
people were not convinced of the dangers threatening

their commerce and colonies owing to the lack of a

German High Seas Fleet in the North Sea. There were,

indeed, at this time relatively few battleships in the North

Sea. The strongest units of the British and French fleets

were in the Mediterranean. British naval defence was
concerned with France, and secondarily with Russia.

The Emperor’s plan of asking for a large loan for navaT

purposes was hopeless from a parliamentary point ofview.

Assistance came from a most unlikely quarter. In the

summer and autumn of 1895 relations between the

Boers and the Uitlanders in the Transvaal had almost

reached breaking-point. The German Emperor, with

the support of German opinion, wanted to take the side

of the Boers. In October 1895 the British Ambassador
in Berlin warned the German Secretary of State for

Foreign Affairs that serious results might follow from

German encouragement of the Boers. The Emperor’s

comment was: ‘We must make capital out of this affair

for our demands for the fleet which is to protect our

increasing commerce.’^ TheJameson raid provided more
capital. On 3 January 1896 the Emperor sent a telegram

to President Kruger congratulating him upon the sup-

pression of the raiders. From the point ofview ofAnglo-

German relations the telegram was a political blunder.

Germany could do nothing to help the Boers. She had
already provoked English feeling by objecting to English

pressure upon President Kruger to secure the enfranchise-

ment of the Uitlanders after five years’ residence. The
Jameson raid was- disavowed at once by the British

* For the history of the first Navy Law, and the memoranda drawn up
by Tirpitz, see H. Hallmann, Krugerdepesche und Flottenfrage, and B. Michalik,

Probleme des deutschen Flottenbaoes. * D.G.P. xi. 5-7, and 12.
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Government; it had shocked and humiliated public

opinion in Great Britain. The Emperor’s telegram gave
'

some colour to the statements of those who planned the

raid that Germany was encouraging the Boers to attack

British interests.

Yet from the point of view of the naval enthusiasts in

Germany the telegram had useful consequences. The

powerlessness of Germany to interfere in South Africa

was an object-lesson in the importance of sea-power.'

The mobilization of a British flying-squadron brought

the lesson home.

In June 1897 Tirpitz was appointed Secretary of the

[Reichsmarineamt. The Emperor now thought the parlia-

mentary situation more favourable. The idea of a battle-

fleet was accepted as a matter of course after Tirpitz’s

appointment. Even before the Jameson raid Tirpitz had

been asked once again to state his views. He had drawn

up another memorandum containing the first suggestion

of the ‘risk’ theory which played so important a part in

the development ofthe German navy. The German fleet

must be powerful enough to inflict serious damage upon

the fleet ofthe strongest naval Power, The strongest naval

Power would not venture to attack a powerful German

fleet, since its own fleet would be so much weakened in

the process of destroying the German navy that it would

be at the mercy of other naval Powers.

From the time of the Jameson raid to the publication

of the first Navy Law the Emperor had been pushing his

plans. He was almost obsessed with the idea of British

naval superiority, and the failure of his schemes for a

’ Sir C. Spring-Rice took a different view of the German reaction to the

outburst of feeling in Great Britain. ‘It has been a lesson (to Germany).

They have been kicking us for years, on the assumption that they were

kicking a dead ass. It is a great surprise to see starting up a live lion. The

effect is curious. The press articles are almost friendly.’ {Utters and Frieet

ships of Sir C. Spring-Rice, S. Gwynn, i. 189.) Metternich pointed out, is

190Q, that before 1895-6 ‘the general view was that if only you tramplrf

on an Englishman heavily enough he would give way to you’. This view dM

not survive the events of 1895-6. D.G.P. xvii. 13.
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continental league against English aggression outside

Europe only strengthened his belief that Germany was
in danger of attack. He pointed out to his Chancellor in

October 1896 that ‘once again we can see how wrong-
headed we have been to begin a colonial policy ten years

ago without a fleet, and to develop this policy without

keeping pace with it in naval construction. Now we are

burdened with great colonial possessions which are the

Achilles’ heel for a Germany hitherto out of England’s

reach.’^ Count Hatzfeldt, the German Ambassador in

London, answered with good sense that England had no
intention of attacking the German colonies, and thereby

driving Germany into the arms of Russia.^ Nevertheless

the Emperor was still anxious. In July 1897 the British

Government decided not to renew the Anglo-Belgian and
Anglo-German commercial treaties of 1862 and 1865,

which prevented the colonies from giving preference to

Great Britain, but to secure anew treatyon the terms of the

,

‘most-favoured nation’. William II at once saw prospec-|

tive ruin for German trade, and concluded that Germany
must build a strong fleet without delay, ‘Caeterum censeo

naves esse aediflcandas.’^

The first Navy Law gave Tirpitz what he wanted, or

rather the programme for which he thought it safe to

ask. The German fleet would consist of nineteen battle-

ships, twelve large and thirty small cruisers, eight arm-
oured coast-defence ships. The life of a battleship was
calculated at twenty-five years, the life of a large cruiser

at twenty years. A programme of construction was
designed to cover the years from 1898 to 1903; the total

non-recurrent expenditure would be over ^^20,000,000.“^
‘ D.G.F. xiii. 4: William II to Hohenlohe, 25 October 1896.
* D.G.P. xiii. 5-7: Hatzfeldt to Holstein, 28 October 1896.
3 D.G.P. xiii. 34: 31 July 1897.
* The law authorized the construction of seven battleships and two large

cruisers in addition to ships already under construction. The German battle-

ships built immediately before 1898 were smaller than those-ofGreat Britain.

The German ships were under 10,000 tons, with a coal-carrying capacity of

680 tons. The British ships ofthe Majestic class were 15,000 tons, and carried

1,850 tons of coal.



26 THE GERMAN NAVY LAWS OF 1898 AND 1900

The scheme was announced to the German public in

November 1897. Statistics showing the strength of the
'

world’s fleets had been circulated among members of the

Reichstag and important civic functionaries. At the same'

time Germany seized Kiao-Ghau for occupation as a

naval base in the Far East.* The coincidence of this

occupation with the announcement ofa naval programme

was significant. The programme under the Navy Law

extended to the financial year 1903-4. It was clearly

only the first stage of a larger plan. Otherwise the

acquisition of a Far Eastern port was merely ofierinj

another hostage to fortune and another potential prize to

the British navy.

The Navy Law was passed by 212 votes to 139 at the

end of March 1898. Tirpitz at once began an intensive

propaganda among the German people. His work was

done with thoroughness and energy.

‘We organized meetings and lectures, and made special efforts

to get in touch with the Press on a large scale. We institutai

tours to the waterside and exhibited the ships and the wharves;

we turned our attention to the schools and we called upon

authors to write for us; stacks of novels and pamphlets were tht

result. Prizes were to be given by the Ministry of Education to

the schools.’*

Tirpitz lamented that ‘the spirit of Treitschke had dis-

appeared from the teaching of German history’,^ thougt

he did his utmost, and with success, to overcome the

‘aloofness’ ofmany ofthe ‘savants’. The chiefinstrument

of propaganda was the Navy League. The League was

founded in 1898 with funds largely provided by the firm

of Krupp; within three years of its foundation it had

obtained 240,000 private members.^ Itwas under imperial

patronage; practically all state officials found it advisable

* For the seizure ofKiao-Chau see D.G.P. xiv, pt. L c. 90 and B.D.D. i. c.i

* Tirpitz, My Memoirs (Eng. trans.), i. 1 12-13.
^ Ib. III. Treitschke had regarded an Anglo-German war as inevitable.

* A number of societies of a patriotic kind were affiliated to the League

The membership had risen to 600,000 in March 1900. For the later history

of the Navy League, see below, /lawim.
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to support a cause highly favoured by the holders of

place and power.

It was impossible to carry on a sudden and intensive

propaganda ofthis kind without reference to Great Britain

and the British navy. Biilow, who had been appointed

to the foreign secretaryship in 1897 largely because the

Emperor relied on his help to get a naval law through the

Reichstag, wrote from Windsor in November 1899 that

German feeling was far more anti-English than English

feeling was anti-German.’' This anti-English feeling was
deliberately fostered by those who directed the propa-

ganda in favour of the navy. The outbreak of the Boer

War gave an opportunity too good to be lost. Public

opinion in Germany was wholly on the side of the Boers.

It was almost too easy for the advocates of a strong navy
to point out how different would have been the policy

of Germany if she had possessed a strong fleet. The
Emperor himself made no secret of the fact. He told the

British Ambassador in May 1899—before the outbreak of

the war—that ‘he knew that England was powerful at

sea and Germany weak, and therefore the former could

act with impunity, but the time would come when even

England would have to consider the German fleet as an
important factor, and he only hoped . . . that Germany
would not by that time have formed other combinations

which would certainly not be agreeable to England’. ^ To
Biilow the Emperor was more plain-spoken. He wrote at

the beginning of the Boer War: ‘I am not in a position

to go beyond the strictest neutrality, and I must first get

for myself a fleet. In twenty years’ time, when the fleet

is ready, I can use another language.’^ Even so, the

* D.G.P. XV. 413-20. * B.D.D, i. 118; cf. D.G.P. xiv, pt. ii. 592.
3 D.G.P. XV. 408: 29 October 1899. Emperor emphasized the point

by one of his coarser allusions. Five months later the Emperor drew the

same conclusion, though in more delicate language than he had used in

writing to Biilow. He told the Queen ofthe Netherlands in March 1900 that

preparation at sea was essential, in case the Lord should decide to use Ger-

many or Holland as the instrument of His vengeance. Silence and work
were necessary until the ships were ready (D.G.P. xv. 539).
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Emperor, with Biilow’s approval, used the \\hole forceo

diplomatic action to obtain minor concessions in Samoa

In Biilow’s words, ‘we should be blamed for lack 0

diplomatic skill, ifwe did not obtain a satisfactory settle-

ment of several of the questions outstanding between ii

and England—especially that of Samoa’.'

On 24 October a notice appeared in the German pres

that a new naval law would shortly be introduced. Thert

had been rumours of this law for some time past, in spit

ofdenials by Tirpitz. The new proposals were laid befotr

the Reichstag in January 1900. Their publication almo-

coincided with the detention by British warships of Ger-

man ships alleged to be taking contraband and volunteer-

to Delagoa Bay. Once again the naval party could no

wish for better arguments to prove the helplessness c

Germany on the high seas. Tirpitz, in introducing th

first Navy Law, had stated that the German fleet was no

being laid down against England; he found it necessan,

in introducing the second law, to say openly that th'

fleet must be equal to its ‘most difficult task’, in othe

words, to a ‘naval battle in the North Sea against En?

land’ .2 Btilow also connected the new plans with tb

changes in the world situation. He made it clear that tbi

fleet was a necessity for Germany in her dealings wi4

" D.G.P. XV. 396 n. The pressure exercised at a moment of British embai

rassment to secure an immediate settlement of a minor matter affecting

group ofislands with 30,000 native and 500 white inhabitants, and an annul

trade of less than ^200 ,000 , caused irritation in Great Britain. -Salisbun

who proposed at one moment that the disposition of the islands should h

settled by lot, wrote to the British Ambassador at Berlin that the Gernisi

Ambassador had ‘urged this transaction upon me with extraordinary vehe-

mence, intimating in no obscure language that the future friendship t

Germany could only be obtained at this price. What measures he meant li

indicate as constituting an exhibition of the friendship of Germany, or wlnt

policy of an opposite hind he referred to as resulting from a failure to obtii

this advantage, I am not myself able to judge. I have not however held oit

to him any hope that I can consider these proposals from such a point d

view. ... I do not think that (a Samoan agreement) is at this moment pres-

ing, or that the danger in Samoa ofdeferring it for a short time can be loold

upon as serious’ (Salisbury to Lascelles, 6 October 1899: B.D.D. i. 125-®)-

* Tirpitz, pp.^ri/., i,
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England. The construction’ of this fleet might lead to

uneasiness and mistrust in England, but Germany must
fulfil her destiny; ‘Our fleet must be built with our eyes

on English policy.’^

The new Navy Law provided for the construction of a

much larger fleet than that planned under the law of

1898. Under the new plan the battle-fleet in 1920 would
be made up oftwo flagships, four squadrons ofeight battle-

ships, eight large and twenty-four small cruisers. Four
battleships, three large cruisers, and three small cruisers

would form a fleet reserve. There would also be a foreign

service fleet of three large and ten small cruisers. During
the discussion of the law in the Reichstag the Govern-

ment was forced by the Centre party to drop five large

and five small cruisers, and to reduce the cruiser reserve

by one large and two small cruisers.^
,

The law of 1 900 marks a decision of very great impor-

tance, and must be recognized as a deliberate act of

policy. The plan was very costly. The new law doubled

the number of battleships. The first ofthe new ships were
larger than the ships laid down under the law of 1898;

the ships laid down under the law of 1898 were larger

than their predecessors. The upkeep of the fleet would
become progressively more expensive. The new construc-

tion was not the only ‘non-recurrent burden’; as a burden
it could hardly be called ‘non-recurrent’. In addition to

the new ships required to provide the battle-squadrons,

seven large armoured ships reached the end of their years

’ For Billow’s attitude on the naval question, see W. Becker, Fiirst Biilow

und England, Front wider Biilow (ed. F. Thimmc), and Michalik, op. cit.

^ For the history of these cruisers, see below, p. 97. On 7 February 1900

the Social Democrats held nineteen large meetings in different parts of

Berlin to protest against the Navy Law. These meetings were also addressed

by speakers (mostly professors) in favour of the law, but in every case

resolutions were passed against the naval proposals. During the first stages

of the debate on the Navy Law in the Reichstag Bebel put forward the view,

which he repeated year after year, that the naval party wanted a fleet for

use in an offensive war against England. Bebel thought that other naval

Powers would increase their armaments, and that Germany could not meet
the cost of competition.
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of life within two years of the introduction of the law of

1900; three more were due for replacement between 1902

and 1913, and a larger number between 1914 and 1917.

It was, therefore, necessary to lay down a time-table of

construction, with an average of three ships a year for

the next sixteen years. The shipbuilding industry in

Germany could lay down plant to provide for this great

scheme of construction only if there were no doubt that

the yards would receive a steady stream of orders. Tirpitz

pointed out that a decision once taken must be regarded

as irrevocable. He did not hide the difficulties. Hewanted

to spend 3^80,000,000 on ships, and 3^13,000,000 on dock-

yards and harbours. He proposed to raise 3^38,500,000

in loans, and hoped that between 1900 and 1916 an

increasing revenue would supply the remaining

3(^54,500,000. These figures were reduced by the Reichs-

tag; buttheymightbetakenasalowestimate. Thesizeand

armament of battleships were increasing, and the whole

scale of naval preparations tended to become more costly.

For these and other reasons, such as the need for mak-

ing provision on a sufficient scale for harbours and other

works, the scheme must be given statutory form. ‘Only

a firm will, expressed in legal form, will ensure success.’

It is important to notice these facts. They were pointed

out at the time of the passing of the law; they were

recognized by the German people, as far as any legal

act of this kind is recognized by the whole of a nation.

They were accepted, with all their financial consequences,

as necessary for the security ofGermany. The law of 1 900

was regarded as immutable in the sense that, although

it might be transcended, it could never be abrogated.

Acceptance of the law became an article almost of

spiritual faith in Germany.* If German opinion was

curiously blind to the political consequences of the law,

or to the firm hold upon Englishmen of the ‘two-Power
standard’,^ British opinion did not realize the ‘moral’

significance of the building of the fleet and the funda-
' Forthetextofthelawof igoOjSeeRrttfioi’jA/aaaZitnnaa/, 1900, pp. 429-33-
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mental character of the law of 1900. The British public
' in the twentieth century was unfamiliar with any long-

range plan of naval construction. The Naval Defence
Act of 1889 was almost forgotten. Great Britain was
determined to remain supreme at sea, but this naval

supremacy was maintained by observing the programmes
of other Powers, and by shaping British plans in accord-

ance with these foreign programmes. Germans, looking

at the obligations which they had laid upon themselves,

did not consider the effect of the growth of their fleet

upon British opinion. They were merely fulfilling a legal

duty. Englishmen, determined to uphold a supremacy
which was a matter of life and death, could not under-

stand why German naval programmes were less flexible

than those of Great Britain.^ Moreover, Tirpitz and his

collaborators did not consider the effect of their pro-

paganda. This propaganda was something new. From
time to time in the last quarter of the nineteenth-century

other Powers, long familiar with sea-power, had reviewed

their naval position, and added to their forces. Great

Britain had replied to increases in the naval programmes
ofFrance and Russia; but these developments had never

been accompanied by a campaign of strident publicity.

The French nation already possessed along and honour-

able tradition of naval strength; the Russian people were

not consulted by the Russian Government. The rulers

of Germany could not ignore public opinion, and were

unable to appeal to the past history of German naval

enterprise or to any firmly established view that German
safety depended on predominance, absolute or relative,

at sea. These facts were not realized in Great Britain,

though they explained a good deal of the extravagance

oflanguage used in Germany on behalfof the navy. The
Germans themselves seemed to be unconscious that, apart

from the deliberate and dangerous stimulation of anti-

English feeling, phrases intended to arouse in inland

Germany enthusiasm for ships might have an aggressive

tone and a sinister meaning in other countries where no
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such language was necessary because the need of a strong

fleet was already understood.

A plan extending over a period of twenty years, and

adding an enormous financial burden to a country which

was increasing in wealth but still short of capital, was

unlikely to be accepted without some theoretical justifica-

tion. It was not enough to show why Germany must have

a fleet; as far as national pride was concerned, recent

events seemed to have provided sufficient argument. It

was also necessary to show that Germany could secure

her interests at sea without possessing a fleet as large as

the fleet of Great Britain. Here again Tirpitz gave a

lucid and plausible explanation of his aims, though he

could not take the German people into his confidence

without at the same time making it clear to Great Britain

what purpose the German fleet was intended to serve,

/

/ Tirpitz explained his case in a memorandum attached

to the Navy Law. The memorandum may be summed
up very shortly. The German Empire, for the security

of its economic development and world trade, needed

peace, on land and sea; not indeed ‘peace at any price,

but peace with honour, satisfying the just requirements

of Germany*. A naval war for economic interests, par-

ticularly for commercial interests, would cost Germany’s

opponents very little if the German coasts could be

blockaded. The enemy would cover his war expenditure

by the improvement in his own trade. Hence the only

effective means of protecting German overseas trade and

colonies lay in the construction of a battle-fleet. This

fleet must be of sufficient strength that even the strongest

naval Power could not attack it without endangering its

^ own position in the world. For this purpose it was not

absolutely necessary for the German battle-fleet to be as

strong as that of the greatest naval Power. This latter

Power would not-, as a rule, be able to concentrate all its

forces against Germany. In any case, the defeat of the

German fleet would so weaken the enemy that, in spite

of Ills Vlf't’OT'V lllQ rMA/n TdrAillH
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^
be insecure; that is to say, the German navy would have
damaged the victorious fleet to such an extent that it

could no longer meet a coalition of other naval Powers.

This ‘risk theory’, as it was described in Germany and
elsewhere, had already been outlined by Tirpitz in 1896^
The statement of the theory contained no mention of

Great Britain. Yet the theory could only apply to Great

Britain. Great Britain was the strongest naval Power.

The British fleet was dispersed throughout the world. Its

most recent units were in the Mediterranean. It was
impossible to conceal the fact that the ‘risk’ theory was
a direct challenge to the ‘two-Power standard’ adopted

by Great Britain. Germany intended to build a navy
which even in the hour of German defeat could sink

enough British ships to reduce the British navy below the

numerical level required by the ‘two-Power standard’.

The German navy might have disappeared, but Great

Britain would be powerless before the combined fleets of

France and Russia. Hence Great Britain would not dare

to attack Germany. Germany could therefore use her

fleet as a diplomatic instrument to exert pressure upon
Great Britain. Moreover, the German fleet would be in

the hands of men who regarded war for economic and
commercial ends not merely as justifiable but as practic-

able. What then would Englishmen think about the

development of this instrument of coercion? Tirpitz had
considered the point. He realized that there was a danger

zone to be passed before the German fleet could cause

sufficient ‘risk’ to an attacking Power. To German mili-

tary experts this danger zone was very real. The idea of

a preventive war was not considered either morally wrong
or politically impracticable by those who prided them-
selves upon the realism of their politics. The record of

Great Britain appeared to show that the doctrine of pre-

ventive war had been practised with success by English-

men. The history of the seizure of the Danish fleet in

the Napoleonic wars was taken from its context and
> See above, p. 34.

s419a
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mentioned again and again in public discussions about the

German navy. The naval party argued that it was not

creating the ‘danger zone’. Upon Tirpitz’s view, which

was limited to considerations of sea-power, the helpless-

ness of Germany before the British navy was a fact. The
only way of escape lay through a danger zone which

already existed. Moreover, the hazards were not too

great; the ‘risk’ was not enormously increased by the

policy of the Navy Law. Tirpitz thought it unlikely that

British public opinion would accept the idea of a preven-

tive war until the most favourable moment had passed.

Meanwhile the risk must be taken. The additional ele-

ment of danger must be accepted, because it could not

/ be eluded.

Tirpitz’s views were broadcast throughout Germany.

Some of his supporters went beyond the limits of the

‘risk theory’. One may take an example of these many
variations on a single theme. In March igoo Freiherr

von der Goltz wrote an article in the Deutsche Rundschau

on ‘Seemacht und Landkrieg’. Von der Goltz was one

of the most prominent men in Germany; the Deutsche

Rundschau was a journal of high standing and wide cir-

culation among the professional and upper classes in

Germany. The article opened with certain general con-

siderations about sea power, with special reference to

English plans of world conquest, and the reasons why
Germany needed a strong fleet. Von der Goltz gave

statistics of the increase of German trade, the growth of

the population of Germany, and, as a corollary of the

growth, the large imports of corn. He pointed out that

modern wars might be long wars, and that Germany must

be prepared to resist and break a blockade. From a

military point ofview the control ofthe Baltic against the

fleets of France and Russia was essential in the case of a

war on two fronts. A few paragraphs sufficed for the

problem ofa Franco-German and a Franco-Russian war.

The main argument was devoted to the question of war
with England.
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‘In the first place we must contradict the widespread view

that such a war is beyond the range ofpossibility. . . . The experi-

ence of the small and peaceful South African Republics should

teach us a lesson once and for all. We must not overlook the

fact that the opinion of large sections of the British public is

favourable to a war of annihilation [Vernichtungskampf] against

Germany. The anti-English feeling among all the continental

nations—and not least in Germany—has strengthened this

opinion in Great Britain. . . . German independence is regarded

as in the nature .of an unjustifiable revolt against British pre-

dominance.’

Von der Goltz followed Tirpitz in attributing English

hostility, in the last resort, tojealousy ofGerman trade and
fear that the growth of Germany meant the collapse of

Great Britain.

‘We can be sure that an English Government—the present

Government, and probably future Governments, will try to

resist the strong current of national feeling, and will prefer

peaceful competition to the decision of war; but we must ask

—

will those Governments succeed? In the last resort we must
admit that the use of force is the good right \ein gutes Recht\ of

nations which are beginning to fear for their existence.’

Von der Goltz thought that the interference with German
steamers on the African routes was a sign of British com-
mercial jealousy, and that the reason for this interference

was an attempt to destroy confidence in the security of

German steamship lines. This interference was ‘one of

those light shocks which are usually the prelude to earth-

quakes, and it would be foolish to assume that a war with

England is an impossibility’.

Could Germany arm against the chances of a war with

England? The view that England could always defeat

any German attempt to resist her at sea was weak and
suicidal. In the first place the continental position of

Germany gave her ‘a certzdn influence on the relations

ofother Powers with England’. Furthermore, ‘ifwe com-
pare the forces on either side, even without reckoning

uppn the assistance of othera, the chances in the future
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of resisting England are not hopeless; on the contrary

the hope of success will increase from day to day’. Then

followed a reference to the dispersion of the British fleet.

Some of the overseas squadrons could be brought home,

but not all the foreign stations could be left, and in any

case the return journey would take time. England might

be engaged in war in some distant part of the world; a

bold enemy would doubtless make use of this moment of

weakness.^ India, Canada, Australia, once lost would be

lost for ever; England could not therefore afford to con-

centrate her forces. The protection of the British mer-

cantile marine would increase English difficulties. Von
der Goltz then calculated the strength of the fleet which

Great Britain could keep in home waters. Even if this

fleet were increased in numbers (and the question ofman-

.

power set limits to the growth of the British fleet) ‘it will

not be an insuperable enemy for our future navy. . . .

Careful preparation and quick mobilization can give a

weaker enemy actual superiority for a considerable time.^

. . . There are places enough where England’s greatness

is mortal.’ . . .

One may notice certain flaws in Tirpitz’s reasoning,

and in the bolder conclusions of writers such as von der

Goltz. These arguments were drawn from the political

situation in the last decade of the nineteenth century.

This situation might change. It would indeed be changed
by the appearance of a powerful German navy as a new
factor in international politics. It might also be changed
by decisions taken in France or Russia or Great Britain—
decisions over which Germany had no control. During

^
the last decade of the nineteenth century when Tirpitz

' This phrase should be noticed (‘ein kuhner Gegner wiirde unzweifelhaft

solch’ einenMoment der Schwache zum Handeln benutzen’) . Unconsciously

von der Goltz took the attitude not of defence against British attack, but

of using the occasion of British embarrassment for an attack on Great

Britain.

* It is interesting to notice the anger in Germany five years later when
Mr. Lee spoke ofthe possible results ofBritish measures to secure the advaH"
tage of quick mobilization. See below, pp. 94-6.
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was elaborating the ‘risk’ theory, Great Britain was, poli-

tically, on bad terms with France and Russia; she could

not allow her navy to fall below the requirements of a
‘two-Power standard’. If Great Britain ceased to be on
bad terms with France and Russia, there would be no
reason to suppose that these Powers would use the oppor-

tunity of the temporary weakening of the British fleet

after a naval war with Germany to destroy the world
position of Great Britain. It was far more likely that

France would take the chance of recovering Alsace-

Lorraine from Germany, and that Russia would affirm

her position in the Near East not at the expense of Great

Britain but at the expense of Austria. If there were nc

‘risk’ in a naval war with Germany, the German fleet

would be of little value as a diplomatic instrument unless

it could reasonably expect to defeat the British fleet.

Furthermore, if Great Britain were on good terms with

France and Russia, it would be unnecessary for her to

keep the strongest units of her fleet far away from the

North Sea. The concentration ofthe fleet ofthe strongest

j|A^fi^al Power would diminish the relative fighting value^ the German fleet.* Tirpitz’s policy increased the
‘“*
*bhances of a friendly agreement between Great Britain,

•<1/France, and Russia. Hitherto Great Britain had not been
willing to make any great concessions to France or Rus-

sia. The existence of a German fleet might provide the

motive for these concessions. French diplomacy would
be quick to seize a splendid opportunity. The surrender

of France upon the Fashoda question had shown that

France dared not risk \var witJti England because the

‘risk’ theory would apply on land and sea. Even in the

unlikely case of a French victory, France would be

crippled for years to come in relation to Germany. If

France could not oppose England, it was clearly in -

* As late as July 1904 Tirpitz still maintained that in 191a the German
fleet would not merely be stronger than the French fleet, but would be
relatively superior to the British^eet, ‘that is to say, it would be numerically

stronger than the Channel Fleet and its reserves’. D.D.F. and scr. v. 338.
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French interests to come to an agreement which would

at least secure the benefits of English support. Russian

^ interests were more difficult to harmonize with those of

^ England in the Near, Middle, and Far East. Yet Ger-

" many had already begun schemes ofeconomic and politi-

cal penetration in Asia Minor which would bring her

into conflict with Russia, and Austro-Russian relations

in the Balkans, though temporarily quiet, might not

remain quiet for ever.

A calculation of possibilities hardly justified the adop-

tion ofthe ‘risk’ theory by German naval strategists. One
might add a number of technical considerations. It was

not at all certain that a naval war between a stronger and

a weaker naval Power would result in any serious weaken-

ing of the forces of the stronger Power. Decisions at sea

are generally more absolute than decisions on land; a

more powerful fleet can inflict heavy damage upon a less

powerful enemy with little loss to itself.* The only hope

even of temporary German success lay in the dispersion

of the British navy; but a closer study of naval history

might have shown that, even if the political assumptions

made by Tirpitz were correct, it was unsafe to suppose

that Great Britain would be taken unawares, or that her

admirals would allow their squadrons to be caught one

at a time by a German battle fleet. On the German side

preparations on a scale necessary for modern naval war-

fare could not be concealed, and even if the general and

normal disposition of the British fleet remained un-

changed, ships could be brought from the western Medi-
terranean in time for the business of defence and attack,

whenever any danger threatened from Germany. IfGreat

Britain were the aggressor, she would choose her own day
and hour. It was unlikely that any other Power would
make use of a temporary weakening of British sea power
in the Mediterranean. The danger of reprisals from a

victorious and relatively undamaged British fleet, after

the German navy had met its fate, would have been too
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serious. The possession ofa numerically inferior high seas

fleet was not therefore any safe insurance for Germany
against the chances of overwhelming defeat by Great
Britain.

Was there any likelihood of a British attack? The
memorandum appended to the Navy Law assumed that

a war for ‘economic interests, particularly for commercial

interests’, might be profitable to a naval Power which
could blockade the coasts ofGermany. This view implied

that Great Britain, jealous of the increasing trade of

Germany, and anxious for her own trade interests and
a commercial supremacy which was being won from her

by Germany, would go to war for the destruction of

German trade.

From a political point of view, the chances of a mer-

cantilist war could hardly seem serious at a time when
Great Britain was making overtures to Germany. In

March 1898 Chamberlain had suggested, informally, but

seriously, that England might make an alliance with

Germany. The policy of splendid isolation could not be

maintained. Russia had refused an agreement upon Far

Eastern questions, and the time had come for Great

Britain to take ‘far-reaching decisions’.^ The offer was
refused. Biilow thought that time was on Germany’s
side. ‘England cannot in the long run avoid fighting for

her existence, and other allies and better friends than

Germany she will not find.’^ Meanwhile Chamberlain’s

offer seemed dangerous. England was not to be trusted.

An Anglo-German treaty would only bind the British

Government in power at the time when the treaty was
made.

‘If therefore the enemies of the Anglo-German group wished

... to fight their rivals singly, and fell first upon Germany, I

’ D.G.P. xiv, pt. i. 196-7; ag March 1898. For the history of Chamber-
lain’s offers, see Garvin, Life of Joseph Chamberlain, vol. iii, books xiii-xv

;

Eckardstein, Lebenserinnerungen and politische DenkwUrdigkeiten, Oncken, Das
Deutsche Reich unddie Vorgeschiehte des Weltkrieges, vol. ii, and W. Becker, op. cit.

* D.G.P. xiv, pt. i. 207.
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must certainly say that at present I do not think that the English

party to the treaty would . . . come to our assistance with all

possible force. It would be more in the spirit ofBritish policy . .

.

for the Government which had engaged itself to us by treaty

simply to go out of power and to be followed by one which,

remembering the warning received, would obey public opinion

and confine itself to the traditional role of spectator.

In the light of later events, Billow’s view of British

perfidy makes curious reading. It is still more curious to

notice that the British Foreign Office took precisely the

opposite view. Bertie wrote in 1901 that ‘in considering

offers of alliance from Germany it is necessary to remem-

ber the history of Prussia as regards alliances and the

conduct of the Bismarck Government in making a treaty

with Russia concerning and behind the back of Austria

the ally of Germany’.^ Bertie was never friendly to

German advances. Sir Thomas Sanderson, Permanent

Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs from 1894 to

igo6, was more balanced in hisjudgement; he also pointed

out in. 1901 that ‘there must be a certain amount of

qualifying words’ limiting the scope ofanyAnglo-German
alliance. ‘These qualifications are likely to be the cause

of serious dispute—and the Germans will be much less

scrupulous in making use of them to throw us over than

we can be in leaving them in the lurchl Our public

opinion would not allow it—theirs would.
The German view of British policy might be right or

wrong. It did not give much support to the idea that, in

the near or even distant future, G^eat Britain might
attack Germany for commercial reasons. Upon a ques-

tion of this kind one turns to the evidence of fact."^ How
* D.G.P. xiv, pt. i. 199-200. Billow to Hatzfeldt, 30 March 1898.
* B.D.D. ii. 73-4: 9 November jgoi.
^ B.D.D. ii. 66: 27 May 1901.
* A full survey of the relation between public opinion and economic

rivalry in England and Germany has yet to be made, and must depend for

its accuracy upon preliminary ‘regional surveys’. R. J. S. Hoffmann’s
Great Britain and the German Trade Rivalry, 1 933) is interesting as

a general account of the development of German competition and the
reaction of Great Britain to this competition. The book is written from a
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far was British resentment at German economic competi-

tion a serious factor in determining the political relations

between the two countries? Were British merchaiits, in-

dustrialists, and bankers seriously alarmed at the menace
of this competition? Ifthey were alarmed, did they make
any attempt to influence public opinion in favour of a war
on mercantilist principles? It is only possible to answer

these questions in general terms; but the answer shows
that, at the time of the first and second naval laws, and
throughout the years between 1900 and 1914, German
competition was not undermining British prosperity.

British trade in the chief markets of the world was taking

a full share of the general increase in world trade. The
commercial classes in Great Britain, so far from looking

to war as a means of destroying German commerce, were
most anxious for an improvement ofAnglo-German rela-

tions. German economic rivalry only affected the diplo-

matic course of events at points where Germany was
seeking political power, and not merely an open door for

trade. The Times wrote on 1 1 January 1 906, at the height

of the Moroccan controversy, that the British people

‘smiled’ at the suggestion oftheir ‘deadly envy’ ofGerman
commercial success. No such envy was felt of the United

States, though American competition was more severe

than German,
During the last two decades of the nineteenth century

there had been misgivings in England at the sudden

development of German trade. At times of economic

depression these misgivings resulted in a current of pes-

simism about the economic future of Great Britain, and
agrowing irritation at the pertinacity and, at times, the un-

scrupulousness ofGerman methods, such as the fraudulent

point of t-iew more sympathetic to Germany than to Great Biitain, and is

rather superficial in its treatment of British public opinion. Mr. Hoffmann
does not give sufficient consideration to the question whether German
methods rather than German competition irritated English traders and
manufacturers. For the views of German observers in England upon the

question of economic rivalry, see below, p. 46. For a German banker’s view

in 1907, see P. Swabach, Aus tneinen Aklen, pp. lao-i.
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use of trade-marks. It must also be remembered that

a free-trade country regarded as unfair, and even as dis-

honest, the practice of selling goods cheaply abroad at

the expense of a protected home market, and the habit

of using diplomatic pressure to secure special treatment

for German merchants in foreign countries. The two
periods in which this irritation was expressed most clearly

in the British press coincided with periods of hard diplo-

matic bargaining on the part of Germany. In the years

after 1880, and particularly in 1884 and 1885, Bismarck
was making sharp—from the Biilish standpoint unreason-

ably sharp—demands for colonial concessions as the price

of German support against France and Russia. The
second period of disquiet occurred about the time of the

Kruger telegram. An article in the Satmday Review of
1 1 September 1897 may be taken as an extreme statement
of this irritation. The Saturday Review at this time was
losing its circulation; an anonymous article (apparently
written by an American

!) describing the inevitability of
a German trade war was little more than a journalistic

coup to attract attention. No responsible English news-
paper supported the thesis of a trade war; there was no
reason for attention to be paid to a single alarmist cry.

The fact that attention Wcis paid in Germany to this

particular article, which could be matched by scores of
similar outbursts in German journals, is better evidence
for the state of feeling in Germany than in Great Britain.^
The trade figures for the last two decades of the nine-

teenth century show that Germany was making great
progress, and that this economic progress, as far as over-
seas and continental trade w'ere concerned, was made
largely at the expense of Great Britain. It could indeed
hardly be made at the expense of any other Power. One

’ This article in the Saturday Review was brought into prominence again by
lirpitz eleven years after its publication' Mettemich told Bulow that the
\mter cou d not be taken seriously. Bulow annotated Metternich’s view:

ertain y not (D G P. xxviii 45-9). H Kantorowicz {Geist der englischen
roiitm, pp 346-7) points out that the article is quoted in Bulow’s Imperial
erntany as evidence of the perils irom which Bulow saved Germany 1
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may doubt whether, on a general balance, the expansion

ofGerman trade was ever detrimental to British interests.

Within certain fields, however, this expansion resulted in

a loss of markets, and the encroachment upon British

trade was particularly irritating to British merchants in

areas opened up by British enterprise and hitherto pro-

viding for Great Britain almost a monopoly oftrade. The
important fact from the point ofview of the development
ofGerman naval power is that this commercial and indus-

trial progress at British expense was less noticeable after

1900. The growth of the export trade of Great Britain

in the decade before the war was scarcely less than the

growth of German export trade. On the continent of

Europe Great Britain had lost her monopoly before

the rise of German competition. In any case Germany
possessed obvious geographical advantages in central and
eastern European markets. Certain British markets were

invaded by German manufactured goods, but British

textiles, machinery, iron and steel goods still found a

good sale in Germany. As late as 1913, one half of the

British exports to Germany consisted of manufactured

goods. In 1 91 1 the British export trade with Germany
was slightly more valuable than the export trade with

the United States, and only a little below the value of

the export trade with India. The loss ofthe British export

trade with Germany would have been as serious as the

total exclusion of British goods from Canada and Aus-

tralia. In the Far East German competition, which had
caused great resentment at the end of the nineteenth

century, was less severe than the competition of the

United States and, on a lesser scale, the competition of

Japan. Between 1905 and 1913 British trade with China
was about four times as great as German trade, and it is

clear from the trade statistics that Great Britain and
Germany were not seriously impeding each other’s activi-

ties at any point in the Far East.

In South and Central America, where the competition

of the United States was also more severe than that of
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Germany, there was no important displacement ofBritish

trade. Within the British Empire British predominance

was overwhelming. Here was a rapidly increasing market

in which Great Britain already had the advantage, if

advantage there were, of a measure of imperial prefer-

ence. In the shipping and shipbuilding industries, which

were of vital importance to Great Britain as a reserve

for the navy, there was again little reason for complaint or

pessimism. J
Finally it should be noticed that the German colonial

enterprises which had been started in the Bismarckian

age were disappointing from the commercial point of

view. In igir the budgets of all the German colonies

except Samoa and Togoland were subsidized from the

Imperial Exchequer. The male German population of

the colonies, excluding soldiers, officials, missionaries, and

children, was only 8,679 in 1911.* Less than half of the

total imports (5(^9,900,000) into the German colonies came

from Germany, although these imports included a large

quantity of government stores. Less than half of the

exports—mainly raw materials—from the colonies went

to Germany. Ballin noted on a visit to the East the con-

trast between the commercial character of Hong Kong
and the military character of Kiao-Chau. If Great

Britain felt the keenness of German economic competi-

tion, she could at least assure herself that she still led the

way in the art of developing colonies. Germany might

envy Great Britain the extent and riches of the British

Empire; but Great Britain could have no desire to go to

war to acquire any of the German colonies.

Moreover, the trade statistics are in themselves a little

misleading. It is not surprising to find that Germany,
whose industrial development in 1870had been far behind
that of Great Britain, showed a far more spectacular pic-

* The figure is slightly less than 8,679; since this total includes officials,

women, and children at Kiao-Chau. At the end of 1903 the number of

Germans, including women and children, in the German African and
Pacific colonies was 5,125, including 1,567 officials and members of the
colonial forces. _
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ture of expanding trade in the last quarter of the nine-

teenth century. In this earlier period of expansion a
great many English firms were working too easily under
monopolistic conditions; they were unprepared to meet
and unable to resist young and energetic competitors.

The German criticisms of English ‘decadence’, though
expressed in supercilious terms, contained a great deal of

truth. Great Britain in the last quarter of the nineteenth

century suffered from the ease of wealth. The builders

of the great commercial houses were dead; too many
enterprises were in the hands of rich men’s sons. Too
many firms were content to follow a routine which had
brought large profits in the past. Germany was a poor

country. Her business men had to win a place for them-

selves. They were forced to develop a high technique of

production and an equally high technique of selling

goods. They were bound to study markets as well as

the processes of manufacture. They had to establish a

careful system of industrial education and commercial

training. They were not burdened with expensive and
out-of-date machinery and equipment.

In the twentieth century Germany lost many of these

initial advantages; Germans were beginning to enjoy

this dangerous ease of wealth. The standard of life, or

rather the standard of expensive living, had risen. The
suddenincreaseinwealth had upset the balance ofGerman
life. An English observer once noticed that champagne,

or its German equivalent, was the most-advertised pro-

duct in Germany. At the other end ofthe social scale the

German working class was demanding a greater share in

the new wealth. These demands, backed by strikes, could

not always be resisted. They brought shorter hours,

higher wages, and a greater expenditure on the luxuries

desired by the lower middle classes. The task of the

German manufacturer anxious to undersell his rivals was
not made easier. On the other hand the sharp lesson of

German competition had taught British manufacturers

and business men that they must change their methods.
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Great Britain still had the benefit of the high reputation

of her goods and her merchants. She possessed ample

resources for the re-equipment of her older industries and

the foundation of new manufactures. She had a greater

number ofskilled artisans than Germany. Her geographi-

cal position was more favourable for the development of

overseas trade. She was learning German methods. Her

diplomatic and consular services were slowly giving up

the old laisser-faire traditions. Her educational system

was being remodelled and extended to provide technical

training.

Whatever the reasons for the decreasing severity of

German competition, or, from another point ofview, the

increasing power of British industry and commerce to

meet this competition, British manufacturers and busi-

ness men were fully convinced that there was room

enough for Germany and England in the world, and that

a war between the two countries, so far from benefiting

British commerce, would impoverish Great Britain and

ruin one of her best customers. The desire for peaceful

relations may be seen in the trades journals, and not least

in the journals of those industries most affected by Ger-

man competition.^ The German ambassadors in England

never reported a feeling in favour of a mercantilist war.^

As for the nation at large, the electorate returned in 1906

and again in igio a free-trade majority. The issues were

’ Hoffmann, op. cit., p. 278, quotes an article in the Chemical Trades

Journal of 21 March 1908.
* For Hatzfeldt’s views, see above, p. 25; for Metternich’s views in 1900

see below, p. 65. Metternich’s opinion on this point was unchanged twelve

years later, see pp. 198 and 364. For Stumm’s views, see below, p.

Eckardstcin, Bernstorff, and Kuhlmann were at different times barges
d’affaires at the London Embassy. None ofthem believed that trade rivalry

would lead Great Britain to attack Germany. It is curious that in 1907 the

Emperor himself agreed that commercial jealousy was not the cause of

English mistrust of Germany. Mettemich reported a conversation in which
he had agreed with Balfour that English commercial classes wanted peace

and stability, and that Great Britain was in alliance with one of her most
important trade competitors—Japan—and on excellent terms with her

greatest competitor—the United States. The Emperor’s comment was
‘Quite right’ (D.G.P. xxi, pt. ii. 470-5).
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no clearer than usual at these elections; the fiscal argu-

ment was beyond the comprehension of most of the elec-

tors, but even the doubtful acceptance of a protectionist

programme wrecked the electoral chances of the Con-
servative party. The adoption of protective tariffs by
Great Britain, and the formation of an imperial customs

union might have had a serious effectupon German trade;

a protectionist Germany could hardly have described

these measures as acts ofwar. One might indeed counter

the view that Great Britain, driven to desperation by
German commercial competition, would declare war on
Germany. It might be said thatmany Germans envisaged

a ‘trade’ war in German interests. At the close of the

nineteenth century Germany imported large quantities

of raw material and foodstuffs. Nearly a quarter of her

increasing population was living on imported corn. A
number of German economists feared the exclusion of

German trade from the ‘closed areas’ of the Great

Powers. These writers were thinking not merely of the

possibility ofa British Zollverein but ofareas more impor-

tant from the point of view of food supplies, i.e. Russia

and the United States.. They envisaged a new mer-

cantilist age, and found a way of escape only in the

creation of a large central European Zollverein compar-

able in size and bargaining power with these other impor-

tant units, together with the acquisition of richer and
more fertile colonies.’' These facts might justify the build-

ing of the German fleet; but in this case the argument

in favour of a powerful fleet was not based upon defence

against British attack, and still less upon the prospective

ruin of British commerce and industry through German
competition. The fleet would be necessary to give effec-

tive force to German demands, not to resist British

aggression.

The economic arguments of a mercantilist kind by
which the German people were warned of the danger

‘ See, passim, Handels- und Machtpolitik, 2 vols. 1 900,by a number ofuniver-

sity professors and others.
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of an attack on their trade did not have a genuine ring

about them in English eare. On the other hand, the

widely advertised purpose ofthe German fleet as a means

of pressure upon England could not escape notice. The

announcement of the German naval programme and the

passing of the Navy Law in 1900 were unlikely to have

any sudden effect upon public opinion in England. The

wave of anti-English feeling which swept over Germany

at the time of the Boer War was of greater immediate

importance than either of the Navy Laws in its effect

upon Anglo-German relations. A Power which had long

understood the importance of protecting sea-borne com-

merce found nothing aggressive in the German desire for

a fleet. This fleet was pointed against England: its con-

struction was based upon a theory which indirectly envis-

aged a check to British naval supremacy; but these facts

demanded, at first, nothing more than an attitude of

cautious expectation. In October 1899 The Times com-

mented in a leading article that ‘it would be ridiculous

as well as futile to object’ to the German naval plans. On
the other hand, ‘we can hardly be expected to welcome

a policy on the part of Germany which, whenever we see

it brought into action, may maJce a considerable addition

to our naval estimates a necessity’.^ A few weeks later,

after Billow’s speech in the Reichstag on the need for a

strong German navy. The Times again made a comment
showing that the ‘danger zone’ through which Germany
had to pass might be indefinitely prolonged. ‘Whatever

our position may be at a given moment, we must be

ready to make it still stronger, if other Sea Powers build

more ships.’^

The passing of the Navy Law in 1900 brought similar

comments. ‘We not unnaturally regard the growing naval

ambition of Germany with a certain feeling of genuine

sympathy, which is, nevertheless, not unalloyed with con-

cern. . . . Programmes are not always performances’, but

the Navy Law might have an important effect upon the

* The Times, 30 October 1899. » The Times, la December 1899.
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development of the British navy.i Three days after the

passing of the law of 1900 the Er'*peror sent a telegram

of congratulation to the North German Lloyd Company:
‘Forward with the work. . . . Then we shall be able to

impose \^gebieten\ peace on the water as on the land.’ The
English press took little notice of this flamboyant threat.

The Times remarked that it was ‘unnecessary to attach

extraordinary importance to an exchange of telegrams

couched in the peculiar patriotic idiom of (Germany)’.^

During the next sixteen months there was little men-
tion of German shipbuilding in The Times. No reference

was made to the Emperor’s speech at the Elbe regatta in

June igor that the future of Germany lay on the water. ^

In September 1901, and again in November, Lord Bras-

sey wrote long letters to The Times on the comparative

naval strength ofthe maritime Powers. The German navy
was not mentioned in these letters, though another corre-

spondent wrote to point out the omission of ‘the German
fleet which is being built in rivalry of’ England.*^

At the end of October 1901 an article in The Times ‘

discussing the possibility of a change in British foreign*

policy contained an indirect reference to the develop-,

ment of German sea-power. The discussion arose out •

of an article in the National Review. The National Review,

which represented the strongest anti-German currents in

Britishjournalism, thought that an Anglo-German under-
standing was impossible owing to the strength of feeling

hostile to England among the upper and middle classes

in Germany. Germany had come forward as a naval.

Power. ‘The question inevitably presents itself whether

... it is not wiser (for Great Britain) to look in other

quarters for an arrangement on a common basis of

’ The Times, 13 June 1900. See also Appendix II.

® The Times, 16 June 1900.
3 ‘Although we do not yet possess the navy we ought to possess, we have

nevertheless fought for our place in the sun and won it. Our future is on
the water. ... As soon as the German has accustomed his eyes to a distant

outlook he will lose that pettiness which is now and then apt to cling to him
in his daily life.’ * The Times, 3 October 1901.

4192 E



50 THE GERMAN NAVY LAWS OF 1898 AND igoo

interest.’ It is curious that Russia, and not France, was

still the Power with which this ‘arrangement’ was con-

templated. ‘The naval predominance ofGermany would

not necessarily be to the advantage ofany other European

Power—perhaps, least of all, to that of Russia. The raw

material for an Anglo-Russian agreement abounds.’ Tk

Times thought that an agreement with Russia ‘would not

hinder, to say the least, the revival ofa better understand-

ing between the French and ourselves’.^

There was no immediate sequel to this suggestion.

Events in the East reversed the order of procedure.

An Anglo-French understanding, undertaken by Great

Britain partly as a form of reinsurance against the pos-

sible consequences of the Anglo-Japanese alliance pre-

ceded an Anglo-Russian understanding. It is important

to notice that already the validity of the ‘risk theory’ was

being undermined.

The German navy was, however, still in the back-

ground, as far as British public opinion was concerned.

The Times’s review of the events of the year 1901 did

not mention German naval construction or the German

navy. At the end of January 1902 a certain note of

alarm appeared. It was no longer prudent to think that

the programme of the Navy Law might not be carried

out. The Socialist paper Vorwarts had caused excitement

by printing a confidential document from the German

Admiralty foreshadowing an extension of the naval pro-

gramme in 1904-5. There was some indignation in Ger-

many that the Reichstag had been deceived in 1900 by

the naval experts in their promises of finality. The Tim
thought that the charge of deceiving the Reichstag was

unfair. No ‘finality’ was possible in naval programmes.

Yet ‘the recent and prospective expansion ofthe German
navy’ was ‘a matter ofvery serious concern to this country.

* The Times, 29 October igoi. The suggestion was coldly received by the

Russian press, but in January 1902 the Novoe Vremya pointed out that if

Russia had to choose between Germany and England, the chances were

greater that she would choose the friendship of England.
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, We cannot prevent it, ifwe would; we have no right even

to resent it.’ It was unnecessary, in spite of the views of

the Pan-Germans, to assume that the German fleet was
being built for use against England.' A few days later

The Times spoke of the ‘new aspects’ of the question of

British naval defence.* The German navy was mentioned
in the House ofCommons during the debate on the naval

estimates. The First Lord said that the Admiralty was
watching other countries, but that ‘promises were not

always performed’. ^ Ministei^ and the responsible sec-

tions ofthe Press were therefore tending to reassure public

opinion in England, and at the same time to supply a

slight undercurrent of warning about the future. There "

was no further reference to the steady growth of the •

German navy until August 1902. The warning was then .

a little sharper. ‘Some of our rivals have worked with *

feverish activity . . . and they are steadily increasing their •

efforts. We cannot allow them to gain upon us without-

imperilling our all.’"* No doubt remained about the •

change in the naval situation. ‘Programmes’ were becom-

ing ‘performances’; Germany was building her fleet with

a ‘characteristic continuity of purpose’.®

Moreover, in spite of Billow’s caution, the direct con-

nexion between British and German naval construction

was openly discussed at important meetings in Germany.
At a congress of the National Liberal Party held at

Eisenach in October 1902, Herr Bassermann, one of the

prominent members of the party, used significant lan-

guage about Anglo-German relations. ‘We must keep

cool, and until we have a strong fleet it would be a

mistake to let ourselves be driven into a hostile policy

towards England.’ Early in 1902 the Emperor had pre-

sented to the Reichstag a table, drawn up by himself,

• The Times, 3 February 1902. ® Hansard, 4th ser. ciii. 974.
* The Times, 8 February 1902. On 21 February The Times mentioned the

annual meeting of the German Navy League. The membership of the

League had increased from 600,000 to 626,000; 3,300,000 copies of Die

Flotte, the journal of the League, had been distributed during the year.

The Times, 16 August 1902. * The Times, 28 January 1903.
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showing the comparative strength ofthe British and Ger-

man navies. The table was intended for display in the

central lobby of the Reichstag building.

One of the first results ofthe realization of the German

programme was a change in the general disposition of

the British fleet and the construction of a new naval base

on the North Sea coast. The official announcement of

the choice of Rosyth was made in March 1903. The

decision to construct a new naval base was not wholly

due to the growth of the German navy. The British fleet

was outgrowing its establishments before the passing of

the first and second German Navy Laws. Goschen set

up a committee in 1900 to consider ‘present and prospec-

tive accommodation for ships in H.M.’s Dockyards and

the use of harbours and other anchorages and waters’.

This committee reported in 1902 that a new naval base

was necessary because the existing ports would soon be

unable to accommodate the ships of the fleet. The Firth

of Forth was chosen as the most suitable site for the new

base.^ Whatever the reasons for the decision, the signi-

ficance of the step was realized in Germany. If there

were a Concentration of the British battle-fleet in the

North Sea the ‘risk theory’ would cease to apply, or at

all events, would lose a good deal of its importance. The

Grenzbote, of Leipzig, had already made the curious com-

' ment that the German fleet could not be a menace to

-England, while the creation of a British North Sea squad-

ron would be a serious menace ‘not to Germany alone’,

and would ‘compel other Powers to think of a coalition’.^

Within a fortnight of this singular forecast, M. Gambon
had made a friendly speech upon Anglo-French relations

and the correspondent of The Times in Paris had pointed

to the first stages of a ‘striking evolution ofpublic feeling

towards England’, coincident with a similar movement
in England towards France. ‘With a little goodwill on

the part of diplomacy and the Press of the two countries

' Hansard, 4th ser. cxviii. 1551-2J 5 March 1903.
* The Tims, 24 February 1903.
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I we shall, perhaps, not have so long to wait for an Anglo- •

French entente ... as a few incorrigible sceptics may
be inclined to think.’

'

Towards the end ofSeptember 1903 the first of the two
home fleets laid down under the Navy Law of 1900 was
constituted on a ‘permanently active’ basis, and concen-

trated in home waters for immediate action. On 28’

September The Times published a leading article on the •

growth of the German navy. The German plan need'

not be regarded as a fixed resolve to challenge British

'

naval supremacy, but as an attempt to play the part of •

the Irish party in the House of Commons. It was, how-
ever, doubtful whether Germany could afford to be
equally strong on land and on sea. In any case ‘a great

many things may happen’ before pan-German ambitions

could be satisfied; but Great Britain ‘must recognize that'

the balance of naval power is changing, and it is not-

changing to our advantage’. One of the results of this -

change would be to deprive the ‘two-Power standard’, •

adopted primarily in relation to the fleets of France and •

Russia, of its usefulness as a suitable measure of British

naval requirements.* The true measure ofsecurity would *

be found only in a fleet strong enough to meet ‘all reason- •

ably probable contingencies of international conflict’. •

This formula was ‘more scientific and elastic’ than the •

two-Power standard, and more acceptable ‘because it •

enabled Great Britain to take due account of the mutual •

friendship now so happily re-established between this -

country and France’.*

' The Times, 6 March 1903. On ii March a leading article in The Times

mentioned the ‘hope of a real rapprochement’ with France.

* For the history of the two-Power standard, see Appendix II.

’ The Times, 25 November 1903.



II

GERMANY AS A NEIGHBOUR, 1898-1903

I
F one observes the attitude of public opinion in Great

Britain towards the German navy in the months im-

mediately before the announcement of the Anglo-French

Agreement, it is difficult to avoid a conclusion which

seems a little illogical and inconsistent. On the one hand

there was a certain anxiety about the development of the

German navy. This anxiety was not as yet very serious. It

was tempered by the fact that, in spite of the declaration

made in 1900 about the ultimate purpose of the German

fleet, a good many years must pass before this fleet

could be regarded as a dangerous challenge to British,

sea-power. The existence ofa German battle-fleet in the

North Sea had already produced a change in English

naval policy and was soon to cause an important redistri-

bution of British squadrons,^ but the Admiralty appeared

to be acting in a slow and leisurely way. It was not

thought necessary to press forward with the development

of Rosyth. The taxpayers’ pockets were hardly affected

by the German programme, and German construction

was scarcely ever mentioned in parliamentary debates

upon the British naval estimates or upon the comparative

strength of the naval powers. The Times'^ expressed the

general feeling in England that the German fleet was

certainly an inconvenience, and might become a danger,

but that Great Britain had not the least right to object

to the growth of this fleet. German overseas commerce
had grown; it was not unreasonable that Germany should

wish to protect this commerce in the usual way. The

existence of a battle-fleet to support German cruisers and

other commerce-destroying craft was taken as natural

and inevitable by a great sea Power. The idea of a pre-

ventive war to sink the German fleet before it should

’ See below, pp. 84-5.
,

* See above, passim.
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become too powerful was not seriously considered in

Great Britain. There was even less desire to go to war
in order to destroy German commerce and sink the Ger-
man mercantile marine.

On the other hand, there was a deep and widespread
distrust ofGerman aims in England, and a growing belief

that Germany would be at least a tertius gaudens if Great
Britain and the British Empire should meet with disaster.

It was also thought that Germany was an extremely diffi-

cult neighbour, and that any attempt at friendly col-

laboration in matters of common interest was difficult,

ifnot impossible. This distrust played an important part

in determining the attitude ofBritish opinion towards the

German navy in the years following the Anglo-French

agreement. Upon what grounds was it based? By what
events was it fostered?

The violence ofAnglophobe sentiment in Germany at

the time of the Boer War surprised English opinion, al-

though the outburst of feeling at the time of the Jameson
raid had shown that German sympathies would certainly

not be on the English side. It is impossible in this context

to discuss the rightness or wrongness of the judgement of

continental Europe upon the political morality, if such

a term may be used, of British action in South Africa. It

is clear, and was clear at the time, that no one of the

continental Powers had reason, in view ofits own past his-

tory, to take up a position ofmoral superiority or to claim

that its own actions in Africa or Asia were ruled by loftier

motives. There was indeed a distinction drawn between

attacks on nations ofEuropean ancestry and attacbrt^on

decadent Oriental kingdoms, or semi-organizedi^Pive

races; but these subtler refinements ofimperialist morality

were not very logical. In any case criticism of the fact

that Great Britain was attempting to suppress by force

the liberties of two small republics was a different thing

from criticism, based upon false or distorted news, of the

manner in which the war was being fought. This type

of criticism ^ain w^s different from mere abuse of the
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British army and the Sovereign of Great Britain. The

German newspapers were extremely bitter in their judge-

ment of the issue between Great Britain and the Boers.

No effort was made to understand the British standpoint.'

In February 1902, when the tone of the German press

was changing as a result ofBritish victories, Conan Doyle

wrote to The Times that no German publishing firm would

bring out under its own name even a moderate statement

of the British case, although all the expenses of publica-

tion were guaranteed.^ From first to last the attitude of

the German press towards the British army was insulting.

The terms ‘mercenaries’ and ‘hirelings’ were in daily use.

These terms, with an additional variant, ‘the scum of

society’, were employed at a meeting in Berlin at which

the well-known scholar Gierke was present. Six hundred

and eighty Lutheran clergy signed a protest in which it

was stated that the British army put Boer women and

children in front of the firing line.^ The German comic

papers printed obscene cartoons attacking Queen Victoria

and the British Royal Family. A work published by a

reputable firm, and containing contributions from well-

known German writers, included a picture ofQueen Vic-

toria, with the Princess of Wales, and other Princesses of

the Royal Family, presenting the Victoria Cross to a

young soldier of thirteen because he had outraged eight

Boer women.^ These filthy slanders were deeply resented

in England. Similar indecencies were, for a time, on

5

’ Early in January 1902 a deputy was called to order in the Reichstag for

describing Chamberlain as ‘the most accursed scoundrel {der verruchtislt

Buhe) on God’s earth’, and the British army as ‘in great part a pack of thieves

and brigands’. A few days later this deputy had received 31 1 telegrams

approving his language (TAe Times, ti and 15 January 1902).
* The Times, 4 February 1902.
5 The Kolnische Zeihmg protested against this action ofthe Lutheran clergy,

though this journal spoke of the contrast between ‘English mercenaries who

serve for money, and the German nation in arms’.
* Der Burenkrieg, p. 24 (Albert Langen, Verlag Jur Lilteratur and Kwist,

Munich). This work also contained a cartoon of the Prince of Wales in a

drunken sleep (p. 30). A collection of specimens of Anglophobe literatuK

was made in 1902 by The Athenaeum.
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public sale in France; but it was well known in England
that the German press was far more under official con-

trol than the French press. Any libel on the German
army or the German Imperial family would have been
suppressed at once, with severe punishment for its authors.

Yet the most offensive attacks upon Queen Victoria and
the British army were on sale at the bookstalls ofthe Ger-

man state railways. Billow indeed gave instructions that

the newspapers should not be too triumphant over English
reverses. ‘Too obvious a display ofsatisfaction would turn

English feeling against us, and Germany cannot yet meet
England at sea.’^ These mild precautionary suggestions

had little effect.

Within a short time, however, the German press began
to take alarm at the effects of its own violence. As early

as March igoo the Post acknowledged that in attacks upon
England ‘the German press is an easy first in point of

brutality, while it must no doubt leave the palm to the

French for diabolical malice’. In July 1902 the Kolnische

Zeitung wrote that ‘looking at back numbers of the comic

journals we are shocked at their coarseness’.* Two months
earlier the NationaleZ^itunghad printed a favourable review

of Conan Doyle’s book,^ and admitted the humanity of

British methods. About the same time, Baron Richt-

hofen, the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs,'^ had

* D.G.P. XV. 414 n.: 31 October 1899.
* At the outbreak of the Hereto rebellion in 1904 the Kolnische Z^itung was

afraid that ‘England would pay the Germans back in the coin of the over-

whelming malice with which they had passed their verdicts upon British

mistakes’. The payment was not made, but The Times called attention to

the fact that General von Trotha set a ‘regular tariff’ on the heads of rebels,

‘a proceeding which Germans, we trust, will repudiate with the shame and

indignation that would be felt by other civilised nations, did their soldiers

stoop to such methods of barbarism’ {The Times, 22 May igo^). Trotha’s

proclamation was condemned in Germany and withdrawn. The Times also

noticed that the mortality among Herero prisoners in German concentra-

tion camps during the months of February, March, and April 1905 was at

the rate of 750 per 1,000 per annum {The Times, 22 August 1905).
3 The War in South Africa; its cause and conduct.

* Richthofen succeeded Billow as Foreign Secretary when Billow took

Hohenlohe’s place as Chancellor in igoo.
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acknowledged the excellence of the treatment given by

the British to their prisoners. Yet the apologies were at

times scarcely less offensive than the attacks. The Kreuz-

Zeitung, for example, in making some apology for criti-

cisms exceeding the bounds of ‘prudent hostility’, ex-

plained that these criticisms were due to reasons ofwhich

Germans need not be ashamed. The journal went on to

balance the items of profitwhich had accrued to Germany

from her neutrality. The Times thought that the balance

sheet came near to ‘a confession of blackmailing’.'

Moreover, this change of tone followed the turn in the

fortunes ofwaY . A similar change ofattitude and language

bad been noticed in the German press at the time of the

Spanish-American War. British observers thought that

the German Government allowed the attacks in order to

stimulate enthusiasm for the fleet. In any case the out-

burst of hostility had shown that not merely the Junkers

but also the industrial and commercial classes, and even

the lower middle classes and the Social Democrats were

strongly Anglophobe. This hostility, combined with a

carefully directed zeal for the navy, was a factor with

which British statesmen would henceforward have to

reckon, Even the Kolnische which, in spite of its

remarks about English ‘mercenaries, serving for money’,

had never followed the scurrility ofless responsible papers,

had advised the ‘German Michael to clench his fist in

his pocket, go on building ships, and trust in the Ger-

man God’.^

At the end of the war The Times summed up the

‘average’ English view in two sentences. ‘The task of

' The Times, 5 June 1902. Before the surrender of Cronje at Paardeburg

the Kolnische Z^lmg had remarked that Germany was ‘keeping her hands

free’ in case ‘the Boers, by protracting the war, cause England serious diffi-

culties in international politics’. At a meeting of the Seniors of the Berlin

merchants, it was said that contracts and orders amounting to thousands

ofmillions ofmarks in Great Britain and the British Empire were among the

‘losses’ caused by the attitude ofthe German press (The Times, 9 May 1902).

* The Kolnische was frequently used by the German Foreign Office

to express the views of the Government. Bismarck once said that this news-

paper was ‘worth an army corps on the Rhine’.
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dealing with the attitude of German national feeling to-

wards England will often occupy the peii of historians in

years to come, nor is the practical significance of the sub-

ject by any means exhausted. And there are strong

grounds for believing that British statesmen will now
remain alive, as they have never been before, to the

meaning of this factor.’*

Englishmen were not unreasonable in looking for some
connexion between the German naval programme, the

anti-English press campaign, and the pan-German move-
ment.* The pan-Germans were so extreme in their views

and demands that public opinion in England did not

take them too seriously. At the same time the pan-

Germans were never whole-heartedly disavowed. Their

propaganda was useful, and the more useful because

it made Germans, and foreigners, familiar with plans

which might seem less preposterous if they were insisted

upon year in year out. Moreover, the demands ofthe Ger-

man Government would seem moderate by the side of

pan-German extravagance. Halle’s Volks- und Seewirth-

schaft may be taken as an example of the difficulty of

distinguishing between the real aims of German policy

and these unofficial extravagances.^ Halle had suggested

that Germany should absorb the Dutch colonies and put

economic pressure upon Holland to accept a military and
naval convention binding the Dutch to join Germany in

case of war, and to include their country in the German
defence scheme. Halle was a professor at the University

ofBerlin; his book was dedicated to Tirpitz and published

by the official publishing house of the German General

Staff and the War and Naval departments. The theme

* Tht Times, 3 June 190a. See also Swabach, op. cit., p. 61.

* For the literature of pan-Germanism, see German Ambitions as they affect

Britain and the United States, ‘Vigilans sed Aequus’, 1903. (The author of this

work was W. T. Arnold.) O. Nippold, Der deutsche Chauoinismus, 1913:

M. S. Wertheimer, The Pan-German League, i8go-igi4.

5 E. von Halle, Fbtts- und 2 vols, 1902. Halle suggested that

the South African question would have borne a different aspect if Holland

had joined the German Zollverein two generations earlier.
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of a close alliance with Holland, enforced by a threat to

divert German trade from the Rhine to the Ems, was

familiar to all readers of pan-German literature. The

Rhine was not merely important for commercial reasons,

but as a ‘sally-port’ {Ausfallstkiir) against England. The

Norddeutsche Allgemeine ^eitung once printed a reference to

the plan which had appeared in an obscure paper; the

quotation was noticed in The Times with the comment

that Bismarck had often tested public opinion by quoting

articles from obscure newspapers.^ The German penetra-

tion of Rotterdam and, for that matter, Antwerp, was

proceeding quietly and systematically. According to an

investigation undertaken by the staff of the Phare de la

Loire in 1905, one-fifth of the members of the Chamber

of Commerce ofAntwerp were Germans. The President

was German, the Vice-President a naturalized German.

Eight of the committees had German chairmen; three

others had German vice-chairmen. The President, Vice-

President, and four out of fourteen administrators of the

Central Bank were Germans. The Germans were gradu-

ally securing a foothold in all large industrial and com-

mercial concerns, and preparing for the absorption of the

Belgian Congo. Similar facts were alleged about Ger-

man control in Rotterdam. It was said in 1902 that in

Switzerland, where the pan-Germans were particularly

active, one-third of the inhabitants of Bale and one-

quarter of the inhabitants of Zurich were German, and

that the press in the German-speaking districts ofSwitzer-

land was almost entirely under German control.

During the Boer War the attitude of the German

,

Government was correct, if a little frigid and persistent

in pressing German claims. The German Emperor was

criticized in his own country for his long stay in England

‘ The Times, 16 February 1900. Bismarck’s successors also used this

method. The fact was generally known, and is mentioned, for example, in

the article on the German press in vol. xxxi ofthe tenth edition (1902), and

in vol. xix of the eleventh edition (1910) of the Encyclopaedia Britannica. For

a short note on the most important German newspapers, see O. J. Hale,

Germany and the Diplomatic Revolution,
'



GERMANY AS A NEIGHBOUR, 1898-1903 61

, at the time of the death of Queen Victoria.* It might
have been possible to distinguish between the official

policy of Germany and the outburst of anger among a
people without much training in political tact. Yet before

the formation of the Anglo-French agreement two at- -

tempts to secure a political agreement with Germany
had failed. The suggestions made by Chamberlain had
not been accepted by Germany;^ the revival of the sub-

ject came from Germany, but the attitude of German
opinion, the disillusionment of Chamberlain, and the

caution of Salisbury now made it unlikely that Great
Britain would bind herself to defend German continental

interests. The Emperor, rightly or wrongly, would be
content with nothing less than a formal, parliamentary

treaty of adhesion to the Triple Alliance. The German >

Government believed that, sooner or later, Great Britain

would be forced to accept these terms. ^ This view took

little account of the circumstances. It might be true that

England would only find allies at a price, but events were
to show that the friendship of other Powers could be ob-

tained on easier conditions. England had much to offer,

and English support was worth obtaining. If Great

Britain and Germany, did not draw together, events

would tend to separate them, and ultimately to separate

' A curious piece of doggerel verse written by one J. Rhoades, and
printed in The Times of 6 February 1901, shows the effect of this visit upon
English opinion, as far as the Emperor’s own popularity was concerned.

‘Farewell, Sir, mists between us may have been.

But this salt mist that doth the eyelids wet.

Your English tears for love of England’s Queen,

England will not forget.’

^ See above, pp. 39 and 40. Holstein, in particular, held this view.

^ It is interesting once more to notice that, while Billow and Holstein

thought that time was on Germany’s side, the British Foreign Office was

taking a different view. In the memorandum quoted above (p. 40) Bertie

wrote that the position of Germany in Europe was ‘dangerous’. She was

‘surrounded by Governments who dbtrust her and peoples who dislike or

at all events do not like her’. An Anglo-French understanding would make
the German position ‘critical’. Bertie was merely stating his own opinion,

but his statement shows that Germany was losing her ‘bargaining power’ at

the time when Billow supposed that this ‘bargaining power’ was increasing.



62 GERMANY AS A NEIGHBOUR, 1898-1903

them for good and all. There was, however, a chance

that co-operation in matters where English and German

interests appeared to be in harmony might lead to closer

general agreement. This co-operation actually occurred

in two different spheres. In each case the result was un-

happy, and the friction between the two countries in-

creased rather than diminished.

The first of these two occasions for joint action was

the Boxer rebellion in China. This rebellion moved the

Emperor to use language which the German Foreign

Office tried, too late, to keep from publication, and gave

him the chance to secure the appointment of a German

commander-in-chief for the land forces employed in the

joint expedition ofthe Powers. Count von Waldersee was

still in Germany when the legations in Pekin were relieved,

andonhis late arrival in China the situationneeded a lighter

hand. British officers disliked Waldersee’s unnecessary

punitive expeditions, and thought that the methods of

‘German militarism’ were out ofplace in the treatment of

an Oriental people. The enormous demands for money

(including ^165,000 for German cables and ^220,000

for strengthening the defences of Kiao-Chau which had

not even been threatened by the rebels), and Waldersee’s

deliberate neglect of the British and French officers under

his command, made a bad impression in England. The

refusal of the Germans to treat British railway interests

with proper consideration, especially in relation to Rus-

sian claims, led to open complaints. The Times com-

mented most unfavourably upon Waldersee’s ‘vindictive

punishment of innocent Chinese who had submitted to

terms which our own and other commandersjudged suffi-

cient to ensure the safety of their troops’, and upon the

confiscation of the magnificent bronze astronomical in-

struments belonging to the Imperial Observatory at

Pekin.i ‘Under no circumstances whatever, where our

* The removal of fifty-six cases of these instruments, and foreign comment
upon the fact, caused strong feeling in Germany. The French troops had

also taken away some instruments, but had returned them. The German
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interests and those of Russia come into conflict, can we
expect the slightest real supportfrom the “honest brokers”

in Berlin. This is a conclusion which might have been
reached long ago by observant Englishmen. Our Chinese
experiences merely confirm it.’*

Towards the end of the year 1902 Great Britain co-

operated with Germany in putting pressure upon the

Government of Venezuela. The question was relatively

unimportant; it concerned the common troubles of small

American states—the denial of justice to foreign mer-

chants and the payment of outstanding debts to foreign

creditors. The German admiral with whom the British

ships were collaborating went far beyond the instructions

given to the British commander, and came within danger

of involving his country in war with the United States.

The mere fact of common action with Germany caused

disquiet in England; public opinion had not forgotten

the flood ofabuse in the early days of the Boer War. The

Times published a poem by ^pling in which joint action

with Germany was described as an insult to our own dead

after German ‘mocking’. Kipling used the terms ‘the Goth
and the shameless Hun’, and called Germany the ‘open,

foe’ of England. The Times protested against the words

‘open foe’, but said that English public opinion disliked

taking steps which brought Great Britain into disagree-

ment with the United States, and ‘in alliance with the

government ofa people who for years past have made no
pretence offriendliness towards us’.^ On 26January 1903
The Times strongly disapproved of the German bombard-
ment of Venezuelan forts while negotiations were in

Government announced that it had offered to give back the fifty-six cases,

but that the Chinese government had refused the offer owing to the ‘incon-

venience and difficulty’ which the return of the instruments would have

caused. Billow stated in March 1902 that the Empress would be ‘distinctly

offended if the instruments were returned to her, and that they must be put

in the category of presents from government to government long customary

in China !’ Billow added that the return would have had a serious effect

upon German prestige in China.
‘ The Times, i and 17 May, 26 August, 31 October, 4 November 1901,

and passim during this period. * The TitrAs, 22 December 1902.
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progress in Washington. During the debate upon the

Venezuelan question in Parliament in March 1903, The

Times pointed out that Lansdowne did not see the real

objection to co-operation with Germany. This objection

was based upon something more than resentment at Ger-

man abuse of Great Britain during the Boer War. The

‘universal abuse’ of the German press had perhaps been a

good thing because it had opened English eyes to the

general trend ofGerman policy, and had shown English-

men that Germans regarded the British Empire as ‘an

obstacle to be got rid of, or at least reduced, by whatever

means may offer’.

*

The Times was, as a rule, less direct and outspoken in

its judgement ofGerman aims. There was a certain feel-

ing, that in acting with Germany on the Venezuelan ques-

tion, Great Britain was playing into German hands, and

furthering German schemes for the colonization of large

areas in South America. The Hanseatic Colonial Societj

had already published an ethnographical map marking

a part of Brazil as German. The general attitude taken

up towards Germany was more clearly expressed in an

article dealing with the proposed visit of the German

Emperor to England in November 1902.^ The Titna

wrote that the Emperor was personally welcome in Eng-

land, but that

‘no complaisance can describe the attitude of Germany toward*

this country as friendly. . . . We shall hope to live on good ternt

with Germany, and shall try to bear in mind that the brusqueni

of her diplomatic methods is experienced by others as well i*

by ourselves. But the easy-going, indolent, confidence into

which we are too ready to lapse must be held out of place

»

dealing with a Power whose readiness to wound has been m

clearly shewn, and whose patient watchfulness to seize upon

every advantage, great or small, will not be relaxed in return

for any amount of complaisance on our part.’^

' TAe Times, 3 March 1903.
* The ^eit, of Vienna, wrote that the Emperor would risk his populanlj

in Germany if he paid another long visit to England.
^ The Times, 8 November tgoa.
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« It may be noticed that there is no mention ofany funda-
mental subject of disagreement, no hint at any danger of
war, no reference to the German naval programme. The
complaints of The Times were little more—though they

were something more^than complaints at the exuber-

ance of a people inclined to make great efforts to snatch

small profits, and not specially gifted with tact or grace

of expression. The Frankfurter ^eitung put the case three

months later with a directness more common to south

German liberals than to north German nationalist jour-

nals. ‘Thirty years after Sedan we are still looked upon
as a parvenu with the characteristics of an intruder.

Wherever anything is going on in the world, we want to

be “in it”. If two millstones are grinding against each
other, we should like to have our fingers between them.

Whenever a sunbeam falls, we want to be there in order

to warm ourselves.

Two other statements of opinion by Germans show a

certain uneasiness at the methods employed by the Ger-

man Government in dealing with England. Metternich,^

who succeeded Hatzfeldt as Ambassador in London in

igoi,'and was charge d’affaires for some time during

Hatzfeldt’s illness, wrote two long letters to Biilow from
London in igoo. He stated as his considered judgement
that an Anglo-French or an Anglo-Russian understand-

ing were improbable, but that England had no aggressive

plans against Germany, and no desire to destroy the

German navy or German commerce. ‘English capital is

too strongly interested in Germany to want any diminu-

tion ofGerman prosperity, and England would not think

it worth while to take upon herself the undying enmity of

Germany. ... I cannot see why the English should think

it any advantage for themselves ifEurope were in flames.

They do very well with things as they are.’ Metternich

also pointed out the danger of treating English demands

* Quoted in The Times of a8 January 1903.
® Gount Paul von WolfF-Metternich (b. 1853, d. 1934) had served as

Second and First Secretary at the German Embassy in London before 1896.

419* F
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and interests with less consideration than the interests or

wishes of Russia. ‘A good deal ofill-humour would have

been avoided in the last ten years ifwe had asked ourselves

more often the question: would you treat Russia as you

are now treating England?’^

Two years later Lichnowsky^ again pointed out the

danger of treating England with roughness. ‘It is a

mistake to embark upon irritated polemics with (Great

Britain)
;
one always strengthens the party one desires to

weaken, and the only result is to produce a feeling ofvcrj

strong dislike which is not without influence upon the

attitude of the Foreign Office.’^

' D.G.P. xvii. 3-14. Metternich pointed out that as far as the two people

were concerned, there was ‘very much more good will in England towardi

Germany than in Germany towards England’.
* Prince Carl Max von Lichnowsky, who was German Ambassador in

London from zgi2 to 1914, was at this time an official in the GermanForeip
Ojffirrt

3 D,G.P. xvii. 905: 17 February 190a.
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THE ‘DIPLOMATIC REVOLUTION’, 1904

Early in the year 1902, and only two months after the

break-down of the negotiations between England and
Germany on the question ofa political understanding of

a far-reaching kind, Great Britain and Japan signed a
public treaty for the protection of their common and
mutual interests in the Far East and the maintenance of

the integrity of China and Korea. ^ If either party were
attacked by a third Power, the other party would main-
tain a benevolent neutrality. If this third Power were
joined by an ally, then the other party would pass from
neutrality to war. The treaty was drawn up in general

terms; it was likely that the third Power would be Russia,

and that the ally of the third Power would therefore be
France. A Franco-Russian communique also announced
in general terms, that the DualAllianceextended to eastern

Asia; this announcement left no doubt that Great Britain

was now pledged in certain circumstances to fight France.

This step had been taken by Great Britain and Japan
after each Power had tried and failed to come to an agree-

ment with Russia. In 1900, after separate negotiations

with Russia had failed. Great Britain had concluded an
agreement with Germany, at German suggestion, whereby
the two Powers guaranteed the principle ofthe ‘open door’

in China, and the maintenance ofthe territorial integrity

of the Chinese Empire. When Great Britain asked for

German co-operation in preventing the advance ofRussia

in Manchuria, Biilow replied,that the agreement did not

* Japan,had been considering the possibility of an agreement with Russia

on the basis ofa free hand for Russia in Manchuria, and forJapan in Korea.

The British offer was more desirable from the Japanese point of view.^Jife^
treaty was renewed in 1905. The casusfoederis was then exteiide^!‘'^fichrj».

an attack by a single Power on either of the allies. The scope^fllhetreaty

was also extended to cover India, and the two Powers agreedMU 'maintain

the independence and territorial integrity of China, and the p^^le of the

‘open door’ in questions of foreign trade with China.
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apply to Manchuria, and that Germany had not the

slightest interest in the future of the country. Holstein

admitted that the exception was made ‘out of sheer good-

will for Russia’.* For this reason Great Britain turned to

Japan. The abandonment of the policy of isolation ^^as

the result not of European but of Far Eastern complica-

tions. The German navywas not the determining factorin

the change in policy, and Great Britain had obtained not

a continental but a Far Eastern ally.

The Anglo-Japanese alliance made it desirable for

Great Britain to come to a friendly understanding wif

France. One notices a curious repetition of the diplo-

matic situation ^\ith which Bismarck had been faced after

1879. Bismarck had been interested in coming to tern

^\ilh Russia after he had undertaken obligations toward

Austiia m 1879 and later -vears. The .Anglo-FrenrL

undei'sianding of 1 904 is in some \\ a\ s parallel to d

conclusion of tlic League of the Three Emperon in M'.

or the Remsurance Treaiv of 1887. If Great Britain

on friendly terms Asith France. Fiance '.vculd exerci-

control over Russia, and Russia tsould be less Iikeh
•

disturb the in the Far East, or at all e'/enu. 1:

likely to obtain help from Fiance in a poliev direfci

against British or Japanese interests. The l*'.*-' /
ofthe Anglo-Japanese treatv ’t\culd net come i"t: ben:

the Russian danger tNCuld be met v.-l'Etu: a '•’-ar.

There ere ether and o’e\:ejs reastns :':r the tciith-

sion ofan Anglo-French agieentent. Thegreui'.d Laabet:

prepaled b% prepe>als. itrenah- iV. eared b". Entii

Go\'ernnten:. f:r a treat-. :f arbi'ranen 'h

wo coantries. Lara Cranter, -.-.hose nrn-:n;= _p:r. ti'

Brrtr'n Catanet was, considerable, v. anted 10 secuiire ih

Errt-'.t posMon in Egypi. Cr-omcr locked at tuni agiW’'

rnerr: '.vinli France front this t>:ini rf ’.new, as Jtforlc}' was

to consider die Angtr-R-mssran agireenreot

CO.nr al cfijte sctniemer.r -f - ^-staridirrrr tiidcTeini®

- Rnssia in die i^^iddle
~ ~

» n£LP.^|DiL.L& IS Jnil^ i«^.
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• Dislike and distrust of German policy also played its

part. Here, in a settlement of differences with France,

was a means of escape from the ever-recurring German
demands, and the methods which made every small affair

iiltp a test of Anglo-German friendship on major issues.

Here, again, was a settlement which saved Great Britain

from the pressure which might be exercised by the Ger-

rhan fiavy, if this navy were used as its designers proposed

to use it. It would no longer be necessary foi- Great

Britain to reckon the French navy among poicnlially

hostile fleets.' The ‘risk’ theory had already begun to

lose its validity.

It is impossible, in this context, to discuss the oppor-

tuneness of the Anglo-Japancsc alliance and the Anglo-

French agreement.^ It may be said that the French

* For a reference by Mr. Balfour to tlie ‘risk’ theory, sec Appendix 1

1

, p. 4fio.

“ The Anglo-French agreement consisted of ‘open’ and ‘secret’ articles.

In the ‘open’ clauses France promised ‘not to obs truc t the action of Croat

Britain in Egypt’ by asking that a limit oftime should be fixed for tlie British

occupation ot'

the country or by~taking other steps contrary to the wishes 1

of Great Britain, while Great Britain decided that shejhad no intention of'

altering the poUtical slatus of Egypt’. A secret article provided that, i£jhc

British Government proposed to aboljsh the Capitulations in Egypt, the

French Government would no t object, on condition that Franc e might make|

similar changes in Morocco. The open agreement started that ‘it appei tains to

Francerr.Tis a PovFefwhose dominions are conterminous for a great clislance

with those of Morocco, to preserve order in that country, and to provide

assistance for the purpose of all administrative, economic, financial, and

military reforms which it may require’. Great Britain would not olx,lruct

action taken by France for this purpose, and France dcclared.that she had

no intention of altering the political status of .Morcir-co . Neither in Egypt

nor in Morocco would there be any inequality ofcustoms dum, other taxe,,

or railvs'ay transport charges. A secret clause allowed a certain_port ion ol

Morocco to come within the influetice of bpiin if the .Sultan shoulci ceaie t o

exercise authorir,- in this region. 1 hi; clause impheci that Fiance, v/ith the

consent of Great Britain - might take the rest of Morocco. The clause was

made public in igii fitmay liave been Icnown to Germany at an cariiei date.

Open clauses in the agreement settled the question of the Newfoundland

fisheries, frontier demarcation in W. Africa, and minor questions in Sia.vj,

Madagascar, and theNew Hebrides. The agreement contained no z^him r e

to European questions, no promise of mutual aid in case ol’ wai . a.cd jjo

military or naval conventions. TTielext Of the agreement and the nfgona-

tions on the Jimisti sule arc printed in B.D.D. ii, c. xv, and on lli' Frer.c;.

side in D.D.F. 2nd Ser. iv.
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concessions to England in Egypt were worth far less than

the British concessions to France in Morocco. Cronin

wrote to Lansdowne on 21 January 1904 that ‘the French

concessions to us in Egypt are in reality far niore valuable

than those we are making to them in Morocco, and more-

over they can hamper us greatly here, whereas if they

choose they can carry out their Morocco policy without

our help’.^ Events were to show that this forecast was

wrong. In the winter of 1903—4 neither Cromer nor the

British Cabinet realized that the Moroccan agreement

would lead to greater difficulties with Germany than any of

the questions hitherto in dispute between the two countries.

It is a remarkable fact that none of the English critics

of the agreement with France anticipated that the termT

ofthisligreement would have a serious effect upon Ang^
German relations. The Foreign Office expected that

Great Britain would be more able to resist German pres-

sure in minor questions. No one suggested that the result

would be an increase in the seriousness of naval competi-

tion. Lord Rosebery was one of the most outspoken

critics of the agreement; he feared that Great Britain

would find herself involved in difficulties with France.

Rosebery did not anticipate, or at all events gave no sign

that he anticipated, any dangerous results from the Ger-

man side.^ Rosebery came forward to defend Salisbury’s

policy of isolation. He objected to any kind of agreement

binding Great Britain.

‘These agreements have all had one special characteristic. Thes

have all been extremely one-sided against Great Britain. There

was the agreement about Samoa with Germany. There to

the agreement about China with Germany. There was the

agreement about Venezuela witli Germany. I defy any advo-

cate of the Government to stiy that these were not wholly one-

‘ B.D.D. ii. 340.
* Oil 1 March 1904 Grey had suggested that the negotiations with France

might lead to a reduction of armaments. Grey did not mention the German

navy. Hansard, 4th Ser. exxx. 1404—8. The remark attributed to Rosebay

in Mr. Lloyd George’s IVar Memoirs i. 1, is not supported by contemporary

written evidence.
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,
sided agreements against this country I do not know that a
friendly feeling has been produced in Germany by the consider-

able number of agreements that we have been able to conclude
with her. ... As to the last agreement with France, I am not

less glad than you are that an agreement has been brought

about with France, but no more one-sided agreement was ever

concluded between two Powers at peace with each other. I

hope and trust that the Power which holds Gibraltar may never

have cause to regret having handed over Morocco to a great

military Power.

The signature of the Anglo-French agreement was a
turning-point in the diplomatic history ofmodern Europe.

Its importance cannot be exaggerated. It was bound to

affect the question ofAnglo-German naval rivalry. What

'

was the attitude of Germany towards the agreement? A

'

few years earlier the German Foreign Office did not

think that there was much chance of an Anglo-French

rapprochement. There had indeed been warning notes.

As early as June 1900, Hatzfeldt had written to Hohen-
lohe that France and England might come to an arrange-

ment over Morocco. The German fleet could not inter-

fere, and Germany would have to be content with such

compensation as she could get.^ Biilow did not take this

suggestion seriously. He mentioned it to Russia, mainly

to frighten the Russian Government with the idea that

the French might come to terms with England,^ Eigh-

teen months later Metternich telegraphed to the German
Foreign Office that Chamberlain was discussing with the

French ambassador the possibility ofa general agreement

' Speech at a Liberal League meeting in Queen’s Hall, 10 June 1904.

The audience interrupted Rosebery’s reference to the Anglo-French agree-

ment with loud cheers. In a speech in the City on 9 March 1905 Rosebery

again welcomed the agreement as good in itself, but regretted its terms.

On 22 August 1904 The Times published a protest from Rosebery against

the ‘dangerous and needless concession’ made to France. ‘This unhappy

agreement’ was more likely ‘to promote than to prevent’ unfriendliness

between the two nations. Rosebery dated his letter: Bicentenary of the

occupation of Gibraltar. The Anglo-French agreement contained a fclause

that no fortifications were to be erected on the African coast in the neigh-

bourhood of the Straits of Gibraltar.

* D.G.P. xvii. 315-16: I June 1900. ^ D.G.P. xvii. 318-20.



72 THE ‘DIPLOAIATIC REVOLUTION’, 1904

on colonial questions.* Lansdowne himself mentioned

the discussion to Mctternich two or three days later but

denied that any general settlement of colonial questions

had been reached. The German Foreign Office was

suspicious, but nearly eight months went by before Richt-

hofen again mentioned to Eckardstcin that Anglo-French

negotiations appeared to be taking place on the Moroccan

question; Eckardstein thought that British public opinion

would not 'tolerate any arrangement over Morocco

which endangered the security of (^braltar.^ Rumours

of a Moroccan agreement appeared in the English press

in February 1903, but were described by Lansdowne

as ‘apocryphal7^ Frequent reports of Franco-Spanish

negotiations were reaching the German Foreign Office

in September 1903, and on 26 November 1903 Lans-

downe told ^etternich that France, owing to her long

Algerian frontier, must be allowed a ‘preponderating influ-

ence in Morocco’.'^ After the visit of King Edward VII

to Paris in May 1903, Eckardstein, who was acting as

charge d’affaires in London, was far more definite than

in the previous autumn. He reported that, in his opinion,

Anglo-French negotiations were again taking place for

a general settlement of outstanding questions. An agree-

ment extending to Russia was desired by French finan-

ciers; England would then share the burden of financing

Russian loans.’ Eckardstein’s view was also held by

Betzhold, an agent of the Rothschilds, but not by Biilow,

Holstein, Metternich, or the German Ambassador at

St. Petersburg.® Biilow sumiiied up his views to the

Emperor on 20 May 1903. He thought that the problem

• D.G.P. xvii. 342-3: 30 January 1902.
“ D.G.P. xvii. 345-6: 25 September and 4 October 1902.
3 D.G.P. xvii. 348-9. 4 D.G.P. xvii. 362-3.
5 D.G.P. xvii. 567-70: 10 May 1903. Bernstorff thought that British

opinion would favour an ‘English-French-American combination. That

would be an atmosphere of “liberty” about this which would be extra-

ordinarily pleasing to the English Philistine’. D.G.P. xvii. 576.
’ D.G.P. xvii. 585-7: 18 May 1903. Holstein described an Anglo-French

alliance as Z’^kunflsmusik: an impossibility until the idea of ‘revanche’ had

been abandoned (D.G.P. xvii. 573; 30 March 1903).



THE ‘DIPLOMATIC REVOLUTION’, 1904 73

of Tangier would be in the way of an Anglo-French
understanding, and that there were even greater obstacles

in the way ofan understanding with Russia. At the same
time care must be taken not to alarm English sentiment

on the question of the German navy.'^

The completeness of the diplomatic revolution is even

more striking if it is considered in connexion with the

negotiations for the renewal ofthe Triple Alliance.^ The
thfrd treaty of the Triple Alliance was renewed, without

change, in 1897. Italy had wished for a reinsertion of the

protocol that the alliance was not directed against Eng-
land. This statement had appeared in the first treaty of

the alliance (1882); it was left out of the second treaty

(1887) because Great Britain had concluded the Medi-
terranean agreement with Italyand Austria.^ In the third

treaty the allies had made provision for the inclusion of

Great Britain in the alliance. Germany would not agree

to the reinsertion of the protocol in 1897 because the

treaty would then be pointed against France and Russia,

but Italy made an open declaration that ‘friendship with

England formed the indispensable complement to the

Triple Alliance’.

The alliance was renewed before the announcement of

the Anglo-French agreement; but Franco-Italian rela-

tions had already begun to improve. The long tariff war
with France was closed by a commercial treaty in 1898.

In 1899 France and Great Britain assured Italy that they

recognized her predominant interests in Tripoli. In 1900

France and Italy settled the delimitation of their Red Sea

possessions. Victor Emmanuel III, who succeeded Hum-
bert in July 1900, was less friendly to Germany. The

* D.G.P. xvii. 588-60.
* The third treaty of the Triple Alliance was signed in 1891. Article xiv

laid down that the treaty should be in force for six years, and that if it were

not denounced a year before this term had been reached, it should remain

in force for another six years. For the history of the Triple Alliance, see

Pribram, Secret Treaties of Austro-Hungary (Eng. trans.), vol. ii, and (for text

of the treaties), vol. i and J. V. Fuller, Bismarck's Diplomacy at its Zesiilh.

3 For the Mediterranean agreements, see Pribram, op. cit.
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Prime Minister, Zanardelli,^ was an enemy of Austria,

while the French Ambassador in Rome, M. Barere, did

his utmost, if not to prevent any renewal of the Triple

Alliance, at least to make its terms valueless to Germany.

The Italians asked that a statement should appear in the

preamble to the new treaty to the effect that Italy had

agreed to nothing which might threaten France. The

demand was refused on the ground that the alliance was

purely defensive, and that any further statement to this

effect was unnecessary, but the Italian Foreign Minister

told the French Ambassador that France had nothing to

fear from the Triple Alliance. The Italian Government

even exchanged notes with the French Ambassador to

the effect that either country would remain neutral if the

other were attacked, or forced by direct provocation to

declare war.^

The negotiations with Italy showed to Germany that

Italian help might not be forthcoming in the event of

war with France or England. The bearing of this fact

upon the naval question was obvioustj The naval position

in the Mediterranean would be entirely changed if the

Italian fleet would not fight France. The Anglo-French

agreement made the position of Germany and Austria

^

still weaker in relation to Italy. It was increasingly likely

that Great Britain would be on the French side in case

ofwar. Ifthe ‘strategic centre’ of the British fleet ceased

to be in the Mediterranean, ‘the strongest sea power’ could

concentrate its fleet in the North Sea. This concentration

destroyed one of the main supports of Tirpitz’s ‘risl

theory’.

* ZanardellibecamePrimeMinister early in 1901. As a young man he had

fought as a volunteer against Austria in 1848. He resigned in Novemha

1 903 and died in the following month.
* The naval agreement of 1913 between Italy, Austria, and Germany is

hardly consistent with the terms of the notes to France. In May 190* ^
Italians asked that the signature of the treaty might be postponed until tht

end ofJune in order that attack from the Opposition in the Chamber ffligh*

be met by an assertion that the renewal of the treaty had not taken pbi*'

Germany and Austria agreed to this demand. n
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I
Finally, the Russo-Japanese War also affected the

international position of Germany. Russian anger had
been directed at first against Great Britain. It was felt

that, without an English alliance, Japan would never

have dared to go to war with Russia. England was
opposed to Russia in the Near East, in China, and on
the Indian frontier. In 1903 England reasserted her claim

to maritime supremacy in the Persian Gulf.^ The Russian
public received most of its English news through Berlin,

and therefore never heard the English side of any dis-

puted question.® The result of this deliberate misrepre-

sentation was ‘a general and systematic boycott* of the

British Embassy at the time of the outbreak of the war.

On the night of 21-2 October 1904, the Russian Baltic

fleet fired on British fishing trawlers in the North Sea.

This ‘Dogger Bank incident’ nearly led to war between
the two countries.^ Even during this critical period Rus-
sian official policy was less hostile than Russian social

opinion. The Dogger Bank affair was referred to an
international commission which met in Paris. The Rus-
sians never believed in their own case. Baron Taube,
one of the Russian representatives at the inquiry, has

revealed the fact that his chief, Martens, refused to act

as senior Russian legal representative because he did not

wish to ruin his great reputation as an international

lawyer.'^ While the commission was sitting, the chief of

the Russian secret police outside Russia came to Taube
to explain that the Russian defence was a fraud. Taube
admits the fraud, and points out that the real question

which interested the Russian Foreign Office throughout

• See below, p. 148.
* ‘Speeches and answers in the House only arrive here in the form of

telegraphic abstracts mangled in Berlin. The text is never printed. The
Government . . . never inserts formal contradictions.’ (Spring-Rice, op. cit.

i. 403; March 1904.)
’ The coaling of the Baltic fleet by Hamburg-Amerika liners also

caused friction. Ballin had consulted the German Foreign Office on the

question (Huldermann, Ballin, pp. i45-9)- The coal came from South

Wales. In British opinion France had also strained the meaning of neutrality.

T^ahe, La Politique russed’avant guerre, ¥1015, igaS, pp. 9-11.
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the proceedings was Delcasse’s wish to include Russia in

the Anglo-French entente.*

Moreover, the Russian Government knew where it

stood with regard to Great Britain. The position iii^

relation to Germany was different. Russian official circles

could remember that Germany had encouraged a forward"

policy by Russia in the Far East. It was not difficult to

guess German motives; the humiliation brought by the

fkilure of this Far Eastern policy caused Russian opinion

to turn against Germany. Russian diplomatists naturally

used different language to English and German listeners.

TheyabusedEngland to Germans; but theymadenoseerct,

in talking to Englishmen, of their resentment against Ger-

many. Witte, who had opposed the Far Eastern schemes

at least in Korea, told Spring-Rice in June 1905 that

‘a continuance of the war meant the general paralysis of Russia

as a civilized European Power. It meant also a free hand to

Germany in western Europe. Without losing a man or spend-

ing a sou Germany had gained more in the last year than by all

the sacrifices and victims of 1870. Russia had been forced to

surrender to Germany’s commercial demands. ... He could not

help believing that the whole policy of Germany for the last

ten years had been directed towards the object of creating

between Russia and Japan the same relations of permanent

hostility as existed between France and Germany.’^

The German Emperor had done much to strengthen this

resentment. He had used his personal influence to per-

suade the Tsar to carry out a crusade against the yellow

races. He carried on a correspondence by letter and tele-

gram with the Tsarwhich even Nicholas found embarrass-

ing. The German Foreign Office had protested against

this correspondence and yet found it a useful means of

putting their views before the Russian Government.^ The

• Taube, op. cit. pp. ag-30.
^ B.D.D. iv. 77; 7 May 1905.
^ D.G.P. xix, pt. i. 303 n. The letter in which the German Emperor

wrote to the Tsar as the ‘Admiral of the Atlantic to the Admiral of tin

Pacific appears in this correspondence. Sec The Kaiser’s Letters to the Titti

cd. I. D. Levine, tr, N. F. Grant.
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• correspondence was not kept as secret as the German
Emperor believed. Spring-Rice told Metternich inDecem-
ber 1904 that the German Foreign Office did not realize

how indiscreet the Russians were about them in St.

Petersburg. ‘Every moment one hears that the German
Emperor has given this or that piece of information or

advice.

The German Government attempted to use the Dogger
Bank affair to bring about a joint Russo-German action

against England in which France would be invited to

co-operate. The Russian Government had no wish to

offend either France or Germany. The Russian Foreign

Minister, Count Lamsdorff, took refuge in non-committal

phrases. ‘D’un cote, il faut avouer . . . mais, d’un autre,

on ne pent ne pas reconnaitre.’^ The plan therefore came
to nothing. The German Emperor had to resign himself

to ‘the first failure’ which he had experienced.^

The Emperor made a second attempt. He met Nicholas
at Bjorko in July 1905, and brought with him the draft

ofthe rejected Russo-German treaty. The Tsar was away
from his Ministers.'^ He was easily persuaded by the

Emperor to sign a treaty of mutual aid in case of attack

upon Germany or Russia in Europe by a European
Power. William II sent an exuberant account ofthe good
work which, under God, he had been able to accomplish.

Billow and Holstein were less satisfied. Holstein remarked

that ‘with the Tsar in such a mood, surely something

more might have been got from him’.® The limitation

of the casusfoederis to Europe seemed to destroy its value.

Russia could be of no help to Germany in Europe. The
Emperor explained that without the limitation Germany
might find herself compelled to go to war with England

* D.G.P. xix, pt. ii. 371.
* Taube, op. eit. 47. * D.G.P. xix, pt. i. 347.
* It should be noticed that the Emperor, Biilow, and Holstein deliberately

aimed at committing the Tsar to an agreement at a time when he could not

consult his Ministers. Holstein thought that the agreement would bring

Russia no direct military advantage. D.G.P. xix, p. ii. 437.
* D.G.P. xix, pt. ii. 474.
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over Afghanistan.' It is possible that Biilow merely

intended to make a demonstration against the ‘personal’

policy of the Emperor. In any case the discussion was

academic because the Russian Ministers realized at once

the implications of the treaty. The Tsar’s promise would

have wrecked the Franco-Russian alliance, and therefore

left Russia at the mercy of Germany. Nicholas was com-

pelled towrite to the German Emperor that his Ministers in-

sisted upon adding to the treaty a declaration that its terms

1 n;0uld not come into force in the case of a war with France,

^ The whole fabric collapsed. The German Emperor,

who now showed more foresight than his Ministers,

pointed out that this safeguarding clause meant that

Russia had decided to join France and Great Britain,

If Germany were at war with Great Britain, France

would seize the opportunity of attacking Germany. In

order to anticipate a French attack Germany would have

to declare war on France. The German strategical plans

depended upon rapid action, Russia would then join

France. ‘The Coalition is de facto in existence.’*

Finally, the defeat of Russia in the Far East was likely

to have one important result which would affect Ger-

' William II was clear-sighted enough to sec that Russia could gheno

real help to Germany by a diversion on the Indian frontier in an Anglo-

German war. ‘As far as “pressure upon India” is concerned, this favourite

catchword of diplomatic conversation and stock article in the diplomatic

dispensaries for using compulsion against England is a complete illusion

—

It is as good as impossible for a large army to undertake the invasion ol

India without enormous and year-long preparation and expense. . . . Eng-

land would have ample time to have her countermeasures ready. . . . Even

so, it is questionable whether the invading army would reach the frontier

in a condition fit to attack.’ (D.G.P. xix, pt. ii. 477.) .Another point in the

discussion is ofinterest. The Emperor assumed that, in the event ofa Britbh

attack on Germany, the German army would invade Belgium. France

would be offered territorial compensation, at Belgian expense, as a substitute

for Alsace-Lorraine. Upon this plan Billow commented: ‘Your Majesty’s

remarks about Belgium hit the nail on the head. Only the Belgians must

know nothing about it ... or they willspend their greatwealth on fortifications

or give the French a hint in order that they make their plans for such an

eventuality’ (D.G.P. xix, pt. ii. 480).
* D.G.P. xix, pt. ii. 524-5: 26 November 1905, German Emperor to

Bulow. ,
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* many. Russia was still a great Power. If she were
diverted from the Far East she would return to a policy

more in harmony with Russian traditions and Russian

public opinion. In other words, Russia, driven from the^
Far East, would reopen the Near Eastern question. She
would be less willing to allow an increase of Austrian

influence in the Balkan peninsula. Germany was the'^

ally of Austria-Hungary. Therefore Russian interests in

the Near East would lead her to look for support against

Germany and Austria-Hungary.

The full effect of the Russo-Japanese War was not

understood at the time ofthe announcement ofthe Anglo-

French agreement. The German Government had still

to realize the measure of Russian estrangement. For the

moment, however, the German Foreign Office was able

to concentrate upon the new situation brought about by
the Anglo-French entente. The open clauses ofthe agree-

ment were shown to Germany before their publication.

There had been no question of asking German consent.

Obviously Germany would have withheld her consent.

Germany did not want an Anglo-French understanding,

and would have done everything in her power to prevent

the conclusion ofsuch an understanding. She would have
put forward claims in Morocco which would have blocked
an Anglo-French agreement on the question, and there-

.;fore prevented the settlement of other matters in which

France was making concessions to Great Britain. If the

Anglo-French agreement were worth making, it could

only be made by secret consultation between the parties

concerned. Germany herself had made, and was trying

to make, similar agreements without consulting other

Powers. German agreements also contained secret clauses. ^
There might be reason for disquiet in Germany; there

was no place for moral indignation.

The reception of the agreement in the German press

was not hostile. The Post said that Germany did not

intend to disturb Anglo-French negotiations over Egypt

and Morocco; the Berliner Neueste Nachrichten mentioned
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that Germany was not opposed to French expansion in

Africa. The Norddeutsche Allgemeine Z^itung^ did not think

that German commercial interests would be endangered

in Morocco; German as well as French trade would

benefit from French action in securing stability and quiet

in the country. Biilow announced in the Reichstag on

13 April 1904 that there was no reason to assume that

the Anglo-French colonial agreement was directed against

any other Power. . . . ‘We have no cause to think that our

interests in Morocco may be disregarded or injured by

any Power.’ A Pan-German Congress at the end of May

demanded the acquisition of the Atlantic seaboard of

Morocco by Germany, and described the Anglo-French

agreement as a ‘humiliation for Germany’, but the

demand was not supported in the press. The Emperor

on a tour through the Rhineland, opened a new bridge

at Mainz on i May 1904 with a reference to the useful-

ness ofthe bridge m time ofwar, and spoke at Carfsru/ie

of the possibility that Germany might have to intervene

once more in Weltpolitik; but the Emperor’s language

had been discounted for years past. In November 1904,

at the launching ofa battleship, and in December, during

a debate in the Reichstag, Bulowmade speeches emphasiz-

ing the defensive character of the German navy, and

pointing out that no nation had anything to gain by

‘overthrowing its rivals’. Biilow had little credit left in)

England, and, as the Austrian press explained with some

candour, his speeches were ‘marred by ovcrplausibility

and a kind offausse bonhomie’ . The Times put the case

more blundy:

‘It will need something more than his [Billow’s] honied assur-

ances to remove or even to weaken the impression made in this

' These twojournals always supported the naval plans of the Government

and a ‘strong’ foreign policy.

® This newspaper, originally founded in order to ‘place a blank sheet of

paper in front of Prince Bismarck’, was, in the Billow era, less closely con-

nected with the Government, but generally took the official view on matten

of foreign policy.
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•country by the acts as well as the words of German statesmen

and publicists throughout a long series of years. Only very

simple folk forget that timely “anti-Machiavels”, to use the

Chancellor’s historical phrase, form a recognized part of the

Machiavellian system of Realpolilik which has been the ideal

system of Prussia and of “Prussia-Germany” since Frederick II.’"

The distrust of Billow’s ‘overplausibility’ was well

founded. The public speeches of the Chancellor gave

little indication of the real views which he held and the

policy which he was trying to carry out. The German
Government had been quick to realize that the Anglo-

French agreement might have serious consequences for

the future ofMorocco. Holstein summed up the position

on 3 June 1904.

‘Foreign commerce and foreign industry will be driven out of

Morocco as out of all French colonies and protectorates. ... In

Morocco, as elsewhere, consideration will be given only to

French subjects in railway and mining concessions and in all

official business. Morocco is to-day one of the few countries in

which Germany has a free field for her economic activities.’*

If the question had been kept within these limits, and
if Germany had made a friendly approach to Great

Britain about the economic future of Morocco, there is

little doubt that attention would have been paid to her

complaints. British commercial interests in Morocco were

far greater than those of Germany, and the policy of the

‘open door’ was as important to Great Britain as to Ger-

many. It was stated by the British Government that

between 1899 and 1901 Great Britain provided 44-7 per

cent., France 22-1 per cent., and Germany i i-G per cent,

of the annual imports into Morocco.^ Great Britain

had no interest in assisting France to shut out foreign

" The Times, 7 December 1904.
* D.G.P. XX, pt. i. 207.
’ B.D.D. ii. 312. Owing to the difficulty of obtaining accurate statistics

these figures must be taken with a certain caution, but there is no reason to

doubt that they represent, roughly, the distribution of the Moroccan import

trade.

4193 o
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enterprise from the development ofa large and potentially

rich country.'

From the first, however, the matter was not considered

merely on its economic aspects by the German Foreign

Office. It was regarded from the point ofview of prestige,

One may be permitted to ask whether this point ofvb
was not mistaken. If the question were transferred from

the solid ground ofeconomic interest, where Great Britain

and Germany could make common cause, to the danger-

ous and indefinite region of national honour, Germany

was not in a strong position . IfGermany directly attacked

the Anglo-French agreement, then France and Great

Britain would also consider the question from the point

of view of general policy. France and Great Britain

would resist any German attempt to destroy their entente.

German action would be a justification of the entente,

It would strengthen this entente, and transform it from

an agreement upon outstanding questions made without

consulting Germany but without any real threat to Ger-

man interests into an alinement of two Powers against a

third Power.

Germany was ready to take this risk. The moment

.seemed favourable for putting pressure upon France,

Russia could be of no help, and France could hardly

' resist Germany on land without Russian help. In April
'

I 1904 Count Schlieffen, the Chief of the German General

Staff from 1890 to 1905, had pointed out that ‘if the

necessity of a war with France should arise for us, the

present moment would doubtless be favourable’.^ A year

later, in the summer of 1905, Schlieffen told his doctor,

', General Rochs, of the Army Medical Service, that he

( couldonlysee one solution
—

‘immediate war with France’.

England had been weakened by the Boer War, Russia,

was at war with Japan, and had taken large numbers of

troops from her western frontier. ‘We could now deal

with France, and we should be entirely justified in so

* This fact was realized by the German Foreign Office. D.G.P. xx, pt i-

aig. » D.G.P. xbc, pt. i. 175-
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‘doing. If France were in our position, she would not
hesitate one moment about falling on us.’^

It is asserted by some, and denied by other authorities,

that Schlieffen influenced Holstein. Holstein used lan-

guage in 1909 which might have been an elaboration of

Schlieffen’s argument. He admitted that he had been
mistaken in thinking that England would never join

France and Russia; he added: ‘When this danger was
clear before my eyes, I became convinced that, before

the ring of the Great Powers enclosed us, we ought to try^

with all our might to break through the ring, and we
must not shrink from the most extreme measures.’ Eng-
land was suflFering from the effects of the Boer War,
France was weakened by the consequences ofthe Dreyfus

case—^which had ‘split’ the army and the nation, and by
the dispute with the Church on the question of the de-

nunciation of the Concordat. The French army was not

in a good condition, and France would be ‘an easy prey’.

Whatever Holstein’s views may have been after the

event, the sudden weakness ofRussia certainly influenced

German statesmen as well as German soldiers. There
was little danger in provoking France, and every chance
that diplomatic pressure would compel the French

Government to make concessions to Germany. The
Anglo-French entente could hardly survive a public

humiliation of France before Germany.
As early as April 1904 Lichnowsky had supported the

suggestion that Germany should send a ship or ships to

Morocco, and occupy Agadir or some other point before

France had overrun the country. ‘We need a success in

our foreign policy because the Anglo-French understand-

ing and the Italo-French rapprochement will be taken

* W. Kloster, Der deutsche Generalstab und dor Prdventivkriegsgedmke, pp. 40-a.

There are very few documents ofa military-political character ofthe Schlief-

fen period in D.G.P. The ‘Schlieffen’ plan of campaign which was used in

1914 was first drawn up between 1894 and 1899. It thus belongs to the same
period as Tirpitz’s ‘risk’ theory, althot^h, in the form in which Schlieffen

left it to the younger Moltke in 1905, it was adapted on the military side

to meet the changed diplomatic situation.
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generally as a defeat for us.’* Holstein also thought the*

question ofprestige more serious than the risk to German

commerce. ‘Ifwe let others trample on our feet in Morocco

without a protest, we are encouraging a repetition of the

act elsewhere.’^ Even so, nothing was done until the end

of the year. The dispatch ofa French envoy to Fez, wth

a list ofreforms demanded from the Sultan, at last brought

German action. The action was still indirect. The Sultan

was told that the French nationalist party did not want

war with Morocco owing to the risk of taking troops from

the eastern frontier of France, and that Germany had a

political interest in Morocco which could not be measured

by the amount of German trade. German and Frend

interests were not identical. France had given no official

notice to Germany about tlic reorganization in Morocco:

therefore Germany had no reason to recognize Frend

action. The Sultan became less subservient to France,

but Germany took no further steps in his support.

