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Preface

Dame Lillian Penson, who prepared the sixth edition of this work, died on April 17, 1963, and it seems fitting that this new edition should begin by acknowledging the value of her work. I should like also to acknowledge my own debt to her, who set the pattern of my own teaching and research. She records in her note to the sixth edition the death of Harold Temperley in July 1939 and of A. J. Grant ‘who was his elder by several years’ in May 1948. She writes that she, ‘who was closely associated with both the original authors in historical work, was therefore able to discuss with Professor Grant the revision which has now taken place.’ I have had no similar advantage. I must ask the indulgence of those who knew the earlier book both for the temerity with which I have cut, altered and perhaps injured the original work and for the absence of any personal participation, except as an observer, in the events which 1 narrate in the new chapters of Volume Two. The reader of the old work often had a vivid sense of personal contact with political events through the writing of the original authors, especially that of Harold Temperley. Dame Lillian in her note recorded the wish of the original authors ‘that there should be successive editions which should maintain some at least of these characteristics and at the same time take into account the differing outlook of a new era.’ This is my justification for what I have tried to do.

Taking account of a new outlook indicated that I should diminish the English reference of the old book. It is impossible nowadays to write of the continent of Europe as if it were seen by a more politically mature country with her revolution in the past and her parliamentary system the model for all to follow, or as if it were seen by the immensely powerful country that Britain still was in 1939. Indeed, it is difficult nowadays to write so often of ‘England.’ I have not changed ‘England’ to ‘the United Kingdom’ to conform with modern usage, but I have preferred a consistent use of ‘Britain.’ More important, I have tried to bring out clearly a theme latent in the old book: that is, the importance in the nineteenth century of parliamentary constitutions and the whole liberal movement which aimed at obtaining them. I have also tried to show that this essential theme is not only the rise and operation of liberalism, but also its decline and the beginning of its supersession, as a cause of historical change, by socialism. This I have tried to do by adding a good deal of material on domestic politics, on economic history and on political ideas in Italy, Germany, France and especially Russia. 1 have incorporated the results of modern writing on, for example, the union of Belgium and Holland, or rather their reunion, and its breakup in 1830; on the Italian Risorgimento, a word which is used nowadays for the movement of thought which preceded Italian unification and not of political unification itself; and on the German constitutions of 1867 and 1871. I have tried to leave untouched whatever was written on the Eastern Question and the Balkan countries which Harold Temperley knew so well. Volume Two, with two important exceptions, is much more my own composition than Volume One. Those who knew the old Grant and Temperley will even here, however, recognise the occasional untouched sentence, paragraph or page. The two exceptions in Volume Two are, first, the account of the Balkan Wars and, second, the account of the War of 1914–18 and of peacemaking after it, in which Professor Temperley was a participant. He wrote the authoritative History of the Peace Conference. As for the rest of Volume Two, the introduction and chapters 1 and 7 to 10 are nearly all mine, chapters 11 to 16 and the Conclusion wholly so. The reader will miss from these the slower pace and more reflective quality of the earlier writing.

In Volume One he will also miss two flights of fancy which are too characteristic of the old book to be altogether forgotten, though they no longer stand in the text. Polignac, the last Prime Minister of the Restored Monarchy in France, was described as ‘this gingerbread conspirator.’ The Confederation of German states, with scant justice either to states or animals, was likened to a hunting pack. ‘It was like a number of animals formed into a hunting pack; the leader was Prussia, a huge grey wolf, at whose heels ran jackals, like Bavaria, Saxony, Wurttemburg and in whose train followed thirty-five smaller animals varying in size from large rats to small mice.’ I hope I have preserved in both volumes the strongly personalised character of the narrative. I hope it is still history made by the decisions of known men and not by the action of anonymous forces. The earlier authors often thought it necessary to authenticate views or information which were new, when they wrote, with detailed references to their source in footnotes. When the views have become generally accepted or the information common knowledge, I have omitted the footnotes. When I thought authentication still useful, I have given references if possible to more recent books containing the same material.