One reason for delay was a sudden anxiety over the

naval position. In June 1904 King Edward VII visited

Kiel; the German Emperor, somewhat naively, paraded

the German fleet for his inspection. The impression w
deep and lasting; but ocular demonstration was not neces-

sary to convince expert opinion in Great Britain that the

programme ofthe Navy Law was being carried into effeci

The Admiralty was already considering a redistribution

and co-ordination of the fleet, the withdrawal of obsolete

ships and the strengthening of the reserve. The ne«

measures were announced in a memorandum published

on 12 December 1904.^ These measures were an answ

' D.G.P. XX, pt. i. 202-3; 5 and 13 April 1904.
* D.G.P. XX, pt. i. 207-9: 3 June 1904.
^ Cd. 2335: Navy, Distribution and Mobilization of the Fleet. H*

paper is generally known as the Selborne memorandum. It was follonnt

in March 1905 by a more detailed account of the reorganization of the Art

(Cd. 2430: Navy, Arrangements consequent on the redistribution oflh

fleet). The Dogger Bank incident had also shown the need for reorgani®'

tion. The Channel fleet was at Gibraltar when this incident occurred. A

was desirable, from a diplomatic point of view, to avoid any sudden anJ
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* to the new situation created by the growth of German
sea-power. They increased the number of ships in Home
waters. The old Home fleet had been merged in the

Channel fleet in 1902. A new Channel fleet was formed

oftwelve battleships and a number ofcruisers in full com-
mission. Hitherto the ships in Home waters were always

losing a percentage of their crews and taking on board
young and untrained seamen. The Channel fleet would
keep its crews intact throughout a period of two years’

commission. An emergency squadron could now be pro-

vided without dislocating the schools or the nucleus crews

or ordering a general mobilization. An Atlantic fleet

would be stationed at Gibraltar, and a number of ships

brought home from distant stations. The memorandum
mentioned the ‘changes in the strategical position all over

the world arising out ofthe development offoreign navies’.

The German navy was described as ‘a navy of the most

efiicient type and ... so fortunately circumstanced that

it is able to concentrate almost the whole of its fleet at its

home ports’.

The concern felt in Germany at the redistribution of

the British fleet was increased by a vote in the French

Chamber in favour of a large naval programme. Before

the publication of the memorandum of December 1904
Captain Goerper, German naval attache in London,

had forwarded to his Government an article from Vanity

Fair suggesting a preventive war against Germany.' Hol-

stein told Bulow that he believed there was serious danger

of attack.^ On 13 December the German Ambassador
in London was summoned to Berlin with other members
of the embassy. The chances of a preventive war were

discussed. The Ambassador and his civilian staff did not

think that there was any likelihood ofattack, though they

explmned that British opinion was becoming nervous

novel concentration of ships at moments of international tension, when the

concentration might appear as a threat of war.

‘ D.G.P. xix, pt. ii. 353-6. An article discussing a preventive war had

also appeared in the Army and Kavy Gazette of November 1904.

* D.G.P. xix, pt. ii. 358-9.
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about the German fleet. BernstorfF, as charge d’affaires,

had written from London in April 1 904 that in his opinion

the building ofthe fleet and not the economic competition

of Germany was the main cause of English ill feeling,

^American economic competition was equally severe, but

was not producing anxiety.^ Biilow summed up the situa-

tion in these words; ‘Our whole relationship with Eng-

land depends upon our getting through the next few years

with patience and adroitness (Geduld und Spucke),^ pro-

voking no incidents and not giving the slightest ground

for offence. Our position is like that of the Athenians

when they had to build the Long Walls at the Piraeus

without being hindered by the overmighty Spartans from

completing their defences.’ The Emperor commented;

‘How often, my dear Biilow, have I used this example ia

the last ten years.’

^

• D.G.P. XX, pt. i. 18: 16 April 1904.
2 Biilow was probably thinking of the German proverb, ‘Mit Geduld imi

Spucke fangt man manche Mucke’.
’ D.G.P. xix,pt.ii. 373: December 1904. Swabach wrote to Rothscki

that the talk about a preventive war was not taken seriously (besondoi

tragisch) by his (Swabach’s) friends. Swabach, op. cit., p. 56.
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an example of ‘patience and adroitness’ the action

/\Taken b'v^'Sulow alter ins decision not to otiendTETe

‘ovetmighty Spartans’ is difficult to understand.~~Thi5~^
action was the reverse of a policy ‘provoking no inci-

dents and not giving the slightest ground for offence’. It

can only be explained by one of two hypotheses. Eithdr

it was mistaken, the result of confusion in the highest

quarters in Germany, or it was based upon a confidence
—^which also proved to be mistaken—that the Anglo-

French entente could be broken by resolute action. It

is in^resting to notice that the Emperor, although he
allowed his hand to be forced, was doubtful about the

expediency of the Chancellor’s Moroccan policy.

campaign was opened in March 1905 by an_
announcement that the Emperor intended to visit Tan-
gier. The Emperor had not wished to visit Tangier,, but

IFwiTs pointed out tohim that, once the announcement had
apjieared, any change ofplan would look like a successjbr

France^* Ong^i March 1 905 William II landed at Tangier^

and made a speecITin which he ignored French claims,

tffa "predominant position in Morocco, and announced

thaFtjermany would deal directly with the Sultan.

"TEF Tangier visit had not explained German inten-

tionsT 'Nb~One“knew what Germany really wanted; so

far from enlightening the Powers, Biilow warned the

German Foreign Office that ‘if the diplomats ask about

Tangier and Morocco, please do not answer them, but keep

a serious and impy^ssive face. Our attitude on the question
* Nowak {Das Dritte Kaiserrekh, ii. 293-5) states that Kuhlmann, at this

time German Minister at Tangier, drew up the announcement for the press.

The publication was forbidden in the German newspapers, but Kuhlmann
had ^eady approached The Times and the Agence Havas. Nowak gives no

authority for his statement. Hale, op. cit., p. io i ,
quotes Wolff’s view (in Das

Vorspiel) that the first suggestion came from the Tangier correspondent of

the Kolnische
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should be that of the sphinx, which, though surrounded

by curious tourists, betrays nothing’.* The ‘tourists’

had reason to be curious. The Emperor had announced

at Vigo, and again at Tangier, the disinterestedness of

Germany. Germany asked for no Moroccan territorr.

This declaration tied Billow’s hands wheii drance offered

‘compensation’, but did not make German motives any

clearer. If Germany only wanted to safeguard her eco-

nomic interests in Morocco, why this elaborate display?

Why had no sign been given in the spring or summer of

1904 that Germany would not accept the Moroccan

clauses of the Anglo-French agreement? Why should the

German Foreign Office refuse to give any explanation of

'the Emperor’s visit to Tangier? ^The most likely answer

^o these questions appeared to be that Germany wiske

to test, and to break, the Anglo-French entente. A^staie-

ment of Billow shows that this answer was not very wh
of the mark and that the arguments %vhich had affectee

Holstein also affected the Chancellor. Hammann, h
Director of the Press Bureau of the Foreign Office, asks

Billow on 8 April 1905 for full instructions for guiding tv

German press. He mentioned the possibility ofa Germa!

success in destroying the Anglo-French agreement ow
Morocco. Billow answered; ‘We do not want this, ora;

least we must not show any sign of such intention.’^ I:

war came in sight, Germany must display neither anxien

nor timidity. Holstein still thought that the French
come to realize that English friendship was only ‘plaloiuV

The political situation in England was unstable. Even

one expected the fall of the Conservative Government
There was another important factor on the German side,

Holstein had always believed that Great Britain woul

break any agreement rather than fight in a continentil

war. He had assumed that, if a crisis arose bringing will

* D.G.P. XX, pt. i. 271. The diplomats carried out their instruction

Gambon described the attitude of the German officials as ‘most extraotdii'

They were reticent and ‘wooden-faced’ (‘font visage de bois’) whenevo

they were spoken to about Morocco (B.D.D. iii. 76: 17 May 1905). 0
D.G.P. XX, pt. ii. 297. * D.G.P. xx. ot. ii. St 2-> 3

'
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’ it the chance of war, the party responsible for the agree-

ment would go out of office and allow their successors to

repudiate promises which had been made. A strong

German move ^ould convince the French Government
that the friendship of England was not enough to secure

German consent to the occupation of Morocco.’'

Yet the situation was likely to develop in a manner not

anticipated by Billow or Holstein. Holstein’s belief in

English perfidy was wrong. If Germany wished to show
that England was only a ‘platonic’ friend, and that

English support would not be given to France, then it

was clearly to the interest of England to be extremely

forthcoming. If the entente had been worth making, it

was worth keeping. Lansdowne had not anticipated that

the agreement would lead to immediate conflict with

Germany. The situation had arisen; it could only be met
in one way. (ireat Britain would give full support to

France within the terms of the agreement, while trying

at the 'same “time to find means of satisfying Germany;
but Germany seemed to want nothing more and nothing-

less than the destruction of the entente.

)

Metternich

reported to the German Foreign Office from London
on 28 March, and again on 6 April 1905 that the English <

press was wholly in sympathy with France, and that Ger-

man policy was regarded not as a defence of legitimate

economic interests^ but as an attack upon the entente.^/

A Similar belief was held in France^ On 9 June 1905,

Mettirnich wrote to Biilow tliat Balfour had assured him
that ‘no sane person in England wishes to have a quarrel
or a war with Germany’ 4 xhis assurance did not prevent

Billow from telegraphing to Washington on the following

day that England wanted to destroy the German fleet

for reasons affecting Far Eastern policy. If the German
fleet were out of the way, America could do nothing to

oppose a partition of China.®

* D.G.P. xxi, pt. i. 207-8: 22 February 1906.

* D.G.P. XX, pt. ii. 601-2 and 604. ^ B.D.D. iii. 75.
* D.G.P. XX, pt. ii. 626. “ D.G.P. xx, pt. ii. bs’j-S.
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e_later history of.the Moroccan crisis did not change

‘ the view heldjn Great Britain and France that Germany

j
was more interested in the disruption of the entente than

in the economic future ofMorocco.) It is'tinnecessary here

to enter into the details of the complicated negotiations

which took place in the summer and autumn of 1905,

The dismissal of Delcasse, mainly as a result of German

pressure, the tedious wrangle over “the questions to be

discussed at a conference, the German suggestion—refused

hjy France—

t

hat the two countries should consideu

general settlement of outstanding differencejS;, the pro-

tractecTdebates at Algeciras, only stiengthened the belid

that Germany was aiming at the destruction of the

Anglo-French ententei_and that the methods adoptee

were The counterpart of thoseTaken to separate Rusi

fronTFrance.' c

THe~Morocc'an crisis did not destroy the ententie. ft

the_o^r hand it did not transform the entente into at

^ alliance; but it had one important consequence whid

' was"Bound to affect the future relations of Great Briiali

arid 'Germany^ Tim crisis had brought_,the possibility c

a European war into the foreground. IfFrance had beli

forced into war by Germany, she would have expectec

British help. Would this help have been given? %
most critical moment camF'di^ing the early days of§

conference at Algeciras. JThe Conservative Ministryk
resigned, and the Liberals were fighting a general elec-

tion . Grey had to take decisions of the greatest impi

tance at a moment when his own colleagues, and publit

opinion, were distracted by internal affairs. Grey be

not been responsible for the conclusion of the Angh

French agreement, though he had approved of it. ft

• See above, pp. 97-8. The only clement of humour in this serious

disagreeable situation was provided by the Sultan of Morocco. Wbenils

Sultan heard that his German friends had come to an agreement

France over the programme of the conference ‘His Majesty’s ill-huns*

(became) so violent that his minister for foreign affairs was compdlt^

feign illness for two days in order to avoid approaching His Maj8?

. (B.D.D. iii. 145: 24 October 1905).
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’ Fi;ench Ambassador asked for a statement of British

intentions'in thh event of a break-down of the conference

followed by war. Grey answered: U
‘A promise in advance committing this country to take part in

a Continental war is very serious ... it is very difficult for any
British Government to give an engagement of that kind. It

changes the entente into an alliance and alliances, especially

continental alliances, are not in accordance with our traditions.

My opinion is that if France is let in for a war with Germany
arising out ofour agreement with her about Morocco, we cannot

stand aside, but must take part with France. But a deliberate

engagement pledging this country in advance before the actual

cause of the war is known or apparent, given in cold blood goes

far beyond anything that the late Government said, or as far

as I know contemplated.’*

'' Grey h^ already taken care_t;o speak to the German
Ambassador in stronger term^han he used to Gambon.
He had warned Metternich tlmtjin the event oFan attack

upon France by Germanyj^arising out of our Morocco
Agreement, public feeling in England would be so strong

that no British Government could remain neutral.^ He
felt that if he were wrong in this view, Germany would
have no reason to complain.’ In other words, language

which, if used to France, might be an encouragement,

would be a warning to Germany that a war with France

might mean a war with England.
.

l/'GxsX went farther in his efforts lo keep the peace. It

* B.D.D. iii. 177-8: Grey to Bertie, 15January 1906.
* Gambon repeated his question to Grey on 31 January. Grey pointed

out that a promise of armed support ought to be more than a verbal

engagement. A written promise would change the entente into a defensive

alliance, and the British Government could not keep the fact of a defensive

alliance secret from Parliament. Sanderson told Gambon that if, without

the consent of Parliament, the Cabinet gave France an assurance which

involved the country in war, ‘the case would be one which would justify

impeachment . . . and might even result in that course’. B.D.D. iii. 180-5:

Grey to Bertie, 31 January 1906, and Memoranda by Gambon and Lord

Sanderson. Grey warned Metternich again on 18 f.-bruary that, in the

event of war between France and Germany, ‘public feeling in England

would be so strong that the British Government would be involved in it’.

B.D.D. iii. 263: Grey to Lascelles, 19 February 1906.^
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would seem that he asked Rothschild to tell the German

banker Swabach^hat England wanted to see good rela-

tions between herself and Germany, and between Ger-

many and Franc^, and that France would welcome an

improvement in Anglo-German relations if her o^^n

susceptibilities and interests were regarded,^

Grey explained his motives in a memorandum dra^^n

up on 1 9 February igo6, the day after his interview witli

MetternichAHe asked himself what would happen if

Great Britain left France to fight Germany single-handed

'France would never forgive the desertion.

‘The United States would despise us, Russia would not think

it worth ^vhile to make a-fiiefi3Iy^rrangement with us about

V-Asia, Japalf would prepare ^ reinsure herself elsewhere, uc

should be left without a friend and without the power of mak-

ing a friend, and Germany would take some pleasure, aftc

what has passed, in exploiting the whole situation to our dt

advantage, very likely by stirring up trouble through the Sultar

of Turkey in Egypt. . . . On the other hand the prospect of:

European war, and of our^eing involved in it is horrible.’ '

Grey decided to st^gest,^fter the conference, that Franct

should make ‘a greaT^efiort and if need be some sacrife

. . . to avoid waP . He also considered another point,

‘The door is being kept open by us for a mppiochement vill

Russia; there is at least a prospect that when Russia is k

established we shall find ourselves on good terms with her. .hi

entente between Russia, France, and ourselves would be aK

lutel^secure.^fit is necessary to check Germany, it couldlhen

be done. The present is the most unfavourable moment fr

attempting to check her. Is it not a grave mistake, if therem
be a quarrel with Germany, for France and ourselves to It

Germany choose the moment, which best suits her?’*

* D.G.P. xxi, pt. i. 62-3: Bulow to Metternich, g January igo6.

® B.D.D. iii. 266-7: 20 February igo6. It is interesting to compare tb

memorandum with a marginal note made by the German Emperor, aboir

the same time, to a statement of the German Ambassador in Rome thatth

Anglo-French entente was ‘not merely a passing incident, but an affair

»

a generation’. The Emperor wrote: ‘For my generation (good) relatiia

wit h France can no longer be hoped for. . . . England and France haveb®
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•There was a further consequence involved in the prospect

of war/ 'If there were any likelihood of a war in whi3i

Great Britain and France would fight as allies, it was
necessary to discuss possible methods of collaboration.

Grey, with the consent of the Prime Minister, allowed

informal conversations to take place between the British,

French, and Belgian military staffs and the British and
French naval authorities. These conversations were
e^irely non-committal and non-binding.^ They were
known in Germany, and their importance was exaggera-

ted there.

The Moroccan crisis was bound to affect the question

ofAnglo-German naval rivalry. The distrust ofGermany
was now no longer a general distrust of German aims,

heightened by a continual irritation at German methods.

Germany appeared to be taking steps to isolate Great

Britain. It was not difficult for any one who remembered
the ^eamble to the Navy Law of 1900 to see that an
Anglo-French rapprochement would destroy the argu-

ment—the risk theory—by which the building of the

navy- had been justified to' the German people. Thje

Gwman navy was growing in strength. Public opinmn
in England had begun to realize this important fact.

During the last few years of the Conservative Govern-

ment the German naval attache in London had been

surprised at the lack of interest in naval questions shown
by members of Parliament. The attendance at debates

on the estimates was always small; the discussions were

insulted together by the German press, and now they have come together

and France is under English influence. . . . Italy joins them—Crimean

coalition—and we have let it happen.’ D.G.P.xxi,pl. i. 246-8: 3 March 1906.

’ For the naval and military conversations, see B.D.D. iii and vi, and

Grey, Twenty Five Tears. The German failure to understand the relations

between the civilian ministers and the naval and. military staffs in Great

Britain may have been due in some measure to the very different relation-

ship between the General Staff and the Foreign Office in Germany. The
dominance ofmilitary control and military considerations inGermanymay be

seen in the adoption of the Schieffen plan, which involved the violation of

Belgian neutrality, in spite of the fact that the political and diplomatic

disadvantages would have been obvious to the civilians of the Foreign Oflice.
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j ejune and without sensational speeches . Even the increas-

ing cost of the navy was taken as a matter of routine.

After the summer of i goGjhere was a change. The change

was due partly to the desire of the newly elected Liberal

members to cut down the high estimates, partly to the

exuberant and provocative character of Sir John Fisher

who had taken oflfice as First Sea Lord of the Admiralty

in October 1904; ^t the main cause of the change was

a sudden growth of anxiety about the intentions of Ger-

many. The events of 1905 and the Algeciras conference

did much to produce this anxiety. Moreover, the Moroc-

can crisis coincided with a further increase in the German

navy.

The Emperor had been disturbed by the Selbornc

memorandum. He wanted public opinion to accept an

increase in the Gefihan programme of construction as

an answer to the concentration of the British fleet.’ In

January 1905 he sent a message to Prince Otto zu Salni,

- the President of the Navy League: ‘may your desires for

the strengthening of our naval forces ripen to fulfilment,

and may your laudable endeavours and those ofthe Na\y

League be crowned with success.’^ The Navy League

was agitating for a programme considerably larger than

that of the Navy Law, and Tirpitz found it necessary to

explain to the Reichstag that the Emperor’s telegram did

not mean an approval of the whole programme of the

League, but only an approval of the general policy ol

enlightening the public upon the naval needs ofGermany.

Meanwhile a speech of Mr. Arthur Lee, a Civil Lord of

the Admiralty, on 4 February 1905, macle a deep impres-

sion in Germany. The place and the occasion ofMr. Lee’s

speech were unimportant; he was replying to a toast at a

dinner held in his constituency. His words were neither

well chosen, nor accurately reported. He never expected

' It is also possible that in the early summer of 1905 the German Mval

authorities knew of the British plans to build ‘all big gun’ ships of

tons. In any case the announcement, in December 1904, of a special co®

mittee on designs must have indicated to German experts that a change it

type was under consideration in Great Britain; see below, p. 1 13.
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•thatallGermanywould read whathe had said. He spoke of
the results of the redistribution of the fleet. All the effec-

t^e reserve sh’ps were now in commission, and, ready
to go to sea at a few hours’ notice. These ships were
organized in squadrons, and could Be taken into action
at once if war were declared suddenly. Tf war should
unhappily be declared, under existing conditions, the
British Navy would get its blow in first, before the other
side had time even to read in the papers that war had
been declared ’

These words meant no more than that the fleet was
ready and would be in a position to deliver an immedi-
ate attack. Count Reventlow, in the Berliner Tageblatt,

poihted out that there was nothing in the speech which
was not already known, and that no element of hostility

had been introduced. On the other hand, the speech had
been made by a member of the Government. It could
not fairly be described as ‘a threat of war in a time of
peace’—the first comment ofthe Berliner Tageblatt’, on the

other hand it was open to misinterpretation if it were not
read in its full context. In 1904 theJapanese had attacked

the Russian fleet in Port Arthur before a formal declara-

tion of war had been made. Did Mr. Lee mean that

Great Britain would choose her own time for an ultima-

tum, and that the British fleet would appear off German
harbours before the time-limit of the ultimatum had
expired? Naval officers could hardly have taken this fear

very seriously, since the preparations necessary for a naval

war could not have escaped the notice of German obser-

vers. Tirpitz himself merely described Mr. Lee as a
‘civilian’; but any reminder of British sea-power empha-
sized the fact that Germany had certainly not passed

through the ‘danger zone’, and gave the impression that

the idea of a ‘preventive war’ was not confined to irre-

sponsible sections of British opinion.

This speech moved the Emperor to violent language.

*

* In a letter to Tirpitz the Emperor described the speech as an ‘open
threat ofwar’, and explained that he had summoned Lascelles and told him
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He did not hide the fact that he was ‘building the Long

Walls’ with all possible speed. After Tirpitz had fore-

shadowed the introduction of a supplementary naval

law in the autumn of 1905, William ii entertained a

party ofsix hundred guests, including the Chancellor and

Ministers of State and tlie foreign ambassadors to a Na\')

League film of Life in the German Xavy.

There were indeed attacks on the extravagant demands

made by the Navy League from the Centre party as ssell

as from the Social Democrats. One speaker of the Centre

called the League ‘a public danger’. The Vossische

which supported the foreign policy of the Government

but was not chauvinistic in tone, pointed out in Mat

1905 that the activities ofthe League and the hints about

a possible war with England might result in increased

foreign armaments. ‘The more shouting there is in Ger-

many, the more ships will England build.’ There vtasa

good deal of ‘shouting’ at the National Liberal Congre-

held at Dresden in May 1905. Bassermann, in a speecli

which was continually applauded, said that England tta'

inciting the continental states against one another. Eng-

land would be the country to profit from a Franco-

German war. The principal motive ofEnglish policyw
hatred of German commercial and industrial competi-

tion. It was natural that sympathy for England in Ger-

many, in so far as this sympathy existed, was declining

Germany must be well armed, and Germans should b

grateful to the Navy League.
A few days later the Emperor received in audience tt!

President of the League, and telegraphed to the Berlii

section his thanks for the ‘cheerful promise to co-operao

in achieving the aims placed before the League’. In oti®

words, as The Times pointed out, the agitation of tin

League must be regarded as official, or at least as seim

plainly that unless this ‘corsair’ were immediately disa-vowed by his Gow®

ment, there would be a storm ofprotest in the German press, followed^’

‘colossal’ programme ofconstruction. Tirpitz, Aufbau der deutschen Ww®"
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•official.' As for the ‘aims placed before the League’,

Colonel Gadke, one of the leading German press critics

on military and naval subjects, explained in the Berliner

Tageblatt that ‘a government must frequently cut its coat

according to its cloth, and will seldom be in a position

frankly to reveal its ultimate aims’.

The events of the summer and autumn of 1905 were
unlikely to lessen public anxiety in Germany or to depress

enthusiasm for an immediate increase in the naval pro-

I
gramme. Asupplementarylawwas announced inNovem-
ber 1905. The law provided for a large increase in the

tonnage and cost of the battleships still to be built under
the law of 1900. Six large cruisers and forty-eight des-

troyers were to be laid down in addition to those provided

in the law of 1900, and an annual appropriation of

^250,000 was made for submarine experiments. Tirpitz

Jnad decided to ask for the cruisers which were refused

in 1900, and to come forward again in a few years’ time

with another supplementary law.

Wi^hm tnree weeks ofthe announcement ofthe German
supplementary law' the British Government published a

memorandum on Admiralty policy.* The publication

of this memorandum was due partly to domestic

reasons. The Conservative Ministers, on the eve of an

election, wanted to justify their plans of reorganization

and to show that they had done everything possible to

reduce the cost gf the navy. The greater part of the

memorandum was concerned with points of detail, but

there was a lucid account of the neW system of Fleet

‘ The Times, sj May igo^. The FronA/arter which supported the

naval policy of the Government, but disapproved of the methods of the

Navy League, wrote that there were disadvantages in allowing the League

to act as a private organ of the Government and an organization partly

under Imperial control. In February 1905 Bebel had attacked the League
in the Reichstag, on the ground that it was asking for armaments with the

object of fighting Great Britain. The League at this time went through an

internal crisis which had little or no effect upon its schedule of demands.
* A Statement of Admiralty Policy (Navy, Cd. 2791, 1905). This state-

ment is generally known as the Cawdor memor. ndum. Lord Cawdor
succeeded Lord Selborne as First Lord of the Admit alty in March 1905.

41 92
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]
Reserve intended to secure that the ships in reserve

7 ‘should always be instandy ready for action’. It was

1 also explained that ‘the kaleidoscopic nature of inter-

' national relations, as well as variations or new develop-

' ments in Sea-power, not only forbids any permanent

!
allocation of numbers, but in fact points the necessit)'

I for periodic redistribution of ships between our fleets to

Vjneet the political requirements of the moment’. The

Rritish naval requirements for the next few years were

also discussed. It was assumed that Great Britain could

still build ships more quickly than other Powers.

‘However formidable foreign shipbuilding programmes mai

appear on paper, we can always overtake them in consequenct

of our resources and our power of rapid construction. At tht

present time strategic requirements necessitate an output i

four large armoured ships annually, and unless unforeseen con-

tingencies arise, the number will not be exceeded. . . . The Boaid

have come to the conclusion that the right policy is to make 011

their programme of shipbuilding for the next year only, anil

while they anticipate at present that tht-tutput of fourlaijt^

armoured ships a year should suffice to meet our requirements,

there would be no difficulty whatever in increasing this output

to whatever may be necessary in consequence of any increase ol

Naval Power abroad.’

IIn other words, British programmes would depend up®
' German programmes.

The matter, however, did not rest here. The Selbonit

memorandum of December 1904 had announced lit

intention of the Board of Admiralty to
*-»r

‘review the principles on which the different classes of mod®

war-ships are constructed and the features embodied in th®

In order temporarily to assist the Board and the Director d

Naval Construction in the elucidation of the problems involvol

it has been decided to appoint a special Committee on Des^

which will be composed of naval officers and scientific and put

fessional experts and will begin work early next year, theis®^

of Admiralty first h ying down as a basis what they consider

be the fighting req lisites of the desired types of war vessek J
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* the governing features of each types to which the other features

shall be subservient.’*

Eleven months after this announcement, the Lords of the

Admiralty paid an official visit to Portsmouth where a

battleship was being built with the greatest possible speed.

This ship was the Dreadnought.
'' There was always a curious mixture of advertisement

and secrecy about the methods of Sir John Fisher. No
details of the Dreadnought were revealed, but every one

knew that she would be original in design and more
powerful than any battleship afloat.

The beginning of a new era of naval competition co-

incided with the renewal ofmutual distrust in England and
Germany, and with an attempt by a Liberal Government
in Great Britain to bring proposals for naval disarma-

ment into the foreground of international politics. The
coincidence of these different facts was neither to the

immediate nor to the ultimate advantage of the civilized

world.
* See above, p. 84.
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THE COMING OF THE ‘ALL-BIG GUN’ SHIP,

1905-1906

The fall of the Conservative Government in England

at the end of 1905 made little immediate difference

to British foreign policy. 'The general election was fought

on other issues; few references were made to European

questions in election speeches or manifestoes. The Anglo-

French entente was popular in the country. The tradi-

tion of the Liberal party was more Francophil than the

tradition of the Conservatives. The Conservative Minis-

ters had failed to come to any agreement with Germany;

after this failure they had turned to France and accepted

the conditions of an Anglo-French entente. The ‘shock’

diplomacy of the Moroccan crisis was not likely to bring

about any change of view. The new Foreign Secretary,

, Sir Edward Grey, was a supporter of an agreement with

France. The Foreign Office felt relief at the greater free-

dom which Great Britain had obtained. The country was

no longer driven from small concession to small conces-

sion in an effort to satisfy Germany and retain her friend-

ship. Germany had raised the Moroccan question to a

major issue with the intention of breaking the Anglo-

French entente. ' The policy of Billow and Holstein only

strengthened the view that collaboration with Germany
was difficult; German aims were dangerous in their

vagueness as well as in their threat to European peace.

Before the Liberals came into office Grey had shown

that there would be no break in British policy. The

opportunity for making a statement to this effect was

given by a violent attack upon Lansdowne in the

Freie Presse, a Viennese paper known to be in close rela-

tions with Billow.^ The Neue Freie Presse blamed Lans-

’ The correspondent of The Times in Vienna thought that Bulow was not

responsible for the attack, but that the articles (there were several of them)
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downe for the Moroccan crisis and assumed that England
was encouraging France even at the risk of war. ‘No
more than Macbeth will Lansdowne be able to purge
from his raiment the stain. . .

.’ A summary of the attack

in the Meue Freie Presse appeared in The Times of 19 Octo-

ber 1905. Two days later Grey described the foreign

policy which would be followed by a Liberal Govern-
ment. He pointed out that ‘the last thing which is likely

to change British foreign policy is an attack upon the

personal character of a British foreign minister of either

party’. A Liberal Government would uphold the alliance

with Japan, the entente with France, and friendship with

the United States. It would aim at an improvement
of relations with Russia, and a similar improvement of.

Anglo-German relations, on condition that this in^roye-

menTdid not take'plape af the expense ofBritish relations

v^th FrancF. The Times commented on Grey’s speech:

‘Our official relations with the German government are

perfectly friendly. Towards the German people we bear

not the slightest feeling ofanimosity What has hitherto

prevented any marked improvement in Anglo-German’
relations has been a distrust founded on observation of

the policy pursued by the German government.’ Morley
also spoke in favour of the agreement with France. He
looked upon the agreement ‘with more satisfaction than

he could express, and he had a right to do so because he

had always advocated it’.^

These and other expressions ofopinion reassured France

that the Liberal Government would not, as the German
press hinted, bring about a change of policy. The dis-

cussions with Gambon in January 1906, the military con-

versations, and the attitude of Great Britain at Algeciras

left no doubt ofBritish loyalty to the Anglo-French agree-

ment. There was no intention of giving up the policy of
were the ‘unintentional results of a long course of bad semi-official educa-
tion’. {The Times, 25 October 1905.)

* Speech at Arbroath, 23 October 1905. Morley thought that the Anglo-

Japanese alliance ‘would at all events facilitate an understanding with
Russia’.



1102 THE COMING OF THE ‘ALL-BIG GUN’ SHIP, 1905-6

the Anglo-French agreement, but rather a wish to extend

/this agreement by an understanding ofa similar kind with

' Russia.

Liberal Ministers were none the less anxious to improve

! British relations with Germany. Grey had put forward

this view in his memorandum of 20 February 1906." On
the other hand, a permanent improvement of Anglo-

Ggrman rplqtinng wag iinlilfply ifthe competition in naval

armaments continued to affect public opinion m tlietwo

^countries. This competition m armaments was already

(

beginning to dominate other issues between Great Britain

and Germany. There were few outstanding points of dif-

ference on colonial questions, or rather, few points upon

which Great Britain was not being asked or expected to

make concessions to Germany; attention would be con-

centrated, at least on the British side, on the question

of sea-power and rivalry in naval armaments. Public

opinion in Great Britain, rightly or wrongly, wouldjo^
accept an agreement with Germany iiLwhich diplmnalk,

ĉ onial. or economic concessions .were made without

securing any_relieffrom the.burden ofnaval expenditure.

The Liberals, as a party, wanted to bring forward a

•measure of general disarmament. The Prime Minister,

Sir Henry Campbell-Bannerman, believed that a pro-

posal made by Great Britain would be welcomed by pub-

lic opinion in other countries. Apart from the question

of principle, the development of a large and expensive

social policy would force tlie Liberals to cut down expendi-

ture upon armaments. Thenew Government was pledged

to a programme ofsocial reform. The cost ofthese reforms

was not yet realized; the additional burden upon the tax-

payer would be heavy.

From the German point of view the intentions of the

Liberal Government would appear less disinterested and

altruistic. The Navy Law was accepted in Germany as

a permanent fact ofnational policy. Its scope had recently

been enlarged, but a strong party in Germany was asking

* See above, p. 92. '
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for another extension. The programme of 1900 had been
carefully planned not merely to meet the needs ofGerman
naval defence, as interpreted by the naval experts, but

also to suit the conditions and requirements of German
shipyards. Years of skilful propaganda had made the

German people familiar with these needs, and accustomed

them to an increasing rate of expenditure upon naval

armaments. They did not think this expenditure a crush-

ing burden; they considered that the fleet was as much
a matter of life and death to their own prosperity as the

British fleet was a matter of life and death to Great

Britain. The support given to France on the Moroccan
question seemed to justify German anxiety and certainly

aroused German feeling: An attempt by a foreign How&r^

to interfere with the legislatrveTulfilment of the naval

|

programme was regarded as a subtle and dangerous

threat to the safety of Germany. The attitude of Liberal

opinion in England was peculiarly exasperating. The
Liberal Ministers wanted a limitation of armaments, but

they had no thnught_ of giving up the British claimJo
supremacy at_sea. Tfhey wer^trying to keep this supre-

macy wiAout cost to themselves; they were interfering

or attempting-lOJiiterfere with the right of Germany to

settle for_her§elf_the measure of naval strength necessary

for the protextiojo-of German interests. It is possible that

the Liberal hopes for disarmament might have been of

more practical effect if opinion, official and unofficial, in

Great Britain had accepted the naval law of 1900 and the

supplementary law of 1906. On the other hand, from the

British point of view, this acceptance would have meant
postponing for years to come any measure of disarma-

ment. The British taxpayer would have had no relief

from the burden of increasing naval expenditure.

The situation was more difficult because the Emperor
continued to think that every new German warship was
a pledge of peace. He was so deeply committed to the

policy ofa strongnavy that he could not easilypropose any
.modification of the naval programme. It mattered little
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that the ‘risk theory’, upon which he had justified his

naval policy in 1900, had wow been undermined by the

Anglo-French agreement. The decision had been taken.

There comes a time in the history of every state when it

is practically impossible, whatever the logical possibili-

ties, to make a sudden and violent change in foreign policy

without a revolutionary change in the governing body

of the state. This revolutionary change was outside the

range of possibilities in the German Empire. Without

a change of system, a change of personnel, events would

follow the course which had been laid down for them.

The policy of building up a strong navy would be con-

tinued. If this policy did not bring the desired results,

if the measures taken by Great Britain, either within the

sphere of naval construction or naval concentration, or

in the larger field of diplomatic relationships, affected

the position of Germany, then the German naval pro-

gramme would be increased. The alternative policy

involved a recognition of British naval supremacy, and

—as Germans had been taught to believe—German help-

lessness before an unscrupulous enemy. Every year of this

naval competition would increase the tension between ^

England and Germany. Ultimately the affair would

become a trial of will between the two states. It was

already recognized as such in Germany.
/ The situation was serious from the point of view of

/European peace. Improvement was unlikely; at any

inoment a crisis-OiL the scale of the Moroccan contro-

1

versy might make matters worse^. A new complication

was indeed introduced owing to the sudden technical

change in the design oflarge warships. The Dreadnought'
was launched on”10 February ipoG," and began her sea

trials on 3 October 1906

—

a. year and four days after the

laying of the first plate of the keel in Portsmouth Dock-
yard. No great warship had ever been built in so short

a time.

The Liberal Government was faced with a problem
which added very greatly to the difficulties of disarma-
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ment; a Liberal Prime Minister who had put the limita-

tion of armaments in tlie foreground of his political

programme was compelled to meet the charge that Eng-
land had begun a new and more expensive form of com-
petition in large ships of war.

x:^hy was the Dreadnought built ?” Mr, Lloyd George,

in a speech of 28 July 1908, put the matter very simply.

‘We said, let there be Dreadnoughts. What for? We did

not require them. Nobody was building them, ancLiC.

any onediadr startedJmilding them, we ^ with our greater

shipiuildingjrespmces, could have builLthem faster than

any_x>ther mnntry in the world-’ Every one of these

statements would have been denied by those responsible

for the building of the first Dreadnought, except the

claim that Great Britain could build ships more quickly

than other countries, and even this statement was mis-

leading. The Dreadnought type of ship represented a

more complete adaptation of the battleship to the pur-

poses which it was intended to serve. ‘The Dreadnought
policy embodied the views of naval officers, giving them
the kind of ship they wanted for the tactics they thought

most desirable.’^ A battleship is a floating battery ofguns

intended for the destruction of similar ships. Upon the

assumption ofequal skill in gunnery on each side, equality

in torpedo craft between two fleets, the fleet armed with

the largest number ofguns firing the heaviest shells at the

longest range and with the widest arcs of fire, and pos-

sessing the greatest freedom of tactical movement—^i.e.

speed—^will destroy its opponents without heavy loss to

itself. This destruction will be absolute on an open sea

where the enemy cannot run for protection to a fortifiecl

harbour, or escape behind a minefield . There is no
naturaTcover at sea other than mist, cloud, or darkness.

A ship which can fight an action out of range of the

* The main features of the new type of ‘all-big gun’ ship, with the reasons

for their adoption were explained in a short memorandum issued by the

Admiralty in 1906. (Memorandum explanatory of the programme of new
construction for 1905-6, with details not included in the Navy Estimates for

1906-7: Navy, Cd. 3048.) * TAe Times, 22 October 1913.
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heavier guns of her opponents is fighting an unarmed
enemy. During the Great War a British squadron undpr

Admiral Sturdee sank four out of five ships of Admiral

von Spee’s squadron with the loss of seven men.'

The Dreadnought was a ship intended to outrange in

the heaviest armament, and to outpace in speed and

manoeuvre, any other type ofbattleship. Her main arma-

ment consisted of the heaviest guns, ten 12-in. guns, each

capable of throwing, at high muzzle velocity, a projectile

of 850 lb. over a distance of 18,500 yards. The guns were

mounted in pairs in hooded turrets. Six guns could fire

ahead, eight on either broadside. Hitherto no battleship

had been armed with more than four 12-in. guns, of

which only two could fire ahead. A line of ten Dread-
'

noughts was therefore equal to a line of twenty pre-

Dreadnought battleships at long range, and one Dread-

nought firing ahead was equal to three pre-Dreadnought
battleships. The Dreadnought had no secondary arma-

ment; that is to say, no guns of intermediate calibre

suitable for engagement at a ‘medium’ range. ^ The great

guns would have done their work at about 10,000 yards

before an enemy ship had come within effective range of

guns of lesser power. Only small artillery was necessary

to ward off the attacks of destroyers.

This ‘all-big gun’ armament had important advantages
from the point of view of fire-control. An enemy ship

moving at high speed is no easy target at a range of

10,000 yards or more.^ Observations of fire and exact

range-finding are more difficult on sea than on land. In

any case observation is easier if the observer is dealing

‘ Gneisenau, ScharnJiorst, Leipzig, Nutnberg. The cruiser Dtesden escaped,

but was caught three months later. Admiral von Spee had sunk two British

cruisers with still smaller loss to his own fleet two months before the arrival

of Admiral Sturdee’s squadron.
The secondary armamentwas restored in later ships of theDreadnought

type.

’ The maximum range of British 13-5 in. guns in 1914 was 24,000 yards,

though 1 6,000 yards was regarded by Admiral Beatty as the most effective

range for observation and control of fire. Weather conditions in the North
Sea tended to lower the average ‘effective’ range.
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only with guns of one calibre, and if he can watch the

effect of salvoes at slightly different ranges. Furthermore

the higher the velocity of the projectile, the flatter the

trajectory at long range, and therefore the greater the

chance of hitting the target. From the point of view of

fire control the Dreadnought was a return to a simpler

type of battleship. The size of the ship was determined

by the number and position of the great guns. It was
necessary to place these guns in positions where they

would obtain the widest arcs of fire without interference

from blast. The displacement required for this purpose

gave a margin which could be used for more armour, more
coal, or a higher speed. The Admiralty cl^se higher speed

(21 knots), and made every use of this by-product, by the

employment of turbines.^ The use of turbines,meant a

saving oi^i 00,000 in cost, and i ,000 tons in displacement.

The Dreadnought was not very much larger or more
expensive than her immediate predecessors, the battle-

ships laid down in 1 903 or 1 904. The LordNelson, the last of

the pre-Dreadnought battieships, was only 65 feet shorter,

1,500 tons less in displacement, and ;;{)i8i,ooo less in cost.

The difference was not ‘revolutionary.’, if it be considered

in relation to earlier increases. The real change lay in

the provision of a ship far more suited than her predeces-

sors for destroying an enemy ship under conditions which
would hold in modern war.

This ‘new type of floating gun-carriage’ was built after

consultation with officers of the fleet and leading naval

architects. The design of the ship was the logical con-

clusion to be drawn from the gunnery experiments made
by Sir Percy Scott.^ The design was approved by a special

* Turbines had already been tried by the Admiralty experimentally on
two ships. An additional advantage of their employment was that the

engines were lower in the ship, and could be given more protection. The
battle-cruisers of the Invincible type were given a higher speed than the

Dreadnought. These cruisers were intended, among other purposes, to pro-

tect large liners such as the Mauretania which might be bringing foodstuffs to

Great Britain in time of war.
* Similar experiments were being tried in the U.S. navy by Admiral Sims,

a close iiiend of Sir Percy Scott.
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committee of inquiry to which were submitted instruc-

tions drawn up by Sir J. Fisher after consultation with

officers such as Sir A. Wilson and Lord Charles Beres-

ford. Among civilians Lord Kelvin, Sir John Isaac

Thornycroft, and Sir John Biles served on the com-

mittee. The committee had the benefit of secret, and

early, reports of the naval engagements in the Russo-

Japanese war. The main decisions were reached before

the battle ofTsushima, though certain modifications were

made in the design after the details of this battle were

known.'
XWas the technical advance made in the building of

the Dreadnought more than offset by certain inevitable

changes in the balance of naval power ? The Dreadnought
was so much more powerful than other battleships that all

pre-Dreadnought battleships at once deteriorated in fight-

ing value. The initial gain from this depression fell to

Great Britain. Un^ other_Powf^rs bjijit Dreadnoughts

for themselves, British-.naEaIjuperiqritxJya^Y£ry--much

Jncieasedi On the other hand. Great Britain had the

largest fleet of pre-Dreadnought ships. She was now lead-

ing the way in a new type; by this very act she was lower-

ing the value of her older battleships. As other Powers,

notably Germany, built Dreadnoughts, and the striking,

power offleets came to be measured by this new standard, 1

the pre-Dreadnought battleships of Great Britain wouldj

'

cease to count as ships of the first line. The ‘goodwill’ -

of British naval superiority would be lost, and othei

Powers would start the construction of Dreadnoughts
almost on level terms. Was there any need to make this

sacrifice? The British fleetwas far stronger_than its rivals

when PrparlTiniiglif was laid down . If any other

Power began to build these ‘all-big gun’ ships. Great

Britain, withjjer facilities-for_rapid construction, could

soon overtake them. The policy of watching the pro-

grammes of other Powers had been followed with succes^

for many years. ' It was unlikely that Germany would be

‘ The committee considered six variations of design.
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the first Power to make this new experiment; the Kiel

Canal was too small for battleships of ^,000 ions.

Iftherefore no urgent reasons for a policy which was
wasting the superiority in capital ships^ huilt up at great

cost.over many yparjij there was good cause for hesitating

before a step which would certainly increase the naval

estimates. Few docks in Great Britain, could berth a

Dr^dnaught. The cost of providing these docks and
their machinerywould be heavy. Moreover, ifthe Dread-

nought cost only ;{^i8 i,ooo more than the Lord Nelson,

there was no reason to suppose that the Dreadnought type

would not itself be enlarged and become more expensive.

It was indeed suggested that the prospect of a new and
more expensive form of naval competition might lead

other Powers
,
particularly Germany, to ask v/hether any-

^ng was to be gained from continuing the_ch^lenge to

Bntish sea-power. The Times put this point with some
caution^ ‘The ^Dreadnought is assuredly calculated to

advance nearly every existing battleship a long way on
the road to premature obsolescence. ... It may seem
paradoxical to suggest that an opportunity is thus offered

for a reconsideration by all the Powers of the established

measure of their respective naval preparations.’® It was
most unlikelyJhatGfirmany would agree to the stabiliza-'

tioh^ naval power on a basis which would ensure an
immense British predominance.at the very moment when
the deadweight of British pre-Dreadnought superiority

appeared to be lifting. Germany, as well as England,

would” feel the burden of larger and more expensive

ships; but Germany would gain more by the sacrifice of

her smaller and less powerful fleet of pre-Dreadnought
ships. For every ship Germany took out of the line.

Great Britain would take out two ships.

Sir William White, who had preceded Sir Philip Watts

as Director of Naval Construction, thought that, from
almost every point of view, the Dreadnought policy

“ For the use of the term ‘capital ship’, see Appendix III.

* The Times, 16 February 1906.
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was a mistake.^ Mr. Balfour pointed out in July 1906 the

general effect of this policy:

‘While at first sight you might be inclined to say that the fact that

we were the first to design and build vessels (of the Dreadnought

type) gh’es us an advantage in one sense, I am afraid it may

entail upon us an expenditure which otherwise you might have

avoided. And for this reason. If the nc^v type carries out the full

expectations of its designers, a squadron of four of these battle-

ships is almost invulnerable to any existing naval combination.

Therefore, if we are really to keep pace as regards battleships,

we shall have to build this new type at a rate equal to any two

Powers.’^

To these arguments the supporters of the ‘all-big gun’

ship answered that the construction of such ships was

inevitable. If they were not built by Great Britain they

would be built by other Powers. The fact that they

would depress the value of all existing battleships was

the greatest incentive to the rivals of Great Britain to

take a step which would reduce the fighting value of the

British fleet. The question therefore was not whether the

‘all-big gun’ ship would be built, but whether Great

Britain would make the best of an unpleasant position,

and establish a lead in these ships. It was not altogether

safe to assume that Great Britain, in Sir William White’s

words, could ‘watch the trend offoreign construction and

take the necessary steps to have ready for service our

replies to foreign designs before they were represented by

actual ships’. There were no precedents for this policy

of ‘watching and waiting’ in so vital a question as the

design of a ship which would be more than a match for

any battleship afloat. The margin of time for preparing

the ‘replies to foreign designs’ might be dangerously short.

The First Lord of the Admiralty had stated in 1902 that

‘the consideration of new designs, or foe improvement
of existing designs, is a long and anxious task; and when

a decision has been arrived at it tates months before the

sketch designs can be worked out in every detail so that

' Manning, L(/« 0/ ftV IV. IVAite, c. a8. * Hansard,4thSer. clxii.
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&e dockyards or contractors can build to them’.' The
shipbuilding capacities of foreign Powers, and of Ger- ,

many in particular, were increasing. If Germany wished

to take Great Britain by surprise, it would not be very

difficult for her to prepare designs in secret, and to order

the guns and armour well in advance of laying down the

ships. ^ The fact of the orders might be kept secret for

some time. In any case their purpose would not be

known. The completion of the Dreadnought within a

record period of twelve months was due to careful pre-

paration of this kind, and, incidentally, to the use of

turrets made for another ship. The ‘trend offoreign con-

struction’ was too vague and indefinite a term to express

the situation which the British Admiralty might have to

meet. Three or four ships might have been laid down in

foreign yards. The material for the construction of these

ships might have been accumulated, but the British

‘replies to foreign designs’ would not exist even in the

form of paper drawings. , The building of the Dread-

nought, in spite of the unwise advertisement given to it

by Sir J. Fisher, upset the plans of German constructors

to such an extent that no battleship was laid down in any
German yard for a whole year. After this delay the first

two German Dreadnoughts, Nassau and Westfalen, were
not wholly satisfactory ships; it was rumoured that Ger-

many had tried to sell them to Turkey
The advantages of taking the initiative, after full and

deliberate consideration ofthe new designs, could be seen

at the end of igo6.. It was then calculated that Great
Britain would have nine ‘all-big gun’ ships—six battle-

ships (Dreadnoughts) and three large cruisers (Invinc-

ibles)^—before the end of the year 1909. Germany had
not yet laid down (One of these ships; unless she could

’ Memorandum accompanying the naval estimates of 1902-3.
® Fortheproblemsraisedby thequestion oftheaccumulationofmaterial,see

below, c. X. 3 Similar mmours were current about the cruiser BlUcher.

+ Much confusion was and is caused in the discussion of the ‘all-big gun’
ship by the use of the term ‘Dreadnought’ to cover battleships and battle-

cruisers. See Appendix III.
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accelerate her rate of construction, she would only have

completed three before the year 1910. If the new ships

were inevitable, these figures showed that the Admiralty

had been right in facing the facts—the increase in cost,

and the ‘premature obsolescence’ ofthe pre-Dreadnought

battleships and large cruisers. Once a commanding lead

had been obtained, it would be almost impossible for

Germany to approach parity in ships of the new type

against the efforts ofGreat Britain. Moreover the expense /

of widening the Kiel Canal and improving the German

harbours would limit for years to come the amount ofl

money which Germany could spend on new construction/

The question still remains to be answered: Were the

new ships ‘inevitable’? This question could only be

answered, if at all, by a full examination of the plans

under discussion in foreign Admiralties at the time of the

building of the Dreadnought. Even if an examination of

this kind were possible, it would not be conclusive. One

cannot say, for example, whether in the years 1905, 1906,

or later, Germany would have or would not have decided

to build these ships. The German Admiralty might have

come to the conclusion that the only way to make the

German navy into an effective instrument was the expen-

sive but sure method ofadopting a new type ofship. The

‘risk theory’ was breaking down. The ‘danger zone’ was

being indefinitely prolonged. The only solution lay in

reducing the value of the immense numerical superiority

of the British fleet. The fact that the British Admiralty

anticipated other Powers shows that no decision had been

reached. The delay in German construction after the

main features of the Dreadnought were known shows that

Germany had not already decided to build ships of 18,000

tons. On the other hand, the question of building ships

of a larger tonnage had actually been under considera-

tion in Germany early in 1 905. Muller, who subsequently

became Chiefofthe Naval Cabinet ofthe Emperor, wrote

to Tirpitz on 8 February 1905:
‘It is clear that, as far as we are concerned, the most important



THE COMING OF THE ‘ALL-BIG GUN’ SHIP, 1905-6 113

’factors are ships of the line and destroyers. It is equally clear

that, if there were no natural obstacle, we should be bound to

choose the very large ship of the line as the type of the future,

and also that we should do well to counter the newest types

built by our opponents with a certain acceleration of our own
construction. Butwe are faced with a natural obstacle—the Kiel

canal. One might indeed say that the concentration of power

in a 1 7,000 or 1 8,000 ton ship is soveryimportant that we must do

without the canal rather than the big ships. But I do not value

the big ships as highly as this. I prefer the possibility ofstrategi-

cal combination by means of the canal to the tactical concen-

tration in the ‘large type’, and only after the domestic situation

has allowed us to enlarge the canal would I build the big ships.*'

It is impossible to say whether the German naval experts

had begun to consider this sudden change in the size of

battleships before they knew any facts about the Dread-

nought. Sir John Fisher had announced the formation

of the special committee on design in December 1904.

The German Admiralty must have understood that the

questions under consideration were an increase in the

armament and tonnage of battleships. In the beginning

of December 1904 the German naval attache in London
reported that Vickers had produced plans of a battleship

armed with ten or twelve 12-in. guns.^ The Emperor
annotated the dispatch: Tn my opinion this is the arma-
ment of the future.’ Three months later the German
Admiralty decided to increase the number ofheavy guns
in the battleships ofthe 1906 programme, but the decision

to build ships of 18,000 tons does not appear to have been
taken until September 1905.^ By this time, in spite of the

' Tirpitz, op. cit., i. 15. After the defeat ofthe Russian fleet the question of

the Kiel canal became of less immediate importance. Until Russia had
rebuilt her fleet, there was less need for Germany to concentrate her largest

battleships in the Baltic.

* F. Uplegger, Die engliscke Flottmpolitik vor dan Weltkriege, p. 39. Uplegger
gives the date of this dispatch as 8 December 1904.

3 It has been asserted that this decision was reached in 1904, and that

Germany was actually preparing a ‘surprise’, and that she had designed
ships of the same tonnage as the Lord Nelson (16,500) tons, but more heavily

armed. See article by H. C. Bywater in the Nmy League Annual, 1910-11,

pp. 188-90.

4192 I
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parade of secrecy, it is more than likely that the general

plan and dimensions of the Dreadnought were known in

Germany.^

In any case the question of the ‘all-big gun’ ship was

under discussion in other countries. Before the Dread-

nought was laid down, the Italian naval constructor,

Captain Cuniberti, had designed an ‘ideal British battle-

ship’ of 17,000 tons, with an armament of n\’elve la-in.

guns.2 An Austrian designer, Sigfrido Popper, had also

designed an ‘all-big gun’ ship. The Japanese Admiralty

laid down a ship of greater displacement than the Dread-

nought, though not of the same type, five months before

the Dreadnought was begun. Lieutenant Poundstone, of

the United States Navy, is said to have sho\\ n the plans

ofan ‘all-big gun’ ship to the United States Design Bureau

as early as 1903.^ It was not therefore fantastic or absurd

for SirJ. Fisher, or any one else, to think in 1904 or 1905

that some other Power, and particularly Germany, might

anticipate the Dreadnought. The policy ofbuilding ships,

of accumulating squadrons ‘of less fighting worth than

existing knowledge made possible’ was ^•ery dangerous.’

The lessons of Tsushima reinforced the arguments in

favour of the Dreadnought t^qje of ship. The ’risk’, if one

may so put it from the British point of view, existed, and

the Admiralty had to make their decision upon a calcula-

tion of probabilities. Whether their decision was right or

wrong is a question to which it is impossible to give an

answer.

If the Admiralty were right, no less than if they were

wrong, from a technical point of view in taking the

initiative in the construction of an ‘all-big gun’ ship, their

‘ It has been said that the German Admiralty obtained possession of the

plans of one of the British cruisers of the Invincible class. Mr. McKenna

admitted in the House of Commons in 1909 that certain drawings of the

Indomitable hvA disappeared (Hansard, 5th Ser. xii. 1168 and 1203).
* See Jane's Fighting Ships, 1903, pp. 408-9.
3 See article on ‘The Evolution of the Gapital Ship’, by M. Prendergast,

in the Mavjy League Annual, igii-12, pp. 210-28.
* This point of view is taken by Captain B. Acworth in The Navy and the

Next War, p. 232.
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action added very considerably to the task of a Liberal

Government, anxious to economize on armaments and
to spend money on social reform. This action also intensi-

fied naval competition between England and Germany.
British naval supremacy was secured overwhelmingly, for

a few years, and might be secured for' years to come,
though at an increasing cost.

From the German point ofview the position was very

different. For the next few years, while Great Britain

alone possessed a fleet of Dreadnoughts, the outlook ap-

peared extremely dangerous. The idea of an English
attack was taken far more seriously in Germany than in

England; a large and influential section of opinion in

Germany looked upon a ‘preventive war’ as a legitimate

means of defence, a grave act of policy which might be
forced upon a nation. A preventive war might be a gross

political blunder; it was not necessarily a crime, or an
offence against civilization. German opinion was still

obsessed with the history ofthe taking of the Danish fleet,

and with a beliefthat Great Britain was finding the strain

of economic competition too strong to bear. If Great
Britain had chosen to begin a naval war against Germany
in 1907, 1908, 1909, or 1910, the ‘risk theory’ would not

have acted as a deterrent. The superiority of the British

navy in the newest type of ship, as well as in older types,

was overwhelming. On the other hand, there was now
a chance that if the new ‘danger zone’ were passed, the

coming of the ‘all-big gun’ ship would favour Germany
more than England. Within ten years the pre-Dread-

nought ships would have sunk low in the scale of fighting

values. The British lead in Dreadnoughts would diminish

relatively, with the launching ofevery German battleship.

The international situation might not always favour the

concentration of the British fleet. The United States and
Japan were possible rivals to Great Britain in regions far

away from the North Sea. The victory of the Liberals

in the general election of 1906 was an advantage to Ger-
mam^. ^Tirpitz hoped that the Liberal party would work
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for a reduction in the British naval estimates in spite of

the German programmes. The Liberals were unlikely

to fight a ‘preventive’ war. They would spend a good

deal oftime in trying to persuade other countries to accept

their disarmament proposals. During this time they could

hardly make very large additions to their own navy. If

Germany maintained or increased her rate of building,

and Great Britain allowed her to make headway, the

initial advantage of introducing the Dreadnought would

be lost.

Such were the views of the Emperor and his naval

advisers. They were supported by the Chancellor and

by the public opinion which they had done so much to

create. There are no words proper to the vocabulary of

historians by which this policy can be praised or blamed.

If the German Government and the German people

thought that they saw an opportunity to challenge British

sea-power, and to find safety in the very moment of

danger, the only judgement which a foreign, and par-

ticularly an English, observer is entitled to pass is ajudge-

ment upon the accuracy of the German calculations.

If the calculations were wrong, what would be the

Jconsequences of the mistake? The political situation at

the end of 1905 had convinced the German Emperor that

he must reckon upon a possible coalition of France, Rus-

sia, and Great Britain. The ‘risk theory’ no longer applied

to the relations between Great Britain and the French or

Russian fleets. For some time to come a temporar)'

weakening of the British fleet would not endanger British

interests in the Far East or in American waters. Neither

Japan nor the United States could afford to see the dis-

appearance of Great Britain as a sea Power.
There remained only the possibility ofovertaking Great

Britain in shipbuilding and ofmeeting her on approxim-

ately equal terms as far as great ships ofthe line were con-

cerned. Yet there was very little chance that the Liberal

Government would give up a ‘safe’ margin ofsupremacy.
British public opinion was not much interested in the
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details of continental politics; on the question of naval

supremacy there was no division of opinion. German
observers themselves were peculiarly exasperated to find

that most British supporters of a limitation of armaments
assumed that the British navy must always be stronger

than the navies of other Powers. Moreover, the history

of the last twenty years had shown that British public

opinion could be excited very easily on the naval ques-

tion. Already in the year 1906 there were signs ofuneasi-

ness; a serious challenge to British naval supremacy would
cause an outburst of feeling which no ministry could

resist.

The campaign carried on by Lord Roberts in favour

ofcompulsory military service was likely to make English-

men feel anxious. The question of compulsory military

service could be raised only in direct connexion with the

possibility of a defeat of the British navy followed by a

.German invasion. The prestige ofLord Roberts gave the

agitation more publicity than it would otherwise have
received. Few British naval or military authorities

accepted Lord Roberts’s view of the technical chances of

a German landing in England; but the sensational press

quickly realized and exploited the dramatic value of the

subject. Lord Roberts made the mistake of associating

himselfwith some of the worst of these exploitations. On
13 March igo6 there appeared in The Times a full-page

advertisement of a novel by William Le Queux on the

invasion of England by Germany in 1910. The novel

was to appear in serial form in the Daily Mail. The
advertisement consisted of a large map of Great Britain

with suitable captions
—‘London invested, bombarded,

and sacked’, ‘Parliament finally meets at Manchester’.

The Prime Minister, in answer to a question in the House,

pointed out that the Government could take no action

to prevent mischievous publications of this kind, but that

the matter might well be left to be judged by the good
sense and good taste of the British people.^ The figures

' Hansard, 4th Ser. cliii. iiao.
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ofnaval power for the year igro did not leave much room

for anxiety about the ‘invasion of England’ in that year.

The subject might give a pleasant thrill; it would cer-

tainly have a repercussion in Germany, \^•hcre it would

be taken as an example ofthe unscrupulous methods used

to persuade the English people to increase their arma-

ments. Yet there was one safe inference open to a dis-

passionate observer. For good reasons or bad, the British

nation, having no wish for compulsory militar\- sert ice,

would take ev’ery care to maintain a fleet superior in

strength to the fleets of any rivals.

This inference was not drawn b\' those responsible for

the control of German policy; but, once again, it is

dangerous to assume that a high-spirited people will be

content to decide its policy on calculations of numerical

strength or a mechanical disposition of forces. The his-

tory of England would have been \'eiy different if Great

Britain had made a calculation of this kind in relation to

the naval power and world position of Spain in the six-

teenth century’. The history of Prussia would have been

different if Frederick II had done no more than add up

the numbers of the troops of Austria and France, and

compare the totals with the army of Prussia. The histors'

ofFrance would have been different if the Girondins and

Jacobins had not been ready to challenge the whole of

Europe, in the beliefthat audacity and will power counted

more than numbers.
At the end of 1 905 the German Admiralty presented the

Reichstag with a statement on the development of Ger-

man maritime interests. The moment was well chosen,

The time had come for another act of will, another

declaration that the events of the last two years had

neither forced the German people into surrender nor

persuaded them that their plans for a strong navy had

been defeated by the reaction ofEngland and the changes

in the international situation. The memorandum was of

considerable length. It covered some 280 quarto pages.

Its theme was summarized in these sentences.
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‘

‘The examination made in 1897 of the maritime interests of the

Empire seiz ed even then to establish the general conviction tha t

the creation of a strong na\’y was indispensable, and that the

necessary expenditure was, from an economic point of view, no
more than a reasonable premium of insurance which the Ger-

man people could and must pay. Further developments in all

directions during the succeeding eight years have only tended

to confirm and strengthen this conviction. The duty of feeding

and employing a steadily increasing population in such a manner
as to raise the standard ofliving as far as possible throughout the

community, and thereby to maintain and promote a healthy

social development, can only be fulfilled by affording a properly

extended protection to those important branches of economic

activity which enable German capital and German labour to

find profitable employment abroad, and especially in countries

beyond the seas. The amount of money to be devoted to this

protection must increase with the increasing value of the objects

protected as well as with the increasing expenditure of other

naval Powers.’*

The cost was not too heavy, and did not restrict expendi-

ture on other national objects.

The memorandum appeared almost immediately after

the acceptance of the supplementary law by the Reich-

stag.^ The comments of TAe Times on the statement of

policy were not unfriendly. The figures were not wholly

accurate, and had been manipulated, by the inclusion of

obsolete British ships, and the exclusion of similar Ger-

man ships, to exaggerate German inferiority. But the

case for an increase in the fleet was not unreasonable.

‘Not much exception could be taken to the principle (i.e.

the “risk” theory) of the bill of 1900, though it might

have been less provocatively expressed.’ On the other

hand, the arguments in the German memorandum ap-

plied with equal force to Great Britain. ‘We can see no

substantial ground for alarm in the proposed increase of

the German navy, though it will react in the usual manner

* Die Entwickelung der deutschen Seeinteressen im letzten Jahrzihnt.

* See above, p. 97. For the discussions among the naval authorities in

connexion with the law, see Tirpitz, op. cit., i. 16-30.

W- ..K.'f
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on our own defensive policy, and though the necessity is

to be regretted, it is ncvcrAeless inexorable, nor is it of

our seeking.’ Great Britain had already offered to reduce

armaments if other Powers would do the same.” The

offer still held. The Times thought that, on the whole, the

German statement was reassuring to

‘those people in this country who arc wont to see in the growth

of the German navy a threat to the naval supremacy of Great

Britain. . . . Elements in Germany lend countenance to this view,

but the figures of German trade shew conclusively that if we

are to discern in the gro\vth of the German navy a deliberate

menace to the naval supremacy of this country, not only must

we overlook the deep-seated and far-reaching causes which go

far [jzV] to explain, even if they do not wholly justify, the expan-

sion of the German navy, but we must also attribute to Ger-

many a singular lack of intelligence and perspicacity in adapt-

ing the means to the ends.’*

In other words, any German attempt to overtake the

naval superiority of Great Britain was certain to fail, and

the Germans therefore were too intelligent to make the

attempt. A further inference to be drawn from the

memorandum, according to The Times, was that in case

of war German commerce would be at the mercy of

Great Britain.

The reference in The Times to the possibility ofa reduc-

tion of armaments was due not to any belief that the

suggestion would be accepted in Germany—The Times

was always sceptical on this point—but to the fact that

the matter was now under discussion in Europe and

America. In April 1906 Russia, had invited the Powers

to a conference at The Hague.

* See below, Appendix IV. * The Times, 23 April 1906.
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THE SECOND HAGUE CONFERENCE, 1907

The Russian invitation to the second Hague Confer-

ence had followed tentative proposals from the United

States; these proposals in their turn had arisen out of

preliminary discussions at a meeting of the Inter-Parlia-

mentary Union held at St. Louis in 1904.

The Russian invitation was welcomed by those English

Liberals and Radicals who favoured disarmament. The
Prime Minister was known to have set great hopes upon
the success of the Conference, though Grey, who was in

closer touch with the realities of European politics, was
never very optimistic. There were debates inMay 1 906 in

the Houses ofParliament on the subject of disarmament.^

The form of resolution proposed in the House of Com-
mons declared that the large and increasing expenditure

on armaments restricted national and commercial credit,

added to the problem of unemployment, diminished the

resources available for social reforms, and was a particu-

larly heavy burden on the working classes. These con-

clusions were in direct conflict with the statement given

to the German people by the German Admiralty in the

previous month. The argument used by Mr. Balfour that

the British fleet was purely defensive, while the fleets of

other Powers were offensive instruments, was not likely

to carry much conviction in Germany. On the other

hand. Grey said that he thought the debate was valuable

as evidence of the strength offeeling in England in favour

of a limitation of armaments. This evidence might pos-

sibly affect other countries. T do not believe that at any
time has the conscious public opinion in the various

countries of Europe set more strongly in the direction of

peace than at the present time, and yet the burden of

militaryand naval expenditure goes on in^'-easing. We are

all waiting on each other.’ Grey hoped that the House of

* Hansard, 4th Ser. clvi. 1383-1416, and (H. of L.), clvii. 1517-48.
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Commons would take some positive step in favour of

disarmament.

In the House of Lords Lord Fitzmaurice pointed out

the difficulty of finding a ‘unit’ of disarmament, and a

tribunal which should decide the manner in which a mea-

sure or standard could be applied. The Times described

the debate in the Lords as ‘a very practical discussion of

what is in the nature of the case a rather academic sub-

ject’. Goschen’s invitation made at the time of the first

Hague Conference had ‘fallen on deaf ears’.* Grey had

now renewed the suggestion, but his proposal had been

coldly received in Germany. The correspondent of The

Times in Berlin thought that some of the German Liberals

and Radicals, as well as the Social Democrats, sympathized

with the idea, and felt that the ‘isolation’ ofGermany was

due to her own restless policy. On the other hand, the

German people as a whole were accepting the view that

Great Britain thought Germany at the end of her finan-

cial resources, and was laying a trap for her. Disarma-

ment was associated with Social Democracy as something

unpatriotic and ‘un-German’. A section of Conservative

opinion held it advisable to accept a temporary limitation

of armaments, in order that the money saved on ship-

building could be spent on other naval purposes. The

Kiel Canal must be widened, and the Elbe and Weser

connected by a canal with the waters of the Jade. The

view of the Government was indicated in an article in

the Kolnische J^^itung explaining that German armaments

could not be measured by the same standards as those of

Great Britain and France, since the German fleet was at

an earlier stage of development. The only solution was

that other Powers should allow Germany to bring her

naval armaments up to their level. From the first there

was a fear in Germany that Great Britain intended to use

the opportunity ofThe Hague Conference to compel Ger-

many to keep ^‘ ’thin her existing naval programme.*

’ See Appendix IV.
* The annual meeting ofthe German Navy League was held at Hambiug
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The Times thought that the agitation begun by pacifists

in Great Britain was dangerous and useless. It was useless

to claim that the burden of armaments was excessive

when other countries did not hold this view. At the first

Hague Conference Colonel Gross von Schwartzhoff had
denied that Germany was ‘crushed by militarism’. The
French view was even stronger. ‘Les pacifistes sont les

complices des conquerants, parce qu’ils sollicitent leurs

cupidites en enervant les resistances.’^ The Times did not

wonder that other nations felt ‘a very natural reluctance

to commit themselves to proposals, however admirable,

which mightjeopardise all the national ideals and interests

that they hold dear’.^

A The British Government went beyond a mere gesture.

\ An announcement was made in July that the British ship-

/ building programme was being cut down from four to
‘

three large ships, and that the construction of one of

^
these three ships would be held over until after The
Hague Conference in the hope that some agreement

might be reached. This decision had followed a good
y^deal ofdiscussion. On 2 1 June a deputation ofa hundred

and twenty Liberals asked the Prime Minister to reduce

the programme of construction. The Prime Minister

told King Edward VII on 10 July that the Admiralty

insisted upon three ships at least; the Cawdor memoran-
dum had assumed that an output of four ships a year

was necessary. On this same day Lord Haldane proposed

the compromise that the third ship should not be laid

down at once, and might be cancelled if The Hague
Conference accepted a reduction of armaments.

The reception of this ‘gesture’ was not encouraging.

Mr. Balfour pointed out that the Government could not

claim that Great Britain had set a good example to other

Powers, and at the same time assure the nation that

in May 1906. A special naval detachment was sent to Hamburg at the time

ofthe meeting. The membership ofthe League was just under a million.

' E. Denis, quoted in The Times of 20 July 1906.
® The Times, 22 June 1906.



124 the second HAGUE CONFERENCE, 1907

British naval supremacy was not in danger. ^ Lord Tweed-

mouth, in the House of Lords, gave a different reason for

the reduction in the number of ships to be laid down.

He said that owing to the delay in the execution of the

naval programmes of other Powers Great Britain need

not build more than three large ships, and that the

reduction in the number of smaller ships was due to

experiments on a new type.^ The Times at once com-

mented that Tweedmouth’s explanation was inconsistent

with the statements made in the House ofCommons, and

that the action of the Government would not deceive any

foreign Pow'er.^ The French press had already said that

Great Britain was not running any real risk, and that

France was in arrears with her shipbuilding and could

not be expected to follow the British example.'^ The

Belgian view was that Great Britain was simply looking

for a cheap way of maintaining her naval supremacy.

’ Hansard, 4th Ser. clxii. 106-113 and {7 March 1907) clxx. 681. In the

latter speech Mr. Balfour outlined the answer which foreign statesmen might

give to the British ‘gesture’.
‘ “Your claim to the British people is that while you effect economy, you

are increasing your military and naval strength, and you come to us and

you ask us foreign nations not to diminkh our expenditure but to diminish

our forces: so that at the very moment that you are increasing . . . your own

strength you are asking us to reduce ours.” ... It is a fundamental error of

some politicians to think that the mere expression—the mere covering of any

policy with a phrase expressing good intention is quite sufficient; that you

need never look below the surface for the reality of the thing, and you should

never be explicit but should allow the reality to float about in this charming

manner in this agreeable atmosphere of benevolent platitudes. Benevolent

platitudes have no effect upon foreign diplomatists, and ifwe can do no more

than to put up benevolent platitudes before them, then the great object of

the right hon. Gentleman ... is not the object he is likely to accomplish. It

is quite impossible ... to ride two horses at the same time. It is quite

impossible to successfully explain to your own country that you arc increas-

ing the strength both ofyour Army and ofyour Navy, and to persuade other

people that you are making great sacrifices in the interest of international

disarmament. The two arguments cannot cling together . . . and I venture

to suggest that the right hon. Gentleman does not do a service to the cause

ofinternational peace when he uses arguments which can be at once exposed,

and will be at once exposed, if indeed they can even for a moment persuade

or mould the opinion or move the intellect of anybody who listens to them.

* Hansard, 4th Ser. clxii. 302-3. ® The Times, 31 July 1906.
* e.g. Le Tetris, 30 July 1906.
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* Grey was doing his best to clear the ground for a dis-

cussion. He explained to Ganabon on 24 July 1906 that

‘Great Britain had sometimes been held up to other Parlia-

ments as the nation which was forcing the pace and
necessitating expenditure. Now we were anxious to make
it clear that we were not forcing the pace, and to get this

recognized, in the hope that public opinion abroad would
discourage increased expenditure by other Governments.’^

Grey thought that Germany held the key ofthe situation;

though, at a time when the Dreadnought was nearing

completion the German Government might well have

replied that Great Britain was forcing the pace.^

On the day after his interview with Gambon, Grey
told the American Ambassador that Great Britain would
‘like to see discussed at The Hague .the question of the

reducti^_or limitation of expenditure on armaments.

We ourselves would be able to announce, next year, some
reductions in the Army and Navy. At the Conference,

we should be prepared to propose still further reductions

on the NaVy in future years, provided the other Powers

would do something of the same kind.’^ Lord Haldane
had already given to Stumm, the German charge d’affaires

in London, the answer which Grey had given to Gambon.*^

Within three weeks the German Emperor brought a

certain chilliness into the atmosphere. During a visit to

Germany King Edward VII had spoken to the Emperor
in terms which his Ministers would certainly have re-

pudiated. According to the Emperor’s version. King
Edward VII described the discussions about The Hague
Conference as ‘humbug’.* The Emperor did not remem-
ber that the policy of the British Government was deter-

mined not by the King but by his Ministers; he hoped

* B.D.D. viii. 191.
* The fact that the Liberal Government had no responsibility for the

decision taken to build the Dreadnought was likely to carry less weight in

Germany than in Great Britain.

* B.D.D. viii. 191. D.G.P. xxiii, pt. i. 30-1: 8 June 1906.

* For King Edward VII’s view of the Prime Minister’s article in The

Nation (see below, p. 130), see Lee, King Edward VII, ii. 467.
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that Germany and Great Britain would act together, and

that common action would improve the relations of the

two countries.^ The Emperor fully agreed with King

Edward’s views on disarmament. He had refused to follow

the advice of the Chancellor and the Foreign Office,

and to accept the suggestion made at a meeting of the

Inter-Parliamentary union in London that the next meet-

ing should take place in Berlin. He soon withdrew his

refusal, on condition that the German army and navy

were not discussed.^ His mood at this time can be seen

from a speech which he made at Fraulein Bertha Krupp’s

wedding. ‘To you, my dear Bertha, God has ordained

a magnifiicent sphere ofinfluence.’ After his conversation

with King Edward, he told the British Ambassador and

Sir Charles Hardinge that he still hoped that the Con-

ference would not take place.

‘There was however one point upon which he had definitely

made up his mind. ... If the question of disarmament were to

be brought before the Conference, he should decline to be repre-

sented at it. Each State must decide for itself the amount of

military force which is considered necessary for the protection

of its interests and the maintenance of its position, and no State

could brook the interference of another in this respect.’^

The Emperor used almost the same language to Haldane

in September when Haldane tried to argue in favour of

a plan for slowing down the rate ofexpenditure on arma-

ments.'^

Grey commented on the Emperor’s remarks to the

British Ambassador. He pointed out that ‘disarmament’

would not be discussed at The Hague Conference. On

the other hand, the United States Government had an-

' D.G.P. xxi, pt. ii. 456-7 n., and xxiii, pt. i. 84-6.
* D.G.P. xxiii, pt. i. 78-82.
5 B.D.D. viii. 192: 16 August 1906. For the Emperor’s conversation with

Hardinge, see B.D.D. iii. 366-70. Hardinge said that there would be no

question of British and German co-operation to prevent the meeting of the

Conference.
* B.D.D. iii. 380-1. Haldane, Before the War, p. 45; D.G.P. xxiii, pt. t

86-7.
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nounced to Russia that they reserved the right to raise

the question of the reduction of armaments. ‘We have

said to Russia that we are favourably disposed to the

discussion of the question. . . . The Emperor must take

his own course; he can render the whole discussion abor-

tive, but it is a grave responsibility to take. He is entitled

to claim a free hand in expenditure as a matter of right;

the question is not one of right but of expediency.’ Grey

also pointed out the difference between the British and
German views of the ‘force required for defensive pur-

poses’, and the British claim to possess for defensive pur-

poses a predominant navy.

‘To defend the United Kingdom we must be able to take the

offensive outside our own territory at sea and drive the enemy
off the sea. If we are placed on the defensive, we are ruined.

We must therefore have a naval force superior to our enemy or

enemies. A military Power on the other hand by acting on the

defensive, can put even a superior enemy in the inferior posi-

tion by obliging him to fight in a hostile country prepared for

defence.’'

The argument was strong and, from the British side,

unanswerable. Yet the German navy was also regarded

in Germany as a means of defence. The development of

this navy had been proceeding according to legislative

enactment for nearly ten years. Gircumstances had com-

pelled the German Admiralty to enlarge their programme
of construction. The action of the British Admiralty in

building the Dreadnought had added greatly to the bur-

den of shipbuilding. Yet the British Government was

now suggesting that Germany should recognize for good

and all British predominance at sea, and leave the Ger-

man navy powerless before the fleets of its rivals. Great

Britain was putting the odium ofa refusal upon Germany,
and forcing Germany to appear before the world as the

Power opposed to any limitation ofarmaments. Finally,

the British proposals were made in general terms, and

offered no practical basis of negotiation.

' B.D.D. viii. iqs.
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The views of the Liberal Government were clearly

expressed in a letter written by Grey in November 1906

to Lord Knollys for the benefit of King Edward VII;

‘We could not resist the Conference without a sharp difference

with the United States, and feeling in the House of Commons is

strongly in favour of the Conference. I share that feeling per-

sonally, but even if I did not, I do not think it would be possible

for the Government to oppose the Conference. ... If (the Ger-

man Emperor) wishes to bring the Conference to nothing, he

can probably do so, but it must be made clear that the respon-

sibility for this is upon him and not upon us. He can, if the

Reichstag votes the money, oblige us to add another ten or

twenty millions a year to the Navy Estimates in the next few

years, but if this is done, I want people here and in Germany,

who will have to vote the money, to realize that it is he, who has

forced our hand in spite of our wish to limit expenditure.’

The Prime Minister approved of the letter. ‘The Con-

ference . . . must be kept alive whether an individual

attempt at general understanding fails or not, and we

are bound to be as helpful to it as we may, not only by

our public promises but by our honest opinions.’'

Early in 1907 Kiihlmann explained to Sir Fairfax Cart-

wright, the British Minister at Munich, the plan by which

Germany hoped to meet a proposal for disarmament. He

said that Germany was fuUy aware that if the question

of general disarmament were brought forward for dis-

cussion at the Conference, it would be the work of her

enemies and a plan to put her in an aw'kward position.'

On 9 February 1907 the banker Paul von Swabach wrote

to Crowe, probably at Billow’s suggestion, that English

action in advocating disarmament might be taken as an

anti-German move.^ Biilow himself told Metternich that

the point of Grey’s statement was directed against Ger-

many.+ Grey would not agree that the discussion of the

’ B.D.D. viii. 198-9. * B.D.D. viii. aoi-a; 29 January 1907.

^ Swabach, op. cit., pp. 11&-19.
* D.G.P. xxiii, pt. i. 116: 10 February 1907. On 23 February 1907

Billow wrote to Marschall, at this time Ambassador at Constantinople, that

he (Marschall) had been chosen as first German plenipotentiary owing to
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'limitation of armaments—a term which he was careful

to use instead of the wider term ‘disarmament’—^was

merely a plot to isolate and discredit Germany. He
explained to President Roosevelt on 12 February 1907
that the question of the limitation of naval armaments
depended upon England and Germany.

‘Ifwe two were to agree to stop new construction for a few years,

or to agree to limit it, the whole of the rest of Europe, and per-

haps the world, would feel the relief. I believe they would all

stop building, except of course Russia, who must repair the

losses of the war. But if Germany insists upon the high line

that Naval expenditure concerns only herself, and won’t

discuss it with us, we are bound to go on building to keep ahead

of her, and the whole world will feel the strain of increasing

navies. ... It will be a poor lame Conference if the Powers all

meet there and shirk the question.’*

Once again, a German critic might have answered that

Germany was not in a very different position from Russia.

The Russian navy had been destroyed; the German navy

had not yet reached the strength which Germany thought

necessary for her safety. IfRussia were allowed to rebuild

her navy, why should not Germany continue plans which

had been laid down at an earlier date? The additional

expense to the British taxpayer could hardly be used as

an argument to convince the German people. The asser-

tion that Great Britain would outbuild Germany, what-

ever the cost, might be included among those ‘paper

programmes’ of which the English press had talked so

much in earlier years.

A month later—on 8 March 1907—Grey told Metter-

nich that he wanted to discuss the best method of raising

the question of expenditure on armaments without caus-

ing friction. Great Britain wanted a discussion of the

his great diplomatic experience. Bulow added that ‘the representation of

our interests at The Hague Conference will offer many difficulties, since we
must always redcon that an attempt will be made to isolate us over the

disarmament question, which England and America intend to introduce,

and to brand us in the eyes of the world as the destroyers of peace’. D.G.P.

xxiii, pt. i. 257 n. * B.D.D. viii. 203.
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question. Public interest had been aroused. A large

amount of naval expenditure was in suspense. If no

agreement could be reached, this expenditure could not

be avoided.^ Ten days before this interview the Prime

Minister had written an article for the first number of a

new Liberal weekly, The Nation, on ‘The Hague Con-

ference and Disarmament’. The effect of this article had

merely been to increase German suspicions. There is

little doubt that by this time the British Government,

though determined to raise the question, was not hopeful

of any agreement. Austria was as unwilling as Germany

to accept a discussion. Aehrental held the view that

‘every country, and especially every monarchical coun-

try’, formed its own idea of the policy most suitable for

its own interests. ‘With that policy no other Powers had

anything whatever to do.’^

At the beginning ofMay Grey was more definite about

the plan which he intended to bring forward. The plan

was not over-ambitious. It was now clear that a general

discussion of any proposals for the limitation of arma-

ments would have little positive result. Grey hoped that

a less direct method of approach might have more effect

upon parliamentary opinion in foreign countries.

‘The proposal I had had in my mind,’ Grey told the Russian

Ambassador, ‘was that the different Powers should communicate

their Naval programmes to each other before disclosing them

to their own Parliaments and being publicly and officially com-

mitted to them. This would provide an opportunity for negotia-

tions, and would help the Powers to realize how much in some

cases the Naval programme of one Power is dependent upon

that of another. At present. Naval programmes were announced

publicly, and the Governments were committed to them in such

' B.D.D. viii. 2 14-1 5. The German and Austrian Governments were ato

putting pressure on Russia. The Tsar told the German Ambassador in

January 1907 that he had lost his earlier illusions about disarmament, and

did not want to be associated with the English proposal (D.G.P. xxiii, pt- *

109; 28January 1907). There is a certain irony in the fact that the favourite

metaphor used by German, Austrian, and Russian statesmen in discussing

the best way of getting rid of proposals for disarmament was taken from

burying the dead. a B.D.D. viii. 218-19: 23 March 1907.
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a way that they could not modify them; and when one Govern-

ment had done this, another was obliged to follow suit.’*

This plan for an interchange of information became the

basis of Grey’s negotiations with Germany after the Con-
ference. It is clear from his own words that he regarded

the plan as the first step towards a reduction of arma-
ments.^ The Emperor was opposed to the idea ofexchang-

ing information. He thought it nothing more than a piece

ofJesuitism suggested by Fisher. England wanted to be
forewarned about German intentions.^

Billow told the Reichstag at the end of April 1907, in

a speech on foreign affairs, that he did not hope for

practical results from a discussion on disarmament. The
German Government had not found any formula which
would meet the great diversity in the geographical, eco-

nomic, military, and political factors affecting the coun-

tries concerned, and at the same time furnish the basis

of an agreement. An attempt to interfere with these

conflicting interests might defeat its own purpose. The
prospect of a discussion at the Conference would not

‘exercise a tranquillizing influence’ upon the international

situation. Germany would therefore leave this discussion

to other Powers. It had been said that the German repre-

sentatives could safely take part in the discussion because

nothing would result from it. Biilow thought it a more
correct and dignified course frankly to state that Germany
would not enter into a debate which seemed to her to be

unpractical even if it did not involve risks.

The French Minister of Foreign Affairs, M. Pichon,

also said in June 1907 that France would consider taking

part in the discussion, but was not hopeful of the results

since no satisfactory formula had been suggested.^

Grey was now afraid that the action which the British

Government wanted to take might only make matters

* B.D.D. viii. 228. For the later history of this proposal see below,

cc. XV and xvi.

* B.D.D. viii. 231. * D.G.P. xxiii, pt. i. 215-17.

^

The Times, 8 June 1907; cf. also B.D.D. viii. 241.
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worse. In a private letter to Nicolson at St. Petersburg

he explained the position:

‘If discussion is impossible or fruitless, we shall go on with the

Naval expenditure which we now have in suspense. We cannot

force things at the Conference against the will of the other

Powers. Nothing can be done except by good will and agree-

ment. And if these are not forthcoming ... we shall not make

difficulties which will impede the work of the Conference, or

produce unpleasantness after it has met.’*

Grey asked Mr. Whitelaw Reid, the American Ambas-

sador, his opinion about the proposal for the exchange of

information upon naval programmes. The Ambassador

did not think Germany would even consider the plan.

‘He believed it to be her desire to build a Fleet which should be

stronger than ours. I [Grey] said that if she tried to do this

we should certainly build so as to keep ahead of her. ... It was

easy to see that, however superior our Fleet was to the German

one, we should never be in a position to conquer Germany, while

if her Fleet rivalled ours we should be in danger owing to the

size of our Army of being conquered by her.’

An increase in German construction would therefore be

followed by a British increase. ‘This would force the pace

for the world in general, and I thought this a great pity.’*

The instructions to the British plenipotentaries at The

Hague contained a reference to the limitation of arma-

ments. Great Britain wanted the question to be raised,

but ‘after the apparently final declaration of the German

Government, that under no circumstances would they

take any part in such a discussion’, the question must be

left untouched if there were danger of friction. Should

the matter be discussed, the British plenipotentiaries were

to propose

‘that the Great Powers should communicate to each other in

advance their programmes of new naval construction. If this

were done, they might be led to realize how closely in some

cases the naval construction of one Power is dependent upon

* B.D.D. viii. 228-9; i May 1907. * B.O.D. viii. 231; a May igo?-
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that of another; and an opportunity would be given for negotia-

tions with the object of reducing the programmes, before the

Governments of the Great Powers were finally committed to

them by announcing them to their respective Parliaments. His

Majesty’s Government are aware that this would not necessarily

lead to any reduction in expenditure, but they are hopeful that

the mere fact of communications between the Powers would
provide opportunities for negotiations that do not now exist.’*

The instructions given to the German plenipotentiaries

also mentioned the question of disarmament.

‘As is known, we are only willing to take part in any considera-

tion of this question if there is no more than a repetition of the

vau of 1899*' without discussion. The Delegation must keep

away from any further negotiations. If the plan suggested in

St. Petersburg by ourselves and Austria is not followed, . . .*

and the President does not suspend the session of the Conference

for a short time upon the non-acceptance of the vosu, then the

first plenipotentiaries of Germany and Austria-Hungary must

make the following short declaration: “according to their in-

structions the delegates can take no part in any further discus-

sion of the question of disarmament, and therefore ask for a

suspension of the session, in order to allow their own and other

Delegations holding similar instructions an opportunity to with-

draw from the proceedings.’^

While the Conference was holding its sessions Grey
made one more public appeal.

He told the House of Commons that the British Government
did not wish to ‘turn what is, and ought to be, a friendly Con-

ference into one . . . divided by controversy. But with regard

to making an appeal to the other Powers to meet us on the sub-

ject of the reduction of armaments, that appeal has been made
emphatically and in the most public way by the Prime Minister.

I supported it at least on one occasion in this House, and even

* B.D.D. viii. 243: 12 June 1907. * See Appendix IV.
’ The German Government had been trying to secure a promise from

Russia that the Russian President ofthe Conference would adopt this method
of‘burying the question’. On 14June the German Ambassador at St. Peters-

burg reported that Russia had agreed to the German and Austrian sugges-

tion. D.G.P. xxiii, pt. i. 253. * D.G.P. xxiii, pt. i. 259.
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if no definite results can be achieved at the Hague Conference,

I trust that at any rate, wc shall have prevented the subject from

dropping out of sight, and that the appeals which have been

made to public opinion generally, though they may not have

borne any direct result, may, at any rate, indirectly help for-

ward the study of the question. I remain as impressed as I have

ever been with what is almost the pathetic helplessness of man-

kind under the burden of armaments. ... It is natural that

people should feel that if there were only the good will to discuss

the matter with each other, it ought to be possible to do some-

thing to reduce the burden. Yet they remain as helpless under

the burden, apparently, as ever. Of course it is natural, in these

circumstances, feeling how much might be done if the nations

would only agree, and how little is done, that there should be

strong pressure upon one nation to step out in advance and set

an example. The difficulty in regard to one nation stepping out

in advance of the others is this, that while there is a chance that

their courageous action may lead to reform, there is also a

chance that it may lead to martyrdom. We must proceed at

such a pace as will carry the leading countries of the world

with us.’i

It is unnecessary, in a history of the effect of naval

rivalry upon Anglo-German relations, to follow in detail

the deliberations ofThe Hague Conference.^ Sir Edward

Fry, the senior British plenipotendary, raised the ques-

tion of the limitation of armaments in a general resolu-

tion.^ There was some discussion over the terms of the

resolution. The British Government proposed:

‘La Conference confirme la resolution adoptee par la Conference

de 1899 a regard de la limitation des charges militaires: etvu

que les charges militaires se sont considerablement accrues dans

presque tons les pays depuis la dite annee, la Conference declare

' Hansard, 4th Ser. clxxix. 1315—16: i August 1907.
* The question of the right of capture at sea affected the position of the

maritime Powers. The decisions, however, made little difference to the main

issues of naval strength and had little or no effect upon Anglo-German com-

petition in shipbuilding.

^ Marschall described Fry, who was then in his eighty-third yeah ^

‘entirely unworldly (weltfremd) and quite without experience of modem

political life’. D.G.P. xxiii, pt. i. a6g.
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tjue la question est plus que jamais urgente et qu’il est desirable

de voir les gouvernements reprendre I’etude de cette question.’

'

The President of the Conference did not think it safe to

distribute in advance copies of the resolution. He was
afraid of anumber of amendments and ofa prolonged and
perhaps dangerous discussion. Marschall agreed on behalf

of Germany to the British form of words with a slight

change in the last sentence. He thought it better to con-

clude with the words: ‘La Conference declare qu’il est

hautement desirable de voir les gouvernements reprendre

I’etude serieuse de cette question.’^

Sir Edward Fry brought forward his motion on 17
August; at the same time he offered to exchange informa-

tion about prospective naval plans, ‘with a view to faci-

litating a restriction of naval armaments from year to

year by mutual consent’. Fry’s speech was received with

applause. The main resolution was seconded in a letter

to the President ofthe Conference from the first American
plenipotentiary. It was also supported by M. Bourgeois,

on behalf of France, and by the representatives ofArgen-
tina and Chile. The President announced that Russia

agreed with the proposal, and the resolution was then

accepted unanimously amidst general applause. The
German delegates did not speak; Marschall, in a report

to Billow after the Conference was over, again used the

metaphor of the burial service to describe the whole
affair.

The disarmament question, ‘a decoction of empty
and meaningless phrases’, to use another of Marschall’s

terms, was put aside; the German plans were completely

* B.D.D. viii. a6i-a.
* B.D.D. viii. 263: D.G.P. xxiii, pt. ii. 305-g. Marschall was also shown

the draft of Fry’s speech. He objected to the words: ... ‘la grande masse

d’hommes que ces prdparatifs de guerre forcent de se livrer k des travaux

studies et ingrats’, as Erectly anti-militarist. ‘The passage about “travaux

stdriles et ingrats” contradicts in an almost offensive way our national view

that military service is an indispensable part of national education.’ Fry
was content to substitute the phrase 'k abandonner leurs travaux’. D.G.P.
xxiii, pt. ii. 309-10 and 315.
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successful, though Marschall had been afraid until the last

moment that the ‘comedy’ might be spoiled by a full

discussion.^ Marschall’s view of the British attitude to-

wards the question was entirely cynical. England was

acting, as usual, from selfish motives; she always defended

her own interests on grounds of

‘freedom, humanity, and civilization. And the world is con-

vinced. These three catchwords are not the common property

of all nations. They are the monopoly of England; when they

are employed by England, they exercise an irresistible attrac-

tion upon large masses of people throughout the whole world.

Herein lies one of the elements of English strength. One cannot

feel a grudge against Englishmen if they exploit the situation to

the best of their ability.’

Marschall went on to describe the methods by which

Great Britain, after building up her trade by means of

restrictive measures of all kinds, then began to agitate for

freedom of markets in the interest of the whole world, ‘so

that the products of industry needed by the human race

could be bought in the cheapest market, that is to say,

in the British market’. Great Britain was now taking a

similar line of action on the question of armaments. In

the twentieth century, after the British fleet had been

increased up to and beyond the ‘two-Power standard’,

England was asking for an agreed limitation of arma-

ments. The analogy was striking. In the past England

wanted to secure and maintain in perpetuity her com-

mercial and industrial supremacy; she was now trying

to secure her supremacy at sea. In the past the proclama-

tion of a dogma (freedom of trade) had been sufficient;

a world agreement was now a safer method. All the

nations ofthe world were to bind themselves by a declara-

tion guaranteeing the ‘two-Power’ supremacy ofthe British

fleet. ‘Mankind is groaning under the burden of arma-

* D.G.P. xxiii, pt. ii. 315. Murschall’s account of the session is full of

sarcasm and unkindliness. He told Bulow that Fry spoke French with an

English accent, and that some French ladies sitting near Lady Fry could

scarcely control their laughter . . . &c.



THE SECOND HAGUE CONFERENCE, 1907 137

'ments. Freedom, humanity, and civilization demand a

limitation of armaments, that is to say the perpetuation

of a state of things which is to the present advantage of

England. It (the debate) was a moving spectacle.’ Mar-
schall was sure that Germany and Austria-Hungary

alone were responsible for the failure of the British plan.

‘Spain and Portugal always voted with England, whatever the

matter under discussion. Italy found it difficult, owing to

Italian public opinion, to oppose England on “questions of

humanity”. Neutrals in general, that is to say, non-military

states, naturally favoured disarmament. France was entirely

on our side, but would never have been strong enough to take

an independent line against England ifwe had not covered her.

The treaty between Chili and Argentina shews that talk about

disarmament finds a fruitful soil in America.' Japan, according

to her principles, would have refused to vote. And Russia? No
one knows.

This record oftriumph makes strange reading a quarter

of a century later. It is doubtful whether Marschall and
Billow were wise in treating English pacifist opinion with

such disdain and in ignoring the attempts of the Liberal

Ministers to escape from a situation for which they were

not wholly responsible. The German attitude at the Con-

ference was not without effect upon British opinion. The
comments ofthe British representatives were as outspoken

as those of Marschall himself, and not least outspoken in

describing Marschall’s own behaviour. Sir Edward Fry,

in his official report, included among the reasons for the

meagre results ofthe Conference the number ofimportant

subjects under discussion, the number of states taking

part in the debates, the ‘chaotic’ procedure of the com-

missions and sub-commissions, and ‘the evident wish of

some of the Great Powers that the results . . . should be

as small as possible’.^ Crowe was more explicit in a

• A treaty of mutual naval disarmament was signed between Argentine

and Chili in January 1903.
* D.G.P. xxiii, pt. i. 282-3: Marschall to Bulow, 28 October 1907.

’ B.D.D. viii. 295: 16 October 1907.
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private letter written to Tyrrell in the second week of

October 1907. He spoke of the

‘perpetual flurry, and tedious and invariably useless work. . .

.

Nothing really important depends on what goes on here. The

interesting thing is the political grouping. Germany, Austria, and

Italy, and their satellites (which, curiously enough, comprise

Greece, Roumania, and Belgium) have completely succeeded

in wrecking everything in the most open manner. But the most

remarkable phenomenon has been the close rapprochement

between Germany and Russia on the one hand, and Germany

and the United States on the other. The Russians, whenever

there was a divergence between France and Germany, have

steadily and ostentatiously taken the German side. The French

have realized that they have no influence whatever over their

Russian colleagues. The Americans have, except in the case

of obligatory arbitration, also gone with Germany and against

us in every possible way, most markedly in all naval ques-

tions, and often obviously in a sense quite opposed to their own

interests. The whole Conference practically united against us

on every question of naval warfare. . . . Many of the smaller

Powers, notably Sweden, Norway, and Denmark, clearly in-

timated that even where their interests seemed to demand their

going with us, they dare not do anything that might expose

them to the ill will ofGermany. As for I taly, she made reparation

for Algeciras by supporting the triple alliance partners through

thick and thin. Portugal and Spain steadily held with us all the

time, andjapan supported us whenever she could. Thedominat-

ing influence in the conference clearly has been fear of Ger-

many. The latter has followed her traditional course: cajoling

and bullying in turn, always actively intriguing. Marschall is

the embodiment of this double faced spirit of intrigue. He seems

to me cunning and false to a degree, very plausible, very deter-

mined, and a most dangerous person, deep in all newspaper

intrigue. He has here a regularpress bureau installed in his hotel.

Even Saunders of The Times is not proof against his tricks. He

certainly works several English newspapers from here. I do hope

that we may never have Marschall as German Ambassador in

London. He would play the very devil there. It is his ambition.'

* Crowe thought that a hint might be given to Billow. It was believed

in the British Foreign OiHce that Billow disliked l^arschall. In May
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‘If the present position of Germany allows her to take up the

domineering attitude she assumes here, what will be her bearing

when with the further support of Russia and perhaps with our

connivance, she gains a more complete hegemony in Europe
and the world? One shudders to think of what would then

become of British interests.’*

Lord Reay, another of the British delegates, was not

much more hopeful, though he looked at the Conference

from a different point of view. He thought that France
and Italy had been afraid of isolating Germany; the

smaller continental Powers had been afraid of offending

her. Germany herselfhad been anxious to conciliate the

United States and to prevent the combined action of the

United States, France, and England. ‘One of the objects

of Germany was to reduce to a minimum the positive

results as regards additions to or alterations of existing

rules of international law . . Russia wanted ‘to secure

a bill of indemnity’ for actions contrary to international

law in the Russo-Japanese war; she had not dared to risk

German displeasure.

‘It is safe to draw the conclusion that the result of the attitude

of Germany . . . will be to give an impulse to the manufacture

of balloons and mines and instead of encouraging disarmament

the Conference has certainly increased the e.\isling feehng on the

Continent of Europe that no Power can afford to neglect its

means ofoffence and defence. The strongest guarantee ofpeace

is the knowledge that all are prepared for war and that in case

of war the issue depends on the relative strength of the armies

and navies which are engaged. The Conference has not given

any new guarantee for the maintenance of peace and has con-

firmed the fact that the Powers are constantly preparing for

when there were rumours of Marschall’s appointment to the London
embassy, Gambon told Nicolson that Marschall employed as ‘un homme de

main pour toutes les besognes . . . un juif allemand nomme Paul Wcitz,

correspondant de la Gazette de Francfort, vulgaire, mal dev6,
bavard, penetrant

partout . . . distribuant secr^tement aux joumalistes. ... II a accompagne le

baron Marschall k la Haye’. Nicolson answered that he knew Weitz by

reputation and that the Foreign Office would take precautions if Weitz

came from Constantinople with Marschall. D.D.F. 3rd Ser., pt. ii. 442-3-

• B.D.D. viii. 287-8: 1 1 October 1907.
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war. ... It has not given a greater sense of security, but rather

the reverse.’"

Finally, one may quote a simple comment made by

Mr. Ghien Hsun, Chinese Minister in Holland, and one

of the two Chinese representatives at the Conference.

Mr. Chien Hsun reported:

‘The first Conference was nominally intended to effect the

limitation of armaments, and on this occasion (i.e. the second

conference) England made this her main suggestion, but on

proceeding to discuss it, the members of the Conference could

not refrain from smiling, for, when every Power is competing

to the uttermost, which of them is likely voluntarily to impose

checks upon its own martial ardour?’*

• B.D.D. viii. 299-300.
* The Times, 20 February 1908. One curious little fact is worth mention.

On 19 October 1907, at the conclusion of the second Hague Conference,

The Times used the word ‘pacificists’—in inverted commas.
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THE ANGLO-RUSSIAN AGREEMENT, 1907

The failure of the second Hague Conference made it

unlikely that the naval competition between Ger-

many and Great Britain—

a

competition intensified by"*

the building of ‘all-big gun’ ships—^would be ended by
agreement or compromiseif If an agreement were not

reached, the competition would become more serious,

and its effect upon the relations between the two coun-

tries would be more disturbing. The Liberals in England
would be forced to spend more money on armaments and
ask for larger sums from the taxpayers. This expenditure

could be justified only by telling the electorate that the

British Government had tried and failed to obtain an
agreement with Germany. Public opinion would support

an increase ofexpenditure ifit were shown to be necessary.

The demonstration would be made by reference to the

facts; that is to say, to the growth of the German fleet.

The electors would look at the question from this angle,

and would consider that Germany was responsible for

keeping up a senseless and extravagant competition.

On the German side exasperation at British ‘hypo-

crisy’ would spread from the Government to the people.

The German Government would also have to persuade

the electorate that an ever-increasing naval expenditure

was necessary. This explanation would take the form of

press campaigns and propaganda through the Navy
League and patriotic societies. A campaign of this kind

would be noticed in Great Britain; it would add to

British suspicions ofGerman designs and German unwill-

ingness to break away from the vicious circle of military

preparation and counter-preparation.

Moreover, the policy of Germany in directions other

than the expansion of the navy was leading to results

which would in their turn disturb German opinion. It
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would not be difficult to convince those who knew little

of the secrets of state that Great Britain was attempting
'

to isolate Germany in Europe. Once again, therefore, it

is necessary to turn from the study of naval affairs to

other regions of policy.

After the failure of his attempt to detach Russia from

Fraiic^j the German Emperor had assumed that a coali-

>tion against Germany existed in the logic of events. The
Empe^^s calculations took little or no account of one

question' upon which British and Russian interests were

becoming sharply contrasted with those of Germany. A
less aggressive policy on the question of the Baghdad

railway might have prevented the Anglo-Russian agree-

ment of which the Emperor was afraid. Kiihlmann,

writing after the event, has pointed out that Germany
made the great mistake of following at the same time a

naval policy which alarmed Great Britain, and a Middle

Eastern policy v\'hich alarmed Russia.^ Kiihlmann’s

views at the time were less clear-sighted; he was one of

the strongest supporters of the Moroccan policy which

strengthened the British entente with France. Neverthe-i

less, it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that the German
attitude upon the Baghdad railway removed the greatest

obstacle to an agreement between England and Russia.

The history of a railway project connecting the Medi-

terranean with the Persian gulf goes back to the period

ofthe Crimean War.^ A Ei:phrates Valley Railway Com-

pany was formed in 1856. The engineer and representa-

tive of the company at Constantinople was General

Chesney who, twenty-one years earlier, had commanded
the Euphrates Survey Expedition. Lord Stratford de

' Kiihlmann, Thoughts on Germany, p. 19.

® There is no authoritative study of the Baghdad Railway question.

E. M. Earle, Turkey, the Great Powers, and the Baghdad Railway (1923), was

published before the appearance of the British Diplomatic Documents. The

early history of the project is summarized in the Quarterly Review of October

191?) by A. Parker, formerly Librarian of the Foreign Office. For the diplo-

matic negotiations see B.D.D. ii, c. xii, pt. 3 iii and D.G.P. xiv, pt. ii, c. xciv;

xvii, c. cxiv; xxv, c. clxxxv; xxvii, pt. ii, cc. ccxvi and ccxvii; xxxi, c. ccxlv;

and xxxvii, pts. i and ii, cc. cclxxxiv and cclxxxvi.
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Redcliffe obtained a concession for the company in 1857
for the construction of a railway from Suedia, opposite

Cyprus, to Basra. Although the Turkish Government
offered a 6 per cent, guarantee for the unprofitable sec-

tion from the Syrian coast to the Euphrates, no British

capitalists would undertake the work without official help,

and no help was forthcoming from the British Govern-

ment. The opening of the Suez Canal made the success

of a railway scheme even more hazardous. Disraeli took

account ofthe possibilities ofthe railway when he secured

the Cyprus Convention from Turkey in 1878, but the

occupation of Egypt soon diverted British attention and
British capital elsewhere, and, incidentally, affected the

relations between Great Britain and Turkey.

At the time when British influence in Turkey was
declining, Germany began to look to Asia Minor as a

possible region for German enterprise. Moltke had been

one of the first, though not the only German, to point

out this fruitful field. ^ In 1888, after Constantinople was
joined to western Europe by railway, one M. Kaulla,

acting on behalf of the Wiirttembergische Vereinsbank,

the Deutsche Bank, and a group ofLondon capitalists, ob-

tained certain valuable railway concessions from Turkey.

The Haidar Pasha-Ismidt reiilway, a short line of some
fifty-seven miles, was brought under the administration

of the syndicate, and an extension was projected as far

as, or beyond. Angora.* The British members soon left

the syndicate. Turkish finances were insecure, and better

opportunities were offered for British capital and British

railway contractors in India, Africa, and the New World.

German banking enterprise was more skilfully organized,

with more direct support from the German Government.

On the political side, Great Britainhad no wish to exclude

Germany from Asia Minor. Sir William White, the

British Ambassador at Constantinople, saw an advantage

’ Moltke, ‘Deutschland und Falastina’, in Gesammelte Schriften, ii. 279-88.
® The syndicate owed their success partly to their readiness to provide

the Sultan with a loan (well secured) of £T1,500,000.
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in attracting Germany to a region where Great Britain

had long borne the weight of resisting Russia. ‘England

has this day acquired a powerful ally in her agelong guard

against the Russians on the Bosphorus.’

Salisbury agreed with this judgement. Germany was

left alone in the field, although British interests in the

Smyrna-Aidin railway would suffer if a line from Con-

stantinople drew off the rich trade of the Konia district.

In 1890 the first stage of the extension of the Haidar

Pasha-Ismidt line was opened. In the following year the'

Sultan asked for German help in prolonging the railway

to Baghdad. A concession was granted in 1893 for an

extension from Angora to Kaiserieh, and ultimately to

Baghdad, with a branch from Angora to Konia. The

British Government protested against the concession,

partly in the interest of the Smyrna-Aidin company,

partly from a certain nervousness about the security of

the routes to India and the long-standing predominance

of Great Britain in the Persian Gulf. The German

Government not only refused to listen to the protest, but

threatened to withdraw their support of British schemes

in Egypt. This pressure was successful; but for the next_

five years Turkish finances were not in a position to pro-

vide the high kilometric guarantee promised in the con-

vention of 1893.

Germany had taken care not to lose her place at Con-

stantinople by attacking the Sultan over the Armenian

massacres.^ In the autumn of 1898 William paid a visit

• In 1912 the French Ambassador at Constantinople summed up German

policy in Turkey in these words: ‘La politique dc Guillaume II a I’egard

de la Turquic nc sc distingue pas par I’originahle, puisqu’cllc est renouvelee

de celle inauguree il y a quatre siecles par Francois ler, au scandale de

I’Europe d’alors. . . . Le Congris de Paris avait bien, il y a un demi-siede,

fait entrer en principe la Turquie dans la societe des nations europ&nnes

et il I’avait theoriquement admise a la jouissance de toutes les prerogatives

qui cn decoulent, mais dans Ic fait il s’en etait toujours fallu de beaucoup que

I’assimilation fut reelle ct la Turquie continuait cn realite it etre considerM

par I’Europe comme un £tat d’un genre particulicr contre Icqucl les Puis-

sances avaient des intcrets communs a defendre. Guillaume II a le premier

rompu avec cette tradition ct il I’a fait non sans eclat, ayant choisi, pour
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to Abdul Hamid who was then boycotted by the rest of

the civilized world. Earlier in the year, Marschall, at this

time German ambassador at Constantinople, pointed out

that the time was ripe for a further German advance
not merely on the question of the Baghdad railway but
towards the waterways of the Tigris and the Euphrates.^

I
In 1899 Germany asked for a concession for building a
[commercial harbour at Haidar Pasha. It was decided to

secure the larger railway concession before arousing Eng-
lish susceptibilities about competition on the Mesopo-
tamian rivers.

The concession was granted in December 1899.^ Ger-

many now held the right to build a railway to Basra. The
Sultan, for military reasons, wanted the line to run byway
of Sivas, but Germany made the engineering difficulties

of this route a reason for choosing the southern way
through Konia. The German Government was particu-

larly anxious to use this southern route in order to avoid

offending Russia. Russia already disliked the Haidar
Pasha concession, and was opposed to any railway which
added to the prosperity and therefore the military strength

ofTurkey. 3 Marschall described the position in a dispatch

written on 12 April 1899. Turkey could be developed

only by foreign capital. Foreign capitalists wanted politi-

cal stability in a country where their money was invested.

An increase in the amount of foreign capital invested in

Turkey therefore widened the circle of those interested

in the maintenance of the Turkish Empire. Russia did

not want the maintenance of this Empire. ‘The prepon-

derance ofeconomic interests which is a sign ofthe present

time compels with a certain elementary power those

states from which capital is drawn to adopt a conservative

manifester son afTranchissement des prejuges europ^ens, le lendemain des

massacres armeniens.’ D.D.F., 3rd Ser. iv. 35.
* D.G.P. xiv, pt. 2. 465. g April 1898.
^ The concession was promised a month earlier.

’ On the other hand, French financiers were ready to co-operate with

Germany. The French Ambassador at Constantinople suggested an
‘entente’ between France and Germany in Turkey. D.G.P. xiv, pt. ii. 481.

4I9Z r
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Eastern policy, and therefore to oppose Russia’s final

aim.’ Russian opposition to the Baghdad railway was

inevitable. ‘The Russian orthodox propaganda with its

monasteries, churches, and schools, and the high towers

which give far-reaching and visible expression to the

Power ofRussia, will not turn the scale against the weight

ofa mighty undertaking decisive for the welfare ofa popu-

lation extending over thousands of square kilometres.’'

Russian opposition was shown at once in a demand that

Turkey should concede to Russia all railway construction

in northern Asia Minor. A Russo-Turkish agreement to

this effect was signed in April 1900. The agreement with

Turkey was confirmed in 1902 and again in 1903. Tha

German agreement of 5 March 1903 constituted a Bagh-

dad Railway Company in which the Anatolian Railway

Company, hitherto the principal party in the German

negotiations, took shares. The line would run from Konia

through Adana, Mosul, and Baghdad to Basra; branch
j

lines would be built to Aleppo, Urfa, Khanikin (on the

Persian frontier), and to a point on the Persian Gulf. The

'

concession included a high kilometric guarantee, and

'

allowed the railway company mining rights, harbour

facilities, and privileges of inland navigation within the

sphere of its operations.

The German financial group wanted to secure British

support. After some discussion the British Government

came to the conclusion that British participation was

possible, if it were clearly understood that the railway

was an international concern from sea to sea. The British

Ambassador at Constantinople supported the plan of co-

operation, but public opinion in Great Britain had begun

to fear that co-operation with Germany meant the sacri-

fice of British interests. Opposition was shown in Parlia-

ment and the press. The financiers became alarmed, and

the Government gave way. Mr. Balfour stated in Par^'

ment that the terms offered by Germany did not give

sufficient security for the international control of the

* D.G.F. xiv, pt. ii. 480-9.
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line.^ It was thought in England that the financial suc-

cess of the scheme depended upon the consent of Great

Britain to an increase in the Turkish customs dues; with-

out this increase Turkey could not provide the kilometric

guarantee.

The objections raised in Great Britain were not un-

reasonable. Under the proposed scheme eight of the

thirty members of the Board of Directors were German,
eight French, and eight British; three were nominated by
the Boards as a whole, and three by the Austrian and
Swiss groups. It would be possible for any two Powers to

block the proposals of a third Power. After the Anglo-

French entente Great Britain might have been fairly cer-

tain that France would not support Germany against

British interests, but the entente had not been concluded

in March 1903. It is also fair to remember that two years

earlier the German charge d’affaires in Constantinople

had used language which showed very clearly that Ger-

many did not intend to allow an equal partnership

between herself and Great Britain. The charge d’affaires

was surprised that Sir Nicholas O’Conor, the British

Ambassador at Constantinople, ‘after his long experience

ofTurkeyhasnotyet seen that an “economic” partnership

{Ehe) between Germany and England here is an impos-

sibility. For us this would mean the burial not only ofthe

Baghdad railway but of all our other economic plans.’^

The failure of the negotiations between the British and
German financial groups left the control of the railway in

German hands; but the main political questions remained

* Hansard, 4th Ser. cxxi. 222. The arguments against British participa-

tion were that the railway scheme would mean offending Russia, risking a

laigeisam ofmoney, and assbting German enterprise to drive Great Britain

out of regions where she had opened up trade and established transport

services. These arguments were expressed very strongly in a leading article

in The Times of 22 April 1903. The financial group interested on the

British side included names which did not inspire much confidence. Sir

E. Gassel was a German who had become a naturalized British subject.

Sir Charles Dawkins was connected with the firm of Morgan, and therefore

with the unpopular Atlantic shipping combine.
* D.G.P. xvii. 405: 15 August iqoi, Wangenheim to Bulow.
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unsettled. On 5 May 1903 Lansdowne announced in

Parliament that Great Britain would resist any attempt

by a European Power to establish a naval base or fortified

port on the Persian Gulf.* It was thus fairly clear that

German and British interests would come into conflict at

the eastern end of the railway. For a time the question

was in suspense. The railway reached Bulgurlu on the( I

west side of the Taurus at the end of 1904; but work
|

then discontinued for financial reasons until 1908.

.Russia shared British anxiety about the Baghdad rail-

way, although Russian and British interests were sharply

opposed in Persia. If Russia and Great Britain settled

their differences, these two Powers would be in a much

stronger position to resist Germany. In other words,

Germany, not Great Britain, now threatened to cut across

the Russian approach to the Mediterranean and the Pei-

sian Gulf, and Germany, not Russia, threatened the long-

established hegemony ofEngland in the Gulf The propa-

gandist literature of thepan-German party only increased

the uneasiness of Russian and British opinion.

Russia and Great Britain had begun to discuss a settle-

ment of outstanding differences in the year 1903.* The^

discussions were interrupted by the Russo-Japanese War,

There followed the change of Russian sentiment towards

Germany resulting from the defeat of Russia in the Far

East. Witte—^whose language was chosen tactfully to suit

German or English listeners—told Spring-Rice in the

autumn of 1905 that Germany had been working for ten

years to estrange Russia fromJapan in order to profit by

their quarrel.** On the other hand, the loyalty of Great 1

Britain to France on the Moroccan question was an object- '

lesson to Russia. * In October 1905 Count Benckendorfi,'

the Russian Ambassador in London, reopened unofficially/

• Hansard, 4th Ser. exxi. 1348. Hitherto Russia alone had arousal

British fears about the Persian Gulf. See Ronaldshay, Life of Lord CartMi

vol. ii, c. 33, and above, p. 75. * See above, p.
’ B.D.D. iv. 183. The history of the Anglo-Russian agreement may

read from the British side in B.O.D. iv.

* B.D.D. iv. 77: 7 May 1905. * B.D.D. iv. 199: 6 September
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the question ofan understanding. Lansdowne thought it

would be a mistake to attempt too much, or to allow it to

be understood that the two countries were on the eve of

a comprehensive transaction analogous to that which had
takenplacebetweenFranceandGreatBritain. Lansdowne
wanted the two Governments to take up questions ofdetail

and attempt to settle each question as it arose.*

This caution was justified. The internal situation in

Russia made negotiations difficult. The return of the

Liberal Party, known to be in sympathy with constitu-

tional movements in Russia, affected the attitude of the

Russian governing and higher social classes.^ Isvolsky\

succeeded LamsdorfF on 12 May 1906, He wanted to

secure an agreement with Great Britain but was extremely

careful to avoid offending Germany. The German Gov-
ernment on their part made it clear that they expected

Russia to take account of German interests, and that the

future political relations between the two countries would
depend upon the consideration given to these interests.*

There could be no lasting compromise between a policy

which was primarily in German interests and a policy

which was directed towards collaboration with Great

Britain. The decisive choice was made early in February

1907 at a special meeting of the Russian ministerial coun-

cil. The main subject of discussion was the Baghdad
railway, Russia could not neglect German susceptibilities,

tind Isvolsky did not wish to meet the fate of Delcasse.'*

Nevertheless the time had come to settle the attitude

of Russia towards the railway. Its construction was now
assured. The line was so injurious to Russian interests

that no ‘compensations’ could make up for the surrender

on the main question. ‘We must therefore be content to

* B.D.D. iv. 204-5: 3 October 1905.
* On the other hand, Benckendorff was on excellent terms with Grey.

HisRussian colleagues nicknamed him ‘Grey-m’a-dit’ because his dispatches

generally opened with these words. Taube, op. cit., p. 160.

* For the attitude of Isvolsky, see Nicolson, Life of Lord Camock, c. ix.

The German documents on the Anglo-Russian understanding are printed in

D.G.P. XXV, pt. I. cc. 183-4. * above, p. 90.
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limit as far as possible its bad effects.’ Separate negotia-

tions might be opened with Germany on the railway

question, but without the help of England Russia would

not expect to obtain good terms. Therefore concessions

;xiust be made to British interests. Russia must give up/

the plan ofbringing the whole ofPersia under her influence

and building a railway through Persia to a fortified station

on the Persian Gulf.^

^The Anglo-Russian Agreement was signed on 18/3P

August 1907.* Its terms were published at once. The

Agreement contained no secret clauses, and was concerned

only with questions outside Europe. Persia was divided

into British^ Russian, and neutral spheres of influence,

The other clauses ofthe document dealt with Afghanistan

and Thibet. There was no threat to Germany in the agree-

ment. Russia could not fight Germany for years to come,

and had no wish to be involved in another war. On the

British side. Lord Morley, who was no chauvinist, praised

the agreement as ‘one of the most skilful performances in

the records of our British diplomacy Nicolson has de-

scribed the policy and views of the Foreign Office.-/

'There was no question of “enciccling’j Germany. NoUvith-

standing the fact that in dealing both with France and Russia

we had honestly no other object than to place our relations on

a safer and more secure basis in the general interests of peace,

yet the subconscious feeling did exist that thereby we were

securing some defensive guarantees against the overbearing

domination of one Power. ... It can be safely postulated and

admitted that neither France nor Russia nor Great Britain had

the remotest desire to disturb the peace or impair the relations

between themselves and Germany, Austria, and Italy. It can

be asserted with absolute truth that there was not an aggressive

or bellicose feeling or aim existing among members of what

came to be called the Triple Entente.* . . . Had Germany red-

’ B.D.D. iv. 370-1. 'The document is printed in German in Siebert,

Graf Benckendorffs diplomatischer Schriftwechsel, i. i-g.
* The agreement was accompanied by Russian and French agreements

with Japan. 3 B.D.D. iv. 587.
* In May 1909 the Foreign Office advised Nicolson not to use the term

‘triple entente’ in official dispatches referring to the joint action of Great
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procated this, and had she reciprocated these amicable senti-

ments, and recognized that tlie creation of the Triple Entente

had nothing minatory in character, there should have been no
reason why these two European groups should not have existed

side by side (and worked for peace). I am by no means over-

stating the case for the Triple Entente when I assert that unless

the Powers composing it were exposed to aggression, or to a

wilful invasion of cherished interests and rights, they were

resolved that peace should be maintained throughout Europe.

It was indeed their hope, though not perhaps their expectation,

that, as time proceeded, a general unity of all the Great Powers

might eventuallybe attained. Germany, however, was persuaded

that the Triple Entente was established with a jealous intention

of circumscribing her progressive activity, and was misled by
information' that secret agreements to that end existed between

France, Russia, and Great Britain; while the rivalry and even-

tual antagonism between Russia and Austria-Hungary with

regard to Balkan affairs introduced fresh elements of discord

and distrust.’^

The repercussions of the Anglo-Russian agreement

belong to the general history ofEurope in the seven years

between 1907 and 1914. The effect of the new grouping

of the Powers upon the problem ofAnglo-German naval

rivalry was extremely serious. Once more the contrast

between the British and German views ofthe international

situation had been sharpened. German diplomatists,

politicians, and writers were unable to see in the action

ofthe Liberal Government atThe Hague Conference any-

thing more than a hypocritical attempt to secure British

naval predominance without additional cost to the British

taxpayer. These observers found their views confirmed

by the Anglo-Russian agreement! Moreover, on the

technical side the naval position was less hopeful for

Germany. The ‘risk’ theory was even more remote from

Britain, France, and Russia. ‘This expression is one which is no doubt

convenient, but if it appeared in a parliamentary Blue Book, it would be

assumed to have some special official meaning and might provoke incon-

venient comment or enquiry.’ Nicolson, op. ciU, p. 308.

’ Information of an alarmist kind was given to Germany through an

agent in the Russian Embassy in London. * Nicolson, <p, cit., pp. 235-7

•
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facts. The intention of the Admiralty to concentrate

the British navy in the North Sea was now obvious; this

concentration would destroy the thesis that the ‘strongest

naval Power’ would be unable to prevent the dispersal of

its fleet. The building ofthe Dreadnought had increased

the cost of shipbuilding and also made larger floating

docks necessary. At the same time the change in the

political situation appeared, in German eyes, to make war

more likely; but the German navy had lost a great deal

of its value. The squadrons were there; the fleet was

efficient. German sailors hoped that, ship for ship, and

crew for crew, their navy would be a match for the navy

ofGreat Britain. Every year gave them greater experience

of seamanship and gunnery. Yet the immense numerical

superiority of the British fleet, supported by the fleet of

France, and, in a few years time, by a new Russian fleet,

rpade tlie chances ofvictory very remote, A high-spirited

. nationwould notsuddenlygiveup its ambitions. Surrender

on the naval question appeared to be surrender of

Germany’s world position. The temper of the people had

beenraised to ahigh degreeof^itement. The elections to

the Reichstag inJanuary 1907 were fought by Biilow with

an appeal to German patriotismtr^ Biilow gave his support

to the Imperial Association for combating Social Demo-

cracy and addressed a manifesto to the President of the

Association, The President was General von Liebert, a

well-known Pan-German chauvinist who had declared at

the Pan-German Congress in September igo6 that Ger-

man ‘lack of diplomatists must be compensated for by

brute force’. The Navy League also took an important

part in the elections. Some fifteen millions ofits pamphlets

were distributed; 124,000 were sent to school teachers.*

According to the LeipzigerNeueste JSfachrichten, the Emperor

* The British naval attache in Berlin reported the effect of this pro-

paganda. ‘England has been constantly held up to hatred by Navy League

Orators in every village in the Empire.’ Captain Dumas also mentioned

the result of the efforts made to teach schoolchildren that ‘England wished

to destroy Germany’. He had spoken to children whose ‘teacher had begged

them always to remember that England was their enemy’. B.D.D. vi. 122.
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congratulated the President of the League on its work
during the elections. The League continued this business

of agitation in the months between the elections and the

meeting ofThe Hague Conference. The membership now
exceeded 900,000. At the general meeting in May 1907
the usual speeches were made about British envy and
jealousy of Germany. According to Stresemann' a large

section of the British press was telling its readers that ‘on^
the day when the German mercantile marine is destjnyed,

every Englishman will be a pound richer’,

The leaders of the German nation did not attempt to

turn back from the path which they had taken. If the

naval competition continued, the terms ofthe Navy Law of

1 900 and the supplementary law of 1 906 were insufficient.

Rumours of a new plan for increasing the striking power
of the German fleet appeared in the German press a few
days after the close of The Hague Conference. On
3 October 1907 the British naval attache in Berlin

reported that newspapers of various political views were
forecasting a new supplementary law. The Berliner Neueste

Nachrichten suggested that an ultimatum had been sent to

„ the Government by the manufacturers of armour plate.*

The Kieler Neueste Nachrichten had spoken of a reduction

in the age of battleships and cruisers. In November the

text of a proposal to this effect was published in the North

German Gazette. The life ofa batdeship would be shortened

from twenty-five to twenty years. The reasons given for

the change were that the actual life of a battleship in the

German navy was nearer to thirty than to twenty-five

years. The period oftwenty-five years was calculated from
the date of the first instalment of the money for building

the ship to a similar date in the case of its successor. The
obsolete ship was not struck offthe active list until its suc-

cessor was ready for commission. The argument was not

impressive. It ignored the fact that the age of the ship

to be replaced had been calculated not from the date of

its completion but from the first stage in its construction.

* At this time deputy for Dresden. * B.D.D. vi. 60-1.
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The ship remained in commission for two years after the

construction of its successor had begun; but it had started

its own ‘life’ as an effective ship two or three years before

it had been ready for commission.' The supplementary

law had an important effect upon the strength of the'

German navy in modem ships. A Dreadnought would

take the place of every ‘dead’ battleship. The text of the

supplementary law was accompanied by a table of con-

struction. Three Dreadnought battleships were to be laid

down annually in 1908, 1909, and 1910, two in 191 1, and

one battleship and large cruiser annually from 1912 to

1917 inclusive. This table showed that between 1908 and

1917 three new modern battleships would be added to the

German fleet by the reduction in the ‘effective’ life ofolder

battleships. On the other hand, the replacement of one

armoured cruiser was postponed until after 1917. The

significance of the proposal lay, however, not merely in

the addition of three modern battleships to the German

navy over a period of ten years, but in the distribution

of the programme of replacement. It was desirable to

‘spread’ theprogramme over the ten years 1 908-1 7. There

had been no regular, unbroken sequence of construction

before the first naval law; hence the number of ships

becoming obsolete in any given year was not uniform.

Six new ships would be wanted in 1 909, and only one in

1910. The ‘spread’ was not evenly made. A larger amount

of new construction was tabled for the earlier part of the

ten-year period. If the new construction sanctioned by

the naval law were added to the construction necessary

* e.g. ship A is laid down in i8go, and its ‘life’ is counted from the first

financial grant for its construction. In 1905 this ship is twenty-five years

old, and due for replacement. It is not actually replaced until 1908, when

its successor is ready for commission. But ship A did not come into

commission until t893. Its effective life as a commissioned ship would

only be twenty-five years if it were finally paid off in 1908. Tirpitns

argument that a long period might elapse between the final decision

about the plan of a ship and the first financial instalment for its con-

struction was not supported by the facts of German procedure in ship-

building. (A German ship, under the naval law of igoo, was paid for in

four annual instalments.)
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for replacement, the German programme would be as

follow^
Tear Battleships Large cruisers

igo8 3 I

1909 3 I

1910 4 0
1911 a 1

igia I 2

1913-17 I (annually) I (annually)

Between 1908 and 1911 Germany intended to lay down
twelve battleships instead of eight—the number pre-

scribed in the programme of the naval law. In 1910
the German fleet would include four Dreadnoughts
and one Invincible; in 1911, seven Dreadnoughts and
three Invincibles, in 1912, ten Dreadnoughts and four

Invincibles.^ This increase might not mark the limit of

the expansion of the German navy. The budget com-
mittee of the Reichstag accepted the supplementary law
in January igo8. Public opinion was undoubtedly in

favour of a measure which strengthened the fleet, and the

proposals could not be taken as final. The Navy League
was not satisfied and continued to ask for more ships. In

December 1907 Colonel Gadke, who opposed the extrava-

gance of the League, wrote in the Berliner Tageblatt that

after 1912 the necessity ofkeeping the shipbuilding yards

employed might lead to a programme of four new battle-

ships or large cruisers a year.

Within a few months after The Hague Conference the

Liberal Cabinet had given up hope of any limitation of

armaments by general agreement. The result can be seen

in a speech made by Grey at Alnwick on 15January 1908.

Grey no longer expected any diminution in naval expendi-

ture. He made it clear that Great Britain had no right

to complain of the measures taken by other states to pro-

tect their commerce and keep open their lines of com-

munication overseas. The British fleet, however, pro-

tected not only the trade ofEngland, but the very life and

* The German proposals were analysed by the British naval attach^ in

two long reports. B.D.D. vi. 68-76 and 118-si.
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independence ofthe country. The Admiralty must main-

tain a safe margin ofsecurity. There was no need for panic

or undue haste because Great Britain could still build

more quickly than other Powers. A week later Lord

Tweedmouth spoke of the need for ‘cautious observation’

of the programme of other Powers.

These two speeches were intended to prepare Liberal

opinion for an increase in the British naval estimates.

The main difficulty of the Liberal Ministers lay indeed

in persuading their own supporters to vote for any increase

in these estimates. The Liberal press still hoped for an

agreement with Germany and a limitation of expenditure

on armaments. On 5 February 1908 Mr. J. M. Macdonald

proposed an amendment to the Address regretting ‘that

there was no indication ofany intention to reduce expendi-

ture on armaments’.^ The amendment was withdrawn

after the Government had promised a debate on the ques-

tion later in the session. On 13 February Grey stated in

the House that the British offer at the Conference was still

open; the British Government was prepared to exchange

information with other naval Powers on the number and

cost of ships to be laid down under the naval programme

of any given year.* Metternich reported the offer to the

Emperor, but William II merely commented: ‘Nonsense,

they know it [the German programme] already.’^

Before the debate on the limitation of armaments the

general committee of the National Liberal Federation

passed at their annual meeting a resolution in favour of

a reduction of armaments. The discussion in the House

did little more than show the dissensions within the Liberal

' Hansard, 4th Ser. clxxxiii. 883—4.
* Mr. Asquith stated on 9 March igo8 that the offer was ‘known to all

the Powers’. Hansard, 4th Ser. clxxxv. 1 132-3.
’ D.G.P. xxiv. 31-2. Lascelles reported a statement in the German press

giving the views of the German Government on the subject. General

information about German naval plans was already accessible, while no

Admiralty would be willing to disclose details of construction, &c. An

exchange of information about proposed construction would only lead to

more acute competition between naval Powers, and would therefore defeat

its own ends. B.D.D. vi. 137: 24 February 1908.
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party; Mr. Macdonald and his supporters still failed to

understand the significance ofthe German attitude at The
Hague Conference, and the suspicion with which German
opinion looked upon any attempt to interfere with the

legal execution of the German naval programme.
The Government, however, left no doubt that financial

reasons would not prevent Great Britain from maintaining

a safe margin ofsuperiority. The Prime Minister deplored

expenditure on armaments, but claimed that British naval

policy was defensive in character, and that an ‘un-

assailable supremacy’ must be secured. The terms in

which the British naval estimates were framed were
equally clear. ‘His Majesty’s Government have every

intention of maintaining the standard of the British Navy
which has hitherto been deemed necessary for the safe-

guarding of our national and imperial interests,’ It was
proposed to lay down one battleship, one large cruiser,

six fast protected cruisers, and a number ofdestroyers and
submarines. ‘This programme suffices for 1908-9;

whether, and to what extent, it may be necessary to en-

large it next year, or in future years, must depend upon the

additions made to their naval force by Foreign Powers.’

An impulsive act by the German Emperor did not

improve the position. The Emperor visited England in

the autumn of 1907. The usual speeches were made; they

were followed by the usual comments. Early in February

Metternich reported that the German naval programme
was causing considerable anxiety in Great Britain.

Tirpitz had told the Reichstag that there was no such

anxiety. Metternich thought it necessary to correct this

statement, and to say that England intended to maintain

her naval superiority. ‘It is in the interest ofgood Anglo-

German relations that there should be no illusions on this

matter in Germany.’^ Stumm had also pointed out the

dangers latent in the attitude of English opinion. ‘Even

the strongest supporters of a policy friendly to Germany

* Hansard, 4th Ser. clxxxv. 376-7. For the debate, see Appendix II.

* D.G.P. xxiv. 30-1.
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accept the view that two English ships must be built for

every German ship.’’' The Emperor now took’ the curious

step of writing to Lord Tweedmouth to explain that the

German fleet was not being built as ‘a Challenge to British

NavalSupremacy— If England built 60, go, or 1 00 battle-

ships, there would be no change in the German plans. It

was unpleasant for Germans to notice that in discussions

about the British programmes of construction, there was

always some reference to the German navy. People

would be very thankful over here if . . . Germany were left

out of the discussion.’^ The letter was answered by King

Edward VII and by the Foreign Office. King Edward’s

reply was short. The first paragraph was an acknowledge-

ment of a letter from the Emperor saying that he had

written to Lord Tweedmouth. A second paragraph

described the Emperor’s action as a ‘new departure’.^

‘I do not see how he [Tweedmouth] can prevent our press

from calling attention to the great increase in the build-

ing of German ships of war, which necessitates our in-

creasing our navy also.’-*-

The Foreign Office memorandum pointed out that the

German press often used the British navy as an illustra-

tion of the need for increasing the German navy. It was

not unnatural that a section of the British press should

make similar use of the German navy. ‘It would be

futile to pretend that the increase of the German fleet is

not one of the factors which has to be taken into account

in any calculation of the strength at which the British

Navy must be maintained. To prevent the British Press

• D.G.P. xxiv. 21 n. : 25 November 1907. Stumm was acting as charge

d’affaires in London.
* D.G.P. xxiv. 32-5: 16 February igo8. The Chancellor and the German

Foreign Office knew nothing of the Emperor’s letter until after it had been

received in England. On the other hand, the Chief of the Naval Cabinet,

Admiral Muller, had made a copy of the letter in his own hand. The letter

also contained some offensive remarks about Lord Esher.
’ The Emperor once complained to Queen Victoria about the policy of

Lord Salisbury. The Queen’s answer was in much stronger terms than the

letter of King Edward. See The Letters of Queen Victoria, 3rd Ser. iii. 381-2.

D.G.P. xxiv. 36.
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from freely stating and commenting upon so obvious a
fact would be neither equitable nor possible.’*

Lord Tweedmouth would have been wiser to have kept

the Emperor’s letter secret. The facts, however, became
known to Colonel Repington, the military correspondent

of The Times. Repington wrote to The Times that an
attempt had been made, in German interests, to influence

the Minister responsible for the British navy estimates.

An explanation in general terms was given by Tweed-
mouth in the House of Lords and the Prime Minister in

the House of Commons.^ Neither the letter nor the

memorandum was published.

The ill-timed assurances of the German Emperor
carried even less conviction when British pubhc opinion

turned to the question of the relative rate of building

ships in England and Germany. Lord Tweedmouth had
maintained that Great Britain could build her ships, large

and small, more quickly than any ofher rivals. This view

had been accepted for many years as demonstrable by
facts. It had been asserted in the House of Commons by
Liberals and Conservatives. Mr. Gladstone, in one of

his last speeches, had said:

‘If I am rightly informed, the difference between the time

necessary from the laying down to the completion of a great

ship is for England three years and for France four and a half

years. . . . Our means of construction are overwhelming com-

pared with foreign countries. If we have superiority of means,

what about our methods of construction? Happily, they are

already far more rapid. My hope is—and I must say my antici-

pations are—that we shall further gain in that business of

despatch, and if we do it is an element of most vital considera-

tion. . .
.’3

In 1893 Lord Spencer pointed out in the House of Lords

that the Royal Sovereign had been completed in three years,

• B.D.D. vi. 134—7. The memorandum was not a direct answer to the

Emperor’s letter; it had been drawn up in reply to complaints which the

Emperor had made to Lascelles about the attitude of the British press.

® Hansard, 4th Ser. clxxxv. 1067-8, 1072, and 1135-6.

^ Hansard, 4th Ser. xix. 1793: 19 December 1894.
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while Other countries took five years to build simili^T

ships. ‘That illustrates one of the sources of strength of

this country—that we are able to build ships much more

rapidly than other countries. We are thus enabled to

watch carefully what other countries do, and ifnecessary,

we can overtake them in an emergency by laying down

ships enough to make up for any possible deficiency, as

we build so much more rapidly.’* Five years later Mr.

Goschen made the same claim: ‘The resources of this

country, both in shipbuilding and engineering—with our

power of manufacturing for ourselves what we require—

the rapidity with which we can build ships if we lay them

down, as others lay them down, will enable us to keep

pace with, ifnot to outstrip our neighbours.’^

The first note of warning was given by a private mem-

ber, Mr. Kearley, in the debate on the naval estimates

on 21 March 1901. He complained of the slowness of

British building. ‘At the present moment Germany is

giving us the go-by, and if we drag along in this way, 1

am confident that in two or three years time we will find

that Germany has gone ahead of us. Germany has ample

resources and also the determination to put things through

in a practical, business-like manner. The belief in

British superiority was, however, not much questioned

before 1906. In this year Mr. Balfour said, during the

debate on the shipbuilding vote, that ‘ifthe Germans think

it worth their while, I do not think we can count upon

building quicker than they can. As soon as they see that

it is economical and advantageous to build quickly, I

think it will be found that they will build as quickly as

we can.’'^ The Prime Minister answered that neither

France, nor Germany, nor any other country can equal

us in rate or cheapness of building.® Finally, in 1907,

Mr. Robertson still asserted that British naval programmes

' Hansard, 4th Ser. xii. 1030: 16 May 1893.
* Id. Ixii. 861: 28 Jyly iSgB.
’ Id. xci. 804. Id. clxii. 1 la-

® Ib. 1
1 7. The order in which France and Germany are placed should be

noticed.
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could be based upon the view that ‘our capacity for out-

put’ would enable us to deal with ‘unforeseen develop-

ments.’^

The question of ‘capacity for output’ was not a simple

question. The rate of construction of large warships was
not determined merely by the speed at which the hulls

could be built. A warship was a floating repository of

armaments. It was possible to ‘complete’ a first-class

battleship, or a number of battleships, as far as the work
ofthe shipwrights was concerned, before the guns, armour,
gun-mountings, and machinery were ready. Ships and
engines were built for commerce as well as for war; arma-
ments were made only as instruments ofwar. Their con-

structionrequired elaborate plant. Thisplantcouldnotbe

improvised. Hence the potentialities of shipbuilding and
marine engineering might outrun, at any given time, the

potentialities ofarmament manufacture. There had been

aninstance ofthis difficultywitliinrecentmemory. Inorder

to complete the Dreadnought within a record time, two

gun-turrets originally ordered for other ships were used

because the turrets of the Dreadnought were not ready

for mounting.

Sir William White, who belonged to an older genera-

tion and a time when the superiority of British shipbuild-

ing resources was beyond question, was compelled to

admit this difficulty even when he was arguing against

Fisher’s Dreadnought policy in 1906. In 1906 he had put

the matter in these words

‘Unless the output and capability of establishments devoted to

the manufacture of all the items which are requisite for the

completion of warships are properly proportioned to the pro-

gramme of shipbuilding so that the sever^ parts may be ready

at the dates required for their ready incorporation into the

structure, fittings, or equipment ofthe ship, delays and increased

cost will be inevitable. A modem warship is recognized to be

“a box of machinery”. . . . Besides the propelling apparatus,

with its enormous weight and power, a great number ofpowerful

* Hansard, 4th Ser. dxx. 659. * The Times, 15 November 1906.

4192 M
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engines have to be introduced into protected positions deep

down in the holdj and when all that is possible has been done

to minimize dimensions and weights, it still remains true that

many cumbrous and heavy parts have to be passed down into

places in the structure that are difficult of access, and there

erected into complete machines. In many cases the structure

has to be left unfinished until these operations are completed,

It will be understood therefore, that unless great care is taken

to have the details of the designs of all this machinery and equip-

ment settled before the construction of warships begins, and to

place the orders for them in good time so as to ensure delivery

at dates suitable for the advancement of work on the ships,

there must be delays and difficulties of a serious nature. More-

over the seale and rapidity of warship construction will be

determined by the number, magnitude, and possible output

of the allied manufacturing industries; not by the shipbuilding

and marine engineering capabilities of a country. Therein lies

one of the greatest sources ofthe superiority of warship building

in this country. ... It is probably near the truth to say that,

whereas we could provide each year from existing resources

armour, guns, and gun-mountings for ten or twelve first-class

battleships, Germany would not be able to provide for more

than four or five similar ships.’

Six weeks later Sir William White elaborated this con-

clusion in another article. ^ The output of merchant ships

in the United Kingdom between 1900 and 1905 had

averaged 1,402,300 tons annually; the figures for 1905

were 1,623,200 tons. The average annual output in Ger-

many for the same period was 213,100 tons; the figures

for 1905 were 255,400 tons. In 1905 twenty-eight war-

ships of about 1 30,000 tons in all were launched in Great

Britain, and sixteen warships of about 39,000 tons in

Germany. The ratio between the number ofwarships and

merchant ships launched in Great Britain between 1903

and 1905 was from i ;8 to i : 12-5,and in Germany in

1905, 1 : 6-4. From 1903 to 1906 Great Britain had voted

:^55 millions for new construction and naval armaments,

while Germany had allowed only millions. Great

* Th» Times, 25 December 1906.
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Britain had also been able to build on a very considerable

scale for foreign countries. She had a very large number
of skilled artisans, Germany a ‘relative scarcity’. Other
countries could overtake Great Britain, but only at heavy
cost. Moreover, their efforts would not be unobserved.

‘Would our administrators . . . fail to note such action, or

leave it unanswered? Unless there was wilful blindness

or neglect, this could not happen.’ Here then was the

most favourable statement of the problem at the end of

1906. Within a short time the British public was asking

whether the facts were not much less reassuring. No
secret was made of the gready increased potentialities of

German construction. During the year 1906 Count
Reventlow had collected* statements from the six most im-
portant private shipbuilding yards in Germany upon their

resources. The firm of Krupp replied that they could

complete a battleship or large cruiser in 24-30 months.

They had seven slipways, and could lay down two ships

a year. Howaldt of Kiel also promised delivery after

24-30 months, and at the rate ofone ship a year after the

first two years. The Vulkan works at Stettin could lay

down two battleships of 18,000 tons, and two large

cruisers of 15,000 tons a year, and complete them within

24-30 months, if the guns and armour were delivered in

time. When the new Vulkan yards at Hamburg were

ready the productive capacity of the firm would be

increased by 50-75 per cent. Blohm and Voss could lay

down two large ships a year, and build them in 2-2^ years

if they were sure of a continuous succession of orders.

Schichau could ‘comfortably’ take four 18,000-ton ships

on the stocks simultaneously, and complete the equip-

ment oftwo or three more. This firm had built a battle-

ship in 30 months, but suggested 30-6 months as an
‘average’ time. The Weser Shipbuilding Company had
built new yards in which it could complete two battleships

and two cruisers in 24-30 months.

* These statements from Reventlow’s Weltfrieden oder Weltkrieg? (1907)
were summarized for English readers in The Times, 30 March 1907.
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These figures (which did not include the Government
yards) showed that German yards could deal with a sud-

den stream oforders for ships ifthe armour and armaments

were forthcoming. The British lead in shipbuilding capac-

ity was therefore narrowing down to a lead in the output

of guns and armour, although there had also been an

acceleration in the rate of British construction. In 1908

two years were allowed for battleships, and a slightly

longer period for cruisers of the Invincible type. On the

other hand, between 1906 and 1908 the German yards

had been improved and extended.

Count Reventlow’s figures were not widely known

until after the debate on the naval estimates in 1907;

but their significance was realized long before the

debate in 1908.* Mr. E. Robertson, Secretary to the

Admiralty, said that the Admiralty estimated that the

relative strength of Great Britain and Germany would be

twelve and six in ships of the Dreadnought type in the

autumn of 1910. Great Britain would have completed

nine battleships and three cruisers; Germany would have

completed four battleships and two cruisers. This fore-

cast was not made as in previous years, without qualifica-

tion. ‘To be perfectly frank, he should say that there were

certain possible accelerations—only possible, but possible,

which might affect the result at the end of 1 9 1 o. Germany

might have seven battleships and three cruisers com-

pleted.’ In other words, there might be an acceleration

in the German rate of construction. Mr. Robertson

included the Lord Nelson and her sister ship Agamemnon in

his calculation of British Dreadnoughts, but excluded the

two ships of the 1908-g programme. He added that these

ships would be ready as soon as, if not sooner than the

additional German ships. If they were included in the

forecast, the strength of Great Britain in Dreadnoughts

would be fourteen in the early part of 191 1.

The Opposition refused to accept Mr. Robertson’s

figures. It was pointed out that the Lord Nelson and

* Hansard, ath Ser. rlxxxv. iia6-i29a. 122';—7a.
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Agamemnon were not ships of the Dreadnought class, and
that Tirpitz had stated that Germany could build ships

of the line as quickly as Great Britain. Moreover, the

German ships were laid down, as a rule, inJune and July
of the year in which they were voted by the Reichstag.

The British ships were not laid down until the winter,

or even until the spring of the following year. The four

German ships of the German programme for igog-io

would therefore be ready for service before the end of i g 1 1

,

Germany would then have thirteen Dreadnoughts and
Invincibles to the twelve completed by Great Britain in

the autumn of i g 1 1 . Mr. Asquith answered that Germany
could have completed thirteen ships only ifherprogramme
were carried out ‘to the letter’, and one of the ships were
completed ‘within thirty months of its being laid down’.*

It was doubtful whether Germany would be able to main-

tain this rate of construction. The assumption that Great

Britain would have no more than twelve ships of the

Dreadnought class in the last two months of igi i took no
account of any ships which might be laid down in igog

under the estimates of igog-io, and completed within

two years.

‘I will say without the faintest hesitation, that if we find (in

the spring of 1909) that there is a probability or a reasonable

probability [n'c] of the German programme being carried out

in the way the paper figures suggest, ... we should provide not

only for a sufficient number of ships, but for such a date for

laying down those ships that at the end of 191 1 the superiority

of Germany . , . would not be an actual fact. I hope that is

quite explicit. That is the policy of His Majesty’s Government.
It remains on record, and I think it ought to reassure the House
that we do not intend in this matter to be left behind.’

The discussionwas renewed injulyduringthe debateon
theshipbuildingvote.* Moreover,Mr.McKennahad taken
Lord Tweedmouth’s place as First Lord of the Admiralty.

The Opposition now used arguments which looked
* The German programme for 1909-10 consisted of three large battle-

ships and one large cruiser.
® Hansard, 4th Ser. cxcii. 424-526: 13 July 1908.



i66 THE ANGLO-RUSSIAN AGREEMENT, 1907

beyond the year 1911 to the situation in the year 1912.

If the German yards could turn out ships as quickly as

the English yards, the German programme of four ships

for the year 1910-11 might be ready in the course of

1912. Germany would then have completed seventeen

ships ofthe Dreadnought type. IfGreat Britain wished to

maintain an equality with Germany, she would have to

lay down five ships in 1909. Mr. McKenna answered

that in the spring of 1911 Great Britain would have

twelve, Germany nine Dreadnoughts. It was possible

that at the end of 1911 Germany might have com-

pleted the four ships of her 1909-10 programme; but the

British Admiralty could change their practice of waiting

until November or December before laying down the

ships voted during the summer. Mr. McKenna agreed

that ‘something might turn next year upon the date at

which the ships were laid down. . . . The Admiralty, being

fully conscious of that fact, would have their plans ready

in time to enable them to lay down the ships earlier should

it appear to be necessary to do so.’

Already therefore in the summer of 1908 the British

Government was making a cautious admission that the

naval estimates of 1909-10 might include a large increase

in the ship-building programme, and already there was

an element of uncertainty in the estimates. The ship-

building capacities of Germany were increasing rapidly,

and no one in Great Britain could forecast the significance

of this increase. If the estimate accepted by the Govern-

ment should prove inadequate, a very large programme

would be necessary in 1909. In any case this programme

could hardly be less than double the programme of 1908.

The question of an Anglo-German agreement for the

limitation of naval armaments was even more urgent

than in the months before The Hague Conference. Was

there any chance of obtaining this agreement?



VIII

THE GERMAN EMPEROR, BULOW, AND
METTERNIGH; MARCH-AUGUST, 1908

I
N the spring of 1908 the Liberal Government had been

in office for more than two years. The experience of

these two years had cleared away a good many illusions

about the possibility ofdisarmament, and brought Minis-

ters face to face with the realities ofthe European situation.

The rank and file of the party blamed the Government
for their failure to reach an agreement with Germany;
but even these critics accepted the view that Great Britain

dared not risk the loss of her supremacy at sea. On the

other side of the House the Conservatives attacked the

naval programmes not because they were too large but

because they were too small, and took insufficient account

ofthe rapid growth ofthe fleet and shipbuilding resources

of Germany.
The policy of the Government was clear and open.

They wanted to cut down expenditure on armaments.

They would not cut down this expenditure below a mar-
gin of safety. The measure of their shipbuilding pro-

gramme was the shipbuilding programme of Germany.
A reduction in the German programme would be followed

by a reduction in the British programme. It was impos-

sible to avoid public mention of the German fleet, or to

hide the fact that ships were being laid down in Great

Britain as an answer to ships laid down in Germany.
At the same time the British Government was unwill-

ing to leave the question of a limitation of armaments
entirely outside the range of political discussion and diplo-

matic negotiations. A general European or world agree-

ment was impracticable. The German Emperor had
refused to consider more limited proposals, but the British

Ministers were not ready to accept his refusal as final.

They knew that the Emperor was the greatest obstacle to
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any cool and common-sense conversations; they could

make no progress while the question ofending or moderat-

ing a race in shipbuilding was regarded as an attack upon

the Emperor’s prerogative. Therefore they chose indirect

methods ofapproach. They tried to reassure the Emperor

and his advisers that there was no deep-laid plot behind

their suggestions. They explained to Metternich the con-

sequences which would follow any large and continued

increase in the German naval estimates; they made it

clear that Great Britain was resolved, at all costs, to main-

tain a safe lead in capital ships.

During the spring and summer of 1908 Metternich

reported these conversations with British Ministers, and

emphasized the importance of taking notice of British

opinion. The dispatches were seen by the Emperor. They

did not convince William II, though they finally lost

Metternich his post.’^ The Emperor was in a difficult

mood. The British answer to the Tweedmouth letter,

and the polite but firm refusal to accept the view that

Great Britain need not take account of the German fleet,

did not have a soothing effect. German foreign policy

had not been very successful. The Emperor had failed

to win Russia over to the German side, in spite of his

dramatic success with Nicholas II. His Moroccan adven-

ture had been disastrous. The British Government would

not listen to his persuasion, and continued to make sug-

gesti^s about a limitation of armaments. The Emperor

'.jbegan to think of these suggestions as an insult to himself

as well as an interference with bis rights.

Metternich’s long letters became a little tedious; the

same arguments were repeated again and again, and

rejected by the Emperor in the same uncompromising,

angry terms. In a long dispatch of8 March 1908 Metter-

nich wrote:

‘No Englishman can agree that the building of the German

fleet is a matter of indifference to English interests. Two

different views are taken in England about the German fleet.

I See beiowr, p. 364.
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One section of opinion holds that the fleet is being built for the

purpose of attacking England; the supporters of this view point

to the assertions of the (German) Navy League, and other

Anglophobe statements. The other view is that our fleet is not a
deliberate threat ofaggression, but a possible danger to England.

Whether the threat is deliberate or potential, both sections of

opinion, and all England, agree that the danger exists. The
consciousness of this danger naturally increases with the expan-

sion of our fleet. We are the only Power whose fleet is a source

of anxiety to England. In our fleet the English see a possible

menace to their security and existence. They pay less attention

to a long-period programme than to the annual execution of

this programme, expressed in terms of the yearly naval esti-

mates and the laying down of ships. For this reason they think

our programme for this year an innovation because the shorter

life of the ships means a more rapid increase in numbers
{substitutes !!Y and a quicker “tempo” in our rate of building.

‘The English are afraid only of our fleet, because we are

their nearest neighbours and we appear to them more efficient

than other people. We must pass by their island in order to

reach the oceans of the world. They believe the French fleet

to be of less value, apart from their political relations with

France.
(
They could have the same relations with us, then there would

be no more trouble.) The Japanese fleet is at the other end of the

earth, and whatever one may think of the Yellow Peril, this

danger has less effect upon English nerves [let Metternich ask

English merchants in Eastern Asia. They will tell a different story)

than a concentrated, powerful fleet, supported by the strongest

army in the world and built up on the shores of the North Sea.

Sir Edward Grey told me confidentially that the British Govern-

ment never includes the fleet of the United States in a calcula-

tion of the “two-Power standard”. He described a war between

the United States and England as “unthinkable”. {Very super-

ficial. Such a war could quite well come about—or one with Japan) ....

A defeat in the North Sea means the end of the British world

Empire. A lost battle on the Continent is a long way from the

end ofGermany Is there any chance of making the potential

enemy into a fHend and getting his strength on one’s own side?

England has taken this policy into consideration. She is how-

ever afraid of becoming politically dependent upon us, and

* Annotations by the Emperor are printed in italics.



170 THE GERMAN EMPEROR, BtFLOW, AND

therefore chooses to support herself elsewhere. Hence her sud-

den zeal for alliances and ententes. ... It all comes back to our

fleet. {Nonsense. All English mistakes.) Hitherto, as I have always

maintained, there has been no intention, in responsible quar-

ters, of preventing us by force from building up our fleet. It

is possible that in the course of years, with the increase of our

fleet, this idea may take stronger hold. For the present it is

still hoped that the peoples themselves {only the Geitnan!) will be

wearied of this huge burden ofarmaments, and that the Got em-

ments {otily the German !) will be compelled to limit their expendi-

ture; though it is always assumed that England will keep the

lead she already holds, since supremacy at sea is much more

a question of existence for England than it is for other Powers.'

The final comment of the Emperor was that England

was making great political mistakes; the ‘mad’ policy of

building Dreadnoughts, and not the German fleet, was

responsible for British nervousness. The old superiority

in numbers was lost because other Powers were building

Dreadnoughts. ‘The English must get used to the Ger-

man fleet. And from time to time we must assure them

that the fleet is not built against them.’* In June 1908,

the Emperor still thought that an Anglo-German alliance

or entente provided the simplest solution.^ Metternich

repeated his view that ‘nothing and no one will convince

the English that a powerful fleet, increasing in strength,

and close to the English coasts, is n A a danger—the

greatest danger which an Englishman can imagine. We

are determined to possess a strong fleet, and we must not

have any illusion about the consequences .
’ The Emperor s

answer was: ‘Very simple. Let them make an entente

with us.’

’ D.G.P. xxiv. 44-6: 8 March 1908. The Emperor was excited at this

time about the effect of the Tweedmouth letter; but his comments were of

a similar character throughout the year.
* D.G.P. xxiv. 87-8. Metternich was reporting a conversation with

Sir C. Hardinge. Hardinge explained that the increase in British naval

expenditure owing to the growth ofthe German fleet prevented anyimprwe-

ment of Anglo-German relations. In five years’ time the financial burden

would be heavier, and the exasperation of the British taxpayer even more

serious.
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Metternich was not alone in his warning that hence-

forward the naval question would settle the character of

Anglo-German relations. Stumm wrote his views for

Billow’s information. He thought that English distrust

of Germany was due almost entirely to the expansion of

the German fleet. Differences in national characteristics

or traditions were not the cause of antipathy between
the two countries. Economic rivalry only affected

particular interests which were damaged or threatened

by German competition.^ English statesmen had been

forced to give up the policy of ‘splendid isolation’; their

aim was now to limit the possible allies ofGermany in an
Anglo-German war. This policy was defensive in charac-

ter; most Englishmen wanted a peaceful policy. Yet
defence would change to offence whenever English naval

supremacy appeared to be threatened even by an ‘iso-

lated’ Germany, Stumm’s views made little impression

upon the Emperor. William II felt, as a sovereign, that

English suggestions of a mutual restriction of armaments
were an attack upon his prerogative. The turning-point

in the Emperor’s relations with Metternich was reached

inthesummerof1908. On i4july Greyinvited Mr. Lloyd

George to meet Metternich. jMettemich reported the con-

versation to Biilow. The British Ministers pointed out

that Anglo-German relations centred roimd tiie problem
of naval competition. The German naval programme,
with its increased rate ofconstruction, would be answered
by Great Britain. Good relations between the two coun-

tries were impossible while this competition continued.

There was no thought in England of an invasion of Ger-

many. Mr. Lloyd George mentioned Bismarck’s com-
ment that if an English force landed on German soil, he

would ask the police to arrest them. On the other hand,

the existence of England as an independent Power was

* D.G.P. xxiv. 88-go. Stumm thoi^ht that the attitude of The Times

towards Germany was due originally to the fact that the paper-mills owned
by the Walter family had been forced to close down owing to German
competition.
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bound up with the British navy. Every Englishman would
spend his last pen:iy on maintaining British supremacy

at sea. Mctternich suggested that the real cause of the

increased financial burden was the introduction of the

Dreadnought type for which Great Britain was respons-

ible. In any case the question of a limitation of arma-

ments could be discussed only after Great Britain had

shown that her policy of ententes was not directed

against German interests. Mr. Lloyd George thought

that a diminution in the tempo of the German rate of con-

struction would have more effect than any political action.

Metternich told Biilow that in his opinion Great Britain

did not intend to force Germany either to give up her

naval plans or go to war. The British Government had

no wish to threaten Germany, but rather to avoid any

danger of war by coming to an agreement.'

‘I have made it clear to the two Ministers that the fulfilment

of their wish depends upon conditions the interpretation of

which is in our hands. I should have closed the door to future

possibilities and made the position unnecessarily acute if I had

given them to understand that we should refuse, at any time

and in any circumstances, to come to an agreement upon

questions of naval expenditure. It will be a long while before

Sir E. Grey is ready to pay the price which I have named for

this agreement.’*

The Emperor’s comments were very violent. He was

indignant that Metternich had allowed himself, even

unofficially, to listen to the ‘shameless suggestion that

English friendship depended upon the curtailment of

German sea-power’. Metternich must be told that the

Emperor did not wish for good relations with England at

the expense of the German fleet. ‘If England will hold

’ Sir E. Cassel, whose friendship with King Edward in England and

Ballin in Germany made him a useful intermediary, discovered at

this time from Ballin that if the Entente Powers asked Germany what

limits she intended to put to her armaments the result would be war.

Huldermann, Ballin, p. 3 lo. (Ballin was Director-General of the Hamburg-

Amerika Company, and a friend of the Emperor.) There is no evidence

that the Entente Powers ever intended to put this question to Germany.
* D.G.P. xxiv. 99-103 : i6 July 1908.
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out her hand in friendship only on condition that we cut

down the numbers of our ships, the suggestion should

have been rejected a limine as a piece of measureless

impertinence and a gross insult to the German people and
their Emperor. France and Russia would have the same
right to demand a limitation of our land forces,’^

A fortnight later Mettemich again discussed the naval

question with Grey and Mr. Lloyd George. Grey ex-

plained once more why the growth of the German fleet

disturbed British public opinion.^ Mr. Lloyd George
spoke of the dangers which would follow ifno agreement
were reached on the subject of naval competition. The
numerical relation between the two fleets would not have
changed, but British public opinion would have become
exasperated. Great Britain might introduce a tariff for

revenue purposes, and conscription might be accepted as

a necessary protection against the risk of a German
invasion. Mr. Lloyd George mentioned his ‘favourite

idea’—a reduction in the tempo of German shipbuilding.

He thought that the ‘two-Power standard’ implied that

the British fleet should be as strong as the combined navies

of Germany and any one other Power, but not twice as

strong as the German fleet. He suggested a permanent
ratio of 3 : 2 between the British and German fleets. ‘If

Germany and Great Britain agreed to cut down their

programme of construction by one Dreadnought a year,

there would be a complete change in British public

opinion.’ Metternich repeated his view that some proof

of British friendship was necessary before German public

opinion would be ready to give up a naval programme
which they had already accepted.^

* D.G.P. xxiv. 103-4. The whole dispatch was peppered with violent

exdamations. It is interesting that, while the Emperor’s attitude became
more distrustful and uncompromising, Mettemich had begun to feel more
confidence in Grey. He reported on i August 1908 that he regarded Grey
‘as an opponent, but an honourable and peaceful opponent’. D.G.P.

xxiv. no. * D.G.P. xxiv. 109-15: i August 1908.

* Mr. Lloyd George did not explain whether he meant by a ‘reduction in

tempo’ a temporary reduction, followed by an increase in the number of
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Once again the Emperor lost his self-control. ‘I must

beg him [Mettemich] in future to repudiate all expectora-

tions \Expektorationei{\ of this kind.’ Mettemich had made
the mistake of listening to proposals which he should

have rejected at once. ‘He should tell muddle-headed

people \Schwdrmer\ of this type to go to h . He is too

flabby.’^

Biilow was less inclined to take the high line of refusii^

to consider any agreement for the limitation ofarmaments.

He had said indeed on 25 June 1908 that Germany could

not discuss the limitation of her fighting strength, and

that ‘a Power demanding such an agreement must clearly

understand that such a demand means war’.^ Yet Billow

was impressed by Mettemich’s arguments. These argu-

ments were reinforced by an appeal from Ballin. Ballin

was sure that the strained relations with England, and

possibly, the danger of war, were due to the German

navy, and particularly to the rate at which Germany

was building battleships. In Ballin’s opinion Germany

could not have the largest army and the largest fleet in

the world. German resources would not be able to sus-

tain a competition in Dreadnoughts with a richer country.

The relations between the two fleets in battleships would

be unchanged for a long time to come. Germany

would therefore be wise to come to an understanding

with England upon the extent and measure of naval

expend!ture.3

ships laid down annually, or a real reduction in the programme set out

in the tables appended to the Navy Law of igoo and later amendments of

the law. The Berlin correspondent of the Frankfurter ^eilimg had a long inter-

view with Mr. Lloyd George during his visit to Berlin in August 1908, and

was astonished at Mr. Lloyd George’s ignorance not merely of German

political conditions, but of the German Navy Law and the tables of con-

struction attached to the law. ‘I had to explain the simplest things to

Mr. Lloyd George and his companions.’ [Mr. Harold Spender and Sir

C. S. Henry, M.P.] During this discussion Mr. Lloyd George suggested

a ‘reduction in tempo’ as an alternative to a definite reduction in the npmber

of ships ultimately to be laid down. D.G.P. xxiv. 140-3.
• D.G.P. xxiv. 1 16.
^ Brandenburg, From Bismarck to the World War (Eng. trans.), p. 281.

^ D.G.P. xxiv. g&-g.
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On 5 August 19085 after reading Metternich’s long

dispatch, Biilow asked whether it would be agood tactical

move to explain that the German fleet was being built

for defensive purposes, and particularly to meet the possi-

bility of a Franco-German war in which England took

the French side. If England would promise to remain
neutral in a Franco-German war, Germany would find

it easier to introduce a slower tempo into her shipbuilding

programme.' Metternich’s answer was not encouraging.

Once more he pointed out that the German naval pro-

gramme was causing great anxiety in England. No one
in England thought seriously ofa preventive war; no one
disputed the German right to build a fleet. On the other

hand, English Ministers and the English people believed

that their naval superiority would be lost if the German
programme were not countered by new construedon on
a large scale in England. The British Government wanted
to avoid making this reply, and spending large sums of

money on battleships. Hence their desire for an agree-

ment. The two political parties knew that this expendi-

ture could not be avoided unless there were a reduction

in the tempo of German construction.

Metternich thought that he could mention in conversa-

tion the idea of an English promise of neutrality in the

event of a Franco-German war. He must take care not

to cause suspicion that Germany was trying to estrange

France from England. Every one in England would deny
that France had any aggressive intentions. No one would
feel morally bound to support France if she were the

attacking party. But the definition ofthe term ‘aggressor’

would depend upon the circumstances. A promise of

neutrality would not easily be obtained because it would
mean the destruction of the entente.*

Metternich’s answer was written on the day before

King Edward VII visited the Emperor at Schloss Fried-

richshof. Grey had given the King a memorandum ex-

plaining that an increase in the British naval estimates

* D.G.P. xxiv. 117-19. * D.G.P. xxiv. 139-3: 12 August igo8.
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would be the inevitable result of the latest addition to the

German programme.

‘We have to take into account not only the German Navy,

but also the German Army. If the German Navy ever becomes

superior to ours, the German Army can conquer this country.

There is no corresponding risk of this kind to Germany foj

however superior our fleet was, no naval victory would bring

us any nearer to Berlin. ... If the Germans arc willing to arrest

the increase of their Nat al expenditure, we should do the same.

There need not even be any formal agreement between the two

countries. If we announce in Parliament that, as a matter of

fact, German shipbuilding was not proceeding at a rate which

required any increased expenditure on our part, the result

would be to allay the apprehensions of those numerous persons,

both in England and in Germany, who credit the other country

with hostile intentions^ and feeling generally would improve.’’

A second memorandum dealt with the same problem

from a different angle. It was explained tliat there were

no diplomatic questions which Germany and England

had not been able to discuss in a frank and friendly way.

On the other hand, public opinion in each country was

uneasy and suspicious. This feeling of anxiety was now

centred round the rivalry in naval expenditure. If this

expenditure increased, then public anxiety would in-

crease. If there were a decrease in naval expenditure,

there would be decrease in anxiety. Grey was careful to

avoid irritating the Emperor by any suggestion which

might be taken as an infringement of his prerogative.

‘The British Government would not think of questioning the

right of Germany to build as large a Navy as she thinks neces-

sary for her own purposes nor would they complain of it. But

they have to face the fact that at the present rate of construction

the German Naval programme will in a very few years place

the German Navy in a position of superiority to the British

' B.D.D. vi. 779. The date of this memorandum was 31 July 1908. The

second memorandum was dated 6 August 1908, and was intended for the

King and Sir C. Hardinge. The 6rst memorandum was evidently drawn

up for the King’s use in private conversation, and contained a guarded

reference to the possibility ofan agreement between the two monarchs. The

second memorandum is printed in B.D.D. vi. 173-4.
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as regards the most powerful type of battleship. This wiU
"necessitate a new British programme ofconstruction to be begun

^next year. It will be demanded by public opinion; it must
avowedly be accounted for solely by reference to the German
programme; for the other nations of Europe are either not

^ adding appreciably to their navies or have no navies of impor-

tance; and nations outside Europe are too distant or have not

armies sufficient to threaten the independence of Great Britain.

. . . Without therefore attributing any sinister motive to the

building of the German fleet it is a paramount necessity to

increase British naval expenditure to meet the German pro-

gramme, though we fear that this may be taken as a sign of

increasing rivalry and distrust and though we regret anything

which is likely to be a barrier to better feeling.’

King Edward VII found it wise to avoid a thorny

subject in his conversations with the Emperor. He men-
tioned that he had a paper giving the views of the British

Government on the naval question; the Emperor did not

ask to see the paper, and tihe Edng thought it tactful to

say no more on the matter.^ For this reason Sir G.

Hardinge decided that he must venture on a direct

approach. The discussion was not helpful. According to

the Emperor’s account Hardinge was reprimanded for

impertinence, and went home ‘a sadder but a wiser man’,

convinced that no reduction could be expected in the

German naval programme.* Hardinge’s version of the

interview was less highly coloured, but no less final. The
Emperor had
‘failed to see any reason for nervousness in England, or for any
increase in the British fleet on account of the German naval

programme. This programme was not a new one; it had been

passed by law; and it had become a point of national honour

that it should be completed. No discussion with a Foreign

Government could be tolerated; such a proposal would be con-

trary to the national dignity, and would give rise to internal

troubles if the Government were to accept it. He would rather

go to war than accept such dictation.’

* It is dear from the Emperor’s comments upon a reference to the inter-

view that he did not want a discussion with King Edward. D.G.P. xxiv. 161.
* D.G.P. xxiv. 125-9 and i35 -
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Sir C. Hardinge also talked over the question withJenisch
who was attached to the Emperor’s suite. Jenisch gave

answers similar to those of the Emperor. The German
naval programme could not be deferred; ‘no changes

were possible which could be interpreted as due in any

sense to the suggestion of another Power’. Hardinge

thought that the ‘conversations had been foreseen and a

reply prepared’. His impression was that the German
Government realized the chauvinistic spirit of their own

people and dared not risk the charge of surrender to the

dictation of a foreign Power. ^

Billow repeated his doubts about the wisdom of an

absolute refusal to discuss the possibility of a limitation

of armaments or an Anglo-German naval agreement.

He approved of the Emperor’s refusal to open official

negotiations, but thought it undesirable and even danger-

ous to forbid any private conversation on the subject. An

absolute refusal of this kind would only increase English

anxiety, and also convince the Government that England

must build more ships. ^ Billow was afraid, in spite of

Metternich’s reassuring letters, that England might make

a ‘preventive’ attack upon Germany. Yet he still insisted

that the situationwouldimprove afterGermanyhad passed

through the danger-zone, and he was still ready to use

flattering language about the naval policy ofthe Emperor.

He did not attempt to define the limits ofthe ‘danger-zone’.

Within a few weeks after the failure ofKing EdwardVII

and Sir C. Hardinge to move the Emperor, a new turn

was given to the naval controversy. The German Foreign

Office began to think that the British desire for a naval

understanding might be used to obtain concessions in

other fields. This idea may have been encouraged by the

efforts of Mr. Lloyd George to obtain financial relief for

his next budget. The suggestion of a bargain was made

by Stumm on 8 September 1908:

‘I am inclined to think, although I appear to be stating a para-

' For the British accounts of this interview, see B.D.D. vi.

especially, 184-go. * D.G.P. xidv. 148-51: 26 August 1908.
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dox, that the British anxiety about the development of our fleet

may facilitate the conclusion ofan agreement. The . . . nervous-

ness with which all England watches the growth of our force*

at sea, the heavy financial burdens imposed by the attempt to

be twice as strong as ourselves, the difficulties ... in the way
of immobilising almost the whole of the British fleet in the

North Sea, all these considerations seem to me to show that our

naval policy gives us a valuable trump card in relation to

England. The enthusiastic reception of the American fleet . . .

in Australia must have convinced a good many thoughtful

English politicians that the interests of the British Empire
would be better served if English battleships could shew by
their actual presence the value and extent of the protection

afforded by the Mother-Country. ... I am unable to say how
we can persuade the English people that there is no need for

them to be afraid of a German challenge to their naval supre-

macy. Ifwe arc able to persuade them, in my humble opinion

we ought to secure valuable concessions in return. The kind

of agreement wanted by politicians here (i.e. in England) and
affecting nothing more than the naval policy of the two coun-

tries is, I think, impracticable because it does not take sufficient

account of the advantageous position in which we are placed

with regard to England. We ought rather to have in mind an
eventual agreement on the broadest possible basis in order that

we may receive compensation in other spheres for the surrender

of the favourable position in which we stand in relation to

British naval requirements. The Anglo-Russian agreement
about central Asia, which hsis freed England at least super-

ficially and for a time from her fears of a Russian invasion of

India, shews what can be gained by using English embarrass-

ments [^wangsvorstellungen].’

Stumm thought that Germany must walk carefully. He
disapproved of the support recently given in Germany to

the idea of an agreement on the question of armaments.
The bargaining power of Germany would improve if the

German people gave solid support to the Emperor’s views
on the question of defensive forces. The British taxpayer
must be convinced of the cost of an unfriendly attitude

towards Germany. At the same time there was a dan-
ger that the Liberal Government might be defeated
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on this very question of an Anglo-German agreement.

A ‘unionist-imperialist-protectionist’ Government would
come into office. The chances of success would then be

less. On the German side ‘the bow must not be too loose

but it must not be drawn too tightly’.'

Billow gave his whole-hearted approval to Stumm’s

suggestions. Herein lay one of the most curious and vital

differences between the English and German points of

view. The anxiety of Great Britain to reach an under-

standing with Germany on the naval question was

genuine. Yet no one in Great Britain supposed that the

advantages of such an understanding were all on the

British side, and that Germany would be making a con-

cession. British naval supremacy existed as a fact, whether

this fact was or was not ‘recognized’ by Germany.

Hardinge put the matter with his usual conciseness a year

later when the German argument was being put forward

in all seriousness.

‘It is desired that the recognition of the supremacy of the

British navy should be regarded as a great concession, meriting

counter-concessions on our side. . . . Such a recognition would

be of no value unless the British navy were really supreme, and

as long as our navy is supreme it does not matter whether it is

so recognised in Germany or not. Consequently the concession

is dependent entirely on the intentions of His Majesty’s Govern-

ment to maintain a supreme navy, and as there is a consensus

of opinion on this point in England it thus becomes a paper

concession or no concession at all..’*

British naval supremacy existed and would be main-

tained. An attempt by Germany to overtake Great

Britain in shipbuilding would be met by an increased

British effort. British statesmen thought that their coun-

try could stay the pace more easily than Germany. The

competition in armaments appeared the more exasperat-

* D.G.P. xxiv. 156-8: 8 September 1908. Biilow made five comments®

the dispatch: Sekr richtig—sehr beachtenswert—riehtig—gui—selir riehtig, F®

Stumm’s view of the general effect of German shipbuilding on British

opinion, see also D.G.P. xxiv. 143—7: Stumm to Billow, 20 August igoS-

* B.D.D. vL 299.
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ing and useless because in Great Britain at all events there

was no doubt about the result. It was within the power
ofGermany to prolong the competition. It was not within

the power of Germany to win the race. The German
Government was merely wasting the money of German
and British taxpayers. These were the facts. Germany
might ignore them; but a ‘recognition’ ofthe facts ofBritish

naval supremacy did not constitute a claim to compensa-
tion in other fields. Great Britain might put forward

similar claims in return for recognizing the numerical

superiority of the German army over the British army or

for keeping the British market open, without tariffrestric-

tions, to German goods.

The financial reliefwhich would follow a naval under-

standing would benefit German as well as British tax-

payers. Germany, as France and Russia pointed out to

Great Britain, would be able to spend more money on
her land forces and land defences. Finally, the ‘compensa-

tion’ which Germany expected to receive involved nothing

less than the abandonment by Great Britain of her exist-

ing ententes, while the concessions made to Great Britain

were not to affect the full and regular execution of the

naval programme already authorized by law.'

* D.G.P. xxiv. 1 6a.
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THE BOSNIAN CRISIS AND ANGLO-GERMAN
RELATIONS, 1908-9

WITHIN a month of Stumm’s remarks about English

‘embarrassments’ and the advantageous position of

Germany, another sharp change in the European situa-

tion showed that Germany had already lost her freedom

of action, and that Great Britain was unlikely to desert

the policy of the ententes with France and Russia. Biilow

had never been very definite about the length of the

‘danger-zone’ through which Germany was passing; but

he had assumed, rather loosely, that it was a matter of a

few years. This ‘danger-zone’ concerned the period of

development of the German fleet. There was another

danger-zone from which Germany would not escape for

an unknown number of years. The maintenance of

Austria-Hungary was vital to the security of the German

Empire. This fact was realized by the German Emperor

and Billow after the rejection of the Bjorko treaty and the

failure to break the Anglo-French entente. A memoran-

dum drawn up by Biilow at the time of the Emperor’s

visit to Vienna in the early summer of 1906 put the case

without reservation.

‘I agree with Tschirschky (i) that our relations with Austria

are now more important than ever because Austria is our one

sure ally, (2) that we must reveal as little as possible of our

relative political isolation to the Austrians. It is only human

nature that if I tell a man I need his horse, he puts a very high

value on the horse. Therefore we must neither let Vienna

observe in us an unduly strong desire for Austrian support nor

do anything to give an impression that we feel ourselves at all

isolated . . . Hence we must make out that our relations with

Russia, Italy, and England are better than they really are, and

we must even restrain our legitimate indignation, for example,

against Italy.’*

* D.G.F. xxi, pt. ii. 360-1

.
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Injuly I goytheTripleAlliancewasrenewed; therenewal
took place, according to the terms of the treaty of 1902,
without discussion. None ofthe parties cared to denounce
the treaty, although its positive value had disappeared.

From the Austrian standpoint the existence of the treaty

put some check upon Italian irredentism.* Billow even
remarked that it was better to allow long-standing treaties

‘to disappear of their own accord, rather than to break
them up with eclat, even if they do not entirely suit the

changed conditions’.^ Germanymight restrain her ‘legiti-

mate indignation’ against Italy, in spite of the lack of

Italian support during the Moroccan crisis; but she could

not hide from herself the weakness of her ‘one sure ally’.

Austria-Himgary was passing through an internal crisis

which, according to many competent observers, was
likely to end in the dissolution of the monarchy. Until

the internal problems of Austria-Hungary were settled,

Germany would be compelled to consider European ques-

tions not from her own point of view but from the point

of view of the security of her ally. The most important

of the problems of Austria-Hungary was the question of

the southern Slavs; the seriousness of this problem was
increased because it affected the interests of Russia as

well as the internal stability of the Austro-Hungarian

monarchy.^ There were nearly five million Southern

Slavs within the monarchy, and approximately another

million Christian Slavs in Bosnia and Herzegovina.

The kingdom of Servia included about two million

Slavs. Another three-quarters of a million belonged

to Montenegro, and some 500,000 were still within the

Turkish Empire. The southern Slavs included in the

Empire were dissatisfied with their position, and open
to propaganda from the independent Slavs on the borders

of Austria-Hungary. In 1906 a palace conspiracy of a

* D.G.P. xxi, pt. ii. 386. * D.G.P. xjd, pt. ii. 387-8
® For the history of the southern Slav questions see R. W. Seton-Watson,

The Southern Slav Question and the Habsburg Monarchy. The term ‘Servia’ and
‘Servian’ were generally used in Great Britain until the end of 1914.
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brutal kind had overthrown the reigning dynasty at Bel-

grade and brought back the rival Karageorgevitch

family. The conspirators and the new reigning family

were Russophil, and the Austro-Hungarian Government

feared that Russia would use the position to increase Slav

disaffection within the monarchy. In 1906 the British

Minister at Sofia wrote to Grey that, according to Servian

information, during a visit ofWilliam II to Vienna there

had been talk about Servia as ‘a bone in the throat to be

got rid of’.*

’"^During the period between 1897 and 1906 the Near

Eastern question had been less ofan anxiety to European

statesmen than at any time since the Congress of Vienna.

Russia and Austria-Hungary agreed in 1897 upon the

maintenance of the status quo in the Balkans. If there

were any disturbance of the status quo, neither Power

would make, or allow other Powers to make, conquests.

Austria-Hungary reserved the right to annex ‘when the

moment arrives’ the provinces ofBosnia and Herzegovina

which had been ‘occupied’ and ‘administered’ by her

under the terms of the Treaty of Berlin. The Russian

Government suggested that when ‘the moment’—the col-

lapse of Turkey—arrived, the question of annexation

might be discussed in detail. In other words, Russia

would require ‘compensation’.
' l or the time Russia was concerned mainly with the

Far East. The relative calm in the Balkans was, however,

no more than a truce. Neither Germany nor Austria had

any illusion about the final aims of Russia. Marschall

went to Constantinople as Ambassador in 1897; his

reports are full of complaints about Russian policy, or,

in Marschall’s phrase, ‘a wild offshoot ofsomething which

is ordinarily called policy’. This mixture was formed

‘not out of the knowledge of leading statesmen but out of tie

religious and national instincts of wide circles of the Rusaan

people, which press impetuously forward towards the realiza-

tion of certain ideals in the East. . . . The maintenance ofpeace

* B.D.D. V. 153-4: Buchanan to Grey, 10 July 1906.
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and quiet in the Turkish Empire depends . . . upon the attitude

of “official” Russia and the amount ofresistance to this pressure.

The reserve and tranquhlising talk of Russian diplomats can-

not conceal the fact that “official” Russia has long identified

itself witli the Eastern policy of orthodox nationalist tradition

and pursues the same ends: that is to say, the freeing of the

Christians from the Turkish yoke and the inclusion of further

large tracts of Turkey within the Russian sphere of influence.

. . . If Austrian statesmen think that (the agreement of 1897)

forms a magna charta for the consideration ofAustrian and Balkan

interests by Russia, they will certainly be disillusioned.’*

Nearly a year later Marschall wrote that Russian eastern

policy was ‘always revolutionary’. If Austria-Hungary

wanted to maintain the status 92/0, she would be compelled,

ultimately, to support her wishes by force. ‘Whatever the

means, the end of Russian policy remains the same; the

disruption of the Turkish Empire in favour of a new
arrangement, the details .of which may not be clear, but

the decisive feature is that Slav nationalities [Volkerschaft-

en] under the protection of Holy Russia will take the

place of Turkish rule.’^ In July 1903 Marschall repeated

the same thesis. He was able to give Russian authority

for his views. Zinovieff, the Russian Ambassador at Con-

stantinople, had complained to him that Russian Eastern

policy was mistaken.

‘Ninety per cent, of the Russian people would be ready to

guarantee Turkey in the possession of her dominions for a

hundred years. . . . But all the leading men (in Russia) are

affected to some extent by fanatical minorities upon whose

banners is inscribed the unfortunate word “Tradition”. There

is the orthodox tradition, fostered by ambitious priests with the

aid of a few prominent old ladies, which aims at St. Sophia

and the Holy Places, and there is the Slav propaganda. At
the head of the two movements are complete nullities. Un-
fortunately my Government has not the power to free itself

from them.’s

' D.G.P. xviii, p. i. iiy-aa: 14 January 1901.

* D.G.P. xviii, pt. i. 149-57: 5 November 1901.

^ D.G.P. xviii, pt. i. 309-10: 15 July 1903.
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The distinction ofaim between Russia and Austria was

summed up by Biilow after an interview with Francis

Joseph and -Goluchowski, the Austro-Hungarian Foreign

Minister, in September 1903. Austria would not divide

the Balkans with Russia, and could not tolerate the crea-

tion of a greater Servia or a greater Montenegro. She

could not allow Constantinople to fall into Russian hands.

‘From the moment when Russia occupied Constantinople

or a great Slav state came into existence between the

Adriatic and the Danube, the Austrian Empire w'ould beat

an end. The centrifugal Slav elements would destroy it.

Before Austria could allow' one or other of these eventuali-

ties she would appeal to the sword.’

^

In the early twentieth century the interest ofthe Powers

was concentrated on the Macedonian question. Mar-

schall described this question as insoluble. ‘No formula

would be found to secure even relative tranquillity and

content among the Turks, Albanians, Bulgarians, Greefe,

Servians, Kutso-Vlachs of Macedonia, even if the diver-

gent interests of the Powers allowed them to agree upon

a single remedy.’^ A temporary solution was found in

October 1903 and accepted by the Sultan. The scheme

providedfor a gendarmerie to which Great Britain, France,

Austria, Italy, and Russia sent officers. The gendarmerie

was unable to suppress the bands of political brigands

harassing the countr)'. The Austrian and Russian civil

agents attached to the Turkish Inspectorate-General were

unable to carry through any real reforms. Austria, Italy,

and Russia concentrated their attention on political con-

trol and railway schemes which would bring political

control. The German Government would not press fur-

ther reforms upon the Sultan; Germany did not want to

lose Turkish support of the Baghdad railway- In 1907

local disturbances again broke out. Grey tried to carry

through measures of pacification, but Austria attempted

to exclude Great Britain and Italy from any action in

* D.G.P. xwii, pt. i. 361: 20 September 1903.

^ D.G.P. xviii, pt. i. i8g: 28 November 1902.
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Macedonia.^ Isvolsky, to the annoyance of Aehrenthal,

revealed these plans to Great Britain.

A year later the absolute government ofAbdul Hamid
was overthrown. A secret committee of Union and Pro-

gress, the members of which were known as the Young
Turks, started a rebellion in July 1908.^ Abdul Hamid
collapsed at once. A meeting between King Edward VII
and Nicholas II at Reval in June 1908, had appeared to

the Turks to foreshadow an anti-Turkish policy in Mace-
donia. The Turks decided to strike first. Their success

alarmed Austria and Germany. Germany had worked
steadily with Abdul Hamid and turned a blind eye to his

most hideous acts of tyranny. For the moment Abdul
Hamid’s friends were unpopular, and England, which
had refused to condone Abdul’s massacres, suddenly

recovered a lost popularity.
- -The revolution in Turkey affected the future of Bosnia

andHerzegovina. The Turis mightwell appeal to national

patriotismbyasking for the returnofprovinces surrendered

under the old regime. Austria-Hungary had to consider

what policy she would adopt if the revolutionaries sum-
moned deputies from Bosnia and Herzegovina to the

new Turkish Parliament, and if the Parliament claimed

the right to legislate for the two provinces.

Austria and Russia were already on bad terms over

railway concessions. Before the outbreak of the Turkish

revolution Aehrenthal had obtained a concession for a

railway in the Sanjak ofNovi Bazar. The line would meet
the railway from Salonika at Mitrovitsa and link up
Austria with the Aegean coast.^ The proposal was dis-

loyal to Russia because it was against the spirit, if not the

letter, of the agreement to keep the balance of power in

the Balkans; it was disloyal to the Concert of Europe in

* D.G.P. xxii. 411-ia.
* Mr. G. H. Fitzmaurice thought that the victory of Japan over

Russia was one of the causes of the Turkish revolution. ‘The success of

Japan over Russia, the traditional enemy of the Turk, made every fibre of

the latter’s body tingle.’ B.D.D. v. 268: 25 August igo8.
^ The plan was unsound for commercial, strategic, and engineering reasons.
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exacting favourable terms from the Sultan at a time when
the Powers were trying to put pressure on him.^ Russia

had attempted to counter the plan by asking for a con-

cession to build a railway connecting Rumania with the

Adriatic, and therefore crossing the Sanjak line.

Nevertheless the Turkish revolution had caused anxiety

. in Russia as well as in Austria. Isvolsky thought that he

might make a bargain with Austria. He suggested that

Austria should annex Bosnia, Herzegovina, and the San-

jak, and, in return for Russian consent, allow Russia to

bring her warships through the Straits.^ The consent of

the signatories to the Treaty of Berlin was also necessary.

It may be noticed that the Russian proposal was directly

against the known policy of England, with whom Russia

had concluded an entente. Aehrenthal appears to have

answered on 27 August 1908 that Austria might be com-

pelled bycircumstances to annexBosnia and Herzegovina;

in this case she would withdraw from the Sanjak, and

agree to a ‘confidential and friendly exchange of views

in regard to the Straits’. On 15-16 September Aehrenthal

and Isvolsky met at the castle of Buchlau in Moravia. It

is difficult to reconstruct the conversations between the

^ two men because one cannot trust the word of either of

them. It would seem that Isvolsky agreed to the Austrian

proposals for annexation, but expected that, before the

• annexation took place, Russia would have been able to

secure the consent of the Powers to the opening of the

- straits to Russian warships.
' The annexation of Bosnia and Herzegovina was an-

nounced on 6 October 1 908.^ Isvolsky had not persuaded

• Nicolson, op. cit., p. 267. For the history of the Sanjak lailway project

seeJ. M. Bemreither, Fragments of a Political Diary, cd. J. Redlich,pp. 37
"
4®‘

* The closing ofthe Straits had beenverytroublesome to Russia during the

Russo-Japanese War. The Russians were unable to use the Black Sea Fleet, or

theport ofOdessa. Men and militarymaterialfrom South Russia could notbe

transported by a sea route. For the history ofthe closing ofthe Straits to non-

Turkish ships ofwar see SirJ. Headlam-Morley, Studies in Diplomatic History,

^ For the history of the crisis of 1908—9 see in addition to B.D.D. V,

cc. xl-xli; D.G.P. xxvi, pts. i and ii, and O.A.P. i and ii. See also, Bem-

reither, op. cit., pp. 40-72.
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Great Britain and France to agree to the opening of the

Straits; he now said—slightly or wrongly—that Austria

had taken Russia by surprise. Once more there was
danger of a European war. The annexation had caused'

intense anger in Servia. The Servians might begin a war
in which other Powers would be involved against their

will. Throughout the winter of 1908-9 the dispute con-

tinued. Finally the Russians decided that they were not

in a position to go to war. As soon as this decision was
known to the German Foreign Office, the Emperor re-

marked: ‘Now we can go ahead.’^ In the fourth week of

March 1909—a significant week from the point of view
ofAnglo-German naval relations^—the German Govern-

ment asked Russia for an unconditional acceptance ofthe

annexation. Russia had to choose between surrender or

war. Nicolson was told by Isvolsky that the Russian coun-

cil of ministers sat for three hours before they decided to

give way. Russia dared not risk war; ‘the Austro-German
combination was stronger than the Triple Entente’.^

L^he Bosnian crisis was of outstanding political impor-

tance for several reasons. In the first place the old rivalry

between Bismarck and GortchakofF repeated itself, in dif-

ferent circumstances, in the rivalry between Aehrenthal
and Isvolsky. Aehrenthal died in 1912; Isvolsky lived

until 1919. He was Russian Ambassador at Paris from

1910 to 1917. He never forgot the manner in which
Austria had overreached him; he never forgot the German
ultimatum of March 1909. William II made matters

worse in 1909 by speaking, in his Siegesallee style, of

Germany the loyal ally, standing in shii^g armoT^ by
the side of Austria at a grave^onienfr’'The s^ecfiwas
made in Vienna, and offended Francis Joseph. Russian

statesmen hardly needed this elaboration of the moral.

They had only given way because, on a calculation of

* D.G.P. xxvi, pt. ii. 683. * See below, pp. 230-8.

^ B.D.D. V. 732-3. O. H. Wedel, in Austro-German Diplomatic Relations,

takes a different view of the German action, but his view of

British and German policy in this question does not seem to me convincing.
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force, they had decided that the advantage did not lie

on their side. The conclusion which they would draw
was serious for the future of Europe. They would try to

make sure that, at the next crisis, Russia was strong enough

to resist Germany. They did not decide to break away
from the Triple Entente. It is hardly conceivable that

they should have taken such a decision. They had nothing

to gain from joining the friends in shining armour. In the

Near East and in the Middle East they were faced with

the inevitable hostility of Germany.
From the German point of view the situation was dis-

quieting. The ultimatum to Russia had only strengthened

the Triple Entente, in spite of Grey’s refusal to let Russia

have her way on the question of the Straits, and in spite

of Russia’s acknowledgement that, even with allies, she

dared not fight Germany and Austria. Yet Austria had
involved Germany in a quarrel from which she could not

withdraw and in which she had no direct interest. There
was little hope ofan improvement in Austro-Servian rela-

tions. As early as September 1908 Aehrenthal complained

to Schbn, with some nervousness and a request for absolute

secrecy, that one of the aims of his Balkan policy was
the complete destruction of ‘the Servian nest of revolu-

tionaries’. He hoped for German support in this work,

and suggested that Servia might be handed over to Bul-

garia.' The Emperor and Biilow were annoyed at the

haste shown by Aehrenthal. William II spoke ofAehren-

thal’s ‘fearful stupidity’, and the dangerous effect of the

annexation upon the relations between Germany and
Turkey.* Emperor and Chancellor alike agreed that

Germany must stand by Austria even in her mistakes.

^

The effect of the crisis upon the naval problem was no
less important. German observers feared that their coim-
try might be involved in a land war on two fronts. The
attitude of Great B’itain would depend on the circum-

stances leading up to the outbreak of war. The German

D.G.P. xxvi, pt. i. 28: 5 September 1908.
* D.G.P. xxvi, pt. i. 112. 3 D.G.P. xxvi, pt. i. iii.
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General Staff knew that if their plan of campaign were

to be carried out with success, Germany must mobilize

simultaneously in the East and West, and must assume

that France would help Russia, and that Russia would
help France. On this hypothesis Germany must take the

initiative and strike at France before Russia was ready.

It might therefore be necessary for Germany to act

technically as the aggressor and to declare war upon
France even if she were defending herself or Austria-

Hungary against hostile action by Russia. British opinion

was ill-informed about European affairs. The ignorance

of Mr. Lloyd George was shared by some of his own col-

leagues in the Cabinet. It would be extremely difficult to

persuade British opinion that Germany was not the aggres-

sor in a war which might begin with a German ultimatum
to France and Russia. Hence the anxiety of German
statesmen to obtain from England a promise ofneutrality

in the case of a Franco-German war. An indefinite

promise that Great Britain would take no part in any v
aggressive combination against Germany was not a suffi-

cient guarantee. In the years following the Balkan crisis

of 1908-9 the German Government insisted that a general

promise of neutrality was the condition of an agreement

upon the naval question. At first, the mistaken belief

that use might be made of English ‘embarrassments’

maintained the illusion that a promise of this kind was
not impossible. German public opinion would not accept

any reduction of the naval programme except on these

terms. The Emperor and the naval party which sur-

rounded him would not accept a reduction of the naval

programme on any terms. On the other hand British

opinion would have regarded as fantastic a change in

foreign policy which did not bring with it any lasting

financial relief. In any case, there was no need to pay the

price of abandoning the ententes in order to win more
cheaply a competition in armaments which Great Britain

would not lose. (The ‘race in naval armaments’ meaat
a futile and exasperating expenditure of public money!
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but the acceptance of the German conditions would
secure to Germany the political control of Europe. Ger-

many could exact her own terms from France and Russia.

France and Russia would be more than angry at British

treachery, and Great Britain would ultimately have put

herself at the mercy of Germany. There was no reason

for throwing away the advantage which the ententes had
brought with them. The Foreign Office had no wish to

return to a state of affairs in which Germany could drive

hard bargains and transform any minor incident into a

test case of British friendship.

What judgement can one pass upon the German view

of the situation? The concessions offered by Germany

'

were not enough to obtain a promise of neutrality in the ’

‘war on two fronts’ which loomed so large in German-
calculations. Was the policy of ‘all or nothing’ the only

safe policy for Germany? What was the ‘risk’ in making
concessions to Great Britziin on the naval question? Was
this risk greater than the risk which Germany would run

by refusing to consider an agreement except upon terms

which Great Britain was unhkely to accept?

The concessions for which Great Britain asked were not

very great. A ‘reduction in tempo’ would have satisfied

Mr. Lloyd George at least for the time. A promise to

exchange information about shipbuilding programmes
would have been received by Grey as a friendly act, and
might have prevented the recrimination and suspicions

of the spring of igog.' A reduction of one capital ship in

the shipbuilding programme of igo8-g would not have
affected the relative strength of the German and British

navies if it had been accompanied by a reduction of two
ships in the British programme. Germany would have
had more money available for strengthening her defensive

forces on land. In any case the ships laid down in Ger-
many in igo8 would not in normal circumstancesjoin the

fleet for two or three years, unless special measures were
taken to accelerate their construction; meanwhile they

‘ See below, c. x.
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counted for nothing in the balance of naval power. This

consideration was important during the Bosnian crisis.

An arrangement with Great Britain which relieved the >

strain of naval competition would have brought about a .

great change in the relations between the two countries. •

The civilian members ofthe German Embassy in London
held this view; Biilow himself agreed with them. If the

aggravating factor of naval competition were removed,

there were no questions ofmajor interest separating Ger-

many from Great Britain. The problem of the Baghdad
railway was not insoluble. This problem was apparently

solved a fewmonths before the outbreak ofthe GreatWar.
If Germany aimed at security, and not at Continental

domination, the improvement ofAnglo-German relations

offered solid and undeniable advantages. Grey and his

colleagues believed that Great Britain might act as a

mediating Power between the two continental groups. It

was not true to say that Germany would gain nothing

from a surrender—to use her own term—on the naval

question, unless she could obtain a promise of British

neutrality. An Anglo-German agreement would have
been of real service to the cause of European peace only

if Great Britain remained faithful to her ententes with

France and Russia,^ and if Germany did nothing to

make England, France, and Russia suspect her of trying

to tamper with these ententes. Within the circle of the

Triple Entente Great Britain could do a great deal to

serve Germany. British opinion had no wish to follow

Russia in a policy of adventure or to see the collapse of

Austria-Hungary. Only under the strongest compulsion

of necessity would Great Britain allow Russia the control

of Constantinople; Austrian and British interests had
coincided on this point since the Congress of Vienna.

No influential party in England wanted to provoke a
* Hitherto Great Britain had held no naval conversations with Russia.

These conversations, about which Germany was particularly suspicious,

were sanctioned by Grey only in April 1914. If Germany had agreed to any
limitation of naval armaments, it is most unlikely that these Anglo-Russian

conversations would have taken place. See Grey, op. cit. i. 283-300.

4i9i O
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European \var, or to use the chance of a European war to

destroy the German fleet or German commerce. France

would not encourage Russian adventures. The French

creditors of the Russian Government wished for nothing

more than a long period of quiet during which Russian

finances might recover from the war with Japan and the

troubles of the revolution. If Great Britain and France

were sure of the peaceful intentions of Germany, they

could be relied upon to put the strongest possible pressure

upon Russia and to take into account the fears and \\ishes

and interests of Austria-Hungary.

A foreign obser\’er of the decisions taken by Germany
can scarcely avoid the conclusion that, in the last resort,

the self-will of the Emperor was mainly responsible for

the failure to come to an agreement on the subject of

naval competition. The Emperor must take final responsi-

bility; but the Imperial Chancellor was the adviser of the

Emperor, and must share this responsibility for the foreign

policy of the German Empire. Billow’s German critics

have maintained that he supported the naval plans of the

Emperor only because his place depended upon this sup-

port. He made a sacrifizio delVintelletto in order to keep

himself in power. Biilow himself told Eulenburg that ‘in

matters of this kind (i.e. the largest questions of policy) a

sovereign has a particular instinct to which we must give

way’.^ It is difficult to accept this view as a full solution.

• Billow’s own words show that he did not support the naval

.
policy merely to please the Emperor, even though he may

. have owed his appointment to his early conversion to the

• view that the future ofGermany lay on the water. Biilow
’ had accepted the ‘risk’ theory; he had accepted the
• ‘danger-zone theory’, the analogy of the building of the

Long Walls from Athens to the Piraeus. He believed that
• as soon as the danger-zone was passed, English fnend-

1 ,ship would be less necessary, and the German fleet could
’ be used as a means of putting political pressure upon
• England. He considered that British policy was selfish,

* Front wider Biilow, p. 12.
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deep-laid, and dangerous; but he acted as though British •

statesmen were unsuspicious and gullible. As late as •

January igog he asked Metternich to explain yet once •

more that the German fleet was not being built in com-
petition {Konkurrenz) with England.^ At the same time,

he summed up for himself the task ofGerman statesman-

ship in the words: ‘How can we get through the danger-’

zone which we have to traverse until we are so strong at '

sea that in attacking us England would run a risk out of

.

all proportion to any probable result?’ Biilow thought •

that a firm, confident, and consistent foreign policy, ‘with-

out rhodomontade or provocation’, would be enough to

divert the English from the real end of German policy.*

The readiness with which he had accepted the view that-

Germany held a ‘trump card’ in her hand and could drive '

a hard bargain in return for a naval agreement gives the
’

measure ofBillow’s incapacity to see German naval policy •

as it appeared to British observers.

Billow had none of the insight ofBismarck, but he was
,

an abler man than the Emperor William II. He realized

that Tirpitz’s lack of moderation was bringing the whole '

weight of English opinion and English influence against '

Germany. He was impressed by Metternich’s arguments. .

He had discussed the naval problem with Metternich in /

August I go8
,
andhad agreed that some steps must be taken »

to improve the position. He began to feel a little doubtful •

about the expediency of pressing forward the construe-
,

tion of battleships.

The declaration by the Prime Minister that Great

Britain intended to maintciin a superiority of 10 per cent,

in capital ships above the fleets of the two naval Powers
nearest in strength seemed to throw doubt upon the

possibility of wearing out British resistance.^ Billow read

with interest an article written by Admiral Galster to the .

effect that Germany ought to concentrate upon coast .

defences, mines, submarines,and other defensive weapons.'^

.

• D.G.P. xxviii. 66: 17 January 1909. * D.G.P. xxviii. 70.

3 See Appendix II. D.G.P. xxiv. 162 n.
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He could not but notice the suggestion in the German press

that the naval policy had been responsible for the Anglo-

French entente. Rathenau, for example, had written in

August 1908 that England was determined to maintain

the two-Power standard, and that the German policy of

battleship construction was ruinous and gave a wrong
impression of German aims. Rathenau supported the

idea of an understanding with England on the question

of capital ships, and the revival of the older view that

Germany should rely on coast defences and guerrilla war-

fare at sea. Maximilian Harden, in the Socialist journal

Die Z^kunfl, and Socialist deputies in the Reichstag had
also said that the naval policy of Germany was largely

responsible for German ‘isolation’, and that this policy of

ship-building would not affect the relative strength of the

British and German fleets. The Social Democrats were

regarded by Biilow and the bourgeois parties as undemo-
cratic; but even the Conservative Kreuz-Z^itung,'w\iich. op-

posed the financial measures ofthe Government, criticized

the policy ofbattleship construction. Germany was bound
to maintain a ‘two-Power standard’ on land, and could

raise five army corps for the cost of three battleships.^

During the Bosnian crisis Billow thought it necessary

to check Tirpitz and the naval party. For the first time

he ventured upon a direct challenge. The attack was
dangerous. Billow’s own position was weak; he had
accepted Tirpitz’s assumptions, and could not easily reject

his conclusions. Tirpitz enjoyed the full confidence ofthe

Emperor. Milller, the chief of the naval Cabinet, was at

this time a strong supporter of Tirpitz.^ The Emperor
was still in an exalted mood, and unwilling to listen to

‘civilians’. At this point William H took one of those

impulsive steps with which Europe was aU too familiar.

He allowed an English friend to publish in the Daily

* Neue Preitssische {Kreui-) Zeitmg, 4 September 1908.
* Muller has described himself as ‘one of the most zealous champions of

Tirpitz during the whole ofmy period of Cabinet office until the outbreak
of the world war’. Front wider Biilow, p. 183.
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Telegraph of 28 October 1908 an account ofa conversation

on Anglo-German relations. The Emperor said that he

was a friend of England, but that the German people as

a whole were far less friendly and wanted war with

England. He explained that, as a friend, he had told

the British General Staff how to win the Boer War.

Finally, he repeated the view that the German fleet was

not a menace to England, and proved his case by hinting

at the possible use of the fleet against Japan. ^ The Times

commented that the chances ofa war in the Pacific seemed
‘really a surprising reason for the accumulation of a great

naval force in the Baltic and North Sea, many units of

which notoriously lack coal-capacity to make lengthy

cruises ofany kind’. ^ The Emperor’s beliefthat the major-

ity of Germans were Anglophobe was already held in

Great Britain, while British public opinion had become
accustomed to the Emperor’s exaggerated statements.

The effect of the publication of the interview was greater

in Germany than in England. It is still uncertain whether
Billow and the Foreign Office failed to examine the text

of the interview before authorizing its publication, or

whether the Chancellor deliberately allowed the Emperor
to make another mistake in order that he might increase

his own influence in matters of high policy.

In any case Biilow took the chance of putting direct

questions to Tirpitz. At the end of November he asked

whether Germany could meet an English attack with

confidence.^ Tirpitz took nearly three weeks to reply, and
then admitted that Germany was still in the danger-zone.

Billow pointed out once more the risk of a ‘preventive’

war, and inquired whether, in view of the dangers of a

blockade, it would not be wiser to spend more money on
coast defences and the like, and at the same time calm
English opinion by reducing the rate of building large

ships."* Tirpitz insisted that economic rivalry was behind

* For the diplomatic history of the Daily Telegraph interview, see B.D.D.
vi. 2oi-a6 and D.G.P. xxiv. 167-aio, * The Times, 29 October 1908.

^ D.G.P. xxviii. 21-3 and 26-30. D.G.P. xxviii. 36-40.
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British ill feeling and anxiety, and that no naval conces-

sions would remove this resentment.

This view was contradicted by Metternich.

‘The cardinal point of our relations with England lies in the

growth of our fleet. It may not be pleasant for us to hear this,

but I see nothing to be gained by concealing the truth.’*

‘I have been in touch with many representatives of industry

and commerce in England and Scotland, and I have never

found greater desire for the continuance of good relations and

greater anxiety lest these good relations should be harmed. If

the relations between the two coimtries depended merely upon

the commercial interests, and all the representatives of these

interests, our mutual relations would be excellent. ... To
attribute to (London financial circles) any desire for war would

be absurd. They tremble with terror at any kind of political

complication. German commerce and industry' are no longer

in the foreground of British anxieties.’-

On 18 December 1908 Metternich discussed the question

with Grey. Grey explained that the British programme
of construction was dependent upon the German pro-

gramme, and that any reduction on the German side

would be followed at once by a reduction in the number
of ships to be laid down in Great Britain. Any relaxation

of the strain would have a good moral effect in Europe.

‘The whole world w'as now watching the rivalry between
German and English shipbuilding, and if it became ap-

parent that this rivalry was diminishing, this would be

taken as real evidence that neither nation cherished hostile

intentions against the other.’^

' D.G.P. xxviii. 18.

* D.G.P. xxviii. 47. A year earlier Captain Coerper, German naval attache

in London, had written that ‘the continually increasing sea-power ofGermany
is the greatest hindrance to English political freedom ofaction. This is the root

of all the unsatisfactory relationships between the two nations. All other

causes which are frequently alleged—rivalry in commerce, industry, shipping,

(our) partizanship in the Boerwar, etc., areofasecondary character.’ D.G.P.
xxiii, pt. i. 48. Billow told Tirpitz that Mettemich’s view was supported

by other diplomatic representatives of Germany.
3 B.D.D. vi. 172-3; D.G.P. xxviii. 34-5. The word Dreadnought was

misspelt three times in the Foreign Office draft of the dispatch to Goschen
giving an account of the interview.
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Billow thought that the time had come to make some
positive suggestion, but he could not escape from the idea

of a bargain or from the belief that no agreement was
worth while which did not provide for a promise of

neutrality ifGermany were at war. He asked Metternich

whether there would be any chance of obtaining conces-

sions from England in return fi3r a promise to slow down
the rate of laying down capital ships. The concession

required was the promise of neutr^ty. The concession

offered was limited to a reduction in the rate of carrying

out the German programme. There would be no reduc-

tion in the number of ships ultimately laid down.^

Metternich answered that the proposal would be cold

comfort to the English, since in the long run England
would have to build as many ships. No political conces-

sion couW_be obtained for_such anxifier.^ Metternich did

not agree with Tirpitz’s view that fear would ultimately

corhpelTih^aiid tb'conie to terrhs with Germar^r.

‘Only a minority ofthe leaders ofEnglish opinion believe that

the German fleet is being built in order to attack England; but

every one realizes that tliis fleet . . . will limit very seriously

British freedom of action, confine the British fleet to home
waters . . . and remain a permanent threat to British coasts and
British sea-power. . . . English statesmen are afraid ofbeing politi-

cally dependent on us, should they have differences with other

Powers or ourselves. The system of friendships and ententes

and the increase of their own forces on sea and land seem to

them a safer way to remain independent of German policy.

The English people will not “bow to the inevitable”. Their

fear will have the very different result of setting England in

arms against us.’^

Biilow contradicted another of Tirpitz’s arguments. ‘

Tirpitz had assumed that Great Britain could not stand •

the financial strain of competition. Biilow answered that •

England was in a better position than Germany to meet
the cost of shipbuilding.^

Tirpitz argued that the danger of war would be •

• D.G.P. xxviii. 35-8. * D.G.P. xxviii. 44.
* D.G.P. xxviii. 48-9. D.G.P. xxviii. 76: ay January 1909.
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increased by any surrender on the part of Germany.

A reduction of the tempo of German construction would

be exploited in England as a humiliation for Germany,

and would have a discouraging effect upon the German
people. Tirpitz still believed in the ‘risk' theory, although

the theory was based upon political circumstances \\hich

had vanished long since to the disadvantage of Ger-

many. ‘Every new ship increasing our battle fleet means

an increase in the risk for England if she attacks us.’*

Tirpitz was ready to accept an agreement whereby Great

Britain would build not more than four, and Germany
not more than three, capital ships annually over a period

of ten years.- The suggestion was made only after strong

pressure from the Chancellor. Billow thought that there

was litdc chance of persuading England to accept these

terms. Tirpitz can hardly have expected any other result.

At the beginning of February 1909 Billow's exaspera-

tion with Tirpitz was at its height. He had failed to move '

Tirpitz by his arguments. To his complaints that Ger-

man policy was being countered all over the world by
English opposition, and that the growth of anti-German

feeling in England was becoming a serious danger, Tirpitz -

answ'ered: ‘Our duty is to arm with all our might.'

rTirpitz could not find any value even in a British guaran-

tee ofneutrality ifGermany were involved in a continental

, war. If England declared war on Germany, France and

Russia w-ouldjoin England. An English guarantee would
be useless, while the German limitation of armaments
would have a very real significance for Germany. Tirpitz's

only solution was an agreement in which the relation

between the two fleets w as more favourable to Germany
than any arrangement Idiiierto proposed. He admitted
that Great Britain would not accept this agreement for

some lime to come; he thought that she would be com-
pelled to accept it since she could not ultimately maintain
the ‘two-power -i- 10 per cent, standard’. Meanwhile Ger-*

* many ought not to give up her ‘trump cards’. The party •

‘ U.G.P.xx\iii.55;4January 1909. * D.G.P.xxviii. 68-9: aojanuary 1909.
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leaders in the Reichstag should be warned of the danger '

oftalking too much about a limitation ofarmaments, and '

the English should be allowed to think that the Reichstag

.

was ready to vote larger sums for the navy than it had been-

asked to give.'

It was one of Billow’s habits to content himself with a

well-known quotation when he had reached the end of

his persuasive powers or found himself in an awkward
situation. He commented upon Tirpitz’s conclusion that

Germany should meet British opposition by increased

armaments: ‘Propter vitam vivendi perdere causas.’^

Yet he was not prepared to fight to a conclusion a dispute

which could end only in his own or in Tirpitz’s resignation.

He found a good deal of support in the German Foreign

Office. A fortnight after Tirpitz’s refusal to give way,

a memorandum was drawn up showing the disadvantages

ofthe naval policy. ‘Apart from the fact that our fleet will

never be strong enough to defeat England, there are eco-

nomic reasons which make an agreement with England
desirable.’ Increased taxation resulting from a large naval

programme might well bring about the introduction of

Imperial preference in England. A change in the British

fiscal system would damage German commerce and draw
the British Empire into closer union. Even in peace time

the German navy diverted money from the army and the*

land defences, and was harmful to German colonial policy

since it made England less ‘accommodating’. British sup-

port was also needed in Turkey.^

King Edward VII paid a State visit to Berlin in Febru-

ary 1 909. It was unlikely that an attempt would be made
on the British side to force a discussion. Tirpitz had
admitted that, if the question were raised, a blank refusal

would be impolitic. The King was careful not to offend

* D.G.P. xxviii. 78-80: 4 February 1909. Tirpitz had complained that

Mettemich had omitted to ask for compensation in return for his statement

that Germany would not introduce a new supplementary law in 1912.

See below, p. 208 n. * D.G.P. xxviii, 80.

^ D.G.P. xxviii. 91-2: Memorandum by Bussche-Haddenhausen, ig

February 1909.
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the Emperor. He touched very briefly and lightly on the

. danger ofpanic, and said that owing to her position Great

Britain must have a fleet larger than the fleets of other

Powers. The Emperor agreed with his guest, and added
that Germany also wanted to safeguard her interests and
protect her shores. The Emperor complained that the

English ‘jingoes’ did not understand the nature of the

German programme. This programme was only follow-

ing the course legally prescribed; it could not be regarded

as a ‘building race’ with England. The King made a

polite answer, and hurried from the subject.* Lord Crewe
mentioned the question to Biilow, and added that sooner

or later England would be compelled to introduce com-

pulsory military service. Biilow made the usual answers

about the German navy, and remarked that Germany
would only be too pleased at the adoption of compulsory

military service in Great Britain because ‘compulsory

military service makes nations more peaceful’.^

The surrender of Russia on the Bosnian question

relieved Biilow of immediate anxiety. There was no

likelihood of war; hence the dispute with Tirpitz could

be broken off at least for a time.

Once again the latent dangers of the naval situation

were to assert themselves in a manner unexpected by
German observers. The Continental situation became
less strained; but within a few days after Russia had
given way on the Bosnian question the relations between

1 Germany and Great Britain were disturbed by a sudden
• and sharp controversy over the rate of shipbuilding in

• Germany. A large addition to the British fleet was pro-

• posed and accepted by Parliament. The end of the long

- passage through the danger-zone was as fzir away as ever.

’ Tirpitz, op. cit. i. iaa-3.
® Ib. laa. On 18 February igog Mr. Byles asked in the House of

Commons whether King Edward’s visit to Germany had encouraged any
hope of a naval agreement. The Prime Minister replied that the German
Government ‘adhere to the view that their programme is fixed to suit

their own needs and will not be influenced by anything that we may do’.

Hansard, 5th Ser. i. 224-5.



X
THE QUESTION OF GERMAN

ACCELERATION, 1909

I
N December 1908 Metternich thought that the favour-

able moment for negotiations with England had already

passed. The British nation was now resigned to an in-

crease in naval expenditure; as a practical people, they

would accept this necessity.^

Grey had explained to Metternich that Great Britain

might be compelled to lay down a number of additional

Dreadnoughts in 1909, ‘some to be laid down in the early

part ofthe year, some in the summer, some in the autumn’

,

He added that British plans ‘depended upon the pace at

which the German naval programme was carried out’.^

A month after King Edward’s visit to Germany the

British nation showed that it was not merely resigned to

an increase of expenditure on battleships but was acutely

anxious about the naval position of the country.

The question of the relative facilities for the rapid con-

struction of ships in Great Britain and Germany had
been raised earlier in 1908. The Government had given

a careful answer.^ They assumed that Germany allowed

three years, the United States three to three and a half

years, and France four years for the completion of a large

battleship. The possibility ofa reduction in the German
times had been taken into account; the estimates given

by German firms of their potentialities of output showed
that there was a great increase in the capacities of Ger-

man yards, and that the limits of expansion had not yet

been reached. On the other hand, it was taken for

granted in public discussion of the question that Ger-

many would keep to her published time-table, and that

• D.G.P. xxviii. 44.
* B.D.D. vi. 173: 18 December 1908; D.G.P. xxviii. 34-5.
^ See above, pp. 160 and 164-6.
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no preparations would be made for laying down ships

in advance of this time-table.

Within twelve months British Ministers had changed

their views, and admitted that they were not sure of the

rate at which Germany was building her ships, and that

they did not know when these ships might be ready for

service. Their embarrassment was greater because they

had discovered certain facts which pointed to an accelera-

tion of the German programme; that is to say, the Ger-

mans had not merely speeded up their ordinary rate of

construction, but were taking steps which would enable

them, if they wished to do so, to complete a number of

their ships well in advance of the dates announced in

their time-table. These facts, ofwhich the British Govern-

ment possessed incontrovertible evidence, were not easy

to reconcile with the official information received from

Germany. It was equally difficult to understand the

reason for the divergence between the facts and the

official statements about German construction. Yet upon

the solution of this problem might depend the safety of

Great Britain at sea.

The whole matter was complicated by the considera-

tions to which Sir William White had referred in 1906.'

The time taken to build a large warship could not be

stated without a number ofqualifications. The statement

accompanyingthe British naval estimates for 1 909-1 o men-
tioned—for the first time in an official document—some
of these qualifying factors.

‘The estimated time for the completion of a battleship is now
taken as two years; but this period does not cover the whole
time during which work is being done in obtaining necessary

materials and in the manufacture of certain parts of the ship’s

equipment, such as gun-mountings. Three months’ notice in

advance ought to be given to contractors to ensure completion
within two years from the date of the order of the hull, and if

an exceptionally heavy demand were to be made on the con-

tractors, much longer notice would be required. The actual

* See above, pp. i6i-a.
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date of “laying down” can indeed be postponed for some time

without delaying the final completion of the ship, provided that

work is proceeding in the manufacture of guns, gun-mountings,

machinery, and armour, and that the materials for the hull are

all collected at the yard ready for immediate building. It is on

an estimate of time in which allowance is made for these facts

that the period of construction of a battleship is reckoned at

two years.’

This statement shotved that for the punctual execution

of a programme, certain steps were necessary before the

keel of a ship was laid down. The work of completion

would be delayed if these steps were not taken, and if the

component parts of the ship were not manufactured,

transported, and assembled in due time and order. Yet
one might draw another inference. If sufficient notice

were given to contractors and manufacturers, would it

not be possible to complete a ship in advance of the

‘normal’ time? If a contract were assigned to a yard

some time before the keel of a ship were laid down,
materials and equipment might be assembled, and the

rate of building thereby accelerated. An acceleration of

this kind could be kept secret for some time. Sooner or

later it would be detected; but a lead of several months
could be obtained without much difficulty. Secrecy was
easy, and usual, in the preparation ofdrawings and speci-

fications. Tenders might be arranged without public

notice. Unless rival firms became suspicious or talked

injudiciously, the facts would not be discovered until

after the work had been put in hand. Even so, a foreign

Government might take some weeks to discover any antici-

pation of a published programme. The naval attaches

were not given access to factories or building yards; there

were indirect ways of noticing any sudden increase of

activity, but information would only be collected slowly.

It was particularly difficult to discover the accumulation

of material—guns, turrets, and armour—^in an establish-

ment as large as Krupp’s works at Essen. Moreover, a

certain amount of time might be gained, as far as guns
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were concerned, by drawing upon the reserves, and filling

up the stores again as new guns were turned out by the

factories.

The Krupp works at Essen occupied the attention of

the British Admiralty in the winter of 1908-9. There was
nothing secret about the main problem. The increase in

the capacity of German shipbuilding yards had been

accompanied, since the middle of 1908, by a large exten-

sion of Krupp’s works and trial grounds. This exten-

sion directly affected the question of naval construction

because the greater part of the armour and armaments
• of ships of war were made at these works. The details

ofthe new extension were not known to the British public,

but some of the facts could not escape notice. The firm

had floated a loan of ,^2,500,000 (their existing capital

'amounted to ^(^9,000,000) in July 1908. The money had
been advanced at least two months earlier by the Berlin

banks. A portion of the loan was spent on enlarging the

Germania shipbuilding yard at Kiel, but the greater

part, possibly ,{^2,000,000, was used for the extension of

the Essen works. The result of this extension was an

increase of about 30 per cent, in the capacities of the

works. It was thought by some British engineers that the

firm could make the primary and secondary armament
of eight large ships in one year, in addition to the arma-
ment of small craft. Even if this estimate were incorrect,

there was evidence that the firm could begin work, in

advance of the published time-table, upon the material

needed for the German 1909—10 programme offour capi-

tal ships without delaying the completion of orders for

the ships of the 1908-9 programme, or the armament of

smaller ships.

These figures had a significance of their own. If

^
Krupp’s worked at full pressure, and if the necessary

material were accumulated in advance, Germany might
“ suddenly accelerate her programme of construction and
take Great Britain by suiprise. The guns, armour, and

“ gun-mountings might be prepared in secret; the British
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Admiralty would know nothing of these preparations

until the ships were actually laid down, or proposals for

immediate construction brought before the Reichstag.

The Reichstag was likely to accept any such pro-

posals and condone irregularities of procedure. It was
not impossible that the extension of Krupp’s had been

planned in order to provide for the acceleration of naval

construction. In any case, the British Admiralty thought

that the extension reduced the time necessary for the

construction ofcapital ships by ‘upwards ofnine months’,

and that henceforward the normal period of construction

in Germany must be reckoned at two years and six

months, including the time allowed for the collection of

materials.*

The margin of British superiority in shipbuilding was
now so very narrow that the Admiralty could no longer

count upon overtaking a large and unexpected German
programme for which material had been ordered and
made in advance. For a few months the German fleet,

as far as ships of the Dreadnought type were concerned,

might be equal or superior in numbers to the British

fleet.

Germany could take steps to bring about this relation-

ship between the two fleets without any breach of faith.

She had not agreed to an exchange of information about

naval plans. The programme publicly announced in

Germany was only a declaration of intention, and obvi-

ously not binding. The German Naval Law of 1900 had
already been modified; every modification had increased

the striking power of the German fleet. In an emergency
naval construction might outrun legal or constitutional

formalities. At any time Krupp’s might work ahead of

the credits voted by the Reichstag. Nominally, the firm

would be acting at its own risk; in fact, the risk would be
small.

In considering the margin of safety required by Great
Britain the Admiralty had to take into account not merely

' Hansard 5th Ser. 1909, ii. 1454.
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German statements of intention' but the full possibilities

of German construction, and to ask whether there vvas

any evidence of a change ot intention, and of an attempt

to accelerate the construction of ships already laid down
or to anticipate the dates on which ships of the current

year, or the next year’s programme were to be laid down.

According to the official programme the three battleships

and one large cruiser authorized in 1908^ would not be

laid down before August 1908, and i\ould not be com-

pleted, i.e. ready for use in battle, before February 1911.

In the spring of 1908 the Admiralty had decided that the

margin ofsuperiority could be maintained ifGreat Britain

laid down only two ships of the Dreadnought class. This

provision would give Great Britain, in February 1911,

twelve Dreadnoughts to rune possessed by Germany, at

a time when the large British superiority in pre-Dread-

nought ships could still be taken into account. Was there

any evidence of acceleration in the rate of construction

of these ships? A second question arose. Four more
capital ships were to be laid down under the German
programme of 1909-10. Was there any evidence that

work was in progress upon these ships, or upon material

intended for the ships, in advance of the scheduled time^

The productive capacity ofKrupp’s and the shipbuilding

yards was amply sufficient for an anticipation of this

kind; Germany might accelerate the time-table of the

1908-g and 1909-10 ships. In this case thirteen, not

nine, German Dreadnoughts would be ready for battle

before the end of 191 1 . Ifthere were similar acceleration

of the time-table of the four ships to be laid down under
the programme of igio—ii, seventeen German ships

’ I his point may be explained in Bulow ’s own w ords Tiipitz complamed
on 20 January 1909 of an assurance given by Mettermch without any
demand for ‘compensation’ that Germany would not introduce a supple-

mentary naval law in 1912. Bulow’s comment on this complaint mcludes

a reference to his own statement in the Reichstag about German mtentions

‘Like all parliamentary statements, this statement is only bmdmg within the

limitsof ourownra/ai^ui/icaandthe needsofdefence ’ (D G P xxviii 68-9 )

This w as the view of the British Admiralty about 'declarations of intentions’

made to them by Foreign Powers * 1 e the ‘1908-9 programme’.
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would be ready in the spring of 1912, while it was not

thought impossible for Germany to have completed

twenty-one ships by the end of 1912.

The British Government, in the course of the winter

of 1908-9, believed itself to be in the possession of evi-

dence that Germany was building ahead ofher published

time-table. Some of the facts were common knowledge.

If this evidence did not imply acceleration, it was open

to the German Government to give another explanation

of the facts. The British Government, in their anxiety to

keep down their own naval expenditure, put definite and
plain questions to the German Ambassador. The Ger-

man answers were not merely unconvincing; they were

misleading. Certain admissions were made, but made
only after no escape was possible.

These were the facts known in Great Britain, (i)

Material had been collected in advance for the four ships

to be laid down in 1908. These ships were not to be laid

down before August 1908, but, if material for their con-

struction were collected in advance, they might be ready

for action in the autumn of 1910. (2) Material was also

being collected in advance for the four ships to be built

under the 1909-10 programme. (3) Contracts had been
given in advance for two of the ships of the 1909-10
programme before the necessary credits had been voted

by the Reichstag. This allocation of contracts was men-
tioned in the German and British press in October 1908.

The Berlin correspondent of The Times reported that

‘according to various journeils the German government has

already placed contracts with the Vulkan works at Stettin and
the Schichau works at Danzig for two of the three battleships

of next year’s programme. While it is explained that the action

of the government will require ratification by the Reichstag,

the provisional placing of contracts is described as timely in that

it enables the builders to make the necessary preparations for

laying down the ships and so to avoid delays which have occurred
in previous years.’*

* The Times, 15 October 1908. The Times pointed out on 30 November
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Mr. McKenna took the opportunity ofputting a direct

question about these reports to the German naval attache

in London. On 15 December Captain Widenmann* gave

Mr. McKenna a copy of the German naval estimates for

igog-io. Mr. McKenna asked when the programme

of new construction came into effect. Widenmann
answered: ‘i April 1909 at the earliest, that .is to say, at

the beginning of the new financial year, and assuming

that the programme is accepted by the Reichstag.’ Mr.

McKenna then asked: ‘Why is it that the ships of the

1909 programme have already been allotted?’ Widen-

mann answered that he had read this erroneous conclusion

a few days earlier in the press, and that he could only say

that the information was based on mistaken inferences

[falsche Orientierung) and was being exploited in a tenden-

tious and anti-German manner. There could be no

giving of contracts by the German Admiralty; individual

firms might calculate for themselves the number of slips

which would be occupied until the summer of 1909, and

the yards which would be taken into consideration; they

might therefore make an approximate guess about the

allocation of the contracts. This step had clearly been

taken by the person responsible for the statement, and

his statement was now being accepted in England as

authentic. Widenmann did not think that Mr. McKenna
as the Minister responsible for the British estimates

would seriously attribute unparliamentary action to

Admiral Tirpitz who was responsible for the estimates in

Germany.^ Mr. McKenna could ask no further questions.

1908 that ‘it is believed that German builders at least—and possibly the

same remark applies to those of other countries—^frequently begin this

preparatory work some months not only before the actual grant is made by
Parliament, but before the contracts have been officially placed’.

“ Widenmann’s rank wtis that of Korvettenkapit^n.
* D.G.P. xxviii. 30-1. For Tirpitz’s later admission that the contracts

had been given, see below, p. 228. It is remarkable that Tirpitz seems to

have forgotten the fact that the announcement about these contracts had
appeared in German newspapers. On 30 March 1909 the British naval

attache told Tirpitz that he first read of the allocation of the contracts in

a German paper. The Admiral found it hard to believe this statement
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1

Nevertheless the British Admiralty knew the facts, and
had reason to believe that the contractors had already

begun to lay down the two ships in question.* Widen-
mann’s denials therefore increased the suspicions of the

Admiralty. It was also thought that money had been
advanced to the contractors by German banks under the

guarantee of the German Admiralty. If this latter sur-

mise were true, no value could be put on the German
assertions that money could not be spent in anticipation

ofa vote in the Reichstag and that for this reason accelera-

tion was impossible.

The British Government also had before them in

December 1908 the German estimates for the year 1909-
10. The payments for capital ships were made in four

annual instalments. The estimates showed a great in-

crease in the first two instalments for the four ships of

the 1908-9 programme. The figure—^1,130,000—was

only 5(^90,000 less than the total amount of the first three

instalments for the capital ships ofthe 1906-7 programme.^
This increase might mean larger ships or acceleration of

construction
;
it mightmean largerships and acceleration of

construction. The Kolnische Z^ilung thought that the larger

figures were due to increased rapidity of construction.