I repeat, finally, two of the paragraphs which came towards the end of Dame Lillian's note. ‘In the note to the fifth edition the authors referred to the personal experience of Professor Temperley in the British Imperial General Staff in the first World War and in the negotiations for peace. They acknowledged also the help given by a number of personal friends, some of whom are no longer available for consultation. In particular, acknowledgment was given for the criticisms made by Field-Marshal Lord Birdwood on the chapter relating to the War of 1914–18, and to Mr J. M. (later Lord) Keynes for help in dealing with the Reparation and Economic Section of the Treaty of Versailles. Sir Arnold Wilson had given them advice in connection with all matters upon the then recent history of the East; Mr L. S. Amery had commented upon the section relating to the reconstruction of democracy after the first World War and Major-General A. C. Temperley (the brother of one of the authors) had given advice upon the history of Disarmament and the later developments of the League of Nations.

Tn the note to the fifth edition the debt of the authors was also acknowledged to Mr Raymond Postgate who had written part of the chapter which dealt with Marxism and with Russia.’

I think much of the debt to those named in this note may still stand, for, except that to which Raymond Postgate contributed, these chapters have been least altered in the whole work. Much, however, has been added on Marx, and the Russian section of that chapter rewritten as a separate chapter.

AGATHA RAMM
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There seems to be scarcely a chapter in this volume in which revolution is not either attempted or achieved. It begins with the Russian Revolution of 1905, which did not depose the autocracy. Among the opposition to the Russian autocracy there were already Marxists, and the first Soviet, or Council, of Workers' Deputies ever to be formed was elected during the strikes in St. Petersburg of October 1905. Marxist-Leninists brought Communist Russia, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, into being in 1917. Marxists and Socialists were the agents of revolution in Germany in 1918–19. Marxists, with the Anarchists, Syndicalists and Socialists, in 1936 attempted but failed to achieve revolution in Spain, and brought about instead civil war. They divided France, but were represented in her Government in 1936. They were persecuted in Fascist Italy and persecuted almost to extinction in the Third Reich of Germany. After the second World War, the western states took into public ownership some parts of production and distribution and instituted schemes of public support which equalised access to education at all levels, to health and to security and tended to equalise wealth. The ideas behind these measures were derived from Socialism. Meanwhile the whole of eastern Europe had fallen under Communist rule. Towards the end of the volume successive risings occurred among East Germans, Poles, Hungarians and Czechs. These were to some extent, at least, revolutions attempted within the Marxist-Leninist world itself.

Some discussion of the ideas of Marx and Engels as the founders of Communist doctrine, and of Bakunin as the founder of Anarchism (Syndicalism may be taken as Anarchism in a trade union context) would seem to be an appropriate introduction to this volume. In Volume One something was already said about the ideas of early French Socialists, from Baboeuf to Saint-Simon, from Fourier to Proudhon. These thinkers agreed only on one thing: that the arrangements men had made for living together in society had achieved injustice, inequality, and unfreedom. These negatives might be summed up in the greatest negative of all: poverty. So attention focused on property and its distribution, but without bringing a single comprehensive, acceptable system into being either to explain it or to cure it. Karl Marx (1818–83) and Friedrich Engels (1820–95) persuaded a great many that they had designed exactly this sort of system.

Marx was descended from a long line of Jewish Rabbis, but his own father was a lawyer. The family became Christian when he was six and he was brought up a Protestant, but early discarded all religion. Born in Trier, in the Rhineland, he was educated at Berlin University. There he studied Hegel's philosophy and came into contact with those who gave Hegel's ideas a Leftist interpretation. In 1842 he was appointed editor of the Rheinische Zeitung and came into such conflict with the censor that he had to leave Germany and go to Paris the next year. There he met Engels, and their lifelong collaboration began. Engels was a Prussian, son of a manufacturer of the firm of Ermen and Engels, which employed him in Manchester.

The two young men endeavoured to reconcile the Socialist theories of Weitling and Baboeuf, with which they were emotionally in sympathy, with the Hegelian philosophy which they intellectually supported. In so doing, in three years which they spent together in Brussels (1845–48), they constructed a philosophy of ‘scientific Socialism’ which was in due course nearly to extinguish all others. This they did by inverting Hegel's dialectic and applying it to economic and political history, renaming it Dialectical Materialism.