From the beginning ofJanuaiy'^ 1909 until the publication

until it was confirmed by his own adjutant. (B.D.D. vi. 256.) Tirpitz had
also found it convenient to forget Widenmann’s dispatch of 15 December.

" InJuly 191 1 Mr. McKenna told Widenmann that one of his friends had
crossed the ice at Danzig on a winter’s night and had actually seen the

keel and first ribs of the ship in one of the Schichau slips. Widenmann’s
comment assumes that the ship might have been seen. (D.G.P. xxviii.

425-6.) It was believed in Germany that information had been given to

Great Britain by members of a special naval mission from the Argentine.

Schon wrote that Tirpitz had been ‘extraordinarily open-hearted’ in his talk

widi the members of the mission (in tlte hope of getting orders for Ger-
man yards). (B.D.D. vi. 252 and D.G.P. xxviii. 109.) Goschen reported to

Grey that Schon’s surmise was ‘more than probable’ since the mission had
seen ‘nearly everything in the way of ships under construction’. See also

Appendix V.
* In 1908 the second instalment for each oftwo battleships was ,^430,000.

A year later the figures were £525,000 for each of three battleships. The
second instalment for a large cruiser had been £450,000 in the 1 908 estimates.

In the 1909 estimates the figure had risen to £550,000.
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of the British naval estimates on 12 March, and indeed

until 16 March, the first day of the debate on the esti-

mates, Grey did his utmost to get from Germany a plain

statement about the German naval programme. He asked

Metternich certain questions which gave every chance of

solving the problem. He pointed out that the only way of

settling differences of opinion between experts was to

allow the naval attaches to see the number of ships laid

down, and the stages of construction which they had

reached. The Emperor had already refused to agree to

this plan.’' Neither Grey nor Metternich was a naval

expert; Metternich indeed was surprised that Grey men-

tioned thirty-three, and not thirty-eight, as the number
of Dreadnoughts with which Germany intended ulti-

mately to equip her fleet.’* Metternich on his side was not

* F. Uplegger, in Die englische Flottenpolitik loi dem Weltkrieg, p. 121, n. 33,

still regards this suggestion as an attempt to discover the secrets of German
construction. It is quite impossible, from the evidence, to doubt that Grey

made the proposal (i) in order to avoid misunderstanding, (ii) in the hope

that it might lead to a limitation ofarmaments by agreement. An Admiralty

memorandum to the Foreign Office of 12 December 19 ii also shows that

the British proposal was not intended as an indirect means of espionage.

(B.D.D. vi. 647-9.) For the history of this plan see above, pp. 130-1 and

below, pp.
* D.G.P. xxviii. 95. Grey gave this same figure in Parliament on 29 March

1909. (Hansard, 5th Ser. iii. 54.) Two years later he repeated the figure.

The fact was pointed out by the German naval attache in London in one

of his reports. (D.G.P. xxviii. 396.)

A week after Grey’s speech of 13 March 19 ii. Lord Charles Beresford

and Mr. G. Lambert pointed out the mistake. Mr. McKenna explained that

Grey’s statement was meant to refer to the strength of the German fleet in

battleships and cruisers of the Dreadnought type in 1920: i.e. 22 battleships,

1 1 cruisers. Mr. McKenna said that he gave Grey these figures ‘immediately

before he rose’. (Hansard, 5th Ser. xxiii, 61-2, 97, 153-4.) Grey’s words were:

‘The German Naval Law when complete means a navy of 33 capital ships,

finding “Dreadnoughts” and cruisers, as well as pre-“Dreadnoughts”.’

(Hitf'Sard, 5th Ser. xxii. 1987.) The sentence is ambigpious, but, in view

of Grey’s earlier mistake, it would appear that he was still confused about

the figures. In any case he found it necessary to ask Mr. McKenna for

these figures as late as March igii. Mistakes of this kind were frequent

in parliamentary discussions about the German navy; they were likely tc

occur unless there were a precise statement about numbers and types ofships

and the approximate dates on which the ships would be commissioned. See

also Hansard, 5th Ser. xxiii. 887, 2490-1, and 2570-1.
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told the secrets of the German Admiralty, and, in any
case, was bound only to give the information sent to him
officially from Berlin.

The first conversation took place on 4 January igog.

In a later reference to this conversation, when Metter-

nich was explaining to his Government the reasons for

the British mistrust of the German official figures, he

spoke of ‘three sphinx-like riddles’ put to him by Grey
concerning the ‘acceleration of our shipbuilding beyond
the terms of our programme’.* There are two versions

of the conversation. According to the German version^

Grey said that the English Admiralty reckoned that, at

the normal rate of building, Germany would have thir-

teen Dreadnoughts ready by February i g 1 2 . The Admir-
alty believed that the material for four Dreadnoughts

under construction had been collected six months in

advance of the official time-table. If this advance collec-

tion also took place in the case of the next four ships

Germany would have seventeen Dreadnoughts completed

by February igi2. If, apart from financial reasons, Ger-

many built up to the limit of speed and capacity, she

might have twenty-one Dreadnoughts completed by April
igi2. The British programme in March would have to

take account ofthese possibihties. These figures were given
to Metternich in a written statement which included a

reference to the collection ofmaterials in advance.^ Met-
ternich answered that the German shipbuilding pro-

gramme was laid down by law, and that a sudden use

of the whole shipbuilding capacity of the country to

shorten the time of construction was thereby excluded.

It is clear from a later reference that Metternich had
accepted the first of Grey’s figures—thirteen Dread-
noughts by February igi2—^but not the second and third

calculations.'* According to the English report of the

conversation® Grey said that he wanted Germany to

' D.G.P. xxviii. 124: 23 March 1909.
* D.G.P. xxviii. 57—8. ® D.G.P. xxviii. 99.

B.D.D. vi. 240: 5 March 1909. See below, p. 216. ^ b.D.D. vi. 237-8.
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understand that if England had to propose a large ship-

building programme, ‘it was not because we had not been
ready to discuss the matter, or to compare estimates in

advance’.^

On 3 February Grey had another conversation with

Metternich.^ Metternich now agreed that material for

four ships under construction had been collected in

advance; in the case of other ships not allocated to

particular firms this collection in advance would not

take place unless any of the firms cared to act at their

own risk. There would be no acceleration; the rate of

expenditure on shipbuilding was fixed by law, though this

rate might be increased by a vote in the Reichstag.

Metternich had thus admitted that some of the informa-

tion obtained by the Admiralty was correct; but he gave
no further explanation. The British Government were
left to decide whether they would or would not press for

’ Metternich had shown Grey’s figures to Captain Widenmann: Widen-
mann answered that materials had been collected for the first two German
Dreadnoughts voted in igo6 some months before these ships were laid down.
These ships were voted by the Reichstag before the plans were completed;
the yards to which the ships were allotted after the Reichstag vote had been
able to begin collecting material before laying down the keels. Widenmann
was given a statement by the naval authorities in Berlin that no accelera-
tion was intended. (D.G.P. xxviii. 96.) Widenmann’s reference to the first

two German Dreadnoughts was not relevant, since there was unusual delay
in laying down these ships. He said nothing about the collection ofmaterials
for ships of the 1908-9 programme. The statement from Berlin did not
mention the allocation of contracts or collection ofmaterials for ships which
had not been voted by the Reichstag, and took no account of any possible
change of intention. Grey had pointed out to Metternich that, in view of
the increased facilities for naval construction in Germany, the British

Admiralty must take account of ‘possibilities’ in framing the British pro-
gramme. It would appear (from D.G.P. xxviii. 96—7) that Metternich
assumed that Grey was referring to the collection of material for ships of
the 1906 programme, i.e. the ‘first two Dreadnoughts’ ofwhich Widenmann
had spoken. For this reason he told Grey that the circumstances which had
made possible the collection of material for the earlier ships would not be
repeated. (B.D.D. vi. 240.) This statement, and Mettemich’s obvious and
confessed unfamiliarity with the details of naval construction, added to the
perplexities of the British Admiralty.

* B.D.D. vi. 239-40. This conversation is not reported in D.G.P. because
Metternich left London for Berlin within a few hours after he had seen Grey.
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further statements. In any case Metternich had conceded

the possibility of acceleration. On 3 March Metternich

reported^ to his Government that the British Government
believed, and were seriously alarmed by the belief, that

Germany intended to accelerate her rate ofbuilding, and
to complete her capital ships at earlier dates than those

officially announced. The information upon which this

belief was founded was already appearing in the press.^

According to Metternich Sir John Fisher, sincerely or

insincerely, supported the general view, and was influenc-

ing the Cabinet. Grey had mentioned the fears of the

British Government, and the information upon which
these fears were based, to Metternich, without putting a

definite question. The subject would certainly be raised

in Parliament during the debate on the naval estimates.

Metternich thought it important that the German Govern-

ment should make a statement on the matter. From the

British version of the conversation it is clear that Grey
had repeated his remark of 3 February that Germany
would have thirteen Dreadnoughts by February 1912,

* B.D.D. vi. 240-1; D.G.P. xxviii. 93-9.
* The Times, 23 February 1909. The Observer, 28 February 1909. The

relevant passages from The Times and The Observer \vere included in Metter-

nich’s dispatch, but are not printed in D.G.P. The paragraph in The Times

summed up very accurately the factors which the Admiralty had to take

into consideration. ‘The rate of ship-building in Germany has been and is

being accelerated, and not only the rate of ship-building, but still more the

rate of producing those accessories of ship-building—such as armour plates,

guns, and gun mountings, and the like—on which the rate of ship-building

depends much more closely than is generally known to those who are not

directly concerned in the matter. It is not the mere putting ofa ship together

on the stocks or in the fitting basins that determines the rate ofconstruction.

It is much more the rate at which guns and gun mountings and the like can
be produced for her equipment; and unless we are misinformed this rate

has of late been very greatly accelerated in Germany—so greatly indeed as

to compel the Adn^alty to insist on exceptional efforts to make up for

lost time.’

On 2 March The Times referred to the report published in October (see

above, p. 209) about the placing ofcontracts forGermanships ofthe 1909-10
programme. A day earlier The Times had insisted that Great Britain should

lay down six ships without delay. ‘We can no longer rely upon assured

superiority in rapidity of construedon, since it is well known that other

people have very nearly, if not quite, as great facilities as ourselves.’



2i6 the question OF GERMAN ACCELERATION, 1909

and might have seventeen by February 1912, or twenty-

one by April 1912. Metternich had answered that the

first statement was correct, the second and third incor-

rect. Grey had also suggested that each side should allow

the other to see the number of ships under construction

and the stages which they had reached.

On 10 March Metternich gave the official statement

which he had regarded as highly necessary to reassure

Great Britain.' Germany would not have thirteen ships

until the end of 191Q. Grey pointed out that these figures

‘qualified’ Metternich’s earlier assent to the statement

that Germany would have thirteen ships in the spring of

1912. Metternich again repeated the figures—thirteen

ships for the end of 1912—as authoritative and added

that there would be no acceleration. Grey was now in

a difficult position. The Admiralty knew of the giving

of contracts for two of the second batch of ships. This

fact was still not told to them by Germany. The collec-

tion of material for the four earlier ships had been

admitted, but it was denied that there would be any

acceleration in their construction. Why, then, was the

material collected in advance? Grey could not accuse

the German Government of giving false information; yet

the facts of which the Admiralty had positive knowledge
contradicted this information. Grey therefore said that

the Admiralty believed that thirteen capital ships were

under construction ‘or being prepared in some form or

another’ in Germany. Metternich answered that he was
assured that this was not the case, and that if materials

were being collected in advance for the next batch of

four ships, certain contractors were doing so at their own
risk. Once more Grey suggested an exchange ofinforma-

tion between experts. The Emperor annotated with a
refusal the mention of this plan in Metternich’s dispatch.

The results of Grey’s attempts, over two months, to

get an explanation from Metternich were: (i) that the

German Government denied the accuracy of figures pre-

* B.D.D. vi. 241-2; D.G.P. xxviii. 103-5.
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viously admitted by their own Ambassador;* (2) the

German Government had only admitted the collection

of material for four ships after the British Government
had stated its knowledge of the fact;* (3) the German
Ambassador had not denied that materials were being

collected in advance for four other ships, but had said

that if this collection were taking place it was at the risk

ofthe contractors; (5) no reference wasmade to the facts

—

known to the British Admiralty—that contracts had been
promised for two ships of the 1909—10 programme in the

autumn of 1908, and that the keel of one of these ships

was laid down at least as early as January 1909.

Finally, on the day of the publication of the British

naval estimates, and four days before the debate in the

House of Commons, the Prime Minister explained to

Metternich the basis upon which the British programme
was calculated.

‘According to information received by the British Admiralty

three of the four Dreadnoughts of the financial year 1909-10

have been under construction for several months. Not only

has the materiail been collected, but the keel ofone Dreadnought
of the 1909-10 programme has been laid down in the Schichau

yards. If preparations are made for building, and ships are

actually begun some months before they are voted (on i April),

it is clear that the completion of these ships can be antedated

by a corresponding number of months. Mr. Asquith had no
wish to complain, and had no justification for any complaint,

about this procedure. Germany alone had the right to deter-

mine the rate of her shipbuilding, and no responsible persons

’ It would not be clear from Mettemich’s reports in D.G.P. that he had
actually stated that Germany would have thirteen Dreadnoughts in Febru-
ary 1912, i.e. that he had assented to the first of Grey’s three figures, the

three ‘sphinx-like riddles’. Metternich gave the impression in his reports

that he neither denied nor assented to Grey’s figures. Tirpitz was angry
that he—^Metternich—^had not given a categorical denial. (D.G.P. xxxviii.

69.) The fact that Mettemich’s positive assent was not known to the German
Government added another element of confusion.

* In any case, it would appear (see above, p. 2 14, note i) that the German
Admiralty believed that they were making this admission only in the case

of the first two Dreadnoughts of 1906, about which the facts were publicly

known.
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in England would have the right to object; but the British

Government ... (in estimating their own programme) could

not avoid taking account of the development of the German
programme. The British Government would only use its

authority to lay down the four Dreadnoughts conditionally

sanctioned by Parliament' if they considered it necessary to

build these ships in view of the progress in naval construction

(in Germany) during the course of the year.’^

No answer came from Berlin to this clear statement.

The Emperor was already angry with Metternich, and
agreed with Tirpitz that no detailed information should

be given.^ Metternich waited four days, and then tele-

graphed to ask whether he might contradict the state-

ment that material had been collected and ships of the

igog-io programme laid down in the yards.+ The
Emperor commented on the telegram: T think it would
be better for Metternich to hold his tongue. He is

incorrigible,’*

Within twenty-four hours after the debate in the House
of Commons, and in spite of the ‘allerhochsten Margina-
lien’ Tirpitz agreed that Metternich should admit the

allocation of contracts for two ships.®

‘ See below, pp. 222-3. * D.G.P. xxviii. 106 n.: 12 March 1909.
3 D.G.P. xxviii. 102-3. * D.G.P. xxviii. 107.
5 Tirpitz, op. cit. i. 134.
<> Bulow also agreed, with the couunent: ‘Fiat! Unverzuglich’. D.G.P.

xxviii. 10711. See below, p. 228.
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THE DEBATE ON THE BRITISH NAVAL
ESTIMATES, MARCH 1909

The British Government decided to meet a difficult and
possibly dangerous situation by laying down four

Dreadnoughts at once, and by asking for the consent of

Parliament to the laying down offour more ships, ifthese

were necessary for the maintenance of an adequate lead

in capital ships. This decision was itself a compromise
reached only after much discussion in the Cabinet. The
decision was likely to be challenged by the Opposition

and by the left wing of the Liberal party. The Opposi-

tion would ask for more ships; the left wing ofthe Liberals

would ask for greater economy and a smaller programme.
A programme of eight Dreadnoughts in a single year,

with another four in prospect for the estimates of 1 9 1o-i i

,

could not be justified without an explanation of the cir-

cumstances leading to this drastic decision. A full explana-

tion was impossible without reference to the plans of

Germany, and without a discussion which would have
extremely disturbing effects upon public opinion in

Germany and in Great Britain. Grey had explained

these difficulties to Metternich, and Metternich had
warned the German Government that there would be
an outburst offeeling which would seriously affect Anglo-
German relations.*

Public opinion in Great Britain was already uneasy.

The mere fact that the German estimates for the year

1908 had included four Dreadnoughts while Great Britain

had decided only to lay down two capital ships was dis-

quieting to those who did not take into account the rela-

tive strength of the two countries in ‘all-big gun’ ships.

One can observe the moves and countermoves of each
party. In 1907 a motion had been brought forward to

* D.G.P. xxviii. 97.
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reduce the shipbuilding vote. A memorial signed by a

hundred and thirty-six supporters of the government was

presented to the Prime Minister in favour of a reduction

of armaments. In igo8 an Amendment was moved to

the Address, and a committee of Liberal members of

Parliament issued a manifesto, asking for a further reduc-

tion. On 24 July 1908, another memorial, signed by a

hundred and forty-four members, was presented to the

Government. On 4 November 1908, the National Coun-

cil of Peace Societies passed two resolutions. The first

resolution demanded that Great Britain should take the

earliest opportunity of resuming discussions with Ger-

many about an understanding on naval armaments. The
second resolution declared that the existing predominance

of the British navy was such as to forbid, as wasteful and

needless, any increase in the shipbuilding vote for 1909.

A few days later, the Prime Minister, at the Lord

Mayor’s Banquet, said that it was undesirable to state

the shipbuilding programme for the next year, but that

the Government intended to maintain the naval supre-

macy of the country. On 12 November Mr. Lee put the

Prime Minister a direct question whether the Govern-

ment accepted as a definition ofthe Two-Power standard

a preponderance of 10 per cent, over the combined

strength, in capital ships, of the two next strongest

Powers. The answer was ‘Yes’.* This answer was repeated

on 23 November.^ Three days earlier, in a speech at Scar-

borough, Grey had used plain words about Ae question of

British naval supremacy; ‘There is no half-way house, as

far as we are concerned, in naval affairs, . . . between com-
plete safety and absolute ruin.’ The German estimates for

1 909 were published on 20November. Four days later, in

the House of Lords, Lord Cawdor complained that there

was a dangerous delay in laying down British ships. The
ships were sometimes delayed until the beginning of the

year following their authorization, and in any case were

’ Hansard, 4th Ser. cxcvi. 560. Sec also Appendix II.

^ Hansard, 4th Ser. cxcvi. 1768.
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rarely laid down for some months after the vote of credit.

I^ord Cawdor wanted immediate action, and thought that

fortwosuccessiveyears GreatBritainwould find itnecessary

to lay down six or seven capital ships.* On 26 November
the Reduction of Armaments Committee sent a third

memorial to the Prime Minister in favour of further eco-

nomies in the Naval Estimates.

Meanwhile rumours of the acceleration of the German
programme had reached the public. The statement in

The Timesoi i50ctober,^togetherwiththefactsofKrupp’s
extension—^well known in engineering circles—had begun
to cause anxiety. On 10 November a question was
asked in the House of Commons whether the large arm-
oured vessels of the German 1908 programme were laid

down or were in process ofbeing laid down. The answer
was a little ambiguous. ‘We have no official information

on the subject.’ A similar answer was given to a further

question whether any accumulation of material had
taken place for work on the ships ofthe 1908 programme.^

Early in the New Year there were stories of Cabinet

dissensions. The Times, on 22 January 1909, referred to

these differences of view in a leading article. At this

time, however, it was generally assumed that there would
be an increase in the estimates. The matter was put
beyond doubt by a statement in the King’s Speech on
16 February; it was none the less clear that within the

Liberal party there would be strong opposition to any
large increase. The National Liberal Federation, at the

end of February, did not commit itself to any definite line

of action, but passed a resolution that further evidence

was necessary before agreeing to an increase in naval

expenditure.

The seriousness of the international situation in the

winter of 1908-9 increased public anxiety.'^ If the British

navy were involved in war, little help could be expected

fromFranee. French naval experts for some time past had

’ Hansard, 4th Ser. cxcvii. 28-9. ® See above, p. 209.
’ Hansard, 4th Ser. exevi. 35. * See above, p. 188-9.
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concentrated upon smaller craft and neglected the build-

ing of capital ships. French naval administration ^vas in

a bad state. There was a general shortage of stores and

ammunition, and according to one estimate made in

November 1908, France possessed only twelve ships—at

most fifteen—capable of going into the first line. It was

recognized in France that the policy of a ‘cheap na\7’

had foiled; reforms ^vould, however, take time. The rate

of construction in France was slow, and it was unlikely

that any of the six Dreadnoughts which had been author-

ized would be completed before the middle of 1911,

and possibly not before 1913.* In December 1908 the

Austro-Hungarian Government invited the submission

of designs for three 20,ooo-ton battleships. These ships

would not be laid douii before the end of 1909. at

the earliest, but their construction ^vould seriously affect

the balance of power in the Mediterranean, and, conse-

quently, the strength ofthe British na\y in the North Sea.

Finally, there ^vas not the least hope of reaching an

agreement with Germany on the question of a limitation

of armaments. The German Na\T League ^vas agitating

for another increase in the shipbuilding programme, and

the Emperor \vas as firmly resolved as ever to make no

concessions.

The British naval estimates were published on 12

March. They included proHsion for lading do’wn t\vo

ships of the Dreadnought class in July and two in

November 1909. There was a further pro\’ision. ‘His

Majesy-’s Government may, in the course of the financial

year 1909-10, find it necessary to make preparations for

the rapid construction offour more large armoured ships,

beginning on April i of the following financial year.

They therefore ask Parliament to entrust them with

Powers to do this effectively, i.e. to enable them to

’ The French battleship Veriti. completed in 1908, had been under con-

struction for six years. Two Dreadnoughts had been laid down in 1907,
and four in 1908. Only the 1907 ships were launched before March 1909.
new French programme \\ as under consideration.
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arrange for the ordering, collection, and supply of guns,

gun-mountings, and armour, machinery, and materials

for ship-building’, so that the ships would be ready for

service in March 1912.^

These estimates were brought before the House by
Mr. McKenna on i6 March. Mr. McKenna explained

that in March 1908 the British Government had decided

that provision for two capital ships in addition to those

under construction would give the British navy ten

Dreadnoughts to five German ships completed by Ger-

many at the end of 1910, and twelve to nine German
ships completed in the spring of 191 1. This decision had
been reached after a calculation of the probable rate of

construction in Germany. The situation had changed
since the spring of 1908.

‘The difficulty in which the Government finds itself placed at

this moment is that we do not know, as we thought we did, the

rate at which German construction is taking place. . . . We
anticipated that work on the (German) 1908-9 programme
would begin on four ships in August, 1908. The preparation

and collection of materials began some months earlier. We now
expect these ships to be completed, not in February 1911, but

in the autumn of 1910. I am informed, moreover, that the

collection ofmaterials, and the manufacture ofarmament, guns,

and mountings, have already begun for four more ships, which,

according to the Navy Law, belong to the programme of 1909-

10, and we have to take stock of a new situation, in which we
reckon that not nine but thirteen ships may be completed in

1 91 1, and in 1912 such further ships, if any, as may be begun
in the course of the next financial year or laid down in April

1910.’

Two years earlier Germany had only one or two slips

capable of carrying a Dreadnought. The number had
risen to fourteen; three more were under construction.

‘Two years ago, any one familiar with the capacity of

Krupp’s and other great German firms would have

* Then followed the paragraph quoted on pp. 204-5 above, explaining the

nature of the preparations which had to be made if a battleship were to be

completed within two years of the laying down of the keel.
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ridiculed the possibility of their undertaking to supply

the component parts of eight battleships in one year.

To-day this productive power is a realized fact.’

Mr. McKenna’s speech was a clear statement of the

facts which had disturbed the Admiralty; but facts and

estimates about the shipbuilding programme of 1908,

1909, and igiOj which were common knowledge at the

time are better understood now if they are put in tabular

form. The British estimates of the relative strength of the

British and German fleets in ships of the Dreadnought

class (including large cruisers) were as follows;

I . Admiraltyforecast made in the spring of igo8.

Great Britain Germany

December 1910 . 10 5
February 1911 . 12 9
August igi2 . i2-l-ships laid down under

the estimates of 1909-10

13

a. Admiraltyforecast made in the spring of igog, and includ-

ingfour British ships to be laid down in igog

Great Britain Germany

December 1910 . 10 9
February igxi . 12 9
April igii . . 12 II

Julyigii . 14 II

August igii 14 13

November 19 ii . 16 13

This forecast assumed an acceleration of the German programmes of 1908-9

and 1909-10. If there were also an acceleration of the programme of 1910-

II, and if the four ‘contingent’ shipis of the British programme of 1909-10

were laid down on i April 1910, the forecast for March 1912 was:

Great Britain Germany

20 17

Notes:

1. It will be noticed that Mr. McKenna did not refer in his speech to the

months between (a) December igio and February 1911, (J>)
April and July

1911, and (c) August and November 1911. During these periods the

British margin of superiority was only one ship.

2. On 30 March 1908 Captain Dumas, the British naval attache at

Berlin, had reported that ‘taking the earliest probable date for the completion

of the ships voted during the next few years’, Germany would have com*

pleted 4 Dreadnoughts and 2 Invincibles in March 1910, 7 Dreadnoughts
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and 3 Invincibles in March igii, and 10 Dreadnoughts and 4 Invincibles

in March 1912. Cf. B.D.D. ii. 120.

3. Mr. McKenna’s account ofthe Admiralty forecast in the spring of 1908

does not wholly agree with the forecast given by Mr. Robertson to the

House of Commons in March 1908 (see above, p. 164). Mr. Robertson

estimated that in the autumn of 1910 Great Britain would have 12 ships

of the Dreadnought class, Germany 6. At the end of 1910 Germany might

have ten ships; in this case Great Britain would have completed the 2 ships

of the 1908-9 programme, and therefore have 14 ships of the Dreadnought
class. The difference between these estimates and the figures given by
Mr. McKenna in igog is due (i) to the inclusion of the Lord Nelson and
the Agamemnon in the British figures; (ii) apparentiy to the inclusion of

the Bliicher in the German figures; (iii) to the omission of a reference, in

Mr. McKenna’s speeches on March 1909, to Mr. Robertson’s statement

about a ‘possible acceleration’ of the German programme. In igo8 Mr.
Robertson was thinking of a reduction in the ‘normal’ period of con-

struction in Germany. In 1909 Mr. McKenna had to deal with a possible

acceleration resulting from an anticipation of the authorized time-table for

commencing work on ships.

These tables show that in March 1908 Great Britain

had ten ships of the Dreadnought class afloat or under
construction. Germany had none afloat, and five under
construction. The British estimates of 1908-9 provided

for two, the German for four ships. The British Admiralty
thought in i go8 that the British and German ships already

under construction would be completed by December
1910. The two British and four German ships of the

1908-

9 estimates would be completed by February 191 1.

In December 1910 the relative strength of the two fleets

in ships ofthe Dreadnought class would be 10 : 5 in favour

of Great Britain, and, in February 191 1, iz : 9 in favour

of Great Britain.

According to the estimate made in March 1909 the

relative strength in the autumn of 1910 would only be

10:9, unless two British ships ofthe 1 908-9 estimates were
completed before December 1910. In February 191 1 (or

a little earlier) the British figures would rise to 12. On
the forecast of 1908 no more German ships would be
completed in 191 1 ; but ifthe construction of the German

1909-

10 ships were accelerated, the date of completion
might be some time in the autumn of 1 9 1 1 . On 1 8 March
1909 Mr. McKenna thought that two of these German

4X02
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ships would be ready in April igii and two in August

1 91 1. Two of the ships which the British Government

proposed to lay down in 1909 would be completed in

July 191 1 and two in November 191 1 . The ratio between

the two fleets would be 14:13 between August and

November 1911 and 16 : 13 in November 1911.

The German programme of 1910-11 included four

more ships of the Dreadnought class. If this programme

were accelerated, Germany might have seventeen Dread-

noughts in the spring of 1912. If there were no accelera-

tion these four Dreadnoughts would not be completed

before the autumn of 1912, i.e. thirty months after the

voting of the first credits for the ships in March 1910.

The British Government had no means of knowing

whether there would or would not be any acceleration

of this programme. They were bound to take steps to

meet the possibility that Germany might have seventeen

Dreadnoughts in the spring of 1912. They decided to

collect materials for four ships in addition to the ships

which they proposed to lay down in 1909. These ships

would be laid down in April 1910 if there were evidence

of German acceleration during the winter of 1909. The

British strength in March 1912 would therefore be twenty

Dreadnoughts to seventeen completed by Germany. If

there were no acceleration of the German programme of

1910-11 Great Britain would not lay down the four

‘contingent’ ships as early as April 1910.

The Conservative opposition in the House of Com-
mons at once took the chance of attacking the Govern-

ment.' Mr. McKenna’s figures showed that the British

margin of superiority was not large. If two or three ships

“ Labour members attacked the Government from a different point of

view. Mr. Henderson refused to accept the Admiralty estimates on the

ground that these figures were denied by Tiipitz. Mr. Henderson quoted

two lines of Tennyson to remind the House of Mr. Gladstone’s speeches on

‘peace, retrenchment, and reform’, and said that the Labour members
proposed to vote against the proposals of the Government ‘for the simple

reason that if this policy is not checked we may say “Ta-ta” to all social

reform’. Hansard, 5th Ser. ii. 1133-8.
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of the Dreadnought class were temporarily disabled, this

superiority in numbers might disappear. Public opinion

had learned to reckon in terms of Dreadnoughts, and
tended unduly to depress the value of pre-Dread-

nought battleships. Moreover, there was room for all

manner of conjectures about the possibility of German
acceleration.

Mr. McKenna’s figures were challenged. Mr. Balfour

assumed that Germany might have twenty-one—even

twenty-five—^Dreadnoughts in 1912. The Prime Minister

supported the estimate made by the Admiralty and Mr.
McKenna gave a more detailed statement about the

‘anticipated’ ships of the 1909-10 German programme.*

‘I think it is desirable to tell everything to the House. . . . All

I can say is that I know that two (ships of the 1909-1910 pro-

gramme) are not laid down, although for these two materials

I believe have been collected and armaments are in course of

construction. Two are not actually laid down. As regards the

other two, I know one is actually laid down, and with regard

to the fourth ship I know nothing. ... As regards the completion

of these four ships, I have no doubt that those which are not

laid down will not be completed before August, 1911.’

Mr. McKenna’s speech and the attacks of the Opposi-
tion upon the delay of the Government in taking action

after they had received information about German ac-

celeration had two immediate results. The first result

was an excitement in the whole country verging upon
panic. Neither Lord Rosebery nor Mr. Frederic Harri-

son were likely to be affected by hysterical jingoism, yet

each of them wrote letters to The Times on the need for

immediate action. The Times made strong comments
upon the danger of a German hegemony in Europe, and
asked for the inclusion of the four ‘contingent’ British

ships in the substantive programme. The Conservative

press was unanimous in supporting a large programme.
Most of the Liberal papers accepted Mr. McKenna’s

* For the debates on the estimates of 1909-10 see Hansard, 5th Ser. ii

and iii.



228 THE DEBATE ON THE BRITISH

arguments. The Manchester Guardian thought that the

Admiralty must be pul in as favourable a position as

Germany, but that the four ‘contingent’ ships need not

be laid down before i April igio and could be included

in the 1910-1
1
programme. The Liverpool Daily Post was

‘filled with despair’, but could not deny ‘the force of

Mr. McKenna’s plea’. The debate had a similar effect

in the Dominions. On 22 March the Governor of New
Zealand telegraphed to the Secretary of State for the

Colonies an offer from the people ofNew Zealand to bear

the cost of one, and if necessary, two Dreadnoughts.'

The second result was zii admission by Tirpitz that the

contracts for two ships of the 1910-1
1
programme had in

fact been given in advance of the normal date. Metter-

nich protested to Grey about Mr. McKenna’s estimate of

German construction. Grey answered that Mr. McKenna
had come to him on the evening before the speech and

had ‘at first been astounded’ at Metternich’s figures,

since the Admiralty ‘had positive information that more

ships than were consistent with Count Metternich’s state-

ment were already under construction, indeed had actu-

ally been seen’. Mr. McKenna assumed that Metternich

meant to exclude the large armoured cruisers. Grey asked

Metternich whether his statement included these cruisers.*

Metternich had already telegraphed for authority to deny

that preparations had been made for ships of the 1909-10

class by the collection of materials and laying down keels

in several yards.^ On 17 March Tirpitz told Billow that

‘two ships of the 1909 class had been assured by contract

to private yards, subject to the approval of the Reichstag,

in order to secure better prices and to prevent the forma-

tion of a trust’. Tenders for the other two ships of this

class would not be put out before the autumn of 1909.^

If this admission had been made two months earlier in

' See Hansard, 5th Ser. ii. 1777-8.
* B.D.D. vi. 242-3. See also Hansard, 5th Ser. xxii. 2510-11. D.G.P.

xxviii. 108-10. Grey again suggested an exchange of information through

the naval attaches.
3 See above, pp. 217-18. D.G.P. xxviii. 107.
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answer to Mr. McKenna’s question to Widenmann, or

Grey’s questions to Mcttcrnich, the explanation might

have carried more weight. The facts were told to Grey

on 18 March.* Grey answered that ‘this [giving of con-

tracts for two ships] was exactly what the Admiralty had
told me had happened with regard to all four ships’. He
added that

‘getting information in this way was very confusing. With
regard to two of the earliest ships I had been told that materials

had been collected in advance before the laying down, because

the designs were not ready. From another source—I thought

it had been from him [Metternich], but he said it was not—

I

had heard that the building of ships had been accelerated in

order to provide against unemployment. Now I hadjust learned
that, with regard to two of the most recent ships, contracts had
been promised in advance in order to prevent the formation

of a Trust.’

Once again Grey suggested an exchange of information

through the naval attaches.*

The German explanation was accepted by the British

Government, though Grey noted that the problem of

reconciling the German statement with ‘other informa-

tion or statements given to the Admiralty’ remained to

be solved .3 On 17 March a debate on the German naval

estimates was opened in the Reichstag. Tirpitz said that

the British forecasts were wrong, and claimed that Ger-

many would only have completed thirteen Dreadnoughts
in the autumn of 1912. The German press did not pub-
lish a full account ofthe debate in the House ofCommons,
but Count Revendow, in the Tdgliche Rundschau of ig

March, spoke of acceleration in the rate of building the

ships ofthe 1908-9 and 1909—10 programmes as a ‘matter

ofcommon knowledge’. Colonel Gadke wrote a few days

later in the Berliner Tageblatt that ‘beyond any doubt it

' B.D.D. vi. 244-6. There is no reference to Grey’s remarks in the

account in D.G.P. xxviii. 1 13-14 of a conversation between Grey and
Metternich on 18 March. See AppendixVI for a conversation on 19 March.

2 Billow had told Metternich not to raise the question of an exchange of

information. D.G.P. xxviii. 1 14-15. ® B.D.D. vi. 244.
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is possible that the German navy in 1 9 1 2 will number not

less than thirteen Dreadnoughts and three battle cruisers

(i.e. Invincibles) even without further acceleration’ (i.e.

three more ships than the number announced by Tirpitz

in the Reichstag^

.

The first semi-official statement about the giving of

contracts for the German ships appeared in the Kolnische

Zeitung on 21 March. It was said that the contracts had

been promised for ‘industrial-financial’, not for ‘military’,

reasons. The Government could get better terms, and

the firms would not ha\-e to dismiss any of their workmen.

Only two contracts had been promised, and the date for

the completion of the ships was put at three \ ears from

the voting of the estimates in the Reichstag. As tenders

had not, apparently, been invited for the remaining two

large ships, their completion might be delayed until the

winter of 1912. The ‘average’ date of completion, there-

fore, would be the autumn of 1912. The Twer pointed out

that, according to the admissions of the Kolnische

two ofthe ships might be completed in the spring of 1912,

i.e. three years from the voting of the credits, and the

‘average date’ might be the summer of 1912.*

On 29 March a vote of censure on the shipbuilding

policy of the Government was moved in the House of

Commons.^ Grey made the most important speech in the

debate. He dealt with the question of acceleration, but

also covered a wider field. On the general question of

armaments Grey spoke plainly.

‘The great countries ofEurope are raising enormous re\’enues,

and something like half of them is being spent on na\ al and

military preparations. You may call it national insurance, that

is perfectly true, but it is equally true that half the national

revenue of the great countries in Europe is being spent on what

is [jz'c], after all, preparations to kill each other. Surely the

extent to which this expenditure has grown really becomes a

satire, and a reflection on civilisation. Not in our generation,

perhaps, but if it goes on at the rate at which it has recently

' The Times, 22 March 1909. ^ Hansard, 5th Ser. iii. 39—146.
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increased, sooner or later I believe it will submerge that civilisa-

tion. ... Is it to be wondered that the hopes and aspirations of

the best men in the leading countries are devoted to trying to

find some means of checking it?’

Grey could find no way of escape from the competition

in armaments by the unilateral disarmament of Great

Britain.

‘Ifwe alone, among the great Powers, gave up the competition

and sank into a position of inferiority, what good should we do?

None whatever, no good to ourselves because we cannot realize

great ideals of social reform at home when we are holding our

existence at the mercy, at the caprice if you like, of another

nation. That is not feasible. Ifwe fall into a position ofinferior-

ity our self-respect is gone, and it removes that enterprise which

is essential both to the material success of industry and to the

carrying out of great ideals, and you fall into a state of apathy.

We should cease to count for anything amongst the nations of

Europe, and we should be fortunate if our liberty was left, and
we did not become the conscript appendage of some stronger

Power. That is a brutal way of stating the case, but it is the

truth. It is disagreeable that it should be so, but in matters

like this I know of no safe way except to look at what is dis-

agreeable frankly in the face, and to state it, if necessary, in its

crudest form.’

From this standpoint Grey considered the place of the

navy in British policy.

‘There is no comparison between the importance of the Ger-

man Navy to Germany, and the importance of our Navy to

us. Our Navy is to us what their Army is to them. To have
a strong Navy would increase their prestige, their diplomatic

influence, their power of protecting their commerce; but as

regards us—^it is not a matter of life and death to them that it is

to us. No superiority ofthe British Navy over the German Navy
could ever put us in a position to affect the independence or

integrity of Germany, because our Army is not maintained on
a scale which, unaided, could do anything on German terri-

tory. But if the German Navy were superior to ours, they,

maintaining the Army which they do, for us it would not be a
question ofdefeat. Our independence, our very existence would
be at stake.’
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Grey did not think that German and British interests

were necessarily hostile.

‘As regards our future diplomatic relations with Germany, I

see a wide space in which both of us may walk in peace and
amity. Two things, in my opinion two extreme things, would

produce conflict. One is an attempt by us to isolate Germany.

No nation ofher standing and her position would stand a policy

of isolation assumed by neighbouring Powers. . . . Another

thing which would certainly produce a conflict would be the

isolation of England, the isolation ofEngland attempted by any

great Continental Power so as to dominate and dictate the

policy of the Continent. That always has been so in history.

The same reasons which have caused it in history would cause

it again. But between these two extremes of isolation and

domination there is a wide space in which the two nations can

walk together in a perfectly friendly way; and just as there is

no reason to apprehend on our part that we shall pursue a

policy of isolation of Germany, so also I see just as litde reason

to apprehend that Germany will pursue a deliberate policy of

isolation of this country.’

Although there was no reason to assume an inevitable

conflict of interests between England and Germany, the

competition in naval armaments between the two coun-

tries was disturbing Europe.

‘Public opinion in Germany and in the world at large increas-

ingly measures the probable relations ofEngland and Germany
by their respective naval expenditure. An increase in naval

expenditure on both sides is undoubtedly viewed by public

opinion with apprehension. On the other hand, a decrease

of naval expenditure will immediately produce a feeling of

increased security and peace. If I was asked to name the one

thing which would mostly reassure the world—or reassure

Europe—with regard to the prospects ofpeace, I think it would

be that the naval expenditure in Germany would be diminished,

and that ours was following suit, and being diminished also.’

The British Government wanted to come to an agree-

ment which would end the competition. There was,

however, a difficulty in the way of an arrangement of

this kind.
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‘On what basis would any arrangement have to be proposed?

Not the basis of equality. It must be the basis of a superiority

of the British Navy. No German, so far as I know, disputes that

that is a natural point of view for us. But it is another thing

to ask the German Government to expose itself before its own
public opinion to a charge of having cooperated to make the

attainment of our views easier. That is the difficulty which it

is only fair to state.’

For this reason Grey had limited his suggestion to an
exchange ofinformation satisfactory to the naval authori-

ties on each side. The anxiety which had arisen from
uncertainty about the rate ofGerman construction would
be removed if each country had clear knowledge that the

other was not secretly preparing a surprise.

From the problem of avoiding public and acrimonious

discussions Grey turned to the particular difficulty with

which the British Government had been faced in the

absence offull information about German plans. He had
taken the precaution of telling Metternich what he pro-

posed to say about German intentions.' He explained to

the House that

‘we have been informed verbally, but quite definitely, that Ger-

many will not accelerate her naval programme of construction,

and will not have 13 ships of the “Dreadnought” type, includ-

ing cruisers, till the end of 1912. ... I understand this to mean
13 ships will, or may be, ready for commission as distinct from

trial, by the end of 1912. We have also been told that contracts

for two ships for the financial year 1909-10 were promised in

advance to certain firms provided the money were granted by
the Reichstag afterwards. In addition to this we are informed

that these two ships for which orders have been promised in

advance, will be ready for trial trips at the earliest in April,

1912, and will not be ready for commission before October,

1912. As regards the remaining two ships of the 1909-1910 pro-

gramme, not covered by this, we are informed that tenders will

be called for only late in the summer, and the orders will be

given two or three months later. . .

* B.D.D. vi. 253-4.
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These declarations of intention were accepted by the

British Govei'nment. How far did they affect the problem
of deciding the number of ships to be laid down in

Great Britain? Grey pointed out that Germany allowed

six months for trials. It would therefore be possible, ‘in

case of great emergency’, to use newly constructed ships

six months before the estimated time of completion, since

this estimate included the six months during which the

ships were at sea undergoing their trials. Furthermore,

the German declarations did not contain any reference to

the type of ship. If the ships would not be ready for trials

until April 1912, a very large sum had been allowed for

their construction in the estimates of the current year.

‘The slow rate of construction of these ships cannot, in

our opinion, absorb all the money to be or being allocated

unless there is some change of type.’ For this reason the

British Admiralty had decided to wait until the German
ships were launched before laying down the four ‘contin-

gent’ ships in their programme.
Finally, there was the possibility of a change of inten-

tion on the part of Germany. The German declaration

said nothing about the collection ofmaterial which would
enable construction to be accelerated if there were a

change ofintention. In Grey’s words:

‘Another point which the German declaration does not cover

is the extent to which turrets may be prepared in advance,

without orders being given for definite ships. It means this,

that your intention to accelerate is one thing, while your power
to accelerate ir anv-.h.-.-. The German intention not to acceler-

ate their prog; "'mme we perfectly accept, but in all good faith,

without any breach of undertaking, even if it were an under-

taking, they could accumulate the power of increasing gun
mountings, of increasing plant necessary for “Dreadnoughts”,

and they could accumulate the power to accelerate, supposing

the European situation changed and with it their intention.’

In other words, although the ships under construction in

1909-10 might not be completed before 1912, the ten
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Dreadnoughts of the programmes of later years ‘might

appear very rapidly in 1913 and 1914’.

At a later stage in the debate the Prime Minister

repeated Grey’s arguments in a shorter form and more
polished language. He explained once more that Great
Britain was ready to come to an understanding about

shipbuilding.

‘There is really no satisfactory way in the long run of dealing

with this most deplorable competition in naval shipbuilding

except . . . either by agreement on both sides to slacken the

rate of construction, or, if that be impossible, at any rate by
the grant of reciprocal facilities to authorised persons for the

ascertainment of the actual progress of shipbuilding, both in

one country and in the other. I am sorry to say that both these

ways of escape appear for the time—I trust not permanently

—

to be blocked. That being so, while we pay every regard to

declarations of intention ... we cannot build upon them, , . .

We are obliged by the most simple and elementary requirements

ofprecaution to act as though the present intention ofGermany
may peradventure be subsequently modified, but to take also

into account that their present productive facilities will cer-

tainly not be diminished.’*

• The excitement which the debates on the naval estimates and vote of

censure had aroused in England was not merely reflected in by-elections.

The Times of 30 March contained a full-page advertisement of Eno’s Fruit

Salt headed ‘The Command of the Sea and British Policy’. After quotations

from Goethe and Spenser Wilkinson, the question was asked: ‘What is

10,000 times more terrible than war? Answer: ‘outraged nature. Eno’s

Fruit Salt . , . etc.’ On the following day another large advertisement

appeared with a rough sketch of a Dreadnought, and the words ‘The two-

Power standard—the Dreadnought of disease—^Wincarnis.’ Early in July
a Dreadnought was introduced as one of the set pieces in the Crystal Palace

Fireworks. On 17 March an experiment, previously arranged between the

War Office and the Automobile Association, for the transport of a battalion

of troops by private cars from London to the coast and back, had revived

the interest of the ‘sensational’ press in the question of a German invasion.

There were absurd stories in May of mysterious airships floating above

British towns at night. These were subsequently explained as small balloons

sent up to advertise a firm of motor-car manufacturers. Another rumour
described a large store of German rifles and ammunition within a quarter of

a mile ofCharing Gross station. This rumour was traced back to a purchase

of old rifles by the Society of Miniature Rifle Clubs; the rifles in question

were temporarily stored by the Society’s bankers near the Law Courts.
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The Prime Minister also repeated Grey’s assurance that

the country would maintain a sufficient lead in the

machinery and plant necessary for the production of

armour and armaments. The Cabinet had taken action

between November 1908 and February 1909 to secure

adequate preparations on the part of private firms for

a ‘large additional output of gun-mountings’.*

Tirpitz also made a statement on 29 March about the

allocation of contracts.^ He told the Reichstag that two

ships had been promised to private yards. The promise

had been made for business reasons, and the prices

obtained had been comparatively low. The Imperial

yards could only undertake two of the four ships of the

1909-10 programme. If the contracts for four ships were

put out simultaneously, it would be known that the

Imperial yards could only undertake two of the four; the

private yards would then be able to raise their terms.

If the contracts for two ships were already allocated to

private yards, the Imperial yards would be able to com-

pete for the remaining two ships; the shipbuilding firms

could not raise their terms above the prices at which the

work could be done in the Imperial yards. There was no

question of accelerating the construction of the two ships

already allocated. No money had been obtained even

indirectly from German banks for the contractors through

the agency of the German Admiralty.

The explanation was not wholly convincing. It left out

of account any change of intentions. It did not give any

reason why the amount of the instalments for the ships

’ This statement was questioned in Parliament at the time, but con-

firmed, as far as the Elswick Ordnance Works and Vickers’ were concerned,

by Mr. McKenna on 5 April 1909. The Coventry Ordnance Works had

also lai-'* down a new plant. Hansard, 5th Ser. iii. 714-16.
’ For 'Orpitz’s speech, see D.G.P. xxviii. 136-7, n. 2. Tirpitz had given

a similar explanation to the British naval attach^ on 28 March. When
Captain Heath mentioned the possibility of a change in the German
intentions, ‘this statement rather started the Admiral off again; he said that

to talk of possibilities was nonsense, the possibilities of either nation were

incalculable, and in any case “ I have stated our fixed intention, andmy word
ought to be trusted” ’. B.D.D. vi. 255-6.
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should have been increased. No reference was made to

the questions put by Grey to Metternich. If the alloca-

tion of contracts had been made simply for business

reasons, why had the facts been concealed? Tirpitz did

not mention that one of the ships had already been laid

down. This fact was admitted three months later in the

Kolnische ^eitung. According to this paper, the ship was
laid down at the beginning of March. The British

Admiralty had reason to believe that it had been laid

down at an earlier date. Furthermore, as The Times

pointed out, Tirpitz’s statement that none of the ships

would be ready for service before the autumn of 1 9 1 2 con-

tradicted the semi-official notice in the Kolnische 2̂ eitmg

of 21 March. ^

The value of Tirpitz’s assurances was not increased for

British readers by his remarks on the larger question of

a naval agreement. Mr. Asquith had explained in Parlia-

ment on 16 and 29 March that attempts to reach an
understanding with Germany which would reduce ex-

penditure on armaments had not been successful.* Tirpitz

denied that any offers had been made to Germany. ^ The
British Government was ready to publish Grey’s con-

versations with Metternich, but to this proposal the Ger-

man Government would not agree. Grey then asked what
Germany would suggest. ‘Gount Metternich demurred
to the German Government being asked to say anything.

Schon, however, told the Budget Committee ofthe Reich-

stag that while the British Government had expressed a

general readiness to enter into a naval understanding,

no formal proposal had been made. Biilow himself used

practically the same language. ^ The German statements

were technically right; from the British point ofview they

did not encourage a belief in the reliability of German
explanations. Even the hzdf-hearted statements of Schon

* See above, p. 230. * Hansard, 5th Ser. ii. 956-7.
* B.D.D. vi. 250-1. B.D.D. vi. 244—5.
® B.D.D. vi. 244-58, passim. For the draft of Bulow’s statements, see

D.G.P. xxviii. 137-8.
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and Billow that a formal offer had not been made because

it was known that this offer would have been refused did

not reveal the fact that all the suggestions had come from

Great Britain and all the refusals from Germany.*
Tirpitz continued his complaints against Mr. McKenna,

and the Emperor wrote to Billow early in April about the

English ‘Dreadnoughtschweinerei’.* It is therefore worth

while summarizing the situation from the British point of

view in the language used by the German Ambassador
in an attempt to explain this point of view to his own
Government.^

‘Until November last (1908) the British Government believed

that in our naval law it possessed a standard ofreasonable accur-

acy with which to regulate its own annual shipbuilding require-

ments. On January 4 Sir E. Grey put to me three sphinx-like

riddles which concerned the acceleration of our ship-building

beyond the terms of our programme. He came back more than

once to the point. . . . Two months later ... I was authorised

to state that we did not propose any acceleration and that we
should have the 13 Dreadnoughts only at the end of 1912. A
week ago I was authorised to tell Sir E. Grey that two ships of

our 09/10 programme had already been secured by contract

for private yards. As far as is known here, the money for their

construction has been obtained by the firms concerned from

our banks under the guarantee of the Admiralty.* Until last

November it was assumed here that the execution of our pro-

gramme depended on the annual financial vote ofthe Reichstag.

’ During the debate on the vote ofcensure Grey explained in Parliament

that there was at least three possible ‘arrangements’
;

(
i ) A general agreement

to limit or diminish naval expenditure; (2) an annual understanding about

naval budgets; (3) exchange of information about naval construction with

mutual control. (Hansard, 5th Ser. iii. 59-60.) Grey had pointed out in

December 1908 that Bulow was scarcely fair to Great Britain in stating that

‘no proposals had been made to Germany’. The statement might be technic-

ally correct, but it did not show that overtures made by Great Britain were

not well received by Germany. B.D.D. vi. 172-3.
* For Tirpitz’s complaints see B.D.D. vi. 255-6. For the Emperor’s lan-

guage see a carious letter to Bulow in D.G.P. xxviii. 145-7, 3 April 1909.

^ D.G.P. xxviii. 123-6.
* This fact was denied by Tirpitz. (B.D.D. vi. 255.) Mettcrnich’s dispatch

was peppered with annotations by the Emperor. (‘Nonsense’
—

‘This is abso-

lutely not so’
—

‘No’, &c.) There is no Imperial annotation to this sentence.
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This security has now disappeared. The present Government
has indeed our assurance that we do not wish to accelerate

our “tempo” and that we shall have no more than thirteen

Dreadnoughts in the year 1912; but the Government maintains

that, although these may be our intentions at present, we have

every right to change them at any moment we may wish to do
so. The Government feels that in this important question it is

groping in the dark in respect to our ship-building, and that

it must not be dependent upon the good intentions of a foreign

government—^intentions which may change. Sir J. Fisher, e.g.,

believes that the ordinary money votes for the German navy

are sufficient for us to have seventeen Dreadnoughts in 1912.’
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y LATER HISTORY OF THE QUESTION OF
GERMAN ACCELERATION, 1909-12

The sequel to this stormy controversy may be told very

briefly. There was no acceleration of the German
programme after March 1909. No more contracts were
allotted in advance of the votes in the Reichstag. In the

absence of documentary evidence on the German side it

is impossible at present to write the last word on the

subject. Opinion in Great Britain to which value must

be attached was unconvinced by Tirpitz’s explanations,

and remained certain that an attempt at acceleration had

been made. According to this view the attempt was

abandoned for an obvious reason. The discovery of the

essential facts defeated the object of the plan. The deci-

sion to anticipate the published programme had been

taken at a moment when there was some chance of suc-

cess. The margin ofBritish superiority was already lessen-

ing. The British programme for 1908-9 was only two

ships to four German ships. The Liberal Cabinet might

give way in 1909, as they had given way in 1908, to the

pressure of their own supporters. Even if they decided

to double the programme ofthe previous year, they would

not neutralize the effects of German acceleration. Then
came the discovery of the facts. This discovery was

followed by the statement that any German acceleration

would be followed by an overwhelming increase in British

construction. The plan had failed. It had caused almost

a panic in Great Britain, and a building programme of

eight ships in a single year. The German ships of the

1908-9 and 1909-10 programmes were not completed in

advance of the ‘normal’ time; but this is no evidence of

German intentions in the winter of 1908 and the spring of

1909. Once the idea ofacceleration had been repudiated,

it would have been more than foolish to make another
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attempt. There was always, in German minds, the fear

of a preventive war.

This explanation was put forward by the British naval
attaches at Berlin. Captain Heath came to the end of his

period of service as attache in August 1910. His last

report was a summary of his impressions during his two
years’ residence in Germany. He mentioned the collec-

tion of material and provisional placing of contracts in

the autumn of 1908. He added: ‘The German Naval
authorities did their best to show that this meant no
acceleration of the building programme, but there is no
getting over the fact, that work on at least one of these

ships was commenced in the Schichau Yard before the

estimate had received the approval of the Reichstag.’

Captain Heath also discussed Tirpitz’s assertion that Ger-

man yards could not complete ships in less than three

years.

‘The German Naval Authorities state officially, that their

ships are built, viz. are ready for steam trials in from 36 to

42 months, from the first of April of the year in which they are

authorised. An endeavour was made to shew that this meant,

that no ship would be completed in less than 36 months. This

fable was dispelled last year when it was officially stated that

neither the plans nor the contracts for the battleships “E(rsatz)

Heimdall” and “E(rsatz) Hildebrand” had been completed

before the Autumn of 1909, and yet these ships must be com-
pleted in 36 to 42 months from the ist of April that year. . . .

Again, ... it is stated that the cruiser “G” is to be delivered in

33 months, presumably from the ist ofApril 1908, although the

contract was only completed in September of that year.’^

Captain Watson, who succeeded Captain Heath as

naval attache, reported in January 1912:

‘Evidence that has come to me during the past 17 months goes

‘ B.D.D. vi. 508-9. In November 1910, the German Admiralty said that

these ships would be completed, respectively, in the summer and autumn of

1912. Mr. McKenna stated in the House of Commons that the Nassau, the

fust of the German Dreadnoughts, was commissioned for trials within

two years and two months of the laying down of the keel in August 1907.

(Hansard, 5th Ser. xviii. 664.)

4I»2 R
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to show that during the years in which the British Naval Esti-

mates were reduced and prior to the introduction of the addi-

tional 4 British Armoured Ships being laid down (making 8 in

one year), the activity in German Naval circles, Ports, and

Yards, was extremely great.' During this period the German
Naval Officers appear to have had an idea that they might be

able to build sufficiently near to the British Naval strength as

to be able by means of Allies and assiduous work on their part

to successfully compete with the British Fleet. . . . Up to the last

it was thought in German Naval circles that the 8 Armoured
Ships, voted in one year, would not be laid down; and when
they actually were, evidence in Germany goes to prove that the

before prevailing [sir] general Naval activity was greatly

diminished.’^

Captain Watson had already reported that there had

been ‘acceleration and anticipation’ of the official Ger-

man programme in 1909, and that ‘strong evidence

existed to show that . .

,

two ships were commenced some

three months before the estimate year 1909 began’. In

spite ofTirpitz’s denials, Captain Watson noted the report

that the firms to which the contracts for these ships were

allotted had been ‘assured financially by allocation of

Savings Bank Funds’. ^ The Correspondent of The Times

in Berlin believed that the attempt at acceleration had
been given up only after the announcement of the large

British programme. ‘As soon as they (the Germans) saw

the result of their giving an earlier order for the Olden-

burg was to quicken action on this side, they determined

not to continue a course which could only lead to ruinous

competition.’'^ This view was held by the Conservative

press, and carried with it a criticism of the Liberal

' Goschen also held the view that ‘the activity in German dockyards has

a tendency to increase or decrease in inverse ratio to that of Great Britain’,

see below, p. 292.
® B.D.D. vi. 656-7. s B.D.D. vi. 555-6.
The Times, 17 February igii. On4March igii the possibility offurther

German acceleration was mentioned in The Times. The question whether

German acceleration was given up as a result of the four ‘contingent ships’

was ‘perhaps rather a matter of debatable opinion rather than a positive

matter of demonstrable fact’. Germany had the power and the right to

accelerate her progranune, if she wished to do so.
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Government. If the Government had maintained the

programme laid down in the Cawdor memorandum, the

German Admiralty would never have begun to acceler-

ate their programme.' The reductions made by the

Liberals were not an economy, because they had
encouraged the Germans to speed up their rate of con-

struction and anticipate their programme.
The programme of eight ships had a reassuring effect

upon British public opinion. In March 1909 The Times

began a series ofarticles onGerman and British facilities for

shipbuilding and armament manufacture. These articles

were continued in the Engineering Supplement of The Times

for more than twelve months, and were followed by an
account of similar resources in Austria-Hungary. The
information was of a general kind; but it left no doubt
that Great Britain still held a very considerable lead over

other Powers.

The excitement did not die down at once, and the

comfortable belief that Great Britain could always afford

to wait until other Powers had shown their plans was
given up by experts as well as by the general public. The
competition between Great Britain and Germany ap-

peared a little sharper, while the heavy financial cost of

the 1909-10 programme of eight ships added to the

exasperation ofLiberals and the difficulties ofthe Govern-

ment. It was necessary to justify every increase in naval

expenditure by reference to Germany, and every refer-

ence to German plans and intentions produced angry

criticism in the German press.

In the earlysummer of 1909 there was further discussion

about the four ‘contingent’ ships. The Government was
not finally committed to these ships. The Conservatives

wanted them to be laid down as quickly as possible; the

left wing ofthe Liberals, which was more ready to accept

German than British estimates and assurances, believed

that Tirpitz’s statement made a programme ofeight ships

' This view was expressed in plain words by Lord Charles Beresford in

the House of Commons on 4 July 1910. Hansard, 5th Ser. xviii. 1383.
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unnecessary, and refused to take into account the possi-

bility of a change of plan in Germany. On the other

hand it was difficult to make accurate comparisons be-

tween German and British rates of construction or to

calculate the dates upon which ships would be completed.

For these reasons the way was open for the most ex-

aggerated calculations. Ministers were faced on the one

hand with charges ofsurrender to panic, and on the other

hand with all manner of alarmist statistics. The ques-

tion of maintaining the two-Power standard was raised

in the House of Commons on 26 May. The answers of

the Government, though they were reasonable in them-

selves, were hardly consistent with the statement made
more than once by the Prime Minister in the winter of

1908-9 that this standard required ‘a preponderance of

10 per cent, over the combined strengths in capital ships

of the two next strongest Powers, whatever those Powers

may be’.’' In any case the emphasis laid by members on

each side of the House upon the extreme unlikelihood of

an Anglo-American war showed that the German fleet

alone was causing uneasiness.

In July the naval estimates were voted. ^ On 26 July

Mr. McKenna announced, when the shipbuilding vote

was under discussion, that the four ‘contingent ships’

would be included in the programme. The main reason

given for their inclusion was that Italy and Austria pro-

posed to build four Dreadnoughts. One Italian ship had

already been laid down; the second was to be laid down
within a short time, and the remaining two before the

end ofthe year 1909. The Austrian naval authorities had

prepared two large building slips, and were constructing

a large floating dock. These facts were already known to

the public. It was also known that Russia intended to

build four Dreadnoughts; the Russian plans had been

delayed owing to political reasons, and to along discussion

about designs. The Russian Admiralty considered Italian

* For the discussions upon the two-Power standard, see Appendix II.

* Hansarjd, 5th Ser. viii. 855-970.
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and German designs; finally they accepted British plans

and arranged that the ships should be built at St. Peters-

burg with assistance from the firm ofJohn Brown & Co.

In France a committee of naval inquiry was producing

disquieting evidence upon the state of the French navy;

at the end of April the Petit Parisien commented that ‘it

looks almost as if our naval authorities were depending

on our friends in order to assure the safety ofour Channel
and Atlantic coasts’. On 28 June the French commission

issued its report. The report was very long (220 pages

of text and 730 pages of evidence)
;
it included references

to the execution of shipbuilding programmes. Serious

delays had occurred between the sanctioning ofnew ships

in the Chamber and the settlement of plans and con-

tracts. ‘Months and generally years’ passed between the

allotment of contracts for different parts of a vessel, with

serious effect upon the homogeneity of the ship. The
report caused indignation in France. A month after its

publication all the heads of departments in the naval

service were changed; Admiral Boue de Lapeyr^re was
appointed Minister of Marine with a mandate to carry

out thorough-going reforms. It was clear that the British

Admiralty would have to take into account the possibility

ofAustrian Dreadnoughts in the Mediterranean without

reckoning also upon the certainty of a counterbalancing

number of French ships, and that for some time to come
the Russian fleet in the Baltic would not draw away
many new units of the German fleet.

Mr. McKenna still maintained that there had been an
acceleration of one ship in the German programme, ‘an

acceleration which is admitted, and of which the only

possible explanation that can be given is, that it was
desirable, in the opinion of the German Government, to

have the ship completed as early as possible.’ Later in

the debate Mr. McKenna was more explicit:

‘I gather from interruptions that there is a belief that Admiral
Tirpitz has contradicted in some essential matter something
I stated. Last March I said with regard to the German
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programme of 1909-1910 that the programme had been antici-

pated, that at the date of which I spoke one ship had been

actually laid down, beginning ist April, 1909;' that, as regards

two more ships, they had not been laid down; and that, as

regards the fourth, I did not know whether it had been laid

down or not. That statement I then made is admittedly true.

I stated also that orders had been given for certain parts of

ships for the 1909-1910 programme before ist April. I adhere

to that statement.’

Mr. McKenna said nothing about the large increase in

the instalments voted for German ships under construc-

tion. The Admiralty had been given no explanation of

this increase; but it was thought more tactful to make no

reference to the question in the debate.^ Grey had already

mentioned the point in his speech of 29 March.^

In November rgro Bethmann-Hollweg gave the British

Government the official dates for the completion of Ger-

man ships. The question of acceleration was not raised

from the German side. Grey mentioned the possibility,

and pointed out that the period of time allowed for the

completion of each ship allowed a considerable margin for

delay. The interruptions caused by strikes, for example,

had not made it necessary to move forward the dates of

completion ofany ship under construction.'^ The German
figures were shown to Captain Watson. He thought that,

in view of the measures taken in 1908 and 1909, ‘the

probable and possible date of completion of certain ships

would be three months earlier than the dates in the time-

table. Nevertheless Kiderlen-Waechter still refused to

recognize that the British Admiralty was bound to take

account ofpotential!ties ofconstruction as well as declara-

tions of intention, and that the British Government could

not let the safety of the country rest upon declarations of

intention which might at any time be changed, and

changed without notice.®

' See above, p. 227. * See below, p. 250-1. ’ See above, p. 234.

B.D.D. vi. 544-5; D.G.P. xxviii. 376-7, and 350-1.
5 B.D.D. vi. 555-7.
® D.G.P. xxviii. 378-9. The editors ofD.G.P. in their editorial comments
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When the estimates for the year 1910-11 were laid

before Parliament in March 1910 the subject of German
acceleration was again raised. In answer to questions

about the shipbuilding programmes of Italy and Austria

the Government had replied somewhat indefinitely; on
10 March Mr. McKenna said that one Dreadnought had
been laid down and that another was shortly to be laid

down in Italian yards. ^ The British estimates provided

for five capital ships. The Conservatives thought that the

ships should be laid down as soon as possible. The left wing
of the Liberals wanted fewer ships because the Austrian

programme had not been realized and that no accelera-

tion had taken place in Germany. On 15 March Mr.
McKenna was asked to give an estimate of the number
of German ships which would be completed by March
1913.* Once more he said that he could not name the

precise date upon which a ship would be ready. If con-

struction were accelerated in Germany and ifa completed

ship were put into commission at once without allowing

six months for trials, Germany would have seventeen

ships ready in the course of 1912, and twenty-one in 1913.

‘I do not know that Germany will have seventeen ships com-
missioned in 1912. I have no means of saying, but I do say that

the power of construction is such that she is capable of having

seventeen ships so far advanced as to be available for war in the

course of the year igi2. Consequendy I say she will have on
the same footing twenty-one similarly available in the course of

the year 1913. . . . What the Germans will do in 191 1 is open to

everyone to conjecture.’

On 31 March Mr. McKenna again said that, in his

opinion, ‘a German vessel of the “Dreadnought” type

could, if it is desired, be built in a less time than thirty-

six months’.

3

tend to ignore the reasons for the British attitude. Thus in a note in xxviii.

386-7, Mr. McKenna is represented as saying in October 1910 the opposite

ofwhat he had said in March 1909; no account is taken of the facts behind

the speech of 1909 or of the distinction between ‘actual’ and ‘possible’

acceleration. * Hansard, 5th Ser. xiv. 938, 1057-8, 1435, 1641.

* Hansard 5th Ser. xv. 246-7. ® Hansard, 5th Ser. xv. 1451.
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Tirpitz protested against Mr. McKenna’s figures. Grey

pointed out that Mr. McKenna was not doubting Ger-

many’s word, but only explaining that if circumstances

made it desirable for the German Government to acceler-

ate their programme, it was in their power to do so.^

Tirpitz wanted an official complaint to be made. Beth-

mann-Hollweg’s answer is interesting.^ The Chancellor

quoted a report of Mr. McKenna’s speech in The Times

of 1 6 March igio: ‘He (McKenna) did not say that

Germany would have 1 7 of these ships in commission in

1912. He had no means of knowing. What he said was

that Germany’s power of construction was such that she

was capable of having 1 7 ships so far advanced as to be

available in the course of the year 1913.’ Upon this

statement Bethmann-Hollweg commented:

‘I am unable to judge the accuracy of this statement, or of the

latest statement . . . of Mr. McKenna that a German ship of the

Dreadnought class can, if so desired, be built in a shorter time

than 36 months. If the statement is wrong, I should regard it

desirable to bring the fact to the notice of the British Govern-

ment if it is again necessary for us to take any official notice of

Mr. McKenna’s statements. If there are any reasons against

giving the British government an explicit declaration ... or

again if the German yards can actually accelerate construction,

then I think it is better not to raise the matter.’

The forecast given by Mr. McKenna in March was

confirmed by the Prime Minister at the voting of the

naval estimates in July.^ The Prime Minister pointed out

that the ‘acceleration or anticipation’ ofthe German pro-

gramme of which Ministers had spoken in the debates of

1909 had taken place, and that the facilities in Germany
for the rapid construction of Dreadnoughts had also

increased. Germany now built ships in a period not less

than two years and two months and not more than two

* D.G.P. xxviii. 308-9. There is no reference to the subject in the short

account of the conversation in B.D.D. vi. 442.
* D.G.P. xxviii. 312.
’ Hansard, 5th Ser. xix. 636-45.
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years and nine months, excluding the period of trials.

The British programme of five ships would provide the

country with twenty-five Dreadnoughts in the spring of

1913; Germanywould certainlypossess twenty-one in 1 9 1

3

or early in 1914. These figures did not include the two
Dreadnoughts offered by Australia and New Zealand,

and took no account ofships which were being laid down
in Italy and might be laid down in Austria. After the

financial year 191 i-i 2 the German programme fell to two
large ships a year. The British number depended on the

annual estimates.

The Liberal and Labour members in favour of naval

retrenchment raised the question ofGerman acceleration

several times in the spring of 1911,’' but little general

interest was aroused. On 13 March 1911 Mr. J. M.
Macdonald brought forward in the House of Commons
a motion to reduce expenditure on the army and navy.

The motion had no chance of success, and the mover
himself admitted that Great Britain ought to possess ‘an

adequate superiority ofDreadnoughts’. One of the main
charges against the Government was that they had been
entirely mistaken in their estimate of German construc-

tion, and that they had caused unnecessary panic, and
undertaken unnecessary construction in 1909. To this

charge Mr. McKenna was able to give a full answer.*

The answer is worth quoting at length, since it sum-
marizes the policy of the British Government in the

period between 1909 and 1911. Mr. McKenna pointed

out that the statements of fact which he had made to the

House in March 1909 had not been disputed. The attack

rested upon the inferences which the Admiralty drew

' 9, 13, and 20 February and 6 and 13 March 191 1.

* For the debate, see Hansard, 5th Ser. xxii. 1877-1999. The motion
was amended as follows: ‘That this house views with profound anxiety and
regret the continued necessity for the maintenance by this Country of large

armaments, and would welcome the establishment of international arrange-

ments under which the Great Powers would simultaneously restrict their

warlike preparations.’ In this form the motion was accepted without a
division.
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from the facts. Furthermore, it was alleged that, after

the German Government had explained the facts, the

Government still laid down the four ‘contingent’ ships.

‘I must ask the House to remember that German capital ships

are paid for by four annual instalments. In the winter of 1908-9

I had before me the German estimates for the year 1909-10. I

saw in those Estimates that the first two instalments for the four

ships which were laid down in 1908-9, and belonging to the

programme of 1908-9, amounted to close on £1,300,000—that

is to say, that the two instalments were within £go,ooo of the

amount of the first three instalments for the ships belonging to

the 1906-7 programme. The fact of this great increase in the

amount ofmoney which has been devoted to the building of the

ships might mean either of two things, or it might mean both

of them. It might mean that the ships were going to be built

earlier and quicker, and in consequence larger instalments

would be necessary in the first three years, or it might mean
that the ships were going to be of a much greater size and cost.

. . . With these alternatives before me . . . what did I know? I

knew, as is admitted to be the fact, that two of the contracts

for the year 1909-10 programme had already been promised in

the year 1908, and I knew as well that one of the ships was laid

down and a considerable amount of work done upon it, and on

the other of the two ships for which the contract was promised,

although it was not actually laid down the material was gathered

and all was ready to be laid down. I described the condition

of affairs at that time as being this, that one ship was laid down
and two ships were not laid down, and as to the fourth I could

not say whether it was or was not. I knew these facts. Was I

justified in venturing to think that perhaps this larger amount

of money voted in the first two years was intended to pay for

the ships for which contracts had been promised in anticipation

of I St April, 1909? That was the inference I drew. ... I believed

it was the intention to finish the ships earlier. I had no informa-

tion to the contrary. The representative of the Admiralty in

Germany had no means of getting information to the contrary,

and I could only draw such conclusions as the facts permitted

me to do. Thirteen days after I made my statement to the

House as to my belief as to the time when the German ships

would be delivered I corrected it, and I gave the House the
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official German figures as to the date when the German ships

would be delivered. . . . Why did I not withdraw my request for

the four contingent ships when I knew that these other ships

were not going to be built? The House will remember that if

the larger amount of the first instalment did not mean quicker

building it meant larger ships. What are the facts about the

ships? We know now that the whole amount is in the Estimates.

. . . The first four German battleships of the Nassau class (the

first German Dreadnoughts) cost ;^i,8oo,ooo each; the three

battleships laid down in 1908—and these were the ships I had
in view—cost ;(|2,300,000 each. . . . The difference in cost is

ten times the difference in cost between the “Dreadnoughts”
and the “Lord Nelson”. ‘ What could I do? I should have come
down to the House in the month ofJuly, 1909, and stated this

fact. I should have told the House that I had accepted the

statement made on behalf of the German Government, but that

my inference was wrong as to dates, and my inference as

to size and cost must be right. Would that have been useful at

the time? ... I was really unwilling to say anything at the time

which could be calculated to cause a scare . . . but I had ... to

consider that Germany would have six of these (larger) ships

probably completed in April, 1912, and that we should have two
ofthese larger types. I availed myself of the power to build four

more, and I laid down four more large ships, which would give

this country six, as against the German six in the spring of 1912.’

The explanation given, or rather repeated, to the House
satisfied most members, but the old charges of deliberate

misrepresentation were raised once more against the

Government during the discussion of the naval estimates

a few days later.* One new fact was contributed to the

subject. Mr. McKenna said that, in March igog he

could only explain Metternich’s figures by assuming that

they referred to battleships and excluded large cruisers.^

After Mr. McKenna ceased to be First Lord of the

Admiralty, there was no occasion for bringing up garbled

and unfidr references to his speeches on the shipbuilding

question. Mr. Churchill had taken no part in the public

’ This figure is incorrect. The difference between the cost of the Dread-

nought and the Lord Nelson was ^181,000.
* Hansard, 5th Ser. xxii. 2457-2558. ’ Id. 2510-11.
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discussions of 1909 on the naval question; he came to the

Admiralty in 1911, when the question of acceleration

was no longer a living issue. There were other and
more topical arguments at the disposal ofthose who wished

to attack the Government for building too few or too many
large ships. Comparisonswere made, and questions asked,

about the relative speed of construction in Great Britain

and Germany, but the public now understood that this

problem could not be answered in simple terms, while

the Admiralty always claimed that their plans took full

account of German ‘potentialities’ of construction.

Two later references to the subject may be mentioned.

In February and March 1912—the months which had

been the subject of much discussion three years earlier—

Mr. Churchill answered questions in the House of Com-
mons about the time taken in the construction of capital

ships in Great Britain and Germany since the laying down
of the Dreadnought in October 1905. The average German
time was 39-41 months from the date oforder to the date of

the completion of trials. The average British time was 28

months. Mr. Churchill said that the figures did not neces-

sarily give ‘an adequate criterion forjudging the compara-

tive rapidity of construction in the two countries’, and the

Admiralty annotated the figures: ‘The above table relates

to facts and is not necessarily a measure of capability.’^

Some months earlier^ The Times had quoted a state-

ment by the Kiel correspondent of the Kolnische ^eitung

congratulating the German yards on ‘the noteworthy

achievement ofcompleting three Dreadnoughts

—

Ostfries-

land, Helgoland, and Thiiringen—^in a period ranging from

31-^- to 33J months’, in spite of strikes lasting two months.

‘With the increase in displacement there has been

a constant reduction of the period of construction’ of a

German battleship. The Times was ‘unwilling to specu-

late what would be the results of construction under

pressure, or of a further progress in the “constant reduc-

tion” of the time necessary for building German ships’.

* Hansard, 5th Ser. xxxiv. 1331-2 and xxxv. 1 70-4. *
14August 1 9 1 1

.
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NEGOTIATIONS AT CROSS-PURPOSES
I. APRIL-JUNE, 1909

Throughout the difficult period in which the British

Government was trying to discover the facts about

German shipbuilding Grey never allowed the question

of a naval agreement to recede into the background. In

his interviews with Mettemich he had kept in view the

possibility of such an agreement.* He had suggested in

Parliament a general discussion between the two coun-

tries upon the naval question, a comparison of naval

estimates, an exchange ofinformation which would avoid

misunderstandings on questions of fact. Mettemich con-

tinued to report that the German navy, and not Ger-

man trade competition, alarmed and exasperated British

opinion. Finally, the announcement that Great Britain

would build eight Dreadnoughts as an answer to the

German programme made it clear that for the time at

least Germany would remain in the ‘danger-zone’. At
enormous cost Germany was building a battle fleet with

which she dared not engage the fleet of Great Britain.

This German fleet had not the ‘alliance value’ for which
its builders had hoped. The first Moroccan crisis had
not destroyed the Anglo-French entente; the Bosnian crisis

had not affected the solid results of the Anglo-Russian

agreement.

On the other hand, with the evidence of fact pointing

in the opposite direction, the naval party in Germany
still expounded the ‘risk’ theory as though the relations

of the Great Powers had remained unchanged since the

end of the nineteenth century. The Jahrbuch fiir Deutsch-

lands Seeinteressen—commonly known as Nauticus—may be

taken as representing the views which the naval party

put before the German people. The Jahrbuch was first

* B.D.D. vi. 237-8 (4 Jan. igog), 23g-40 (3 Feb.), 240-1 (5 March),

241-2 (10 March), 242-3 (17 March).



254 NEGOTIATIONS AT CROSS-PURPOSES

published in 1899. It contained a descriptive account of

the fleets of the world, and a number of articles on cur-

rent political questions. The volume for the year igio

opened with a survey of the ten years since the passing

of the first naval law. The writer put forward the philo-

sophy which had long been associated with a particular

school of German publicists and political writers.

‘The political events of the last ten years shew above all else

that the wise remark of Karl Benedict Haase still holds good:

“Force is the decisive factor in the world; nations maintain

themselves by strength in combat [Streitbarkeit] and unity of

purpose \Sinneseinheit\ and not by superiority of civilisation

\Vberlegenheit der Kultur^." AU living and active nations there-

fore attempt with all their power to obtain or maintain for

themselves armed forces suited to their circumstances and their

economic interests. Without an instrument of this kind a strong

policy is impossible over any length of time.’*

Hence the creation of a powerful German fleet. During

the ten years since the passing of the naval law of 1900

the German fleet had not overtaken the British fleet,

and was still unable to defeat this fleet on the high seas.

Could the German fleet be described as an effective

instrument for the support of a ‘strong policy’? Once

more the arguments of ten years ago were brought

forward. The political circumstances of the twentieth

century were no longer those of the seventeenth and

eighteenth centuries. GreatBritain, at any particular time

in these earlier centuries, had never been faced with more

than one naval Power which was also a commercial rival.

‘Today, when the political factors at work tend towards the

creation of a general world balance, a war between England

and one of her commercial rivals for the exclusi\ e domination

of the markets of the world might end in an English victory,

owing to the enormous superiority of English seapower. Yet

this conclusion would only be a Pyrrhic victory, since the com-

mercial rivals of England would take the chance of her inevit-

able exhaustion to deliver attacks which Great Britain could

hardly meet.’*

' Nauticus, igio, p. 24. * Nauticus, igio, p. 45.
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The supporters of this view of German policy and
English ‘embarrassments’ would hardly accept, or even

understand, the English standpoint. The old-fashioned

mercantilism which did duty for economic theory in

German military, naval, and court circles failed to realize

that the ‘world conditions’ doomed any war for commer-
cial purposes as a Pyrrhic victory, and might lead to a

coalition of other Powers against a state known to con-

sider such a war as a possible source of profit. Political

theorists who justified German warship construction as a

‘profitable undertaking’ on the ground that if the money
had remained in the taxpayers pockets, it would have
been spent to a large extent in speculations outside Ger-

many,* naturally enough, regarded disarmament as an
insult to human nature. Here again one-sided deductions

were made from science.

‘Eternal peace, of which there has recently been much talk,

contradicts the ancient and still valid generalisation that change,

and not quiet, war and not peace, are part of the nature of

things and of life itself. The idea of perpetual peace assumes

that Eill conflicts of interest and all differences of outlook can be

reconciled, and thereby contradicts the nature of man, and is

incompatible with human societies.’*

There were men in Germany wise enough to feel

doubts about the completeness of this philosophy, and
disquiet at the political consequences which would follow

from the moral isolation of Germany, at least among the

democratic countries of the world. German policy was
not controlled by those who shared the views of English

or French liberals and socialists. Discussions with the

British Government about a naval agreement were there-

fore little more than talk at cross-purposes. On the

German side the discussions were based upon the view
that the main purpose of Germany was to gain time and
avoid a preventive war imtil the danger-zone had been

* Nautkus, 1912, p. 295. This view is developed in an article on the

beneficent effects of the Navy Law upon German industry.

* Nautkus, 1911, p. 53.
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passed. On the British side there was a belief that by

agreement among themselves the great Powers might

lessen the burden of armaments in a world where war
for aggressive purposes would defeat its own ends. Grey

and his colleagues looked upon the Anglo-French and

Anglo-Russian ententes as measures of defence against

possible aggression. The Germans assumed that the new
grouping ofthe Powers was a measure ofpositive hostility

directed against Germany; a limitation of armaments

was mere folly unless this combination were dissolved.

Hence the insistence upon a political agreement with

Great Britain which would break the circle of German
enemies. After the Moroccan and Bosnian crisis Great

Britain could have no wish for a political agreement with

Germany which would destroy the balance of power on

the Continent, but the naval party believed that they

might ask a high price for their ‘recognition’ of British

naval superiority, and that for financial and political

reasons this price would be paid. If it were not paid

Germany must continue, in Tirpitz’s words, ‘to arm with

all her might’.

The idea of a ‘bargain’* was taken up again by Bulow

immediately after the controversy about German ac-

celeration in March 1909. His first task was to persuade

the Emperor to listen to any talk of naval concessions.

The Emperor was excited and angry. He complained

that Metternich had already made an important con-

cession without asking anything in return.® The ‘impor-

tant concession’ was a statement that no German supple-

mentary law would be introduced in 1912; the Emperor’s

complaint was made at a time when official Germany
was indignant that Engleuid had not taken as binding

for the future all German statements about the fixity of

their naval plans and the dates of completion of their

ships. Billow, while on holiday in Italy, was sent a new

proposal that Germany would agree to a 3 : 4 ratio with

Great Britain, but would withdraw her promise not to

' See above, pp. 178-81. * D.G.P. xxviii. 145-6.
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increase her programme. Biilow realized that this ‘con-

cession’ would not be accepted by Great Britain, especi-

ally at a time when the Austro-Hungarian Government
was announcing a programme of four Dreadnoughts.

Biilow pointed out that the proposal increased the danger

of a preventive war. He wrote to Tirpitz: ‘In this case

I must make Your Excellency responsible before Em-
peror, country, and history if the consequences should

be unexpected and serious.’* Biilow discussed the whole
question with the Emperor in Venice, but Metternich’s

illness delayed any decision.

Biilow’s summary of the Emperor’s views, after a cer-

tain calmness had been restored, shows the development

of the new German plan; the attempt to use the ‘trump

card’ and to turn English anxiety about the German fleet

to the advantage of Germany. Biilow himself had said

to Tirpitz inJanuary i gog that England was not threaten-

ing Germany, but was approaching her as a ‘petitioner’.^

Germany might therefore strike a bargain. The Emperor
proposed that a naval agreement should be accompanied
either by a general declaration of neutrality on the part

of Great Britain in the event of a war in which Germany
was involved, or by a far-reaching colonial agreement, or

again by a general agreement between England and
Germany not to damage each other. The naval agree-

ment would be made on the basis of the existing German
programme.^
The German Foreign Office, had suggested a ‘bargain’

with special reference to colonial ‘concessions’.^ The plan

• D.G.P. xxviii. 148. * D.G.P. xxviii. 60-1.

’ D.G.P. xxviii. 148-52. The Emperor stated once again that he had no
thought of building a fleet as strong or stronger than the fleet of Great

Britain. It is not easy to understand why he should have held so firmly

to the view that the advantages of ending a competition in Dreadnoughts
were altogether on the side of England, and that the ‘concession’ made by
Germany entitled her to counter concessions of a political or territorial

kind. Ifthe difference between the English and German fleets were, accord-

ing to the Emperor’s view, to remain constant, then Germany as well as

England would gain from economy in naval expenditure.

See above, pp. 179 and 201.

4i»a 8
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was supported by the colonial enthusiasts. Dernburg,

the Secretary of the Colonial Office, suggested an

African agreement. An attempt was made to combine

everyform ofadvantage in Europe and elsewhere. Schon,

the Foreign Secretary, drew up a draft agreement, or

rather a series ofagreements on the lines ofthe Emperor’s

proposals, and sent Baron von Stumm to London at the

end of April to discuss colonial questions.^ The draft

agreement provided for three possibilities; (i) a military

alliance providing for mutual assistance if cither Power

were attacked by one or more Powers; (2) a ‘neutrality’

agreement in which neither Power wouldjoin any alliance

or make any engagement directed against the other, and

would remain neutral (with certain exceptions intended

to cover acts of aggression by Germany or Great Britain)

in any war in which the other Power were engaged; (3)

an entente based upon the maintenance of the territorial

integrity of each Power. The political agreement would

be accompanied by commercial and naval agreements, an

understanding over the Baghdad railway, the capitula-

tions in Egypt, and the right of capture at sea.^

These drafts do not appear to have been shown to the

British Foreign Office. Stumm found that Grey insisted

on talking about the naval question. Stumm did not

even want to raise the question, but Grey said to him

almost at once: ‘Well, we have not come to a naval

understanding yet.’ Stumm’s conclusion was that Great

Britain would not readily compromise her relations with

France and Russia, but would make very great conces-

sions in return for a naval agreement.^

* Baron von Stumm was Firet Secretary at the German Embassy in

London from igo6 to igo8, and charge d’affaires at intervals during these

years.

* D.G.P. xxviii. 156-8.
3 D..G.P. xxviii. 159-65. Stumm remarked more than once on Grey’s

silences. When Stumm pointed out that a naval agreement would be useful

only if it were followed by a general understanding between the two

countries, ‘Der Minister schwieg wieder langere Zeit.’ When Stunun

explained German policy in the crisis after the annexation of Bosnia, ‘Der

Minister verfiel dann in ein langeres nachdenkliches Schweigen.’
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While Stumm was fencing with Grey and Hardinge,

Kiderlen-Waechter had already explained to Goschen
his views about a political understanding. Kiderlen-

Waechter, was acting temporarily as Secretary for Foreign

Affairs.* Goschen reported that he had made himself

indispensable to Billow, and that, according to Kiderlen

himself. Billow wanted him in Schon’s place in Berlin.^

This fact has a certain significance. Kiderlen’s character

and career throw light on the German diplomatic service

and the conditions under which men rose or fell during

the reign of William II. Kiderlen was not a young man
in 1909. He was born in 1852; his father, Herr Kiderlen,

was Director of the Konigliche Hofbank at Stuttgart;

his mother was ennobled after the death of her husband,

and took the name of Kiderlen-Waechter. Alfred von
Kiderlen-Waechter fought in the Franco-Prussian War,
and entered the consular department of the Foreign

Office in 1879. A year later he was transferred to the

diplomatic side of the service. From 1881 to 1885 he was
at St. Petersburg. He went for a short lime to Paris, and
was then recalled by Bismarck to the Foreign Office. In

1 895 he was appointed Ambassador at Copenhagen. Four
years later he came under the strong disapproval of the

Emperor. More than once Kiderlen had been one of the

holiday company on the Emperor’s yacht. A holiday

cruise with William II was a trying experience. There
was a great deal offalse heartiness, noise, and exuberance,

mixed with dirty stories, schoolboy pranks, and all the

intrigue of a court entourage. The Emperor’s prisoners

could find reliefonly in their own private correspondence.

They did not know that their letters might be opened

by the secret police.^ Kiderlen, in particular, could not

guess that Mcirschall would leave some private letters in

his office when he was moved from Berlin to Con-
stantinople. These letters, written by Kiderlen on the

Imperial yacht, were found by Biilow. They contained

* Goschen became more friendly to Kiderlen during the later negotiations.

* B.D.D. vi. 261. ^ Jackh, op. cit. i, p. loi.
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jokes about the Emperor, and to the Emperor they were

shown by Biilow.*

Kiderlen’s letters ruined his career. He was sent as

Minister to Bucharest in January 1900, and remained

there in exile for nearly ten years, with intervals in

1907-8 when he acted as charge d’affaires at Constan-

tinople and in 1908-9 when he was acting Secretary for

Foreign Affairs. After ten years his tactlessness was partly

forgiven him, and his abilities were too great to be over-

looked at a time when German diplomacy had not been

very successful. It is said that Holstein advised Biilow

to bring him back to Berlin. He became Secretary for

Foreign Affairs in June 1910, and died on 30 December
igi2.*

Kiderlen was a rough Swabian, a man whom Bismarck

alone would have known how to use and to control. He

was a curious mixture ofkindliness and brutality; a lover

ofanimals—his letters are full of talk about his dogs—and

a man who enjoyed watching his tame vultures tear their

living prey to pieces. Kiderlen hated the apparatus of

court life, and was out of place in the Byzantine atmos-

phere of Imperial Germany. From his forty-first year he

had lived with a woman two years younger than himself.

Upon her he spent the limited amount of romance of

which his coarse-grained temperament was capable. He

wrote to her daily when he was away from home; his

letters show the sarcastic, quick, massive personality

which could not but impress, favourably or unfavour-

ably, those who met him. There is indeed something

likeable about the man who could turn an awkward
situation when an angry crowd came to break the win-

‘ Kiderlen, like Eckards ein, thought that the Emperor was ill-mannered

and interfering in his behaviour at Cowes regatta and in his relations with

the Prince of Wales.
* Five days after Kiderlen’s death Jules Cambon wrote from Berlin to

Poincare: ‘Par malheur pour elle, I’Allemagne manque dtrangement

d’hommes.’ Poincare, Au service de la France, iii. 25. The Austro-Hungarian

Ambassador thought it would be extremely difficult to find any one capable

of taking Kiderlen’s place. O.A.P. v. 454. /..
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dows of the German Embassy at Copenhagen, by mixing

with the crowd and throwing the first stone—at the wrong
windows

!

Kiderlen’s views on the foreign policy of the German
Empire were a characteristic mixture of astuteness and
lack of imagination. He knew little of England, and did

not like Englishmen. He had been away from Berlin

too long to understand the political reasons which had
brought England and Englishmen to accept the policy

of the Anglo-French and Anglo-Russian ententes. He
realized the danger of the uncompromising plans of the

German naval party. When he heard the rumour that

Tirpitz might succeed Biilow as Chancellor, he wrote that

Tirpitz’s naval plans would be a heavy burden on Ger-

man foreign policy.^ He described himself in February

1912 as an enemy of Tirpitz because the naval party

would bring war with England.^ He was not unwilling

or unable to learn from experience, though he could

never look at a German question from the point of view

of other Powers. Towards the end of his Foreign Secre-

taryship he realized that, whatever the reasons which
might compel Germany to refuse a naval agreement with

England unaccompanied by political concessions of a

far-reaching kind. Great Britain would never fall in with

an ‘all-or-nothing’ policy. In 1909 Kiderlen had not

learned this lesson. Goschen described him as ‘brutally

frank when it serves his purpose’.^ With this frankness

Kiderlen talked to Goschen.

It is possible that Biilow himself knew nothing of the

conversation. On the other hand, Goschen could hardly

assume that in a matter of such importance the Foreign

Secretary was speaking without the Chancellor’s know-
ledge or consent. Goschen, in fact, described Kiderlen

as ‘Billow’s mouthpiece in questions of policy’.

Kiderlen’s suggestions were therefore given careful

attention. Kiderlen wanted a political understanding,

or a naval convention, in which the two Powers ‘should

' Jackh, op. cit. ii.31. * Jackh, op. cit. ii. 155. ^ B.D.D. vi. 261.
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bind themselves for a fixed period (i) not to make war

against each other, (2) not to join in a coalition directed

against either Power, (3) to observe a benevolent neutral-

ity should either country be engaged in hostilities with

any other Power or Powers’.^

This plan was commented on most unfavourably by

the British Foreign Office. Crowe summed it up as

‘patently absurd’. Under the terms of the agreement;

‘Germany would be able (a) to increase her fleet to any size

desired; (6) to fall upon France or Russia without fear ofEnglish

interference; (c) to impose her hegemony on any of the less

powerful States,^ and in case this provokes resistance, actually

to count upon British “benevolent neutrality” in the struggle;

(d) to interfere in any part of the world whilst England would

be precluded from offering any serious resistance. It is true

that analogous advantages would simultaneously be secured to

this country. But as we have no desire whatever of canydng

on a policy of aggression, these paper advantages are in fact

null for us.’

Grey himself thought that ‘an entente with Germany
such as M. Kiderlen sketches would serve to establish

German hegemony in Europe and would not last long

after it had served that purpose. It is in fact an invitation

to help Germany to make a European combination which

could be directed against us when it suited her so to use

it’. Hardinge held similar views. ^ He thought the pro-

posal ‘a trap’. Germany would use the period of the

’ There is no reference to Kiderlen’s conversations in D.G.P. According

to Goschen, Kiderlen mentioned the subject more than once. Goschen’s

account of the conversation is very short. B.D.D. vi. 265-6. Cf. ib. 321-2.

The F.O. comments follow Goschen’s letter, ib. 266.
* For the Emperor’s views about the relation of Germany to her less

powerful neighbours, see below, p. 296.
3 B.D.D. V, App. 3, 823-6. For the date of Hardinge’s memorandum

(4 May 1909) see B.D.D. vi. 31 1, n. 9. Hardinge was discussing the general

political situation in the lightof theGerman attitude towards theBosnian and

Serbian questions, and attempting to frame an answer to a possible question

from Russia whether England would take part in a war between Russia and

Germany and Austria-Hungary. Hardinge thought that it would be danger-

ous to give a dehnite promise to Russia.
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agreement ‘to consolidate her supremacy in Europe while

England would remain as a spectator with her hands

tied. At the termination of the agreement Germany
would be free to devote her whole strength to reducing

the only remaining independent factor in Europe.’

Neither Stumm’s diplomacy nor Kiderlen’s frankness

brought the results which Biilow wanted. At the begin-

ning ofJune Biilow held a conference in Berlin to discuss

the naval question. He invited to the conference Beth-

mann-Hollweg, Tirpilz, Moltke (Chief of the General

Staff), Admiral Muller (Chief of the Naval Cabinet),

Metternich, and Schdn.^ The point which strikes the

English reader of the proceedings at this conference is

that neither Biilow nor Tirpitz was thinking of a per-

manent agreement with England. They considered once

again the old question; how could Germany get through

the ‘danger-zone’ without a preventive war? Biilow used

the words: ‘An understanding is advisable in order to

get over the danger zone between the present time and
the time when our fleet is built.’ It is interesting to

compare this sentence with the British comment on
Kiderlen’s proposals: ‘What would happen to the “under-

standing” when the German fleet was safely out of the

danger zone?’ Three weeks before the Conference met
the German naval attache in London had given his

opinion that a preventive war would not be declared by
a Liberal Government. The danger might come in 191

1

with the return ofthe Conservatives to power.* Germany
would be stronger in igii than in 1909, but the ‘danger

period’ would not have been left behind until about 1915
when the Kiel canal had been widened and the fortifica-

tions of Heligoland completed. ‘That is all very well’,

said Biilow, ‘but how is the present danger to be got out

of the way?’ Tirpitz suggested an understanding on the

basis of a 3 : 4 ratio between the German and English

fleets; but he would not propose a formula, and refused

' For an account of the conference see D.G.P. xxviii. 168-78 and notes.

* Tirpitz, op. cit. i. 153-5, 1909*
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to take into account the Austrian Dreadnoughts or to

allow the initiative in any proposals to come from Ger-

man^. Billow pointed out that no diplomacy in the

world would persuade Great Britain to accept a formula

which appeared to threaten her existence, while Metter-

nich complained that Tirpitz wanted to defy the laws of

arithmetic. He accepted the principle of slowing down
the rate of building, and yet refused to allow any real

diminution in the German programme. His plan meant

only a temporary decrease, followed by an increase, in

the building programme. The effect of this proposal on

Great Britain would not be favourable.^

Billow resigned on 14 July 1909. The British Parlia-

ment accepted the naval estimates in the same month;

the programme of eight Dreadnoughts was an ironic

comment on Billow’s metaphor of the Long Walls. The

Spartans were not waiting idly for the walls to be com-

pleted. The danger-zone was prolonged indefinitely.

‘ Before the Conference Metternich discovered the Emperor’s attack upon

his statements to the British Government. Metternich justified himself in

a letter to Biilow. He pointed out that he had had no knowledge ofany plan

to introduce a supplementary naval law in 1912, and acjded that he knew

how much the Emperor disliked his reports that Anglo-German relations

were poisoned by the naval question. ‘It is not pleasant for our naval

authorides to hear that there is a definite connexion between our rate of

naval construcdon and our relations with England. But I should be falsify-

ing the facts ifmy reports were other than they are, and I cannot barter my
convictions even for the favour ofmy Sovereign.’ D.G.P. xxviii. 166-7.
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II. AUGUST-NOVEMBER, 1909

The new Chancellor, Theodor von Belhmann-Hollweg,
was a stranger to diplomacy. Bethmann-Hollweg was

in his fifty-third year in the summer of 1909. His official

career had been steady and successful; there had been
little scope for originality or for personal initiative in the

duties of a civil servant born and trained in the heart of

Prussia. Bethmann-Hollweg had followed the regular

cursushonorum', he became Prussian Minister of the Interior

in 1905 and, two years later. Secretary of State for

Home Affairs in the Imperial Government. He was
promoted to the Chancellorship mainly for reasons of

internal policy. He knew the domestic situation, and was
likely to handle it with tact and confidence. In the event,

he was far less competent in debate and obtained far less

prestige than his friends foretold in 1909. He was the

first German Chancellor to submit to a vote of censure

in the Reichstag. Of foreign affairs he knew little or

nothing.^ The Ambassadors and Ministers ofhis own and
other countries were strangers to him. For all his honesty

and straightforwardness, there was a certain narrowness

about him, a strain of pedantry and unadaptiveness. He
was unlikely to look between the lines of official reports

and to judge a situation from the point of view of other

Powers. The fact that he came as a new man to the

direction ofGerman foreign policy had many advantages.

He escaped responsibility for the conduct of this policy in

the period of Billow. If there were to be a change in

German policy, the moment had come for new aims and
new methods. Billow’s semi-Italianized cleverness had
deceived no one; he made the mistake of forgetting that

* It is said that, in writing to an Hungarian ofScial in igog, Bethmann-
Hollweg made the elementary mistake of giving Francis Joseph the title of

‘King’ instead of the correct tide of ‘Emperor and King’.
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he was dealing with people as clever and as worldly wise

as himself, and the airs offaux bonhomme which might have

impressed a provincial assembly were out of place in the

discussion of important matters of state with the Minis-

ters or Ambassadors of the Great Powers.

On the other hand, Bethmann-Hollweg’s inexperience

and unfamiliarity with the business of the Foreign Office

left him more dependent than Biilow upon the permanent

officials. He did not realize the extent to which German
methods had caused irritation and distrust in Europe.

He knew nothing ofthe Holstein era, or, rather, his know-

ledge was only at second hand.

Bethmann-Hollweg was overworked. The business of

the Chancellor was far too great for any man of ordinary

talents—even Bismarck had found the work too heavy.

It was impossible for a single man to decide, from direct

knowledge, every question ofimportance which was sub-

mitted to him. It was difficult for the Chancellor even

to distinguish between questions of major and minor

importance. The subject-matter of foreign affairs was

particularly complicated. The permanent officials of the

Foreign Office knew the history ofevery problem brought

forward for solution. A Chancellor who had served for

many years in the civil service was accustomed to giving

due weight to the opinions of the senior members of the

bureaucratic hierarchy. There is nothing surprising in

the fact that Bethmann-Hollweg was influenced by the

views of those who had spent years in considering the

questions which faced him for the first time. Kiderlen-

Waechter was one of the ablest and certainly the most

dominant of these permanent officials. For this reason

Kiderlen’sjudgements affected Bethinann’s decisions, and

Kiderlen’s strength of character, as well as his knowledge

and experience, enabled him to impress upon Bethmann

a definite view ofGerman policy.^ Bethmann’s tempera-

' Szogyeny, Austro-Hungarian Ambassador in Berlin, wrote, after Kider-

len’s death, that he (Kiderlen) was the real author of Bethmann-Hollweg’s

parliamentary speeches on foreign affairs, O.A.P. v. 454.
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ment did not incline him to any sudden change ofmind.

He chose a particular line of policy, and was inclined to

be a little obstinate in keeping to his choice, in spite of

the resistance of facts.

Finally, if Biilow had gone, the Emperor and Tirpitz

remained. The Chancellor was handicapped by his

civilian position. The Emperor had personal knowledge

of the sovereigns and most of the leading statesmen of

Europe. William II, with his exaggerated conscious-

ness of the duties of the Heaven-sent ruler of Germany,
had controlled the foreign policy of his Empire for nearly

twenty years before he thought fit to appoint Bethmann-
Hollweg as Chancellor. No other Chancellor had been

so remote from the issues of European policy. Bismarck

was the outstanding figure of his age. Caprivi was at

least a general, Hohenlohe a grand seigneur who knew
the world of princes and ambassadors. Bethmann-Holl-

weg, in spite of his military rank, was neither a soldier

nor a member of the high aristocracy. The Emperor’s

private Cabinets had already become dangerously impor-

tant; the military and naval chiefs possessed direct

access to William H, and, in the social atmosphere of

the Imperial court, countless indirect ways ofinfluencing

high policy. A great deal of Bethmann-Hollweg’s time

and energy was spent in attempts to counteract the effect

of the naval party upon the Emperor. These attempts

were not very successful.

The new Chancellor found at once that among the

‘civilians’, as the Emperor called them, there was serious

alarm about the growing estrangement between Great

Britain and Germany. Among the first memoranda pre-

pared for him by the Foreign Office was a short statement

of the desirability of better relations with Great Britain.

The memorandum touched upon the question of a pre-

ventive war, but the writer was more afraid that Great

Britain might encourage France and Russia to go to war
with Germany. In another draft by the same hand King
Edward was introduced. In the first draft Grey was
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coupled with Isvolsky as anxious to take revenge upon

Germany for defeat in the Bosnian question.*

Bethmann-Hollweg was also approached through pri-

vate channels. Ballin thought that a discussion between

naval experts, conducted without reference to political

complications or compensations, ^v•ould lead to a naval

agreement. Ballin had talked with Cassel on the subject,

and had laid his proposal before the Emperor. The

Chancellor, to Ballin’s disappointment, ^\ould not separ-

ate the naval from the political question.^ In his exposi-

tion ofpolicy to the Emperor Bethmann-Holhveg thought

that for the moment there was no need to decide whether

Germany would require a general promise of neutrality.^

‘At least, howe\‘er, England must promise at the \-ery outset of

the negotiations for a na\ al agreement that her policy will

become peaceful and friendly towards us, and we must secure

a definite statement that the treaties and ententes concluded by

England are not directed against us.’

This declaration was given, and given repeatedly by

Grey. It was not enough. Bethmann-Hollweg indeed

mentioned the idea of a general assurance in a covering

letter to Schon, and decided that it was too indefinite.

‘Undoubtedly the best thing would be a treaty of neutrality, in

which England promised to remain neutral ifwe were attacked

by France and Russia singly' or together, or if we came to the

help of Austria ... in the event of a Russian attack. ... If

England does not accept this proposal, we shall be justified in

concluding that she has already' made her arrangements with

one or both of these Powers for c\ entualities of this kind,

or has decided that in the event of such a war she would join

our enemies. \Vc must put a direct question to England. If she

assures us that neither the one nor the other course has been

taken, but that she wishes to keep her hands free, the question

then arises; can we content ourselves merely with the assurance

that England will adopt a friendly and peaceful policy towards

' D.G.P. xxviii. 201-4: 15-16 July' 1909.
- Huldermann, Ballin, pp. 222-3.
^ D.G.F. xxviii. 211—16: 13 August 1909.
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Germany. I do not think that we can altogether give up the

idea of political compensations.’

The naval offer to Great Britain was a reduction of three

ships in the German programme before 1914, and a pro-

posal that German and British new construction should

be in the ratio of 3 :
4.^ This proposal was very much to

the advantage ofGermany. The German programme for

the year 1909-10 would remain untouched, while the

four ‘contingent’ ships would disappear from the British

programme. The German ‘concession’ therefore required

Great Britain to give up a programme of construction

which had been accepted by Parliament as necessary for

the safety of the country.

It is not surprising that Schon was less hopeful than the

Chancellor that Great Britain would accept a political

agreement on these terms. Schon thought that Germany
would have to content herself with a general declaration

of friendship.^ Nevertheless Bethmann-Hollweg saw Sir

E. Goschen on 21 August, and suggested that negotiations

might be opened for a naval agreement which would be

accompanied by assurances of mutual friendship in mat-
ters ofgeneral policy. He mentioned the friendly speeches

of the Prime Minister and Mr. McKenna.^ Bethmann-
Hollweg’s report of the conversation is shorter and more
optimistic than the two telegraphic reports of Goschen."'^

In Goschen’s report Bethmann-Hollweg spoke plainly on
the question of a political understanding. The Chancel-

lor assumed, for example, that if Germany were forced

to come to the help of Austria in the case of an unpro-

voked attack by Russia, England would not join Russia.

Grey’s comment on the conversation was that Great

Britain ‘could agree at once to receive proposals for a

naval agreement. . . . The wider proposals would go

beyond anything we have with France or Russia. ... If

’ D.G.P. xxviii. 217-18. * D.G.P. xxviii. 218-19.
’ D.G.P. xxviii. 221-2. For the speeches of the Prime Minister and Mr.

McKenna, see Hansard, 5th Ser. vih. 878-80 and 967.

B.D.D. vi. 283-4.
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any general political understanding is to be arranged it

should be one not between two Powers alone but between
the two great groups of Powers.'^ Hardinge thought that

Great Britain might make a general declaration of policy

stating that ‘her guiding principles were the presen'ation

of peace and the maintenance of the balance of power’.

Under the first principle, she would never make an un-

provoked attack on another Power, and do her utmost

to prevent any one else making such an attack. Under
the second principle she would oppose the domination

of Europe by any one Power or group of Powers and
prevent the absorption of the weaker European States.^

The British answer was therefore non-committal on the

political side, though ‘cordially welcoming’ any naval

proposals, and other proposals ‘not inconsistent with the

maintenance of the existing friendships ofGreat Britain’.^

Before the detailed negotiations were opened Tirpitz

had slightly modified his plan. His f.rst suggestion had
provided for a ratio of 4 : 3 in capital thips on the basis of

thirty-two British ships to t%venty-four German ships com-

pleted or under construction in 1914. He now suggested

a relationship of twenty-eight British to twenty-one Ger-

man ships in 1913. On the main issue the new plan made
little difference. Great Britain would still gh e up the

four ‘contingent’ Dreadnoughts, while Germany tvould

make no change in her 1909—10 programme. Bethmann-
Hollweg himself pointed out that Germany was asking

England to make a considerable sacrifice, since her exist-

ing programme "would give her in 1913 twenty com-

pleted Dreadnoughts to Germany’s thirteen ship-.'

During a pause in the negotiations the Chancellor con-

sulted ^derlen. Kiderlen drew up a memorandum
which confirmed the Chancellor in his wish not merely

' B.D.D. \i. 284, * B.D.D. vi. 285-6: 25 August igog.

3 B.D.D. \-i. 288: I September igog.
* D.G.P. xxviii. 227-32. The Chancellor pointed out that Tirpitz’s

proposal was more favourable to Germany, since it reduced the time-limit

of the agreement from igi4 to igis; Germany would therefore be free a

year earlier to he^n an inrrpascH programme.
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for a naval but for a political understanding.^ According

to Kiderlen's views England was unlikely to attack Ger-

many, or to obtain an nllensive alliance against her. The
greatest danger came I'rom English opposition on ques-

tions of a secondary order in which Germany could be
forced to accept a diplomatic defeat as France had been

forced to accept Fashoda. These strained relations with

England were not due merely to the shipbuilding ques-

tion; a purely naval agreement would not bring complete

relief. Such an agreement, apart from English suspicion

that Germany was not keeping its terms, would mean
for Germany a formal acknowledgement of British naval

supremacy. This acknowledgement would not be ac-

cepted byGermanpublic opinion without a political agree-

ment.^ A naval agreement offered technical diflBculties.

England would have to take into account the increase of

fleets with which Germany might co-operate in war.

Nevertheless Kiderlen thought it necessary to announce
that Germany was ready to make a naval agreement.

Germany should let Great Britain take the initiative, and
should avoid affronting other Powers. She must ‘play

fair’, and not try to overreach England—‘the English

are fully informed about German shipbuilding’. If the

negotiations failed, Kiderlen suggested a mutual agree-

ment not to enter into any combination which had in

view or in preparation a hostile attack on the other party.

Germany could give this undertaking because she would
never want to enter into an offensive alliance against

Great Britain, while she would be protected by the agree-

ment against any plans of her eastern and western neigh-

bours. The details of the agreement mattered little; they

were paper questions. Above all, the technical, naval

question must be kept in the background as much as

possible, since the experts would disagree. ‘The political

sphere is more elastic than the military.’

* Jackh, op. cit. ii. 48-59, and a note in D.G.P. xxviii. 239-40.
^ It is interesting to compare this view with Hardinge’s statement of

the position. See above, p. 180.
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Kiderlen did not consider the impression which his pro-

posals would make upon British public opinion. He did

not take account of the fact that Great Britain possessed

‘naval supremacy’, whether this fact was or was not ad-

mittedinGermanyandby theGerman people . His political

agreement gave nothing to Great Britain; on his own
showing, Germany would not join an alliance against

Great Britain. Furthermore, it was most unlikely that

any Power or Powers would propose such an alliance to

her. On the other hand. Great Britain w'as asked to

promise more than she had promised France and Russia

in return for substantial concessions from these Powers.

One comment of the German Foreign Office is worth

mention. Flotow, who was in close relations with Beth-

mann-Hollweg, wrote that there would be some danger

in assuring Great Britain, as Kiderlen suggested, that

Germany did not intend to make proposals conflicting

with English ententes.

‘The English ententes have been concluded through fear of us,

and are pointed against us. . . . Ifwe are to proceed later on to

ask for neutrality against France and Russia, this proposal can

scarcely be harmonized with the ententes. It may be, however,

that by clever management of the negotiations we can allow

our political demands to rise in such small and easy stages that

the English will not be scared \verprellt\. In my opinion we must

give the English a quiet time for reflection so that, after weigh-

ing the advantages offered by France and Russia against the

security offered on the German side, the latter appears the more

desirable. If one takes into account the clever and businesslike

way in which Englishmen think, this conclusion does not appear

impossible.”'

It is interesting to compare this plan ofaction with Grey’s

sentence: ‘I want a good understanding with Germany,
but it must be one which will not imperil those we have

with France and Russia.’^

' D.G.P. xxviii. 239-40 note.
* B.D.D. vi. 289: I September 1909. The British Government informed

France and Russia that conversations were taking place with Germany.
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The negotiations were continued in October. Goschen
had a conversation with Bethmann-Hollweg and Schon
on 15 October.^ The German point of view was that a
political agreement must accompany a naval agreement,

and that in a naval agreement Germany could not con-

sent to any alteration in her naval law, but only to a

slowing down in the rate of building.* A reduction in

the programme embodied in the naval law might follow

in a few years. Goschen pointed out in reply that

England had no formal ‘understanding’ with France and
Russia, and could hardly go farther with Germany. He
also explained thatfrom the British point ofview a retarda-

tion ofthe rate ofconstruction would be only a temporary
advantage. When Goschen asked for more details about

the political assurances which Germany would require,

Schon answered that they might be similar in wording

to the Baltic agreement. ^ To the British Foreign Office

this statement meant that Germany would want a formal

recognition of the territorial status quo as far as Germany

B.D.D. vi. 291 and 313-14. The German Government discovered that

the fact of the conversations weis known to Russia. As they had asked

for secrecy they believed that Nicolson, not Grey, had told Russia what was
happening. Bethmann-Hollweg was much troubled by this breach of con-

fidence because he had not mentioned the negotiations to Aehrenth2d. See

D.G.P. xxviii. 271-2, 275-7. maybe remembered that the GermanEmperor
had informed the Tsar of Chamberlain’s offer of an alliance in 1898. The
British Foreign Office was afraid ofindiscretions on the part of the Emperor.
Mr. L. Mallet (Assistant Under-Secretary of State) wrote to Grey on 26

August 1909: ‘It seems to me thatwe must tell the Russians ofthese overtures;

otherwise the German Emperor will tell the Tsar that we originated them.’

B.D.D. vi. 287.
' For this conversation see B.D.D. vi. 293-302, and D.G.P. xxviii. 239-43.
* Goschen never understood what the Chancellor really meant by a

‘reduction in the tempo'. He could not see how the Germans could reduce
their programme after 1911 and at tlie same time carry out this programme
as laid down by law. He thought that Bethmann-HoUweg was himself

uncertain; when asked to give a detailed explanation, the Chancellor

answered that the question must be left to the naval experts. (B.D.D. vi. 510
and 513.) Mettemich had described the proposal as a defiance of the laws

of arithmetic.

^ The Baltic agreement, guaranteeing the territorial status quo in the states

bordering the Baltic Sea, was signed by Russia, Germany, Sweden, and
Denmark in April 1908.

4I»Z .p
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was concerned,* and therefore a formal recognition of the

German possession ofAlsace and Lorraine. Great Britain

would neither encourage nor support France to fight Ger-

many for these provinces, but a guarantee on the other side

would mean the end of the entente. The naval conces-

sions came to very little, and did not constitute a claim

for political ‘counterconcessions’.^

Metternich was therefore given a general reply on

26 October 1909 that Great Britain awaited the German
proposals for a naval agreement.^ The Chancellor was

dissatisfied with any general assurances. He still wanted

a promise of neutrality, even ifhe were compelled to use

some other term.'^

Once again, it is interesting to compare the cleverness

of Delcasse and Gambon, with the lack of subtlety in the

policy ofBethmann-Hollweg and Kiderlen. It is equally

interesting to notice how far Great Britain had travelled

on the road towards continental obligations since Lans-

downe arranged a settlement of extra-European questions

with France. The question of the German possession

of Alsace-Lorraine did not affect, directly, any British

interest. Germany was now insisting upon a guarantee

of this possession, and Great Britain was refusing to give

such a guarantee. Yet there had not been one word con-

cerning Alsace-Lorraine in the discussions between Eng-

land and France. No British statesman could have

brought his country into a European war for the recovery

of these provinces by France, and there was little serious

fear in Great Britain that France would provoke a Euro-

pean war in order to regain Alsace and Lorraine.

Bethmann-Hollweg went on his way, honest in inten-

tion, never looking at the situation from a wider view of

the historical place and function of Great Britain in the

‘ The draft agreements which Schon had drawn up in May included a

reference to the maintenance of the territorial sUUus quo even in the weakest

of the three ‘formulae’. D.G.P. xxviii. 158.
* In this context Hardinge wrote the view about British naval supre-

macy quoted above, p. 180.

3 B.D.D. vi. 302 n., and D.G.P. xxviii. 243-4. * D.G.P. xxviii. 245-7-
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grouping of the Powers, never considering the reasons

for the increasing solidarity of the ententes. He had his

own difficulties in Germany. The Emperor was change-

able and uncertain; Tirpitz and the experts were in

closer touch with the Emperor’s moods. Bethmann-
Hollweg was, after all, a civilian, and a civilian could

never fathom the wisdom of the decisions of the Supreme
War Lord. It is significant that Bethmann-Hollweg,

though reporting to the Emperor, was careful to empha-
size the need for keeping the Emperor’s name out of the

negotiations in the preliminary stages; a tactful way of

preventing indiscretions by ‘William the Sudden’, as

Kiderlen called him. In November, when delay was
certain, Flotow wrote to Kiderlen: ‘the troublesome thing

is that we are not sure, whether, ifthe thing takes time, we
maynot let His Majestyand Tirpitz slip out ofour hands’.*

On 29 October 1909 Kiderlen was sent a draft agree-

ment in which each Power gave a promise of ‘benevolent’

neutrality in a war in which the other Power were
attacked by one or more enemies. The Austro-German
and Anglo-Japanese alliances were provided for in a

special note. Germany was pledged not to join Russia

if England supportedJapan against a Russian attack and
England was pledged not to join Russia if Germany sup-

ported Austria against a Russian attack. Germany and
England would promise mutual friendship, with its logi-

cal implications in European and colonial policy.^ The
draft was almost identical with the second of the three

proposals drawn up by Schon in May 1909; Bethmann-
Hollweg had rejected the idea of a defensive alliance as

too far-reaching from the English point of view, and the

idea of an entente, with a recognition of the territorial

status quo, as insufficient for Germany. The explanatory

note, providing for neutrality in case one of the contract-

ing parties was drawn into war through existing alliances,

was an addition to Schon’s draft.^

' Jackh, op. eit. ii. 74. * D.G.P. xxviii. 247-50.
^ For the earlier drafts see above, p. 258. The new proposals also referred
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Kiderlen’s comments are interesting. He thought that

‘it would be almost incomprehensible to serious opinion

in Germany that we should lose the advantage of a

friendly rapprochement with England for the sake of a

few ships more or less, as long as the defence of our coasts

is assured’. Kiderlen did not expect that the draft pro-

posals would be accepted at once by Great Britain. He
suggested that they should not be given to Great Britain

en bloc, but that Germany should go slowly; tropfenweise,

drop by drop. The proposalswent beyond the terms of the

ententes; ‘England would suspect that Germany wanted

gradually to detach her from these ententes.’^

Meanwhile Grey had explained to Metternich that

Great Britain would be ready to say that she had no

hostile intentions towards Germany, and no understand-

ings with other Powers directed against her. On the other

hand, it would be difficult to find ‘any formula going

beyond this which did not give the impression that we

were entering into closer relations with Germany than

we had previously entered into with any other Powers’.

Great Britain had ‘no such general formula’ with any

other Power. Once again Grey suggested an exchange

of naval information, and pointed out that British public

opinion would not be content with a general understand-

ing which did not reduce naval expenditure.* Metter-

nich told Bethmann-Hollweg that the British Ministers

were unlikely to accept a ratio of 3 .’4 between the Ger-

man and British shipbuilding programmes, but that they

might agree to a ratio of 2 :
3.^

In these circumstances progress was difficult. Germany
would not negotiate a naval agreement until a political

formula had been accepted. Great Britain insisted upon

a naval agreement as the first stage on the road to a politi-

cal agreement. The difficulties were not only difficulties

of procedure. The German Foreign Office maintained

to the possibility of mutual concessions outside Europe, e.g. the Baghdad

railway. • Jackh, op. cit. ii. 64—7.

* B.D.D. vi. 303-4: 28 October 1909. ^ D.G.P. xxviii. 251-3.
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that Germany did not want a naval agreement. ‘If the

English, as they tell us, want a naval agreement, they

must pay a price for it in the political sphere. We have
no wish for a naval agreement. For this reason we cannot

accept Sir Edward Goschen’s and Sir Edward Grey’s

arguments that England cannot give us more than she

has given France and Russia. England wants something

from us, and must pay for it.’*

On 4 November Bethmann-Hollweg had another long

interview with Goschen.* At the outset Goschen explained

once more that, in the British view, the ‘sacrifice’ entailed

in a naval agreement was no greater for Germany than

for England. Bethmann-Hollweg proposed a curtailment

of naval construction for three or four years, and again

Goschen pointed out that this suggestion did not mean
any real reduction in the German naval programme and
therefore brought no ultimate relief to British taxpayers.

The Chancellor repeated his words about the impossibi-

lity ofaccepting any modification of the naval law, or any
proposals for the exchange of information which implied

the idea ofcontrol. On the political side Germany already

knew that the Anglo-French and Anglo-Russian under-

standings were not directed against her. Something
further was required. Bethmann-Hollweg then adminis-

tered one or two of the ‘drops’ suggested by Kiderlen.

He put forward the plan of a mutual assurance that

neither Power entertained any idea of aggression, and
that neither Power would join in an attack on the other.

Goschen said that England was being asked for some-

thing more definite than she had promised France and
Russia. The Chancellor answered that England wanted
a naval agreement, and that such an agreement could

’ Memorandum written by Schon. D.G.P. xxviii. 253-4.
* B.D.D. vi. 304-12; D.G.P. xxviii. 259-62. At the previous interview

Goschen had been a. little taken aback by the Chancellor’s insistence that

full notes should be taken of an informal conversation. The same proposal

was made at the interview of 4 November. In each case Goschen pointed

out that Schon’s version did not make his (Goschen’s) points with sufficient

clearness.



278 NEGOTIATIONS AT CROSS-PURPOSES

be made only between friends. Schon, in a separate

memorandum, noted that he (Schon) had emphasized

this point. ^ England had asked for a naval agreement,

and thereby had introduced a new factor into the situa-

tion; for this reason Germany required a political agree-

ment more far-reaching than the ententes with France

and Russia. Schon himself thought that the ‘neutrality’

agreement would be difficult to draft. He wanted to

avoid the ‘naked words “war” and “neutrality”

The British Government could not, and did not, avoid

naked words. Crowe wrote that it was difficult at first

sight to take the German proposals seriously. England

would be tied in her shipbuilding not only against Ger-

many but against the rest of the world. Germany would

have a free hand in Europe. Hardinge pointed out that

the proposals were none other than those made by Kider-

len and rejected by the Foreign Office. England had no

probable enemy except Germany, and a pledge from Ger-

many that she would not join an anti-English coalition

had no value. Hardinge suggested that the British Govern-

ment should use the internal situation (the campaign

against the House ofLords was at its height, and a general

election was in prospect) as an excuse for dropping the

question politely, but that if an answer were necessary.

His Majesty’s Government might explain that Germany
had now transferred the discussion from the naval ques-

tion to the larger problem of a political understanding.

The clearest answer came from Metlernich himself.*

‘The English friendship with France would be almost worthless

if England were to say plainly that under no circumstances

would she help the French against us. Similarly, though not to

the same degree, Anglo-Russian relations would be affected,

and—here is the main point as far as England is concerned

—

England could no longer count on help from either of these two

Powers, if assistance were needed against us. England would

abandon this hope only ifshe felt secure in her relations with us.

This security is possible only on the basis of a naval agreement.

• D.G.P. xxviii. 262-3. * D.G.P. xxviii. 266-8.
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... I cannot conceal my view that the English Government will

not obtain this sense of security from the naval formula which

we are suggesting. . . . We must reckon that this formula will

not be accepted. . . . We should content ourselves with the

advantages we can obtain on the principle that the best is some-

times the enemy of the good.’

Grey took the excuse suggested by Hardinge. On
17 November he told Metternich, and Goschen told

Schon that the elections must mean delay, and that in

any case the naval agreement did not go far enough in

the reduction of expenditure.^ Meanwhile Grey wanted

to begin discussions on the question of the Baghdad
railway.

• B.D.D. vi. 312-13, 314-15; D.G.P. xxviii. 273-5.



XV
GREY’S PROPOSAL FOR AN EXCHANGE OF

INFORMATION. I. 1910

F
or some time the negotiations were not continued.

The general election in Great Britain gave the Liberals

a small parhamentary majority, though the Ministry

depended upon the Labour and Irish vote. Early in

February the French Government announced a large

naval programme.' The Conservatives had brought the

naval question into the foreground during the British

election campaign;^ there was, in Metternich’s opinion,

less chance that the British public would accept a 4:3
ratio between the British and German fleets. Germany
had allowed the favourable moment to pass. Great Britain

was seriously alarmed; the two political parties might

unite in making the shipbuilding programme a non-party

question. ‘For years past the view has been generally,

if not universally, held in Germany that the period of

anxiety in England over the building of our fleet would

be only temporary, and would be followed by a patient

surrender to the inevitable, and therefore by better rela-

tions.’ ^ This belief was proved ^vrong by the facts. It

was more probable that, instead of ‘patient surrender’

there would be an increase ofeffort \vhich \vould entirely

outstrip Germany.
The British naval programme was announced on

10 March. There was an increase in expenditure of

5(^5,000,000; five new capital ships were to be laid down.

' Briand bad told his colleagues that France ought to spend more money
on her navy in order to be able to iuliil her obligations to England. Grey

thought that this attitude ofBriand ‘might raise some embarrassing questions

later on*. France would say that ‘what she has spent on her Navy for the

sake ofher obhgations towards us adds force to our obligations towards her’.

B.D.D. vi. 489-90.
* Robert Blatchford also carried on an active and sensational anti-German

campaign in The Clarion, a Socialist newspaper.
^ D.G.P. xxviii. 284-91; 3 February igio.
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Until these ships were completed the two Dreadnoughts

voted by Australia and New Zealand would be kept in

Home waters. A visit by Prince Henry of Prussia to

England in February 1910 did not improve the chances

of an agreement. The Prince talked of the impossibility

ofGerman naval disarmament and the numerical inferior-

ity of the German fleet.^ Metternich thought, from the

Prince’s words, that the Emperor and Tirpitz were now
opposed to any naval understanding. The action of Ger-

many over the Bosnian question seemed to British obser-

vers, for the time at least, to end any hope of a genuine

change of policy on the part of the German Government
towards the friends of Great Britain.^ Nevertheless Met-
ternich again mentioned the negotiations to Grey on
22 March. 3 Grey pointed out that Germany had given

no indication that her naval programme would be modi-
fied; Metternich answered that there had never been
any talk of modifying the programme. On 31 March
Grey told Kuhlmann, who was acting as charge d’affaires

in Metternich’s absence, that he had been thinking over

the question. Grey spoke again of his plan for an
exchange of naval information. He also suggested that

while any ‘general’ arrangement seemed impossible, in

view of the German refusal to alter the naval law, the

relations between the two countries might be improved
by an understanding over the Baghdad railway.'^ The
German proposals on this question seemed entirely inade-

quate, and the British Government was astonished that,

even without a naval agreement, the Chancellor still

hoped that the German terms might be included in a

general political arrangement.® These negotiations had
been carried on secretly between the British and German
Governments. AU chance of reaching an agreement

* D.G.P. xxviii. 302-4. Prince Henry also expressed himself strongly

about the Yellow Peril—^to the European ally ofJapan.
* See above, c. ix.

* B.D.D. vi. 442, and D.G.P. xxviii. 309-10.
* B.D.D. vi. 442-3, D.G.P. xxviii. 313-14.
* B.D.D. vi. 454-61 and 463-5.
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would have been lost if secrecy had not been kept. The
Ministers of a Liberal Government were bound to use

methods of secret diplomacy; they could not leave without

an answer questions asked in Parliament about the pos-

sibility of a naval understanding ^vith Germany. The
Prime Minister told the House of Commons on 26 July

1909 that the Government had been doing its utmost for

three years past to reach an agreement.

‘Some people think we ha\ e overstepped the limits of what is

prescribed by what is called “national dignity” in the efforts

which we have made in that direction. ... If our efforts have

hitherto been frustrated, it has been through no want either of

zeal or of effort on our part, . . . not only is the door still open,

but we are anxious and even eager, if we can, to come to some

arrangement as between us and other Powers, which will pre-

vent us year by year from coming to the House of Commons,

and making demands which are as unwelcome to us as they

can be to any Member sitting on these benches. When I make

that statement I am stating what is historically indisputable.’’

The comments of the German press upon the Prime

Minister’s statement w’ere not favourable. The sugges-

tion of an agreement w’as dismissed as without present

significance. It was pointed out that Germany was still

being asked to recognize a permanent British supremacy

at sea. The Kreuz-Z^itung thought that the time would

come for an agreement when the German programme of

construction had been carried out.

In September igog a question w’as again asked in the

House whether the Government would not make fresh

efforts to reach an agreement. The Prime Minister

answered that any intimation that the German Govern-

ment desired to make an agreement would be met ‘with

a cordial response’. To a fiirther question whether Great

Britain could not take the initiative the Prime Minister

answered; ‘We have taken the initiative.’^ The Times

correspondent in Berlin thought that the revival of the

• Hansard, 5th Ser. viii. 878-80. For the German Chancellor’s view of

this speech, see above, p. 269. * Hansard, 5th Ser. x. 1093.
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subject was taken in Germany as a sign ofweakness. The
matter was, however, discussed in the German press; the

Kreuz-Z^itung hinted at the negotiations by saying that

a naval agreementwould be possible onlyifEngland were
ready to ‘do justice on all questions to the international

position of Germany’.* On the other hand, a protest

against the refusal of Germany to make an agreement

came from a curious quarter. The Deutsche Revue^ reported

that Holstein, three months before his death, had spoken

of ‘the lying and treacherous fallacy . . . that every fresh

ship is an addition to the power of Germany, when every

fresh ship causes England, to say nothing of France, to

build two ships’. Holstein had also described in Decem-
ber 1907 the ‘navy fever now raging in Germany’ as a

‘dangerous disease fed upon fear of attack by England’.

The naval expansion was dangerous from a financial as

well as from an international point of view. Germany
could not compete with France and England, and the

consequences would be particularly serious after the return

of a Conservative government to power in England. A
few days later Count Reventlow discussed Holstein’s views

in the Deutsche Tageszeitung. Reventlow admitted that in

Igoo the naval experts had been wrong in thinking that

Great Britain would not be able to concentrate an over-

whelming force in the North Sea. The formation of the

Triple Entente had altered the position. On the other

hand, the growth of the navies of the United States and
Japan would limit British concentration.* In December
a semi-official dementi was given in Germany to rumours
that an agreement had been reached on the question of

the limitation of armaments. The Frankfurter Z^itung ex-

plained that Billow had hoped for such an agreement in

the last days ofhis Chancellorship, but that this agreement
would have been made after the provisions of the Navy

’ The Times, 8 September igog.
^ Deutsche Revue, October igog. The article in the Deutsche Revue on

‘Reminiscences of Holstein’ was written by Herr von Rath, a retired official.

’ The Times, 7 October 1909.
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Law had been carried out, and would have been confined

to the exchange of information.* At the beginning of

1910 the German Navy League published a ‘New Year

greeting to the German people’ with a warning against

the ‘siren song’ of agreements with England. It was the

duty of every patriot to suppress all endeavours which

could be interpreted in foreign countries as weakness.

‘What party could have regard to the next Reichstag

elections, and yet undertake to represent a policy of

diminishing our forces at sea ... in the vain hope of

composing an antagonism which lies in the conditions

of existence of the two peoples?’^

The limitation of construction was not mentioned in

the debate on the German estimates in the Reichstag at

the end of February, but questions were asked on 4 and

10 March in the House ofCommons upon the expediency

ofreopening negotiations with Germany. The references

of Mr. Lloyd George to ‘mythical armadas’, and ‘the

building of Dreadnoughts against nightmares’, had little

positive significance, but they showed the exasperation of

the left-wing Liberals at the diversion of money from

measures of social reform. The Labour opposition even

described the issue as one between social reform and naval

armaments. For this reason the Prime Minister repeated

in July 1910 the statement which he had made a year

earlier about the refusal of Germany to come to an

agreement.^

‘I see quite as clearly as my right Hon. friend the Chancellor of

the Exchequer that e\ ery new Dreadnought that y ou build post-

pones pro tanto the achie\ ement of some urgent work of social

reform; but national security, national insurance, after all is the

first condition of all social reform. You may say “Is it not

possible to come to some kind of arrangement between the

nations of the world, particularly between ourselves and the

great friendly Empire of Germany, by which this kind of thing

might be brought to a close?” I wish it were. The German

• The Times, 29 December 1909. * The Times, i January 1910.

3 Hansard, 5th Ser. xix. 644-5.
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Government told us—I cannot complain, I have no answer

to make—their procedure in this matter is governed by an act

of the Reichstag under which the programme automatically

proceeds year by year. . . . We are now, we may hope, at the

very top of the wave. If it were possible even now to reduce

(the) rate of construction no one would be more delighted than

His Majesty’s Government. We have approached the German
Government on the subject. They have found themselves un-

able to do anything. They cannot do it without an Act of

Parliament repealing their Navy Law. They tell us, and, no
doubt, with great truth, they would not have the support of

public opinion in Germany to a modified programme. These

are the governing and unalterable facts of the situation for the

moment.’

On the very day before this speech fifty members of

parliament met to condemn the increase in naval expendi-

ture; they resolved, in view of the general political situa-

tion, not to vote against the naval estimates. The Prime
Minister’s care to disclaim any hostility to Germany was
well received in the German press; but the subject of

a limitation of armaments by mutual consent was not

raised. No further question was asked in the House of

Commons during the year 1910. At the Lord Mayor’s

banquet the Prime Minister referred to his hope that an
international agreement might be reached on the problem
of armaments; but there was no public response from

Germany to this suggestion.

The Prime Minister was not free to state the terms upon
which Germany offered a general agreement. Public

opinion would certainly have supported the Cabinet in

the refusal to accept those terms. Bethmann-Hollweg
did not want the German conditions to be discussed in

public; but he was afraid that the plain words of the

Prime Minister might misrepresent the German stand-

point before public opinion. The British Government
replied by a memorandum which recapitulated the story

of the negotiations.* Germany had refused to alter the

’ B.D.D. vi. 501-2; D.G.P. xxviii. 351-4.
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naval law. Any ‘retardation’ ofthe rate ofbuilding would
not reduce expenditure, though Great Britain would con-

sider proposals made to her for this ‘reduction of tempo'.

The German proposals for a political understanding

offered a difficulty owing to British relations with other

Powers. There remained the possibility of an agree-

ment, on the basis that the German naval programme

would not be increased, for the mutual exchange of

information to the satisfaction of the two Admiralties.

Grey was not hopeful about the result of proposals for

the ‘reduction of tempo'

^

but the Cabinet wanted him to

try at least for some arrangement.^ The Emperor now

consented to an exchange ofinformation, but insisted that

a political agreement should have precedence. Beth-

mann-Hollweg wanted to know what reductions Eng-

land would make in her naval programme.* Goschen

answered that it was difficult to lay down a standard, but

that the more Great Britain knew of the programmes of

other Powers ‘the nearer we should get to having a fixed

programme’. It was easier for Germany to fix a pro-

gramme since the army, not the fleet, was the Ger-

man first line of defence; German ships were built

merely for the protection of the coasts and commerce of

Germany.
The German answer to the British memorandum was

given on 1 2 October. ^ The German Government accepted

in general terms the proposal for an exchange ofinforma-

tion and mentioned the possibility of retardation. They

asked what ‘equivalent’ wa^ offered in return for an

’ B.D.D. vi. 51 1. There is no account in D.G.P. of the conversation

between Goschen and Bcthmann-Hollweg reported in B.D.D. vi. 5 n-i 3 '

The British memorandum is printed in D.G.P. with the Emperor’s margmalia

and comments, but without any notes by the Chancellor or by ofScials of the

Foreign OflSce. * B.D.D. vi. 512-13.

* D.G.P. xxviii. 367-8; B.D.D. vi. 524-5, and comments, 525-8. The

German memorandum of complaints is printed in B.D.D. vi. 564-6 and

572-5, and D.G.P. xxviii. 368-73. For the history of this memorandum

see below, pp. 288-go. Goschen’s account ofthe conversation of 12 October

is contained in an official letter to Grey (B.D.D. vi. 52 1-4) and in private

letters to Grey and Nicolson (B.D.D. vi. 528-30; cf. ib. 53^7).
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engagement to renounce an extension of the naval law.

They also insisted on a political agreement. The short

written statement was accompanied by a long disquisition

from Bethmann-Hollweg upon the grievances ofGermany
against England. This series of complaints was read to

Goschen from notes, in the form of a memorandum
drawn up by Kiderlen. Goschen thought that the Chan-
cellor was more friendly than liis language implied, and
that he slurred over many of the severer criticisms in

Kiderlen’s memorandum. On the other hand, the Em-
peror was as wild as ever in his talk when Goschen pre-

sented his official letters of credence on 16 October. He
would never consent to bind himself not to extend the

naval law.*

The difference between the Emperor’s refusal to give

up the possibility of a further extension of the naval law,

and the Chancellor’s question about the equivalent Ger-

many might obtain for such a renunciation were noted

by the British Foreign Office. At the same time Crowe
drew up a full answer to the memorandum ofcomplaints,

and suggested that the Admiralty, for the guidance of

the Foreign Office, should say ‘exactly what we desire

to stipulate for and what we are prepared to undertake’

in a naval agreement.* Crowe thought that the German
Chancellor was in a sense right in thinking that the ques-

tion ofnaval armaments was not the main cause ofAnglo-
German estrangement. ‘The building of the German
fleet is but one of the symptoms of the disease. It is the

political ambitions ofthe German government and nation

which are the source of the mischief.’ Grey himself felt

that, .however desirable German friendship might be.

Great Britain could not go back to the condition of things

under which Germany was openly on good relations

* B.D.D. vi. 530-3. The Emperor’s conversation is less violent in tone

(except for the usual attack on Mr. McKenna) in a report of the conversa-

tion in Tirpitz, op. eit. i. 182-4. According to Tirpitz’s report Kiderlen was
present throughout the interview and nodded his assent to the Emperor’s
remarks (‘nickte mir immer beilMig zu).

* B.D.D. vi. 533-d.
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with England, but was always driving hard bargain after

hard bargain.*

The British answer to the German list of complaints

was given to the Chancellor in the beginning of Decem-

ber.^ The answer took the form of a memorandum dis-

cussing the charges in detail, and a covering letter to the

British Ambassador in Berlin explaining Grey’s attitude

to the German complaints. The details belong to the

history of the Turkish loan of 1910, the Baghdad railway,

and the Algeciras Conference.^ In the covering letter

Grey protested against the Chancellor’s statement that

British public opinion had been taught by the British

Government to regard Germany as an enemy. Grey

pointed to the anti-English character of German naval

propaganda, and added that if charges of such a kind

were made, discussion would become impossible.

The sequel to this complaint is interesting. On 5

December Goschen reported by telegram that the Ger-

man Government was seriously troubled by the British

reference to the phrase that the British Government had

‘taught’ the English people to regard Germany as an

enemy. 5 Four days later Goschen sent to the Foreign

Office a summary of the conversation of 1 2 October in

which the German statement had occurred.''^ This sum-

' B.D.D. vi. 538-g.
* B.D.D. vi. 546-54 and 557-60; D.G.P. xxviii. 379-82. It would appear

that Goschen, at an interview with the Chancellor on i DeceJnher, presented

the British memorandum. The Chancellor asked Goschen to give him a

copy of his notes. On 2 December Goschen sent a compte rendu of the general

conversation and the detailed memorandum. The latter is referred to in a

footnote (pp. 380-1) but is not printed in D.G.P. though the draft of a

German answer to the points discussed is given on pp. 382-4. This German

answer was handed to Goschen on 16 December (B.D.D. vi. 568-72; D.G.P.

xxviii. 382—4). D.G.P. does not include any account of the conversation of

16 December. The compte rendu ofthe conversation of 1 December is printed

in D.G.P. xxviii. 380-2. It is not accompanied in D.G.P. by any summa^

of the conversation from the German side. This omission is unfortunate in

the light of the discussion whether the Chancellor did or did not use the

words of which Grey complained.
^ B.D.D. vi. 561-2.

B.D.D. vi. 564-6. For Kiderlen’s explanation, see B.D.D. vi. 562-4.



INFORMATION. I. igio 389

mary was dictated in French by Kiderlen to Mr. Seymour,

a secretary at the British Embassy, two days after the

interview of 12 October. The dictation was made from

the German notes prepared by Kiderlen for the Chancel-

lor, and used in the conversation. The summarycontained
the words: ‘Si le peuple anglais n’avait pas appris par ses

gouvernants de considerer I’AHemagne comme I’ennemi,

il ne serait pas emu de I’agrandissement de la flotte alle-

mande. Les grands progres de la flotte des £tats Unis

le laissent calme.’ An official of the German Foreign

Office had read through Mr. Seymour’s version of the

document dictated to him.

Goschen was sure that Bethmann-Hollweg, speaking

from notes, had said the same thing ‘with great emphasis,

and a little more strongly’. Moreover, in the interview

of I December, Bethmann-Hollweg at first doubted that

he had used such words, but, when pressed by Goschen,

said that ‘the speeches of prominent statesmen like Mr.
McKenna and others, had justified him in drawing such

a conclusion.^ Nevertheless Kiderlen denied that he had

written the phrase in his memorandum, or dictated it to

Mr. Seymour, even though Goschen pointed out the

extreme unlikelihood that Mr. Seymour would or could

have interpolated a whole sentence while a document

was being dictated to him.

On 1 6 December the Chancellor assured Goschen that

he had not used the words in question. Goschen

referred him to the dictated version. Bethmann-Hollweg
answered that Kiderlen denied that the words had been

dictated. Goschen was given the document from which

Kiderlen’s dictation had been made.^ The document did

not contain the sentence ofwhich the British Government
had complained. There was only a sentence: ‘that a

powerful German fleet in the hands of a friendly Power
need not be a cause of anxiety for England is shown by

• B.D.D. vi. 558.
* B.D.D. vi. 568-72. A translation of the German document is printed in

B.D.D. vi. 572—4. There is no account of this interview in D.G.P.

4I9i XJ
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the equanimity with which England regards the growth

of the fleet of the United States’. It is not surprising that

Grey described the German explanation as ‘obviously

irreconcilable with the facts’.* Grey decided that it would

be unwise to press the German Government any further

about the original document. Crowe commented on ‘the

sorry shifts to which even the highest German officials

stoop’ The incident, like the discovery ofthe facts about

the naval contracts in 1909, was unlikely to increase

British trust in the statements given to them by the

German Government.

* B.D.D. vi. 566-7.
* The treatment of this question in D.G.P. is not satisfactory. D.G.P.

contains (xxviii. 368-73) a version of Kiderlen’s memorandum for the

Chancellor’s use on 1 2 October. This version does not contain the sentence

of which Grey complained. A footnote on p. 368 states that ‘extracts’ from

the memorandum were dictated to a secretary of the British Embassy on

14 October, and that the whole text was given to Goschen in December.

The only reference to Grey’s complaint in D.G.P. are in the compu rendu of

the conversation of 12 October drawn up by Goschen (pp. 380-2) and the

German denial that the phrase in question had ever been used (pp. 382-3).

Unless the British documents were consulted, it would be impossible to

discover that the British Government had the strongest reasons for suspecting

that the phrase had been cut out ofthe version shown to then). On the other

hand, D.G.P. states that a copy of Kiderlen’s memorandum was sent to

Metternich on 15 November 1910. It would be interesting to see whether

this copy, which was sent away before the controversy arose, contains the

sentence. It is remarkable that the German Goveriunent did not produce

the copy of the document which had been sent to London, since this copy,

if it did not contain the sentence, would have been an excellent piece of

evidence.

A comparison of the three versions—the version taken down in French by

Mr. Seymour, the version in German given to Goschen on 16 December,

and published in B.D.D. in translation, and the German version printed m
D.G.P.—shows other important differences. The French version is shorter

than the others, and is obviously a summary dictated with some freedom.

The versions in German and English agree save for omissions from the

version given to Goschen of certain passages which appear in the version

printed in D.G.P. The omissions are (i) a paragraph in D.G-P- (37°)

effect that Germany would be ready to continue a discussion of the proposal

for a 'reduction of tempo', (2) a reference to the sacrifices which England

was prepared to make for Russian friendship, while she put no value upon

the friendship of Germany (371), (3) specific references to matters in the

Far East (annexation of Corea, Russojapanese treaty) in which Germany

and England had common interests, and might have worked together (37®)’
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Two further steps were taken before the end ofthe year.

The British Admiralty laid down the conditions necessary

for the exchange of information between Great Britain

and Germany,* and on 16 December Metternich told

Grey that Germany was now ready to agree to an ex-

change of information without reference to the political

agreement. Grey took this chance ofexplaining the diffi-

culty offinding a political ‘formula’ which would improve
Anglo-German relations without impairingAnglo-French

and Anglo-Russian relations.* Metternich noticed that

Grey once more used the word ‘understanding’; his usual

word was ‘formula’; he never spoke of an ‘agreement’.

Metternich told his Government that Grey was not a man
who tried, for reasons of‘opportuneness’, to awaken hopes
in which he did not believe, or to promise more than he

thought he could perform’, but that he had never shown
so clearly his desire for a rapprochement,

' B.D.D. vi. 560-1. * B.D.D. vi. 575-6; D.G.P. xxviii. 385-9.
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GREY’S PROPOSALS FOR AN EXCHANGE
OF INFORMATION. II. 1910-11

The general election in Great Britain delayed the

negotiations but on 7 February Goschen was able to

give the German Chancellor the English proposals for

the exchange of naval information.’' Grey wanted a

document which could be made public. T desire this

because it would have some effect in dissipating an

impression in the public mind here, in Germany, and in

third countries that either nation is preparing for a sud-

den spring upon the olher.’^ Meanwhile Captain Watson,

the British naval attache in Berlin, had reported that

there were rumours of a supplementary law which would

increase the German shipbuilding programme in 1912.

Goschen believed that Captain Watson was right in think-

ing that the scope of the law would depend on the British

programme of naval construction for 1911-12. Goschen

wrote that

‘the activity in German dockyards has a tendency to increase

or decrease in the inverse ratio to that of Great Britain. If,

proceeding on this system the German government should wish

to take advantage ofa reduced British ship-building programme

to meet the wishes of the “Strong Navy” Party, there are no

reasons, financial or otherwise, except perhaps an adverse public

opinion, to prevent them from doing so.’

The increase ofBritish shipbuilding in 1909 and 1910 had

checked the extreme activity which prevailed in German

dockyards in the preceding years. In Goschen’s opinion,

‘a British ship-building programme showing a steady rate

of increase in 1911—12, and a determination to continue

on that basis annually’ would probably convince Ger-

many that competition was useless.^ The German answer

' B.D.D. vi. 579-87. The written proposals were actually given to the

Chancellor on 8 February. D.G.P. xxviii. 390-1.
* B.D.D. vi. 579. ® B.D.D. vi. 58.1—3; cf. ib. 588-9.

• "«
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to the British proposal was delayed until 24 March;
Nicolson wondered whether the German Admiralty was
waiting to hear the British naval estimates.^ The German
reply was based upon a memorandum of Tirpitz’s sug-

gesting that information should be exchanged simultane-

ously, and that the programme of the two countries

should be limited for the next year by the figures which
they had communicated.^ The Chancellor explained that

the desire for ‘simultaneity’ implied that neither country
would take advantage of the knowledge of the other’s

plans to ‘go one better’. Kiderlen also laid stress upon
the condition that the programmes exchanged should be
binding for one year.^

The British naval attache commented at once that the

German plan went beyond the British proposals. The
Admiralty had suggested nothing more than a statement

of information about work projected or under construc-

tion. Captain Watson suggested that the ‘exchange’

should take place after the publication of the naval pro-

grammes and should be limited to the dates of laying

down ships, and other general facts, e.g. dimensions of

ships.'^

The British Foreign Office and Admiralty agreed with

Captain Watson’s view.® They thought that Bethmann-
Hollweg was now proposing, not an exchange ofinforma-

tion, but a limitation of armaments, and a limitation in

the German interest. The British naval programme was
largely dependent on that of Germany and Austria; the

German proposals would compel the Admiralty to decide

upon a naval programme without knowledge ofGerman
and Austrian plans. These facts were well known to

Germany, and had often been pointed out to the German

* B.D.D. vi. 603.
* D.G.P. xxviii. 400-1 . It is curious, in relation to his earlier views on the

subject, that Tirpitz should have described this readiness to exchange in-

formation as a blow to British naval prestige, and a recognition of the great

military importance of the German fleet {ib. 401).
^ B.D.D. vi. 608-13; D.G.P. xxviii. 402.
* B.D.D. vi. 613-14. 5 B.D.D. vi. 614-15, 629-30.
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Foreign Office; the German Emperor and the naval party

were always saying that the number of ships laid down
by Great Britain was a matter of indifference to them.

There was a further delay before an official answer was
given to Germany. This answer explained the difference

between the original proposal made by Great Britain and

the suggestions made by Germany. The British Govern-

ment, however, agreed that, ‘there should be no variation

of the programme . . . made known without previous and

further information being given to the other party’.'

Bethmann-Hollweg, ‘in view of the general political

situation’, was anxious to give a favourable answer.^ The

answer was an acceptance of the British conditions; it

was given on 27 June 1911.^ On i July the German
Government sent the Panther to Agadir.

Even before this sudden act the possibility of a general

agreement was receding. The reply to the German memo-
randum of 1 2 October was given to the Chancellor on

24 March—the day on which he had accepted in prin-

ciple the idea of an exchange of information. Grey told

the French and Russian Governments confidentially that

the negotiations were reopened; he also told the German
Chancellor that France and Russia knew that Anglo-

German discussions were taking place. The British

answer again insisted that no political formula could be

accepted which might impair British relations with France

and Russia. Grey once more suggested an agreement on

certain outstanding questions—notably, the question of

the Baghdad railway; the method of settling particular

subjects of difference had been used with success in the

negotiations with France and Russia. The British Govern-

' B.D.D. vi. 636-7; D.G.P. xxviii. 419-30; 9 June 1911.
* D.G.P. xxviii. 430-1.
3 B.D.D. vi. 640-1 ;

D.G.P. xxviii. 433-4. For the later history of his

proposals for exchange of information, see below, pp. 305-7.
It might be assumed, from a note in D.G.P. xxviii. 403 that the British

Government concealed from Germany the amount of information given to

France and Russia. It is clear from B.D.D. vi. 603-4 609 that this was

not the intention of the British Government.
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merit, however, agreed to the simultaneous conclusion of

a political and a naval understanding.^ Upon this last

proposal—^which was a surrender of the earlier position

that a naval agreement should precede any political

agreement—Kiderlen commented; ‘Yes—^if they will

recognize reciprocity there also—equal strength’.^

The Chancellor’s comments on receiving the memoran-
dum, were not hopeful.^ His official answer was given

on 9 May 1911.'^ He explained that Germany could no
longer discuss the question of slowing down the rate of

shipbuilding. For financial reasons it was now impossible

to postpone the regular expenditure laid down under the

naval law; it was also impossible, from the point of view
of German shipbuilding yards, to cut down the building

programme. The German Government wanted a general

political agreement which would make a purely naval

agreement superfluous. An agreement excluding all pos-

sibility of attack by either party might be extended to

France and Russia.

It is necessary to take into account not merely this

official statement, but also a draft of 5 April, in which
the Chancellor wrote down his ‘ideas about England’,

and a letter to Metternich in which these ideas were
developed.® The Chancellor still held to four assumptions

which could not be accepted by Great Britain. These
assumptions were; (i) that England was unnecessarily

nervous about German shipbuilding intentions. Ger-

many had declared that she had no aggressive intentions;

(2) that the German naval programme took no account
ofthe British programme; this German programme could

not be cut down, but would not be increased unless there

‘ B.D.D. vi. 598-600; D.G.P. xxviii. 403-6.
^ D.G.P. xxviii. 406. Kiderlen’s note to the word ‘simultaneous’ was

‘No’. The note quoted above may be regarded as a certain qualification

of the ‘No’.
s B.D.D. vi. 608-10. There is no account of the conversation of 24 March

in D.G.P. xxviii.

B.D.D. vi. 625-7; D.G.P. xxviii. 409-10.
® D.G.P. xxviii. 407-9 and 41 1-15.
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were ‘a change in the political constellation’ unfavour-

able to Germany; (3) that England could give to Ger-

many a promise of neutrality in a war in which Germany
was engaged with France and Russia without affecting

British relations with these two latter Powers; (4) that

on the question of the Baghdad railway and Persia the

Germans were in the position of ‘beati possidentes’. Any
recognition of the wishes of England on these questions

would be a concession on the part ofGermany, and would

therefore require ‘counterconcessions’.

The British comments on the Chancellor’s statement

were unfavourable.^ The British Government had begun

by insisting that a naval agreement should precede a

political agreement, and that no naval agreement would

be accepted unless it brought a real reduction in naval

expenditure. These two points had been surrendered;

Great Britain had agreed to consider the simultaneous

conclusion of naval and political agreements, while Ger-

many still refused to modify the naval law, and therefore

to offer any real diminution of naval expenditure. Ger-

many had manoeuvred Great Britain into a discussion

of a political agreement, and then withdrawn even her

limited and vague proposal for a retardation of naval

construction within the limits of the naval law. Of the

two reasons given for the withdrawal of this proposal, the

financial reason was clearly insufficient, and the reference

to the need for continuous employment in the German
shipbuilding and armament works was ‘ominous’. The

German political proposals would still leave Germany

free to continue the indirect pressure which she was

exercising on the smaller European States.® The distrust

* B.D.D. vi. 622-3 627-g.
* The question ofGerman pressure on the smaller Powers deserves a more

thorough study than it has yet received. It is interesting, in this context,

to notice a remarkof the Emperor’s about an article in the WestminsterG(Kftie

at the end of the year igi i . The article was sent to the Emperor by Ballin,

and returned to Ballin with the usual marginalia and a final comment:

‘Very good as far as the ridiculous statement that we are aiming at the

hegemony of Central Europe. We actually are Central Europe, and that
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was not lessened by rumours of a further increase in the

strength of the German navy.

Thus a deadlock had been reached in the negotiations.

After two years of conversations, exchange of notes, and
drafting of memoranda, the German Chancellor had not

receded from the point of view that Germany could not

afford to make any concessions in her naval programme
unless Great Britain would give in return a promise of

neutrality. The British Government could not give this

promise without destroying the ententes with France and
Russia. On one point indeed agreement had been

reached, though even here a good many difficult ques-

tions of detail had still to be settled. The German
Government had agreed in principle to an exchange of

information about the work actually in hand or projected

in their shipyards. Grey had looked upon an exchange of

information as the first step to a wider agreement for the

limitation of armaments. The German attitude showed
that this hope was not likely to be realized. The first

information to be exchanged would probably be the news
of another supplementary naval law in Germany.
Meanwhile the Liberals in Parliament and outside

Parliament were becoming more restive. The Liberal

party stood for economy in armaments; every year there

was an increase in the cost of the navy. A programme of

eight capital ships had been followed by a programme of

five ships. There seemed no end to this competition in

shipbuilding. The naval architects designed larger and
more expensive ships; the ordnance factories turned out

heavier guns. The submarine was becoming an impor-

tant war vessel; the airship and aeroplane were about to

add to the complications and charges of army and navy.

The Prime Minister had explained in 1909, and again

in 1910, that Great Britain was anxious to come to an
other states should lean upon us or come into our circle of influence through

the law of gravity, especially when they belong to the same race is

quite natural. The English don’t want this, because it destroys their theory

of the balance of power, i.e. playing off the European great states against

one another ad libitum.’ Huldermann, Ballin, p. 245.
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agreement with Germany to limit this burden of arma-

ments. The story ofthe negotiations with Germany could

not be told without aggravating the situation. The
British public would have thought, with some reason, that

Germany was trying to detach Great Britain from the

ententes. There would have been an outburst of anger,

and all hope ofan Anglo-German agreement would have

been at an end. The Liberal enthusiasts for disarmament

on almost any terms knew very little about German views

and German policy. It is difficult to escape from the

conclusion that many ofthem made no effort to learn the

facts or to understand the significance of the European

situation.

The attacks upon Ministers for their failure to ease the

position by a settlement with Germany were peculiarly

unfair to Grey. He could not use his knowledge to the

full; he was bound to give his answers in general terms.

He felt deeply and sincerely the seriousness and danger of

the growth of naval armaments. He believed that there

was some hope of a change for the better. He was con-

vinced that this change could only come about through

careful and deliberate action by all the Powers. He
thought that there were signs of good^vill in Europe.

Three months before the dispatch of the Panther to Agadir

he told the House of Commons that there had been an

improvement in international relations.

‘The Great Powers of Europe are spoken of as being in separate

groups. Yes; but gradually, in the last five years at any rate,

things which might have brought these groups into opposition

with each other, have been disappearing. ... I am speaking

not ofour particular (foreign) relations only, but of the relations

of France with Germany, and Russia with Germany.'*

Grey was unwilling to meet the attacks of the disarma-

ment party in the House of Commons by an appeal to

jingoism, or by references to supposed German designs

and dangers which might threaten Great Britain. His

speeches were never sensational; they were entirely free

* Haiuard, 5th Ser. xxii. 1984. For this speech see below, pp. 299-303.
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from debating points. Grey never doubted the sincerity

of his critics. He agreed with the purpose they had in

view. He could only point to the despotism of fact, the

importance ofadapting means to ends, the limited power

of action possessed by one nation.

In the early spring of 1911 Mr. J. M. Macdonald,

the leader of the ‘reduction of armaments’ group in the

House of Commons, brought forward a motion in favour

of a diminution of armaments. Grey’s answer to Mr.
Macdonald’s speech is an important statement of his own
views about disarmament and the aims of British foreign

policy in the years before the War.^ The German Chan-
cellor replied to Grey in the Reichstag. A comparison

between the British and German views is instructive.

Grey described the paradox that the armaments of

Europe were increasing rapidly at a time when there was
an improvement in the relations between the Great

Powers.^ He quoted extracts from speeches made by
Bethmann-Hollweg and others.

It might be thought that, as armaments increase, these opinions

could not be sincere. I believe they are sincere. . . .Yet the

armaments increase. . . . There is a much greater paradox. It

is that this growing and enormous burden of Naval and Mili-

tary expenditure is coinciding not merely with friendly relations

between the Powers, but with the growth of civilisation as a

whole. It is a fact that it is in the most civilised nations of the

world that the expenditure is greatest. If civilisation means all

that we imply by it, surely the growth of civilisation should have

softened and not increased Naval and Military expenditure.

Some Naval and Military expenditure the most highly civilised

nations necessarily must have until the world is all equally

civilised. The most highly civilised nation must, of course, have
in all circumstances the power to protect themselves against

those who remain less advanced. But the paradox remains,

that their expenditure on armaments is not directed against

nations less civilised than themselves, not against more back-

ward nations but it is directed—I will not say directed against,

* Hansard, 5th Ser. xxii. 1977-91: 13 March 1911. The motion was
seconded by Mr. Ponsonby.



300 GREY’S PROPOSAL FOR AN EXCHANGE OF

but it is entered upon in rivalry with each other. This paradox

—unless the incongruity and mischief is brought home riot only

to men’s heads generally, but to their feelings, so that they

resent the inconsistency and realize the danger of it—^if this

tremendous expenditure on and rivalry of armaments goes on,

it must in the long run break civilisation down. ... If you are

to have these great burdens of force piled up in times of peace,

as it has been in the last generation, it will become intolerable.

There are those who think it will lead to war precisely because

it is becoming intolerable. I hear it said that as the burden

grows it will be felt so strongly that some nation will seek relief

in war. I think it is much more likely that the burden will be

dissipated by internal revolution—not by nations fighting against

each other, but by the revolt of the masses of men against taxa-

tion. But it does not follow from that that one nation can . . .

put a stop to the rivalry by dropping out of the race. . . . On the

contrary, it might very well be that if one nation dropped out

ofthe competition it might momentarily give a spurt in expendi-

ture in some other. ... I spoke of a revolt against naval and

military expenditure. That revolt will not come until the taxa-

tion presses directly upon the classes for whom existence at best

must be a struggle. When you begin to make hunger by taxa-

tion, as sooner or later every country will come to make it if

naval and military expenditure goes on increasing, then you will

be within measurable distance of that revolt which will put a

stop to it. That is the direction in which the great countries are

heading. There is a greater danger than that of war—the

danger which I once outside this House called bleeding to death

in time of peace. ... I would fain hope that some way out may
be found. . . . Agreement with other nations? I believe that

agreement may do something. Agreement with Germany has

been spoken of It needs very careful handling. I have always

avoided the phrase “limitation of armaments”, because limita-

tion of armaments is often construed abroad as if we intended

or were endeavouring to impose some limit on another country.

No country would stand that, and, least of all, Germany.
“Mutual reduction of expenditure” is the phrase I have always

endeavoured to use. Remember that in any possible naval agree-

ment with Germany we have been given to understand that the

German Naval Law must in the long run be carried out. That
German Naval Law when complete means a navy of thirty-
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three capital ships, including “Dreadnoughts” and cruisers, as

well as pre-Dreadnoughts.*

‘That is a very serious Naval expenditure for any Power; but

I am sure that if I held out any hope to the House that by
agreement Germany would part with her naval law, or alter it,

I should at once be contradicted by the German Government.

Within the limits of that declaration I think agreement may do
something.’

Grey then came back to his plan of mutual exchange

of information.^

‘I have always held that frank exchange ofinformation between

the two Governments, through their Naval attaches, would
guard against surprise. It would convince each nation and the

world that neither was trying to steal a march upon the other,

and it would have a pacific effect. It may be that within the

limits of the German Naval Law some retardation of naval

expenditure may be effected. It may be that agreement would
make it certain that there would be no addition to the present

programme in Germany.
‘All that is a subject for discussion between the two Govern-

ments. It would be to the good if any agreement could be
reached between them. But remember, it must always be within

those limits ! So far as this agreement is concerned, it must be
remembered that the German Naval Law has been laid down
by Germany to fulfil what she thinks necessary for her own
purposes. She believes it within her power to have a strong

navy, and due to herself. That is a position that nobody can
resent Germany taking up. Germany has never regarded our
Navy Estimates as a provocation to herself. Agreement may do
something, but it is a smtill matter compared with the whole
question.’

Grey then turned to what he thought to be the real

remedy for the race in armaments.

‘What we have to look for is any beneficent movement which
will go to the root of the matter, and so affect public opinion,

not in one country but in all. That may lead to first of all the

* It will be noticed that Grey was not very clear about the number of
capital ships to be provided under the Naval Law. See above, p. 212.

* For the previous statements of Grey upon this plan see above, passim.
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tide ceasing to flow, then turning, then, I hope, ebbing. I can

conceive of but one thing that will really affect this Military

and Naval expenditure of the world on the wholesale scale in

which it must be affected if there is to be a real and sure relief.

You will not get it till nations do what individuals have done,

come to regard an appeal to law as the natural course for

nations, instead of an appeal to force. Public opinion has been

moving. Arbitration has been increasing. But you must take

a large step further before the increase of arbitration will really

affect this expenditure on armaments.’

Grey quoted two speeches of the President of the United

States. He pointed out that no official proposal had

followed these speeches, but that, ifpublic opinion would

discuss large proposals in a spirit which looked beyond the

immediate gains of this or that nationality, there was

some hope of success.

‘Supposing . . . two of the greatest nations in the world were to

make it clear to the whole world that by agreement such as

that, that in no circumstances were they going to war again, I

venture to say that the effect on the world at large of the

example would be one which would be bound to have beneficial

consequences. It is true that the two nations who did that might

still be exposed to attack from a third nation who had not

entered into such agreement. I think it would probably lead

to their following it up by an agreement that they would join

with each other in any case in which one only had a quarrel

with a third Power by which arbitration was refused. And more

and more the tendency which is growing in the world to recog-

nise that war between two great countries must not only be a

serious thing for them but must be a serious thing for neutral

Powers through the disturbance it causes, the more and more

they would join and nations would come to the conclusion as

between themselves, that they were not going to fight, but that

it was their interest to join together to keep the peace of the

world. . . . Entering into an agreement ofthat kind there would

be great risks entailed. You must be prepared for some sacri-

fices of national pride. ... I know that to bring about changes

of this kind public opinion has to rise to a high plane, higher

than it can rise in ordinary times . . . but the times are not

ordinary with this expenditure, and they will become less
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ordinary as this expenditure increases. The minds of men are

working up on this, and if you look back into history you will

find there do come times at favourable moments when public

opinion has risen to heights which a generation previously would

have been thought impossible. It was so when public opinion

abolished slavery with all its vested interests. ... I think it is

not impossible, though I admit that in a case ofsuch an enorm-

ous change progress may be slow, that the public opinion of

the world at large may insist, if it is fortunate enough to find

leaders who have the courage, upon finding relief in this direc-

tion. Some armies and navies would remain, no doubt, but

they would remain then not in rivalry with each other, but as

the police of the world. . . . The great nations of the world are

in bondage, in increasing bondage, at the present moment, to

their armies and navies, and it does not seem to me impossible

that in some future years they may discover, as individuals have

discovered, that law is a better remedy than force, and that all

the time they have been in bondage to this tremendous expendi-

ture, the prison door has been locked on the inside.’

Grey’s speech was more favourably received in England
than on the Continent. A representative body of non-

conformist ministers spoke of the ‘gleaming goal’ towards

which Grey had pointed in his references to disarmament
and arbitration, but the general view in France was that

England had everything to gain from an arbitration

treaty with the United States since Canada was defence-

less. German opinion on the whole regarded the speech

as a sign that Great Britain was at the end ofher financial

resources. The German naval attache in London con-

cluded a report on the speech with the words. ‘Grey’s

surrender is due to the Naval Law alone and the un-
shakable resolution of the German nation not to allow

any diminution of this important instrument.’* The
Emperor’s comment was equally simple. ‘If we had
followed the advice of Mettemich and Billow for the last

four or five years and ceased to build we should now have
had the “Copenhagen” war upon us. As it is, they

respect our firm resolution and surrender to the facts.

* D.G.P. xxviii. 396-8.



304 GREY’S PROPOSAL FOR AN EXCHANGE OF

So we must go on building undisturbed. And when our

higher tempo comes to an end instead of building two

battleships and one cruiser, we must build one battleship

and two cruisers.’ Mettemich reported in full the most

important paragraphs in Grey’s speech. The Emperor’s

comment upon the reference to the beneficent influence

ofan exchange ofinformation on shipbuilding was ‘Non-

sense’.^ To the suggestion that there might be a slowing

down ofGerman construction the Emperor remarked ‘No’.

On 31 March the German Chancellor gave in the

Reichstag a direct answer to Grey’s speech. He pointed

out that no practical proposals for disarmament had been

suggested. The question was extremely difficult. It was

not easy to define the relative position of each nation.

‘Perhaps the procedure used in the formation ofindustrial

syndicates can be adopted.’ Bethmann-Hollweg said that

he could not himself suggest any draft scheme.

‘England is convinced, and has repeatedly declared that, not-

withstanding all her wishes for a limitation of armaments and

for the composition of disputes by arbitral procedure, her Fleet

must in all circumstances be a match for, or even superior to,

any possible combination in the world. To aim at this state of

things is England’s perfect right . . . but it is quite a different

matter to make such a claim into the basis of an agreement

which by peaceful assent is to be accepted by other Powers.’

An attempt at controlwouldlead to ‘nothing but perpetual

mistrust and excitement’. Disarmamentwouldremainim-
practicable as long asmenwere men and stales were states.

On the question of an exchange of information Ger-

many was ready to agree with any practical plan. The

introduction of arbitration on all points, including those

affecting the ‘honour and interests’ of a nation, meant

nothing more than an assertion that a serious breach of

the peace was unthinkable between the two nations

making such an agreement,

‘The condition of peaceableness is strength. The old saying still

holds good that the weak will be the prey of the strong. When

* D.G.P. xxviii. 398-400.
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a people will not or cannot continue to spend enough on its

armaments to be able to make its way \sich durchztisetzeri] in the

world, then it falls back into the second rank, and sinks down
to the role of a “super” on the world’s stage. There will always

be another and a stronger there who is ready to take the place

in the world which it has vacated.’

The radical and socialist newspapers in Germany
disapproved of the Chancellor’s speech. Otherwise there

was little press comment. The Frankfurter ^eitung pointed

out that the emphasis of the speech was on the difficulties

of finding a way out of the impasse. The German
Government looked at things from the point of view of a

conservative, military caste and the interests of arma-
ment manufacturers. The press took no notice of the

suggestion of an exchange of information on the ship-

building programmes.'

At the end of May the German Navy League held its

annual meeting. The League again wanted an increase

in the number of large cruisers.^ Some protests were
made, notably in the Vossische Z^itung, against this demand
and against the close association ofthe German Admiralty
with the meetings of the Navy League, but the protests

had no sequel. On 20 June—^less than a fortnight before

the dispatch of the Panther to Agadir, the Emperor
described Germany as a block of steel forged by the

hammer of God, and added that the development of
German trade and shipping was possible only behind
German armed forces, ‘above all, behind a respected

German navy’.

NOTE TO CHAPTER XVI

Proposalsfor the Exchange ofNaval Information; Negotiations

after 27 June igii

The later history of this plan upon which Grey had placed
great hopes can be told in a few words. The German letter of

’ Count Revendow referred to the subject, but pointed out that the
information to be exchanged concerned matters which were already clear.

* The League asked for six additional cruisers between 191a and 1917,
i.e. an increase of one capital ship a year in the building programme.
B.D.D. vi. 644-7. See also, above, p. 284.

4192 _
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acceptance suggested that the details should be settled by the

naval authorities. The Foreign Office thought this proposal

unsatisfactory. Crowe noted that ‘we have had repeated and

unhappy experience ofconcluding agreements and leaving some

essential part to be arranged subsequently. It is to my mind

an absolutely unsound method, and almost invariably leads to

Great Britain being jockeyed out ofwhat she thought had been

settled.’* During the Agadir crisis Grey felt that relations

^ between the two countries were so very much strained that

more harm than good would be done by continuing the negotia-

tions. The German press would certainly describe an agree-

ment for mutual inspection ofshipbuilding yards as an insidious

piece of espionage on the part ofGreat Britain. Captain Watson
reported on ay September that the German Government

intended to change the date of the publication of their naval

estimates from November to March, in order to take away any

advantage which the British Admiralty might obtain from

knowing the German estimates before the British estimates

were published.* On 3 November the Chancellor told Goschen

that he was still waiting for an answer to the German letter of

acceptance.* Grey was uncertain whether the time was favour-

able for reopening the question. Crowe was afraid the Germans

might think that Great Britain was trying to discover whether

they had any plans for an increase in construction.* Goschen

saw no objection to sending a detailed answer to the note of

27 June.® This detailed answer was given to Kiderlen on

28 January 1912, immediately after the elections to the Reichs-

tag. The British Admiralty suggested an extension of the

‘information’ to include ‘all cases of the arming of merchant

or passenger vessels’. They also explained that they had no wish

to inquire into details which the naval authorities would rightly

regard as professional secrets. They did not ‘seek to know the

intentions of the German Government so far as the future is

concerned, or to lead that Government into any arrangement

which would fetter reciprocally the free discretion of either

Power to alter, vary, diminish or extend their naval programme.

They are concerned with the exact situation, in fact at given

and agreed periods in each year. They would desire to know

how many vessels of each class or type are being constructed at

* B.D.D. vi. 641.
3 B.D.D. vi. 647.

* B.D.D. vi. 644-7.

* B.D.D. vi. 653-6.* fi.D.D. vi. 649.
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such given times in all the yards, public or private, of the Ger-

man Empire, whether for the German Government, or for

foreign sale. They are prepared similarly to satisfy the German
Government beyond doubt or question as to the general posi-

tion of all warship construction within the United Kingdom.
What is desired, indeed, is an exchange of simple and easily

verifiable facts.’' Haldane’s visit followed within a few days of

the presentation of the British detailed proposals. No further

correspondence on the subject is printed in the British or Ger-

man documents; the German Government apparently let the

matter drop after the failure of the negotiations for a political

agreement. Mr. Churchill referred to the proposals in April

1912, but no further suggestions were made by Great Britain.*

' B.D.D. vi. 662-3; D-G.P. xxxi. 50-3.
* Widenmann’s comments on the British proposals were extremely un-

favourable, and to some extent justified Crowe’s fear that these proposals

would be misinterpreted, and connected with the rumoured proposals for

an increase in German naval construction (D.G.P. xxxi. 56-61). Metternich
did not agree with Widenmann’s opinions; as usual the Emperor paid no
atteadon to Metternkih {Jy.G-JP. xxxi. 55^.

The editors of D.G.P. assume that the renewal of the discussions by Great
Britain in January igi2 was caused by the desire to create a favourable
atmosphere for Haldane’s visit. It is clear from the British documents that
the only reason why the British answer had been delayed was, in Grey’s
words to Gambon, ‘the electricity in the air during the discussion of the
question of Morocco’. (B.D.D. vi. 664.) Reference to the German press
during the autumn of igt i shows that Grey’s words were not exaggerated.



XVII

THE AGADIR CRISIS, igii

I
N 1898 and Igoo Tirpitz had launched a naval pro-

gramme on a strong tide of anti-British feeling in

Germany. He had taught the German people to think

that they were helpless before the rapacity of England

because they could not resist England at sea. This lesson

was drivenhome at every succeeding crisis in international

affairs. Whatever the general gain or loss to Germany,

there was always a harvest to be reaped by the naval

party. New financial burdens could be imposed upon the

German taxpayer in the cause of national defence.

A serious crisis occurred in the summer of igr r; again

the German people were warned that they could not

expect fair treatment by Great Britain until the German
navy had reached its proper development. There was an

important difference between the situation in 1900 and

in 1911. In 1900 Bulow supported the naval party. His

enemies have said that he owed his place to this support.

In 191 1 the German Chancellor and the Foreign Secretary

were doing their utmost to restrain the Emperor and the

naval party from taking a step which would endanger

German relations with Great Britain.

From this point of view the action of Germany is not

easy to understand. The Chancellor and Kiderlen—it is

better perhaps to say Kiderlen and the Chancellor—were

anxious to improve Anglo-German relation. Within

Germany they^tried to prevent anything which would

counter this policy. Oiitsid«»-Germanv they destroyed the

efiect oFtheir ownwork bv employing the ‘shock tries’

i^ich aiwayT roused the suspicions of the Powers.

Kiderlen had insisted that Germany should do nothing

to offend British susceptibilities. He had used the phrase

‘drop bv drop’ t^ th** where^^y linped

to persuade Great Britain to side with Germany rather
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than France. The dispatch of a warship to a port on the

AtTahtic seaboard ofMorocco was likely to strengthen the

Anglo-French entente; yetKiderlen himselfseems to have

been responsible for this drastic measure. The suggestion

did not come from the Chancellor. The Emperor doubted

whether the step was wise.*

The circumstances leading to a revival ofthe Moroccan
question were extremely complicated; a great deal of

financial intrigue lay behind the official policy of the

Governments of France and Germany. A full explana-

tion of the facts must wait until further evidence is

produced—^ifit is ever produced. The settlement reached

at Algeciras in April 1906 had broken down before the

end of 1907, largely owing to the weakness of the Sultan

and the unwillingness of his subjects to accept and enjoy

the benefits of European control. A rebellion in favour

ofthe Sultan’s brother, Muley Hafid, did not improve the

position. Muley Hafid was faced with large claims,

mainly French and Spanish, for damages during the

rebellion. In 1909 these claims and other liabilities

reached a total sixteen and a half times as large as the

annual revenue left to the Sultan. The French and Ger-
man Governments had reached an agreement in 1909;
France promised to allow Germans equal standing with

Frenchmen in financial and commercial matters, and
Germany recognized the special political position of

France. Unless the financial troubles of the new Sultan
were settled, there would be no commercial privileges for

any one, and the lives and property of Europeans would
be endangered. The German Government therefore

allowed the Sultan to receive a French loan of 107,000,000
francs.^ The Sultan’s creditors obtained greater hold of

' There is no confirmation ofthe statement made by the King ofRumania
on so September 1911 that the Emperor himself was responsible and that

Kiderlen knew nothing of the fact until after the Panther had been sent to

Agadir (O.A.P. iii. 34s). Kiderlen may possibly have given this version of
events to the King of Rumania.

* loan was sold to a syndicate ofFrench banks at 89; the bankers sold
it to the public at 97.
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the revenues ofthe country, but within a short time Muley
Hafid was again witliout money. He tried to impose new
taxes; the taxes were farmed out to local chiefs, and

, caused great discontent among the tribes which recog-

nized the Sultan’s authority. Finally, in April igii the

tribes near Fez revolted againstMuleyHafid. TheFrench
Government sent an expeditionary force to protect the

1 Europeans in Fez, and promised to withdraw the troops

Wfter the restoration of order. Great Britain had made a

similar promise a generation earlier, in Egypt. The
German Government could not refuse to allow the troops

'to go to Fez; the Europeans in the city were certainly in

danger. On the other hand, the agreement of igog was

^

not working well. The French suspected an attempt at

political control in every demand made by Germany.

They knew the close connexion between finance and

policy in Germany; a similar connexion existed in France.

They could not divide railway and other concessions

between their own and German firms because the British

Government objected to any infringement ofthe principle

ofopen competition laid down in the Algeciras settlement.

From the German point of view the agreement seemed

to have assured French political control without giving

economic advantages to Germany. The matter was com-

plicated by a dispute about rival French and German
trading companies in the French Congo near the border

of German territory. M. Caillaux, at this time French

Minister of Finance, and M. Messimy, Minister of the

Colonies, tried to arrange by secret negotiation a general

settlement of the questions in dispute. The Germans

would not name their price for leaving Morocco in

French hands; the French Cabinet was afraid of popular

criticism.

The French Ministry fell in 1911, and M. CaiUaux

became President ofthe Council, but French opinion was

unwilling to support his policy of a Franco-German
rapprochement. M. Caillaux’s position was not strong; the

opposition groups in the Chamber suspected his motives.
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1

The dispatch of the expeditionary force to Fez brought

matters to a head. The German Foreign Office was

pressed by the colonial enthusiasts, and gave way to them,

although the reopening of the Moroccan question might

easily have endangered the peace of Europe. On 2
1 June

Kiderlen told the French Ambassador that Germany was

prepared to receive ‘offers’, but he gave no general

warning that German interests required immediate satis-

faction. A gunboat—joined later by a cruiser—^was sent

to the port of Agadir, nominally to protect German
interests. There were no German interests of any impor-

tance within range of Agadir. On the other hand, a

strong body of opinion in Germany was known to favour

the annexation of a portion of the Atlantic seaboard of

Morocco. The plan was discussed at public meetings and
canvassed in the press. Kiderlen himselfmade remarks to

Gamboiii and, according to German evidence, to promi-

nent pan-Germans which could not easily be reconciled

with a claim to territorial disinterestedness.^ It was also

known to the public that German syndicates had tried to

obtain coaling stations in Teneriffe or Madeira. The evi-

dence however seems to show that Kiderlen was merely
trying to force a settlement of claims for ‘compensation’

elsewhere, without much thought that his action would
be interpreted in the light of the past history of German
policy and German methods. Furthermore, M. Caillaux’s

negotiations were not known to the British Foreign
Office; some of these negotiations were not even known
to the Minister of Foreign Affairs in M. Caillaux’s own
Government. Unless the British Ministers were given a
more explicit statement of the reasons why the Panther

had been sent to Agadir, they would be likely to assume,
or at least to suspect, that Germany had some far-reach-

ing territorial aims. No other explanation seemed

’ The Times, 20 January 1912. It was alleged in Germany that Zimmer-
mann, Under-Secretary ofState for Foreign Afiaiis, had tried to prevent the
German press from asking for 'compensation', since Germany wanted not
compensation’, but a position in Morocco.
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adequate. At a moment when the German Government
was trying to persuade Great Britain to sign a politiral

agreement the German Chancellor would hardly destroy

all chance of this agreement and even risk a European

war over a few square miles of territory in the hinterland

of the Congo.'

The Panther was sent to Agadir on i July. Three weeks

passed;* Kiderlen followed the ‘sphinx-like attitude’ taken

six years earlier by Biilow, and maintained the fiction that

the ship was protecting German interests in the neigh-

bourhood ofAgadir. Only on 23 July was an explanation

given. Two days before Metternich came to Grey with

this explanation Mr. Lloyd George (with Grey’s approval)

had spoken in strong terms at the Mansion House. Mr.

Lloyd George said nothing which had not been said about

German interests by German statesmen a score of times.

The fact that the language ofBritish Ministers was usually

less assertive in tone gave Mr. Lloyd George’s words a

particular importance.* Moreover, these words were

spoken by a Minister whose general wish for an Anglo-

German understanding was well known; the speech was

received with applause, and was approved by most

British newspapers. The attitude of the German press

towards this speech was at first uncertain. The Kolnische

^eitung at first denied that there was any menace in a

statement of principle, applicable to the Great Powers,

which might have been delivered by any non-English

’ The most important passage in Mr. Uo)-d George’s speech followed a

reference to the services rendered by Great Biitain in the past in safeguarding

the liberties and at times the existence ofcon.inental nations. ‘I would make

great sacrifices to preserve peace. . . . But if a situation were to be forced

upon us in which peace could only be preserved by the surrender of the great

and beneficent position Britain has won by centuries ofheroism and achieve-

ment, by allowing Britain to be treated where her interests were vitally

afiected as if she were ofno account in the Cabinet of nations, then I say

emphatically that peace at that price would be a humiliation intolerable for

a great country to endure. National honour is no party question. The
security of our international trade is no party question; the peace of the

world is much more likely to be secured if all nations realize fairly what the

conditions ofpeace must be.’
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statesman. . . . ‘Similar truths have been spoken from the

tribune of the German Reichstag and have not been held

to contain warlike tendencies or threats against other

people.’* The reception given to the speech in England,

and the highly nervous state of opinion in Germany soon

produced a different impression, and Mr. Lloyd George’s

speech was regarded as an unnecessary provocation. A
week later (27 July) the Prime Minister explained more
fully the British standpoint. Great Britain had not inter-

fered, and would not interfere, ‘to prejudice negotia-

tions between France and Germany’, but she had a right

to be consulted in matters affecting her obligations. ‘It

would have been a grave mistake to let the situation drift

until an assertion of our interest in it might, owing to

previous silence, cause surprise and resentment at the

m^ent when this assertion became most necessary.’^

^he resentment ofthe German press was turned mainly

against Great Britain. Throughout the summer, and par-

ticularly in July and August, there were rumours in

Germany and Great Britain of sinister movements of

fleets.^/ In September the British Admiralty made the

experiment ofsending coal for the fleet by rail from South

Wales to Scotland. About the same time there were signs

ofpanic on the Berlin Stock Exchange, and a deputation

of bankers visited the German Foreign Office, where they

were at once reassured. At the end ofJuly the rate of

insurance in London against war risks at sea rose from 5J.

to los. or 15J. per cent.; in September the rate was ioj.

per cent.

(The crisis lasted for several months. The German terms

were very high; the first demands included the whole
of the French Congo. ICiderlen’s action had increased

the difficulties of the French Government. Concessions

which might have been made by France without much
* Kolnische Z^itmg, 23 July igii. On 12 September a writer in the

KShische thought that ‘the ambitious soul of Sir E. Grey’ wanted
revenge for the humiliation of Great Britain on the Bosnian question.

* Hansard, 5th Ser. xxviii. 1827-8.
’ An English railway strike in August added to public anxiety.
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opposition now appeared as a huiriHaiin^ surrender to a

German ultimatum. Finally the surrender was made by

Germany. In return for a itrip cf Fren:h African terri-

tory running from the Czimercons to free Belgian Congo,

Germany recognized French political ii.nuence in Moroc-

co, It was difficult to believe that this -Airican concession

was worth the risk \\hich had been taken, or that Ger-

many would have given up all claim to Moroccan ports

if France and Great Britain had no: stood firm. Kider-

len’s tactics had failed: the fadlure affected the rest of his

policy. Great Britain and France had beer, alarmed; the

militaiy’ conversations between the r>‘.o Powers were

renewed. There was nothing binding in these conversa-

tions. They were held for reasons of common prudence.

They did not ‘threaten’ Germany: ye: they were bound

to affect the relations benveen Germany and Great

Britain, If British Ministers took particular care to let

the French Government understand that they reserved

full fireedom to decide whether they would or would not

take part in a Franco-German war, they would be equally

careffil not to give atvay their freedom to Germany in a

political formula.

Kiderlen had also increased his difficulties t\iihin Ger-

many. He had given the na\'al parn- a new opportunity.

During the height of the Moroccan crisis Tirpitz decided

to use the excited state of public opinion to secure a new

supplementary naval law.^ The Emperor shared this

view, and on 27 August 1911 made a speech at Hamburg
in which he referred to the enthusiasm of the people of

Hamburg as et'idence that they wished for a further in-

crease in the German fleet, ‘so that we can be sure that

no one will dispute our rightful place in the sun'.- Tirpitz

^ Tirpitz, op. cit. i. 200.

® D.G.P. xxxi. 3-4, note. It is clear from D.G.P. that this speech was

made to prepare Gennan public opinion for a further increase in the navy.

In November 1911 Captain Faber gave, in a speech at Andover, an

ill-informed and exaggerated account of the precautionary' measures taken

by the British .-Admiralty during the crisis. Captain Faber was a Conserva-

tive Member ofParliament; his speech was intended to show that the naval
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had two interviews with the Chancellor at the end of

August. It was decided to postpone the decision about

the supplementary law until the settlement of the Moroc-

can question!!^ Before September was over Tirpitz had

persuaded the Emperor that the German people ought to

be told that their Government aimed at a 2 : 3 ratio

between the German and British fleets. This announce-

ment would be made early in 1912,* and in the autumn
of 1912 a new naval law would be introduced. The
Emperor thought that British finances were in a bad
condition and that Great Britain would accept his pro-

posal. He saw signs of surrender in the moderate British

naval estimates of 1911, and in the willingness of Mr,
McKenna to accept a ratio of 30 : 21 in capital ships in

1914.® (In September 1911 Italy declared war on Turkey
over the question of Tripoli. The war was not desired by
Germany. Turkish relations with Germany were not

improved by the action of one of Germany’s allies in

attacking Tripoli at a moment of Turkish weakness.

There was also a danger that the Balkan States might take

the chance of attacking the Turks, and bring about a

difficult Austro-Russian conflict of interest. Tirpitz, as

usual, turned the situation to good effect for his propa-

ganda. The war showed the importance of sea-power.

Italy was able to control the eastern Mediterranean and
prevent the Turks from bringing any reinforcements to

and military arrangements of the country were insufficient to meet an
emergency and that the Biitish fleet would have been caught unawares in

the event of a sudden German attack. The speech was widely reported in

Germany as evidence of British plans of aggression. On the day before

Captain Faber’s speech Mr. A. H. Ponsonby, M.P., had stated, in a paper
read at the New Reform Club, and apparently on good authority, that in

September the British squadrons in the North Sea were cleared for action.

A few days earlier the Chancellor’s exposition of the Franco-German agr.^--

ment in the Reichstag was received almost in silence, and w.-- followed b,

a violent attack on Great Britain by the leader of the Conservative party.

‘ Tirpitz wanted immediate publication. The £mper..<r was ready tu

wait until February 1912. D.G.P. xxxi. 5-6, note.
* For Mr. McKenna’s speech, see Hansard, 5th Ser. xxii. 1920-1. This

speech was made without reference to the possibility ofa further increase in
the German programme.
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defend their African possessions. Moreover, the German
press was ready to print the wildest reports that Great

Britain had encouraged Italy to attack the Turks.. The
Post acknowledged with regret that ‘England had accom-

plished a master-stroke of policy’. The moral drawn was

that Germany had shown her intellectual inferiority in

the international arena, and must therefore appeal to the

only weapon left to her—the German sword. Large naval

increases were therefore necessary.^ Meanwhile a French

naval programme foreshadowed the construction of six-

teen ‘improved Dreadnoughts’ between 1912 and 1920,

while the Russian naval estimates rose from nine and a

half million almost to seventeen million pounds. The
explosion in the French battleship Liberte in November
showed that the much-needed reforms in French naval

administration had not been fully carried out, but the

French and Russian programmes more than balanced

any gain to Germany from the Dreadnoughts ofAustria-

Hungary. The Italian Dreadnoughts could not be

counted as assets and might be used against Austrian or

German ships.

With the Emperor on his side, Tirpitz was determined

not to give way. He still maintained as his official view

that the German fleet must be strong enough to make

England think that war with Germany would be too

great a risk. In private discussion Admiral von Heeringen,

the Chief of the Naval Staff, went beyond this view, and

admitted that there was a larger aim. The ‘risk’ theory

was poor comfort for the navy. Something more positive

was necessary than a conception which implied the

defeat and destruction of the German fleet. ‘Our fleet

needs for the maintenance of its morale as well as for

external success a reasonable \brauchbares'\ chance against

England.’^

(The Chancellor was unconvinced. The financial ques-

tion was difficult. The Emperor’s belief that England

was ready to ‘surrender’ was not supported by the

* Die Post, 8 October igii. * Tirpitz, op. cit. i. 221.
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evidence. Mr. Winston Churchill succeeded Mr. Mc-
Kenna as First Lord of the Admiralty in October 1911.

He made his first important speech on naval questions at

the Lord Mayor’s Banquet. He admitted the strain

caused by the heavy expenditure on the navy. There was

some hope of relief if the German programme were not

increased. If there were no relief, ‘Great Britain would
be found best able to bear the strain’. Mr. Churchill

added that it was ‘futile’ to say that naval competition

was not at the root of the troubled relations between
Ei^gland and Germany.
^^Metternich continued to report that a new supplemen-

tarylawwould bar the way to any reconciliation with Eng-
land.^ The Chancellor wrote almost an appeal. He said

that the Emperor wanted the law; public opinion was in

favour ofanother increase in the fleet. A declaration that

Germany intended to build eighteen instead of twelve

capital ships in the next six years did not strengthen the

fleet in 1911; but the German people would not see the

matter from this point of view. Bethmann-Hollweg
thought that he could not control public opinion unless

England would make a political agreement.^ Metternich

looked at the question as it would appear to Great

Britain
, and answered that

‘ifwe now state bluntly to the British Government the alterna-

tives: either you remain neutral, or we increase our fleet, the

result will be an even closer attachment to France—^if the rela-

tions between England and France could be closer than they

are at present. If this increase is made by a law, that is, if it

exists for the time merely on paper, we shall need extraordinary

care to secure the interval for carrying through our programme
without war. . . . We may succeed; we may not’ . . .

^

‘Is an increase ofone ship after four years so valuable that we
ought to sacrifice for it the reasonable hope of better relations

(with England) and the hope of an agreement of a far-reaching

kind?’*

* D.G.P. xxxi. 89-31. * D.G.P. xxxi. 31-3.
’ D.G.P. xxxi. 33-4: 24 November 1911. * D.G.P. xxxi. 43-4.
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While Metternich and the Chancellor discussed the

question from the wider point of view of Anglo-German'
relattohs, Werrhuth, the German Minister of Finance^

stated he was seriously alarmed at the imposition

of new and heavy charges without careful examination

of their effect. He was afraid that the army might

starved for the benefit ofthe fleet. He did not believe that

Great Britain could not support higher naval charges; on

the other hand, for Germany, ‘the financial difficulties in

the way of a new naval law are insurmountable’.'

The struggle between the Chancellor and his financial

and diplomatic advisers on the one side, and the Emperor
and his naval advisers on the other side, lasted until the

end ofJanuary.^ The strongest pressure was brought to

bear on the Emperor by the naval party. Muller was still

working closely with Tirpitz. Metternich was already

discredited in the Emperor’s opinion. He was a civilian;

he was too much affected by the ‘dear English’. ^ He was

‘absolutely unteachable on naval questions’. It wm
‘

useless to listen to him’."^ Kuhlmann, who supported his

Ambassador, was only ‘a docile pupil of Metternich’.*

The ‘civilians’ found it impossible to control the reports

sent by the naval attache in London directly to "the

Emperor. These reports were described by Kiderlen as

‘systematic attempts to increase hatred’.^ The efforts

made by the Chancellor of the Empire and the Germ^
Ambassador in London to check the intrigues of_a

subordinate member of the Embassy staff throw a good

deal of light upon the confusion in the highest regions of

German political life, and the place which the military

and naval experts had obtained in the direction ofpolicy.

At the end ofNovember igii the Chancellor reminded

Metternich thatjaval and military attaches were re-

quired to avoid political reflections not directly bearing
‘ D.G.P. xxxi. 35-42. Wermuthreagned inMarch 1912 overthequestion

of the supplementary law.
* For Tirpitz’s disputes with the Chancellor, see Tirpitz, op. cit., passim.

^ D G.P. xxxi. 24 and 9. D.G.P. xxxi. 55
® D.G.P. xxxi. 87-92. 6 D.G.P. XXXI. 17.



THE AGADIR CRISIS, 19 ri 319

on their technical subjects. Captain Wifie-nmarm had

IrequMtly- disregarded -these instructions.^ Metternich

thought that the ^nly way of silencing Widenmann was
to_get_jiiniIrecalled. before his time expired. ‘He-feek

himself completely secure under the protection of Hei.-

von Tirpitz andlH.M. the Emperor. . . .”He thinks it his

dift^o employ the rest of his time here [Widenmann’s'

appointment was due to expire in May 1912] in ceaseless

warnings against the danger from England.’ Yet nothing

could be done. IfMetternich asked Widenmann to leaye

off sending ‘tendencious’ reports, Widenmann would
refuse . IfMetternich himselfrefused to forward the notes,

Widenmanii—wduTdr complain to Tirpitz, ahU' 'lirpitz

would send the complaint to the Emperor. The Emperor
woulcTask to see the reports, and would support Widen-
mann. A conflict would follow between the Emperor and
the^hancellor.^ The Chancellor did not think it possible

to obtain Widenmann’ s recall. He wanted Metternich to

contradict the reports, though he knew well enough that

the Emperorjwould-not listen to Metternich’s contradic-

tions. Metternich, who was a stronger man than the

Chancellor, talked to Widenmann without letting him,
know that he_was aware ofhis (Widenmann’s) disloyalty.^

On 1 9 February 1912 the Chancellor was bold enough to

complain to the Emperor about statements made by
Widenmann to Admiral Jellicoe. The Emperor sup-

ported WidennxgjTn. No reprimand was sent as a result

of this or ji later complaint.*^ The Emperor said that

Widenmann was an officer, and ‘could only be repri-

manded by the Supreme War Lord, never by civilian

officials’. Tirpitz thought Widenmann might be con-

gratulated.s A few weeks later Metternich, not Widen-
maim, lost his po^t.

~

In spiteoTtEeir control of the Emperor, and of the

Emperor’s contempt for ‘civilians’ the naval party did not

* D.G.P. xxxi. 42-3.
* D.G.P. xxxi. 47: 10 December 1911. ’ D.G.P. xxxi. 49—50.
* D.G.P. xxxi. 6^7. Tirpitz, op. cit. i. 294. ® Tirpitz, op. cit. i. 295-6.

kv
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win a complete victory. They had asked for three battle-

ships and three large cruisers; they had to content them-

selves with three battleships. The official announcement
was made in the Speech from the Throne at the opening

of the Reichstag on 7 February 1912. The question had

been discussed openly in the German press for several

months before the official statement. The Frankfurter

Zeitung had warned its readers in November 1911 that,

if Germany increased her programme, the British 4210-

gramme would probably be doubled. The Jl,iberal

Government wanted to spend money on social reforms,

and might he. forced to introduce revenue duties which

would be_ the first stage in a tariff. The Frankfurter

^eitung described the naval agitation in Germany as ‘the

most effective means of making impossible for ever a

sensiblejonderstanding with England’. The Germania—

a

journal of the Centre party—^was afraid that a new Navy
Bill would_ be so sharp a provocation of England that it

might lejd to a preventive war. The first answer to the

iiew supplementary law came not from England but from

France. The discussions in Germany were not lost upon

the French Chamber. A week after the Speech from the

Throne in Berlin, the deputies in Paris voted for a pro-

gramme ofconstruction which would bring the strength of

the French navyup to twenty-eight ships ofthe line in 1 920.

Meanwhile Bethmann-Hollweg and Metternich, with

the help of Kiihlmann, had attempted a diversion, if not

a counter-attack, on the naval party. They tried to

develop the idea of a colonial agreement with England.

The attempt failed, though it was renewed again in the

conversations of 1912. The main feature of the plan was

an extension ofGerman power in Africay On 28 Novem-
ber 1 91 1 '.Grey said in the House of Commons that, if

Germany wanted ‘a. place in the sun’ in Africa. Great
Britain would not block the way. Great Britain would

not be ‘an ambitious competing party’ for more African

possessions. ‘In my opinion the wise policy for (Great

Britain) is to expand as litde as possible, and certainly no
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further [jzV] the African possessions.’^ Bethmann-Hollweg
came directly to the point.

‘Had he [Grey] the Spanish Muni territory in mind? That
would not mean much. In any case, sooner or later it will fall

of itself into our lap. The Belgian Congo is not yet ripe for

partition. Furthermore it is inexpedient to raise the question

now because we should thereby throw Belgium into the arms

ofFrance, and we want on military grounds to avoid doing this.

Therefore there remain only the Portuguese colonies, about

which we already have an agreement with England.’*

Grey had not intended anything so definite; but

Metternich entered into the Chancellor’s plans. He also

thought that the Portuguese colonies might be obtained.

Portugal did not deserve any consideration. Pressure

could be put upon her, by means ofher creditors, to part

with her colonies. If necessary, a monarchical pretender

could be subsidized on condition that he promised to

give up the colonies. ^ Metternich’s suggestions throw a

curious light on the attitude of Germany towards small

States, and the results which the British Foreign Office

feared if Germany should obtain a free hand in Europe.

This plan of a great African Empire, stretching from the

Indian Ocean to the Atlantic, was also described attrac-

tively by Kuhlmann;'^ but the suggestions were not en-

couraged either by Grey or by the Emperor. Grey took

the proposals seriously, and wanted the Cabinet to think

about them, but raised the question of the Baghdad
railway before he reached the map of Africa. He also

pointed out that Belgium ‘did not show any disposition

to part with the Congo’.®

* Hansard, 5th Ser. xxxii. 61-2. Grey made minor exceptions in the case

of lands bordering British possessions, especially in South Africa.

* D.G.P. xxxi. 71-2: 6 December 1911.
* D.G.P. xxxi. 72-6: 9 December 1911.
* D.G.P. xxxi. 87-gi: 8 January 1912.
* B.D.D. vi. 650-1. A sentence about Belgium in one of Mettemich’s

reports has an interest of its own. “The Belgians have long known from
which side their neutrality in a Franco-German war is primarily threatened.

But ifwe guarantee the integrity of their possessions {Besitzstand), they will

not hasten to throw themselves into the arms of France.’ D.G.P. xxxi. 74.
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The Emperor’s criticisms were extravagant and foolish;;

sentence after sentence of rhodomontade upon the way
in which Germany and the German Empire ought to be

treated. Germany could buy or take any colonies she

might want without England’s consent. . . . There was,

however, one sound piece of criticism among much
bombast. The Emperor remarked that England was

giving away land which did not belong to her. The
criticisms affected Bethmann-Hollweg and Metternich

more than Grey, since it is clear from subsequent negotia-

tions that Grey had in mind the surrender of portions

of territory in British hands, or land allotted to Great

Britain, ifthe Anglo-German agreement about the Portu-

guese colonies came into effect through the action of the

Portuguese themselves; but it was difficult for the oppo-

nents of a naval increase to counter the Emperor and

Tirpitz by vague hopes of colonial expansion. “

‘ The Emperor’s moods were not easy to follow. He had spoken about

Germany’s place in the sun. Yet he annotated Kiihlmann’s memorandum
with the words, ‘We have colonies enough.’ D.G.P. xxxi. 91.
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THE HALDANE MISSION, 1912

AT the end of 191 1 Germany and Great Britain were as

ix far away as ever from a settlement of those questions

which disturbed the relations between the two countries.

More than two years had gone by since Albert Ballin had
tried to bring about a meeting between German and
British naval experts to discuss the possibility of a reduc-

tion in naval expenditure. The Chancellor, to Ballin’s

disappointment, had transferred the qiiestion to Ae
political sphere’.^ Within the political sphere, the dis-

patch of the Panther to Agadir, the speeches of the Em-
peror, and the violent outburst of anti-English feeling in

the summer and autumn of 1911, had increased British

distrust of Germany and made it extremely difficult for

the German Chancellor to accept a compromise either on
the naval or on the political side. The naval party had
used the excited state ofpublic opinion to ask for a further

increase in the German naval programme. The naval

party was supported by the Emperor; the ‘civilians’

counted for little in the old Prussian scheme of things

under which the Emperor had been trained, and to

which he was inclined by temperament.

Nevertheless Ballin still hoped that a meeting between
German and British statesmen would result in a reason-

able compromise. Ballin’s hopes came to nothing. His

biographer puts in a few words the reasons whv he sup-

ported a compromise, and failed to move the Emperor.

‘

His long business relations with England, extending over many
years, and his knowledge of the psychologyofthe English people

convinced him that the argnmi-ni agi^jnst building

of the German flpet-was—at all events from the English point

ofjdfiw—

r

ight, and therefore would he Hpheld by England to

its most extreme consequences: a nation which possessed a thiid

* See above, p. a68.
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of the inhabited world, and wanted to hold what it possessed

could not abandon a dominant position on the seas. Therefore

a compromise in the form of an Anglo-German understanding

seemed the solution. This solution was not accepted because—

apart from personal questions—the idea of “compromise” was

not the dominant idea in Germany; the dominant factors were

an ignorance ofother countries and their characteristics, and an

exaggeration ofGerman power. These two factors were typical'

of~tEe~twoTuling“'powers of Germany at that time, the old

Prussian mentality (Altpreussentum) and the so-called “heavy

industry”.’*

' Huldermann, Ballin, pp. 202-3. Huldermann [op. cit., p. 248) found no

written material for the first stages of the plan. He suggests that Ballin and

Cassel decided in conversation what action they would take. It would

appear that in order to start the negotiations Cassel allowed the British

Government to think that he was repeating an informal message sent

through Ballin from the Emperor. The wording of Mr. Churchill’s letter

of 7 January shows that the British Ministers certainly believed that they

were dealing with an invitation which could have come only from the

Emperor himself. The Emperor, on the other hand, seems to have been

told by Ballin that he—^Ballin—^was repeating a suggestion made by the

British Government through Cassel. This hypothesis provides the simplest

and most straightforward explanation of the fact—^which astonished the

British Ministers—that within a very short time the Chancellor said that

the initiative had not been taken by Germany. Cassel was used by the

Cabinet as an intermediary because he had brought the first message to

Mr. Churchill, but on 7 February Grey told Metternich that he now

wanted to exclude ‘private channels of communication’; for this reason

Haldane was being sent to Berlin. On 8 February the Chancellor explained

to Goschen that the original suggestion had not come from the Emperor.

The Emperor was surprised that the British Government had used Ceissel

as an intermediary when they might have used Metternich. The Chancellor

denied that Ballin had acted with authority. Goschen was taken aback at

the Chancellor’s statement, and did not believe it. Haldane thought that

the Chancellor ‘was only trying to save Metternich’s face’. Stumm also

asked Haldane: ‘Why on earth did His Majesty’s Government employ

Cassel?’ (B.D.D. vi. 672 and 674), Metternich was told 'o tell Grey that

the Emperor had not encouraged communications through unofficial chan-

nels (D.G.P. xxxi. 107). When Ballin and Cassel were preparing to leave

Berlin on 8 February, Haldane said that he needed Cas-scl’s advice; the

Emperor then agreed that Cassel should stay in Berlin (D.G.P. xxxi.

111-12). Grey, in answer to Mettemich’s statement, replied that the first

intimation
—

‘an invitation, or at least a desire or suggestion’ had been con-

veyed from the Emperor through Ballin and Cassel early in January, and

therefore the same channel had been used for a reply (B.D.D. vi. 689;

D.G.P. xxxi. 121-2). The Emperor annotated as ‘nonsense’ the statement

that he had sent the message to Mr. Churchill. The Emperor wrote to
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Ballin and his friend Cassel thprefnrp rpvivpd the idea of

direct conversations between English and German states-

men . Ballinsuggested thatMr.Winston Churchill,whohad
succeeded Mr. McKenna as First Lord of the Admiralty,

should come to Berlin. Cassel was more closely in *

with leading political and diplomatic circles in Lon-
don than Ballin was in touch with the Emperor, Chan-
cellor, and Foreign Office in Berlin; he agreed with the

suggestion, and wrote to Mr. Churchill. Mr. Churchill

answered on 7 January 1912 that it would be inexpedient

for him to make a special journey to Berlin.* A journey

of this kind could not remain a secret. If no agreement

were reached, the tension between the two countries

would only be increased. Mr. Churchill also thought

\
that nothing could be done ‘till Germany dropped the

naval challenge’. The Prime Minister was out of Eng-
land, but Mr. Churchill consulted Grey and Mr, Lloyd

George. On the Prime Minister’s return it was agreed to

send Cassel to Berlin with a special memorandum. Mean-
while Cassel had shown Mr. Churchill’s reply to Ballin,

and Ballin had shown the letter to the Emperor. The
Emperor sent a message assuring Mr. Churchill

welcome, but saying that there would be additions,

near future, to the strength ofthe German army and
This message was given to Mr. Churchill on 20Jam ^

Cassel was received by the Emperor on 29 Jar fpi

He brought with him a memorandum containing

clauses .3 The first clause—described as ‘fundamental’

—

I

consisted oftwo sentences. ‘Naval superiority recognized

as essential to Great Britain. Present German naval pro-

gramme and expenditure not to be increased but if

possible retarded and reduced.’ The second clause dealt

with the colonial question. ‘England sincerely desires not
to interfere with German Colonial expansion. To give

Ballin an account of hisdnterview with Haldane, and concluded with the

words 'Cassel informieren mit Grussen’ (Huldermann, Ballin, p 257). In
September Kiderlen had complained of alleged false and indiscieet state-

ments noade by Cassel about the discussions in 1909 (D.G P xxviii. 359).
* B.D.D. vi. 666. * B.D.D. vi. 666-7. ^ D.G.P. xxxi 98.
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effect to this she is prepared to discuss forthwith whatever

the German aspirations in that direction may be. Eng-

land will be glad to know that there is a field or special

points _where she .can help. Germany-’ The third clause

stated that ‘proposals for reciprocal assurances debarring

either Power from joining in aggressive designs or

combinations directed against the other would be wel-

come’.

Metternich was told of the British statement; he did

not think that it would meet the situation. ‘Even a

platonic recognition of (English) naval supremacy would

scarcely find support in Germany without a real guaran-

tee against an aggressive policy on the part of England.’^

The Emperor was more hopeful. He believed that he had

in his hands an offer of neutrality in return for naval

concessions.^ Cassel brought back with him a short

memorandum and a short summary of the new German

shipbuilding proposals. The German answer was friendly,

but stipulated that the 1912 programme—the new supple-

mentary law^—must be included in a calculation of Ger-

man naval plans. It was suggested that_Grey himself

should go to Berlin.^ Cassel thought that the Germans

‘did not seem to know what they wanted in regard to

colonies’. The naval proposals were clear enough. In

Mr. Churchill’s words, ‘the spirit may be good but the

facts are grim’.^

Nevertheless the British Ministers receded still farther

from their original position. They had given up their

insistence upon a real dirmnution of naval expenditure;

theynow accepted an increase in the German programme,

’ D.G.P. xxxi. 100- 1.

^ William II, Ereignisse und Gestaltai, pp. 122 fF. ’ D.G.P. xxxi. 98-g.

* Churchill, The World Crisis, igix-igi4, i. 96.
5 Ib. The Times of 15 January 1912 had printed a note from the

Reichspost ofVienna about the supplementary law. The Reichspost announced

‘from an absolutely trustworthy source in Berlin’ that a third active squadron

would be formed to enable a fourth squadron to remain in reserve. There

would be an increase of 5,000 in personnel, and a moderate increase in

armed cruisers. See also The Times, 20 November and 21 December 1911,

19 January and 5 February igi2.
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but suggested that there should be a slower rate of in-

cr^se. In other words, they wouH”accept the supple-

mentary law, if the programme which it contained could

be spread over twelve instead of six years. ^ Gassel tele-

graphed to Berlin that negotiations would be ‘difficult, if

not impossible’ unless some retardation were promised,

but that the British Government was ready to enter into

further discussions if the question of naval expenditure

were open to discussion, and if there were fair prospects of

settling this question favourably.* The Cabinet decided
that Haldane, not Grey, should go to Berlin. The
Emperor, who was not present at the meeting of the

British Cabinet, makes a long story about this decision.^

It is clear, however, that the British Ministers, whose
previous experiences had not made them very hopeful of

success, werejhinking-mainlyofthe possiblexonsequences

of a break-down . A study of the German documents

shows that Grey’s pessimism was nearer the mark than

the hopefulness ofsome ofhis colleagues.'^ The Emperor’s

own points for discussion included the maintenance ofthe

' Ib. i. 97. * Ib, 98 and D.G.P. xxxi. 102-3.
3 William II, op. cit., pp. 1 26 IT. A serious division in the Cabinet is implied

in a report sent by Metternich on 5 February (D.G.P. xxxi. 107). Mr.
Churchill denies that there was any serious division. Grey was as anxious

as ever for an improvement in Anglo-German relations, though more
sceptical than those of his colleagues who knew less about the previous

negotiations. Grey wrote to Sir G. Buchanan on 7 February. Tt is /ery

desirable that we should also [the reference here is to the Russo-German
discussions at Potsdam in December 1910] settle some of our questions, if

possible, or present relations with Germany may get worse’ (B.D.D. vi.

668). Haldane emphasized the political side of an agreement as strongly

as any of his colleagues who were said to be in the opposition group (B.D.D.

vi. 674). There is no foundation for the suggestion in D.G.P. xxxi. 101-2,

note, that anxiety about Anglo-Russian relations on the Persian question

, contributed to English willingness to reopen the question of an agreement
^ with Germany. It is clear from the British sources that the Cabinet wanted

^

to make another attempt to avoid an increase in naval expenditure and to

' prevent the recurrence ofa European crisis as dangerous as the crisis follow-

,
ing the dispatch of the Panther to Agadir. See also below, p. 339.

* An editorial note in D.G.P. xxxi. 109 remarks that the negotiations

had scarcely a chance of success, since after 4 February the Emperor, under
Tirpitz’s influence, had decided not to make any concession on the question

of the supplementary law.
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supplementary law and ‘a clear treaty of alliance, or at

least a neutrality treaty’.^ The Chancellor laid down the

condition that the two Powers ‘would agree not tD_iake

part in any plans, combinations, or developments result-

ing in war [kriegerische Verwickelungeri] directed ag^st
each other’. Otherwise Germany could not discuss the

question of naval concessions.^ The introduction of

the word ‘war’ had been suggested by Metternich, on the

ground that the,term ‘aggressiye designs’ did not give

Germanyjenough security.^ Bethmann-Hollweg himself

told Metternich that he thought it out of the question to

expect Grey to negotiate on this basis. He could not

judge whether ‘a Liberal Cabinet would do so after

throwing overboard their Foreign Minister. At all events

our attitude on the naval question has been so very con-

ciliatory that such a result is not out of the range of

possibility.’"^

The Chancellor was calculating upon the possibility of

a change in the attitude of Great Britain as a result of

German concessions on the naval question. It is there-

fore necessary to look at the matter from the British point

of view. On 10 February Goschen summarized the offer

made to Haldane.

‘What does it amount to? That if what has been suggested is

carried out the Germans get what, under Grey’s instructions,

I have been opposing for two years, namely a political under-

standing without a naval agreement. For I cannot regard a

relaxation of the tempo of a brand new and additional Naval

Programme as a naval arrangement. We more or less rejected

a relaxation of the tempo of the original naval law as a rather

worthless concession, and now it is proposed that we should

accept the relaxation of the tempo of a new Law, which will add

a number of ships to the German Navy and bripp- up its per-

sonnel up \sic\ to about 80.000 men as a quid pro quo for the

realization of Germany’s dearest wish viz. a political under-

standing, an agreement which however carefully drawn up as

regards the “aggressive” point ... is only too likely to hamper

‘ D G.P. xxxi. 104. * D.G.P. xxxi. 105-6.
® D.G.P. XXXI. 100. D.G.P. xxxi. 106.
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us in the future. . . . Recent events have shown that our position,

unhampered by a political understanding, is a strong one, and

our price should therefore have been raised not lowered.’^

Haldane arrived in Berlin on 8 February;^ he saw the V
Chancellor at once. He said he had on authority tp

do more than talk over questions; he ^ould_ notjcommit
himselfor his Government. After some general conversa-

tion in which Haldane denied that Great Britain had
secret agreements with France and Russia, and explained

the character of British military preparations in the

summer of 1911, the Chancellor proposed a ‘formula of

neutrality’. Haldane pointed to the dithcuTtiei_in the

Chancellor’s formula. Great Britain would be ready to

promise not tojoin combinations for attack or aggression;

but if he—Haldane—looked first at the ‘formula of

neutrality’ from a German point of view, he might ask:

‘SupposeGreat Britainwere to attack Austria or Denmark.
Germany would certainly have to attack Great Britain.

Similarly, if the formula was considered from the British

‘ Goschen to Nicolson: B.D.D. vi. 674-5.
* Haldane’s diary of the interviews and the memorandum drawn up at

the last interview with Bethmann-Hollw^ are printed in B.D.D. vi. 676-84.

Goschen’s comments are given on pp. 672-5, and Foreign Office minutes on
the diary and memorandum on pp. 684-6. The account of the first two
interviews was written on the 8th and gth (up to the end of the interview

with the Emperor) within two hours ofthe conversations which are recorded.

The account of the last conversation with the Chancellor was written on the

morning of ii February. A note in B.D.D. vi. 676 states that Part III of the

Diary was written on the morning of 10 February. This date is impossible,

since Part III contains an account of the conversations of the afternoon of-

10 February. The mistake is due to a misinterpretation of the three con-

versations mentioned by Haldane in B.D.D. vi. 709. There is no continuous

account in D.G.P. of the first interview between Haldane and the Chancellor

though there is a later notice written in 1917. There are short notes by the

Emperor recording his interview with Haldane in D.G.P. xxxi. 112—13 and
Huldennann, Ballin, pp. 256-7. For a later account ofthis interview, drawn
up in 1917 by Tirpitz, see D.G.P. xxxi. 221-7. Notes of the last interview

with Bethmaim-Hollweg appear in D.G.P. xxxi. 1 1
7-20. Haldane’s long

note correcting various misrepresentations is given in B.D.D. vi. 709-10

(11 March 1912), cf. ib. 722-4 and 746. Haldane has also written an
account of his visit in Before the War, pp. 57-66. The Haldane mission is

described, with a full bibliography, in Kraft, Lord Haldane's pending naar

Berlin.
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point ofview, suppose Germany joined in an attaek upon

Japan or Portugal or Belgium*—he [the Chancellor] then

interposed “or Holland”—^but I said I really hadn’t all

our treaties sufficiently in my head to be as sure about

Holland as I was about the others. Or if Germany were

to pounce upon France and proceed to dismember

her . . .?’ Bethmann-Hollweg said that these cases, and

the hypothesis of an attack upon France, were unlikely,

‘but he admitted that they were fatal to his formula’.

The Chancellor said that it was difficult to leave the

assurance from Great Britain in vague terms; one could

not easily define ‘aggression’ or ‘unprovoked attack’.

Haldane answered: ‘You could not define the number of

grains which it took to make a heap, but one knew a heap

when one saw one.’

The conversation turned to thenaval law^ Haldane said

that if Germany added a third ship every second ye^ to

her prograrnme, Great Britain would have to lay dojvn

two keels to every one of the additional German ships.

The Chancellor asked whether this would really be the

case. Haldane answered that the Government would be

turned out unless they laid down two keels to one, even

though they might be forced to add a shilling to the

^come tax.

Haldane suggested a ^slowing down’j^ the programme

might be spread over twelve years. The Chancellonmen-

tioned eight or nine years. Finally the colonial qu£Stion_

‘ D.G.P. xxxi. 109-10 quotes a denial by Bethmann-Hollweg that the

possibility of a German attack upon Belgium was discussed. Haldane’s diaiy

reports cleaily that this possibility was mentioned. See also, Befme the

Wai. p. 65.

* The proposal for ‘slowing down’, as suggested by Haldane, was free

from the ambiguities which Mettemich and Goschen had noticed in its

earlier form. The proposal was not connected with the German programme

already defined by law and accepted by the Reichstag; a ‘slowing down

would only affect the terms of the supplementary law—as yet unpublished

—and would not be counterbalanced by a subsequent increase in the rate

of construction. Nevertheless it is important to notice how far the British

Government had travelled from the position which they had taken up in

the earlier stages of the negotiations.
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was discussed. Again Haldane saic^that he could not

make any definite projiosals, or commit Els'colleagues;

but that,
‘

if we agreed on tho two great Jppics, he [the

Chancellor] would find us in an excellent^ mood for

discussion’.
~

On g February Haldane lunched with the Emperor,

and had a discussion in the presence of Tirpitz. Haldane
again said that he could not be bound by the conversa-

tjon. and that the remarks on each side must be taken ‘ad

referendum’.^ The Germans explained that the new
navaTTaw Had been cut down from six extra ships begin-

ning in 1912 to three extra ships in the same period. The
‘ German programme would be an alternation ofthree apd
two ships a year. Haldane pointed out that the ship-

building question was all-important. If there were to be

an iiicfease in the German programme a political agree-

ment W’ould be ‘bones without flesh The world would

laugh at the agreement, and our people would think we
had been befooled.’ Haldane therefore insisted upon a

modification of the new programme; otherwise an agree-

ment could not be considered. Tirpitz would not hear of

any alteration; but the Emperor was ‘really disturbed’.

Haldane first suggested dropping one ship; Tirpitz would
not accept the idea. Haldane then proposed ‘slowing

down’ . The first ship might be laid down in 191,3, the

second in 1916, the third in 1919. To this plan the

Emperor and Tirpitz finally agreed. Tirpitz wanted
Great Britain to give some pledge about shipbuilding.

‘He thought the two-Power standard a hard one for

Germany^ lind, indeed, Germany could not make any
admission about it. I said it was not a matter for

admission . Germany must be free, andjwe.jnust be free,

* In B.D.D. vi. 710 and Before the War, p. 60 Haldane says that at this

meeting he was given by the Emperor a copy of the new supplementary law,

but refused to study it in detail. In D.G.P. xxxi. 146 and B.D.D. vi. 723
the copy appears to have been given to Haldane shortiy before he left

Berlin. The two versions are not incompatible. The editors of D.G.P.

regard it as a ‘tactical mistake’ to have given Haldane the detailed informa-

tion about the law. D.G.P. xxxi. ni, n.
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and we should probably lay down two keels to their one.

In this case the initiative was not with us but with them.’

It was then suggested that nothing should be said in the

agreement about shipbuilding, .but that the Emperor
should announce, when the agreement was made public,

that the new ships could safely be ‘spread over’ a longer

period of years.

Later in the day (9 February) Haldane again discussed

the shipbuilding question with Bethmann-Hollweg. The
Chancellor was ‘depressed’ that Haldane thought the

German concession too small. On 10 February Stumm
gave Haldane a hint that the Chancellor did not want

the negotiations to break down through the obstinacy of

Tirpitz on the naval question, and that his (Bethmann-

Hollweg’s) chances of getting a further concession from

the Emperor would be much improved if Haldane ‘took

a very strong line to the effect that there must be further

naval concessions’.^ Haldane therefore took this stronger

line 2it an afternoon interview with the Chancellor, and

Bethmann-Hollweg promised to do his best with the

naval experts. The Chancellor himself reported Hal-

dane’s doubtwhether the Cabinetwould be content merely

with an additional three years’ ‘spread over’.^ Haldane

and Bethmann-Hollweg then drew up a general memo-
randurm '‘We sat down at a table with pencils and paper

and went on a voyage of discovery.’ The ‘formula’ which

the Chancellor proposed had been rewritten by Kiderlen

and himselffrom a draft made by Kiderlen.^ Kiderlen

still believed that, with sufficient naval concessions,.Great

Britain could be persuaded to sign a political agreemejit

promising uncondition^neutrality; that is, neutrality, in

' Haldane was entirely convinced ofBethmann-Hollweg’s sincerity. ‘The

attitude ofthe Chancellor was that ofa high-minded, sincere gentleman, and

left me nothing whatever to desire’ (B.D.D. vi. 682. Jules Gambon, French

Ambassador at Berlin, reported that Haldane spoke of Bethmann-Hollweg

as ‘a splendid fellow’; ‘il apprdcie moins M. de Kiderlen’, D.D.F. 3rd Ser.

ii. 16. In Before the War, p. 59, Haldane described Bethmann-Hollweg as

‘an honest man struggling somewhat with adversity’. Relations with the

Emperor weie ‘very agreeable’ and with Tirpitz ‘a little strained’.

* D.G.P. xjKi. iig. 3 D.G.P. xxxi. 1 14-17.
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case Germany were involved in war, without ainy refer-

ence to the-question-of aggression. On 22 February

Kiderlen told Tirpitz that tl^ Anglo-French entente

would^ coUapse-of-itsdf if Germany and England made
an agreement.^ The draft which the Chancellor first

suggested to Haldane contained a promise of uncondi-

tional neutrality, although Haldane had already pointed

out the difficulties in the way of British acceptance ofany
formula of neutrality. Haldane explained at once that

‘there was not the least prospect that we could accept the

draft formula which he had just propose_d. . . . We should

find ourselves . . . precluded from coming to the assistance

ofFrance should Germany attack her and aim at getting

possession of such ports as Dunkirk, Calais, and Bou-
logne.’^ On the other hand, the Chancellor would not

accept the f^mula suggested by Haldane. The British

fornmla consisted of a single clause. Neither Power ‘will

make or prepare to make any unprovoked attack upon
the other orjoin in any combination or design against the

other for purposes ofaggression, or become a party to any
plan or naval or military enterprise alone or in combina-

tion with any other Power directed to such an end.’^

Haldane-then suggested a compromise in which the term

neutrali£y_was used but safeguarded by limitation to cases

iiLwhich the ‘Power involved in war’ was not the aggressor.

‘ Tirpitz, q^. c£i. i. 291. Kiderlen complained that he was kept away from
the discussions (Jackh, op. cit. ii. 155). The editors of D.G.P. think (xxxi.

1 14-16) that Kiderlen was referring to the negotiations with Cassel which
preceded Haldane’s visit. It is difficult to put this interpretation upon
Kiderlen’s words. Kiderlen was in Beilin during Haldane’s visit. Although
he worked with the Chancellor on the political formula, he took no part in

the conversations. He met Haldane at dinner on 9 February; Haldane had
previously called on him, but avoided any detailed political conversation

because he thought the Chancellor did not wish Edderlen to be brought
into the discussions. B.D.D. vi. 681.

* Haldane, Before the War, p. 65. There is no mention of the political side

of the conversation of 10 February in Haldane’s diary, though the political

proposals are enclosed as memoranda. Haldane did not enclose the

Chancellor’s first draft of a political agreement.
3 This formula should be compared with the formula offered by the

British Government on i4March. SeeB.D.D.vi.713-14, and, below,p.346.
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He drew up a ‘sketch of a conceivable formula’ in these

terms:

‘If either of the High Contracting Parties becomes entangled in

a war in which it_cannot be said to be the aggressor, the other

will at least observe towards the Power so entangled a benevo-

lent neutrality, and use its utmost endeavour for the localization

of the conflict. The duty of neutrality \vhich arises from the

preceding article has no application in so far as it may not be

reconcilable with existing agreements which the High Contract-

ing Parties have already made. The making ofnew agreements

which render it impossible for either of the High Contracting

Parties to observe neutrality towards the others [sir, other] beyond

what is provided by the preceding limitation is excluded in con-

formity’ [with the general promise of non-aggression, i.e., the

original British formula].

The Chancellor also noted that the suggested compromise

did not commit either party {selbstverstdndlich unverbind-

lich).^ The discussions were not binding; Germany was

as free_as_England to report, on mature consideration,

that the formula was not acceptable.

The Chancellor gave Haldane a memorandum about

the Baghdad railway. There followed a discussion of

possible" territorial agreements. Haldane’s version of the

conversation differs from that of the Chancellor on one

important point. Haldane wrote that ‘Germany would

like to have Zanzibar and Pemba’. Bethmann-Hollweg

noted: ‘England will hand over Zanzibar and Pemb£if

we me_et her wishes on the question of the Baghdad rail-

way.’. Haldane later denied that he had offered to ‘cede

Zanzibar and Pemba’. He had merely stated that they

were places which might very well com* into a general

arrangement.^ A similar confusion _ai-Ose over other

' D.G.P. xxxi. 1 18.

* B.D.D. vi. 709-10: II March 1912. Gambon wrote from London on

13 February that Grey had given him an account ofHaldane’s report to the

Cabinet. ‘M. de Bethmann-Hollweg a demandd la cession de Zanzibar et

de Pemba. Les visees de I’AUemagne sur ces deux lies ne sont pas nouvelles

et le Chancelier les a reclamees sans allusion k la moindre compensation,

comme si I’affirmation des bonnes dispositions du Gouvernement allemand

au sujet des depenses navales et du golfe Persique valail unpareil abandon^^
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coloiiial qi^stions. Finally Haldane noted the Chancel-

lor’s words. T am not here to make a bargain with you.

We must look at this thing on both sides from a high point

of view,, and if you have any difficulties, tell me, and I

^11 see whether I can get round them for you.’*

In the recriminations which took up, from the German
side, a good deal of the later negotiations, the German
Government insisted that Haldane was negotiating with

full powers, and that all his suggestions were ‘firm offers’.

The Emperor wrote to Admiral Muller, after hearing an
account of the colonial discussions, in almost child-like

terms: ‘The Chancellor showed us on the map what
England will help us to obtain: i. all Angola—that is,

something bigger than the whole of South-West Africa;

ii. the section ofMozambique allotted to us; iii. Zanzibar,

and Pemba also, ifwe want it; iv. the southern halfofthe

Congo State (later) so that East Africa can be connected

with South-west Africa. As payment for all this the

island of Timor. Bethmann-Hollweg himself tele-

graphed to Metternich on 12 February that, in return

for concessions in the matter of the supplementary naval

law and the Baghdad railway, Haldane had offered

a neutrality agreement, the alteration of the Anglo-

German agreement about the Portuguese colonies to

suit German interests, the cession ofZanzibar and Pemba,
and participation in Persian railway schemes. Haldane
had also proposed, while not binding himself, neutrality

in case of aggression by a third party. ^

Lord Haldane, peu au courant des questions africaines, n’a formule aucune
observation. Sir E. Grey a fait remarquer qu’une offre de compensation

territoriale serait indispensable et que la France possedait encore a Zanzibar
des droits et des privileges qui rendraient son assentiment necessaire.’

D.D.F. 3rd Ser. ii. 25-6. Two days later Gambon telegraphed to the French
Foreign Office that Nicolson had been authorized by Grey to state that the

demand for the cession ofZanzibar and Pemba ‘ne paraissait meriter aucune
suite et que le Gouvemement britannique ne pourra faire accepter [par]

I’opinion un abandon de ce genre’, id. 34. • B.D.D. vi. 684.
* Tirpitz, op. cit. i. 285-6. Muller was on the side of the naval party, and

the Emperor’s letter may have been an attempt to persuade him that

Gennany was making a good bargain in return for a minor naval concession.

® D.G.P. xxxi. 120.
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It is difficult to understand why Bethmann-Hollweg
should have gone so far in his estimate of the ‘firmness’ of

Haldane’s offer. . He knew that the British Government,

and Haldane himself, for that matter, had not read the

details of ffie naval proposj,ls. It must be remembered
that neither_ Haldane nor Bethmann-Hollweg was

familiar with the methods of diplomatic negotiation.'

Both 'men were sincerely, almost feverishly, anxious to

reach an agreement. Haldane’s conversation about a

colonial ‘bargain’ came at the end of a long and very

exacting series of conversations and social engagements

which had begun within a few hours of his arrival in

Berlin. YetJEIaldane said explicitly that he had not come

with fuU powers, and that his remarks and suggestions

were merely ‘ad referendum’. He had refused to look at

the naval proposals, and had explained that the British

public would think themselves ‘befooled’ if the political

agreement were not accompanied by far-reaching naval

concessions. The Chancellor himself had reserved his

freedom in the important question ofthe political formula.

Nearly two months later (25 March), when it was clear

that no far-reaching concessions would be made by Ger-

many on the naval side, and that Great Britain would iiot

use the term ‘neutrality’ in a political agreement, the

Chancellor talked freely to Goschen.^

‘Saying that he was not talking as Chancellor to the British

Ambassador, but as Bethmann-Hollweg to Goschen, he . . .

* This point may be illustrated by two comments of a ‘technical’ kind

made by Nicolson on the ‘sketch of a conceivable formula’ drafted by Hal-

dane and the Chancellor. The formulacontained references (i) to ‘benevolent

neutrality’ (ii) to the obligation upon each ofthe contracting parties ‘to use its

utmost endeavour for the localisation of (a) conflict’ inwhich the othermight

have become ‘entangled’. Nicolson pointed out (i) that theForeign Officehad

‘always consistently maintained that there is no such thing as a “benevolent

neutrality” as it involves a contradiction in terms. If a country is neutral

it is neutral and nothing else—benevolence towards one country is distinctly a

violation of that neutrality’, (ii) the use of ‘best endeavours’ for localizing

a war might very conceivably involve belligerent operations. B.D.D. vi.

686. See also Metternich’s comments, p. 345, below, on the conduct of

diplomatic negotiations by ‘amateurs’. * B.D.D. vi. 73I-3'
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quite admitted that Haldane had observed that all his remarks

were ad referendum. Nevertheless he had given him [the Chan-
cellor] the impression that in what he said he was speaking the

mind of the King and the Cabinet. Lord Haldane’s words

were, he continued, “We are ready [wir sind bereit] to hand you
over Zanzibar and Pemba”. The Chancellor added that he
could not forget those words, as they had caused him such

intense surprise, because never in his wildest dreams had he
expected such an offer. But he had certainly regarded the offer

as definite. . . . Such an explicit statement could only mean that

His Majesty’s Government had authorized him to make the

offer.’'

Haldane’s comment on Goschen’s report of this con-

versation was that he (Haldane) was possibly speaking

in English when he mentioned Zanzibar, and that the.

Chancellor had misunderstood him. ‘But from the rest

of the conversation—even if this were so—he must have
gathered that I was merely discussing possible parts of a

great all-round bargain every part ofwhich depended on
the rest, andjhe whole on what the two governments and
the Parliaments and public might say when the entire

scheme was brought before them. Indeed he agreed with

this view himself.’^

‘ The Chancellor told Goschen at this interview that he could not under-

stand why British opinion was so much affected by the supplementary law.

According to Goschen, ‘he spent some time in trying to prove . . . that the

“Novelle” is well inside the existing Fleet Law’.
* B.D.D. vi. 746: 10 April 1912.

Z



XIX

LAST ATTEMPTS AT A POLITICAL AGREE-
MENT

I
N his review of Haldane’s ‘offers’ Bethmann-Hollweg
made no allowance for the effect upon British Ministers

ofa detailed knowledge ofthe supplementary law. When
the terms of the law had been examined by the British

Government, the question of a political formula seemed

almost academic. On 14 February the Cabinet reviewed

the draft proposals of the law. These proposals went far

beyond the establishment of a third squadron primarily

for purposes of training. There was a large increase

in personnel and in the number of ships to be kept at

full strength throughout the year. Full permanent crews

were authorized for nearly all, instead of a quarter, of

the number of torpedo-boat destroyers. An increase of

fifty or sixtysubmarines was contemplated .
’ Even Widen-

mann reported in March that this increase in personnel

and in the number of ships at full strength was really a

more serious consideration for England than the rela-

tively small increase in the number of capital ships.^

In any case, the Foreign Office thought that the Ger-

man demands in the colonial field were very large, and

their offers very small. On 22 February Grey and Hal-

dane had an interview with Metternich in which Haldane

was the chief speaker.^ Haldane pointed out the signifi-

cance of the naval proposals, and the difficulty of getting

the British public to accept a political agreement which

would mark a new and better era in Anglo-German rela-

tions at a moment when Germany was increasing the

size of her fleet, and therefore compelling Great Britain

to add to her own naveJ expenditure. He commented

* Churchill, op. cit. i. 102-3. Th* text of the supplementary law for

the addition of 72 submarines by 1920.
* D.G.P. xxxi. 163. * B.D.D. vi. 696-7; D.G.P. xxxi. 128-30.
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on the difficulty of defining neutrality. Mettemich
answered by a comment upon the difficulty of defining
aggression; but he realized at once, and told Bethmann-
Hollweg, that the naval law was the great stumbling-

block.*

Two days later (24 February) Grey gave to Mettemich

a memorandum on the supplementary law, and ex-

plained that Great Britain could not regard the German
concessions on the Baghdad railway as an equivalent for

the cession of Zanzibar. The railway concessions would
b£_made not by Germany but by Turkey. Recognition

of British rights in the Persian Gulf would only be an
acceptance of the status quo. The British Cabinet thought

that the questions of naval expenditure and a political

formula should,come before colonial questions, although

they would not rule out a discussion on the latter point. ^

Metternich’s dispatch put the Emperor into a bad
temper. 3 Where were now the ‘proposals’ of Lord Hal-

dane? The Emperor thought that Mettemich ought not

to have allowed any discussion ofthe supplementary law,

since this discussion implied an interference with the

German right to free self-determination, and an invasion

of the sphere of the Supreme War Lord.^ Haldane had
negotiated as a representative of the whole Cabinet. The
negotiations were now disavowed. Bethmann-Hollweg
was scarcely less indignant.

I
‘The whole basis of discussion is changed. England offered us

,
through Haldane, who, though without full powers to conclude

'an arrangement, nevertheless spoke for the whole Cabinet,

l(i) a political agreement, (2) Angola, (3) support in acquiring

the Belgian Congo, (4) Zanzibar and Pemba, and asked in

* D.G.P. xxxi. 131-a. There is no foundation in' any British document for

the assumption in D.G.P. xxxi. 131, note, that Great Britain was less

inclined to an agreement with Germany owing to the improvement in

Anglo-Russian relations in Persia. On the other hand, there was some fear

in British diplomatic circles that the Gcrmeui Emperor was trying to disturb

British relations with Russia and France. For a ‘studied indiscretion’ of the

Emperor, seeB.D.D. vi. 71 1.

* B.D.D. vi. 697-9; D-G.P. xxxi. 132-5. ^ D.G.P. xxxi. 136-7.
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return for (i) slowing down in the rate of building the three

Dreadnoughts of the naval law, (2) Timor, (3) consideration of

English wishes in the Baghdad railway question. Haldane . . .

recognized the necessity of the third squadron and increase of

personnel. According to his definite statement, this measure

would not trouble England.’

‘England now withdraws part of her offer, makes no further

mention of a political agreement, criticizes the increase in per-

sonnel and submarines, although in the question of slowing

down we promised to meet her, and would stand by our promise.

We cannot but recognise a complete disavowal of Haldane.’*

The Emperor instructed Kiderlcn that Metternich must

refuse to discuss the naval question until England had

given Germany her proposals for a political agreement

—including a clause about neutrality. ‘The first English

verbal note [jtc] spoke expressly of tempo of building, and

nothing else. This formed the basis of my negotiations

with Haldane. To this basis he and I remained con-

stant.’^

If the Emperor and Chancellor had forgotten that

Haldane had not examined the naval law, and that the

summary given to Cassel before Haldane’s visit did not

make clear the extent of the law, the English supporters

of a friendly arrangement with Germany were under no

delusion. Lord Morley, who was one of the strongest

supporters of an Anglo-German agreement, told Metter-

nich on 29 February that the whole Cabinet shared

Grey’s view, and that the Government would be re-

garded as foolish if it agreed to a cession of territory,

and yet had to increase the naval expenditure of the

country. Ten days later Morley repeated that the Minis-

ters would be ‘idiots’ to take such a line of policy. ^ Mr.

* D.G.P. xxxi. 139-40. * D.G.P. xxxi. 141.

3 D.G.P. xxxi. 142-4 and 174. Morley denied that French pressure had

made Grey change his view. The editors of G.D.P. are inclined to doubt

the value ofMorley’s denial (D.G.P. xxxi. 144-5, note; cf. ib. id. 182, note 2).

On 13 February Grey gave Gambon ‘a rdsume of what had passed in

connexion with Lord Haldane’s visit’. Gambon made no important com-

ment. Two days later Gambon gave to the Foreign Office Poincare’s
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Spender, the Editor ofthe Westminster Gazette, and anothe^

supporter of Anglo-German friendship held the same
view.^ Kiderlen-Waechter was doing his best to persuade

Tirpitz to make some concessions.^ Tirpitz refused, and
drew up a memorandum which was shown to tlie Empe-
ror. Tirpitz was consistent in his views, and knew what
he wanted. ‘We ask from England a new orientation of

her general policy in the sense that she should give up
her existing ententes, and that we should take the place

of France.’^ The Emperor, less clear in his mind, re-

peated Tirpitz’s words, with a difference: ‘we should

more or less take the place of France.’"^ Tirpitz main-
tained that England wanted to be secure against the

German fleet, while Germany dared not give up her

naval programme; this programme was the only guaran-

tee that the change in English policy would be lasting.

Hence a vicious circle, from which, according to Tirpitz,

‘there could be no escape’,® and from which, according

to the Emperor, ‘an escape was difficult, and upon which

[jfc] it was still more difficult to build up a satisfactory

agreement.’* The Emperor tiierefore refused any further

naval concession. Bethmann-Hollweg did not agree with

this refusal, but at this point tl. . ’British note^ arrived,

with Metternich’s account of his conversation with Grey
and Haldane. The Emperor asked for the publication

ofthe new naval and military proposals. On 28 February

thanks for the communication made to them. ‘The French government

made no comments.’ (B.D.D. vi. 692-3.) Sir F. Bertie, who thought the

Haldane mission a foolish move, reported on 1 1 February that this mission

had not created suspicion with Poincare, though it might have alarmed

others in France (B.D.D. vi. 687). On 15 March Grey showed Gambon the

‘formula’ proposed by Great Britain. ‘M. Gambon read the words, and
seemed satisfied with them.’ (B.D.D. vi. 716.) The British formula was also

communicated to the Russian and Japanese Governments. The Japanese

Government raised the question whedier the formula was consistent with

the terms of the Anglo-Japanese alliance, but were satisfied with the British

answer (B.D.D. vi. 721-2). See below, pp. 358-61.
‘ D.G.P. xxxi. 145.

* Jackh, op. cit. ii. 155-8; Tiipitz, op. eit. i. 290-3.
® Tirpitz, ib. 299. * Id. ib. 301.
5 Id. ib. 299. * Id. ib. 301.

’’ See above, p. 339.
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the Chancellor agreed that the proposals should be pub-
lished within a few days.^

On I March Haldane had another conversation with

Metternich. He reminded Metternich that he (Haldane)

had not examined the draft of the naval proposals, and

was not competent to do so. He had not gone to Berlin

with any formal proposals, but only with certain broad

suggestions. Among these suggestions was an exchange

of territory in which Germany would receive Zanzibar.

Haldane also explained that the British Government
would introduce supplementary estimates after the Ger-

man naval proposals were published, and would increase

the concentration of the British fleet by bringing ships

from the Mediterranean to the North Sea.^ This last

announcement alarmed the Emperor so much that he

ordered Metternich to tell Haldane that Germany would

consider such an act a casus belli (Kriegsfall)

,

and would

answer it not merely by withdrawing all concessions

about reduction of tempo, but also by mobilization. ^ The
Emperor repeated his order to the Chancellor on 5 March
and telegraphed directly to Metternich'^ that the with-

drawal of British ships from the Mediterranean to the

North Sea would be regarded by Germany as a threat

of war, and would be answered by a stronger supple-

mentary law, and eventual mobilization. This act of the

Emperor brought a letter of resignation from the Chan-

cellor.® Bethmann-Hollweg raised the constitutional

point that instructions to Ambassadors could not be

given directly by the Emperor, and insisted that negotia-

tions ought to be continued, even after some delay, and

that the blame for failure must be laid on England.

The Emperor was now faced with a political crisis. If

* Tirpitz, op. cit. i. 308. * D.G.P. xxxi. 145-8.
3 D.G.P. xxxi. 148. Tirpitz thinks that the Emperor meant ‘Threat of

war’

—

Kriegsdrohimg, not Kriegsfall. Tirpitz, op. cit. i. 310, note.
* D.G.P. xxxi. 155-6, where the Emperor used the term Kriegsdrohimg.
s For the details (as far as they are known) of this constitutional crisis,

see D.G.P. xxxi. 157-8, note, and references therein to Jackh and Tirpitz,

op. cit.
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he made concessions to Tirpitz, the Chancellor would
resign. Ifhe made concessions to the Chancellor, Tirpitz

would resign. The crisis lasted until 22 March. On this

day the naval proposals were published, and the Emperor
went to Corfu for his holiday. Meanwhile a memoran-
dum had been sent to Great Britain (6 March). The
Chancellor persuaded the Emperor to postpone the pub-
lication of the naval law until an answer had been
received. The memorandum repeated the view that

Haldane had made a ‘firm offer’.* ‘Although without

full powers to conclude a binding arrangement, but still

under authority from the whole British Cabinet’, Hal-

dane had declared that the British Government was
prepared to conclude a general political agreement pre-

cluding an aggressive policy, to support the German ac-

quisition of Angola and parts of the Congo Free State,

and to cede Zanzibar and Pemba to Germany; Germany
in return would ‘slow down’ the building of the three

new ships provided by the new naval law, renounce

her claims to Timor, and take account of the wishes of

Great Britain in the matter of the Baghdad railway.

Haldane had said nothing about the increase in person-

nel; Zanzibar and Pemba were offered ‘unconditionally’.

Germany still offered a reduction of tempo, if Great Bri-

tain would continue the political conversations. The
German Government would make a further concession,

and refrain from naming any date for the commence-
ment of the third new ship.

The German memorandum thus repeated previous

statements without taking any account ofHaldane’s con-

tradictions or of the change in the British attitude after

a fuller knowledge of the naval proposals. Metternich,

in conversation with Grey, mentioned a number of

technical points upon which the German naval authori-

ties could not accept the British interpretation of the

supplementary law; Grey said that he must refer these

‘ B.D.D. vi. 704-6; D.G.P. xxxi. 150-a. For the British answer to the

German memorandum, see below, pp. 354-5.
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questions to the Admiralty.* Haldane thought that the

memorandum had not been written by the Chancellor;

he said once more that he had explicitly and frequently

stated in his conversations that he had no binding autho-

rity and was communicating no offers; in any case, he

was not considering particular questions in isolation.*

As there was nothing new in the German statement, it

is unnecessary to repeat at length the Foreign Office

comments. There appeared to be deliberate distortion

of Haldane’s words; deliberate denial that Germany had
taken the initiative, and that Haldane had gone to Ber-

lin after an invitation to British Ministers from the Em-
peror himself. The bargain proposed was absurdly one-

sided. It is important to remember that the Foreign

Office believed that they had had previous examples of

the distortion of words spoken in conversation. Crowe
wrote that

'It is of course possible that Lord Haldane did not make his

meaning so clear to the German Chancellor as in his own
written record ofhis visit. But a reference to the several passages

(in the written record) . . . make [sic] this difficult to believe.

I am afraid this will prove another instance of the well-known

practice of the German Foreign Office to make profitable use

of the ambiguities which so easily glide into confidential and

unguarded conversations, in order to tie the other party down
to statements and promises and engagements never made. We
need only remember the incidents of the “Yangtse” agreement,

the occupation of Kiao-Chow, the alleged promise of Great

Britain not to seek a connexion between the Sudan and South

Africa through the Belgian Congo; the alleged assent of the

Powers to the Waldersee appointment in China; the recent

assertion that the Emperor obtained, when in London, the

formal approval of the King and H.M.’s Government to the

German occupation ofAgadir etc.’

In spite of the difficulties, Grey wanted to continue the

discussions. He invited Metternich to meet Harcourt,

’ B.D.D. vi. 707-8: 6 March 1912.
* B.D.D. vi. 709-10. See ako above, p. 337, and below, p. 354.
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the Colonial Secretary, though he was careful to say that

the discussion of colonial questions was ‘informal and
non-committal’.* Mettemich again spoke of Haldaiie’s

‘offers’, and the British Ministers again denied that HeiI-

dane had been given powers to make definite or final

offers. In his report to the Chancellor Mettemich com-
mented on the result of the conduct of negotiations by
well-meaning intermediaries who were only amateurs in

diplomatic business.

‘In the wish to bring their mission to a conclusion generally

satisfactory to all parties promises are made which cannot later

be kept. Consequently misunderstandings and disappointments

arise. The best intentions therefore come to nothing owing to

mismanagement—a fault more common among amateurs than

among professional (diplomatists). Trained negotiators do not

so easily allow themselves to be deceived by their hopes, or

misled by the favourable atmosphere of the moment. They
know that later on their words will be weighed in the balance.’^

Bethmann-Hollweg could have no more doubt about

the position. He made one further effort which puzzled

the British Ministers. On 1 2 March he wrote toMettemich
that the naval proposals were still being kept back in

the hope that England would meet Germany on the

political question. In this case, if a formula could be

reached, Bethmann-Hollweg would ask the Emperor to

make further concessions on the naval side.^ Kiihlmann
was in Berlin at the time, and was given a new formula,

not apparently for immediate transmission to Grey, but

as a basis for negotiations.'^ The formula differed little

from the ‘sketch of a conceivable formula’ drawn up at

the last interview with Haldane. Mettemich carried out

his instructions at once. He saw Haldane late in the

evening of 12 March. He said that time pressed, and
that he wanted an answer as soon as possible. ^ He told

* B.D.D. vi. 708-g. ® D.G.P. xxxi. 355-60.
s D.G.P. xxxi. 166-7.

D.G.P. xxxi. 164-7. The German formula, which was given to Grey
on 15 March is also printed in B.D.D. vi. 715. ® B.D.D. vi. 710-1 1.
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Haldane ‘privately and informally’ that, according to

his information from Berlin, ‘if the British Government
would offer a suitable political formula the proposed
Fleet Law as it stood would be withdrawn. Some Fleet

Law there must be, but one of less magnitude would be
introduced.’ Grey was occupied with the dispute in the

coal industry,^ but Mettemich’s appeal was too impor-

tant to be postponed. Nicolson wrote to Goschen that

he would do his utmost to find a formula. Grey himself

produced a draft on 13 March. He proposed to submit

the draft to the Cabinet on 14 March.^ The formula was
accepted by the Cabinet, and given to Metternich on

14 March. 3 It was short, and contained the words which

Grey had used again and again in the course of the dis-

cussions. ‘England will make no unprovoked attack upon
Germany and pursue no aggressive policy towards her.

Aggression upon Germany is not the subject and forms

no part of any Treaty understanding or combination to

which England is now a party nor will she become a

party to anything that has such an object.’"^ Metternich

wrote to Grey later in the day (14 March) that he was

afraid the formula would not be sufficient since it did

not mention the word neutrality.® On 15 March he

showed Grey the German formula, and suggested an

addition to the British formula to the effect that ‘Eng-

land will therefore observe at least a benevolent neutra-

lity should war be forced upon Germany’, or, as an

alternative wording, ‘England will therefore as a matter

of course remain neutral if a war is forced upon Ger-

many’. Grey said that the British formula exactly ex-

pressed the situation. The French Government knew
clearly that ‘if France was aggressive towards Germany,

or attacked Germany, no support would be forthcoming

from us, or would be approved by British public opinion’.

‘ A coal strike began on 26 March and ended on 1 1 April 1912.

® B.D.D. vi. 712.
3 B.D.D. vi. 713-14; D.G.P. xxxi. 178. See above, p. 333.
* There is a comma between ‘Treaty’ and ‘understanding’ in the version

of the formula in D.G.P. s B.D.D. vi. 714.
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On the Other hand, Metternich’s proposed addition

‘would give an impression going beyond the literal sense

of the words, and might be taken to mean that under
no circumstances, iftherewas war on the Continent, could

anything be expected from us’. Metternich again spoke

of the need for haste. ‘He was afraid that if the Novelle

were proceeded with, the negotiations would come to an
end. He gave me to understand that this would be due
to a change of “personnel” in Berlin. In other words,

Grey was told indirectly, but plainly, that, if an agree-

ment could not be reached at once, Bethmann-Hollweg
would be forced to resign. There is no report of this

conversation in the German documents; it is therefore

impossible to say whether the Chancellor knew that this

hint had been given to Grey. It is unlikely that the

Emperor knew anything about it. For this reason a step

which the British Government now took was misunder-

stood in Germany, and particularly by the Emperor.

Grey saw Metternich again on 16 March.* He was ready

to add a short preface to the formula which he had sug-

gested. The draft would then read: ‘The two Powers

being mutually desirous of securing peace and friendship

between them, England declares that she (will make
no unprovoked attack &c.).’* Grey also proposed to

‘ B.D.D. vi. 714-15. Metternich received tw^o telegrams on 16 March
asking urgently for an answer from the British Government. There is no
indication that the British Government had any information—other than

the rumours current in Germany—of the political crisis caused by the

Chancellor’s threat of resignation. Goschen reported on 22 March that

nearly all the people he had seen in Berlin ‘seem to think it by no means
improbable that if the Chancellor goes he will be succeeded by Tirpitz.

Personally I can hardly believe this.’ B.D.D. vi. 726. Herr von Roederer

(a high court oiEcial) told Goschen on 28 March that ‘Tirpitz had made a

strong bid for the Chancellorship, but had failed’. B.D.D. vi. 733.
* B.D.D. 718-ig; D.G.P. xxxi. 181-3.
s A footnote in B.D.D. vi. 7 18 (note 2) assumes that the ‘formula’ to which

Grey was referring was the German formula. It is probablefrom the context,

and from Metternich’s rqjort in D.G.P., that Grey was referring to the

English formula. The German formula had been described by Metternich

as ‘the formula which the German Chancellor had sketched to Lord Haldane
as being what he would like’. (B.D.D. vi. 715.) Metternich reported that

Grey would not take this German formula as the basis of discussion; and
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substitute the words ‘will neither make norjoin in any un-

provoked attack’ for the words ‘will make no unprovoked
attack’. The British Government could not agree to use

the word ‘neutrality’, since the use of this word ‘would

convey an impression that more was meant than was
said’. Grey said that the exchange of a ‘formula’ would
be of no use ‘if a naval increase was impending, because

the naval increase would destroy the good effect pro-

duced by the formula. But, if public opinion had been

excited by the naval increase, we might afterwards con-

sider the territorial questions, and exchange some formula

which would have a calming effect.’ In other words,

the British Government was prepared to continue the

negotiations, even if they were not given concessions on

the naval question. Grey then took the hint given him
by Metternich about a change of ‘personnel’ in Germany.

He saw no reason why the wording of the British formula

should affect the position of the Chancellor, ‘since there

was no dispute between him and Admiral von Tirpitz’

about the supplementary law. Grey spoke of the confi-

dence which he and Lord Haldane felt in Bethmann-

Hollweg. ‘As long as he [Bethmann-Hollweg] remained

German Chancellor, he might rely upon our co-operat-

ing with him to preserve the peace of Europe, each of us

not only abstaining from aggression upon the other, but

each also using what influence we had with others to

prevent war. If this was likely to be of use in personal

questions now pending in Berlin, Count Metternich

might certainly report it.’ Grey went on to point out

that a formula could not be personal, and that the

British Government could not make promises which de-

pended merely upon goodwill. ‘If we were to exchange

with Germany now a formula which made relations be-

tween us and any other country more distant, we could

have no security that Herr von Bethmann-Hollweg might

not be overthrown a month or two hence: when we

that he (Metternich) had therefore tried to introduce the word ‘neutrality’

into the British formula.
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should be in the position of having gained nothing as

regards the policy of Germany, and we should have lost

something elsewhere.’

It is difficult to avoid thinking that Metternich re-

ported this conversation a little clumsily. He could not

explain that he had mentioned to Grey the possibility

of Bethmann-Hollweg’s resignation. He could only say

that the British Ministers trusted the Chancellor. He
was not content to leave well alone, but added a few

sentences which did not give the real explanation of

Grey’s reference to the Chancellor, and were only too

likely to upset the Emperor’s temper. ‘Grey is also

strongly convinced that any difficulties arising between
the two Governments would reach no unpleasant dimen-
sions as long as German policy is directed by the Chan-
cellor.’ The German Foreign Office took care to add
—before the report reached the Emperor—‘directed by
His Majesty on the lines advocated by the Chancellor.’

Even so, the Emperor noted ‘He means of course the

other way round.’ Metternich added another paragraph.

‘He [Grey] would go further, and guarantee that British policy

would be framed in accordance with the . . . agreement pro-

posed by him as long as the Chancellor were responsible for

German policy, even though the conclusion of an agreement
was impossible for the moment owing to the supplementary law,

since an agreement could not coincide with a large increase

of armaments in each of the two countries. The effects of

a neutrality agreement would however be independent of per-

son2ilities. The English Government must consider what would
happen if, with a change in the personnel, there were also a

change in the responsible direction of German policy.’

'

Grey had told Metternich that he might report the

confidence which the British Cabinet felt in the Chancel-

lor; he had not suggested that his other remarks might
be reported in their plain and blunt form to the Emperor
himself. The Emperor might have remembered some of

his own letters and comments about British statesmen;

* D.G.P. xxxi. i8a.



350 LAST ATTEMPTS AT A POLITICAL AGREEMENT

but William II would never allow to others the liberties

which he took for himself. He annotated the suggestion

that new Ministers might change the direction of German
policy with a remark that German policy depended not

upon the Ministers but upon himself. ‘Therefore I am
distrusted.’ His general conclusionwas typical ofhis over-

sensitiveness and of his attitude towards constitutional

rule. ‘I have never in my life heard of the conclusion of

an agreement with one particular statesman, without

reference to the sovereign. ... It is clear that Grey has

no idea who really rules here, and that I am the master.

He dictates to me in advance who is to be my minister,

if I conclude an agreement with England.’^

On receiving Metternich’s telegraphic report of the

conversation the Chancellor pointed out to the Emperor
that England still appeared ready to sign a political

agreement, if the naval proposals were modified. If the

proposals were published, the way would be closed, and

‘the signal given for a race in armaments and therewith

the possibility of a war between Germany and England

and, as a necessary consequence, wars on land, within the

present or the coming year’.*

The Emperor would not continue to discuss proposals

which in his opinion ought to have been rejected at sight.

He ordered a plain statement to be made to England that

Germany offered an offensive and defensive alliance in

which France might be included.^ Bethmann-Hollweg
could hardly take this plan seriously. He did not follow

the Emperor’s instructions. Metternich was not told to

suggest this alliance to Great Britain. According to

Tirpitz, the Chancellor proposed on 17 March that

negotiations should be broken off. This statement is

impossible to reconcile with the Chancellor’s plea for

further delay in the publication of the supplementary

law. Tirpitz’s assertion that on 18 March the Chancellor

accepted the plan of an offensive and defensive alliance

is equally hard to reconcile with the facts, as well as with

' D.G.P. xxxi. 183. * D.G.P. xxxi. 185—7. ’ D.G.P. xxxi. 187-8.
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Bethmann-Hollweg’s common sense. The Chancellor’s

instructions to Metternich on 18 March contain no men-
tion of the proposal. On the other hand, the Emperor
seems to have believed that action was being taken to

propose a triple alliance on the lines he had suggested.

As late as 8 May he telegraphed on his return from Corfu:

‘I expect to receive in Karlsruhe a report from Kiderlen

about the draft of the proposal for an alliance which I

have ordered to be drawn up.’* The Emperor wrote a

letter (in English) to King George V on 18 March, as an
appeal from sovereign to sovereign. The letter went over

the history of the Haldane mission from the German
point of view, and included a protest against the sugges-

tion that ‘the agreement could only be made with His

Exc. the Chancellor H. v. Bethmann as long as he re-

mained in office and provided I followed the policy

dictated by him. . . . Your Minister labours under an
illusion The Chancellor as well as the Foreign

Office are both purely officials of the Emperor. It is the

Emperor, who gives them the directions as to [jic] which
policy is to be pursued and they have to obey and follow

his will.’ The Emperor suggested ‘an offensive and defen-

sive alliance with France as a partner and open to other

powers to enter ad libitum!. It is uncertain whether this

draft was ever shown to the Chancellor, and, if it were
shown, whether the Chancellor pointed merely to the

effect which such an alliance would have on German
relations with Austria.^ In any case the Chancellor took

his own precautions. On 26 March Metternich told Grey
not to pay any attention to suggestions from ‘a very high

quarter’ in Germany that ‘something in the nature of

(the British) alliance with Japan’ would be required in

return for any naval concessions. Grey was asked to take

• D.G.P. xxxi. 188. When Grey suggested (19 March) that negotiations

might be resumed after public excitement about the naval law had died

down, the Emperor annotated Mettemich’s report: ‘But not about the

agreement; on another basis, alliance.’ D.G.P. xxxi. 193.
* Tirpitz, op. cit. i. 331-a. There is no mention of this draft in

D.G.P.
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no notice ofany expression of opinion which did not come
to him through Metternich himself.'

The Chancellor’s instructions to Metternich show, how-
ever, that Bethmann-Hollweg was losing his nerve.^ He
raised his demands. Grey was to be told that the English

formula was useless. The Chancellor added, with some
rudeness, that ‘the formula left room for the idea that an

unprovoked attack by England was an eventuality with

which Germany might hitherto have had to reckon.’

The assurances necessary for Germany, if she were to

give up her means of defence against the fleets of the

Triple Entente, must go beyond the suggestions made by

Great Britain. Grey’s reference to the possibility of a

change in the direction of German policy was answered

by a reference to the possibility of a change in the policy^

of England after Germany had surrendered the security

which the naval law would give her.

‘Apart from this consideration’ (and the fact that Germany
would be bound by an agreement), ‘the person of His Majesty

the Emperor is a guarantee that German policy will not leave

the peaceful path which it has never abandoned under the

direction of His Majesty. ... I must ask you to leave no doubt

... in Sir E. Grey’s mind that I must be absolutely certain of

an agreement guaranteeing the neutrality of England and

approximating to a defensive alliance with us before I can

advise His Majesty to surrender important sections of the . . .

supplementary naval law.’^

It is curious that, on the same day, Kiderlen tele-

graphed to Metternich to discover what concessions on

• B.D.D. vi. 728-g.
* D.G.P. xxxi. 188-g.
3 The fact that the Chancellor referred in such definite terms to the direc-

tion ofpolicy by the Emperor, and spoke ofan agreement ‘approximating to

a defensive alliance’, as well as the discourteous remarkabout the ‘eventuality

with which Germany might hitherto have had to reckon’ give the impression

that this dispatch was written under the influence of the Emperor, and may
have been a compromise between the more violent and unpractical letter

which the Emperor had drafted to H.M. the King, and the letter which the

Chancellor himself would have written to Metternich.
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the naval question would satisfy Great Britain.’ There
is no record in the German documents of any answer
from Metternich to this question. An answer was un-

necessary. Metternich realized that the Chancellor’s

latest move would mean the end of the negotiations. He
did not point out that Bethmann-Hollweg was raising

his terms, but suggested that it might be wiser to let the

matter rest for a time; the discussions could be resumed,

as Grey had suggested, some months later.* From a note

by Kiderlen it would appear that he was told to carry

out the instructions already sent to him.^ Metternich saw
Grey on 19 March, and fulfilled his instructions to the

letter.^ He used the Chancellor’s own words, and added
that Mr. Churchill’s speech introducing the naval esti-

mates would not have a ‘soothing effect’.® Grey pointed

out that the Chancellor had increased his demands.
‘What (he) now asked amounted to an agreement of

absolute neutrality, which was more than conditional

neutrality. Count Metternich said that the Chancellor

had not used the word “absolute”, but in effect his wish

amounted to that.’ Grey still doubted the ‘exact extent’

of the Chancellor’s meaning. Metternich confirmed the

interpretation that ‘failing a guarantee ofabsolute neutral-

ity, the Movelle must proceed’. Grey promised to consult

his colleagues, though he thought that ‘if the Chancellor

meant to infer that, failing a guarantee ofabsolute neutral-

ity, the relations between the two Powers could not be

cordial or satisfactory . . . such an idea would be un-

reasonable’.

Three days later (22 March) Grey had another inter-

view with Metternich.® Metternich had received instruc-

tions from the Chancellor to say that ‘an agreement about

* D.G.P. xxxi. 189-90. There is no note in D.G.P. to explain why, at

the time when the Chancellor was sending instructions which could only

close the discussion, Kiderlen should have asked what concessions on the

naval question would be satisfactory. * D.G.P. xxxi. 190-1.
3 D.G.P. xxxi. 191. * B.D.D. vi. 719-ai; D.G.P. xxxi. 191-2.
s For Mr. Churchill’s speech, see below, pp. 368-70.
* B.D.D. 724-5; D.G.P. xxxi. 203. Cf. ib. 200-1.

A a
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neutrality of a far-reaching character’ was not ‘merely a
one-sided present from England, but would be no less

valuable to England than to Germany’. Grey did not

argue this point; Mettemich himself knew that, in the

general European situation, Germany would not be

asked to join in an unprovoked attack against England.

Grey was still uncertain whether the Chancellor was
asking for ‘absolute’ or ‘conditional’ neutrality. Metter-

nich again confirmed the view that, ‘though the word
“absolute” neutrality was not used it represented in effect

the sort ofneutrality for which the Chancellor was asking’.

The German naval proposals were published on 22

March, and the Emperor left on this day for Vienna,

Venice, and Corfu. The die was cast.

The negotiations did not end at once. A memorandum
in answer to the German statement of 6 March ^ was

presented by Goschen to the Chancellor on 25 March.^

The answer, which was drafted by Haldane,^ contained

a full and clear statement of the British point of view

about the informal and ‘non-binding’ character of the

conversations between Haldane and the ‘high personages’

whom he met in Berlin. Haldane had no technical know-

ledge of naval questions; he did not mention the details

of the supplementary law because he had not read the

law. He disclaimed any suggestion of putting pressure

upon Belgium or Portugal to part with their colonies. He
had made no offer to cede Zanzibar and Pemba. These

places were mentioned as ‘suitable assets for considera-

tion in a general settlement’. Finally, Haldane had

pointed out the difficulties in the way of accepting a

formula of unconditional neutrality.

The Emperor’s annotations were as violent as ever.

The English plan had been based on the hope ofpersuad-

' See above, pp. 343-4.
* B.D.D. vi. 722-3; D.G.P. xxxi. 205-8. The Emperor’s marginalia and

long final comment follow the memorandum in D.G.P.
^ Haldane made use of a draft prepared by Nicolson.
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ing Germany to give up the naval law, in return for an
African empire made up ofother people’s territories. The
Emperor had saved the German people, and the English

had ‘bitten on granite. ... I hope that my diplomatists

will learn from this experience the lesson that hencefor-

ward they should pay more attention to their Rulers and
to the orders and wishes of these Rulers, particularly in

questions concerning England. They don’t understand

how to deal with England, and I understand quite well.’

The Emperor was not in Berlin, and the Chancellor

seems to have been influenced by Kiderlen and by the

friendly tone of the British answer.^ On 21 March he

had asked Metternich to allow Kuhlmann, who had just

come back from Berlin, to talk to the British Ministers.*

Metternich answered that he must keep the control of

the negotiations in his own hands, and that he had already

forbidden Kuhlmann to see Haldane. He added that

‘Sir E. Grey is most anxious to reach an understanding

with us; in this respect he is more friendly now to Ger-

many than many of his colleagues. He needs no stimula-

tion from these colleagues, and would be displeased if

any attempt were made by (Kuhlmann) to influence

them.’ The Chancellor replied: ‘I am unable to conceal

the fact that the result of the negotiations up to the

present time, and the facts reported by you, cannot be
reconciled with that strong desire for an understanding

which you find in Sir E. Grey.’^

On 25 March, however, the Chancellor sent a message

to say how much he appreciated the friendly tone of the

British answer.^ Kiderlen telegraphed on the same day
to point out that the formula given to Kuhlmann® was
based upon the proposal drawn up by Haldane in Berlin

and did not go beyond this formula in respect to neutral-

ity. The Haldane proposal was a compromise between
* For the Chancellor’s remarks to Goschen on 25 March about Haldane’s

‘offers’, see above, pp. 336-7.
® D.G.P. xxxi. aoi. ’ D.G.P. xxxi. 201-a.

B.D.D. vi. 727. There is no leference to this message in D G.P.
® See above, p. 345.
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the first German formula* asking for absolute neutrality

and the formula which Haldane brought with him.

Metternich was asked to explain the facts to Grey.^ In

other words, the demand for absolute neutrality was
given up—^after the publication of the naval law, and
therefore too late. The British Government had made
it clear that a political formula would be useless if there

were no modification in the naval proposals.

Metternich now telegraphed for further instructions.

T have asked here for absolute neutrality. I could put

no other interpretation upon “an agreement securing the

neutrality of England, and approximating to a defensive

alliance with us”. I will go at once, before the Cabinet

comes to a decision, and explain that our formula does

not go beyond the compromise suggested by Haldane and

that it provides only for relative (i.e. conditional) neutral-

ity. This brings the chance ofan understanding oncemore

within the range of possibility.’^ On 27 March Kiderlen

answered Metternich’s inquiry about a form of words

which would satisfy Germany ‘The importance lies not

in the form of words but in the content of the English

assurances. We must be certain that we shall not be

attacked by England directly, or in a war forced upon

us by a third Power. Clear expression must be given to

this assurance.’

Metternich had seen Grey on 26 March and explained

that, though the neutrality required by Germany would

‘have to be of a very far-reaching character’, the Chan-

cellor still held to the formula given to Great Britain on

15 March.® Three days later (29 March) Metternich

again spoke to Grey about the formula. Grey answered

that the British formula could not be changed or extended

without risk of ambiguity or misconstruction. The Ger-

man formula contained ambiguities, and went beyond

any agreement made by Great Britain with any European

' See above, pp. 332-4. ® D.G.P. xxxi. 203-4.
3 D.G.P. xxxi. 204. * D.G.P. xxxi. 205.
s B.D.D. vi. 728-9. For the foimida of 15 March, see id. ib. 715.
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Power, with the exception of the long-standing treaty of

alliance with Portugal. Thereupon Grey and Metternich

went over the ground again, without coming any nearer

to an agreement. Finally Grey hoped that the failure to

reach a naval understanding would not lead to a com-
plete break-down in the negotiations. There might be

an examination of colonial and territorial questions, and
after some interval, a political agreement on the lines of

the English formula might be reconsidered. Grey spoke

of the improvement in Anglo-French and Anglo-Russian

relations which had followed a settlement of practical

questions, although neither settlement had included a

political agreement as far-reaching as the formula pro-

posed to Germany. Metternich said that Germany could

not regard the British formula as likely to bring the

favourable results to which Grey looked forward.^

The Chancellor and Metternich regarded this inter-

view, for the time at least, as the end of the discussion

about a political agreement. On 3 April Bethmann-
Hollweg told Metternich that ‘the refusal of the English

Government to offer us a satisfactory agreement about

neutrality means that we can no longer hope to meet
English wishes by modifying our supplementary naval

law’. On the other hand, Germany was ready to con-

tinue the discussions about colonial and territorial ques-

tions. The Chancellor suggested a single agreement

which would include the Portuguese colonies, minor
colonial questions, the cession of Zanzibar and Pemba,
the Baghdad railway and southern Persia.* The Chan-
cellor’s instructions were carried out by Metternich

on 10 April. 3 Bethmann-Hollweg’s last word was that

» B.D.D. vi. 730; D.G.P. xxxi. 210-13. Kuhlmann, who wanted a

colonial agreement, told Mr. Tyrrell on 3 April 1912, that, in his opinion,

the British formula ‘did in substance insure the neutrality of (Great Britain)

for all legitimate purposes. He said that he quite understood our reluctance

to use the word “neutrality” in such a formula, as it might cause legitimate

apprehensions in the minds ofother Powers with whom we wished to remain
on friendly terms.’ (B.D.D. vi. 740.)

* D.G.P. xxxi. 264-7. 3 B.D.D. vi. 746; D.G.P. xxxi. 267-70.
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Germany, in offering to limit her naval expenditure,

was making an unprecedented concession.^

The interview of 29 March had not appeared as deci-

sive to Grey as it had seemed to Metternich. Grey had
told Metternich that the British Government ‘did not see,

and would like to have explained . . . what it was that

Germany wished to have beyond what was covered by
the words we had suggested’.^ After 29 March the

Cabinet was considering the formula. As late as 10 April,

the Prime Minister wrote to Grey that he was ‘becoming

more and more doubtful as to the wisdom of prolonging

these discussions with Germany about a formula. No-
thing, I believe, will meet her purpose which falls short

of a promise on our part of neutrality: a promise we can-

not give. And she makes no firm or solid offer, even in

exchange for that.’^ The Chancellor’s final refusal was

therefore received with a certain relief.

The relief was based on the fact that the negotiations

had been opened by the British Government four or five

years earlier, for a settlement of the race in naval arma-

ments between England and Germany. This competition

in shipbuilding had become more serious. With every

international crisis and every increase in the German
naval programme, British fear of German intentions also

increased. The negotiations had drifted from the concrete

subject of naval expenditure to the vaguer and more

indefinable political sphere. The discussions had now
reached a point at which the Powers of the Entente

might well take alarm. Step by step Great Britain had

surrendered conditions which she had regarded as essen-

tial. France and Russia knew the general history and

trend of the negotiations. The French and Russian

Governments feared that the ‘drop by drop’ methods^ of

the German Foreign Office might succeed, and that

* D.G.P. xxxi. 213, note. * B.D.D. vi. 730.
3 B.D.D. vi. 745. Each party was thus left with the belief that the dis-

cussion had been brought to an end by the other party.
* See above, p. 276.
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Great Britain might sign a ‘neutrality’ agreement with

Germany. In this rase Germany would be free to attack

France. This attack would not take the form of direct

aggression; but France might easily be driven into a

position in which she might appear, technically, as an
aggressor. ^ Itwould be difficult to convince British public

opinion of the true interpretation of the facts in time

for British help to be of any use. There was no general

defensive alliance between France and England; Eng-
land was entiiely free to judge whether French action

was directly or indirectly aggressive. On the other hand,

the French Government had seen the efforts made by
Germany to break up the Entente. Direct action and
‘shock tactics’ had failed. There was a chance that more
delicate methods might succeed. Until the last days of

March the French Government had merely watched
events. They began to show their anxiety when they

knew that the British Cabinet was considering the ques-

tion of a promise of neutrality.

On 22 March Grey told Cambon that Great Britain

had refused this promise. Gambon’s comment to Poincare

was short: ‘ainsi s’evanouissent les esperances ou les

craintes que des esprils peu avertis avaient fondecs sur

la visite de Lord Haldane a Berlin.’^ The closing of the

discussion from the German side set French fears at rest

for the time, but an irregular step taken by the British

Ambassador in Paris reopened the question. ^ Sir F. Bertie

' The French Government might well lemember the manoeuvies of

Bismarck in 1870
* D D F 3id Ser 11 247 See also above, p 334
3 DDF 3rd Ser 11 262-5,276 Pomcaie repealed Bertie’s warning to

the Russian Ambassador at St Peteisburg Id ib 328-9 See also Poincare,

Au service de la France, i 170-2 In March [no piecise date is given] 1912,

probablym connexionwith the Anglo-German conversations, Poincai e asked

Joffre, as Chiefof the General Staff, to draw up a report ‘resumant les ententes

etablies entre les Etats-majors fran9tus et anglais et mdiquant sous quelle

forme ces ententes ont cte traduites en vue d’une execution prevue’ Joffie’s

leport mentioned the stipulation that ‘les pourparlers engages sont “de-

pourvus de tout caractfere ofHciel et ne peuvent her en iien les Gouverne-
ments anglais et fran^ais” ’. DDF gidSer 11 267-71 Cambon had been
a little disturbed at the effect upon French opinion of an^ strong campaign
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went to see Poincare on 27 March in great disturbance of

mind, and asked him to speak firmly to Grey on the

dangers of a declaration of neutrality. The matter was
settled before the French stated their case;' but it is

important to notice two facts. In the first place, the

British Government refused—before any pressure was put

upon them by France—to promise even conditional

neutrality. In the second place, Grey and the Prime

Minister thought the French ‘unduly nervous’.^ Grey
pointed out to his own Foreign Office that ‘Russia and
France both deal separately with Germany and ... it is

not reasonable that tension should be permanently greater

between England and Germany than between Germany
and France and Germany or Russia’.^ On 13 May 1912

Grey wrote to Goschen that Jules Gambon (the French

Ambassador in Berlin), who had spoken to Goschen of

his anxiety about Anglo-German discussions, ‘ought to

bear in mind that the French have more than once

negotiated with the Germans. . . . Russia has done the

same on occasion. We cannot keep Germany at arm’s

length. ... So long as France is informed of anything of

importance that takes place, and we do nothing with

Germany that is really ofdetriment to France, the French

must not complain’.+

Gambon suggested to Nicolson on 1 5 April that France

would welcome a statement from England upon the

British attitude in the event of a Franco-German war.

Nicolson answered that

‘he doubted extremely if His Majesty’s Government would be

in England in favour of an agreement with Germany; but he did not think

that a new attempt would be more successful than previous efforts in the

same direction. English opinion was determined by the facts of German
rivalry and would only be modified by a change in the facts. ‘Depuis igo6

plusieurs campagnes germanophiles ont etc entreprises. . . . Elies sembRrent

tout d’abord porter quelques fruits, mais dies echoudrent toujouis i la suite

d’incidents qui ddvoilferent brutalement Ic caract^re de la politique alle-

mande.’ D.D.F. 3rd Ser. i. 63a. See also below, p. 363, n. i.

* B.D.D. vi. 729-45 passim-, and D.D.F. 3rd Ser. ii. 267.
* B.D.D. vi. 745.
3 B.D.D. vi. 739. B.D.D. vi. 753.
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at all disposed to tie their hands in any way as to the line of

action they would adopt in any possible contingencies. They
would . . . desire to preserve complete liberty of action. ... If

at this moment France were to come forward with proposals so

to reshape our understanding as to give it more or less the

character of an alliance, I felt pretty sure that neither the

Government as a whole nor large sections of British public

opinion would be disposed to welcome such proposals, whirl;

would be regarded by many as offering umbrage and a
challenge to Germany. It would be far wiser to leave matters

as they were.’*

Grey approved of Nicolson’s language.^

How far was the course of these negotiations known to

the public? What effect, if any, did their failure have
upon public opinion? The fact of Haldane’s visit could

not be kept secret. As early as 9 February—^while Hal-

dane was in Berlin—The Times doubted the expediency

of his mission, and feared that its effect would not be to

relieve the strain. On 10 February The Times published

a note from its Berlin correspondent that Haldane was
‘engaged in an authoritative though unofficial discussion

of Anglo-German relations in order, as far as possible to

understand the true nature ofthe German, and to explain

the true nature of the British policy’. The question of the

competition in armaments would be included in the dis-

cussion, although ‘political circles in Germany think

there is now no suggestion of a limitation of armaments
by agreement’. The German press thought that Haldane
would make some ‘African offers’. The Berlin correspon-

dent of The Times also pointed out that the difference of

opinion between the Emperor and the Chancellor was
no longer a secret. The Frankfurter ^eitung protested

against the agitation of the Navy League, and declared

that Tirpitz had deliberately fostered excitement on the

Moroccan question in order to carry through a naval

increase beyond the terms ofthe Navy Law. The Foreign

Office Press Bureau gave practically no information to

* B.D.D. vi. 747-9. ® Id. tb. 749.
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the German Press, and the first official statement about

the visit came from the British side.

The debate on the Address was begun in the House of

Commons on 14 February 1912.* Mr. Bonar Law spoke

of Haldane’s ‘mysterious mission’ to Berlin and doubted

the value of ‘amateur diplomacy’. The Prime Minister

answered in general terms.

‘Lord Haldane was going sooner or later to Germany on busi-

ness connected with the London University Commission, and

in the circumstances we thought it well, and I doubt whether

anybody would say we were ill-advised, that he should hasten

his visit and take advantage of it to engage in friendly and con-

fidential communications with those who are responsible for

the control and guidance of German policy. This involved, I

agree, upon both sides a departure from conventional methods,

but upon both sides it was felt that frankness of statement and

communication would be easier in the first instance if it was a

question of informal and non-committal conversations rather

than what I might call full-dress diplomatic negotiations. These

anticipations have been completely realized. There was perfect

freedom of statement and frankness of explanation over a wide

area of discussion’. The Prime Minister hoped for good results

‘without ... in any way sacrificing or impairing the special

relationships to which each of us stands to other Powers’.

A day later the German Chancellor read a statement

to the Reichstag. He explained that Haldane discussed

‘without authorization to enter into binding agreements,

but nevertheless at the instance [im Auftrag) of the British

Cabinet, the points at which the interests of the two

countries come into contact, with the object of establish-

ing a basis for relations of greater confidence’. Only the

chauvinist papers in Germany disapproved of the state-

ment; elsewhere there was a fairly uniform desire for the

improvement of relations.

Lack of information about the discussions, and the

publication of the new German shipbuilding programme
soon diverted public interest from the subject ofHaldane’s

* Hansard, 5th Ser. xxxiv. a 1-3 and 3 1-3. For the discussion in the House

of Lords, see ib. xi. a 1-3 and 39-41.
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mission.^ Questions were asked in the House of Com-
mons on 30 April, and i and 2 1 May 1912, butno detailed

answers were given.* During the parliamentary recess

Haldane went for a short holiday to Germany. The .far^-

was noticed, and a question asked in the House. Grey
answered that Haldane ‘had had no conversation, corre-

spondence, or communication with any political person-

age’.^ The subject of the February visit was again raised

in July 1912, during the discussion of the Foreign Office

’ On 22 April the Daily Neivs published an article stating that Germany
had offered important naval concessions in return for certain concessions

—

not known to the Daily News—on the British side. The Daily News thought

the British refusal was due to pressure from France. Gambon believed that

the German Foreign Office was trying to obtain attacks on Grey’s policy in the

British press. D.D.F. 3rd Ser. ii. 378-9. He had explained to Poincar6 on

7 February that German influence upon the British press was a factor of

considerable importance. ‘C’est surtout dans la presse que la campagne
pro-germanique trouve son appui ct elle est secondce par Faction des agents

officiels et officieux de I’Empire. Ces agents ne sauraient gufere exercer

d’action sur les propridtaires des grandsjournaux, personnages considerables

par I’influence et la fortune, mais ils peuvent agir et ils agissent sur les

r^dacteurs, plus sensibles k leurs arguments de toute nature etdontbeaucoup

sent d’origine allemande.’ D.D.F. 3rd Ser. i. 632. Gambon thoughtGerman
(and, by implication, anti-French) sympathies were to be found among the

high aristocracy (‘des aristocrates endurcis auxquels FAllemagne apparait

comme le type de la Monarchic’; id. 631) and among socialists. He believed

that Radical and Labour opinion was not in favour of an entente with

Germany rather than an entente with France. ‘Ils sont simplement hostiles

k toute politique etrang^re active et k cet imperialisme qui distingue au

contraire leurs adversaires unionistes. Leurs predecesseurs ou eux-memes

prdnaient, il y a quinze ans, un rapprochement avec la France pour les

mSmes raisons qui les amenent aujourd’hui a dcsirer unc entente avec

FAllemagne; ce qu’ils veulcnt, c’est reduire les depenses militaires et navales,

et eviter toute chance de conflit avec les fitats etrangers.’ Gambon thought

that the Germans were better placed than the French for turning British

opinion to their advantage. ‘Ils disposent dans le Royaume-Uni de moyens

d’action dont nous manquons, grace au nombre et a la richesse de leurs

compatriotes naturalises anglais ct restes attachra k leurs pays d’origine;

nous devons done suivre de pr& une campagne dont le but avoue est de

remplacer I’Entente cordiale par une Entente anglo-germanique.’ (D.D.F.

3rd Ser. i. 192: 24 November 1911.)
* Hansard, 5th Ser. xxxvii. 1679 and 1855; xxxviii. 1726-7.

* Hansard, 5th Ser. xxxix. 8. Grey’s answer ended with the words;
‘ It was, in fact, a real holiday, free from any taint of politics, though I am
credibly informed that he went with a friend who by the cut of his beard

was identified in Germany as being either the Prime Minister or myself.’
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vole. The Prime Minister made a general statement on

25 July. ‘Our relations with the great German Empire
are . . . relations of amity and goodwill. . . . Lord Hal-

dane . . .
paid a visit to Berlin early in the year. He

entered upon conversations and an interchange of views

which have been continued since in a spirit of perfect

frankness and friendship both on one side or [j?V] the

other. Finally, the break-down of the political negotia-

tions increased the Emperor’s dissatisfaction with Metter-

nich. Bethmann-Hollweg agreed to Metternich’s recall.^

There was a good deal of plain speaking on the subject

in the German Press. The Frankfurter ^eitung on 14 May
said that Metternich was being dismissed because ‘the

views which he has expressed in his reports for a long

time past and up to the last concerning the political

effect of German naval armaments upon the relations

between the two countries have not won the approval of

very influential persons and of the quarter which ulti-

mately decides’. A week later (19 May) the Frankfurter

Zeitung was even more direct in its language. Metternich

had insisted upon the danger of any further increase in

the German navy.

‘The dispatches of the naval attache may have had quite a

different tenor. . . . The authentic saying “You go on hitting

Wolff-Metternich just as the peasant hits the barometer which

points to a level which he does not like” is now many years old,

and dates from the Billow era. Several people have been

hitting this barometer because it did not change, and because

they fancied it wrong. So it has been taken away. Will the

weather change now?’

’ Hansard, 5th Ser. xli. 1393.
^ Tt.e naval attache; had written to Tirpitz on 9 March 191a: ‘If only

Metternich were gone from here. He is a national misfortune for us.’

D.G.P. xxxi. 233 n. For the recall of Metternich see D.G.P. xxxi. 231-6.

Grey spoke ofhis regret at Metternich’s departure in the House ofCommons
on 14 May 1912. On 6 June Metternich was entertained by the Lord

Mayor at the Guildhall, and on 10 June by Grey at the Foreign Office.

For Grey’s view of Metternich, see Twenty-Five Tears, i. 245. A leading

article in The Times of 15 June 1912, described the value of the information

which Metternich had sent to his Government.
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The Munchener Neueste Nachrichten also commented upon
Metternich’s ‘involuntary retirement as due, in part, to

his emphasis on the obstacles which the naval policy of
Germany had put in the way of an Anglo-German agree-

ment’. Baron Marschall von Bieberstein was appointed

in Metternich’s place. ^ The appointment led to con-

siderable excitement in the German Press, though the

news was more coolly received in England. The British

Government had indeed some reasons for believing that

Marschall’s removal from Constantinople was partly due
to the resentment felt by Italy at his policy during the

Italo-Turkish war.^ Marschall himselfmade no secret of

his wish to establish better relations between Great

Britain and Germany. He had criticized the policy of

Biilow, frankly and openly, to his French colleague at

Constantinople. He was disappointed that he was not

chosen to succeed Biilow. After Kiderlen’s Moroccan
failure Marschall would have accepted the Foreign Secre-

taryship; but Kiderlen was not dismissed. There re-

mained the London Embassy.^ Marschall was no more
convinced than at The Hague Conference that Great

Britain and Germany could come to an agreement on
the subject of armaments. He thought that such an
agreement would lead to dangerous suspicions and re-

criminations. He described the correspondence dealing

with Anglo-German relations and the attempts at an
understanding as ‘fatras et logomachie’; he was sarcastic

over the number ofpeople—soldiers, civil servants, diplo-

matists, industrial magnates, politicians, and the Em-
peror himself—whose interference had confused the issue.^

Marschall was too clever to commit himself to any
definite line of policy immediately after his arrival in

London. He went out a great deal in society, and
talked mainly about Turkey and the young Turks. From

* On 1 1 February igiz the French charge d’afTaires at Constantinople

had reported rumours of Marschall’s appointment to the London Embassy.

D.D.F. 3rd Ser. ii. 18. * B.D.D. vi. 755.
* D.D.F. 3rd Ser. iii. a-4: 12 May igiz.

* D.D.F. 3rd Ser. iii. 23-5: ig May igi2.
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this point ofview he did not greatly impress people with

his abilities. Mr. Balfour found him commonplaee.
On his second meeting with Grey Marschall ‘headed

rather in the direction of the exchange ofsome formula’.*

He also spoke to the Prime Minister and Haldane on the

subject. The conversation with Grey had no result. ‘We
expressed the opinion that to keep frankly in touch with

Germany about each question as it arose was a more sure

way of avoiding difficulties than the exchange of any

formulae.’ Marschall again referred to the matter on

4 July.^ The discussion was again short and non-com-

mittal. Marschall died in August 1912.

Marschall was succeeded by Lichnowsky. Lichnow-

sky’s diplomatic career had not been brilliant; he had

held no post of any kind for eight years before his

appointment to the German Embassy in London; but

in July igi2 he had published an article defending the

naval policy of the German Government. The article

attracted the Emperor’s attention; Lichnowsky was evi-

dently a man who could be trusted not to repeat the

mistakes of Metternich. Yet within a few months this

new Ambassador was convinced that Great Britain had

no aggressive intentions, and that Germany had no

reason to fear either a direct attack by Great Britain or

British support ofFrance or Russia unless these countries

were victims ofGerman aggression.

‘ B.D.D. vi. 758-9. * B.D.D. vi. 759-60.



XX
MR. CHURCHILL AND A ‘NAVAL HOLIDAY’.

I. 1912

The rumours of a further increase in the German build-

ing programme, the announcement of this increase,

and the evident failure of the Haldane mission, once
more brought the problem of naval competition before

public opinion in England. From the British point of

view the facts were as follows. On i March 1912 Great
Britain still held a superiority of 13 per cent, in battleships

and armoured cruisers over the combined fleets of Ger-

many and the United States. This superiority had
diminished by a quarter since 1909, and was given mainly

by the older and pre-Dreadnought ships. The British

margin of superiority in completed Dreadnoughts was
only 4 per cent. In March 1915—^the date to be con-

sidered in relation to the shipbuilding programme of

1912-13—Germany would have added to her fleet twelve

more Dreadnoughts which were actually under construc-

tion, and two, or more, ships, which would be laid down
in 1912-13. Five old German battleships and two old

cruisers would be struck off the list. The United States

would add eight and lose six ships. Great Britain would
therefore need to lay down seven large ships if she were
to secure a 10 per cent., four large ships to secure a

5 per cent, superiority.’^ The Times expected that the

British estimates would provide for four Dreadnoughts if

there were no increase in the German programme. If

Germany laid down more than two ships the Admiralty

would build two ships for every additional German ship.^

A problem not wholly unlike die problem of acceleration

in 1908-9, though on a much smaller scale, had already

arisen in the case of torpedo-boat destroyers. A report

* The Times, i March 1912. * The Times, 9 Match 1912.
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appeared in the German Press in November 1911 that

the Schichau works at Elbing had begun to build twelve

destroyers of a type similar to those built for the German
navy. It was stated that the firm was not building these

ships in anticipation of the 1 91 2-1 3 programme, but had
laid them down for a foreign purchaser—Turkey or

China. Questions were asked on the subject in the House
of Commons on 28 February and 4 March 1912.* Mr.
ChTirrhill explained ihat Germany was not anticipating

her programme. Jjut that the British Admiralty had taken

the precautionary step of asking for tenders for twenty

destroyers so that work could be commenced upon them
as soon as the expenditure had been sanctioned by Par-

liament.

The British naval estimates for 1 91 2-1 3 were published

on 12 March 1912. The statement accompanying the

figures began with the words: ‘These estimates have been

framed on the assumption that the existing programmes

of other naval Powers will not be increased. In the event

of such increases, it will be necessary to present supple-

mentary estimates, both for men and money.’ The esti-

mates provided for four large armoured ships, eight light

armoured cruisers, twenty destroyers, and an unspecified

number of submarines.

Mr. Churchill introduced the estimates in the House of

Gmnmnns nn t8 Marrl] 2 His Speech Covered a great deal

of ground, and included a new proposal for relieving the

strain of competition in shipbuilding. Mr. Churchill’s

speeches were more vivid, more detailed, and more direct

than those of his predecessor. He explained that the

Admiralty was iipt ‘prepared to recommend at the present

time the two-keels-to-one standard against Germany.

The time may come when that will be necessary, but it is

not necessary now.’ The two-Power standard, which had

been adopted at a time when France and Russia repre-

sented ‘the most probable adverse diplomatic combina-

' Hansard, 5th Ser. xxxiv. 1340-1,' and xxxv. 35.
’

* For the debate, see Hansard, 5th Ser. xxxv. 1549-1654.
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tion’, was no longer a suitable rule ofmeasurement. The
standard became unreal and theoretical with the inclu-

sion ofthe navy ofthe United States. The actual standard

taken by the Admiralty was a superiority of 60 per cent.

in vessels ofthe Dreadnought class oyer the German navy.

For the smaller vessels a higher standard of superiority

was necessary. This superiority of 60 per cent, in Dread-
noughts was, however, adequate only during the lifetime

of the most recent of the pre-Dreadnought ships. ‘Every

addition which Germany makes, or may make, to the new
ships she lays down each year must accelerate the decline

in the relative fighting value of our pre-Dreadnoughts,

and, therefore, requires special measures on our part.’ If

there were no increase in the German programme of two
ships a year for the next six years, an alternating pro-

gramme of four and three ships for six years would give

Great Britain slightly over 60 per cent, superiority. If

Germany added two more ships to her programme for

the next six years, Great Britain would meet this addition

by laying down four additional ships during the same
period. If Germany added three ships, Great Britain

would add six.

‘Let me make clear, however, that any retardation or reduction

in German construction will, within certain limits, be promptly

followed here ... by large and hilly proportioned reductions.

For instance, if Germany elected to dfop-out-any'one, or even

any two, of these annual quotas ... we will at once, in the

absence of any dangerous development elsewhere not now fore-

seen, blot out our corresponding quota, and the slowing down
by Germany will be accompanied naturally on our larger scale

by us. Of course both Great Britain and Germany have to

consider, among other things, the building of other Powers. . . .

Take as an instance of this proposition which I am putting

forward for general consideration, the year 1913. In that year

. . . Germany will build three capital ships, and it will be

necessary for us to build five in consequence. Supposing we
were both to take a holiday for that year. . . . The three

ships that she (Germany) did not build would therefore

automatically wipe out no fewer than five British potential

B b
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super-“Dreadnoughts”, and that is more than I expect them
to hope to do in a brilliant naval action.’"

Mr. Churchill also outlined a new organization of the

fleet. The ships available for home defence would be

divided into three fleets. The first fleet would include a

flagship and four battle squadrons of fully commissioned

ships. Two of these squadrons would be composed of

ships already in home waters; the Atlantic fleet, hitherto

based on Gibraltar, would be brought to home ports as

a third squadron. The battleships now stationed at Malta

would be moved to Gibraltar and form a fourth squadron.

The second fleet would be composed of two squadrons of

vessels with half their ratings on board, and half in the

schools and barracks on shore. The third fleet, which

would also consist of two squadrons, would be manned
with nucleus crews. When the reorganization had been

completed the first and second fleets together would in-

clude forty-nine battleships. It was expected that the

German fleet would then include twenty-nine battleships

ready, without mobilization, for war.

Further details about the reorganization of the British

fleet were published in the beginning of May. The first

three battle squadrons, each of eight ships, of the first

fleet would be composed ofDreadnoughts, Lord Nelsons,

and King Edwards. The Lord Nelsons would be replaced

by Dreadnoughts at present under construction. Until

these ships were ready the fourth squadron would only

have four ships. As soon as this squadron reached full

" On 9 February Mr. Churchill had made an important speech at Glas-

gow on the naval question. He said that Great Britain would welcome any

‘retardation or slackening of naval rivalry’. If this retardation were not

possible, ‘we shall not only have to increase the number of ships we build,

but the ratio which our naval strength will have to bear to other great naval

Powers, so that our margin of streng^ will become larger, and not smaller,

as the strain grows greater. Thus we shall make it clear that other naval

Powers, instead of overtaking us by additional efforts, will only be more

outdistanced in consequence of the measures which we ourselves shall take.’

The speech was badly received' in Germany because Mr. Churchill had

described the German fleet as ‘something in the nature of a luxury’. The

Times thought that the term was not well chosen.
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Strength Great Britain would have in home waters thirty-

three battleships in full commission, and eight with

nucleus crews; each fleet would have its attendant cruisers

and other vessels.

Before the British naval estimates were finally voted the

new German programme had been brought before the

Reichstag. In 1920 the German navy would include a

home fleet composed of a flagship, five squadrons each of

eight ships, twelve large and thirty small cruisers, and a

foreign service fleet composed ofeight large and ten small

cruisers. A flagship, three squadrons of Dreadnought
battleships, eight large and eighteen small cruisers would
form the active fleet. Two squadrons ofpre-Dreadnought

battleships and four large and twelve small cruisers would
make up the reserve. All the ships of the active fleet and
one-quarter of the ships of the reserve fleet would be kept

in full commission. On balance this reorganization meant
an increase of three battleships, three large cruisers, and
three small cruisers in full commission. The three battle-

ships and two of the small cruisers represented new con-

struction not foreshadowed in the law of 1900 or its

amendments. One battleship would be laid down in

1913, and a second in 1916. No date was given for the

laying down of the third battleship. These proposals

meant an additional expenditure of 0,250,000 between

1912 and 1917.^

The proposals were introduced to the Reichstag in

comparatively short speeches. The Chancellor dissociated

himself from the chauvinists and said that he saw no
immediate danger of war, but insisted that German
armed strength was the measure of ‘the weight of (Ger-

* In igao, when the new formations were complete, the German fleet

would comprise 41 battleships, ao armoured and 40 unarmoured cruisers,

144 destroyers, and 7a submarines. Twenty-four battleships and 1 1 cruisers

would belong to the Dreadnought type. Four of the cruisers of the foreign

service fleet would form a flying squadron, available for service at home or

abroad. The total personnel of the fleet would be 101,500, and the annual

cost of maintenance ,^23,000,000. In i8g8 the personnel was 25,000 and
the annual cost of maintenance £6,000,000.



372 MR. CHURCHILL AND A ‘NAVAL HOLIDAY*. I. igia

man) opinion in international questions which affected

Germany, and of the respect which others paid to their

interests’. Herr Bassermann thought that Germany had
perhaps carried her peace policy too far in the hope of

coming to a lasting agreement with France and estab-

lishing good relations with England. In spite of some
disquiet about the financial question, the bill was passed

without much opposition. A special meeting of the

German Navy League, which had now a membership of

over one million, condemned the new proposals as inade-

quate. A few weeks later the League drew up its demands.

The demandswere large. Five or seven additional cruisers

were wanted before 1917.*

The increase in the naval estimates was accompanied

by an increase in the army estimates of Germany, Mr.

Churchill’s suggestion of a naval holiday was coldly

received by the German Press. The Emperor sent a

message through Cassel that an arrangement of this kind

was possible only between allies.^ His first comments

upon the British naval estimates were that the German
programme was based upon German needs, ‘and it does

not matter what counter measures England lakes. Eng-

land will not go to war about it, as people here have

feared for months past.’^ Metternich’s views were ignored.

He was ‘hopelessly incurable’,"^ and the Emperor was

waiting eagerly for his recall.

The Chancellor made the best ofa situation from which

he had tried to escape. He went out of his way to give

the impression that there was no disagreement in the

highest quarters about German policy. After the passing

of the supplementary law he walked up to Tirpitz in the

Reichstag and shook him warmly by the hand. From one

point of view this gesture was reassuring. If Bethmann-
Hollweg agreed with Tirpitz, Tirpitz also agreed with

’ The circulation of Die Flotte, the journal of the League, had risen to

350,000. Its value as an advertising medium was realized by German
business men. The weekly communiques of the League were sent to a large

number of newspapers. * Churchill, The World Ciisis, i. 109.

’ D.G.P. xxxi. 166. 4 D.G.P. xxxi. 194.
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Bethmann-Hollweg; but the Admiral was a stronger man
than the Chancellor, and knew what he wanted. On the

other hand Bethmann-Hollweg attempted to reassure

foreign opinion. In the autumn of 1912 he gave Lord
Granville a curious justification of the German navy.

‘He quite understood that England disliked the change in the

situation that had been brought about in the last thirty years.

Germany had gradually grown up to be a great Power in every

sense, especially commercially, and we naturally did not like

her competition. But we must leam to realize that the change

had taken place. A really great Power with a seaboard could

not be a “Landratte”; she must have a fleet and a strong fleet.

Her fleet was not in the least directed against us, but it was an
absolute necessity for a Great Power. I said that the argument
was always used in Germany that she required her fleet merely

to protect her commerce and not as a threat against us, but in

that case, what was the object of a mass of Dreadnoughts con-

gregated at home.’

Bethmann-Hollweg might have answered that the naval

experts agreed that a battle fleet in home waters was the

best protection of German commerce. He did not use

this simple and obvious argument. He said that ‘Ger-

many required her fleet not merely for the purpose of

defending her commerce, but for the general purpose of

her greatness. A man would be considered a fool who
merely developed his legs and left his arms alone because

he was a postman or something of the sort and only

required the use of his legs. In exactly the same way
Germany must develop her fleet as well as her army.’*

Grey had used, at the end ofJuly 1912, similar language

about the development ofGerman sea-power.^ Grey was
arguing in the House of Commons against the view that

British foreign policy was responsible for this hostile

development. He pointed out that the Germans them-
selves had given the reason for the ‘big naval policy’

* B.D.D. ix. 2. 36-g: 18 October 1912. Lord Granvillewas First Secretary,

and sometimes charge d’afTaires at the British Embassy in Berlin.

* Hansard, 5th Ser. xli. 1496-7: 25 July 1912.
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begun as early as 1897. He quoted the preamble to the

Navy T..aw of 1900, and added there was ‘one very pos-

sible and obvious cause’ for the building of the German
fleet, ‘A great and growing nation generates power not

necessarily for aggression, and with no special design, but

because it wishes to be powerfiil.’ The intention of Grey’s

speech was good; Bethmann-Hollweg also wanted to

relieve public anxiety in Great Britain. But Englishmen

might well ask what use Germany intended to make of

her power, and of a fleet intended ‘for the general pur-

pose of her greatness’.

This question was raised by Balfour in an article written

for German readers.^ Mr. Balfour began by repudiating

any idea of a ‘preventive’ war, or a war of aggression

against Germany. On the other hand, the average

Englishman was disturbed by certain features which he

observed in German policy. The German naval pro-

posals, and the results of these proposals were a particular

cause of anxiety.

‘If Englishmen were sure that a German fleet was only going

to be used for defensive purposes—^i.e. against aggression—they

would not care how large it was; for a war of aggression against

Germany is to them unthinkable. , . . Putting on one side all

considerations based on public morality, it must be remembered

' Mr. Balfour’s article appeared in a symposium on the naval question

published in the June and July (1912) numbers of the journal Nord und Siid.

The other articles in the symposium containedagooddealofemptypoliteness

on each side. One writer, Admiral von Ahlefeld, a strong supporter of Tir-

pitz’s policy, was plain-spoken. He thought that the strained relations be-

tween the two countries was due to the fact that ‘England refuses us equality

(Gleichberechtigung) at sea, and only allows it to us on land or in the sphere of

KultuT or the like. . . . The importance of this fact is reinforced by history:

England has defeated at sea the Hansa, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain,

and France, and annexed their maritime commerce. Now she stands faced

with a repetition of these proceedings, and, in comprehensible dislike of the

dangers of a war, holds fast to the unnatural alliance with France . . . and

by soft and flattering speeches tries to divert us from our attempt to win

recognition at sea {Seegeltung). But we will not allow ourselves to be lulled

to sleep. We want equality with England on the open sea. Only when
this is granted, can there be a “detente between entente and alliance’’.’ Mrd
und Sad, July 1912, pp. 46-7.
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in the first place, that we are a commercial nation; and war,

whatever its issue, is ruinous to commerce and to the credit on

which commerce depends. It must be remembered, in the

second place, that we are a political nation; and an unprovoked

war would shatter in a day the most powerful Government and

the most united party. ... In the third place we are an insular

nation, wholly dependent on seaborne supplies, possessing no
considerable army either for home defence or foreign service,

and compelled, therefore to play for very unequal stakes should

Germany be our opponent in the hazardous game of war.’

British opinion was especially concerned with this last

consideration. Germany could starve or invade England.

England could neither starve nor invade Germany.

‘Without a superior fleet Britain would no longer count as a

Power. Without any fleet at all Germany would remain the

greatest Power in Europe. The mere instinct of self-preserva-

tion therefore made it necessary for Englishmen “to weigh the

motives” of those Powers who were building navies. Germany
was the most important of these Powers. The external facts of

the situation appear as follows:—^The greatest military Power
and the second greatest naval Power in the world is adding

both to her Army and to her Navy. She is increasing the

strategic railways which lead to the frontier States—not merely

to frontier States which themselves possess large armies, but to

small States which can have no desire but to remain neutral

in the unfortunate case ofwarbetween theirpowerful neighbours.

She is in like manner modifying her naval arrangements so as

to make her naval strength insttmtly effective. It is conceivable

that all this may be only to render herself impregnable against

attack, though for this purpose her efforts might seem “to

outside observers” excessive. Unfortunately no mere ana-

lysis of the German preparations for war will shew for what
purpose they are designed.’

f Few Englishmen believed that the German nation or the

German Government wished to attack England.

‘The danger lies elsewhere. It lies in the coexistence of that

marvellous instrument ofwarfare, the German Army and Navy,
with the assiduous, I had almost said the organised, advocacy

of a policy which it seems impossible to reconcile with the peace
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of the world or the rights of nations. For those who accept this

policy German development means German territorial expan-

sion. All countries which hinder, though it be only in self-de-

fence, the realization of this ideal are regarded as hostile; and

war, or the threat of war, is deemed the natural and fitting

method by which the ideal itself is to be accomplished.’

It was not the business of Englishmen to criticize such

theories.

‘Let German zealots, if they will, redraw the map of Europe in

harmony with what they conceive to be the present distribution

of the Germanic race; let them regard the German Empire of

the twentieth century as heir-at-law to all territories included

in the Holy Roman Empire of the twelfth century; let them
assume that Germany should be endowed at the cost of other

nations with overseas dominions proportionate to her greatness

in Europe. But do not let them ask Englishmen to approve.

We have had too bitter experience of the ills which follow from

the endeavour of any single State to dominate Europe.’*

* General Bernhardi’s Germany and the Next War was published in the

spring of tgi2. Bemhardi was one of the most influential writers on military

subjects in Germany. He maintained that a war was inevitable ifGermany
were to fulfil her destiny, that this war would mean a change in the balance

of power in Europe to the advantage of Germany, and that the main task

of Germany would be the defeat of the British navy at sea, since Great

Britain stood in the way ofGerman expansion. In i g 1 3 Bernhardi published

an article on ‘Ireland, England, and Germany’, in which he pointed out

that in an Anglo-German war Germany would have allies in the enemy’s

camp, and that in view of the difficulties of Great Britain in Egypt, India,

South Africa, and ebewhere, Germany need not follow a ‘policy ofrenuncia-

tion’.



THE MEDITERRANEAN AND QUESTIONS
OF IMPERIAL DEFENCE, 1912-13

Mr. CHURCHILL had already said that any increase in

the German fleet would be answered by an increased

British programme. He announced on 15 May that sup-

plementary estimates would be necessary. The naval

position in the North Sea was not the only cause of

anxiety. The proposals for the regrouping of the fleet

had aroused a certain disquiet about the strength of

British squadrons in the Mediterranean. The Times, in

a leading article of 30 May on the entente with France,

mentioned the ‘loose talk’ of the abandonment of the

Mediterranean by the British fleet. The new distribution

ofthe fleet took account of the Mediterranean. A cruiser

squadron would remain at Malta, and the battle fleet at

Gibraltarwould serve two purposes. There was, however,

a good deal of public discussion of the importance of the

Mediterranean as a main route for the food supplies of

Great Britain. Before the debate on the supplementary

estimates the Prime Minister, Mr. Churchill, the Lords of

the Admiralty, Lord Kitchener, and Sir Ian Hamilton,

paid a visit of inspection to the Mediterranean stations.

The Mediterranean question was raised on the Foreign

Office vote on 10 July. The debate was in general terms,

and of incidental interest because Grey explained once

more his view that the ‘separate groups (the triple alliance

and the triple entente) need not necessarily be in oppos-

ing diplomatic camps’.* Grey pointed out that the

* Hansard, 5th Ser. xl. 1933-2040. There was a debate in the House of

Lords on the naval position in the Mediterranean on 2July 1912. See Han-
sard, 5th Ser. H. of L. xii. 298-335. On 27June Gambon wrote an interest-

ing report on the subject. D.D.F. 3rd Ser. iii. 1 76-8 1 . Gambon thought that

the British public would have been less alarmed if the Italo-Turkish war had
notaroused interest in the question ofthe EasternMediterranean. TheFrench
Ambassador at Rome believed that the withdrawal of British ships would
have a serious effect upon the prestige ofGreat Britain in Italy and Turkey.
D.D.F. 3rd Ser. iii. 278-80: 20 July 1912. There was also a certain anxiety
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relation between foreign policy and naval strength was
not uniform.

‘You must keep up a sufficient margin ofnaval strength in home
waters whatever your foreign policy is. If you do not, your

foreign policy will become impossible, because in every diplo-

matic situation that arises, ifyou are inferior in strength in home
waters to a neighbouring fleet or fleets, in every diplomatic

question you will have to give way, and your position will not

be that of a great Power. . . . When you get further afield into

other parts ofthe world it is a very different matter; then foreign

policy and naval strategy do and must depend upon each other

to a large extent. ... If we did anything like abandoning the

Mediterranean you could not make our position there a secure

one by any skilful diplomacy or foreign policy. On the other

hand, it certainly is not necessary that we should keep a force

in the Mediterranean which is to be able at all moments to hold

its own against all the other fleets which may be there. . . .

Therefore I admit that we want to keep a sufficient force avail-

able for use in the Mediterranean at any moment to count as

one of the Mediterranean Naval Powers.*

Mr. Churchill announced on 22 July^ that, as a result

of the German supplementary law, during the next five

years Great Britain would lay down not 3, 4, 3, 4, 3, but

5, 4, 4, 4, 4 capital ships. The construction of light

cruisers would be accelerated, and there would be an

annual increase in the personnel of the fleet. The cruiser

squadron in the Mediterranean would be strengthened

by the addition of four Invincibles to take the place of

the ships withdrawn from Malta. The British ships avail-

able for the Mediterranean, ‘in conjunction with the

Navy of France . . . would . . . make a combined force

superior to all possible combinations, and these vessels

can be spared from our force at home because of our

great strength and preponderance in powerful armoured

in Great Britain about the condition of the French fleet. The German

Emperor put the case in his usual manner; ‘The French have no powder, the

British no army ready to hand.’ (D.G.P. xxxi. 503: 30 May 1912.)
* For the debate, see Hansard, 5th Ser. xli. 835-946 and 1 198-308.
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cruisers over the next strongest naval Power’. This com-
bination would be sufficient to meet the needs of the next

two years.

‘The time has not yet come to provide for the latter part of the

financial year 1915-1916. It is not unlikely that the Mediter-

ranean squadron will require to be reinforced towards the end

of that year. I am bound to add, however, the information

which has reached the Admiralty seems to indicate that one of

the Mediterranean Powers ... is contemplating another con-

siderable naval programme. ... It will be sufficient for me to

say, if that information should prove to be correct, it would
constitute a new fact requiring prompt attention, and not

included in any of the forecasts I have given of future naval

construction.’

Austria-Hungary was the Tower contemplating an-

other considerable naval programme’. The past history

.

of Austrian construction showed that it was impossible

to consider only official statements. In the spring of 1 9 1 o,

owing to the internal situation in Austria-Hungary, the

Government could not obtain legal assent to the building

of Dreadnoughts proposed in 1909; but in 1909 the

Stabilimento Tecnico of Trieste had already begun to

construct two Dreadnoughts on its own responsibility.

In this ‘childish game ofhide-and-seek’, as itwas described

by the Viennese JVeue Freie Presse, the private firm actually

worked on official plans drafted in part by Government
constructors. It was admitted in T.v//ember 1909 that

these Dreadnoughts were not being built for ‘free sale’,

and that two other ships would be laid down in 1911.^

The fact therefore that there was no increase in the

Austro-Hungarian estimates for 1913 was not a guaran-

tee that there would be no attempt to repeat the process

of building ‘private Dreadnoughts’. The control of the

Stabilimento Tecnico, the Skoda works, and the Wittko-

witz armour works was largely in the hands of the

‘ The third and fourth ships were laid down in January 1912. The first

credits for the two ships laid down by the Stabilimento Tecnico were not

voted until March 191 1.
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Austrian Rothschilds. There would be little difficulty in

raising the necessary funds in anticipation of a govern-

ment purchase. The Austrian authorities had announced
a programme of three more Dreadnoughts in the spring

of 1912,^ but the official plans of construction were not

submitted for approval until September 1912. The pro-

gramme was then postponed for financial reasons. A
further postponement took plaee in January 1913, but

one ship at least was laid down early in 1913 by the

Stabilimento Technico.

It was therefore impossible to forecast the needs of the

future. From the point of view of France and Great

Britain the balance of naval power was likely to become
more favourable, whatever the action of Austria, if the

Russian naval plans were putinto effect. InJune 1912 the

long controversywhether Russia should build a battle fleet

or be content with torpedo attack was settled in favour

of battleships. A five years’ programme was voted by the

Duma. The cost ofthe programmewould be ^^50,000,000.

The coal capacity of the new battleships would enable

them to take part in actions outside the Baltic, while

a new naval base was to be constructed at Reval.

Finally the ‘strategy ofposition’, as The Times described

the dominant phase of the naval rivalry of the Powers in

European waters was affected by the announcement, in

September 1912, that the French Government intended

to concentrate the greater part of the navy of France in

the Mediterranean. 2 Six pre-Dreadnought battleships

were transferred from Brest. These ships would have

been of little use against the Dreadnoughts of Germany,

but were a match for the pre-Dreadnought battleships

ofAustria or Italy. The new French Dreadnoughts would

also be stationed in the Mediterranean. This action of

* On the completion of this programme in 1916 the Austro-Hungarian

navy would consist of three super-Dreadnoughts, four Dreadnoughts, and

a second line of older ships. The Italian Government had also decided to

complete six Dreadnoughts by the spring of 1915.
* The Times, ii and i6 September 191a. The plan was known to the

British Government in July.
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France is one of the clearest examples of the effect of

the intense naval competition upon the general political

situation. It was followed at once by rumours that the

Triple Entente would be transformed into an alliance.'

The rumour was denied, but the new facts that the

French were leaving their northern and western ports

without adequate naval defence, and that Great Britain

was welcoming the reinforcement of the French fleet in

the Mediterranean, would have seemed to Bismarck a

calamity of extreme magnitude from the point ofview of

German policy. The significance ofthe facts was realized

by the British and French Governments. Informal con-

versations between the French naval attache and the First

Sea Lord and Mr. Churchill had already begun, but

Mr. Churchill had expressly raised the question of British

freedom of action.* He wrote to the Prime Minister.

‘The point I am anxious to safeguard is our freedom of choice

ifthe occasion arises, and consequent power to influence French

policy beforehand. That freedom will be sensibly impaired if

the French can say that they have denuded their Atlantic sea-

board, and concentrated in the Mediterranean on the faith of

naval arrangements made with us. This will not be true. If we
did not exist, the French could not make better dispositions

than at present. They are not strong enough to face Germany
alone, still less to maintain themselves in two theatres. They
therefore rightly concentrate their Navy in the Mediterranean

where it can be safe and superior and can assure their African

communications. Neither is it true that we are relying on
France to maintain our position in the Mediterranean. ... If

‘ The question had been discussed in the French and British press during

the spring and summer of i g 1 3 . The Times and the Liberal press in England
thought a change unnecessary. For the German view of the discussion, see

D.G.P. xxxi. c. 348.
* D.D.F. 3rd Ser. iii. 370-3, On 34 July 1913 the French naval attache

in London was given a draft of a proposed convention. The preamble con-

tained the words: ‘The following agreement relates solely to a contingency in

which Great Britain and France were to be allies in a war, and does not ailect

the political freedom of either Government as to embarking on such a war.’

This preamble was not accepted by the French Government. The formula

finally chosen was suggested by Gambon. For the discussions see D.D.F. 3rd
Ser. iii. 506-11, 533-5, 530, 543-7, and iv. 11-13, 318-33, 535-8, 559-60.
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France did not exist, we should make no other disposition ofour

forces. Circumstances might arise which in myjudgment would

make it desirable and right for us to come to the aid of France

with all our force by land and sea. But we ask nothing in

return. If we were attacked by Germany, we should not make

it a charge of bad faith against the French that they have left

us to fight it out alone; and nothing in naval and military

arrangements ought to have the effect of exposing us to such

a charge if, when the time comes, we decide to stand out. . . .

This is my view, and I am sure I am in line with you on the

principle. . . . Consider how tremendous would be the weapon

which France would possess to compel our intervention if she

could say, “On the advice of and by arrangement with your

Naval authorities we have left our Northern coasts defenceless.

We cannot possibly come back in time”.’'

For these reasons the British Government would not go

beyond an exchange of letters. The exchange took place

on 22-23 November 1912. The letters mentioned the

naval and military conversations, and stated that, ifeither

Government had grave reason to expect an unprovoked

attack by a third Power or something that threatened the

general peace, it should immediately discuss with the

other, whether both Governments should act together to

prevent aggression and to preserve peace, and if so, what

measures they would be prepared to take in common.

Ifthese measures involved action, the plans ofthe General

Staffs would at once be taken into consideration, and the

Governments would then decide what effect should be

given to them. The freedom of action of either Govern-

ment was reasserted.

‘We have agreed that consultation between experts is not, and

ought not to be regarded as, an engagement that commits

either Government to action in a contingency that has not

arisen and may never arise. The disposition, for instance, of

the French and British fleets respectively at the present moment

is not based upon an engagement to co-operate in war.’*

' Churchill, The World Crisis, i. 112-13.
* D.D.F. 3rd Ser. iv. 536-8. See also Grey, Twenty-Five Tears, vol. i,

96-8 and Asquith, Genesis of the War, 82-3. Important documents on the

Mediterranean question will be published in British Documents, vol. x.
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In spite of these precautions, which were clearly recog-

nized on the French side, the new disposition of forces

made it unlikely that Great Britain would allow Germany
to attack the northern and western French ports or

French commerce in the Channel. Moreover, although

the German war plans against France did not rely on the

navy (it was hoped that the army would bring victory

in six weeks), it was not easy to suppose that interference

with the freedom of the German navy in a Franco-

German war would not bring Great Britain into the war
on land and sea. Kiihlmann was in charge ofthe German
Embassy in London during September 1912. He thought,

or at all events wrote, that the redistribution of the

British and French fleets was only a technical measure.

‘England can say with a clear conscience that any idea

of a joint Anglo-French attempt to injure Germany is

nonsense. Germany has built a large fleet, has been with-

in her rights in so doing, and is now building a still

larger fleet. This fact imposes certain tasks on England
which she desires to fulfil without in any way coming into

conflict with Germany.’ The Emperor commented on
this dispatch: ‘Kiihlmann should know better than serve

up the soft soap of the old Metternich period.’* Civilians

never realized the dangers which were clear to experts.^

In one sense the Emperor was right.

The German supplementary law of 1912, the concen-

tration of the British fleet in home waters, and the failure

of the attempts to reach an agreement with Germany on
the shipbuilding question had effects outside Europe.

The British Government had looked forward to a period

of comparative calm in the competition in naval arma-
ments; they were faced with a renewed effort by Germany
to expand her fleet. The British reply would add to the

burden of taxpayers in the home country, and Ministers

wanted the facts to be made clear to the Dominions in

order that the common burden ofdefence might be shared.

* D.G.P. xxxi. 547 [the German term is ‘oUe Kamellen’].
* Tirpitz, op. cit. i. 367 n.
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The military strength ofGermany on the European main-

land hardly touched opinion beyond the European seas.

The growth of the German navy directly affected the

Dominions. It was impossible to deny the need for con-

centrating the British fleet in home waters. Yet this

concentration left the growing mercantile marine of the

Dominions without adequate defence.

A second reason, wholly unconnected with Germany,
brought the question of Imperial defence into the fore-

ground during the year 1912. The Panama Canal would

probably be open to shipping in the autumn of 1913. The
effect of the canal upon the direction of trade was

extremely important. Before the opening of the Suez

Canal Liverpool was nearly 500 miles nearer by sea than

New York to Asiatic, Eastern African, and Australasian

ports. The Suez Canal had increased the advantages of

Liverpool to 1,444 miles for Asiatic and 1,142 miles for

Australasian ports. The opening of the Panama Canal

would not much affect traffic to Far Eastern ports south

of Shanghai, but would shorten very considerably the

voyage from eastern American ports to Japan and Aus-

tralasia. Yokohama would be 1,805 miles nearer by sea

to New York than to Liverpool, Sydney nearer by

2,382 miles, Wellington (N.Z.) nearer by 2,759 miles.'

This change in the trade routes would be of immense

advantage to the iron and steel exporting industries of

the United States, and would bring the eastern American

factories closer to the raw silk of Asia. The effect upon

foreign, and particularly British, shipping would be even

more serious if the United States persisted in the plan of

exempting American coastwise shipping from the canal

tolls. If this plan were carried through, the Canadian

railways would lose a great deal of traffic. From the

naval point ofview the opening of the canal would raise,

• If the dues were fixed at $i a ton, a 12,000 ton British liner would pay

about £5,000 on a round voyage to New Zealand, and save nine days

steaming on the double journey. On tlie other hand, more coal and less

cargo would be carried than on the Suez Canal route, since there were no

coaling stations between Panama and New Zealand.
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or rather increase, the importance of the problem of sea

power in the Pacific. This problem was ofspecial interest

to Australia and New Zealand. American opinion held

that the canal zone could be defended only by sea. A
large increase in the American navy was necessary.

The question of the Dominions and sea power was not

new. The Spanish-American and Russo-Japanese wars
had affected Colonial opinion, and the visit of a strong

American squadron to Australian ports after the Russo-

Japanese war had caused much excitement in Australia;

but the first stage of the problem of defence had been
considered thirty years earlier, in relation to the navy of

Russia. At the time when Anglo-Russian relations were
strained, there was some danger ofraids upon Australasian

commerce by Russian ships from the Far East. The Aus-
tralian press suggested that if Great Britain increased the

number of ships in Australian waters, the colonists might
help towards the cost of upkeep. In 1878 the Australian

colonies decided to fortify their principal ports. A year

later Lord Beaconsfield appointed a Commission to in-

quire into the whole problem. The Commission sat for

three years, and issued a report in three volumes.* In

1881 an Intercolonial Conference was held at Sydney.

The result was not satisfactory from the point of view of

the Home Government. The colonists asked for increased

naval protection, and at the same time claimed that the

navy should be maintained entirely by Great Britain. In

1887 Sir George Tryon, the Commander-in-Ghief in Aus-
tralian waters, renewed a suggestion which had been
made but not accepted in 1885 that the Colonies should

hire a small force to supplement the squadron provided

by the Admiralty. The Colonies now agreed to the plan.

Great Britain built and equipped five third-class cruisers

and two torpedo gunboats, and the colonial Govern-
ments paid a sum of ;^g 1,000 a year for their upkeep

‘ The report was not made public but a short abridgement was laid before

the Colonial Conference of 1887. See Hardinge, Life of the fourth Earl of
Carnarvon, iii. 38-41.
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and a contribution of ^350,000, spread over ten years,

towards the cost of the ships. The scheme was officially

accepted at the first Colonial Conference in London
in 1887, and carried out under the Imperial Defence

Act of 1889. The arrangement was made for a period of

ten years, but there was no great change in the Australian

contribution at the second Colonial Conference of 1897.

In 1901 the Commonwealth of Australia took over the

naval forces of the different states, and a year later, at

the third Colonial Conference of 1902, the Australian

contribution was increased to ^{^200,000 a year, a con-

tribution of;^40,ooo a year was added fromNew Zealand,

and more ships attached to the squadron. In 1906 a

scheme for a locally owned Australian squadron was

rejected by the Committee of Imperial Defence.

Meanwhile, at the Conference of 1897 Cape Colony

had offered to pay for a first-class battleship, and Natal

to provide 12,000 tons of coal a year. The offer from

Cape Colony was changed to an annual contribution of

,^30,000 a year towards the cost of the Imperial navy.

The contribution was raised in 1902 to ^^46,000 a year,

and an annual payment of ,{^35,000 substituted for the

gift of coal from Natal. At the Conference of 1902 the

Canadian Government proposed to create its own naval

force, and, two years later, the cruiser Canada was acquired

as a training ship for the Canadian naval militia. In 1905

Canada offered to take over the Imperial dockyards of

Halifax and Esquimault.

The fourth Colonial Conference met in 1907. The

German fleet was now an important factor in British

naval policy, and the Dominions wanted to create fleets

of their own. In spite of the recommendations of the

Committee ofImperial Defence in 1906, Australia decided

to form her own navy. Canada took over the two dock-

yards. New Zealand raised her subsidy, after the Con-

ference, to 00,000 a year. Cape Colony and Natal also

continued their annual payments, but asked for a training

ship as the first stage in providing for their own local
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needs. After the crisis of 1909 Australia offered one and
New Zealand one, and if necessary, two Dreadnoughts
to the Imperial navy.^ A special Imperial Conference on
Defence was held in London later in 1909, and the mem-
bers, including the Prime Ministers of New Zealand,

Newfoundland, and Natal, and Ministers of Defence and
Marine from other Dominions, were invited on 19 August
to attend a special session of the Committee of Imperial

Defence. An agreement was reached on several impor-

tant questions. The Far Eastern squadron was to be
remodelled as a Pacific fleet with three units. These
units, each of which would include one battle-cruiser,

would be stationed respectively in the East Indian, Aus-
tralian, and China Seas. Australia, with help for a time

from the Imperial Government, would pay for her own
unit, and would also maintain a dockyard at Sydney.
New Zealand would contribute towards the China Seas

unit, some of the vessels of which would patrol New
Zealand waters. Canada proposed to begin the forma-

tion of local fleets in Pacific and Atlantic waters. The
South African colonies were unable to take any new
steps until the Union ofSouth Africa had been completed.

In 1910 two battle-cruisers were laid down in Great
Britain on behalf of Australia and New Zealand, instead

of the battleships which had been offered in 1909. Con-
tracts for two Australian protected cruisers were placed

in October 1910; two Australian destroyers were launched,
and a third taken out in sections for completion in Aus-
tralia. Canada bought the cruisers Niobe and Rainbow
for training ships, and borrowed a number of British

naval officers. Sir Wilfrid Laurier’s Government an-

nounced a programme of five cruisers and six destroyers.

No decision was taken on the question whether the ships

should be built in Canada or in Great Britain.^

/ The question of ‘local’ navies built, owned, and main-
‘ The Australian suggestion was changed to an offer to provide a ship

in local waters.
* The cost ofbuilding in Canada was estimated at 22 per cent, higher than

the cost in Great Britain.
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tained by the self-governing Dominions introduced the

whole problem of the relations between the Dominions

and Great Britain. If Great Britain were at war, what
would happen to the ‘local’ fleets? Was it possible for

one of the Dominions to remain neutral? If these fleets

were to be of any use in a naval war with one of the

Great Powers, they must be kept in close contact in peace

time with the Imperial navy. Moreover, a divided com-
mand would be impossible in war. Behind the question

of control lay the wider question of the relation between

the foreign policy of the Dominions and the foreign policy

of Great Britain. Separate fleets might lead to separate

policies, unless care were taken to secure unity of aim.

At first sight these problems did not make for unity. ‘

' Complaints about ‘colonial apathy’ on naval questions, and about the

smallness of colonial contributions to the cost of Imperial defence may be

read in the parliamentary debates. One instance may be given from the

year 1903, i.e. after the Boer War, and before the Anglo-French agreement

or the more spectacular growth of the German navy. Mr. Arnold-Foster,

in a speech on the naval estimates, pointed out that ‘there was a real

danger that this persistent apathy ... on the part of the Colonies was likely

to have one serious result. Whatever might be the view ofthe Colonies, there

was the danger ofreaction in this country, and the growth of the feeling that

it was impossible to bear this burden very much longer. He was sure that

they all agreed that the idea ofpressing the Colonies beyond their own desire

to contribute to the naval and military establishments ofthis country was one

which no sane person could entertain. It was a matter on which we had no

power at all; and it was as certain tis anything could be that if, in the future,

we were to receive more generous contributions at the hands of the Colonies,

it would be entirely of their own good-will, and the result of further instruc-

tion of Colonial opinion to which he attached great importance. But there

was a danger that reaction might come on this side. . . . On that account

he could not help feeling the fact the [sic\ misconception in regard to a naval

war which appeared in some of the Colonics, for it was a very serious one.

It appeared to be the idea among certain Colonial circles that a naval war

could be made a matter of limited liability. That was an entire delusion. If,

for instance, the Australian Colonies found themselves, as they might find

themselves in the event of the Imperial navy abandoning them, pressed by

France in regard to the New Hebrides, pressed by Japan in regard to

Japanese immigration, or pressed by Germany, which desired to establish

some colony on Australian soil, then the Austrsdian Colonies would at once

find that the idea of limited liability in naval warfare was one which had

no substantial foundation, and that they would not have to contend only

with the foreign squadron—say the German—atpresentin Australian waters,

but against the whole maritime strength of the foreign nation with which
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Their solution was not easy. Yet in spite of temporary

set-backs and differences ofview, the strategical situation

enforced its own logic. The German navy therefore had
the indirect result ofstrengthening the links which bound
the Dominions to the Home country.* The constituent

parts of the British Empire were brought into closer

connexion in order to meet a common danger. The
‘strategy ofposition’ affected the relations between Great

Britain and the Dominions scarcely less definitely than

it affected the relations between Great Britain and France.

These questions ofImperial foreign policy and Imperial

defence were discussed at the first Imperial Conference

(the successor of the ‘colonial conferences’) in London in

the spring of 191 1 . The members ofthe Conference were

again invited to a meeting of the Committee of Imperial

Defence. At this joint session Grey made a full statement

of the aims and conditions of British foreign policy.^

Canada and Australia settled the question of the control

and organization of their fleets. In time of war, when
the Dominion fleets, in whole or in part, had been placed

under the control of the Imperial Government the ships

were ‘to form an integral part of the British fleet, and
remain under the control of the British Admiralty’.

The Admiralty could therefore send them anywhere
they are engaged.’ Mr. Arnold-Foster also maintained that the policy of

‘local navies’ was far too expensive. ‘Ifthe Australian Commonwealth were

to furnish itselfwith the smallest navyknown in the civilized world, the mere
cost of upkeep would be enormously in excess of anything which had been

suggested as the contribution of Australia to our Fleet.’ Hansard, 4th Ser.

cxix. 1048-50: 17 March 1903. In December 1904 a deputation organized

by the Imperial Federation (Defence) Committee asked the Prime Minister

to give prominence, at the forthcoming Colonial Conference, to the subject

of the contribution of the Colonies towards Imperial defence. Mr. Balfour

answered that dictation was impossible, but that he hoped the Colonies

would begin to take a large share in the cost of Imperial defence.

’ Public opinion in Germany held a very different view. The writer well

remembers his own astonishment—^while staying in Germany in 19 1 2—at the

general impression that the British ‘Colonies’ would ‘throw off’ their alle-

giance to the Mother-Country if Great Britain were involved in a naval or

continental war against Germany. See also Bemhardi’s arguments, p. 376
above.

* The statement is printed in B.D.D. vi. 781-90.
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during the continuance of the war.^ It was also agreed

that representatives of the Dominions should attend

meetings of the Committee of Imperial Defence when
questions affecting the overseas Dominions were under
discussion, and that a Defence Committee should be set

up in each Dominion.
The Australian Government decided not to ask for

financial help in the formation oftheir fleet; but a change

took place in the development of Australian plans after

Admiral Henderson had visited Australia to review the

question of an Australian fleet. Admiral Henderson
pointed out that Australia possessed harbours of great

strategic value along the northern, southern, and eastern

trade routes, and that Australian oceanic and inter-state

trade was rapidly expanding. He proposed that the

Commonwealth should build, over a period of twenty-

two years, a fleet of eight armoured and ten protected

cruisers, eighteen destroyers, and twelve submarines, with

a personnel of 15,000 officers and men. For many years

the senior officers would be drawn from the Imperial

navy, but an Australian Naval College might be founded

at once. In April igii an Australian Naval Board was

constituted. The cruisers Melbourne and Sydney, and the

battle-cruiser Australia were launched in the course of

I9iiandi9i2. Another cruiser and three destroyers were

begun in Sydney, and three Australian submarines were

laid down at Barrow. At the end of 1912 the Union of

South Africa offered to pay for the construction and

upkeep of six cruisers to be stationed in South African

waters.

The Dominions had not a sufficient number of trained

artisans to build on an extensive scale, but the problem

was not merely one of shipbuilding. A battleship could

be completed in Great Britain in two years. A ‘trained

seaman’ needed four years for his ‘training’; skilled

ratings also needed four years, officers from seven to ten

years for their efficient instruction. The expansion of the

• Parliamentary Papers, 1911. €(1.5746-2.
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British navy had made heavy calls on the number
of trained men; there was a ‘dearth of lieutenants’.

The Admiralty found no difficulty in recruiting boys

and seamen, but the shortage higher in the scale could

only be made good after some time. For this

reason the development of local fleets would take several

years.

From one point of view the delay was fortunate. The
naval issue became a matter of serious controversy in

Canadian politics. Sir Wilfrid Laurier’s Government was
defeated at the elections in September 1911. Sir Robert
Borden, who succeeded to office as leader of the Con-
servatives, held up the tenders for building the Canadian
ships in Canada, and at a conference of Canadian Minis-

ters early in 1912 the Canadian programme was post-

poned. The Canadian Government asked the Admiralty

to prepare a memorandum on naval defence requirements
affecting Canada. This memorandum was presented at

the end of October 1912. It contained a short and very

interesting statement ofthe general naval situation. ' The
statement covered slightly less than four printed pages.

The first two pages dealt almost entirely with the growth
of the German navy, and included the words: ‘This

great fleet is not dispersed all over the world for duties of

commerce protection or in discharge of Colonial responsi-

bilities; nor are its composition and character adapted to

those purposes. It is concentrated and kept concentrated

in close proximity to the German and British coasts.’

The memorandum then described the situation in British

and Mediterranean waters. The last section explained

the position overseas in plain language.

‘Naval supremacy is of two kinds: general and local. General

naval supremacy consists in the power to defeat in battle and
drive from the seas the strongest hostile navy or combination

ofhostile navies wherever they may be found. Local superiority

* Parliammtaty Papers, 1912. Cd. 6513 (December 1912). Readers of the

speeches or books ofMr. Churchill will recognize the distinctive style of the

memorandum.
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consists in the power to send in good time to, or maintain per-

manently in, some distant theatre forces adequate to defeat the

enemy or hold him in check until the main decision has been

obtained in the decisive theatre. It is the general naval supre-

macy of Great Britain which is the primary safeguard of the

security and interests of the great Dominions of the Crown, and

which for all these years has been the deterrent upon any

possible designs prejudicial to or inconsiderate of their policy

and safety.

‘The rapid expansion of Canadian sea-borne trade, and the

immense value of Canadian cargoes always afloat in British

and Canadian bottoms, here require consideration. . . . The

annual value of the overseas trade of the Dominion of Canada

in 1909-1910 was not less than ,{^72,000,000, and the tonnage

of Canadian vessels was 718,000 tons, and these proportions

have already increased and are still increasing. For the whole

of this trade wherever it may be about the distant waters of the

world, as well as for the maintenance of her communications,

both with Europe and Asia, Canada is dependent, and has

always depended, upon the Imperial Navy, without correspond-

ing contribution or cost.

‘Further, at the present time and in the immediate future

Great Britaiin still has the power, by making special arrange-

ments and mobilising a portion of the reserves, to send, without

courting disaster at home, an effective fleet of battleships and

cruisers to unite with the Royal Australian Navy and the

British squadrons in China and the Pacific for the defence of

British Columbia, Australia, and New Zealand. And these

communities are also protected and their interests safeguarded

by the power and authority of Great Britain so long as her

naval strength is unbroken. This power, both specific and

general, will be diminished with the growth not only of the

German Navy, but by the simultaneous building by many
Powers of great modern ships of war. . . . The Admiralty are

assured that His Majesty's Government will not hesitate to ask

the House of CommoriS for whatever provision the circum-

stances of each year may require. But the aid which Canada

could give at the present time is not to be measured only in ships

or money. Any action on the part of Canada to increase the

power and mobility of the Imperial Navy, and thus widen the

margin of our common safety, would be recognized everywhere
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as a most significant witness to the united strength ofthe Empire.

. . . The Prime Minister of the Dominion having enquired in

what form any immediate aid that Canada might give would
be most effective, we have no hesitation in answering . . . that

it is desirable that such aid should include the provision of a

certain number of the largest and strongest ships of war which
science can build or money supply.’

The immediate result of this statement of policy was a

proposal by Sir Robert Borden to the Canadian Parlia-

ment that the Dominion should provide three Dread-
noughts for Imperial defence. The proposal was made
early in December 1912. In November the Federated

Malay States had offered a Dreadnought to the Imperial

Government,^ and there were wild rumours ofvery large

gifts from the Princes of India.

Sir Robert Borden’s proposal was not well received by
the Opposition in the Canadian Parliament. In February

1913 the Lower House resolved that the three Dread-
noughts should be added to the Imperial navy; but the

motion was only carried by 1 15 votes to 83. The Liberals

wanted a Canadian unit to be formed out of ships built

in Canada; they obstructed the Government Bill, al-

though Mr. Churchill pointed out, in letters to Sir Robert
Borden that there were no yards in Canada which could

take large warships. The cost of laying down plant for

building these ships would be £15,000,000; four years

would be taken in erecting the plant. The Admiralty

would find it difficult to provide crews for ships in Cana-
dian waters. The Australian ships would relieve Imperial

ships in Australian waters; the Canadian ships would be

a new charge.^ The Liberals persisted in asking for a fleet

which would be built in Canada and manned by Cana-
dians. Sir Wilfrid Laurier thought that the Dominion

’ About twelve years earlier a scheme had been initiated in Germany for

the occupation of the valuable Pulo Lantar group of islands off the Malay
J*pninsula. These islands were under the sovereignty ofone of the Malayan
^^jahs.

* The correspondence was published in Parliamentary Papets, 1913. Cd.

6689.
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should reserve the right to approve of any war in which
Great Britain might be engaged, and that there should

be closer consultation with the Home Government on

matters of foreign and imperial policy. The Canadian

Senate rejected the Navy Bill. The result was a deadlock

lasting until the outbreak of war in 1914.

Meanwhile friction had arisen in the early part of 1914

between the Admiralty and the Government of New
Zealand. Mr. Allen, the Minister of Defence in New
Zealand, complained in February 1914 that the Admiralty

had not carried out the promise made in 1909 to provide

two new light cruisers and a number of destroyers and

submarines for New Zealand waters. The Times com-

mented on ‘the natural wish of New Zealanders to safe-

guard their defence’, but pointed out that the naval

situation had changed since 1909. A further concentra-

tion of the fleet in home waters was necessary, while the

renewal of the Anglo-Japanese alliance relieved the posi-

tion in the Pacific at least for some time to come.^ Mr.

Massey, the Prime Minister of New Zealand, then sug-

gested that the Admiralty should provide two new cruisers

ofthe Bristol class within eighteen months. If these cruisers

were sent to New Zealand winters, the subsidy would be

increased to £150,000 a year. Otherwise the subsidy

would be given up. New Zealand would then build at

least one cruiser in Great Britain for a ‘local’ navy. The

capital ship offered in 1909 was already in home waters.

The British Government accepted the proposal of a con-

ference on the naval question; but events moved more

quickly. Before the conference met. Great Britain and

the Dominions were at war with Germany.

* Tife> ao February and a8 April 1914. A similar charge ofbad faith

was made against the Admiralty by the Australian Government. See Tht

Times, 13 April 1914. The Admiralty maintained that destroyers and

submarines were unsuitable for Australasian waters.
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THE BALKAN WARS AND ANGLO-GERMAN

RELATIONS
AT the lime when Sir Robert Borden proposed that

z\ Canada should provide three capital ships for the

service of the Imperial navy, the European situation was
extremely serious. The first of the three Balkan wars had
broken out in October 1912. Within a short time the

Turks were defeated by the Balkan allies. Servian troops

reached the Adriatic, and a Bulgarian army attacked the

defences of Constantinople./ The origin and course of the

three Balkan wars lie outside the subject-matter of this

history; but it is impossible to understand the political

background of the last two years ofAnglo-German naval

rivalry without taking into account the disturbing effect

of the Near Eastern Question.

In the first and second Balkan wars Servia, Monte-
negro, Bulgaria, and Greece attacked Turkey. The weak-
ness of Turkey had encouraged this attack. The Great

Powers warned the Balkan States that they would not

allow any change in the territorial status quo in European
Turkey. The Balkan States had heard this language

many times; they counted upon the disunion of tho
Powers. The initiative was in their hands; the opportun-'

ity given by the Italo-Turkish war was too good to miss.

The first war ended in an armistice. The peace negotia-

tions broke down, mainly over the Bulgarian desire to

capture and hold the fortress ofAdrianople. After another

period of fighting the Great Powers laid down a settle-

ment which was accepted most unwillingly by the Balkan

allies in May 1913. Greece received Salonika and a

stretch of Macedonia which included a number of Bul-

garian inhabitants. Servia was given northern and cen-

tral Macedonia—again with a number of Bulgarians.

Bulgaria was given the greater part of Thrace and the

Aegean coast from a point east of Kavalla to the western
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end of the Gallipoli peninsula. Albania became an

independent principality.

The settlement satisfied no one, and within a few weeks

the Balkan allies were fighting one another. The Servians

wanted a port on the Adriatic, the Montenegrins part of

Albania. The Bulgarians refused to hand over Salonika

or Kavalla to the Greeks, or central Macedonia to the

Servians. The Greeks and Servians refused to give up

their claims to any territories allotted to them under the

settlement. Bulgaria then attacked the Servians, and the

Servians and Greeks replied by a combined attack upon

the Bulgarians. The Turks took this excellent chance,

marched out of Constantinople, and recaptured the fort-

ress and city of Adrianople. The Rumanians, who had

taken no part in the first two Balkan wars, envied the

fine prizes secured by the other States; they too attacked

Bulgaria, and threatened Sofia.

The first Bulgarian attack was delivered on 29 June

1913. On 10 August the Bulgarians signed a treaty of

peace with Servia, Rumania, and Greece. They had

failed to retake Salonika or to keep Kavalla. They had

frt'led to win more land in Macedonia. They were forced

to cede to Rumania the fortress of Silistria and the

southern part of the Dobruja. They were also compelled

to allo^v Turkey to keep Adrianople and the fortress of

Kirk Kilisse.

From the outbreak of the first Balkan \var Europe

lived under the fear ^fan extension ofthe area offighting.

The German Emperor, with a few candid reflections

upon the history of Prussia, and a contempt for the

‘eunuch-like’ preoccupation of the leading statesmen of

Europe with ‘everlasting talk about peace’, thought at

first that the Balkan States should be left alone to settle

their affairs. Russia and France were not likely to inter-

fere; they were not ready for the general war which

would follow their interference.

‘The action of the Balkan States is described as an attempt to

extort something from Turkey? Why? From the Austrian
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standpoint was not the action taken by the young Frederick

against Maria Theresia before the first Silesian war just the

same thing? The Balkan states want an increase of territory.

They can satisfy their wants only at the expense of Turkey

—

probably a declining Power. They cannot do this without

fighting, and they are doing it together in order to make possible

their own growth and extension. The Great Powers simply

want to stop them. With what right? In whose interest? I wUl
keep out of it. Just as we did not allow in ’64, ’66, ’70, any
interference with our “legitimate development”, so little right

or intention have I to hinder others or interfere with them. . . .

The war is coming right enough. Then the Balkan States will

show what they can do, and whether they can justify their

existence. If they smash the Turks, then they have right on
their side (t/am hahen sie rcckt), and they are entitled to some
reward. The Great Powers must keep a ring round the battle

field. There must be no interference “in the name of this so-

called peace” {um des sogenannten “lieben Fnedens” willen). The
Eastern Question must be settled by blood and iron ! But at a

time favourable to us ! That is now!’*

This simple and revealing philosophy assumed that the

‘reward’ to which victory would entitle the Balkan States

might be given without endangering the seeurity ofAus-

tria. It assumed also that for a second time in four years

Russia would give way in a matter which touched an
age-long Russian tradition. If Austria refused to allow

Servia the ‘reward’ which Servia claimed, and if Servia

appealed to Russia, there would be difficulty in ‘keeping

the ring round the battlefield’.

The German Emperor used strong and sweeping lan-

guage about the folly of going to war with France and
Russia over a border town in the Balkans;^ but the

Chancellor and Kiderlen-Waechter knew very well that

Germany could not desert Austria. They pointed out

that the maintenance of Austria as a Great Power was
essential to the safety ofGermany, and that Austria must
set limits to the growth of Servia. ^ The Emperor himself

' D.G.P. xxxiii. 164-6: 4 October 1912.
^ D.G.P. xxxiii. 295. ^ D.G.P. xxxiii. 302-4.
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agreed that the dissolution of Austria-Hungary woulW
be fatal to the position of Germany in Europe, For the

time Germany was anxious to co-operate with Great

Britain and France. German influence in Vienna, French

and British influence in St. Petersburg, might persuade

Austro-Hungarian and Russian statesmen and generals

to listen to reason.

The co-operation between Germany, Great Britain,

and France during the three Balkan wars impressed and

indeed surprised the statesmen and diplomatists ofEurope.
The Concert of Europe had at last taken form. London
was the centre of action, and throughout the most critical

periods a conference of the Ambassadors of the Great

Powers met under the presidency of Grey. The success

ofthese meetings raised the hopes ofGrey and Bethmann-
Hollweg that there might be a real improvement in

Anglo-German relations. Yet there was an important

difference between the British and the German views of

this improvement. Grey believed that the two groups of

European Powers need not remain in ‘opposing diplo-

matic camps’. “ He thought that the method of confer-

ences might be used to settle sharp differences, and that

the influence of friend upon friend and ally upon ally

would prevent the foolishness and calamity of war. He
brought forward this plan of settlement by conference

during the month of July 1914. Fifteen years later he

remained convinced that his proposals had offered a way

of escape from the Great War.^
Bethmann-Hollweg also hoped that Anglo-German

relations had taken a turn for the better. He told Goschen

on 19 January 1913 that Anglo-German co-operation on

the Near Eastern Question was ‘worth more than any

Naval Agreement or political understanding as a starting

point for future good relations’. ^ Kiderlen, who rarely

paid compliments, took the chance of an interpellation

in the Reichstag to speak of the close and intimate rela-

* B.D.D. ix, pt. i. 595. * B.D.D. ix, pt. ii, Foreword, vi-vii.

3 B.D.D. ix, pt. ii. 399.
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tions between the two Powers. After Kiderlen’s death,

Zimmermann and Jagow made similar references.* Yet
the German Chancellor and the German Foreign Office

looked at this improvement in Anglo-German relations

mainly from the point of view of the attitude—in other

words, the neutrality—of England in a European war
which seemed inevitable. Bethmann-Hollweg wrote to

Berchtold on 10 February 1913. He wanted Berchtold

to control the ‘war party’ in Austria-Hungary and to do
his utmost to reach a modus vivendi with Servia. He
spoke of the changed relations with Great Britain.

‘The attitude ofEngland is one of the many indications that the

Entente policy has passed its highest point, and that we may
look for a new orientation of English policy if we can get

through the present crisis without any quarrels. Of course we
are dealing with something which is only in the first stages of

development, and a certain time must pass before the fruit

ripens. But I think it would be a mistake of immeasurable

consequence if we attempt a solution by force—even though

many interests of the Austro-Hungarian monarchy favour such

a solution—at a moment when there is even the remotest pro-

spect of entering this conflict under conditions far more favour-

able to ourselves.’^

In other words, while Gi"ey still hoped that the two
groups of Powers might draw closer, Bethmann-Hollweg
thought a peaceful solution of the Austro-Servian ques-

tion impossible, and wanted to postpone an inevitable

war until Germany had been able to detach Great Britain

from the system of ententes.

The German Foreign Office might blame the ‘stupidi-

ties’* of Austria, and deplore the fact that they were
bound to support her even in her mistakes. Jagow told

Granville in conversation that the Austrian statesmen

* Jagow succeeded Kiderlen as Foreign Secretary. Jagowwas Ambassador
in Rome at the time of Kiderlen’s death, and only took over his office on 22

January 1913. Zimmermann, to whom the Foreign Secretaryship had been
offered, acted for Jagow between 5 and 22 January.

* D.G.P. xxxiv, pt. i, 346-8: 10 February 1913.
^ D.G.P. xxxiv, pt. ii. 824.
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were ‘hopeless bureaucrats, and not very intelligent at

that’.* Moltke wrote to Jagow on 6 February that ‘it is

beyond doubt extremely inconvenient for us that our

treaties and the necessity of supporting Austria make us

in some measure dependent on Vienna . The chief work

of Your Excellency must be to restrain as far as possible

Austrian blunders—no pleasant and no easy task’.* Yet

Moltke was sure that a European war was unavoidable.

He advised Jagow to keep Austria in check, but at the

same time he wrote to Conrad von Koetzendorf:

‘I was and am convinced that sooner or later there must be a

European war, and this war . . . will be a battle between the

Germanic and the Slav world. It is the duty of all those states

which are the champions of Germanic culture to prepare for

this war. The aggression must however come from the side

of the Slavs. Those who see that this conflict is coming will

know that they must concentrate all their resources and use

every opportunity. Above all they must see that their peoples

understand the significance of this “world-historical decision”.’*

Conrad had wanted war for years past; Moltke had

warned his Government in 1904-5 that the moment was

favourable. One might therefore make some allowance

for the military point of view, and the tendency of

politically minded generals to see inevitable wars every-

where. The civilians were, however, of the same opinion

as the soldiers. Tschirschky described the state of public

opinion in Vienna in April 1913. ‘You can scarcely form

any idea of the state of opinion here. There is a feeling

of disgrace, of suppressed anger, that Russia and her

friends are leading Austria by the nose. The unfortunate

Berchtold is being criticised in the sharpest terms.’

Tschirschky added:

‘do not think that I am painting too black a picture, or looking

at things through Austrian spectacles. The time has at lasi

come for the Monarchy to make it plain to Europe, and above

all to its own peoples, that it is not a corpse to be disposed 0.

' B.D.D. ix, pt. ii. 930: 22July 1913. ® D.G.P. xxxiv, pt. i. 318-19-

3 D.G.P. xxxiv, pt. i. 352-3: 10 February 1913.
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by others as they will. Even the very calm Avarna* spoke to

me most seriously to-day in this sense. The internal dissolution

of the Empire will make alarming progress if the Monarchy is

unable at this present time to enforce its demands. General v.

Conrad answered an Austrian friend who had asked whether

the army was still capable of meeting an enemy; “Now, yes.

Whether this will be so in a few years, I am doubtful.” If the

Monarchy does not get its way at this crisis, the result will be

a defeat for the German element which is predominant at the

moment, but would be forced to admit that it can not maintain

the Monarchy as a Great Power. The Slav onrush within the

Monarchy could not then be kept back, and in the long run

the alliance could not be upheld.’^

The German Ambassador at Vienna believed that

Austria must settle the Servian question in her own way
ifthe Monarchy were to survive. The German Ambassa-
dor at St. Petersburg thought that an Austrian attack

upon Servia would certainly mean war with Russia.

‘The Pan-Slavist agitators form a comparatively small but

powerful and very touchy group. They will carry with them
the whole of public opinion and force the hands of the present

leaders of the country. A war will then be at least extremely

probable. In this case the question whether such a war is

really in Russian interests will not be asked. No attention will

be paid to the internal dangers which will certainly threaten

the country in war. The one dominant factor will be the

sentimental, Slavophil policy . . . The monarch, the govern-

ment and the great majority of the Russian people do not want
war, but war will come through the agency of impersonal

forces, and when it comes, it will soon be popular ... if it is

fought against Austria.’^

Tschirschky and Pourtales were thinking in terms of
the immediate crisis, but their views were of general

application. In the Emperor’s words ‘the struggle be-

tween Slavs and Germans can no longer be avoided. It

is certzdn to come. When?’^ The final settlement after

‘ Italian Ambassador at Vienna.
* D.G.P. xxxiv, pt. ii. 731-2: 24 April 1913.
® D.G.P. xxxiv, pt. i. 330-a: 6 February 1913.

D.G.P. xxxiv, pt. ii. 811: 6 May 1913.
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the defeat of Bulgaria had only aggravated the relations

between Austria and Servia, and strained Austro-Russian

relations almost to breaking-point.* The Emperor be-

lieved that England would join France and Russia. In

December 1912 he was much excited by a dispatch from

Lichnowsky describing an interview with Haldane. Hal-

dane had explained that Great Britain was determined

to maintain the balance of power in Europe, and could

not allow the defeat of France. The Emperor wrote to

Kiderlen that the veil was lifted at last. In the forth-

coming struggle between the Germans and the Slavs and

their Gallic supporters, the Anglo-Saxons would be found

on the side of the Slavs. This fact must form the basis of

German policy. Germany must make military conven-

tions with Turkey, Bulgaria, Rumania. ‘We must make
a similar agreement with Japan. Any Power which we

can get is good enough to help us. It is a matter of life

and death for Germany.’^
The Emperor’s view that England would certainlyjoin

France ruled out any chance of concessions on the naval

question. The German Foreign Office was less sure that

Great Britain would support France and Russia under

any conditions, although Lichnowsky had no doubts

about the matter. Even those who believed that there

was some chance of obtaining British neutrality were

inclined to put their trust in the German fleet. Tirpitz

held this view; he could hold no other view. It is more

surprising to find Jagow in agreement with the naval

party. He wrote to Lichnowsky; ‘we have not built our

fleet for nothing, and I am convinced tha-. England will

ask herself very seriously whether it is altogether simple

and safe to act as the guardizm angel of1‘rance against us.’^

The improvement of Anglo-German relations was

' On 23 April 1914 Tschirschky wrote that it was useless for Germany to

attempt to arrange a modus vivendi between Austria and Servia which

would give lasting satisfaction to each side. ‘A compromise of this kind, as

I have frequentlyhad the honour to report, is regarded here as unattainable.'

D.G.P. xxxviii. 346. * D.G.P. xxxix. 1 19-25.
’ D.G.P. xxxvii, pt. i. 105: 26 February 1914.
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therefore less real than it appeared. The collaboration

of the two Powers had done much to keep the peace of

Europe. It had done nothing to remove the deep causes

of unrest. The Austro-Russian difference remained, and
in the opinion of leading statesmen and soldiers in Ger
many, Austria, and Russia could be settled only by force.

The naval rivalry between Great Britain and Germany
was as acute as ever. All attempts to reach a naval agree-

ment had failed. An increased German programme had
been followed by an increased British programme. Great

Britain was following the advice given by Moltke to

Conrad. Her forces were concentrated, and she was
making an effort to explain to the Dominions that their

fate as well as the fate of the United Kingdom would be

decided in the North Sea.



XXIII

MR. CHURCHILL AND A ‘NAVAL HOLIDAY’.
II. 1913-1914

The offer of the Canadian Dreadnoughts caused a

certain excitement in Germany. Mr. Churchill an-

nounced in Parliament on 9 December 1912 that the

Canadian ships would have no effect upon the British

programme already laid before the House. ^ Before this

announcement Count Reventlow had asked in the Deutsche

Tageszeitung for an increase in the German programme

if the Canadian ships were not to be counted as part of

British programme of capital ships for the year 1912-

13. The German naval attache in London had made the

same suggestion. ^

The Chancellor and the German Foreign Office were

afraid that the Emperor would fall in at once with this

proposal. He had already taken steps to begin a press

campaign in favour of another supplementary law. Lich-

nowsky’s account of the ‘lifting of the veil’ had moved

him to such an extent that he called a meeting of the

naval and military chiefs and ordered Tirpitz to start

work with the newspapers.^ The Chancellor only heard

of this meeting some time after it had taken place, and

could rely only upon an indirect report of the proceed-

ings. He telegraphed at once to the Emperor that it was

of the utmost importance to say nothing about any addi-

tion to the German army or navy during the negotiations

over the Eastern Question in London. The Emperor

gave way, but commented that ‘this does not alter the

fact that demands for an increase must be made later,

and I am determined to have this increase’.*^ Early in

January the Emperor appears to have broken away again,

but once more the Chancellor restrained him, partly by

' Hansard, 5th Ser. xlv. 17. ® D.G.P. xxxix. 6.
^

’ D.G.P. xxxix. 7-8. For the Emperor’s proposals, see Tirpitz, op. cit. 1.

368-71. D.G.P. xiodx. g-n.
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the argument that the naval increase ought to be post-

poned until 1914 because an increase in the army was
more urgently needed.

The naval position was explained, shortly, and as far

as Dreadnoughts were concerned, by Mr. Churchill in

answer to a parliamentary question on 16 January 1913.

‘On the assumption that the progress of the work on ships

under construction remains normal and that there is no
acceleration’. Great Britain would possess twenty-nine

Dreadnoughts (excluding the battle-cruiser Australia) on
I April 1914, and thirty-five on i April 1915. Germany
would have completed twenty-one on i April 1914, and
twenty-three on i April 1915. On these respective dates

Italy would have four and six, Austria three and four

Dreadnoughts.* The British figures did not include the

Dreadnought offered by the Malay States and the ships

under discussion in Canada. Considerable discussion

took place about these ‘gifts’ to the Home Government.
Already in January 1913, The Times warned its readers

of the fate of the Roman Empire when its citizens looked

for borrowed support.^

Before the publication of the British naval estimates

for 1 91 3-14 Tirpitz made a speech in the budget com-
mittee of the Reichstag which caused considerable com-
ment in Germany and in England. He said that the

German Admiralty was ready to accept Mr. Churchill’s

figure of a relationship of 16 : 10, i.e. roughly 60 per cent.,

in Dreadnoughts between the British and German fleets.

Tirpitz expressed the relationship in squadrons; eight

British and five German squadrons.^ Tirpitz’s speech was
followed, on 7 February, by an assurance •from Jagow
that Anglo-German relations were improving.

‘The intimate exchange of opinion which goes on between us

and the English Government has done a great deal to remove
difficulties of many kinds which had arisen during the last few

months. We have now seen that not only have we points of

‘ Hansard, 5th Ser. xlvi. 2277-8. * The Times, 20 January 1913.
’ D.G.P. xxxix. 15-20.
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contact of a sentimental kind with England, but that common
interests exist as well. I am no prophet, but I indulge in the

hope that, on the ground ofcommon interests, which in politics

is the most fruitful ground, we can continue to work with

England and perhaps reap the harvest. But I must point out

to you that we are dealing here with tender plants; we must

not destroy them by premature acts or words.’

Tirpitz’s proposal was neither a great concession nor

a fair description of the standard which the British

Admiralty were taking as the basis of their policy. Mr.

Churchill made two important qualifications when he

suggested a superiority of 60 per cent, in Dreadnoughts.

He pointed out that a margin of 60 per cent, would be

sufficient only during the lifetime of the most recent pre-

Dreadnought battleships. He also said that the standard

of 60 per cent, superiority was intended only to meet the

German programme before the passing ofthe supplemen-

tary law of 1912. If the German programme were

increased, Great Britain would build two ships for every

one ship laid down in Germany under the terms of a

supplementary law.^

The supplementary law had been passed; Germany

was building more ships, and keeping a larger number of

ships in full commission. Tirpitz’s suggestion therefore,

so far from being a friendly acceptance of .i British pro-

posal, was an attempt, very cleverly mane, to persuade

Great Britain to lower the margin which the Admiralty

had announced as necessary for British security. Tirpitz

himself has explained in his memoirs that he made his

proposal in terms of squadrons, because he knew that

Great Britain could not easily increase her programme

ofconstruction by a whole squadron. The German naval

attache in London also noticed that the proposal was

advantageous to Germany, because it did not include

cruisers.^ The proposal was made at a time when the

German Admiralty realized that the plans for increasing

the army would block any naval increase for a year.

* See above, p. 369. ® D.G.P. xxxix. 30.
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The French Press, naturally enough, commented on this

point; Germany was giving an easy satisfaction to Great
Britain while large military increases were being carried

through. It was also suggested that Tirpitz wanted to

influence opinion in Canada.
For these reasons Great Britain could not take any

official notice of Tirpitz’s proposal without entering into

detailed discussions. Discussions had already been held.

They had led to no good result; it was useless to resume
them.^

The British naval estimates for 1913-14 were published

in the second week of March. The programme of con-

struction included five Dreadnoughts, eight light cruisers,

and sixteen destroyers. There was an increase in per-

sonnel amounting almost to 7,000 men, and an increase

of ,300,000 in the total cost ofthe navy. The estimates

were brought before the House on 26 March 1913. Once
more Mr. Churchill defined the British standard of

superiority. He excluded the Colonial and Dominion
ships. These ships were necessary for Imperial defence^
over and above the concentration in the North Sea.

‘They are additional to the requirements of the 60 per

cent, standard; they are not additional to the whole-

world requirements of the British Empire.’ Great Britain

would also carry out the policy of building two ships for

every additional ship laid down by Germany under a

supplementary naval law. The Admiralty might find it

* The editors ofDie Grasse Politik, while omitting any reference to the fact

that Tirpitz was not giving a fair account of Mr. Churchill’s proposal,

suggest that Grey did not reopen negotiations because he feared the effect

upon France and Russia. There is not the least evidence to support this

suggestion. There is also no reason to suppose that the German Government
either expected or desired resumption of negotiations for a naval agreement.

(D.G.P. xxxix. 19-ao n. and, for Lichnowsky’s views, 46-8.) In view of the

Emperor’s wish for another increase in the German programme, it is difficult

to think that the Chancellor would have favoured a reopening of the

question, and there is no evidence that Tirpitz’s speech was made with this

intention. After the negotiations of the past few years, a proposal involving

another important concession on the part of Great Britain would not have

been the most tactful way ofreopening negotiations.
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necessary to increase their margin of superiority after a

period of five years when the pre-Dreadnought ships

had lost their value. The shipbuilding programmes of

other Powers might force Great Britain to increase her

own programme even during this period. Naval develop-

ments in the Mediterranean might be a reason for such

an increase. Mr. Churchill referred to Tirpitz’s mis-

representation of the ‘60 per cent, standard’. He added:

‘We must not try to read into recent German na\ al declarations

a meaning which we should like, but which they do not possess;

nor ought we to seek to tie German policy down to our wishes

by too precise interpretations of friendly language used in the

German Reichstag with a good and reassuring purpose. If, for

instance, I were to say that Admiral Tirpitz had recognized

that a British predominance of sixteen to ten in Dreadnoughts

was satisfactory to Germany, that such a preponderance exists

almost exactly in the present period, and that in consequence

Germany ought not to begin any more capital ships until we

did, that might be a logical argument, but it would, I am sure,

do a great deal of harm.’*

Tirpitz had maintained that Germany was not attempt-
ing to compete with England. The proportion of 10 to

16 was sufficient for Germany because it ensured her

against attack. ‘It gives us such a measure ofpower that

it is difficult to attack us.’ This sentence must be taken

in the general context of the ‘risk’ theory upon which

Tirpitz had justified, thirteen years earlier, the develop-

ment of the German navy, and to which he always

returned. Mr. Churchill also referred, indirectly to the

‘risk’ theory, and to the British answer to such a theory.

‘I must explicitly repudiate the suggestion that Great Britain

can ever allow another Naval Power to approach her so nearly

as to deflect or to restrict her political action by purely naval

pressure.* Such a situation would unquestionably lead to war.

... It would mean a continued atmosphere of suspicion and

' For Mr. Churchill’s speech, see Hansard, 5th Ser. i. I749-9 *-

* The Emperor’s comment on this sentence was ‘There are other means

of pressure’. D.G.P. xxxix. a8.
' • '
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alarm, with all the national antagonisms consequent upon such

a state of affairs. It would mean that instead of intervening, as

we do now in European affairs, free and independent to do the

best we can for all, we should be forced into a series of question-

able entanglements and committed to action of the gravest

character, not because we thought it right, but as a result of

bargains necessitated by our naval weakness. Margins of naval

strength which are sufficient when the time comes to compel

a victory, are insufficient to maintain a peace.’

In 1912 Mr. Churchill had suggested the plan of a

‘naval holiday’. He repeated the proposal in his speech

of 1913.

‘If, for the space of a year ... no new ships were built by any
nation, in what conceivable manner would the interests of any
nation be affected or prejudiced? The proposal . . . involves

no alteration in the relative strength of the navies. It implies

no abandonment of any scheme of naval organization or of

naval increase. It is contrary to the system ofno Navy Law. . .

.

The finances of every country would obtain relief.’

Great Britain, with her resources, her leadership in

design, and the quality of her workmanship, could make
the suggestion of a year’s pause not out of weakness but
out of strength. The plan was not disadvantageous to

Germany, since, in the year 1914, Great Britain would
be laying down four, and Germany only two, capital

ships. The arrangement would involve other Powers

—

France, Russia, Italy, Austria; but, once an agreement
had been made by the two principal naval Powers, the

co-operation of the other Powers would not be improb-
able. If the suggestion were not accepted, ‘events will

continue to move forward along the path upon which
they have now been set, with the result that at every
stage the naval supremacy of the British Empire will

be found to be established upon a more unassailable

foundation’.

In the debate which followed Mr. Churchill’s speech
the proposal for a naval holiday was dismissed by Mr.
Lee, the principal speaker on the side of the Opposition,
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as Utopian and unlikely to meet with support. The main
part of the discussion was concerned with the question

whether Mr. Churchill’s programme ofconstruction really

upheld the standard which he had laid down. Mr.

Churchill had balanced against the decline in the value

of the pre-Dreadnought ships the British preponderance

in ‘improved’ types of Dreadnought. He explained later

in the debate that in the view of the Admiralty ‘the

minimum standard of Dreadnoughts which should be

maintained in Home waters should be three to two as

compared with Germany; that is to say, that one-sixth

of the 60 per cent, superiority might be considered avail-

able for foreign service or for the general service of the

Empire’. He added that ‘having regard to the responsi-

bilities of the British Empire both in the Pacific and in

the Mediterranean, and having regard in particular to

the new development of forces in the Mediterranean, it

is clear that the margin of strength available for the

whole-world service of the British Empire will not be

sufficient after the first quarter of 1916 unless further

steps are taken either by the Dominions or by ourselves.

From this point of view, the reality of the need of the

three Canadian vessels can be well appreciated. They

would raise the margin of the strength available for the

general defence of the Empire.’*

Once more Mr. Churchill’s proposal for a naval holi-

day was badly received in the German Press. The suspen-

sion ofprogrammes of construction would give a breath-

ing space to English yards during a period when these

yards were overcrowded with work and were affected by

a shortage of skilled labour.* When the year’s ‘holiday’

had gone by, and new ships were laid down, the advan-

tage would be on the British side, since Great Britain

could build more quickly than Germany. The year’s

‘ For Mr. Churchill’s second speech, see Hansard, 5th Ser. li. 68-90.

* In his speech of 31 March Mr. Churchill denied that this view was

correct, and insisted that, if it were necessary. Great Britain could lay down

more ships and find crews for them. The Emperor believed at this time that

the crews would not be found. D.G.P. xxxix. 28.
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pause would interfere with the steady development of the

German navy, and particularly with the substitution of

new ships for the old ships of a smaller and less powerful

type. Furthermore, the ‘holiday’ would not affect the

programmes of the British Dominions, since their ships

were not to be included in the calculations of a 60 per

cent, superiority. Germany, on the other hand, had to

consider the naval plans of Powers other than Great

Britain. Finally, what was to happen to the German
shipbuilding yards during this year? Would the plant

lie idle and the workmen ’•.eirain unemployed?
These arguments were exactly those put forward by the

naval attache in London.* Captain Muller thought that

the proposal was either a ‘rhetorical captatio benevolentiae’

put forward for the benefit of the left wing of the Liberal

party or an attempt to fasten upon Germany the odium
of responsibility for the competition in armaments. The
Chancellor did not believe that the proposal was practic-

able.^ He gave a friendly but not encouraging answer in

the Reichstag.3 On 20 June Captain Muller reported

that Mr. Churchill intended to make a definite suggestion

to Germany. The Chancellor had already mentioned to

the Reichstag that Germany would await proposals of

this kind. Tirpitz and the naval circles were seriously

alarmed at the prospect. The Emperor’s comment was:

‘We are on our guard. Caveant consules.’'^ Captain

Hopman, on behalf of Tirpitz, wrote to Miiller® from
Berlin:

‘Your letter about the conversation with Churchill has caused

great interest here, but not exactly pleasure. The fact that

’ D.G.P. xxxix. 38-35.
* Lichnowsky reported a conversation with Mr. Churchill in which the

latter said that ‘he was completely serious in his proposals and thought them
entirely practicable’. The Chancellor annotated the sentence ‘Meo voto

nein. B. H.’ It is uncertain whether this annotation covers the whole
sentence. D.G.P. xxxix. 38-g. The editors ofDie Grosse Politik suggest that

the whole plan was merely a tactical manoeuvre.
^ D.G.P. xxxix. 35-6.

D.G.P. xxxix. 39-46.
5 Tiipitz, op. cit. i. 395-7: 1 1 June 1913.
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Churchill is going to bring forward his holiday proposals again

in the autumn is not altogether convenient. Although every

consideration ofreason is against the plan, and almost the whole

of the German and English press has hitherto opposed it, it is

to be feared that the military proposals (i.e. the new army

increases) with their heavy demands on the German taxpayer,

the (forthcoming) agreement with England about Central

Africa, and the general wish for a lasting agreement with

England, will ease the way for Churchill’s plans. According to

the Secretary of State (i.e. Tirpitz) opinion in the Reichstag is

not so very unfavourable to the idea. The military proposals

will make people tired of the cost of armaments and this

expansion will be another factor in support of the plan, and will

certainly be used by the Wilhelmstrasse in their own direction.’

Hopman thought that there was even a danger in trying

to influence Mr. Churchill; he might guess that the naval

authorities were afraid that ‘our Government {Wilhelm-

strasse) and the Reichstag would not be unfavourable’.

Tirpitz therefore advised Muller, in conversations with

Mr. Churchill, not to say much about the technical

arguments against the plan, but to

‘act as though from our naval standpoint we were not altogether

unapproachable, and to point out at the same time that the

English and the German Press had given the idea an unfavour-

able, even a contemptuous reception, and that he, Churchill,

after his “luxury” speech and other remarks of the kind, could

scarcely expect that his proposals would meet with great confi-

dence in Germany. In any case it is probable that there will be

more talk about the navy in the press {ein grosser FlottenrummeJ).

This is undesirable in the present situation, and may easily

have the opposite effect from that which is intended. ... In

general you are recommended to treat the matter in as dilatory

a manner as possible, and less as a naval than a purely political

question. Therefore it is advisable that you should use the

Ambassador ... to talk to Grey about the danger of a naval

discussion in the press, and to say that Churchill can only harm

the tender plant of a German-English detente by his plan of a

naval holiday.’

Tirpitz’s fears of opposition from the German Foreign
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Office were groundless. On 26 June Lichnowsky had
already written privately to Jagow that he would try to

prevent any official proposal about the naval holiday

from reaching Berlin.^ Three days earlier he had asked

for official instructions whether he should tell Grey
directly, or through a third person, that the German
Government would prefer Mr. Churchill not to come
forward again with his plan. The Emperor had recom-

mended that this step should be taken; his recommenda-
tion was telegraphed to Lichnowsky.^

The rejection of the Canadian Naval Bill further com-
plicated the naval controversy in Great Britain. Mr.
Churchill announced in the House of Commons on 5
June 1913 that immediate action was necessary ‘in order

that the margins ofnaval strength necessary for the whole
world protection ofthe British Empire may be adequately

maintained for the autumn and winter of 1915 and in the

spring of 1 9 1 6’ , The Government had decided to advance
the construction of three of the ships of the 1913-14
programme.3 No full discussion of the matter took place

until the debate on the shipbuilding vote in July. Mr.
Churchill then explained that the Admiralty had chosen

to accelerate the construction ofthree ships ofthe 1 91 3-14

programme rather than lay down three extra ships to

take the place of the Canadian ships because they felt

that the Canadian Government had not finally given up
the idea of a contribution to the Imperial navy. It would

“ D.G.P. xxxix. 48 n.

* The uneasiness ofthe Foreign Office over reports sentby the naval attache

had not been removed by the substitution ofMuller for Widenmann. Muller

reported to Tirpitz that ‘Lichnowsky’s political position is entirely deter-

mined by the Foreign Office. He showed some independence at first, and
made a speech or two about Anglo-German relations. He then received hints

from Berlin not to talk on this subject. Anglo-German relations were to be
managed from Berlin. In connexion with one of the dispatches of Ostertag

(the military attache) the Foreign Office reminded him (Lichnowsky) of

his right of censorship. . . . Lichnowsky himself does not agree with the

Foreign Office, but he will not state his own opinion. We have told him
that he should not accept these letters from Stumm . . . &c.’ Tirpitz, op. cit.

i. 383-4. * Hansard, 5th Ser. liii. 1043-4.
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be possible to decide after a twelvemonth whether fur-

ther acceleration would be necessary, or whether three

ships would be added to the 1 91 4-1 5 programme.* Mr.
Churchill’s plan met with fairly general support in Eng-

land. The Times thought that, in view of the uncertainty

about the Canadian plans and the position in the Medi-

terranean, it was wiser to do nothing more than acceler-

ate the construction of the three ships. Further action

would have to be taken early in 1914.^ For a time the

German Emperor was much excited by the news. He
proposed that there should be a similar anticipation of

the German programme. Rumours of this proposal

reached England, but were contradicted. ^

There was no further public discussion, on any impor-

tant scale, of the shipbuilding programme during the

summer of 1 9 1
3. Domestic issues occupied public opinion

in Great Britain, and the country was satisfied with the

precautions taken by the Government. On the other

hand, the general question ofEuropean armaments could

not escape notice. Austria, France, and Germany had

announced large increases in their military strength. Ger-

many was afraid of Russia, France afraid of Germany.

These increases, in the words of The Times, had received

in each country ‘a large degree of popular sanction’.^

They were not tangibly directed against aggression, but

were ‘the gloomy heritage of the Balkan war’. The Ger-

man Emperor, in describing the German Army Bill, said

that ‘the best parry is the lunge’. The lunge was expen-

sive, and required from the German people a heavy con-

tribution which was taken in the form of a capital levy.

A capital levy could not be repeated indefinitely. The

peace strength of the German army would reach 870,000

.

ofall ranks in 1 9 1
5—an increase ofapproximately 1 50,000

over the peace strength of 1912. The peace strength of

the French army would rise from 567,000 to 673,000

when the system of three years service was in full opera-

• Hansard, 5th Ser. Iv. 1482-9. * The Times, 18 and 19 July igiS-

3 D.G.P. xxxix. 45-6 n. The Times, 5 March 1913.
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tion. Improvements in the German scheme of mobiliza-

tion would give the German armies two more days in

which to ‘rush’ France before the Russian striking power
could be of much effect. It was difficult to avoid the

conclusion that France as well as Germany had reached

the limit ofmilitary resources. The Times even wrote that

‘France has played her last card, and must become more
and more dependent upon her friends and allies’.* The
cost of navies and the size and destructive power of their

armaments had increased, and was continuing to increase

more rapidly than at any previous time. The Dread-
nought had been superseded by the ‘super-Dreadnought’.

The fifteen-inch gun and the 40,000-ton battleship, cost-

ing ,{^4,000,000, were considered to be within practical

possibilities . The range ofthe torpedo had increased since

the time of the Russo-Japanese War from 2,000 to 1 1,000

yards; and the weight of the charge from 97 lb. to 330 lb.

The speed of torpedoes had doubled, and experts were

considering whether torpedoes might not take the place

of guns. In any case the submarine had now been pro-

vided with an extremely effective weapon.
A new factor had appeared with the development of

airships. The German air programme announced in

April 1913 included five army airship battalions, five

aeroplane battalions, two squadrons of naval airships,

six groups of ‘waterplanes’, thirty army airships and ten

naval airships. The total personnel ofthe air services had
risen to 6,450. In the summer of 1913 The Times began
the publication of a series of articles on the development
of aeronautics in the chiefcountries of Europe.^ The first

article referred to the action taken by The Times twenty

years earlier in enforcing the need for greater expenditure

on the navy. In 1893 the Naval Defence Act was on the

point of expiry, and a policy of retrenchment was likely

to endanger the British margin of safety. The Times sent

a special correspondent to Toulon to report on the increase

in the French navy. A similar step was necessary in 1913
' The Times, aa August 1913. * The Times, as June 1913.
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to arouse public opinion. ‘England has ceased to be an

island. . . . Her cosiness is disturbed by a menace which
.

for the moment seems more alarming because less tangible

than any naval rivalry by foreign Powers.’

In these circumstances the opening of the Peace Palace

at The Hague seemed almost as ironical to contempor-

aries as it must appear to historians. The opening cere-

mony was accompanied by an informal Peace Congress,

but the congress never reached any practical discussion

of the problems at issue. The comments of The Tims

upon the meeting of pacifists and the value of the Peace

Court at The Hague represent perhaps the ‘average’

view ofthe educated public in Great Britain in 1913 upon

the problem of avoiding war.^

* The Times, 25 Augfust 1913; ‘A Peace Congress that knew its business

would . . . seek to undermine the old idea of nations as separate and isolated

units. It would shew how the ease and multiplicity of communications, the

bonds of commerce, and particularly of finance and credit, the Press, the

spread of education, a common restlessness under common burdens, the

loosening of theological dogma, the growing solidarity of Labour—how all

these facts simultaneously are working towards a cosmopolitanism of mind

and outlook and interests, and render the idea ofwar more and more repel-

lent to the more highly organized nations. It would utilize as an ally . . .

the finer sensitiveness of the age to the more obvious forms of suffering. It

would recognize . . . the curious fact that, in spite of the world-wide move-

ment towards uniformity and interdependence, nationality was hardly ever

a more stubborn or a more jealous reality than it is to-day, when all the old

landmarks might seem on the very point ofsubmergence. It would empha-

size, as the younger and wiser school of pacifists is beginning to do, every

argument against war that can be drawn from the complex web of mutual

interests woven by international finance and commerce. It would . . .

endeavour to prove that, in our modern world of credit and universal trade,

aggression defeats itself, and that confiscation, indemnities, and seizure of

property and territory are as injurious to the conqueror as to the conquered,

and ofno lasting benefit to cither. It would strive to propagate the idea that

war is the collapse not only of the reason but of the higher nature ofhuman-

ity. It would . . . insist that human nature does change . . . and that there

is nothing to prevent such a modification of its old instincts and emotions as

will make an end of war. . . . But not in ten thousand years could the

delegates at The Hagpie abolish war with their incredible Utopias, their

annihilating solutions, and their imperviousness to the passions that move

the common run of men. Ordinary men want peace accompanied by justice

to their own nations, and do not think war the worst of evils. As for arma-

ments and their burden, the question has never been answered “How close
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A few days later The Times returned to the subject in

two leading articles. The first article welcomed the

growth of the movement in favour of arbitration, and
the ‘wholesome discipline’ of ‘the mere necessity for stat-

ing a case’, but considered that there were limits to the

possible work of a Peace Court. ‘There are clashes and
collisions of human entities which are not to be settled

by a legal tribunal. They act on motives which it cannot

judge, obey external impulses which press as blindly as

physical necessities; they grasp where they think they

have power, and yield to force only—and that with the

fixed intention to try again.’*

The second article described the growth of an inter-

nationalism far beyond the dreams ofidealists ofthe early

nineteenth century. Among the forces making for this

internationalism were the Jews, who were a power in the

money-market, and ‘very largely’ controlled ‘the news-

papers and the theatres’. The writer of the article also

thought that the change in the economic and political

importance of women favoured the breaking down of

nationalist barriers. He added that the enthusiast of the

nineteenth century would be ‘entirely wrong’ in thinking

that Europe was ‘on the verge of becoming a united

commonwealth. There is still one great counter-tendency

pulling against the realization of his dreams—the senti-

ment of patriotism. It is one of the paradoxes of our

times that as the world of science and literature, finance

and philosophy grows smaller and more uniform, each
unit or group of nations seems to grow more self-con-

scious and more eager to maintain its own individuality.

Patriotism is proofagainst any purelyintellectual solvent.’^

Mr. Churchill returned to his plan for a naval holiday

in a speech at Manchester on 18 October 1913. Before

this speech was made Kiihlmann reported to Berlin an
address given by Mr. Churchill to the Women’s Liberal

is the sequence of cause and effect between armies and navies or social

poverty and industrial unrest?” ’

‘ The Times, s8 August 1913. ^ The Times, 29 August 1913.

4192 £ e
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Association ofDundee. The address had nothing remark-

able about it. Its purpose was obvious: an attempt to

show to the left wing of the Liberal party, and particu-

larly to the women supporters of this left wing, that

British naval preparations were necessary in view of the

general situation, and that these preparations were neither

an offence nor a challenge to other Powers. Lack of

security rather than confidence in one’s own strength

caused distrust and unrest.

The remarks, taken out of their context, excited the

Emperor. They appeared to confirm his idea of the

purpose of the German fleet, and to justify the ‘risk’

theory. The Emperor annotated sentence after sentence of

Kiihlmann’s short report. ‘What a triumph for Tirpitz.’

‘My risk theory! Best thanks for the compliment, Mr.

Churchill. Thereby the McKenna-Fisher era of lies is

disavowed and done with. Similarly Haldane, and the

Building Holiday.’ There followed a paragraph of im-

perial self-glorification which entirely misjudged the atti-

tude of Great Britain.

‘This is an implicit recognition—whole and complete—of Ger-

man Naval Law and particularly of the “risk” paragraphs by

the British First Lord of the Admiralty. A more brilliant justi-

fication could not have been dreamed of or expected by me or

by those who made the naval law with me, enlarged it, and

defended it from all internal and external attacks. ... A gran-

diose triumph for Admiral Tirpitz before the whole world. He

has deserved it, and it will give him a superlative position in the

world. A new proofofmy old theory that only firm, manly, and

unshakeable defence of one’s interests impresses the English,

and at last brings them near to us. . . . England comes to us,

not in spite of, but owing to the Imperial Navy!! Avis au

lecteur! !’*

Mr. Churchill reintroduced the question of a naval

holiday with a reference to Bethmann-Hollweg’s speech.

The Chancellor had said that Germany awaited definite

proposals. The British Government would not take any

* D.G.P. xxxix. 51-a.

'
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steps ifGermany were unfavourable to the idea; they did

not wish to give the appearance of trying to secure for

themselves the laurels of a proposal for the restriction of
armaments, or to force Germany into the position of

giving a refusal. On the other hand, Mr. Churchill

thought that the moment was not unfavourable for the

renewal of the suggestion. Anglo-German relations were
friendly. The question was urgent because Italy and
Austria were likely to bring forward new naval pro-

grammes.

‘The proposal which I put forward in the name of His Majesty’s

Government is quite simple. . . . Next year, apart from the

Canadian ships or their equivalent, apart from anything that

may be required by new developments in the Mediterranean,

we are to lay down four great ships to Germany’s two. Now we
say, while there is plenty of time, in all friendship and sincerity

to our great neighbour Germany:—Ifyou will put off beginning

your two ships for twelve months from the ordinary date when
you would have begun them, we will put off beginning our four

ships, in absolute good faith, for exactly the same period. That
would mean that there would be a complete holiday for one
year as far as big ships are concerned between Great Britain

and Germany. There would be a saving, spread over three

years, of nearly six millions to Germany, and of nearly 12

millions to this country, and the relative strength of the two
countries would be absolutely unchanged.’

The arrangement depended upon a general agreement
among the Powers, but Mr. Churchill thought that, if

Germany and Great Britain took the lead, other Powers
would be likely to agree.

Even in Great Britain the plan had little support.

Critics pointed out that the choice of a year in which
Great Britain was planning the construction of four, and
Germany the construction of two ships, meant the sur-

render of an advantage on the British side. The limita-

tion of the ‘holiday’ to the building of ‘capital’ ships left

a dangerous loophole. Germany might spend a larger

sum upon submarines and aircraft, or upon her army and
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land fortifications. Furthermore, what would be the

effect upon the programme of the Dominions? Mr.

Churchill had excluded the three Canadian ships from

the 'holiday’; but wouldJapan be willing to allow Austra-

lia and New Zealand to lay down a battleship apiece?

The shipbuilding firms might take foreign orders, or, like

the Stabilimento Tecnico, build at their own risk.

Finally, there was the question of making preparations

in advance. Armour-plating and gun-making firms might

improve their machinery or make preparations for an

acceleration in the rate ofconstruction after the ‘holiday’

year had passed.

The proposal was criticized once more in the ‘un-

official’ German Press. A ‘semi-official’ communique in

the Kolnische ^eitung of21 October, welcomed the friendli-

ness of Mr. Churchill’s speech, but repeated the objec-

tions to his plan. Count Reventlow, in the Deutsche

Tageszeitung, suggested that Mr. Churchill should take

a year’s holiday from making speeches likely to damage

Anglo-German relations. The American Press was more

friendly, * while French papers, naturally enough, pointed

out that Germany could spend on her land armaments

the six millions which she would have spent on naval

construction. It is unnecessary to describe at length the

official German comments upon the proposal. Captain

Muller supplied the usual explanation.

‘Mr. Churchill is merely trying to increase by all the means in

his power the military distance between England and Germany,

and to get rid of the main principle of the German fleet, the

‘ A resolution in the American House of Representatives proposing a

‘naval holiday’ was brought forward on 6 December 1913. The Secretary

ofthe Navy supported the motion and suggested aworld conference to discuss

a temporary cessation of building. The resolution was passed by 317 to ii,

after a good deal of oratory upon the peace-making mission of the United

States. There was no important sequel to the resolution, but in his annual

report upon the navy (published in the last week ofDecember), the Secretary

referred sympathetically to Mr. Churchill’s proposal, with the comment ‘It

is manifestly not possible for the proposed cessation in batdeship construction

to be declared at once. It is not a vacation we need, but a permanent policy

to guard against extravagant and needless expansions.’
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“risk” theory. . . . Four to five capital ships a year represent

the highest possible financial effort of Great Britain over a long

period without the help of her colonies. ... If a normal “three-

tempo” (i.e. three capital ships a year) were the established rule

in Germany, the military distance between England and Ger-

many would diminish, and, slowly but surely, approach the

proportion 16:10. In any case England can scarcely maintain

an overplus beyond her self-chosen superiority of 60 per cent.’*

Muller was on stronger ground when he pointed out that

Mr. Churchill’s distinction between British ships intended

for the North Sea and British ships intended for the

Mediterranean and the rest of the world would not be

accepted by Germany. If England had Mediterranean

interests, Germany had Baltic interests, and Germany,
no less than England had to protect a world-wide com-
merce. In any case the success of the scheme depended
upon its adoption by every naval Power in the world.

Would it be possible to supervise the naval construction

of the United States and Japan?
Kiihlmann made one new contribution to the subject.

He wrote to the Chancellor that Mr. Churchill’s real

motive was a desire to keep alive in the Dominions the

belief that the burden of naval armaments was crushing

the Mother country. The Dominions^ were uninterested

in the naval problem in European waters and could only

be moved to make contributions in kind if they were

convinced of an emergency which really threatened the

Empire. As Anglo-German relations were improving,

and as the Cabinet did not wish to take any steps which
might hinder this improvement, it was impossible to use

the German bogy. Therefore Mr. Churchill laid stress

upon the threat to theMediterranean from alleged Italian

and German construction. A Russo-Japanese combina-

tion in the Pacific would have made an even better

scarecrow, but Anglo-Russian relations stood in the way.
* D.G.P. xxxix. 65-9: 30 November 1913.
* D.G.P. xxxix. 58-60: 31 October 1913. Kuhlmann and other German

officials always used the terms ‘colonies’ and ‘colonials’ in speaking of the

self-governing Dominions.
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The Chancellor thought of repeating in the Reichstag,

in the last week of November, his careful and guarded re-

marks of 7 April. I Meanwhile the Zabern incident, which

showed the high-handed behaviour of German officers in

Alsace, produced a storm in the Reichstag as well as in

France, and turned public interest in another direction.^

The speech was not made. Bethmann-Hollweg spoke on

9 December about the improved relations with England,

but did not refer to the naval holiday. No official state-

ment of the German attitude was announced until the

beginning of February 1914. Tirpitz then discussed the

subject in his speech to the Budget Committee of the

Reichstag. He pointed out the usual German objections,

and added that, if, in spite of the difficulties, Great

Britain really wished to come to an agreement she would

naturally have to take the initiative as the strongest sea

Power in the world. If proposals of a positive kind were

made, Germany would give them the most careful ex-

amination. ^ Grey answered at once that

‘the sole reason why positive proposals from His Majesty’s

Government have not reached Germany is that His Majesty’s

Government had been given to understand by private intima-

tions^ which reached them from high German sources that such

proposals would be unwelcome and would ha\e a bad effect

upon public opinion in Germany.® In these circumstances . .

.

it is essential that His Majesty’s Government should know, for

* D.G.P. xxxix. 62-3 n. See above, p. 41 1.

* The Chancellor did his best to minimize the seriousness of the inter-

ference with civil liberty by the troops at Zabern, but the Prussian Minister

for War made a violent speech defending the action of the colonel in com-

mand and his subordinates. As a result, the Reichstag passed a vote of

censure on the Chancellor’s handling of the question.

’ D.G.P. xxxix. 75 n. Tirpitz’s main practical objections were (i) German

yards were, at the time, less occupied than British yards with new construc-

tion. (2) Great Britain was, and Germany was not, building for forei^

states. (3) German financial arrangements, and the spacing out ofwork m

the yards would be adversely affected. (4) The German programme dfr

pended upon the regular entry ofships into the battle squadrons. (5)
Would

France and Russia accept the plan?
* See above, p. 413.
5 The Emperor’s marginal comment was ‘certainly’.
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use in Parliamentj exactly what Admiral Tirpitz meant and
how proposals for a naval holiday would be received.’^

Grey added that, after Tirpitz’s speech, the British

Government was ‘bound either to put such proposals

forward or to furnish some explanation to Parliament . .

.

why they did not do so’.* The Chancellor consulted the

Emperor about a German reply to the British Note. The
Emperor refused to reopen the ‘endless, dangerous chap-

ter of the limitation of armaments’, but was ready to

discuss a naval agreement on the basis of a relationship

of 16 : 10 expressed in terms of eight battle squadrons to

five, between the two fleets. The German reply therefore

stated that the Imperial Government did not consider

the idea of a naval holiday as practicable, but that a pro-

posal for an agreement on a basis of 5 : 8 squadrons, each

ofeight battleships,would meet with careful examination. ^

Grey was in earnest when he said that he must give

to Parliament an explanation of Tirpitz’s speech. The
agitation in the Liberal party against a further increase

in the naval estimates was becoming stronger. At the

Lord Mayor’s Banquet the Prime Minister and Mr.
Churchill deplored the extravagant expenditure upon
armaments, but Mr. Churchill also mentioned the possi-

bility of an increase in the naval estimates for 1 91 4-1 5.

This possibility disturbed the supporters of the Govern-

ment. A deputation ofprotest went to the Prime Minister

in December, and, early in January 1914 a hundred
Liberal members supported a movement for the revival

of the Committee for the Reduction of Armaments.

‘ The Emperor’s marginal comment was ‘not at all’.

* D.G.P. xxxix. 74-6.
^ D.G.P. xxxix. 77-80. The British note was given tojagow on 6 February

1914; the German reply was dated 10 February 1914.

In view of the British question and the German answer the editorial

note in D.G.P. xxxix. 60-1 complaining that no ‘positive proposal’ was made
is unconvincing. The editorial note repeats, indirectly, the charge that the

‘holiday proposal’ was made merely in order to allow Great Britain to gain

an advantage over Germany in shipbuilding. See also above, p. 420.
* The Reduction of Armaments Committee had been extremely active

in 1908 when Sir J. Brunner and Mr. J. M. Macdonald presented a
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Mr. Lloyd George, who seems to have been impressed

by the unfavourable comments in the German Press upon
the behaviour of the army at Zabern, allowed the Daily

Chronicle to publish an account of a New Year’s conversa-

tion at Griccieth. In this conversation Mr. Lloyd George

gave three reasons for economy in the naval estimates:

(i) The improvement of Anglo-German relations. (2)

The fact that the Continental nations were spending more
upon their land forces. Owing to the military situation,

Germany could not challenge our naval supremacy, even

if she wished to do so. (3) The ‘revolt against military

oppression’ throughout the whole of Christendom, and

particularly throughout the whole of western Europe.

Mr. Lloyd George’s conversation was not well received

in the French or German Press. ^ The French Press

pointed out that the increased military burden upon

France ought not to be a cause of rejoicing in England,

and that any one-sided reduction in armaments would

destroy the balance of power for the preservation of

which the ententes had been called into existence. The

general view in Germany was that Mr. Lloyd George

knew nothing about the country, and that it was absurd

to speak ofa ‘spread of revolt against military oppression’.

Mr. Lloyd George’s attitude encouraged the revolt of

the Liberals. On i January 1914 Sir J. Brunner wrote

to the Daily Chronicle asking Liberal associations to pass

motions in favour ofa reduction ofarmaments. Meetings

and countermeetings on the naval question were organized

throughout the country. There were rumours, strongly

denied by Mr. Churchill, of Cabinet dissensions upon the

amount of the estimates, and the number of ships to be

memorial to the Prime Minister signed by 144 supporters of the Govern-

ment.
’ The Berlin correspondent of The Times suggested that the increase in

armamentswas partlydue to the Liberal attempts to bringabout a reduction.

The campaign in Great Britain for the reduction of armaments was of the

greatest possible help to the advocates of German naval expansion {The

Times, 3 January 1914). The Franl^urter Zfitmg agreed that Germany and

England suffered equally from the burden of expenditure.
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laid down as a result of the continued dead-lock in

Canada. The Cabinet came to an agreement at the end
ofJanuary, but the agitation continued. On 3 February
a large meeting in favour of the limitation of armaments
was held at the Queen’s Hall. At this meeting Lord
Courtney of Penwith spoke of the pressure exerted upon
the Government by the ‘armaments gang’,^ The Bishop

of Hereford was sanguine enough to hope that, ‘if the

British Government would go into conference with other

nations, prepared to surrender the claim to destroy

private property at sea and with proper undertakings

honestly carried out’, the naval estimates need be no
larger than ^{^40,000,000.^ Grey answered the critics of

the Government in one of the last of his speeches upon
the armament question.^ The speech is worth quoting

at some length since it represents the considered view of

the majority in the Cabinet. The causes of the great and
deplorable expenditure upon armaments were

‘really a cosmopolitan matter, and that is the serious side. . . .

It is not a British matter alone, but one of European interest.

It is the cumulative effect of the expenditure of the countries of

Europe together upon the prospects of Europe. ... It is no
relief to Europe to save on its naval expenditure and increase

on its military expenditure. The effect is the same in regard to

one as in regard to the other. . . . Any large increase in the

building programme of any great country in Europe has a
stimulating effect upon the expenditure in other countries (but)

it does not follow that a slackening in the expenditure of one

country produces a diminution in the expenditure of others. . . .

There is a general impression that there is in Europe, as a whole,

an idea that this is a race with some prize to be won at the end
of it. It is a most misleading idea, but supposing it exists, con-

sciously or unconsciously, it does not follow that if the leading

• Mr. Ramsay MacDonald, at Dundee, on 22 January, said that the in-

crease in the naval estimates was ‘all due to the game of the armament
manufacturers’. Mr. MacDonald made the same charge in Parliament on
2 March 1914. Hansard, 5th Ser. lix., 1 12-14.

* The expenditure for 19 13-14 (including supplementary estimates) was
:f48,8oo,ooo, and for 1912-13, ,(^45,000,000.

3 Manchester, 3 February 1914.
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horse slackened off, and that slackening was due to exhaustion,

the effect would be a slackening on the part of others. It might

be a stimulating one. Whilst British naval expenditure is a

great factor in the naval expenditure of Europe, the forces that

are making for that increase are really beyond control. . . . The

increase in the expenditure on Dreadnoughts ... is going on

without reference to England at all. The ships which Germany
is laying down are being laid down under a Naval Law which

cannot be altered by anything we can do. ... If we shut down

our programme altogether and desist from building anything

this year, or if we were to build nothing the year afterwards, 1

don’t think it would cause any alteration in shipbuilding in

Europe. ... For us to make an enormous reduction ofour naval

expenditure when there was no certainty that it was going to

have a corresponding influence on the rest of Europe, would be

staking too much on a gambling chance. [Cheers.) Nevertheless

I do think that this Dreadnought era is one to be deplored and

very wasteful. I should Hke to know what verdict history will

pronounce upon it in the future, and I trust it may pass in time

for history to pronounce on it in our own lifetime. The feeling

of dislike of excessive expenditure is especially strong in this

country—stronger in this country than in many other countries

in Europe at the present moment. . . . We are not calling out

more loudly than others because we are most hurt. It is not

that we feel the financial strain more than others. On the con-

trary we feel it least. . . . We are not calling attention to the

excessive burden of the expenditure on armaments because the

financial pressure has been felt mostly in this country. Then

why are we doing it? The reason is that we are a business

country and we are penetrated with the sense of the unproduc-

tiveness of the expenditure. We are shocked as business men

with the sense of the waste of it, and we are filled, as business

men, with apprehension of the effect it will have, not upon our

own credit, but upon the credit of Europe, in which each

country, however financially sound it is, has a vital interest,

and because, as thinking men, we have the foreboding that, m
the long run, exceptional expenditure on armaments, earned

to an excessive degree, must lead to catastrophe, and may even

sink the ship of European prosperity and civilization. What

then is to be done? I am bound to say, at the present moment

I can see very little to be done except to keep our own expends-
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ture within the limits of national safety and our obligations to

other parts of the Empire. It has been suggested we should

make appeals to other countries to enter into mutual arrange-

ments for the reduction of expenditure on armaments. We hav >:

in the course of the last few years made appeals—^individi.'ai

Ministers havemade appeals, every one ofwhich I endorse, some
of which, indeed, have been initiated by me, and made by me
to other countries. I endorse everything which has been said

by my colleagues, but we must not get into the habit ofthinking

that, ifthe world does not do what it seems obvious to us it ought

to do, it is our fault; that they are dying to do it, only they are

so bashful as to be waiting for a proposal from us to do what
seems to us so obvious. I think in foreign affairs we must modify

the maxim of doing unto others as you would be done by. . . .

If you wish to please foreign nations and to get on well with

them, do unto them as they would be done by. That is the real

maxim which operates for good relations between foreign

Powers. ... It is no good making to them proposals which they

will not welcome and are not prepared to receive. We have to

bear in mind that in a large part of the Continent of Europe,

at any rate, in many great countries ofEurope, they still regard

their expenditure on armaments as an internal affair and resent

as intrusion demands from any foreign country that their

expenditure on armaments should be open to discussion or

arrangement. It is felt by us that we must wait till other great

countries in Europe are penetrated with the same feelings that

we ourselves have with regard to the desirability of arresting

the expenditure on armaments. . . . The pressure of finance is

the one thing which will bring home to people the desirability

of diminishing the probability of war and of keeping within

bounds the competition in expenditure on armaments. And, if

I see little that is hopeful at the present moment, I cannot help

thinking that we must be approaching the time when the pres-

sure of finance will alter the perspective and bring about a

point of view in Europe generally with regard to expenditure

on armaments which may produce an atmosphere, perhaps no
long time ahead, which may make the chances ofan agreement

between the nations for an arrest of expenditure in armaments
very much greater than it is at the present moment. {Cheers.)’

Meanwhile in Germany the Emperor had returned to

the proposals for a further naval increase. Admiral
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Muller wrote at the Emperor’s command to the Chan-

cellor that the proposals which had been postponed for

political and parliamentary reasons must be brought up

for reconsideration in the autumn of 1914, since the

Emperor wanted to send as soon as possible a division

ofships of the line to Pacific waters.^ Tirpitz had already

discussed the question with the Emperor, and prepared

the way in the Reichstag by a general reference to the

advantages ofsendingGerman ships abroad.^ Unless more

ships were available for foreign service, the German fleet

could not show the flag in foreign ports. ‘The aim of the

next years must be, within the framework of the Navy

Law, to obtain as soon as possible for foreign service what

the Navy Law itself provides.’^ It was also rumoured

that the third battleship to be built under the supplemen-

tary law of 1912 would be laid down in 1915.

" D.G.P. xxxix. 8q; 18 February 1914. * 20 February 1914.

3 i.e. the cruiseni for which Tiipita had asked in 1912.
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THE LAST MONTHS, 1914

The speech in which Mr. Churchill introduced the

naval estimates on 17 March did little more than
repeat the facts about the British programme. Four new
battleships were to be laid down, in order to maintain a
superiority of 60 per cent, in capital ships. The construc-

tion of two ships would be accelerated because the ships

expected from Canada were not forthcoming. The ac-

celeration of two ships only was sufficient, since the

general surplus over 60 per cent, would enable Great

Britain to provide from existing resources the third ship

for imperial defence. A battle squadron of eight ships,

including six Dreadnoughts or Lord Nelsons, would be
stationed at Malta by the end of 1915. Mr. Churchill

did not mention any proposals for the limitation of

armaments or for a ‘naval holiday’.^ The debate on the

estimates was concerned mainly with the details of the

figures given by Mr. Churchill, and was followed by a

discussion upon the strategic position in the Mediter-

ranean.*

From the German point ofview Mr. Churchill’s speech

was hardly satisfactory. He accepted the 8 : 5 ratio as a

standard only in Home waters. The line appeared to be

drawn at Gibraltar. Ships stationed at Malta were not

included in the fleets avaiilable for home defence, and
therefore were outside the 8

: 5 ratio. Moreover, even

• There was an indirect reference to this proposal in the statement that

‘every delay, accidental or deliberate,on the part of the next strongest naval

Power in the development of its enormous fleet organization will be matched
by us’.

* For these debates, see Hansard, 5th Ser. lix. One of the remarkable

features ofthe debate was a violent attack by Mr. Snowden on the influence

of armament firms upon the development of naval policy. Mr. Snowden
mentioned by name a number of Ministers and other members of the two

Houses holding shares in these firms. He referred to the ‘bogus story about

the acceleration of the German programme’ in 1908-9 and said that Mr.
MuUincr’s information (see Appendix VI) was utterly false.
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in Home waters the British Government did not bind

itself always to accept a figure of 8:5. Mr. Churchill

repeated the statement which he had made two years

earlier. ‘I must not be taken as agreeing that the ratio

ofsixteen to ten could be regarded as sufficient preponder-

ance for British Naval strength as a whole above that of

the next strongest naval Power. Even if we possessed an

Army two-thirds as strong as that of the strongest mili-

tary Power, we could not agree to that.’ Mr. Churchill

did not merely reassert his statement of 1912. He said

that the British Government accepted the standard of a

60 per cent, superiority over the German fleet. This

measure had taken the place of the obsolete two-Power

theory. But the standard of 60 per cent, superiority was

‘not eternal; still less could it be made a binding inter-

national instrument. It is capable of revision either in

one direction or the other. I have always guarded myself

against any inference that it could be made an absolute

standard.’

The Emperor, following as usual the advice ofthe naval

attache in London, was as anxious as ever to introduce a

supplementary law increasing the number of cruisers on

foreign service, and also to begin in 1915 the construction

of the third battleship voted in the supplementary law

of 1912. For the first time Tirpitz took the side of the

Chancellor, and pointed to the danger that Mr. Churchill

would use the opportunity to raise a scare in England and

increase the British programme.^ Moreover, there was

the German taxpayer to be considered. Tirpitz wrote to

the naval attache that ‘the bow is overstrung here as

much as in England’^—a confession which he had never

made before the year 1914. In any case, further demands

upon the Exchequer were necessary to provide for the

development ofsubmarines, aircraft, and destroyers. The

estimated cost ofthese supplementaryservices was between

seven and a half and ten million pounds over a period of

six or eight years.

’ D.G.P. xxxix. 98-9. * Tirpitz, op. cit. i. 424-
.
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^Tirpitz’s acknowledgement that any further increase

in the German navy would be ‘a great political blunder’

is a curious ‘last word’ in the history of the naval com-
petition between Great Britain and Germany. Fourteen
years had gone by since the Navy Law of 1900. The
danger-zone was not yet passed. The ‘risk’ theory had
lost any political meaning. Great Britain might hesitate

for a score of valid reasons from entering upon a naval

war with Germany. These reasons did not include the

calculation that even a victorious war with Germany
would leave a weak British fleet open to attack from
France or Russia, the United States, or Japan. The
‘alliance’ value of the German fleet had been one of the

main arguments of the advocates of a strong navy. The
effect of the fleet had been to draw Great Britain more
closely to France and Russia. The fleet was one of the

causes of the isolation of Germany, and yet it was not

strong enough in time of war to protect German com-
merce or the German colonies, or to meet its main rival

in battle on the open sea. Great Britain, so far from
watching anxiously the development of the fleets of

France and Russia, was counting upon France for assis-

tance in the defence of British Mediterranean interests

in the case of war with Germany, while Russia, upon
whose lasting hostility to England Tirpitz had set much
store less than twenty years earlier, was asking, in the

spring and early summer of 1914, for a consultation with

British naval authorities upon the question of mutual
assistance at sea.^ Finally, although the financial burden
of the British navy was heavy upon the taxpayers, and
although there might be complaints that this burden was
unnecessarily severe, the first signs of actual exhaustion

came not from Great Britain but from Germany. The
cost ofthe German fleet from 1 900 to 1914 was more than

^{^200,000,000. I

The story is incomplete without one curious episode

—

' For the Anglo-Russian naval conversations, see Grey, Twenty-Five

Years, D.G.P. xxxix. ch. ccc, and Poincare, Au service de la France, iv.
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the mission of Colonel House to Europe. This mission is

not important for its immediate results—^results indeed

there were none; but it has a dramatic interest because

it took place in the last days of the period ofarmed peace.

It also shows a view of Europe in the year 1914 which

may well be taken years hence by a generation unfamiliar

with the psychological background, the historical forces

and the limitations set by time and place. This view, true

to common sense but false to history, could have been held

in 1914 only by an American living in splendid isolation

from the old world. There had been a time when English-

men could think ofthemselves as remote from the troubles

of continental Europe. Palmerston looked at the con-

fused politics ofcentral and southern Europe as a detached

and critical spectator; in 1914 Great Britain could no

longer watch these struggles with the comfortable secur-

ity of mid-Victorian statesmen.

Victorian security had been more of a delusion than a

reality. American security and self-sufficiency were no

more strongly founded. Within a few months the leaders

of the United States could not escape from the evidence

that America was as much affected by the troubles of

Servia and Austria as Great Britain had been affected

two generations earlier by the rise of Prussia and the

defeat of France.

The United States had become a world Power before

the passing of the German Navy Law of 1900, but

American action had been limited to the American

Continent and the Far East. The tradition of aloofness

from European conflicts was still strong, although Presi-

dent Roosevelt had taken a considerable part in the

Moroccan discussions of 1905 and 1906. The increasing

tension in Europe had begun to alarm those Americans

who were in close touch with high politics in the European

capitals. The position was, in a sense, exasperating. The

peace of the world was endangered by causes which

seemed trivial, ludicrously unimportant, or futile. Europe

as it appeared to an American observer was well de-
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scribed by Walter Page in a letter to Colonel House
eleven months before the outbreak of the Great War.

‘Here are great navies and armies and great withdrawals ofmen
from industry—an enormous waste. Here are kings and courts

and gold lace and ceremonies which, without producing any-

thing, require great cost to keep them going. Here are all the

privileges and taxes that this state of things implies—every one

a hindrance to human progress. We are free from most of these.

We have more people and more capable people and many times

more territory than both England and Germany; and we have

more potential wealth than all Europe. They’d like to find a

way to escape. The Hague programmes, for the most part, just

led them around a circle in the dark back to the place where
they started. Somebody needs to do something. Ifwe could find

some friendly use for these navies and armies and kings and
things—in the service of humanity—they’d follow us. . . .

There ’s no future in Europe’s vision—no long look ahead. They
give all their thought to the immediate danger. Consider this

Balkan War; all European energy was spent merely to keep the

Great Powers at peace. . . . The Great Powers are mere threats

to one another, content to check, one the other !’*

Page wanted to find some other work for the armies. He
suggested that they might ‘clean up’ the tropics. Colonel

House, Wilson’s chief friend and adviser, had already

discussed the European situation with Page; he wished

for concerted action to bring about a good understanding

between England, the United States, Germany, and

Japan. House was not much impressed with Page’s plan

for using the armies of Europe to ‘clean up’ the tropics;

but he felt that some move might be made to bring

Germany and England together. He mentioned the

question to Tyrrell in December 1913.

‘I told him the next thing I wanted to do was to bring about an

understanding between France, Germany, England, and the

United States, regarding a reduction of armaments, both mili-

tary and naval. I said it was an ambitious undertaking, but was

so well worth while that I intended to try it. He thought it one

of the most far-reaching and beneficent things that could be

‘ Life and Letters of Walter Page, ed. B. J. Hendrick, 1922, i. 270-1,

419* F f
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done. He thought if we continued as at present, ruin would
eventually follow, and in the meanwhile it would prevent us

from solving the vexatious industrial problems we are all facing,

He considered I had “a good sporting chance of success”.’"

Tyrrell suggested that House should go to Germany, and

that he should see the Emperor and the Ministers of

Foreign Affairs and Finance.

‘He said I would find them responsive to the idea, but that the

Minister of Marine, von Tirpitz, was a reactionary and largely

responsible for the present German policy. He thought I should

proceed quietly and secretly, but should secure an audience

with the Kaiser and say to him, among other things, that

England and America had “buried the hatchet”, and there was

a strong feeling that Germany should come into this good feeling

and evidence their good intention by agreeing to stop building

an extravagant navy, and to curtail militarism generally. Sir

William assured me that England would co-operate with Ger-

many cordially, and had been ready to do so for a long while.’

Tyrrell promised to give House all the memoranda which

had passed between Great Britain and Germany upon

the question of disarmament.

Wilson agreed with House’s suggestion. In May House

left the United States for what he called his ‘Great

Adventure’. He was unable to see the Chancellor—^Beth-

mann-Hollweg had just lost his wife—but he had ‘long

talks’ with Jagow and Tirpitz. He thought that Tirpitz

had ‘a decided dislike for the British, a dislike that almost

amounted to hatred’. Tirpitz explained that in Germany

‘the Government had absolutely no control over the

German newspapers, but in England, he noticed, the

English brought their papers around to the Government

point of view whenever the situation required it’. It is

clear from this remark that Tirpitz did not rate veiy

highly House’s general knowledge of the political condi-

tions under which the German navy had developed.

Tirpitz disclaimed any idea ofconquest, and insisted that

Germany wanted peace, ‘but the best way to maintain

* For House’s narrative, see TAe Intimate Papers of Colonel House, ed. C.

Seymour, vol. i.
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it was to put fear into the hearts of her enemies’. !^ouse

pointed out the danger of this plan. Great Britain would
be compelled to choose between Germany and Russia,

and the choice under these conditions would be decided

by fear of German naval supremacy. The Emperor
talked to House for a half-hour during a military festival.

House insisted upon seeing the Emperor alone. In Sep-
tember 1914 he told Spring-Rice that ‘the Emperor’s
entourage and the Empress and her son were bitterly

opposed to his mission, and evidently afraid lest the

Emperor should be led away’. House did not leave a
full account of the conversation; but he was satisfied that

he had said what he wanted to say. The Emperor did

most of the talking; he was much excited by the Yellow
Peril. Disarmament was impossible as long as this danger
to civilization existed. One need not suppose that the

Emperor was deliberately leading House away from
Europe to a subject which might show the question of

armaments in a different light and give an American
food for thought. The Emperor was scarcely less expan-

sive in his discussion of European questions.

‘He spoke of the folly of England forming an alliance with the

Latins and the Slavs,’ . . . He described the Latins and Slavs as

semi-barbarous. House pointed out that ‘there could be no
understanding between England and Germany so long as he
[the Emperor] continued to increase his navy. He replied that

he must have a large navy in order to protect Germany’s com-

merce in an adequate way, and one commensurate with her

growing power and importance. He also said it was necessary

to have a navy large enough to be able to defend themselves

against the combined efforts of Russia and France. I asked

when he would reach the end ofhis naval programme. He said

this was well known, since they had formulated a policy for

building, and, when that was completed, therewould be an end.’

The Emperor did not add that his Chancellor and
Foreign Office were holding him back from a further

increase in his navy, and that this increase was only

postponed—in the Emperor’s view—^for a few months.



436 THE LAST MONTHS, 1914

His last words were: ‘Every nation in Europe has its

bayonets pointed at Germany. But’—and here he pointed

to the officers of his entourage
—

‘we are ready’.

From Berlin House went to Paris. He arrived in the

middle ofa serious Cabinet crisis, and found that nothing

would be gained by discussion at such a moment though

he wrote to President Wilson that ‘he did not find the

war spirit dominant in France’. He left Paris for London
on 9 June. There was an even more serious political

crisis in England over the question of Ulster, but House
saw Grey and explained to him his mission. He found

Grey

‘very fair concerning the necessity for Germany to maintain a

navy commensurate with her commerce, and sufficient to pro-

tect herself from Russia and France. I told him of the militant

war spirit in Germany and ofthe high tension ofthe people, and

I feared some spark might be fanned into a flame. I thought

Germany would strike quickly when she moved; that there

would be no parley or discussion. ... I thought the Kaiser him-

self and most of his immediate advisers did not want war,

because they wished Germemy to expand commercially and

grow in wealth, but the army was militaristic and aggressive

and ready for war at any time. I told him that there was a

feeling in Germany, which I shared, that the time had come

when England could protect herself no longer merely because of

her isolated position. ... Sir Edward replied, “The idea, then,

is that England will be in the same position as the Continental

Powers”. I sEiid, “Quite so ”.’

House wanted Grey to meet the Emperor at Kiel. This

suggestion showed how little House knew of European

politics, or of the delicate susceptibilities of the European

Chancelleries. Grey explained that a meeting ofthis kind

would certainly arouse suspicion in France and Russia.

The British Foreign Office knew that every English move

in the direction of closer relationship with Germany was

exploited by the German semi-official press as a sign of

the collapse of the entente. Moreover, from House’s own

statements as well as from the previous history ofnegotia-
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tions over the naval question, it was hardly to be expected

that Germany would make any concessions. If the meet-

ing between the Emperor and the British Foreign Secte-

tary produced no results, the situation would only become
worse, and much of the progress towards better relations

would be lost. The Anglo-German negotiations over the

Baghdad railway were on the point of settlement; Grey
and Bethmann-Hollweg realized that the way of escape

from the older hostility lay through detailed agreements

of this kind rather than through any spectacular gesture.

Grey was however anxious that House should tell the

Emperor privately the good reception which his pro-

posals had received in England. House wrote a long

letter to the Emperor* in which he said that he had come
to England with high hopes, and had not been dis-

appointed.

‘I have met the Prime Minister and practically every important

member of the British Government, and I am convinced that

they desire such an understanding as will lay the foundation for

permanent peace and security. England must necessarily move
cautiously, lest she offend the sensibilities ofFrance and Russia;

but, with the changing sentiment in France, there should be a

gradual improvement of relations between Germany and that

country which England will now be glad to foster.’

House’s letter was written on 7 July 1914. The Em-
peror had already started on his northern cruise, and did

not return until after the delivery of the Austrian ulti-

matum to Servia. On 31 July, when the hope of Euro-

pean peace had disappeared. House wrote to Wilson that

he had felt, during his stay in Germany, that

‘the situation, as far as a continuation of peace was concerned,

was in a very precarious condition. ... I tried to convey this

feeling to Sir Edward Grey and other members of the British

Government. They seemed astonished at my pessimistic view

and thought that conditions were better than they had been

‘ One may observe House’s unfamiliarity with European conditions and
European history from the fact that he addressed the Kaiser as ‘Emperor
of Germany’.
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for a long time. While I shook their confidence, at the same
time I did not do it sufficiently to make them feel that quick

action was necessary; consequently they let matters drag on
until after the Kaiser had gone into Norwegian waters for his

vacation, before giving me any definite word to send to him.

It was my purpose to go back to Germany and see the Emperor,

but the conservative delay of SirEdward Grey and his confreres

made that impossible.’

One may think that before the last week of July House
could not have realized the urgency of the situation.

It is small blame to the British Cabinet if they inferred

from the progress of their colonial negotiations with Ger-

many that matters had improved, and that at a time of

acute domestic crisis they might be allowed a few days

consideration of a vast problem which they had been

trying to solve for more than ten years. They had heard

rumours ofthe proposal to introduce another supplemen-

tary law. They knew very well that an attempt to per-

suade the Emperor to take out one ship from his naval

programme was bound to fail, and merely to cause ill will.

They could not suppose that Germany had suddenly

changed her policy, and that the Chancellor, who had

worked for peace during the Balkan wars, would allow

Austria a free hand to bring about a European war.

Neither House nor, at this period. Page understood

the European problem; House had been surprised and

alarmed at the warlike tendencies of the Emperor’s

entourage, but these tendencies were well known to the

Ministers of Great Britain. House, with a curious failure

to realize the immense difficulties and complexities of the

issue, wrote to Page on the outbreak of war: Tt is all a

bad business, andjust think how near we came to making

such a catastrophe impossible ! If England had moved
a little faster and had let me go back to Germany, the

thing, perhaps, could have been done.’ Page, who knew

a little more of Europe, replied: ‘No, no, no,—^no power

on earth could have prevented it. The German mili-

tarism, which is the crime of the last fifty years, has been
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working for this for twenty-five years. It is the logiczd)

result of their spirit and enterprise and doctrine. It hed,

to come. But, of course they chose the wrong time and
the wrong issue. Militarism has no judgement. Don’t let

your conscience be worried. You did all that any mortal

man could do. But nobody could have done anything

effective. We’ve got to see to it that this system doesn’t

grow up again. That’s all.’^

' The editors ofDit Grasse Potitik quote House’s letter to Page as a proof

that House blamed England for the future of his mission. They do not

mention Page’s answer to House. (D.G.P. xxxix. iog-i6.)



CHRONOLOGICAL SUMMARY OF EVENTS:
1896-1914

The events belonging to general political diplomatic history

chosen for inclusion in this summary are those which have a

particular bearing upon Anglo-German relations, with special

reference to Anglo-German naval rivalry.

1896.

Jan. German Emperor sends a telegram ofcongratulation to Presi-

dent Kruger on the suppression of the Jameson raid.

1897.

June. Tirpitz appointed Secretary of the German Admiralty.

Nov. Publication of first German Navy Law.
German occupation of Kiao-Chau.

1898.

Feb. Anglo-German loan to China.

Mar. Russia demands the surrender of Chinese rights over Port

Arthur and Ta-lien-wan, with a threat to occupy Man-
churia.

' British naval estimates reach a ‘record’ figure of ,^^25,500,000.

German Navy Law passed by 212 to 139 votes after a debate

of two days.

Mr. Chamberlain suggests to Germany an Anglo-German

alliance. Offer refused by Billow.

Apr. China leases Wei-hai-wei to Great Britain.

Battle of Atbara.

United States send an ultimatum to Spain.

May. Defeat of Spanish fleet offManila—no casualties in U.S. ships.

Mr. Chamberlain in a speech at Birmingham suggests an

Anglo-American alliance.

July. Major Marchand arrives at Fashoda.

Destruction of Spanish fleet at Santiago.

Aug. Signature ofpreliminaries ofpeace between Spain and U.S.A.

Sept. Battle of Omdurman.
German Emperor at Stettin describes Germany’s future on

^ the water.

British post established at Fashoda.

Oct. Anglo-German agreement concerning spheres of economic

influence in China.
Crisis over Fashoda.
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Formation of British Hying squadron in the Channel.

Major Marchand leaves Fashoda.

Nov. U.S. Minister the only foreign diplomatic representative pre-

sent at an official banquet to Lord Kitchener at the Man-
sion House.

1899.

Jan. Tirpitz informs Budget Committee of the Reichstag that the

German Government does not intend to bring forward a
new Navy Law.

Speech in London by Paul Gambon, newly appointed French
Ambassador, on the need for mutual concessions between
nations.

Feb. German Emperor, at a dinner of the Brandenburg provincial

diet, announces that on the Mount of Olives he renewed his

military oath of service to Heaven.
Mar. Signature of Anglo-French convention defining possessions

and spheres ofinfluence ofthe two Powers in Central Africa.

May. Opening of first Peace Conference at The Hague.
June. Naval and military sub-commission of the Peace Conference

at The Hague reports that Russian proposals for disarma-

ment are unacceptable.

Oct. Outbreak of the Boer war.

German Emperor,at the launch ofa German battleship,speaks

of‘Germany’s bitter need ofa strong fleet’.

Hamburg branch of the pan-German League passes a resolu-

tion recommending the German Emperor to abandon his

proposed visit to England.

Nov. Boers invest Ladysmith.

British negotiations with United States and Germany about

Samoan territories.

Speech by Mr. Chamberlain at Leicester referring to the possi-

bility of an Anglo-Teutonic alliance.

Dec. British reverses at Magersfontein and the Tugela river.

Roberts and Kitchener appointed Commander-in-Chief and
Chief of Staff in South Africa.

1900.

Jan. German steamer Bundesrath seized off Delagoa Bay on sus-

picion of carrying contraband.

Text ofnew German Navy Law published.

French committee on national defence proposes large ex-

penditure on the navy and on coast and colonial defences.

Feb. Relief of Ladysmith.

Surrender of Cronje at Paardeburg.
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Mar. Outbreak ofBoxer rebellion in China.

May. Annexation of Orange Free State to the British Empire.

June. German Navy Law passed, with reduction in cruiser pro-

gramme.
July. German force embarks for China.

Aug. Waldersee appointed Commander-in-Chiefofcombined forces

in China.

Relief of Pekin Legations.

Sept. Annexation of the Transvaal to the British Empire.

Oct. Billow succeeds Hohenlohe as German Chancellor.

Anglo-German agreement recognizing the principle of the

‘open door’ in China.

Nov. Enthusiastic reception of ex-President Kruger in Paris.

Dec, Debate in the German Reichstag on Anglo-German relations.

1901.

Jan. Death of Queen Victoria.

Bicentenary of Prussian monarchy. German Emperor issues

an order to the navy on the ‘resolute work’ necessary to

make the German navy as strong as the army.

Feb. Subsidy given by Russian Government to a steamship service

in the Persian Gulf.

Mar. Billow states that the Anglo-German agreement over China

is not concerned with Manchuria.
Failure of peace negotiations in South Africa.

Apr. Visit of Italian fleet to Toulon.

Oct. Mr. Chamberlain defends action of British troops in South

Africa, and compares their behaviour with that of German
and other Continental armies.

1902.

Jan. Turkey grants Baghdad railway convention.

Billow replies to Chamberlain’s speech.

Feb. Announcement of Anglo-Japanese Alliance,

Franco-Russian note on the Dual Alliance and the Far East.

Apr. Manchurian convention signed by Russia and China.

June. Treaty of Vereeniging. End of Boer War.
Renewal of the Triple Alliance.

Colonial Conference in London decides on increased con-

tributions to the Imperial Navy.

July. Resignation of Lord Salisbury. Balfour becomes Prime

Minister.

Nov. Revolt in Morocco.
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Dec. President Roosevelt advises Congress to vote large increases

in U.S. navy and army.

Great Britain and Germany announce to U.S.A. punitive

measures against Venezuela.

Criticism in U.S.A. of severity of German action against

Venezuela.

1903-

Feb. Shah of Persia invested with the Order of the Garter.

Meeting in London, presided over by Haldane, to advise the

formation of a British North Sea Squadron and the estab-

lishment of a naval base on the North Sea coast.

Mar. British refusal ofGerman terms ofpartnership in the Baghdad
railway.

Apr.-May. King Edward VII visits Lisbon, Rome, and Paris.

May. Statement by Lord Lansdowne on British interests in the

Persian Gulf.

June. Murder of King Alexander and Queen Draga of Servia.

Elections to Reichstag. Great increase in Social Democratic

vote.

July. Visit of President Loubet to London.
Oct. Signature of Anglo-French Treaty of arbitration.

Austro-Russian agreement at Miirzsteg on Macedonian re-

forms.

Dec. British Mission to Tibet.

1904.

Jan. Herero rebellion in German South-west Africa.

Feb. Outbreak of Russo-Japanese war.

Apr. Signature of Anglo-French agreement.

June. Sir John Fisher appointed First Sea Lord.

July. Russian interference with British and other neutral vessels in

the Red Sea and Far Eastern waters.

Signature of Anglo-German Treaty of arbitration.

Aug. British expedition to Tibet enters Lhasa.

Russian Far Eastern fleet defeated.

Sept. Anglo-Tibetan treaty signed.

Occupation of Liao-yang by Japanese.
Oct. Russian Baltic fleet fires on British fishing vessels off the

Dogger Bank.

Orders for co-operation sent to Home, Chahnel, and Medi-
terranean fleets.

Nov. Re-election of Roosevelt as President of U.S.A.

Introduction of large naval programme in U.S.A.
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Dec. Redistribution of British fleet.

German rumours of possible war with England.

British Admiralty appoints Committee on Designs ofWarships,

1905-

Jan. Surrender of Port Arthur.

Outbreak of revolution in Russia.

Resignation of Combes Cabinet in France. New ministry

formed by Rouvier.

Feb. German press attacks speech by Mr. Lee on British navy.

Mar. Battle of Mukden.
German Emperor visits Tangier, and announces German

intention of dealing directly with the Sultan of Morocco.

Lord Cawdor succeeds Lord Selbome as First Lord of the

Admiralty.

May. Destruction of the Russian Baltic fleet at the battle of Tsu-

shima.

June. Resignation of Declassd.

July. German Emperor and Tsar of Russia sign an agreement at

Bjorko.

Aug. Renewal of Anglo-Japanese alliance.

Sept. Treaty of Portsmouth (New Hampshire).

End of Russo-Japanese War.
Oct. Dreadnought laid down at Portsmouth.

Nov. Publication of German supplementary Naval Law authoriz-

ing 6 additional large cruisers, 144 instead of g6 torpedo

boats, and £250,000 for submarines.

Dec. Speech of Biilow in the Reichstag on anti-German feeling in

Great Britain.

German Admiralty issues a memorandum on the development

of German maritime interests during the previous decade.

Resignation of the Conservative Cabinet in Great Britain.

Liberal Ministry formed under Campbell-Bannerman.

1906.

Jan. Opening of Moroccan Conference at Algeciras.

Liberal victory at British general election.

Jan.-Feb. French Ambassador asks for statement of British attitude

in the event of a Franco-German war over the Moroccan

question.

Feb. Prime Minister sanctions informal naval and military con-

versations between Great Britain, France, and Belgium.

Launch of Dreadnought.
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Apr. Signature of Algeciras Convention.

Resignation of Holstein.

Russia invites the Powers to a second Peace Conference at

The Hague.

July. British Government announces reduction in ship-building

programme, with promise of further reduction in the event

of a general agreement at The Hague Conference.

Oct. Dreadnought leaves Portsmouth for sea trials.

1907.

Jan.-Feb. Reichstag elections. Social Democrats lose 36 seats but
poll more votes in the constituencies.

Feb. Russian Ministerial Council meets to decide Russian attitude

towards Persia and the Baghdad railway.

Mar. Destruction of French battleship Jena by explosion in Toulon
harbour.

Campbell-Bannerman writes an article in The Kation on ‘The

Hague Conference and Disarmament’.

Apr. Colonial Conference in London.

Biilow states in the Reichstag that the German Government
would regard a discussion of the limitation ofarmaments at

The Hague Conference as dangerous and unpractical.

June. Opening of Second Peace Conference at The Hague.

July. Renewal of the Triple Alliance.

Aug. Signature of Anglo-Russian agreement over Persia, Afghani-

stan, and Tibet.

British plenipotentiaries at The Hague propose a general

motion that the Governments of the States represented at

the conference should study the possibility of a limitation

of armaments.

Nov. New German naval proposals shortening the ‘life’ ofbattleships

laid before the Reichstag.

igo8.

Feb. Letter of the German Emperor to Lord Tweedmouth on
Great Britain and the German navy.

Apr. Mr. Asquith succeeds Sir H. Campbe^-Bannerman as Prime

Minister, and Mr. McKenna succeeds Lord Tweedmouth
as First Lord of the Admiralty.

Great Britain, France, Germany, Denmark, Sweden, and the

Netherlands sign North Sea agreement. Russia, Germany,
Sweden, and Denmark sign Baltic agreement.

June. King Edward VII meets Tsar of Russia at Reval.

July. Revolution in Turkey.



446 CHRONOLOGICAL SUMMARY OF EVENTS: 1896-1914

Aug. King Edward VII meets German Emperor at Friedrichshohe.

German Emperor refuses to discuss limitation of German
naval programme.

Sept. Franco-German dispute about deserters from the French

Foreign Legion.

Oct. Annexation of Bosnia and Herzegovina by Austria-Hungary,

Great Britain and France refuse Russian demand for the

opening of the Straits to Russian warships.

Publication in Daily Telegraph of an interview with the Ger-

man Emperor.

1909-

Feb. Franco-German Agreement concerning economic interests in

Morocco.
Mar. Germany asks Russia to give an unconditional and immediate

recognition of the Austrian annexation of Bosnia and

Herzegovina.

Debate in the House of Commons on the rate of German

shipbuilding.

British naval programme of eight Dreadnoughts.

July. Retirement of Billow. Appointment ofBethmann-Hollweg as

German Chancellor.

Aug.-Nov. Bethmann-Hollweg opens negotiations with Great

Britain for a political and naval agreement. British Govern-

ment considers German offers inadequate.

1910.

Jan. Sir A. K. Wilson succeeds Lord Fisher as First Sea Lord.

Jan.-Feb. General Election in Great Britain.

May. Death of King Edward VII.

June. Kiderlen-Waechter succeeds Schon as Foreign Secretary.

Nov. Meeting of German Emperor and Tsar at Potsdam.

Dec. General election in Great Britain.

Reorganization of British Home Fleet.

1911.

Feb. Fall of M. Briand’s Ministry in France. M. Monis becomes

Prime Minister.

Mar. Speech by Grey in the House of Commons on the growing

burden of naval and military armaments.
Apr. Revolt against the Sultan of Morocco.

French Government sends an expeditionary force to Fez.

June. Secret Franco-German discussions on Moroccoand the Congo.

Fall of M. Monis’s Ministry in France. M. Caillaux becomes

Prime Minister.
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July. German Government sends the Panther to Agadir.

Speech by Mr. Lloyd George at the Mansion House causes

indignation in Germany.
Aug. Russo-German agreement on the Baghdad railway and rail-

ways in the Russian sphere of influence in Turkey.

German Emperor asks for further naval increase in order that

Germany may be sure of ‘her rightful place in the sun’.

Sept. Outbreak of Italo-Turkish war.

Destruction ofFrench battleship Liberti by explosion inToulon
Harbour.

Oct. Mr. Churchill succeeds Mr. McKenna as First Lord of the

Admiralty.

^Nov. Publication of secret articles concerning Morocco in Anglo-

French agreement of 1904.

Italy annexes Tripolitania and Cyrenaica.

Captain Faber’s speech on alleged naval and military prepara-

tions in Great Britain during September widely reported in

Germany.
Statementby Grey in theHouseofCommons that Great Britain

would not oppose German colonial expansion in Africa.

1912.

Jan. Elections to Reichstag. Social Democratic vote increases by
I million, and represents ^ of the German electorate.

Feb. Lord Haldane’s visit to Berlin.

Feb.-Mar. Anglo-German discussions about a political agreement.

Mar. Sultan of Morocco accepts French protectorate.

Reorganization of British Fleet for home defence.

Mr. Churchill proposes a ‘naval holiday’.

Apr. Irish Home Rule Bill introduced into the House of Commons.
New German supplementary Naval Law.
Formation of Balkan Leagfue.

May. Prime Minister, Mr. Churchill, and Lord Kitchener visit

British naval and military stations in the Mediterranean.

Announcement of recall of Count Wolff-Metternich and
appointment ofBaron Marschall von Bieberstein as German
Ambassador at London.

July. Debate in the House of Lords on the naval position in the

Mediterranean.

British answer to new German supplementary law.

Aug. Death of Baron Marschall von Bieberstein.

Sept. French Government annoimccs transfer of battleships from
Brest to the Mediterranean.

Appointment of Prince Lichnowsky as German Ambassador
at London.
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Oct. Outbreak of first Balkan war between Servia, Montenegro
Bulgaria, Greece, and Turkey.

British memorandum on Naval Defence requirements affect-

ing Canada.

Nov. Anglo-French exchange of letters on naval and military

conversations.

Federated Malay States oflTer a Dreadnought to the Imperial

Government.

Dec. Armistice between Turkey and the Balkan States. Opening

of Peace Conference in London.
Sir R. Borden proposes that Canada should provide three

Dreadnoughts for Imperial Defence.

Death of Kiderlen-Waechter.

1913-

Jan. Break-down ofnegotiations between Balkan States and Turkey.

War resumed.

Jagow appointed German Secretary of State for Foreign

Affairs.

Poincar^ elected President of the French Republic.

Mar. Further increase in peace strength of German Army.

Capital levy in Germany for defence purposes.

Mr. Churchill renews suggestion of a ‘naval holiday*.

French Government decides to propose the reintroduction of

a three years term of military service.

Apr. Large increase in German air, naval, and military programme.

May. Treaty between Balkan States and Turkey.

Canadian Senate rejects Navy Bill.

June. Bulgaria attacks her allies.

July. French Chamber of Deputies passes the three years service

law.

July-Aug. Defeat of Bulgaria.

Opening of Peace Palace at The Hague.
Nov.-Dee. Incidents between garrison and civilians at Zabern

(Alsace).

1914.

Jan. Meetings in Great Britain for the reduction of armaments.

May. Colonel House sails tor Europe to discuss with Great Britain

and Germany the possibility of a limitation of armaments.

June. Murder of Archduke Frauds Ferdinand and his wife at

Sarajevo.

July. Home Rule Conference ends in failure.

Aug. Outbreak of Great War.
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TABLES SHOWING THE COMPARATIVE STRENGTH
OF THE GREATER NAVAL POWERS IN VARIOUS
CLASSES OF SHIPS BETWEEN 1898 AND 1914*

I. (a) Battleships not more thanJifteenyears oldfrom date of launch.

{b) Battleships under construction or projected.

w w
(i) March i8g8:

Great Britain . 29 12

France . 17 8
Russia . 11 6
Germany 13 5

-

Italy 7 2

United States . 5 8
Japan . • 2 3

(ii) January 1901:

Great Britain . • 28 16

France . 17 5
Russia . 14 10

Germany E4 10

Italy 3 6

United States . 7 II

Japan 5 1

(iii) April igos:

Great Britain . 33 >5

France . >3 8
Russia . 15 8

Germany 17 9
Italy 5 7
United States . 10 8

Japan . 6 (no figures given

in return)

II. (a) First- and second-class battleships not more than Jifteen years old

from date of launch.

(b) First-class battleships under construction or projected.

w
(i) March 1903:

ist class snd class

(i)

Great Britain 34 0 15

France . . . ii 4 (+ 1 building) 7

< Tables I-VI are based upon the annual returns, Fleets ofGreat Britain andForeign

Countries, laid before Parliament. Between 1898 and 1910 this statement was
commonly referred to as the ‘Dilke return’; from 1910 to 1914 it was referred to

as the ‘Dickinson return’.

4192 Og
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(i) March 1903 :—continued

1st class snd class

Russia . 10 3 8
Germany . 12 0 8
Italy . 4 0 6
United States . 10 I 14
Japan

.

6 0 (no figures given in return)

(ii) March 1904:

Great Britain . 40 0 12

France 12 5 6
Russia • 13 3 9
Germany . 14 0 8
Italy . 5 0 6
United States . II I 13

Japan

.

6 0 2

(iii) March 1905:

Great Britain • 44 0 9
France . 12 5 6
Russia II* 2 8
Germany . 16 0 8
Italy . 6 0 4
United States . 12 X 13

Japan

.

5 0 2

* Including one interned ship.

(iv) March 1906:

Great Britain • 47 0 6

France . II 5 12

Russia . . 5 I 4
Germany 18 0 8

Italy . 5 0 4
United States • 14 I 13

Japan

.

9
* 0 6

* Including five ships formerly belonging to Russia.

III. (a) Baiiieships not more thanfifteenyears oldfrom date of launch,

(b) Battleships under construction or projected.

(c) Battleships of Dreadnought type completed.

id) Battleships ofDreadnought type under construction or projected.

(e) Armoured cruisers not more than fifteen years oldfrom date of launch.

(/) Armoured cruisers under construction or projected.

{g) Armoured cruisers of Invincible type completed.

(h) Armoured cruisers of Invincible type under construction or projected.

(i) March 1907:

w (i) w (rf) w (/) te) w
Great Britain . • 47 5 1 3 30 8 0 3
France . • 17 10* 0 ’o 17 5 0 0

* Including six ships of Danton class (18,000 tons, but carrying only four is-in-

guns).
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(i) March 1907 ;—continued

(a) (*) ic) (rf) w (/) (A)

Russia . . 6 4 0 0 2 4 0 0
Germany 21 8 0 4 6 4 0 2*

Italy 4 5 0 I 6 4 0 0
United States . • 23 7 0 4t 11 3 0 0

Japan . • at 0 0 10 3 0 No figures

given in

return.

* Includingf/gcAo- (intermediate type), f IncludingtwoshipsofMichiganclass.

f No details given of armament of two ships of Satsuma class (ig,ooo tons).

(ii) March 1908:

w (i) W (d) w (/) {g) (A)

Great Britain . 40 8 I 6 34 4 0 3
France

.

. 16 7
* 0 0 16 4 0 0

Russia . • 5 5 0 I 4 2 0 0
Germany . 21 9 0 7 8 3 0 3t
Italy . . 6 3 0 I 5 4 0 0
United States • 24 5 0 4t 12 2 0 0

Japan . 13 4§ 0 2 10 3 0 0

* Including six ships of Danton class. t Including BlScher.

$ Including two ships ofMichigan class. § Including two ships ofSatsuma class.

(iii) March 1909

:

w (A) w w w (/) {g) (A)

Great Britain • 43 6 2 6 38 I 3 I

France

.

. 14 6* 0 0 17 2 0 0
Russia . . 4 8 0 4 4 2 0 0
Germany . 22 10 0 10 8 4 0 4t
Italy . . 8 I 0 It 6 3 0 0
United States . 22 6 0 6§ 14 HI 0 0

Japan . • «3 4f 0 2 II 2 0 0

* Including six ships ofDanton class. t Including

j; Probably. § Including two ships of Michigan class.

II
No figures given in return. If Including two ships ofSatsuma class.

(iv) March 1910:

(«) (A) w W (/) {g) (A)

Great Britain 45 9 5 9 38 3 3 3
France

.

• 13 6* 0 0 16 2 0 0

Russia . • 4 8 0 4 4 2 0 0

Germany • 23 8 2 8 9 3 It 3
Italy . . 8 2 0 2 7 2 0 0

United States . 26 4 4? 4 14 -§ 0 I

Japan . • ia|| 3 ll
0 2 12 I 0 0

* Including six ships of Danton class.

t BlScher. t Including two ships of Michigan class.

§ No figures given in return. || Including one ship of Satsuma class.
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(v) March 1911:

APPENDIX I

(a) (b) (c) w W (/) (g) (A)

Great Britain • 43 10 8 10 38 5
*

4 5
*

France

.

. II 8t 0 2 17 I 0 0

Russia . • 5 7 0 4 4 2 0 0

Germany . 24 9 4 9 10 3 2 3

Italy . . 8 4 0 4 8 - 0 0

United States . 26 6 4 6 13 - 0 -

Japan . • 13+ 2 0 2 13 I 0 I

Austria-Hungary§ . • 9 5 0 4 2 - 0 0

* Including one ship for naval service of Dominion Governments,

f including six ships ofDanton class. $ Including two ships of Satsuma class,

§ Austria-Hungary is included in the return for the first time in this year.

IV. (a) Battleships not more than fifteen years oldfrom date of launch,

{b) Battleships ofDreadnought or improved Dreadnought type completed.

(c) Battleships under construction or projected {all of Dreadnought ot

improved Dreadnought type).

{d) Battle cruisers completed.

(e) 6attle cruisers under construction or projected.

(/) Armoured cruisers not more than fifteen years oldfrom date of launch,

ii) Light cruisers not more than fifteenyears oldfrom date of launch {for

1914 only).

(i) March igi 2 :

(«) (*) w w w (/)

Great Britain . 43 12 10 4 6 *
34

France

.

13 6t 7 0 0 18

Russia . 7 0 7 0 0 5

Germany 26 7 10 2 4 9

Italy . 8 0 6 0 0 7

United States 27 6 0 0 13

Japan . 12 3§ 2 0 4 13

Austria-Hungary . . 9 0 4 0 0 2

* Including one ship for naval service of Dominion Governments.

t Six ships of Danton class. t Including two ships of Michigan class.

§ Including two ships of Satsuma class.

(ii) January 1913: w (*) W id) w (/)

Great Britain 45 *5 II 7 3* 34

France

.

13 6t 7 0 0 18

Russia . 7 0 7 0 4 5

Germany 28 10 7 3 3 8

Italy . 7 I 5 0 0 7

United States 29 8t 5 0 0 13

Japan . 13 4§ I 0 4 13

Austria-Hungary . 10 I 3 0 0 a

* Including one ship for naval service of Dominion Governments,

t Six ships of Danton class. i Including two ships of Michigan class.

§ Including two ships of Satsuma class.
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(iii) January 1914 (first-class protected cruisers are included under (/) :

w (*) (0 id) w (/) is)

Great Britain • 43 18 14 9* I 34 36t
France

.

• 15 10 0 0 19 0
Russia . • 7 0 7 0 4 II 2

Germany • 3* 13 6 4 3 8 30
Italy . 7 1 5 0 0 7 4
United States • 24 8§ 6 0 0 13 10

Japan . 11 4ll 2 1 3 13 8

Austria-Hungary . IZ 2 2 0 0 I 3
* Including one ship for naval service ofDominion Governments,

t Including four ships for naval service of Dominion Governments,

j; Including six ships of Danton class. § Including two ships ofMichigan class.

II
Including two ships of Satsuma class.

V. (a) Torpedo-boat destroyers not more thanfourteen years oldfrom date

of launch.

(b) Torpedo-boat destroyers under construction or projected.

Year.

Great

Britain.

(“) (4)

France,

(a) (i)

Russia,

(a) (b)

Ger^

many.

(“) (4)

Italy.

(") (4)

United

States.

(") (4)

Japan.
(a) (4)

Austria-'

Hungary.
(fl) (4)

1907 '43 8 34 31 8s 12 47 26 '7 • 20 5 56 • Not included

1908 137 '3 42 23 93t 4 58 27 17 • 20 5 52 4 in returns

1909 iz8 *S 36 16 97t
• 73 24 '7 * 20 15 53 3 until 1911.

19X0 III 37 60 17 97 •
8s '2 21 2 25 15 55 2

19X1 iz6t 29§ 63 21 96 I 92 17 23 10 36 'O 55 Z 12 6

1912 131II 30 68 16 94 ZO 109 24 22 10 40 14 55 2 12 6

1913 13211 38 73 " 93 45 '23 9 22 XO 45 '4 55 • 12 6

1914 '4311 36 77 7 86 45 127 12 28 16 47 '4 44 2 '5 3

* No figures given.

t Including one ship believed to be a total wreck.

j: Including two ships for naval service of Dominion Governments.

§ Including one ship for naval service of Dominion Governments.

II
Including three ships for naval service of Dominion Governments.

VI. (fl) Submarines not more than sixyears oldfrom date of launch,

{b) Submarines under construction or projected.

Year.

Great

Britain.

(") (4)

France,

(fl) ib)

Russia,

(“) (4)

Ger-
many.

M (4)

Italy.

(0) (4)

United

States.

(2) (4)

Japan.

(«) (6)

Awtria-
Hungary.
(a) (6)

1907 37 IX 36 S9 20 8 I 2 3 2 7 4 7 • Not included

1908 4 ' 17 33 52 24t 12 1 2 3 2 7 8 7 5 in returns

1909 39 23 37 49 24 XI 4 4 6 •
S 16 9 2 until 1911.

1910 54 11 41 23 30 3 8 t 6 * 10 10 9 3
I9II S6 12 29 23 18 • 8 t 6 13 11 17 9 4 4 2

1912 49 t4§ 27 2S '3 7 13 13II 7 XO 13 19 12 3 6 1

1913 39 22§ 42 8 12 '9 '7 14II 8 8 16 14 '3 2 6 •

1914 37 29§ 35 26 7 18 23 '4ll 14 a 19 21 6 2 6 5

* No figures given in return. t Figures doubtful. $ Number uncertain.

§ Including two ships built for naval service of Dominion Governments.

II
Plus an uncertain number.
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VII. Estimate [given in December igis in answer to a parliamentary

question), of combined strength, in igig, in battleships and battle cruisers of

the Dreadnought, or ‘improved' type, of the fleets [a) of Germany, Austria,

and Italy, [b) Great Britain, France, and Russia.

(a) Germany . . .23
Austria-Hungary . . 7 (Including Radetsky class.)

Italy . . . .6
Total 36

[b) Great Britain . 37 (Including Lord Nelson, Agamemnon, and

New Zealand, but excluding Australia,

and projected Malayan and Canadian

ships.)

France . . .12 (Including Danton class.)

Russia . . . . 4
Total 53

(Hansard, 5th Ser. xlv. 1088: 16 December igis.)
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PARLIAMENTARY HISTORY OF THE ‘TWO-
POWER’ STANDARD

The definition of the ‘two-Power standard’ as the measure of

British naval requirements is generally attributed to Lord
George Hamilton. It is true that, in a speech introducing the

Naval Defence Act of 1889, Lord George Hamilton, as First

Lord of the Admiralty, spoke of the ‘leading idea . . . that our

establishment should be on such a scale that it should at least

be equal to the naval strength of any two other countries’;' but

already in December 1888 Mr. Forwood, Secretary to the

Admiralty, had said in Parliament that the British navy should

be ‘of larger strength than that of any other two European
countries’.^ In any case Lord George Hamilton’s words do not

imply that he was laying down any new standard; he stated

that his predecessors in office had accepted the view that the

British fleet should be equal in strength ‘to the combined naval

forces of any two other countries’.

This view was held by Shelburne in 1 782 ; a century later,

however, there was a cert2iin novelty about laying down a

definite standard ofmeasurement, since the Admiralty appeared

to have no standard at all. A select Committee on the Naval
Estimates reported in August 1888 that ‘no complete scheme

had ever been laid before the Admiralty, showing apart from

the financial limits laid down by the Cabinet, what, in the

opinion of naval experts, the strength of the fleet should be’.^

The Second Sea-Lord, Vice-Admiral Sir A. H. Hoskins, told

the Committee that we should ‘establish a sufficient superiority

to [«V] any two nations combined’, but that it would be diffi-

cult, to give an exact interpretation to the term ‘superiority’.

Admiral Hoskins thought that a comparison of tonnage and
numbers was ‘very misleading’ Admiral Sir A. W. A. Hood,
the First Sea Lord, was also asked what he meant by the

‘supremacy of the Navy*. He answered that the term was not

easy to define. He did not mean ‘supremacy over all navies’

‘ Hansard, 3rd Ser. cccxxxiii. 1171; 7 March i88g.

* Id. cccxxxii. 210: 13 December 1888.

’ Select Committee on Naval Estimates (1888), 3rd Report, p. vi.

Id. 3rd Report, pp. 66-7 (questions 903-9).
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or ‘superior to a combination of two Powers’, but ‘supremacy as

compared with that ofthe nextmost powerful navy in the world’

The difficulty of taking numerical comparisons was explained

in the debate on the Naval Defence Act. Captain Columb
pointed out that ‘superiority was the power necessary to keep

the enemy’s battleships in their harbours, and ... all abstract

comparisons were absolutely valueless. . . . Ships which were

inside (harbours) did not consume coal, while the ships which

were outside were consuming coal every hour and minute.

There were other causes beside coaling that would necessitate

their leaving their position, and therefore one could not base

calculations of superiority merely on the abstract question of

numbers.’^ It was also said that the great diversity in type and

armour and armament of ships made comparative estimates of

naval strength far more difficult than in the earlier years of the

nineteenth century.

Lord Charles Beresford, in the debate on the naval estimates

in December 1888, also protested, almost in Admiral Hoskins’s

words that ‘nothing could be more misleading, nothing more

ridiculous, than comparing the numbers or tonnage of the

fleets of England with those of France or of any other Power.

What should be compared is the work the respecti\ e fleets have

to do’—in other words, the cleissical task of the British fleet

would be the protection of commerce and the blockade of the

French naval ports
j but Lord Charles agreed that the British

Fleet ‘should be more than a match for the combined Fleets of

any two European Powers which are likely to be our foes—one

of which must necessarily be France—and that finding itself

under such a contingency its strength would be sufficient for

defending our coasts and our trade and our commerce . . . and

securing the delivery of our food supply’.^

On the whole, however, most speakers on naval questions

accepted a rough numerical standard, if only because in public

discussion any more exact methods ofcomparison were imprac-

ticable. On this basis of measurement it was assumed that the

British navy should be at least as strong as the navies of ‘any

two nations combined’. It was also pointed out that a French

committee had laid down in 1888 as a standard for the French

' Select Committee on Naval Estimates (1888), 4th Report, pp. 32-3 (questions

4308-12). * Hansard, 3rd Ser. cccxxiii. 1329-30.

’ Id. 3rd Ser. cccxxsdi. 125-6.
]
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navy ‘equality in numbers with two principal Continental Navies

ofEurope combined, in the same way as England makes it a rule

to have a Navy stronger than any two Continental Powers’.'

The Na\’al Defence Act of 1889 was the nearest approach
made by Great Britain to a ‘long-period’ plan on the lines of

the German Navy Laws. The Act provided for a building pro-

gramme covering five years; the cost of this programme was

1,500,000; ;^io,ooo,ooo were voted as a special charge on the

Consolidated Fund. The purpose of the Act was to bring the

navy up to the strength required by the increases in the navies

of France and Russia. Lord George Hamilton’s definition of

the ‘two-Power standard’ as the measure of these requirements

was taken for granted by the Liberal Administration which
came into office in 1892. The Opposition thought that the

Liberal party was not taking sufficient account of the naval

needs of the country, and that, after 1894, when the last ships

of the Naval Defence Act had been laid down, the position

might become dangerous. A vote of censure was moved in the

House of Commons on 19 December 1893.* During the debate

the question of standards of strength was again discussed.’

Lord George Hamilton, in opening the debate, assumed a two-

Power standard. ‘I will lay down one further proposition as

self-evident ... it is admitted to be a cardinal part of the policy

of this country that the minimum standard of security which

the country demands and expects is that our Fleet should be

equal to the combination of the two next strongest Navies in

Europe.’ Sir Charles Dilke thought that there was considerable

risk in accepting a measure of this kind. ‘There is no scientific

authority for the arrangement between the two Parties in the

State that we should have a fleetjust superior to those ofFrance

and Russia. All naval experts who have been consulted on the

subject have always laid it down that for safety you must have

a supremacy of five to three in battleships; that you require that

supremacy for the purpose ofblockade, and even for the alterna-

tive policy to blockade, ofmasking your enemy’s fleet.’ Admiral
' Hansard, 3rd Ser. cccxxxii. a 10.
* This vote has an importance of its own in English history; Mr. Gladstone

differed from the majority of his colleagues on the question of naval expenditure,

and these differences played an important part in determining his resignation.

Mr. Gladstone himself replied to the vote of censure. His speech is of particular

interest; no reader of the pages of Hansard would imagine that the speaker had
made his first speech in the House sixty years earlier.

^ Hansard, 4th Ser. xix. 1771-886.
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Field added that ‘it would not do to re-echo the cuckoo cry that

our Na\’y should equal the Navies of any t^vo other Powers’.

The British fleet was dispersed throughout the world; foreip

fleets were concentrated. Mr. Chamberlain proposed as a

‘better formula’ than the two-Power standard, a policy of build-

ing five for ‘any three battieships built by any naval combina-

tion against this country . . . and two for every cruiser built

by the same combination’. On behalf of the Go\ ernment the

Secretary to the Admiralty agreed that equality in numerical

strength was not enough, and that in cruisers Great Britain

should ‘rank even more strongly than any combination of

Powers’. Four months later Mr. Goschen again raised the

question. ‘We might be involved, say, in a war with France and

Russia, and at the same time contentions might arise with other

Powers. In those circumstances we should be in extreme diffi-

culty if we had to barter away some of our claims in order to

deal with the situation which had thus suddenly arisen. Or

suppose we were at war with America, and Russia and France

were suddenly to raise the question of Egypt . . . if wc were not

ready to meet not only two Powers, but a larger combination

of Powers, we might be in a position of great danger.’* With

the return of the Conservatives to power, the two-Power

standard continued to be the general measure of British naval

strength, though the cruiser strength was based upon general

needs. Mr. Goschen in March 1896 pointed out that the

Admiralty programme of cruisers was ‘based not upon a com-

parison of cruisers other nations have, because their conditions

are entirely different from ours, but upon the question what we

have to defend, what services will have to be performed, in

what direction the food supply will have to be protected, and

what resources we have’.^

In 1 898, after the announcement of a large Russian naval pro-

gramme, the British Government introduced supplementary

naval estimates. Mr. Goschen explained that the British stand-

ard of naval strength was based on ‘the two-Power policy—the

principle that we must be superior in power and equal in

numbers to the fleets of any other two countries. . . . The system

. . . has been adopted by successive Governments. It has been

attacked as being inadequate. . . . Those who attack its insuffi-

* Hansard, 4th Scr. xxiii. 240: I2 April 1894.
^ Id, 4th Ser. xxxvii. 1520: 2 March 1896.
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ciency omit, inmyjudgement, the immense advantages possessed

by a single Power wielding a single fleet with one system of

organization, with the same signals, and with the confidence in

spired by constantlyworking together I stand by the print ip'**

—^which we have followed and intend to follow—that we nr.r u

be equal in number to the fleets ofany two Powers.*' Sir Charles

Dilke considered that a safe margin of strength against two
Powers would give Great Britain ‘a bare superiority against

three . . . that is to say sufficient power to make three Powers

pause before they combined against us’.^

Once again, in 1899, the Government made it clear that they

were following a ‘principle . . . which has been consistently

acted upon by Admiralty administrators for many years past

... we believe that the country expects the Admiralty to main-

tain our Navy on an equality with those of the two leading

Naval Powers in Europe’.^ Sir J. Colomb protested against the

‘fallacy of a rule of thumb standard of abstract equality of one

Fleet to two*. This standard was ‘mainly political ... it is not

a scientific standard, and you cannot base comparisons of naval

strength simply on the abstract number of ships. . . . You allow

no margin for a combination against us of more than two
Powers. And you allow no margin for the result of errors of

judgement in a commander. . . . The conditions and requirements

our Fleet has to fulfil must vary with the quarter from which

war comes. The question is one of the geographical distribution

of the enemy’s ports. That is the main factor in the problem.

The further these ports are from this island the greater will be our

difficulties, and the greater must be the numerical preponder-

ance which we require to produce equality.’"'

In 1900 the German naval programme was mentioned for the

first time in the speech introducing the naval estimates. Mr.
Goschen referred to the ‘appalling figure’ laid down in the

German programme, and pointed out that constant attention

must be paid to the ‘great development of naval power wliich

is being made, not only in France and Russia and Germany,
but also in the United States andJapan’.® During the next three

years the main attacks upon the shipbuilding programme ofthe

Government came from those who criticized the incretise in the

* Hansard, 4th Ser. Ixii. 860: 33 July i8g8.
* Id. ib. 883-3: 33 July 1898.

’ Id. 4th Ser. Ixviii. to68: 16 March 1899.
’ Id. 4th Ser. Ixxix. 1136-7: 36 February igoo.

Id. ib. 589-go.
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naval estimates. The Liberal party insisted that the Govern-

ment was going beyond the two-Power standard, and the

growth of the navies of Powers other than France and Russia

made this standard unsatisfactory. In 1 904 Mr. Pretyman, Secre-

tary to the Admiralty, had to defend estimates of;(^37,ooo,ooo—

an increase of £11
,000,000 over the figures of 1900, and

£22,000,000 over the estimates of 1890. He discussed at some

length the question of standards. ‘The country had decided to

adopt what wasknown as the “two-Power standard” in its naval

policy; and this, in the view of the Admiralty, meant that this

country should be able to engage in a naval war with reasonable

probability ofemerging victorious from a contest with any other

two naval Powers.' This principle must be broadly applied,

not solely to particular units or particular ships. . , . The First

Lord of the Admiralty (in a speech at Glasgow in April, 1903,

had said) “The standard applies only to battleships, because in

the matter of cruisers there can be no question of equality” , .

.

In considering the question of cruisers, the Admiralty were not

governed solely by the two-Power standard. The duty of a

cruiser was not to fight in line of battle, but to protect our trade,

our commerce, and our mercantile marine; and therefore it

would be seen that the standard of strength to which they had

to build was not a comparative one; it was a question ofpropor-

tion to be considered in relation to the magnitude of the

interests to be protected.’^ Mr. Balfour also discussed the ques-

tion of standards. He pointed out that the number ofimportant

navies had increased, and that Great Britain was bound to take

this fact into account. He mentioned, tactfully and indirectly,

the ‘risk theory’ which was taking an important place in Ger-

’ See above, p. 53, for the view stated in The Times of 25 November 1903, that

the changed relations between Great Britain and France made it necessary to

measure British naval requirements by a ‘more scientific and elastic formula’ than

the two-Power standard.
* Hansard, 4th Ser. cxxx. 1259-61. Mr. Pretyman modified his statement later

in the debate. He explained that he did not mean entirely to exclude cruisers, but

that a comparison between the naval strength of Great Britain and other countnes

could not be limited to cruisers. In August 1904 Lord Selborne stated in the House

of Lords that the two-Power standard had never been applied ‘to cnuseis aro

torpedo craft’, and Mr. Pretyman in the House of Commons again distinguished

between the measure of strength in battleships and in cruisers. ‘Taking the two-

Power standard as the standard to work both for battleships and cruisers • ‘

numerical test was the proper test for battleships. ... In regard to cruisers, although

we might adhere to the two-Power standard, the test ofequality was not numerical.

Regard must be had to the character of the work they would have to do’. Id, 4th

Ser. cxxxix. 1528 and 1060-1.
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man naval propaganda. ‘Supposing—I hardly like even to

suggest so tragic a possibility—that we were involved in war
with two great maritime Powers—supposing such a war could

hardly end without immense losses, immense maritime losses,

immense losses in ships and material, both on the part of our

enemy and on the part of ourselves. In that case other navies

would possibly remain intact, and a country which had not

allowed itself to be drawn into the vortex of the war would then

occupy a position which they do not occupy now, and that

would necessarily put their Government, in a position, from the

naval and maritime point of view, which they do not at present

occupy.’*

The defeat of the Russian fleet and the conclusion of the

Anglo-French Agreement affected the question of standards.

The two-Power standard had been applied to the French and
Russian fleets at a time when there appeared to be considerable

chance of a naval war between Great Britain and the fleets of

the Dual Alliance. The Russian fleet had now disappeared, and
the French fleet was unlikely to be used against Great Britain.

On the other hand, the German navy was now becoming more
powerful, and German policy was as potentially dangerous to

Great Britain as the policy of Russia a few years earlier.

Henceforward the two-Power standard was gradually aban-

doned, and the successive increeises in German sea-power were

taken as the measure of British requirements. The change was,

however, slow, and was never complete. The two-Power
standard had taken firm hold of popular imagination; statistics

which showed that this standard was not being maintained were

always disquieting. Moreover, if the situation was less obscure

than in the five or six years before 1904 when the increase in

the naval strength of Germany, Italy, the United States, and

Japan, seemed to require from Great Britain at least a three-

Power standard, there was still a good deal of uncertainty.

Were the navies ofJapan and the United States to be excluded?

Was Italy to be counted on the side of the fleets of the Entente

Powers? Was the Austrian navy to be added to the German
navy? What was the measure ofsuperiority required in cruisers,

in ships of the most modem type? What margin was required

in the Mediterranean, or in the Far East? How far could the

existing diplomatic alinements of the Powers be regarded as

‘ Hansard, 4th Ser. cxxx. 1410-11: i March 1904.
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permanent, or at all events unlikely to change within five or

six years?

The confusion of public opinion may be seen in the first year

of the Liberal Government. In 1905 there had been little dis-

cussion of the question of standards. The interest of the public

was centred on the bold policy of the Admiralty in scrapping a

large number of obsolete ships and concentrating to a greater

extent upon a strong force ready for immediate action. More-

over, at the end of 1905, from the point of view of numerical

comparison with the fleets of other Powers, the British navy was

in an extremely strong position. The position was less satisfac-

tory for those who looked three or four years ahead; but public

opinion, as reflected in Parliament and the Press, was accus-

tomed to take the years as they came.

In July 1906 the Government announced that they were

reducing their shipbuilding programme for the current year

from four to three large ships; that they would provide for two

large ships in the estimates of 1907-8, but the third ship would

be laid down only if the proposals in regard to the reduction

of armaments laid before the Hague Conference proved to be

abortive.' This announcement brought the question of a two-

Power standard into the debate on the naval estimates. Mr.

Balfour and Mr. Lee pointed out that the introduction of the

Dreadnought made it necessary to secure a safe margin in this

new class of ship. Henceforward the t\vo-Power standard must

be considered not merely in relation to battleships, but battle-

ships ‘of the newest and latest types’. Captain Hervey added

that the two-Power standard implied also a 10 per cent, margin

of superiority to cover battleships away on foreign service.

The Prime Minister, on the other hand, raised the point that

the two-Power standard had not been adopted without refer-

ence to political conditions. ‘When you talk of the two-Power

standard, after all you cannot quite keep out of your mind who

the two Powers are. When we have elaborate calculations made

as to what France and Germany are building, is it really a very

likely combination that France and Germany should be allied

and should go to war with us? I do not object to the two-Power

standard as a rough guide, but this is a two-Power standard of

almost a preposterous kind.’ This statement was criticized with-

' Hansard, 4th Ser. cixii. 67-1 19: 27July igo6. For The Hague Conference and

the British naval estimates, see above, pp. 121-40.
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in a few days in the House of Lords. Earl Cawdor accused the

Government of giving up the two-Power standard. ‘There is

no halfway in this matter. Either the Navy is to be maintained

strong enough to make us absolutely safe against any two
Powers—I care not which they are—^who might combine against

us, or it is not. Ifyou drop below the two-Power standard, what
standard are you going to adopt?’*

The discussion was renewed in the debate upon the naval

estimates in March 1907.^ Mr. Robertson, Secretary to the

Admiralty, claimed that the two-Power standard was being

maintained, but added that this standard was ‘not a standard

in the abstract—a mere chimaera bombinans in vacuo—^it was a con-

crete thingj but at the best it was only a rule ofthumb—a rough-

and-ready test. There may be conceivable circumstances in

which a two-Power standard might be too much, and there may
be imaginable circumstances in which a three-Power standard

would be too little.’ Mr. Lee asked for a clear definition of the

view taken by the Government. The Prime Minister again gave

an inconclusive answer. He accepted the two-Power standard,

but deprecated ‘a too slavish use of a useful phrase such as this.

. . . Supposing we were at any time to be in close alliance with

the two Powers with the largest navies—^however close that

alliance may be, however almost [5ic] inconceivable it would
be that we were to be on bad terms—should we still rigidly

adhere to this two-Power standard (Opposition cries of ‘Yes’)

or go on putting down ship for ship if one or other of these

Powers went on building?’ Mr. Balfour asked for a less ambigu-

ous statement. There were two possible views. ‘One is that

this country should have, and always have, no matter what its

foreign alliances and relations may be, at least a naval strength

which will enable it to deal, with good hope of success, with the

fleets of any two other nations which may be brought against

it.’ On the second view, ‘the two-Power standard is a convenient

phrase and may represent a good ordinary working hypothesis,

nevertheless, if you feel you are on really good terms with one

of the great naval Powers whose strength was to be taken into

account in measuring the fleet we ought to build, then we may
rightly and safely . . . fall below that two-Power standard’.

* Hansard, 4th Ser. clxii. 897-8: 30Jidy 1906.
* Id. 4th Ser. clxx. 654-716, 1005-56, and 1061-96: 5, 7, and 8 March

1907.
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Mr. Balfour asked the House to accept the view that the country

should be ‘safe against any combination of any two Powen
throughout the world’. There were cries of ‘Agreed’. Mr. Bal-

four replied, ‘Yes, agreed by everybody but the Prime Minister.’

The Prime Minister answered: ‘The worst of it is I shouted it

too.’ Mr. Balfour then said that at last he had been given an

explicit statement by the Prime Minister, ‘even by way of inter-

jection’. The question was raised by other speakers. Mr. Wynd-

ham held that there was great danger in giving to other Powers

the impression that Great Britain did not intend to maintain

the two-Power standard ‘as it was commonly and easily under-

stood’. On 18 March a question was asked whether the

Admiralty proposed to abandon the two-Power standard. The

answer was in the negative; but it was also said that the British

programme of new construction would not be increased to a

total equal to the combined figures of new construction in

France and the United States.*

When the shipbuilding vote was under discussion in the

House on 31 July 1907, Mr. Robertson explained that ‘the

two-Power standard was not applicable to the destroyer section

ofthe British Navy.* The number ofdestroyers wanted depended

on the use that was to be made ofthem, and not on the number

which might be in the possession of other Powers.’

There was little reference to the subject between the summer

of 1907 and the introduction of the naval estimates in March

1908. Meanwhile the failure of The Hague Conference to

secure any general measure of disarmament made the problem

ofnaval competition more severe, and the question ofstandards

more difficult.

On the day before the opening of the debate on the naval

estimates of 1908-9 Mr. J. M. Macdonald brought forward a

motion in favour of further reductions in expenditure on arma-

ments.* The supporters of the motion thought that, in view of

the changed political circumstances, the two-Power standard

was no longer a suitable measure of naval strength. Owing to

the illness ofthe Prime Minister Mr. Asquith defended the policy

of the Government. He used somewhat vague terms, but left

no doubt that the Government accepted a two-Pov/er standard.

* Hansard, 4th Ser. clxxi. 450. The question was discussed in both Houses on

17 April, butnonewfacts or statements of policywere brought forward. W.4thSet.

clxxii. 924-35 and io66-gg. * Id. 4th Ser. clxxix. 981-1048.

’ Hanssird, 4th Ser. clxxxv. 355-468.



APPENDIX II 465

‘We believe it to be our duty to maintain our standard of rela-

tive naval strength. ... I do not think the historical origin of
the standard matters very much. The combinations of:Powers

and the relations between Powers necessarily shift froih time to

time. The standard which is necessary for this country—^you

may express it by any formula you please, though I believe it

to be a convenient and practical formula—the standard which
we have to maintain is one which would give us complete and
absolute command of the sea against any reasonably possible

combination of Powers. I do not think it desirable, on the

contrary, I think it in the highest degree undesirable, in the

public interest to speculate as to what the possible groupings

may be; whether this Power or that may or may not become,

in the future, the enemy of this country. Of this I am perfectly

certain . . . there is none of the great Powers of the world . . .

which views with animosity, jealousy, or misgiving the Navy
of Great Britain being maintained at what we call the two-

Power standard.’

During the debate on the estimates the main subject of dis-

cussion was not the measure ofnaval strength, but the question

whether the shipbuilding programme of the year was sufficient

to meet the needs of the two-Power standard which had been

accepted by the Government. The discussion centred round

the comparative strength of the British and German navies.

The debate on the shipbuilding vote in July took a similar

course. Mr. Lee suggested a ‘two to one standard’ against our

chief rival. The two-Power standard was best translated as the

‘twice one standard’. ‘ On 12 November Mr. Lee put a question

to the Prime Minister; did the Government accept the two-

Power standard of naval strength as meaning a predominance

of 10 per cent, over the combined strengths, in capital ships,

of the two next strongest Powers; and, if not, what was the

definition of the two-Power standard accepted by the Govern-

ment? Mr. Asquith replied: ‘The answer to the first part of

the Qjiestion is in the affirmative.’* The Times commented that

this statement was very satisfactory. If Great Britain did not

define her policy, there was a chance that ‘some other Power
might hope by persistent effort to tire us out in the race’.*

‘ One sentence in Mr. Lee’s speech is of interest to the social historian. ‘As the

motor cabs superseded tiie older class of vehicles so no doubt the Dreadnought would
be superseded.’

* Hansard, 4th Ser. occvi. 560.

4i»a Hh
’ The Times, 13 November 1908.
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A few days later Mr. J. M. Macdonald asked the Prime

Minister whether ‘in accepting the definition of the two-Power

standard as meaning a preponderance of lo per cent, over the

combined strengths, in capital ships, of the two next strongest

Powers, he intended to extend the definition given by himself

earlier in the year to the effect that the standard we have to

maintain is one which would give us complete command of the

sea against any reasonably possible combination of Powers’.

Mr. Asquith answered that in his opinion, ‘the two statements

(were) under existing conditions identical in meaning and

effect’. Mr. Lee then asked whether ‘by the words “the two

next strongest Powers” ’ the Prime Minister meant ‘the two

next strongest Powers whatever they may be, and wherever they

may be situated’. To this question Mr. Asquith replied: ‘Under

existing circumstances, and under all foreseeable circumstances,

I think that is so.’ Whereupon Mr. Macdonald once more

raised the question ‘whether, in taking into consideration the

two Powers (the Prime Minister) has had regard to any reason-

ably possible combination among those Powers against us’.

The Prime Minister answered: ‘The dominating consideration

with us is that we should maintain our superiority at sea. As has

often been explained by those responsible on both sides of the

House, we regard the two-Power standard as a workable formula

to give effect to that.’*

Mr. Lee again raised the question on 17 December 1908. He

called the attention of Mr. Asquith to the fact that the signa-

tories of a memorial on the reduction of armaments claimed

that he (Mr. Asquith) would shortly ‘make a public announce-

ment modifying the statements which he had recently made in

(the) House on the subject of the two-Power standard’. The

Prime Minister answered that the views of the Government

were unchanged; they would ‘continue to pursue a policy which

has now been followed for a number of years’. On the other

hand, he did not wish to discuss matters of such importance

merely in answer to a question, when a Minister ‘on the spur

of the moment’ might ‘use language, which, however carefully

chosen, may always be liable to a certain amount of misinter-

pretation’.*

During the debate on the naval estimates of 1909-10 the

’ Hansard, 4th Ser. cxcvi. 1768-9: 23 November 1908.
* Id. 4th Ser. cxcviii. 21 13-14: 17 December igo8.



APPENDIX II 467

question of German acceleration, and the British counter-

measures, took up the main attention of the speakers. The
Conservatives attacked the Government for neglecting even to

maintain a ‘one-Power’ standard in ships of the Dreadnought
class. The Prime Minister insisted that the question of a ‘two-

Power’ standard was distinct from the special question of the

construction of Dreadnoughts. ‘You must not take into account

merely . . . the number of your Dreadnoughts and Invincibles,

but you must take the total effective strength for defensive

purposes as compared with the combined effective strength of

any two other fleets for aggressive purposes.’^ On 29 March
1909, the Opposition moved a vote of censure on the naval

policy of the Government. Before the debate Mr. McKenna
stated in answer to a question, that the ‘standard of power’

taken by the Admiralty had been explained in the Prime
Minister’s speech on 16 March. He refused to go beyond this

statement. The debate on the vote of censure was concerned

with the question of German acceleration. One member (Cap-

tain Kincaird-Smith) pointed out that ‘a stranger listening to

(the) debate would have felt surprised at the utter absence of

all reference to the two-Power standard. We seem to have for-

gotten all about the two-Power standard. It is never mentioned

at all. ... I have never thought myself that we are going to be
able to permanently maintain [jir] the two-Power standard if

other countries, and notably the United States, choose to build

up their navies.’^

The question of a two-Power standard was, however, soon

revived. Questions were asked on 27 April, 29 April, and

3 May 1909, about the definition of the two-Power standard,

with particular reference to the inclusion of the navy of the

United States in a calculation of the strength of foreign navies.

A full debate was held on the subject on 26 May.^ Captain

Craig rose ‘to call attention to the divergent and contradictory

opinions expressed by various members ofHis Majesty’s Govern-

ment on the subject of Naval Defence’. He moved ‘That this

House would view with alarm any modification of the two-

Power standard as defined by the Prime Minister on the 12th

and 23rd November 1908, viz., a preponderance of 10 per cent,

over the combined strengths in capital ships of the two next

’ Hansard, 5th Ser. ii. 956: 16 March 1909.
* Id. 5th Ser. iii. no: ag March 1909. ’ Id. 5th Ser. v. 1378-1330.
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strongest Powers, whatever these Powers may be and wherever

they may be situated.’ The opening speech for the motion was

made by Mr. C. Craig. He reminded the House of the different

pronouncements made by the Prime Minister, and asked for a

clear statement whether the Government did or did not include

the United States in their calculations. The Prime Minister’s

answer was neither clear nor consistent with his earlier declara-

tions. He refused to consider the ‘two-Power’ standard as an

immutable rule. Tt is spoken of sometimes as if it were like the

law of gravitation or the precepts of the Decalogue—a sort of

immutable truth dictated to us by Nature or Providence, which

it is absolutely profane to criticize, and which under no circum-

stances can be questioned. . . . The two-Power standard is

nothing more than an empirical generalization; it is a convenient

working rule of thumb under existing conditions—conditions

which have prevailed for a considerable number of years. We
do not know how much longer they are going to prevail.’ The

navy must be strong enough to safeguard Great Britain from

invasion, and to protect the British Empire and British com-

merce. T much prefer to state our purpose and our naval policy

in terms of means, and I say you must adapt your means from

time to time, having regard to the ever-shifting exigencies of

the ship-building policies and ambitions of other countries

We must take our total effective strength for defensive purposes,

as compared with the combined effective strength of any other

two fleets.’ The Prime Minister then suggested three ‘practical

considerations’ in the application of the rule, (i) Two hostile

fleets were not as effective as one homogeneous fleet belonging

to one nation, and under one command. (2) The two-Power

standard applied only to battleships. (3) The question of dis-

tance was of importance in considering any probable combina-

tion ofhostile Powers. ‘As regards the United States they would

not count under existing conditions as one of the two Powers

which you have to take into account.’*

The Prime Minister’s statements were wrapped in elaborate

verbiage, but the discrepancy between his reservations and the

' As early as February 1904, Haldane had excluded the navy of the United

States from any calculation of the two-Power standard. He said in the House rf

Commons that he had ‘always maintained that the two-Power standard had

nothing whatever to do with die United States. He refused to contemplate 'W
with the United States as being within the range of practical polidcs.’ Hansard,

4th Ser. exxx. 1301.
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plain statements which he had made in the previous November
could not be concealed. Mr. Bellairs described the speech as a
‘complete abandonment of the two-Power standard’; Mr. Bal-

four asked that the Government should state exactly what was
their standard. Finally, Mr. McKenna repeated, in less elabor-

ate phraseology, the statement of the Prime Minister, and the

debate ended without any more explicit definition.

The debate on the shipbuilding vote in July 1909 again

showed that the two-Power standard was no longer applicable

to the requirements of the time, or rather, that this standard

was being applied not to the two navies nearest in strength to

the British navy but to the fleets of Germany and Austria. The
Opposition accused the Government of building to a one-

Power standard. The Prime Minister referred once more to his

general reservations, but on neither side of the House was there

any clear statement of the standard required. Mr. Ashley

suggested that a new standard should be taken, and that Great

Britain should ‘build two ships to every one laid down by the

next strongest Power’.* On the other hand. Dr. Macnamara
complained that the two-Power standard, which had been
applied only to capital ships, was now being used in a compari-

son of all classes of vessels.* It is curious that no member of the

Opposition noticed that this interpretation was entirely new,

and that, in earlier years, the limitation of the two-Power

standard to battleships meant that the British margin ofsuperior-

ity in other classes of ships was higher.*

The large programme of eight capital ships in 1909-10 was
followed by a programme of five ships in 1910-11. In his

explanation of the naval estimates of 1910-ri to the House
Mr. McKeima was able to state that ‘the BritishNavy maintains,

in the strict sense of the term, the two-Power standard laid

down by . . . the Prime Minister’. Mr. Lee denied that the

standard was being maintained in its traditional form. Lord
Charles Beresford attacked the Prime Minister’s view that the

‘ Hansard, 5th Ser. viii. 1717: 3 August 1909. * Id. ib. 1797.
* The point was raised in the following March by Mr. Leverton Harris. ‘As a

ship-owner . . . the two-Power standard never seems to me complete or entirely

satisfactory. . . . The two-Power standard deals entirely with capital vessels. ... It

leaves out of account the number and size ofour Mercantile Marine and the great

length of the ocean routes which have to be protected and kept open in time of

hostilities.’ Id. 5th Ser. xv. 277.
* Id. ib. 38-147 (14 March 1910), 198-316 (15 March), 363-478 (16 March),

532-603 (17 March).
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question of the geographical disposition of other strong navies

affected the interpretation of a two-Power standard. British

interests were world-wide; ‘it would be more difficult for us if

there were a large hostile fleet at the other end of the world than

it would be if there were two hostile fleets in European waters,

because we could then concentrate against them. . . . The fleet

abroad will have to be stronger on account of reliefs, supplies,

and keeping its units. But you must be prepared to have two

fleets unless you observe the two-Power standard.’ Mr. Gibson

Bowles stated the case for the opposite view. ‘The two-Power

standard is a mere hollow formula. It is the kind of notion

which a man desires who wishes to relieve himselffrom thought

and action and to put his mind into a pigeon-hole and leave it

there once and for ever. A two-Power standard at one time

may be excessive, and at another time it may be deficient. . ,

.

The standard of efficiency for our Navy ... is this: You must

first find out who all your probable enemies are going to be,

and then provide such a Fleet, so manned and so handled, that

you are sure to beat them. ... To arm against the whole world,

against your friends as well as against your enemies, is foolish

and unnecessary.’

The references to the subject in the discussion of the ship-

building vote were similar. The Prime Minister left no doubt

that the Government intended to ‘maintain an ample margin

of security against all probable or even possible risks’; but he

did not commit himself to any particular numerical standard.'

In the following March Mr. McKenna stated in answer to a

question that the Government accepted the definition of the

two-Power standard given by the Prime Minister in igog, and

not the definition given in November igo8.^ The question was

asked immediately before a general debate on the reduction of

armaments.^ Mr. J. M. Macdonald, in opening this debate,

opposed a twO-Power standard on the ground that it imposed

upon Great Britmn ‘the necessity of maintaining a standard of

strength equal to the two next strongest Powers without any

regard to the relations between them or to their relations with

us’. The standard was justified at a time when Great Britain

was not on good terms with France and Russia; ‘it was forced

upon us by the existence of a real danger, but the danger dis-

* Hansard, 5th Ser. xix. 639: 14 July igio.
‘ Id. xxii. i860: 13 March igio. 3 Id. ib. 1877-1996.
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appeared in the face of a wise diplomacy’. Mr. Balfour agreed

that the two-Power standard might not fit the conditions of the

time, but asked for a definition of the standard which was to

take the place of the two-Power rule. Grey repeated the Prime
Minister’s view that ‘in dealing with the two-Power standard

you must not take the United States into account in the same
way that you must take European countries’, and accepted Mr
McKenna’s definition ofa ‘fleet sufficient to hold the sea against

any reasonably probable combination’.

The debate on the naval estimates of 1911-12 followed three

days after the general discussion on the reduction ofarmaments.^

Mr. Lee pointed out that the two-Power standard had now
disappeared, and again asked for a ‘two keels to one’ standard

in relation to the next strongest naval Power. He was supported

on the Conservative side, though Mr. Balfour did not go beyond
a criticism of the view that Great Britain need not consider

naval Powers outside Europe. The answers of the Government
were still evasive. The Prime Minister was asked to state

plainly whether he had abandoned his definition of the two-

Power standard as a preponderance of 1 0 per cent, over the com-
bined strength of the two next strongest Powers, wherever these

Powers were situated. His answer was merely a reference to his

speech of 26 May 1909.* In a later stage of the debate on the

estimates Mr. Lee appeeded to the First Lord to explain the

standard adopted by the Government. Mr. McKenna found

it difficult to elude the contradiction between the two statements

made by the Prime Minister. He pointed out that the numerical

basis of the two-Power standard was properly applicable to

ships in European waters, and could not be used in comparing

fleets which were too far apart to act together against Great

Britain.^ Further discussion in the summer brought no plainer

definition of the standard.

The whole question was treated with clearness and precision

by Mr. Churchill in the spring of 1912. Mr. Churchill intro-

duced his first naval estimates with a numberofgeneral remarks.

He said that the Government was not prepared to recommend
the immediate introduction of a ‘two keels to one standard in

new construction against Germany. The time may come when
that will be necessary, but it is not necessary now. . . . Standards

’ Hansard, 5th Ser. xxii. 3457-558: 16 March igii.
* Id. 5th Ser. xxiii. 23-3: 20 March 1911. ’ Id. 5th Ser. xxiii. 2542-3.
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of naval strength must vary with circumstances and situations’.’

The Admiralty proposed, while the pre-Dreadnought ships

retained their fighting value, to adopt a standard of 6o per cent,

superiority in Dreadnoughts; this standard would be higher in

the case of other classes of ship, and would be increased to meet

any further increase in the German programme.* Mr. Churchill

finally dismissed the two-Power standard. ‘When the next two

strongest naval Powers were France and Russia, and when these

two Powers were also what one might call the most probable

adverse diplomatic combination, the two-Power standard was

a convenient rule, based upon reality, for us to follow as a guide.

The passage of time and the rise of a navy of a single Power to

the first place upon the Continent has changed this. We have

no longer to contemplate as our greatest potential danger, the

alliance, junction, and co-operation of two naval Powers of

approximately equal strength. On the facts of to-day, the

Navy that we should require to secure us against the most

probable adverse combination would not be very much greater

than the Navy we should require to secure us against the next

strongest naval Power.’

Mr. Churchill’s statement put an end to the uncertainty about

the standard to which the Government were building; his speech

was well received by the Conservatives, and the question of a

return to a two-Power standard was now settled. During the

next two years there were further discussions about the strength

of the navy, but these discussions dealt for the most part with

the number of ships to be maintained in the Mediterranean.

The Conservatives doubted whether Mr. Churchill was actually

making provision for the preponderance in capital and other

ships which he had described as necessary. These debates were

not less heated and controversial than the earlier debates on

the two-Power standard, but they took full account of the

changed conditions.

The last discussion of importance took place on 17 March

1914. Mr. Churchill’s words summarized the history of the

two-Power standard from the time of Lord George Hamilton

to the outbreak of the Great War: ‘Formerly we have followed

the two-Power standard—that is to say, 10 per cent, over the

two next strongest Powers. Now that standard has become

quite meaningless. The two next strongest Powers, if you take

> Hansard, 5th Ser. xxxv. 1554-5. * See above, p. 369.
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the whole world, would be Germany and the United States,

and if you leR out the United States, as common sense would
dictate, the two next strongest Powers would be Germany and
France, which is not a very helpful or reasonable standard to

adopt. . . . The 6o per cent, standard was adopted by the

Admiralty in 1908 or 1909, and it was annoyneed publicly by
me two years ago. That is a building standard ofnew construc-

tion only, and it refers to capital ships only. For cruisers we
follow a 100 per cent, standard, and have been for many years.

There are other standards for other classes.’*

’ Hansard, 5th Ser. lix. 1996-7: 17 March 1914.
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‘CAPITAL’ SHIPS

The eighteenth-century term ‘capital’ ship was revived about

1907. The older terms used were ‘ships of the line’ or ‘batde-

ships’. A book on naval policy published in 1907 by Captain

R. N. Custance under the pseudonym of ‘Barfleur’ brought

back the adjective ‘capital’ into modern use. The term was of

importance in view of the development of the large and power-

ful armoured cruisers of the ‘Invincible’ type. The Times, in a

leading article on the subject on 28 December 1908, pointed

out that if the British cruisers of the Invincible type were

included in any calculation of ‘capital’ ships, the cruisers of

foreign Powers should also be brought into the account. Mr.

Lee used the term on 12 November 1908, in a question to the

Prime Minister; the Prime Minister did not comment on the

word ‘capital’ in his reply.' On the other hand, three weeks

later (7 December 1908), Mr. McKenna was asked in the

House of Commons to state the number of ‘capital’ ships in

commission in the navies of Great Britain, France, Germany,

and Russia. He answered: ‘I am not aware what interpretation

my hon. friend places upon the term “capital” ship.’ He then

gave a list of ‘first-class battleships’.^ Three months later Mr.

McKenna was asked to define the term ‘capital’ ship. He
answered that the Board of Admiralty had ‘never sanctioned

the official use of the term, and they do not deem it expedient

to do so’.^ In May 1909 Mr. Asquith mentioned the term.

‘The phrase has recently crept in ... of “capital ships”. I do not

know what a “capital ship” is, or I do not think [sic] anybody

else knows. ... At any rate it was used in regard to ships to be

put in the line of battle. In other words, it does not include the

great bulk of your cruisers. ... It applies to battleships who, as

the lawyers would say, were ejusdem generis.’^

In March 1910 Mr. Lee gave a definition of the term:® ‘The

term “capital ships” is an old eighteenth-century term applying

to a ship which is capable of lying in line of battle.’ The term

was used in this sense without question from 1910 onwards.

* Hansard, 4th Ser. cxcvi. 560. * Id. 4th Ser. cxcviii. 40.

’ Id. 5th Ser. i. mo: i March 1909.
* Id. 5th Ser. V. 1894: a6 May 1909. * Id. 5th Ser. xv. 267.
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The difficulty of defining ships ‘capable of lying in line of

battle’ had arisen since the development of a larger and more
powerful type of cruiser. For some years the new cruisers of the

Invincible type were known as large armoured cruisers, or even

as ‘fast battleships’. In 191 1 these ships were officially described

as ‘battleship-cruisers’ and in 1912 as batde-cruisers.

Note. The term ‘super-Dreadnought’, to denote later ships of

the Dreadnought type, was used in The Times of 3 March 191 1.

The Times described the word as ‘misleading’; the ‘super-

Dreadnought’ was as much an advance on the Dreadnought

type as this type of ship had been an advance upon earlier

battleships. Moreover, some of the later ships classed as Dread-

noughts were not ‘all-big gun ships’, and if such ships were

counted as Dreadnoughts, the Lord Nelson and Agamemnon should

also be included.
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BRITISH OFFER OF A REDUCTION IN SHIP-

BUILDING PROGRAMME AT THE TIME OF
THE FIRST HAGUE CONFERENCE

Mr. Goschen, in a speech explaining the naval estimates of

1899-1900, told the House of Commons that the great increase

in the shipbuilding programmes of foreign Powers, particularly

in the Russian programme, necessitated a corresponding increase

in the British programme. At the same time he offered to

reduce the British programme if a reduction were made by

other Powers. ‘An International Conference is to be assembled.

Will the deliberations of that Conference—will the actions of

other nations resulting from that Conference—make it possible

for us to diminish or modify our programme for new construc-

tion, while, ofcourse, maintaining our standard and not altering

our relative position? We have been compelled to increase our

expenditure as other nations have increased theirs, not taking

the lead, not pressing on more than they. As they have in-

creased, so we have increased. I have now to state on behalf

of Her Majesty’s Government that similarly, if the other great

Naval Powers should be prepared to diminish their Programmes

of shipbuilding, we should be prepared on our side to meet such

a procedure by modifying ours. The difficulties of adjustment

are no doubt immense, but our desire that the Conference

should succeed in lightening the tremendous burdens which

now weigh down all European nations is sincere.’"

It is interesting to notice that this offer was regarded by some

of the supporters of the Government as dangerous, and that the

arguments used against it were not unlike those used by Ger-

many at the second Hague Conference. Sir J. Colomb said that

‘an official intimation of readiness to determine the extent of

our naval force by reference to the wishes of a selected number

of European maritime nations is a regrettably new departure

* Hansard, 4th Ser. Ixviii. 333—4. TTie closing words of Mr. Goschen’s speech

are of interest. ‘Ifyou think that war is simply an absurd impossibility, ifyou think

you can have peace without power, if you believe in the sweet reasonableness of

Europe in arms, then I admit that these estimates are a crime. If, on the other hand

it is not so, then these Estimates are a necessity, and they are simply the embodi-

ment of the will of a peace-loving but determined people.’
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in British policy. I object to allowing our naval policy to be
saddled with any conditions laid down at any conference, only

representing certain maritime powers, and not all. My reason

for that is that there is no parallel at all in the British position

and in the position of any other nation in the world’ . . . ‘What
about the United States and Japan? We cannot deal with this

question of the relative strength of our Fleet, and of European
Fleets, and be bound by a proposal for a reduction of our Fleet,

ifany portion of the great maritimePowers is left out ofaccount. ’ ‘

Mr. Macartney, the Secretary to the Admiralty, answered this

speech in a curious way. He pointed out that Mr. Goschen
had not committed himself to any ‘reduction of the naval power
of this country in the event of an agreement of the European
Powers without regard to the responsibilities of the Empire at

large. . . . My right honourable Friend said, “If Europe does not

agree, the programme must stand”.’ Mr. Macartney denied

that ‘a converse should be deducted from (this) statement’.

On behalf of the Opposition, Mr. E. Robertson pointed out the

inconsistency between Mr. Goschen’s and Mr. Macartney’s

statements. Mr. Macartney then explained that he was only

protesting against the view that ‘the naval expenditure of (the)

country was (being) placed in the hands of the European Con-
ference’. He had no wish to ‘diminish’ the statement that ‘if

the Peace Conference does emry out the object which we all

believe His Majesty the Tsar sincerely has at heart, an oppor-

tunity will probably be afforded to all European Naval Powers

of in important elements diminishing \sic\ their programmes of

naval construction’.*

The proposal was given little notice in the British or foreign

press. No other announcement was made on the subject, and

the public gave small attention to the matter. The Russian

invitation to the Peace Conference came at a time when Russia

was making a large increase in her navy, and Germany was

about to extend the scope of the naval programme laid down
in the law of 1898. No proposal for the reduction of armaments

was likely to receive serious consideration, and the discussions

ended in a simple vm that the Governments represented at the

Conference should examine the possibility ofan agreement upon
the limitation of their armed forces and their military and naval

expenditure.

’ Hansard, 4th Ser. Ixviii. 587-91. Jd. ib. 636-7. ^ Id. ib. 1065-6
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MR. LLOYD GEORGE ON THE POSSIBILITY OF
ECONOMY IN ARMAMENTS, 23 JULY 1914

{This speech has a particular interest in view of the date upon

which it was delivered.)

T THINK . . . that next year there will be substantial economy

without interfering in the slightest degree with the efficiency of

the Navy. The expenditure of the last few years has been very

largely for the purpose of meeting what is recognized to be a

temporary emergency. ... I think it is a very serious thing . .

.

to assume that this expenditure on armaments is going on, and

that there is not likely to be a stop to it. I think there are symp-

toms, not merely here but in other lands, not merely that the

industrial classes, but that the financial interests of the world

are getting alarmed. I have always held that you cannot arrest

armaments by mere political moves against them and by mere

political criticism. I have always thought you could not arrest

them by motives of humanity, and I regret that that is so. I

am firmly of opinion that they will only be arrested when the

great financial interests of the world begin to realize what a

menace they are to capital, to property, to industry, to the

prosperity of the world, and I think they are beginning to

realize it. . . . It is very difficult for one nation to arrest this very

terrible development. You cannot do it. You cannot when

other nations are spending huge sums of money which are not

merely weapons of defence, but are equally weapons of attack.

I realize that, but the encouraging symptom which I obser\'e is

that the movement against it is a cosmopolitan one and an

international one. Whether it will bear fruit this year or next

year, that I am not sure of, but I am certain that it will come.

I can see signs, distinct signs, of reaction throughout the world.

Take a neighbour of ours. Our relations are very much better

than they were a few years ago. There is none of that snarling

which we used to see, more especially in the Press of those two

great, I will not say rival nations, but two great Empires. The

feeling is better altogether between them. They begin to realize

they can co-operate for common ends, and that the points of

cooperation are greater and more numerous and more impor-



APPENDIX V 479

tant than the points of possible controversy.’ Mr. Lloyd George
then quoted a speech made by the Duke of Wellington in 1842

in defence of the income tax. The Duke ofWellington de'xribed

the measures of the years immediately preceding 1842 as •r->r

measures’. He used the words: T believe we have been at

something as like war, if it be not war, as anything could well

be.’ Mr. Lloyd George commented: ‘That is exaedy a descrip-

tion of the present situation, not merely in this country, but

throughout the whole world. We have been engaged in some-

thing which is as like war as you could imagine. . . . Here in

Europe we are spending ;^350,ooo,ooo a year upon all this

machinery of slaughter. ... It would really make one despair

of the common sense of nations to imagine that that state, not

of armed peace, but of armament which is equivalent to war,

could continue. It is true that it is warfare carried on by means

of taxes and all sorts of scientific devices, but none the less it is

war between the nations. I cannot help thinking that civiliza-

tion, which is able to deal with disputes amongst individuals

and small communities at home, and is able to regulate these

by means of some sane and well-ordered arbitrament, should

be able to extend its operations to the larger sphere of disputes

amongst States.’*

Hansard, 5th Ser. Ixv. 726-g.
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THE QUESTION OF GERMAN ACCELERATION

(a) The following is an extract from a report drawn up by

Colonel Surtees, British Military Attache at Constantinople m
1 908. The report described a conversationbetween Colonel Sur-

tees and a representative in Constantinople of the German firm

of Erhardt, the most important rival of Krupp in the manufac-

ture of armaments. The date of the report is 20 December 1908.

It therefore reached the Foreign Office some tiine after the

British Government had reason to believe, on other grounds,

that the German naval authorities had taken steps which would

make possible the acceleration ofwork on the large ships of the

1909-10 programme of construction.

‘During recent years (as can be proved) enormous quantities

of heavy machinery have been purchased by Krupp’s which

can be required for no other purpose than that ofmanufacturing

big guns and big naval mountings. This present machinery is

far in excess of any requirements for the existing naval pro-

gramme of Germany. German naval mountings are simpler in

construction than English ones, and are designed particularly

with the object of being manufactured quickly. The date of

delivering a battleship depends upon the date when the big guns

and mountings can be delivered and erected. The ship can

(with pressure) be built in about half the time necessary for the

guns and mountings, if both were actually ordered at the same

date Krupp makes ship plates and structural iron work, also

armour plate and ammunition and could get all such material

ready secretly. From information received it seems safe to say

that it is, or was, the intention, of the Emperor to secretly

prepare all the mountings, ship’s plates, ammunition, &c., at

Krupp’s and then to suddenly commence the creation of a

number of battleships sufficient to, at least, equal the naval

strength of England. The programme has been already settled;

it would only mean manufketuring earlier than expected. The

financial reserve of Krupp’s alone would get over the money

difficulty. Notwithstanding the reserve fund of Krupp’s (esti-

mated by Erhardt to amount to ^10 millions) Messrs. Krupp

have, during the past few years, borrowed further capital of
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several millions. The difficulty of suddenly providing the

necessary number of trained seamen appears to have been also

considered, by training the present rank and file to take o',.'-

more important duties if required and by using their Naval
Reserve. The comparative simplicity of German naval mount-
ings, and the fact that each ofthe new ships would be duplicates

of each other, would assist in this direction.

‘Assuming for argument that such ships were to be built by
Germany, as soon as it became known that they were being

constructed, England might reply by laying down an equal or

greater number, expecting that they would be constructed in

our country as rapidly. However with such a start as indicated,

it is conceivable that the new German fleet would be ready two
years the earlier.

‘It must however be remembered that the position has

changed by the recent loss of power by the German Emperor
and from conversation with Germans it would seem that such

loss of power is far more real than might be credited from a

perusal of the accounts which have appeared in the English

press.’* (F.O. General; Correspondence respecting affairs of

N. and W. Europe, pt. 20. Oct.-Dec. 1909.)

(b) Mr. Mulliner and the Cabinet.

During and after the debates in Parliament in 1909 upon the

question of German acceleration a certain prominence was

given to the action of Mr. H. H. Mulliner, of the Coventry

Ordnance Works. Mr. Mulliner had been a partner in a

Birmingham firm which manufactured scientific measuring

instruments and tools for manufacturing complicated parts of

ordnance. After the Boer War the firm moved to Coventry,

and amalgamated with Cammell’s of Sheffield. The Ordnance

section of the firm became a separate company owned by

Cammell Laird, the Fairfield Shipbuilding and Engineering

Company, and John Brown & Co. Mr. Mulliner became

managing director of the company.

While visiting continental centres in order to obtain informa-

tion about the latest types of plant and machinery Mr. Mul-

liner found that German machine and machine tool makers

were working at large orders for Messrs. Krupp. He came to

‘ The publication of the Daily Telegraph interview had taken place in October

1908.

4192 I i
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the conclusion that this work implied an extension of Krupp’s

productive capacity which would give Germany greatly in-

creased facilities for rapid construction of armour plate and

guns. Mr. Mulliner wrote to the War Office on 1 1 May 1906:’

‘These extensions will give them [Krupp’s] a possibility of out-

put far in excess of the whole capacity of Great Britain. The

scheme must be either immense future requirements for their

own country, or that they mean to obtain the whole armament

trade of the world outside the few Great Powers who build for

themselves. . . . Are you aware of the enormous expenditure

now going on at Krupp’s for the purpose ofmanufacturing very

large naval guns and mountings quickly?’ Mr. Mulliner gave

full details of the orders placed by Krupp. The War Office

passed his letter to the Admiralty on 13 May 1906. The Admir-

alty, according to Mr. Mulliner’s statement, suspected him of

giving tendencious information in the hope of getting orders for

his firm. In November 1908 he spoke to ‘one of our greatest

generals’. The Admiralty continued to ignore his reports. He

then wrote to other officials. In February 1909 he was asked

to lay his information before the Committee of Imperial

Defence. The Committee told him that his information cor-

roborated evidence already obtained by them. A week later

he was invited to Downing Street. Here he saw SirJohn Fisher,

Sir John Jellicoe, and members of the Cabinet.

There is no reason to doubt that Mr. Mulliner had approached

the War Office and Admiralty for patriotic reasons. The en-

largement of Krupp’s works was undisputed; the Government

had knowledge of the facts, they might or might not draw the

inferences which had alarmed Mr. Mulliner. In any case the

facts, though they were important in relation to the potentiali-

ties of German naval construction, had no direct bearing upon

the question of the actual collection of material, giving of

contracts, &c., for ships in advance of the published time-table

and the votes of credits in the Reichstag.

Mr. Mulliner’s information was therefore corroborative, but

not in any sense decisive. The matter was discussed in the

press, and Mr. Mulliner’s name was subsequently associated

with the whole question of acceleration because he insisted m
' Mr. Mulliner gave an account of his correspondence and interviews in letten

to The Times on 2 and 6 August, 2i September, 17 December igog, i, 3> 8>

iSJanuary igio. Acriticism ofhisstatements was made by a naval correspondent

in The Times of 5 January igog.
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public statements (i) that he had been the first person to caJl

attention to the facts about Krupp, (ii) that his information had
been ignored for over two years, at grave risk to the securisy Cif

the country, (iii) that Mr. McKenna, in his speech on the naval
estimates on 16 March 1909 concealed the fact that the Govern-
ment were given in 1906 information about Krupp’s increased

facilities for the manufacture ofguns and armour, and (iv) that

as a result of the steps which he (Mr. Mulliner) had taken, his

firm was being ‘victimized’ by the Admiralty. He wrote to the

press in December 1909, that, after his interview at Downing
Street in February 1909, the Admiralty had ‘begun a campaign
against him’, and that Admiralty officials refused to see him to

discuss work which was being undertaken by his firm. His com-
pany did not receive certain orders which they had expected,

and at a board meeting several of his fellow directors told him
that they had been approached, directly and indirectly, by
Admiralty officials, ‘with a strong hint that these orders would
not come until he (Mr. Mulliner) left the firm’. Mr. Mulliner

therefore left the board of directors. His place was taken by
Admiral Bacon, who, as Captain Bacon, had been Director of

Naval Ordnance. Shortly after Mr. Mulliner’s retirement from

the firm the expected order arrived. Mr. Mulliner also offered

a reward of ;^ioo for any statement from a responsible member
of the Government giving the date upon which they first knew
of the ‘enormous acceleration for the production of armaments

which commenced in Germany in the beginning of 1906’.

Mr. Mulliner’s statements in The Times about the potential

output of Krupp’s works produced answers fromMr.J. Leyland.
‘

Mr. Leyland thought that the enlargement of Krupp’s works

was generally known, and that the Siatistische Angaben published

by the firm were clear and explicit. According to these statistics,

the increase in plant and in the number of employees did not

take place until the year 1909, though there was a very consider-

able addition during this year.

Mr. Mulliner’s charges against the Admiralty were mentioned

in Parliament by Mr. Duke, Conservative member for Exeter,

on 16 March 1910.* The facts were denied by Mr. McKenna.
Mr. Duke did not press the matter to a division. There was

no further discussion in the House, though the Conservative

' The Times, 3 September 1909, 4 January 1910.

* Hansard, 5th Ser. xv. 418, 420^, 456.



484 APPENDIX VI

Opposition was not satisfied with Mr. McKenna’s treatmoit

of the matter.

ic} Possible technical reasons for the acceleration of the ‘Oldenburg

(one of the ships of the igo^io programme).

On the basis ofthe facts known to the Admiralty and admitted

by Tirpitz, it was suggested in an article in The Times in 1910'

that the acceleration of the Oldenburg might have been due to

the fact that this ship was the fourth of a squadron of four ships

of the same type. The other three ships of the squadron

belonged to the 1908-9 programme, and the German Admiralty

wished to complete the squadron as quickly as possible.

This explanation was not given by Tirpitz or suggested by

the British naval attaches in Berlin. It has no bearing on the

main problem which faced the British Government in 1909.

This problem was set by the facts (i) that Germany possessed

facilities for rapid construction of ships which might ensure

their completion in advance ofthe published time-table, (ii) that

these facilities were being used in 1908 and the early part of

1909, and therefore, (iii) that, if the German authorities wished

to do so, they could complete the ships of the 1908-9 and

1909-10 programmes in advance of the dates publicly an-

nounced. The completion of these ships would have made

possible a similar acceleration in the case of ships belonging to

the 1910-n programme.s, since the contractors and manufac-

turers would have been free to begin work at an earlier date

on these igio-ii .ships.

(d) The following correspondence between Grey and Goschen is supple-

mentary to the material published in B.D.D. vol. vi.

(i) Grey to Goschen, 19 March 1908

Count Metternich supplemented his conversation ofyesterday,

by informing me to-day that the two ships for which contracts

had been promised in advance of the financial year 1909-10,

will be built in thirty-six months from the moment when the

Reichstag votes the money for them. They will be ready for

trial trips at the earliest in April 1912, and \^1 not be ready for

commission before October 1912.

I said that I wished to tell him, quite informally, what had

‘ The Times, 9 February. Cf. also a letter from Mr. J. Leyland in The Times,

3 November 1910.
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been passing in my mind. A real scare was arising in this

country. He said it was an artificial scare. I replied that no
doubt some of the Opposition, for party purposes, would exag-

gerate this scare at elections; but, for wider reasons than this,

I had been considering how the scare might be ended. I was
sure it could not be stopped by simple repetition in Parliament
ofhis assurance to me as to the thirteen ships, and what Admiral
Tirpitz had said. We should at once be asked whether this was
an undertaking on the part of the German Government, and I

should have to answer, no.

Count Metternich said he thought it would be difficult for the

German Government to put their assurance in the form of an
undertaking.

Then we should be asked whether our Naval Attache was
allowed to see what was actually going on. Our answer to this

would also have to be, no. This would give rise to a new cry

that the Government were too easy-going, and were in danger

of being taken in, for they could have no knowledge from one

half-year to another ofwhat was actually being done. IfI were
to repeat in the House ofCommons what Count Metternich had
told me as to the thirteen ships, and were to state that, acting

upon that information, the Government did not propose to give

orders for the four hypothetical ships which they had put into

the Estimates this year, matters would only be made worse.

Public opinion would concentrate on the point that the Govern-

ment could not, and ought not to, trust the statement of the

German Government so implicitly, at any rate with regard to

the future. This would be the most undesirable form that agita-

tion here could take.

We had a long conversation, in which I spoke most earnestly

to Count Metternich as to the opportunity there was now for

creating confidence. We knew the German programme, but

we could not know the time it would take to carry it out. If

our respective Admiralties put their cards on the table and let

our respective Naval Attaches see from time to time the actual

stage of construction of the capital ships, we should go before

Parliament with a statement that the two Governments, know-

ing that their Navies were not intended for hostile operations

against each other, had agreed to keep each other informed as to

the work which was being done, in order to put an end to the

suspicions which must arise in the minds of people so disposed
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if they insisted on concealing the facts of construction from

each other.

We should then from time to time be able to state the facts,

and thus dispose completely of such statements as those ma(1 f

by Mr. Balfour and Mr. Lee. We should be able to convince

the House of Commons that they had not to face the contin-

gency of seventeen German ships in 1912 to which we ourselves

had referred. We should turn back the whole tide of public

opinion, and create not only a detente, but a most favourable

reaction.

Count Metternich said, as he had said before, that he was not

authorized to say anything on this point.

I told him that I was not pressing him for a reply, I was

simply discussing what could be done.

He remarked that he did not know whether Naval Attaches

could be admitted to see ships without their noticing secrets

which no Government would wish to disclose.

I said I should have thought that nowadays those secrets were

of too special a kind to be revealed by a mere visit to a yard.

He also thought it would hardly be possible to allow a Naval

Attachd to inspect every gun, and he reminded me that I had

said the armament was a most important matter in the con-

struction of a ship.

I said these were details. I could not say off-hand how much

or how little would satisfy our Admiralty.

Finally, Count Metternich promised that, as far as he per-

sonally was concerned, he would do all he could in the matter to

find some solution.

Though he said little, the impression he left upon my mind

was that he personally was sympathetic to some arrangement,

but he did not think that his Government would agree to any-

thing of the kind, and that he therefore confined himself to

stating such objections as occurred to him.

(ii) Goschen to Grey, 21 July 1909

Herr von Schoen told me, at his official reception yesterday,

that the Imperial Minister of Marine had called his attention

to the Naval Debate in the House of Commons and had ex-

pressed some surprise that the First Lord of the Admiralty, m
spite of the assurances which had been given, had again stated

that the Imperial Government had anticipated their Pro-
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gramme by commencing last year one of the ships belonging to

the current year. His Excellency a.sked me what I thought ofthe

matter. I replied that of course I could only give him my
personal views. As far as I understood the German point rf

view it was that there had been no anticipation of the 1909
Programme, in that no official authorization had been given,

or Government money appropriated, for the construction of

any ship belonging to that Programme before the time specified,

namely the ist of April, 1909. This was, from a departmental

point of view a perfectly correct exposition of the facts, all the

more that as far as I knew the keel of no 1909 ship had been
laid before the specified time. On the other hand it could not

be ignored that by promising and practically giving the contract

for the construction of one of the 1909 ships to Herr Schichau

of Danzig, as far back as October last, the Minister of Marine
had placed the contractor in a position, of which as a man of

business he was practically certain to have availed himself, to

collect material and so generally get work on the ship in an

advanced stage before the period specified for the laying of her

keel. This was evidently a strong possibility, and in framing

their Naval Policy His Majesty’s Government had to reckon

with possibilities as well as with facts. It was therefore my
opinion that Mr. McKenna, without throwing any doubt upon
the assurances ofthe Minister of Marine with regard to the inten-

tions of his Government, could not, upon being pressed for an

answer respecting German Ship-building, pass over in silence

the possibility that Herr Schichau had taken advantage of the

early contract and placed it in the power of the Imperial

Government to have the ship completed before the specified

time, should such an acceleration be for one reason or another

considered necessary.

Herr von Schoen replied that he had always been of the

opinion that it had been unwise to place the contract so early

and that misunderstandings might arise in consequence. He
had reminded the Minister of Marine of this when the latter

spoke to him on the subject ofMr. McKenna’s speech. Herr von

Schoen said that the facts were more or less as I had stated,

and that he was sure that there had been no intention on the

part of Mr. McKenna to throw doubts on the assurances of the

Imperial Government. But he was glad that the Naval Debate

was over as the discussion ofnaval matters on either side always
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seemed to have an exeiting effect on both sides, particularly in

the Press. He added that, as regards the subject we had been

discussing, even if there had been a sort of unpremeditated

anticipation of the Programme, it had been of such a very slight

and unimportant nature that it was scarcely worthy of notice,

In any case I might rely upon the assurance which he had so

frequently given to me that no ship would be completed before

the time specified in the Programme.

The Cologne Gazette as reported in The Times states quite

recently as an established fact, that the ship contracted for by

the Schichau works and belonging to the 1909 programme was

actually begun in 1908, so that Admiral Tirpitz has no reason

to affect an attitude of injured innocence. C. H.

I have been over all this in conversation with Count Metter-

nich. E. G.

(iii) Grey to Goschen, 28 July 1909

Count Metternich spoke to me to-day about the naval debate

which took place in the House of Commons on the 26th.

Count Metternich seemed displeased because Mr. McKenna
still spoke about the acceleration of the German programme.

He said he would not refer to the views expressed by Mr.

Balfour, as the latter had no official position. The general

impression conveyed by Count Metternich’s observations was

that he thought Germany had not been fairly treated in the

debate, the report of which, he informed me, had taken some

hours to read.

I told him I had, so far, been too busy to read any report of

the debate of the 26th. But I knew, of course, what it had been

settled to say, and I assumed that Mr. McKenna had said it.

When he spoke about acceleration, no doubt he meant that

certain German firms had been put in a position, last autumn,

to prepare in advance for the construction of certain ships; this

would, naturally, accelerate the beginning of construction. I

understood the German statement to be that, though the

beginning might be accelerated, the ships would not in the

long run be completed any sooner, and I thought Mr. McKenna
was referring to the beginning. In any case, ithad been arranged

that Mr. McKenna should call attention to the proposed new

Austrian ships, to the actual increase in the Italian naval esti-

mates, and probably to the report that the French Naval Com-



APPENDIX VI 4fig

mittee had urged an increase in the French naval expenditure.

The general expenditure of Europe was a factor to be taken

into account, and we did not wish to make Germany too

prominent in connexion with our proposals. I gathered from
Count Metternich that reference had been made to Austrian

and Italian shipbuilding.

As to what Mr. Balfour might have said, I told Count Metter-

nich that of course Mr. Balfour knew the statements which had
been made in the previous naval debate, but there had not been
any communication with him about the debate on the 26th.

I had asked some one yesterday what the tendency of Mr.
Balfour’s speech had been, and had been told that it did not

show satisfaction with the proposals of the Government; but

that was all I knew about it.

(iv) Grey to Goschen, 9 August 1909

[Count Metternich] again remarked that he had noticed

statements as to German Acceleration in debates in Parliament.

I once more pointed out to His Excellency that it was admitted

that there had been acceleration in beginning the construction

of one or two of the German ships. I had seen this admission

in the German press. This initial acceleration would, naturally,

make it possible for the ships to be completed earlier than the

German Government had intended. It was quite possible the

latter might change their mind and decide that circumstances

rendered it undesirable that there should be any unnecessary

delay in completing the ships. Those who criticized German
Shipbuilding could always say that, even ifthe German Govern-

ment were to inform us that they had altered their mind it

would be too late when a change of this sort took place, for us

to attempt to meet the new situation, unless we had made
preparations in advance. This w'as what was really meant by

the talk about acceleration.

{e) Reports from Captain Heath, British naval attache at Berlin,

October igo8-June jgc^

(i) Visits to Wilhelmshaven and Bremen, ao October 1908

(F. O. Germany. N. A. Report 46/08.)

The Nassau has all her armour plates in position with the

exception of a few right forward, it is anticipated that she will

be ready in ample time for her trials in October next.
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A good deal ofwork has been prepared for the ‘Ersatz Olden-
burg’ in the shops, but my guide explained that the official

laying of the keel was delayed as long as possible ‘in order to

make a record’.

At the Weser Yard the Westphalen was alongside, her armour
is not yet all in position, but it seems that she is well up to her

date of Xmas/09. I could get no satisfactory information as to

the disposition of the armament, but I rather think it may be

somewhat similar to that of the Brazilian battleship building at

Elswick.

I was shewn a quantity ofwork in preparation for the Ersatz

Beowulf, the blocks are being prepared for laying the keel on the

same slip from which the Westphalen was launched.

The works generally are well equipped and organized, but

owing to lack of orders they are in a shaky financial condition.

(ii) Letter of 21 October 1908. (F. O. Germany.
N. A. Report 47/08.)

The estimates for /09-/10 are not yet published, but there

seems no doubt that the contracts for two of the battleships for

that year’s programme have already been placed. This is six

months at least before the usual time, and before the money has

actually been voted.

Krupp’s works appear to be keeping well up to date with

armour and guns, for I hear on good authority liiat the armour
for Cruiser ‘G’ is almost complete, although the vessel herself is

only just started.

(iii) Letter of November 1908. (F. O. Germany.
N. A. Report 48/08.)

The announcement in the press, that the contract for the three

battleships belonging to the /09-/10 programme, had already

been awarded to the firms, Vulkan of Stettin, and Schichau of

Dantzig, has been partially confirmed by one of my confreres,

who was specially invited to attend the launch of Ae ‘George

Washington’ built for the Hamburg-America line at Stettin.

He states that he has reason to believe that the story is a true

one, and that material is now being collected, and preparation

being made to start building early in the new financial year.

Assuming that Schichau is acting likewise, and allowing thirty



APPENDIX VI 491

months for the completion of each vessel from April next, it is

possible that Germany may have the following vessels ready for

sea by October igr i.

10 Battleships of ‘Dreadnought’ type.

3 Battleship-Cruisers of ‘Indomitable’ type.

In answer to questions in Parliament, as to finding work for

the unemployed, the Naval authorities have stated that they can

find work in the Imperial Dockyards for over 2000 additional

mechanics during the coming winter.

(iv) Remarks on the German naval estimatesfor ^December,

1908. (F. O. Germany. N. A. Report 52/08.)

By making an analysis of the sums already spent, and those

voted for the forthcoming financial year, I arrive at the following

conclusions as regards the probable rate of completion of battle-

ships and battleship-cruisers.

‘Nassau’ and ‘Westphalen’ were laid down theoretically in

July and August of 1907, but it is quite safe to assume that

preparatory work on material was started by ist April 1907.

By ist April 1909 (viz, 24months) these two ships willhaveeach

been advanced just over 1 7/22 as regards hull and machinery.

It is therefore probable that they will be advanced the remain-

ing 5/22 and completed within 6 months of rst April 1909.

‘Rheinland’ and ‘Posen’ were theoretically laid down at the

same time as those above, but their construction has been de-

layed. It may be assumed that these two ships will be completed

towards the end of 1910.

‘Oldenburg’, ‘Siegfried’, ‘Beowulf’. The estimated cost ofthese

ships (hull and machinery), is not yet stated, but it is probably

something approaching 26,000,000 marks.

By 1st April 1909, these ships will be advanced 5.6/25ths.

By 1st April 1910, these ships will be advanced i6/25ths.

They should therefore be completed by the end of 1910.

‘Frithjof’, ‘Hildebrand’, ‘Heimdall’. I have assumed that

these ships are to cost the same amount as the Oldenburg class.

Supposing that they are to be built at the same rate as the ‘Olden-

burg’ class, they will be advanced to i6/25ths by ist April 191 1,

and will be completed by the end ofthat year.

As regards large cruisers, the Bliicher is to be completed during

1909. Cruiser ‘F’ will be completed towards the end of 1910.

Cruiser ‘G’. Estimated cost unknown but perhaps 30,000,000
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marks is a safe estimate. She is to be advanced to i6/30ths by
ist April 1910, and it looks as ifshe would not be ready until the

early part of 191 1.

Cruiser ‘H’. It is not safe to prophesy much about this craft,

except that ifshe is to be similar to ‘G’, she will probably be built

a little quicker and will be ready by the end of 191 1.

As regards gun armament, the total estimate for the first four

ships is identical, and the yearly sums allotted for the advance in

armament is in the same proportion as that allotted for hull and

machinery.

That is to say that ‘Rheinland’ and ‘Posen’ are some months

behind ‘Nassau’ and ‘Westphalen’.

‘Oldenburg’, ‘Siegfried’, ‘Beowulf’. The total estimate for

armament is not given, but the sum allowed for the first two years

is 50 per cent, more than for ‘Nassau’ class. This (is) an indica-

tion that these ships are to carry 1 2 in. guns. The rate at which the

armament is advanced is similar to that for hull and machinery.

‘Frithjof’, ‘Hildebrand’, ‘Heimdall’. Nothing is yet known

as to the nature of armament, but the sum allotted in the first

year is similar to that allotted for first year of ‘Oldenburg’

class.

As regards the armament of the large cruisers. The total

estimate for gun armament of cruiser ‘F’ is 10,000,000 marks.

The total for cruiser ‘C’ is not given but each year a sum of

1,000,000 more marks is allowed for ‘G’ than in the correspond-

ing year for ‘F’, the sums required for armament are provided

in the same ratio as those required for hull and machinery.

(v) Letter of 14 January 1909. (F. O. Germany.

N. A. Report 3/09.)

From another source, also fairly reliable, I was informed ‘as

a positive fact’ that Messrs Schichau had commenced work on

one of the battleships of the ’09—10 programme.
It has already been rumoured that Messrs Schichau had been

promised one of these ships, and it seems quite possible that

material is being collected. I may add that Messrs Schichau

‘regretted that they were unable to shew me over their works’

last autumn at the time of my making a visit to the Imperial

Dockyard. My informant added that hethought Messrs Schichau

could easily borrow the necessary money until the commence-

ment of the new financial year. My informant had himself
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visited Schichau’s yard, for the firm were anxious to get an order

from his government.

(vi) Letter 0/21 January 1909. (F. O. Germany.
N. A. Report 4/09.)

The report that Messrs Schichau have commenced collecting

their material for a battleship of the ’09-10 programme has

reached me from a second source.

(vii) Visits to dockyards, 24 May 1909

In the early part of May I was informed verbally, that if I

wished to visit any private dockyards, it would facilitate matters,

if I made a formal application to the German Admiralty, who
would then make arrangements with the Yard in question.

This method was adopted for my recent visit to the Vulkan
Yard, at Stettin, in which case the visit passed off smoothly and
satisfactorily. Some ten days ago I made similar application

for arrangements to be made for a visit to Schichau’s Yard at

Danzig. The Admiralty made formal reply, that on reconsider-

ing the matter, the State Secretary had decided that the German
Admiralty would not in future, take any part in arranging such

visits and that I must make my own application to Schichau,

This I have done, and have today received their answer that

they are unable to permit me to visit their yard.

It is known that Schichau is building some five vessels for the

Russian Volunteer Fleet and one Battleship for the Imperial

German Navy, on which latter it was officially stated that not

one pennywould be expended before ist April/09. Itwould have

been interesting to see how far she had advanced in seven weeks.

(viii) Ship-building, 21 June 1909. (F. O. Germany.

N. A. Report 17/09.)

With reference to the reports recently published in the local

press and reproduced in The Times as to the contracts for the

last two ships of this year’s programme having been awarded

to Kiel Dockyard and to the Vulkan Company of Hamburg
respectively, I believe the facts to be as follows. The authorities

of Kiel Imperial Yard have reported that the Blticher is now
practically completed, and have asked whether they may expect

to build one ofthese battleships in order that arrangements may
be made to avoid the otherwise necessary discharge ofworkmen.
It is understood that Kiel Yard have been informed that in all



494 APPENDIX VI

probability, one of these ships will be built at Kiel, but that as

the plans are not yet complete, very little preliminary work can
be carried out. There seems to be delay in the preparation of

the design of engine. The fact of the designs not being ready

points to some new departure, as compared with the ship being

built by Schichau. I think it is probable that a similar com-
munication may have been made to Vulkan Company, but I

cannot speak with any certainty.

(/) Extract from a draft letter from Admiralty to Foreign Office,

May igog. The letter was, however, for other reasons, not

dispatched.

If the German Government desire to put His Majesty’s

Government in possession of full information as to their ship-

building programme, there is no longer any necessity for them

to place restrictions upon the visits of the British Naval Attache

to the German Shipbuilding Yards. As a matter of fact, how-

ever, every obstacle has been placed in Captain Heath’s way

in order to prevent his obtaining the least inkling as to what is

happening in the Shipbuilding Yards. He has never been

allowed inside Schichau’s Yard at Danzig, where the order for

one of the 1909-10 battleships is admitted to have been given

and even in the Germania Yard at Kiel where the ‘Posen’ was

launched only in December last, and where it is thought another

of the 1909-10 battleships may be built, he was allowed to see

no Government work at all. He was further directly advised

not to apply to go into the Vulcan Yard at Stettin.

The denials received by the Naval Attache at the German

Admiralty until quite recently that any orders for the 1909-10

battleships had been given, in spite of references to such orders

having been published in the press must necessarily cast doubt

on any subsequent statements made by the same officials that

cannot be checked by independent observations. Should these

restrictions continue to be placed upon the visits of Captain

Heath to German Shipbuilding Yards, etc., it will be matter for

consideration whether the German Government should not be

directly approached on the subject and informed that unless the

attitude of the German Admiralty to the British Naval Attache

is changed. Their Lordships on their part will be obliged to

exclude the German Naval Attache from H.M. Shipyards and

Establishments.
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LIBERAL OPPOSITION TO THE NAVAL AND
FOREIGN POLICY OF THE BRITISH GOVERN-

MENT, 1907-1914

Reference has frequently been made in Chapters xi-xvi, to

differences of view within the Liberal party on the question of

naval policy and the dissatisfaction felt by Liberals at the failure

of the British Government to come to an understanding with

Germany on the subject of the limitation of naval armaments.

The following extracts from The Economist may be taken as

typical of this opposition to the continual increase in the naval

estimates. A number of extracts from The Economist in the years

1903 to 1906 have been included to show the change in the

policy of the journal after 1907. The extracts are given in

chronological order.

It should be pointed out that a chronological or analytical

series of extracts of this kind from a newspaper tends to give the

impression of a lack ofsequence in the policy of the paper. This

impression is not necessarily right. A daily or weekly journal

is bound to deal with matters of current interest to its readers.

The readers are not interested in the correction of earlier news

or comments in the light of later events or more accurate

information. Apart from the natural wish of an editor to ctill

as little attention as possible to mistaken forecasts or errors of

fact, writers and readers alike treat each successive number of

ajournal as complete in itself, ^^ld, if there is no sudden change

in the general policy of the paper, neglect or overlook minor

inconsistencies.

The policy of The Economist before 1907 was clear. The paper

distmsted the methods, and to some extent, the aims ofGerman
foreign policy, supported the Anglo-French entente and the

plan of an understanding with Russia, and accepted the British

naval estimates as reasonable and necessary. A change appears

at the end of 1907. From this time until 1914 the editorial notes

and comments are directed, without exception, against the

naval policy, and very often against the foreign policy, of the

Government. Opposition to the naval estimates was based

largely upon financial grounds and upon the traditional Liberal
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\iew ofeconomy in armaments. The attacks were concentrated
for the most part upon Mr. McKenna and Mr. Churchill. At
times the attacks on British foreign policy were directed against
Grey, but generally expressed the view that Grey was badly
supported by the Foreign Office and diplomatic service.

It is possible, after collating the comments and news in The
Economist with other sources of information, and particularly
with the diplomatic material now available on the subject of
Anglo-German negotiations to notice certain outstanding features
of this strong advocacy of a limitation of naval armaments and
an Anglo-German understanding.

(i) There was an exaggeration of the personal part played by
the First Lord of the Admiralty in determining naval policy.

The Cabinet as a whole was rarely taken to task for important
decisions which were accepted at its meetings and supported
in the House by Ministers and by a parliamentary majority
known to be in full sympathy with the idea of a limitation of

armaments. The comments of the paper therefore did not

altogether face the issue that the successive increases in the

naval estimates, however distasteful, were put forward by a

Go^•ernment convinced of the necessity of these estimates and
fully aware of the discontent and financial difficulties caused by

increasing naval expenditure.

(ii) Technical questions connected with naval construction or

the disposition of the fleets were rarely discussed. The Economist

objected to the Dreadnought policy, and regarded large battle-

ships as wasteful; but the treatment of the subject from the

technical side was superficial. Technical arguments in favour

of the large ‘all-big gun’ ship were not stated, and supporters

of these arguments were swept aside as parties interested in

‘armour-plate’.

(iii) There was a marked tendency to assume that the British

Admiralty carried the sole responsibility for the increasing

competition in naval armaments, and that all measures taken

in Great Britain to meet the steady increase in German sea-

power were provocative. This tendency is shown very clearly

in the treatment of the problem of German acceleration. On
this question the journal accepted Tirpitz’s statements rather

than the statements of British Ministers. The fact that after the

spring of 1909 there was no further acceleration of the German
programme was regarded as proof that the ‘Dreadnought scare’
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was a ‘hoax’ costing the British taxpayer many millions of
pounds. No account was taken, for example, of the considera-

tions (a) that the British Government acted on information

subsequently admitted by Tirpitz to be essentially correct,

(6) that the increased facilities for rapid construction in Ger-
many made it necessary for Great Britain to consider ‘possible’

as well as ‘actual’ aceeleration, (c) that the British programme
of 1909-10 might have been one of the main reasons why there

was no further acceleration of the German programmes.

(iv) There is also a tendency to assume, upon very little

data, that, in Anglo-German or Franco-German differences,

the faults lay mainly on the British or French side. The British

Foreign Office is held responsible for the failure to reach an
understanding with Germany. No account is taken of the

possibility that this understanding could only be obtained in

terms prejudicial to British interests. The provocative German
action in sending a gunboat to Agadir during the Moroccan
dispute of 1911, for example, was toned down. Germany was
regarded as working for the ‘open door’ for all nations in

Morocco. In 1912-13, and in the crisis ofJuly 1914, greater

attention was given to the Austrian case against Servia than to

the Servian case against Austria. The increase in the German
army in 1913 was attributed mainly to French chauvinism. As
late as i August 1914 The Economist advocated neutrality in a

continental war, and foresaw no danger to British interests from

a defeat of France and Russia.

(v) There is also an exaggeration of the financial burden of

armaments. This burden was irritating and excessive; but at

all events in Great Britain the cost of armaments could not be

described as ‘crushing’, without a considerable distortion of

fact. It is interesting to notice the growth of the view that

the profit-seeking interests of armament manufacturers were

primarily responsible for the policy of increasing the size and

cost of armies and navies.

(vi) Two other points suggest themselves for consideration;

(fl) The persistent advocacy of naval retrenchment and an

Anglo-German understanding is evidence that large and influen-

tial sections of business and financial opinion in Great Britain

did not believe in the ‘inevitability’ of an Anglo-German war
for commercial purposes, {b) On the other hand, the volume

and intensity of criticism of British policy, the condonation of
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many features of German or Austrian policy which were cer-

tainly not in harmony with Liberal principles, and the attacks

upon the policy of France and Russia, may have encouraged

influential sections of German opinion in the view that persis-

tent effort would force Great Britain to surrender to German
naval ambitions and that the tactics of shock diplomacy could

be applied to France and Russia without much danger of

British interference.

EXTRACTS FROM ‘THE ECONOMIST’: i. 1903-1906.

II. 1908-1914.

I. 1903.

14 March. {Industrial aspects of the British naval programme.)

‘In round numbers the project will supply ten million pounds’

worth of work to the . . . yards of this country’ at a time of

depression in the shipbuilding industry. The yards undertaking

the work ‘will remain the centres of attraction for the best of

our skilled workmanship, and will afford large employment in

a great variety of allied industries’.

1904.

26 March. {Anglo-German relations.) There is no ‘general con-

spiracy against Germany’. If there were ever any thought of

encircling Germany, the cause would be ‘the amount of indul-

gence, if not of direct countenance, which from time to time

has been given in Governmental quarters to the extravagant

and—if it could be regarded as serious—generally menacing

propagandism of the pan-German school’. Then follows an

examination of the aims of the pan-Germans. ‘The Imperial

Government have not always been above profiting by the

temper carefully fostered under pan-German influences, as, for

example, in connexion with the expansion of the Navy.’

1905-

II February. {Mr. Lee's speech at Eastleigh.) Unreasonable

that Germany should complain that British Ministers refer in

their speeches to the German navy. Even in its uncorrected

form Mr. Lee’s speech was not objectionable. British Govern-

ment obviously has to take account of the growth of the

German navy and also of concurrent ‘manifestation of un-

friendliness towards England on the part of large and
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influential classes which was for a considerable timp hardly-
realized (in England), but which, when it became realized,

was recognized as making the hostility ofGermany a possibility

to be reckoned with.’

25 March. [France, Germany, and Morocco.) Mischief done by
semi-official statements about Morocco in the German Press.

‘It is inconceivable that Germany can consider herself entitled

to prevent Franee from developing her influence over Morocco
in the manner imperatively required by the vital interests of
her North African colony. She has not the slightest reason
to apprehend any such unfair treatment of her commerce or
shipping as, for example, she is herself inflicting . . . upon
Australian vessels trading to her Pacific islands.’

24 June. [Pan-German Congress. Germany and Morocco.) Co-
operation with Germany difficult owing to the ‘manners of the
German Government’ and ‘the display of certain influences

likely to be potent with it for some time to come’. Pan-German
League ‘expresses, in an extreme form, some of the present

tendencies ofthe German Government’. The Emperor obviously

not really interested in the ‘open door’ in Morocco, but trying

to persuade France that Great Britain wants war with Germany
for commercial reasons. Criticizes Schiemann’s articles in the

Kreuz ^eitung. British Press campaigns against Germany ‘de-

plorable’, but ‘German writers bear the palm for ingenious

invention and baseless malevolence’. ‘Montrous fictions’ 'spread

abroad to the detriment of England. ‘As a matter of business,

we have not found co-operation with (Germany) altogether

profitable in the past.’

23 September. [Germany and Morocco.) ‘The truth is, ofcourse,

that the German Government has from the first interfered in

Morocco not for the sake ofGerman interests there, but for the

sake of the reflex action of her interference on Europe.’

1906.

6 January. [Morocco as a test of German policy.) ‘But for the

excuse of an extraordinary degree of self-restraint on the part

of France last summer a situation might very easily have been
brought about in which honour, duty, and interest alike would
have compelled this country to stand side by side with France
in opposition to an intolerable assertion of German predomin-
ance in Europe.’
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13 January. {Disarmament.) Great difficulty of discovering a

fair standard of measurement.

8 September. {British diplomacy and German enterprise.) British

experience of co-operation with Germany in China and Vene-
zuela ‘unfavourable’. What does Germany want? ‘Everything

would be cleared up if we were only sure that the aims of the

German Government were not those of the Pan-German expan-

sionists and colonial enthusiasts, with their eighteenth-century

and Protectionist views of the functions of colonies and their

desire to bring new territory under the German flag.’

II. 1908.

22 February. {Protest against Btitish naval estimates.) Thinks

German financial position will make the realization of the

German naval programme ‘extremely doubtful, in fact so im-

probable that it ought not to be regarded seriously’.

29 February. {Large battleships.) Doubts whether in case of

war with Germany ‘either belligerent would dare to send a

battleship that cost it from ^(^1,500,000 to £2,000,000 into the

North Sea. For the North Sea would be sown with floating

mines and scoured by submarines.’ Objects to Rosyth.

15 August. {An understanding with Germany^ ‘The anti-Ger-

man campaign conducted by an unholy alliance between The

Times and the Daily Mail and the anti-English campaign con-

ducted by the chauvinist press of Germany, have at last pro-

duced a healthy reaction. ... Is it likely, or reasonable, that

two Governments like the British and German Governments

of to-day . . . will go on deliberately building warships of

unexampled cost, at an unexampled rate, in order to prepare

for a collision’ which would do immense harm to each side?

‘The authorities in Berlin might as well recognize that whatever

they do we are bound to keep well ahead of them, and that our

financial resources are very much greater than theirs.’ German

opinion recognizing this fact.

22 August. {An Anglo-German agreement.) Confidence in the

prospect of an Anglo-German naval agreement, and in the

favourable outcome of the Gronberg interview between the

German Emperor and Sir Charles Hardinge. ‘It is tolerably

certain that the inclination of the German Government to come

to an agreement’ is based on financial reasons.
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5 September. Hopes of a naval agreement sensibly

‘strengthened by an article in the Kolnische Volkszeitung.'

31 October. ( Tl^e ‘Daily Telegraph’ zretemeix;.) Fear prevalent
‘among sane Englishmen is not that the Kaiser is insincere in

his profession of friendship . . . but that at some great crisis he
may be carried away by the influence’ of those ‘large numbers
of self-styled German patriots’ who want ‘their Government . .

.

to act as supreme arbiter in Europe . . . and believe that war,

and preparations for war are an indispensable means of advanc-

ing national trade. . . . Meanwhile German diplomacy will be
as purely self-regarding and as punctilious as it has been in the

case of the Baghdad railway, the interests of the Powers in the

Yangtse valley, or Venezuela. . . . What is wanted is an abate-

ment not only of German Anglophobia, but of the German
belief in the “mailed fist” as an instrument of commerce.’

1909-

20 March. {The question of German acceleration.) ‘The most

amazing thing of all is the prompt denial’ ofthe assertions ofthe

Prime Minister and the British Admiralty by Tirpitz, and also

the denial that Great Britain has offered to come to an under-

standing about shipbuilding. ‘If we are to believe (Tirpitz’s

figures), and surely the German Admiralty’s statement on this

point must be accepted in preference to the information col-

lected by our own Admiralty from its spies in Germany’, the

Government should reconsider the position. If Mr. McKenna’s
information is correct, ‘his Dreadnought programme is, in our

view, justified’, but new cruisers are unnecessary.

27 March. {Dilke return.) ‘Our general opinion has been, and

still is, that British expenditure on armaments since the Boer

War has been on an altogether excessive scale, a scale provoca-

tive towards others and perilous in regard to our national

finances.’

17 April. {Dreadnoughts.) Article attacking the adoption of

the Dreadnought type.

5 June. {Naval estimates.) Quotes a speech by Mr. Lambert

with the comment that the naval estimates were ‘floated ... on

a tide of fictions and fidse hypotheses’, which has resulted in

fleecing the taxpayers.

24 July. {Shipbuilding vote.) Additional expenditure of

;{)3,ooo,ooo unjustifiable. Vote ‘provocative in character . . .
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connected with an anti-German policy’ and ‘with the refusal
of the Government to consider international proposals for the
protection of peaceful, non-contraband merchandise and ship-

ping in time of war’.

July. {Shipbuilding programme.) ‘We fully admit that, in
spite of our enormous preponderance in battleships, the British

Admiralty was bound to take steps to meet any sudden or pro-
vocative move on the part ofGermany; even though that move
is the direet result of our own frantic act in constructing and
advertising the first Dreadnought.’

2 October. {Shipbuilding programme.) Clear that the Govern-
ment need not have yielded to the ‘foolish agitation’ of last

spring. The Austrian programme had now ‘disappeared’.

‘Public opinion in Germany among all classes is rapidly setting

against the big Navy movement.’ No acceleration of German
programme.

igro.

IQ March. {Naval estimates.) ‘The natural result of the feroci-

ous newspaper war between England and Germany, of the

attempt made for party purposes to inflame this costly anti-

pathy, and of the absolute abandonment of economy by His

Majesty’s Opposition.’

1 9 March. {Naval estimates.) An Anglo-German understand-

ing impossible while the British naval estimates continue to

show such great increases.

2 July. {British naval manoeuvres.) Large concentration ofships

for manoeuvres unwise owing to provocation given to Germany.

16 July. {Mr. Asquith’s speech on armaments.) British naval

margin too great. Mr. Asquith’s ‘direct invitation to the Ger-

man Government, the German Reichstag and tlie German
people. If it fails the next step should be to invite the Powers

to a Conference.’

23 July. {Anglo-German agreement.) German reception of

,
Mr. Asquith’s speech gives reason for hope that before the

autumn session ‘some arrangement wiU have been arrived at’.

30 July. {Anglo-German agreement.) Krupp’s newspaper

{Neueste Nachrichten) suggests that an Anglo-German agreement

should be postponed until the German 14-in. guns are ready.

3 September. {Anglo-German agreement.) Martial speech by

the German Emperor at Konigsberg unfortunate when the
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most important issue is an Anglo-German agreement for the
limitation of armaments.

1 9 November. {Supplement on the growth of expenditure and the

call for economy^ History of naval expenditure. Prospect of
retrenchment in 1906, but ‘the craven spirit of the Jingoes and
panic-mongers rose’ with the expansion of the navy. ‘The naval
contractors clamoured for more.’ The German fleet was used
as a pretext. ‘The German fleet which has struck such panic
is largely imaginary, and the supposed danger is entirely due
to the fact that our Admiralty invented the Dreadnought and
fostered the impression that this type of ship had superseded
all others . . . Number, be it remembered, counts, quite apart
from the type or size of the ships, for torpedoes are no respecters

of patterns . . . every serviceable ship that carried a good gun
may fire a decisive shot. . . . The time seems to be at hand when
naval opinion will pronounce against the monster battleship.

. . . Nevertheless, spurred on by the contractors, who love these

huge jobs in ironmongery, the Admiralty goes on enlarging the
size of the battleships.’

17 December. {German naval estimates.) The German reply to

‘enormous’ British increase is ‘a comparatively trifling increase.

. . . Tested by expenditure, the rivalry is non-existent.’

1911.

7 January. {Pfaval estimates.) ‘If (Mr. Lloyd George) again
submits to the Admiralty after what has taken place in Ger-
many, he cannot expect his speeches and declarations to be
taken seriously by those who really object to public waste.’

21 January. {Mr. McKenna.) Attack on Mr. McKenna for

his estimate of German construction. Reprint of article in The
Economist on panic in 1848.

4 February, i. {Mr. McKenna and the Admiralty.) ‘The Board
of Admiralty which we venture to call the Naval Cabinet’ are

askii^ for a further increase in the estimates. Mr. McKenna’s
increases are a ‘record for a Minister who based an alarmist

demand for five and a half millions sterling upon a misstatement

of naval construction in Germany’.
ii. {Large battleships.) Speech by Mr. Arnold Hills, Manager

of the Thames Ironworks and Shipbuilding Company, at the

launch of the Thunderer, attacking the type of large battleship,

advocating his own plans for smaller ships, and protesting
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against the monopolizing of contracts by firms in the north of

England.

1 1 February. {Naval extravagance.) Mr. McKenna’s ‘exploded

statistics about German Dreadnoughts’.

1 8 February. {Mr. McKenna.) Agrees with article in The

Nation that Mr. McKenna ‘must realize that his personal posi-

tion is a serious one’. His facts must have been supplied by the

Admiralty Intelligence Department. This department in the

last financial year cost 6, 1 85. The director of the department

was Rear-Admiral the Hon. A. E. Bethell. ‘On his own showing

. . . Mr. McKenna has built eight Dreadnoughts in excess. . . .

This outrage upon public confidence and upon the good faith

of a friendly Power.’ The announcement of another ‘unpro-

voked increase after a period of comparative economy in Ger-

many will give a fresh stimulus to naval shipbuilding all over

the world’. Growth of Socialism due to the belief that Liberals

are sacrificing social reform ‘to enlarge the already excessive

profits of the contractors’. Quotes Mr. Hill’s speech. Naval

opinion turning against the ‘worship of mere size’.

25 February. {Mr. McKenna's statement.) ‘It would seem that

Mr. McKenna hopes to escape from his difficulty about German

dates, not by sheltering himself in the Naval Intelligence

Bureau, but by a subtle distinction between facts and inferences.’

II March. Mr. McKenna ‘exaggerated and misrepresented

the German programme. . . . Our naval and military scares . .

.

largely engineered from the dockyard and armament con-

stituencies.’

18 March. {Means of escape from the burden of aimaments.)

‘German panics sedulously promoted by the Press and cleverly

engineered by Mr. McKenna and Mr. Balfour, by means of

chronological forecasts . . . have come to an end; but while the

statistical basis has collapsed the superstructure of bloated

Estimates remains.’ Refers to Grey’s speech about the possi-

bility of an Anglo-American treaty of peace. ‘We shall be more

pleased than surprised if the mere mooting of the project does

not pave the way to substantial arrangements for a mutual

reduction of naval expenditure between London and Berhn. .

.

the ratio should be fixed for a term of years, and the expendi-

tures reduced.’ Italy and Austria should be included. Refer-

ence to ‘the striking diplomatic failures of (Grey’s) ambassadors

in Berlin and Vienna and Constantinople’.
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8 April, i. {Grey and armaments.) Grey’s ‘dawning conscious-

ness of the paradox that, while the relations of the Great Powers
are rapidly improving, their armaments are rapidly increasing.

... Ifthe recent additions, which have raised our naval expendi-

ture from 32 to 44 millions, had not been made, there need have
been no increase in the death duties, and no super-tax, and no
land tax; or again, the whole of the dudes on tea, coffee, and
cocoa might have been swept away and substantial reductions

made in the income tax; or, again, the money might have been
used for destroying the slums.’

ii. {The German answer to Guy's speech.) ‘The German Chancel-

lor has done himself a great deal of harm by misrepresenting

the aims of England, and by exaggerating the difficulties of an
international agreement.’ Great Britain does not want a fleet

superior to any ‘possible’ combination of Powers. The word
‘probable’ was used by British Ministers, and the United States

were excluded. ‘That the British navy should be strong enough

to defend our islands from the attack ofany probable Continental

combination is surely a proposition which a reasonable states-

man on the Continent might be willing to admit as part of a

general understanding for the reliefoftaxpayers and the promo-

tion of civilization.’ Bethmann-Hollweg ‘almost as unfriendly

to the idea of excluding war by arbitration as to proposals for

limiting armaments by agreement. . . . There is an undisguised

brutality of tone in this whole utterance, which has given

civilized nations throughout the world a very unpleasant idea

ofPrussian sentiment and Prussian civilization;’ but the German
Chancellor has agreed to an exchange of information, and the

Reichstag has disapproved of his speech by adopting a resolu-

tion asking the Chancellor ‘to declare his readiness and willing-

ness to enter into joint negotiations with other Great Powers as

soon as proposals for the simultaneous and proportionate reduc-

tion of armaments are made by one Great Power’.

iii. Large battleships. Quotes criticisms of the Dreadnought

type by naval and civilian experts.

29July. {Morocco.) Thinks Mr. Lloyd George’s speech unfor-

tunate. ‘French commercial policy is more exclusive and hostile

to British merchants than is the commercial policy ofGermany.

. . . Even the naval experts at the Admiralty see no possible

danger in the Germans establishing a naval base at Agadir.’

19 August. {Germany and a Moroccan port.) It would be ‘the
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height ofwisdom and common sense ... to give Germany every

facility for coaling stations in return for a definite, mutual, and
substantial reduction of armaments, and a definite joint limita-

tion of shipbuilding programmes’. Franco-German quarrel

over Morocco due for the most part ‘to the exclusive and aggres-

sive policy of France’.

2 September. [Franco-German negotiations.) ‘The attempt of

Germany to prevent France from closing Morocco against

foreign trade is an attempt which Great Britain, in her own
interests, should have warmly seconded.’ The situation has

been badly handled, and has led the German Emperor to ask

for a further increase in the German navy. It is not very prob-

able that the Germans will ‘respond’ to the suggestion.

23 September. [Morocco. British support of France.) ‘We have

been deliberately siding with the Power which has not only

exceeded her treaty rights, but has exceeded them for the pur-

pose of making a new tract of territory a preserve for French

manufacturers. It is to these absurdities and inconveniences

that we are being pushed by stubborn adherence to a mistaken

policy.’

30 September. [Modern battleships.) Suggests that a modern

battleship could place itself hors de combat in an action through

the effect of its own gunfire. Megalomania of naval construc-

tors ‘unabated’.

14 October. [Anglo-German naval agreement^ Suggests that

Great Britain and Germany should agree to return to their

1909-10 expenditure.

4 November. [Britishforeign policy.) Agrees with Mr. Massing-

ham that Grey has not sufficiently explained his policy to the

country. Our ententes and agreements ‘certainly have pro-

cured some advantages, and the question whether those advan-

tages outweigh the disadvantages is a matter of opinion on

which critics may reasonably differ’. If Germany had not

interfered, there was ‘every reason to suppose that a high

preferential tariff would soon have excluded British goods from

Morocco. . . . The quarrels of our diplomatists with the diplo-

matists of Germany’ have been the cause of the increase in

British naval expenditure.

II November. [British foreign policy.) Reaction of opinion

against the efforts of the war Press and the ‘diplomatic reluc-

tance of those who control foreign policy to pursue a rational
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course as the trustees’ of British national interests. Supports a
‘business understanding with Germany’.

18 November. (Germaryi and Morocco.) ‘Something . . . has
been gained by manufacturing countries through the main-
tenance of the open door in Morocco, and we hope that this

achievement of German Diplomacy may serve as a precedent.’

The German and British Governments are ready to ‘open up a
better chapter’ in Anglo-German relations.

25 November. {Britishforeign policy.) Grey not a linguist, has

not travelled, and is too cautious and isolated. ‘We are, in fact,

paying twelve millions a year for Sir Edward Grey.’ The
Foreign Office ‘has evidently been working under French
influence for French ends, without any proper regard for British

interests. . . . The open door policy of German diplomacy is no
small matter, and a hearty co-operation between Berlin and
London on these lines might achieve very fruitful results. . . .

Both nations have come to the end of their financial tether.’

2 December. {Morocco. Grey's speech in the House of Commons.)

Admits that Grey was able to show that Germany did for a

time try to bargain exclusively with France, and to disregard

the attempts of the British Foreign Office to ‘edge its way into

the negotiations’, but Grey was wrong to have ‘deputed his

functions to Mr, Lloyd George’. The War Office should have

been called severely to account for losing its head during the

crisis.

23 December. {Limitation ofarmaments.) ‘If Sir Edward Grey

has the will, he can certainly find the way to arrest the growth

ofarmaments. ... If, on the other hand, he keeps up the friction

(between Great Britain and Germany) until after the new
Reichstag has met, he may easily provoke a new navy bill.’

1912.

6 January. {Armaments 'ring'.) Suggestion by Mr. Hills, of the

Thames Ironworks Company (in liquidation), alleging that the

northern combine undercut the T.I. Company in Shipbuilding

contracts in order to fleece the public in armour and gun

contracts. This charge not answered by the Admiralty. A
further allegation (also unanswered) that at least one firm in

the ‘ring’ charges foreign Governments at a lower rate than its

charges to the British Government.

20 January. {Gemian elections afd an Anglo-German agreement.)
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‘From the standpoint of those who wish for an Anglo-German
understanding—and we believe that the Cabinet will soon be

in accord on this head—it is at least comforting to know that

Sir Edward Grey’s policy . . . has only succeeded as yet in

irritating a section of the German people. ... If it turn out to

be true that antipathy to Germany is confined to a few unen-

lightened diplomats, who find their account in playing up to

Sir Edward Grey’s Balance of Power notions, whereas an over-

whelming body of opinion in this country would like to shake

hands, and come to a friendly settlement, then surely the situa-

tion is promising. We are, indeed, far more hopeful than we
should be if the Foreign Office desired peace with Germany,

and the people of Great Britain desired war.’

27 January. {German armaments.) German armament policy

‘grossly and shamefully exaggerated by the armour-plate

interests at home and abroad. . . . The talk of a new Navy Bill

is quite premature, and will depend mainly on the competence

of Sir Edward Grey. . . . We are not altogether without hopes

that our Foreign Office will at length see the light, and try to

conform itself to the intelligent wishes of public opinion.’

3 February. {Spies and the naval position in igog.) ‘We believe

this . . . plague (of spies) dates from days when the Intelligence

Department of the Admiralty was employed in preparing cer-

tain notorious statements and forecasts of German shipbuilding

for the benefit of the House of Commons. ... If spies were

employed, the false information they supplied involved this

country in a needless expenditure of many millions of pounds

on the unnecessary construction of four additional Dread-

noughts and wantonly inflated hostile passion against a friendly

Power.’

10 February. {Anglo-German agreement.) ‘It is evident that if

Sir Edward Grey plays his cards tolerably, an understanding

with Germany can be achieved on the basis of a mutual reduc-

tion of naval armaments, which would bring immense relief

to the taxpayers of both countries. . . . The Kaiser evidently

will not play up to (the) longing for another naval scare.’

17 February. {Naval estimates.) Thinks it would be safe and

prudent to suspend construction of armoured cruisers and

destroyers for several years. ‘Enormous costly monstrosities of

the “Lion” type have already been found ... a mistake.’

16 March. {Naval estimates/^ Quotes previous statements by
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Mr. Churchill on retrenchment. Germany has laid down 12

Dreadnoughts in three years to 18 laid down by Great Britain
^

but British figures should count as 22, because Great Britain

builds more rapidly. Similarly the 4 ships in the present esti-

mates should count as 5 1
-. British total programme of construc-

tion ‘superfluous and provocative’. Points out the ‘chief rules

or dodges’ for increasing naval expenditure, (i) Instead of

multiplying ships, increase their size and speed. This also

means increasing dock accommodation. (2) Insist on expensive

machinery which gives a very small additional speed for a large

amount of coal consumption, and therefore increases cost of

upkeep. (3) Resist all proposals for economy. (4) Compare
programmes instead of ships, and ships budding instead of ships

built. ‘This kind of deception’ was ‘most effective’ in the case

of Mr. McKenna’s ‘false forecasts . . . and panic programme’.

(5) Build faster than your rivals, and on ‘some peculiarly futile

work, such as R—,
[Rosyth], pay a bonus to contractors’.

(6) Keep a good press.

23 March, i. {Danger of war.) According to ‘competent

observers’, the military wish for war is especially strong in

France.

ii. {Anglo-German negotiations.) ‘If the opinion of (Great

Britain) were fairly represented by H. M.’s representatives

abroad and by leading officials of the Foreign Office, the course

of (Anglo-German) negotiations would run more smoothly.’

iii. {Mr. Churchill.) Mr. Churchill no longer an economist,

but a ‘promoter of naval extravagance’.

30 March. {German supplementary law.) ‘Small additions . . .

due to the fact that the Germcin fleet is inadequately manned,

and so more men are required.’

20 April, i. {Haldane mission.) If the Haldane mission has

failed, ‘we should not be too ready to blame either Lord

Haldane or the German Emperor or the German Chancellor.

If the military and naved professions in Germany, backed by

armament firms, have prevailed, their success must be attributed

very largely to the policy of our Foreign Office, and especially

to the blunders committed by it, and by our Ambassadors

abroad during the Morocco crisis of last autumn.’ Tirpitz and

Churchill responsible for the new supplementary law. Mr.

Churchill’s ‘foolish and incomprehensible proposal to build two

to one on any additions made by Germany to her capital ships’.
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ii. {Germany and Africa.) Explains Delbruck’s plan for a

consolidation of German possessions in Africa. ‘England would
seem to have little, Germany everything to gain’, but at least

the German wishes are known.
1 8 May. {Mr. Churchill.) ‘Mr. Churchill’s luncheon and

dinner speeches since his unfortunate promotion to die Board

ofAdmiralty have been admirably calculated to promote naval

rivalry and naval expansion.’ British supplementary estimates

unnecessary.

25 May. {Anglo-French entente.) Great Britain has fulfilled her

share of the bargain as regards Morocco. ‘We have paid more

than 20J. in the £, and we are now able to take another leap

forward in armaments as a result of this affair.’

8 June. {Naval estimates igog.) ‘An annual panic, supported

every three or four years by a big supplementary panic, has of

late become an element of success in the armaments trade.’

Refers to ‘1909 panic’. ‘The profits which flowed into private

pockets from that amazing output of imaginative journalism

and false information will never be known.’ Mr. McKenna’s

figures denied at the time by Tirpitz.

13 July. i. {Naval review.) ‘So many miles of armour plate,’

‘Common ground to every serious citizen . . . that the taxpayers

of the United Kingdom must be ready and willing to keep a

fleet . , . indubitably stronger than that of any other European

Power.’

ii. {Foreign policy.) ‘Wc wish we could tliink better of the

Foreign Office and its policy during the last few years. But we

are afraid that there can be no doubt that it has gone out of its

way quite unnecessarily to entangle us in European rivalries,

jealousies, and complications.’

iii. {Limitation of armaments.) Supports Mr. Ponsonby’s sug-

gestion that Great Britain should call a conference of Powers

to discuss the subject.

28 September. {Foreign policy.) Attacks Russian aims in

Persia and Scandinavia. British foreign policy ‘appears to have

been developed without regard to the natural friendships and

real interests of this country. . . . Undefined connexions with

France and Russia, which have so far brought us few advantages

but many dangers and much mischief.’

16 November, {Balkan War.) ‘We fear that the Embassies of

the Great Powers, co-operatiijg with the diplomats who travel
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for armour-plate, are to blame for luring Young Turkey along
^

the path of disaster.’

7 December, i. [Balkan War.) ‘The armament industries

worked the Embassies with great skill, and soon the bones of

Young Turkey were picked bare.’

ii. [German navy.) ‘The increase of the German navy is

tolerated by the German taxpayer mainly because successive

British Governments, ill-inspired by their naval experts, have
clung to the so-called Right of Capture.’

14 December. [British ruwy andMr. Churchill
. ) ‘Mr. Churchill’s

passion for armour-plate has been increasing.’ Canadian offer

very disadvantageous to Great Britain. Malayan offer will

affect British tin and rubber companies. In any case these offers

are not being used to relieve the British taxpayer.

2 1 December. [Southern Slav question.) ‘If Vienna had the

foresight and magnanimity to adopt a really generous policy of

commercial concessions’ to Servia in the direction of Gravosa

and Spalato, the question would have been settled. ‘The real

danger to European peace lies perhaps even more in Budapest

than in Vienna or in Belgrade. The policy of Magyarisation of

Hungary and of Magyar dominion in Croatia prevents the

solution of the Southern Slav question and poisons the relations

of the Monarchy with her southern neighbours.’

1913-

II January, i. [Austro-Russian relations.) ‘We could have

wished that our representatives in Vienna and St. Petersburg

had been able to bring about a better feeling between these

two Great Powers; for it is in crises like this that a good ambassa-

dor should be able to make his influence felt ... we fear . . .

that the seriousness of the situation is not fully appreciated in

London.’

ii. [Armament firms.) An inquiry needed into armour-plate

ring and the ‘too close association’ between Admiralty officials

and armament firms.

15 February. [Anglo-German relations.) Tirpitz’s acceptance of

a i'6:i or 8:5 ratio satisfactory. ‘Fair prospect has at last

opened out for ... (a) friendly business understanding’ on the

question of armaments.

22 February. [Dreadnought type.)

of the intelligent men in theNav)^’

‘Many and possibly . . . most

think that Dreadnoughts and
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super-Dreadnoughts ‘do not give good value for their cost. . . .

Every enlargement of battlesliips makes it more certain that

these monsters will be torpedoed. . . . All these criticisms are so

obvious, that the armour-plate business, aided by the popular

passion for size and the gullibility or worse of the Press, is the

only explanation which can possibly account satisfactorily for

the Dreadnought and super-Dreadnought era.’

I March, i. {Anglo-German relations.) Tirpitz’s acceptance of

the British Government’s proposed ratio. ‘All that is required

now is an honourable performance of the compact by Mr.

Churchill.’

ii. {Increase in German army.) ‘The threatening attitude of the

French and Russian Governments (stimulated originally by

hopes ofBritish assistance) has led to proposals for strengthening

the German Army, to which the French Ministry is endeavour-

ing to reply.’

8 March, i. {Increase in German army.) ‘Defensive military

preparations against Russia and France.’ ‘Menacing tone of

the French Press ever since it was led to hope for English

assistance.’

ii. {Limitation of armaments.) ‘Why should not Mr. Asquith

and Sir Edward Grey give a lead to Europe by proposing a

Conference for the limitation of armies and navies?’

15 March, i. {Anglo-French relations.) ‘A great ser\'ice has

been done to peace by Mr. Asquith’s timely repudiation of the

oft-repeated myth that Great Britain is under an obligation to

give military assistance to France in time of war.’ Absurdity of

‘the idea that French chauvinists should be encouraged into a

suicidal war of revenge by suggestions that the British Army

and Navy would co-operate’.

ii. {German and French military proposals.) Germany might give

up her new levy, since ‘it is quite possible—indeed probable

—

that a great majority of Frenchmen will oppose and eventually

overthrow’ the new French proposals.

22 March. {British naval estimates.) Exclusion of the Malayan

Dreadnought from Mr. Churchill’s ratio would be ‘a subterfuge •

unworthy of a great nation and an honourable Government

.

Light cruisers ‘intended, presumably, for privateering or cruis-

ing for prize money’.

29 March, i. {Foreign policy.) ‘Matter, tone, and temper of

Sir Edward Grey’s speech (gn the Balkan settlement) leave
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nothing to be desired. . . . Great satisfaction in England and '

Germany.’ Prime Minister’s statement that Great Britain has .

no ‘unpublished obligations which could lead Parliament and
Government into a war’ equally satisfactory.

ii. {Mr. Churchill's speech on naval estimates.) Naval programme
‘utterly unworthy of a great country like ours’. Hopes that

Mr. Asquith and Sir E. Grey will see the ‘blot’ removed. Naval
holiday proposal all to the good ‘ifhe (Mr. Churchill) can make
foreign countries believe that he would carry out his own
proposals’.

5 April. {Russo-German relations.) Quotes from Schiemann’s
articles in the Kreuz Z^itung to show that Russian revolutionaries

are using anti-German feeling in Russia to bring about a war
which would mean the destruction of the Tsarist regime.

1 9 April. {Airships.) Opposes campaign for airships. ‘Pressure

by contractors’. Ten out of sixteen German Zeppelins ‘have

pei^shed miserably’.

^'6 April. {German armament scandals.) Krupp and Waffen- und
Munitionsfabrik cases reported at length.

3 May. {Russia, Austria-Hungary, and Servia.) ‘The Czar’s

Government naturally wishes the whole Slav race to look for

protection and guidance to St. Petersburg, and this wish might

be nearer to realization, if Austria-Hungary could be repre-

sented as the oppressor, or would-be oppressor, of the Servian

race.’ ‘Patience and moderation’ of the Austrian Government
in the crisis.

7 June. {Canadian Dreadnoughts.) No immediate danger to

Imperial interests or ‘pressing need for protection’ outside

European waters. If Great Britain adds the Canadian Dread-

noughts to her programme, ‘Germany will not unreasonably

assume that we are Growing overboard our mutual understand-

ing, and intend to establish a more than 60 per cent, superiority

in 1916’. ‘Preposterous view’ that Great Britain must maintain

Dreadnoughts to meet single-handed ‘hypothetical and ill-

defined dangers in each of the seven seas’.

14 June. {Anglo-German relations.) ‘The British Government

varies its naval schemes in such a way as to break its under-

standing with Germany.’

29 November. {National Liberal Federation and limitation of

armaments.) Speeches against Mr. Churchill’s programme drew

‘rounds of cheers’. Resolution passed by Federation ‘a severe
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vote of censure on Mr. Churchill’. ‘For the first time since he
became Prime Minister, Mr. Asquith seemed to be aware that

the moral support of the party had been withdrawn from the

policy which he inaugurated in 1909 under the influence of false

statistics concerning the German programme.’ Hopes of a
naval agreement in 1917. ‘That large concessions would have
to be made on the English side is obvious.’

6 December, i. (^abem incident.) Behaviour of military

censured by Reichstag; ‘Chancellor’s defence extremely weak’.

Expected that he will offer to resign, though his resignation

may not be accepted.

ii. [Three Years Service law.) ‘In France the anti-German

feeling so skilfully aroused by the armaments Press, and main-

tained ever since the Morocco crisis, was just sufficient to carry

the Three Years Service Bill.’ Thinks Krupp and Creusot Press

and bankers engineered for trade purposes ‘the outbreak of

ill-feeling between France and Germany, which came to a head

during the Morocco crisis’.

iii. [British armament firms and Turkey.) ‘Semi-official opera-

tions of the British Armament Trust which has now established

itself, not only throughout the British Empire, but in Russia,

Turkey, Japan, and Italy.’

13 December. [Limitation ofarmaments.) Blames Prime Minis-

ter for ignoring the suggestion that Great Britain should take

the initiative in a European conference on armaments. Refer-

ence to the ‘shameful hoax’ of 1909.

20 December. [Mr. Churchill.) ‘Profligate extravagance and

wasteful administration.’

1914.

10 January. [Mr. Churchill.) Mr. Churchill convicted of the

‘grossest bad faith’ in breaking his 16:10 agreement. His

‘extravagance on the Admiralty yacht, and use of a good battle-

ship for target practice’. Similar attacks on 17 and 24 January.

(‘The Board of Admiralty and the Day of reckoning.’)

31 January. [Mr. ChurchiU.) ‘The Prime Minister must be

well aware that in shielding Mr. Churchill and encouraging the

Admiralty to go on, he will be courting politic2il disaster, and

bringing his own career as Prime Minister to an inglorious close.

7 February. [German naval expenditure.) Berlin correspondent

compares figures given by Grey with those of Tirpitz. ‘It must



APPENDIX VII -515
^ be confessed that the period has been chosen (by Tirpitz) some-

what arbitrarily to the advantage of Germany.’ ‘To expect a
modification of the German Law, unless some more cogent

reasons are produced than have been brought forward up to

now, or unless a more satisfactory scheme is evolved than the

naval holiday, is to shut one’s eyes to the facts.’

7 March. {Overspending at the Admiralty.) ‘It is quite clear now
that Mr. Churchill is the head and front of the olfending. It is

for his slackness in administration and carelessness and contempt
for parliamentary procedure that the country is paying the

piper.’

14 March, i. {Armaments.) The Russian panic in the German
and Austrian Press is being engineered under the influence of

armament firms. ‘Does the (British) Foreign Office encourage
- armaments abroad?’ Points to the naval missions to Turkey

and Greece.

ii. {Naval estimates.) Nine objections to Mr. Churchill and
his policy, (i) ‘Foolish rhetoric’ which has apparently lost the

contributions to the Imperial navy from Canada and New
Zealand. (2) Oil muddle. (3) Neglect of the real business of

the Admiralty for aerial flights and sham visits of inspection in

the Admiralty yacht. (4) The maintenance, if not the exten-

sion, of secrecy in regard to business prices and contracts.

(5) The adaptation of shipbuilding expenditure to the demands

of contractors. (6) The reckless increase in numbers of officers

and men, which contrast [ric] strangely and absurdly with the

loan of picked officers to Greece and Turkey. (7) Wasteful

amusements, such as target practice against a serviceable batde-

ship. (8) The cost of making things pleasant all round in the

Admiralty Office. (9) The arming of passenger vessels as

‘defensive’ privateers, in violation of the Treaty of Paris.

2 1 March. {Mr. Churchill.) ‘Not a word about a naval holi-

day’ in his speech on the estimates.

9 May. {Italian armaments.) Ruinous race in armaments an
‘opportunity of splendid dividends to the naval contractors,

who form together a strict international compact, and sedul-

ously excite, by means of a sadly debased Press, national pre-

judices and hatreds in the different countries’. Gonnexion of

Italian armament firms with British and French firms. ‘In this

manner the hardly earned money of the people is diverted from

the general welfare and pocketed bv asm^ group ofcapitalists,’
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30 May. {Admiralty and Persian oil.) The real object of the

measure ‘we take it, may be to conceal from Parliament the

absurd cost of oil fuel for naval purposes’.

6 June. {Dreadnoughts.) Quotes Sir Percy Scott’s view of the

effect of aeroplanes and submarines upon battleships.

13 June. {Anglo-Russian naval convention. Grey’s statement in the

House of Commons.) ‘This is not a plain answer to a plain ques-

tion, but so far as it goes, it is satisfactory.’

18 July. {Austro-Servian crisis.) Long extract from a semi-

official Austrian communique appearing in the Daily Telegraph.

‘Happily for the peace of Europe, the excitement is cooling

down. . . . Some of the Viennese journals are also to blame for

exaggerated reports of the proceedings of the Pan-Servian

league. But it is clear that Austria is entitled to expect that the

Servian Government, which has quite enough to do in settling

and pacifying its new possessions in Macedonia and Albania,

should keep its fingers out of the Austro-Hungarian pie.’

ii. {Third Hague Conference.) ‘It is to be hoped that before

long (Sir Edward Grey) will be able to give more attention to

the problem (of armaments), and to develop a more hopeful

and honest policy than that which has found expression in the

naval missions to Athens and Constantinople, and in the co-

operation of diplomacy with armaments.’

25 July. {Austro-Servian crisis.) Long letter from Professor

Redlich stating the Austrian case. Editorial comment on the

Austrian Note. ‘The fear that Servia may be deliberately pro-

voked by the Dual Monarchy in order to lay the spectre of

Pan-Servianism has been revived by the tenor of the Austrian

note, though the German Government promises that it will

endeavour to work for peace.’

I August. {General crisis.) A second long letter from Professor

Redlich stating the Austrian case. Editorial comment on the

situation: ‘It is clear to the impartial observer that there have

been faults on both sides’—^Austria intolerably provoked, ‘after

the fair and moderate part which (she) played (in) Servia’s

successful war’. What would Great Britain have done, if the

AfghanGovernmenthad raised a rebellion on theN.W. frontier of

India, and Afghan assassins had murdered a Prince and Princes

of Wales? . . .‘It is only after saying this that we feel justified in

stating that the terms of the Austrian Note, and the action of

the Austrian Government, when most of these terms have been_
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conceded, appear too stiff, too rigid, too relentless. There should
have been more solicitude for the peace of Europe. . . . All the

same . . . city men sympathize with Austria . . . the provocation

begun by Servia has been continued by Russia. If a great war
begins, Russian mobilization will be the proximate cause. And
we fear the poisonous articles of The Times have encouraged the

Czar’s Government to hope for British support. ... In main-
taining strict neutrality Mr. Asquith and Sir Edward Grey can

count upon the support of the Cabinet, the House of Commons,
and the nation. ... So far Great Britain has taken the lead in

Europe on behalf of peace.’ (Praise of Grey’s policy in the

Balkan wars.) Great efforts made in England and in Germany
‘during the last two or three years to re-establish the old friend-

ship which ought never to have been disturbed. It is very

noticeable that there were many cries of “Hoch England” as

the crowds which demonstrated in Berlin on Sunday passed by
the British Embassy. ... It is deplorable that at such a moment
Mr. Churchill should have given sensational orders to the Fleet.

. . . Every British interest points irresistibly to the maintenance

of strict neutrality. And of course, by so doing we shall be in

a far better position later on—if the wont comes to the worst

—

to mediate effectively between exhausted combatants.’
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