The Hegelian dialectic represented in its day a considerable advance in the knowledge of the human mind, and through it of the external world. As Hegel was an idealist philosopher (holding that ideas were real) these two amounted to much the same thing. We may explain the only part of his philosophy which interests us here in the following way. Perhaps the longest step made by a savage mind towards civilisation is when it fixes for itself categories. Distinction is the beginning of knowledge: when the savage begins to use and recognise the idea of the earth, say, or of justice, he is becoming a reasoning being. But these fixed ideas are of necessity exclusive. The earth is the earth; it is not the moon, it is not the forest, it is not that mountain. Justice is not injustice. As philosophy becomes more complicated it entangles itself by trying to define these. What is justice? What is truth? Before the ancient world broke up these questions became interminable and the practical man, like Pilate, stayed not for an answer. Hegel solved the problem by making a further step. Ideas were not rigid; they were flexible and changing, each containing within itself its opposite and implying it. Life implies death, justice injustice. One idea gives birth to another, which arises out of it though it is its opposite; from their conflict arises an amalgamation of the two, a synthesis of both into a new idea, containing elements of both though it itself is new. The first is called the Positive, the second the Negation, the last step the Negation of the Negation. Alternatively the process is described as Thesis-Antithesis-Synthesis.

What for Hegel was an explanation of the human condition in terms of ideas, or thought about experience, became in Marx's theory an explanation in terms of experience only. But Marx and Engels found, or considered they found, that the dialectic would still work, shifted to the material plane. They reasoned like this: Men must maintain life. They grow food and develop tools to help them to do so. Their work, their skill and their implements mix with the raw materials given by nature to make what Marx called productive forces. Another element entered into production when men cooperated together so as to produce more easily and efficiently. This element Marx called productive relations. Marx and Engels thought that the ultimate explanation of all human activity was to be found in the operation of productive forces and productive relations. Considered in relation to society, these things make ‘the economic structure of society, the real foundation, on which rises a legal and political superstructure.’ So Marx and Engels reached the conclusion that the mode of production of material life determines all social, political and intellectual activity. This is why their theory is called materialist. What, then, is meant by ‘historical materialism’? Marx and Engels begin with primitive society, when the relations of production are those—or so they supposed—of co-operation. But at an early stage in the history of men certain members of their society gained control over the productive forces. The few came to live by the work of the many and the slave-owning system began; when some of the workers also held property this became the feudal system; when money was invented this became the capitalist system. In this Marx and Engels saw only two classes: the property less suppliers of labour and the capitalist exploiters of it. The material productive forces of society are now in conflict with the productive relations and the class conflict has arisen. From this they predict the social revolution, which will achieve both the classless society and the socialist system of organisation. But where in all this is the dialectic? Its influence is clear in the way related ideas form groups of three: productive forces relate to productive relations and both relate to society; feudalism, capitalism, the classless society. If one transposes the dialectic into this last group, then feudalism is the thesis, capitalism is its negation and the classless society the negation of capitalism, or the synthesis. Or, applied more strictly, the capitalist system (the thesis) implies the opposite, proletarian socialism (the antithesis), and from their conflict would result the classless society (the synthesis). We can understand, then that Marx's theory may stand without the dialectic, but that to apply the dialectic to it is to give it inevitability; to make it wholly convincing. Yet one difficulty Marx and Engels never overcame: to choose one variety of economic Organisation and to call it the thesis is to make an arbitrary choice.

They had, however, other means of reinforcing their reasoning. The Marxist economic theory, first expounded at length in Das Kapital (first volume published 1867; other volumes were posthumous), was important because it offered a theory of exploitation. An economic theory arose out of an attempt to answer questions such as why did one thing have one value and another thing another value? Was there behind actual values, or prices, something that could be called real value? Marx accepted an old theory: the labour theory of value. The one characteristic which all commodities have in common, allowing them to be accepted in exchange for others, or for money, is that labour has been used to produce them. Yet the employer did not pay for labour according to the actual number of hours a workman spent on producing something. He paid different prices for different kinds of labour or different prices to different persons. Marx overcame these difficulties by reasoning that the employer paid not for actual labour, but for potential labour, and that the price was determined by the average number of hours a worker needed to work to keep himself alive. Then, to overcome the difficulty of different kinds of labour, Marx asserted that it was possible to reduce all kinds of labour to something which he called ‘simple average labour’, averaging out, that is, skilled and unskilled work. Despite objections to which the theory (that the value of anything is determined by the amount of ‘simple average labour’ put into it) is open, Marx went on to the next step. This was to show that the price which a commodity in fact commanded allowed for another element, namely the profit of the employer. This was a truism of nineteenth-century economic thought. Marx's contribution was to call it ‘surplus value’ and to call it unjust. A man works, say, ten hours a day. In the first five, he does all the work that would be necessary to maintain himself and produces all the value he will receive in wages. The extra value he produces in the remaining five hours he does not get. It is stolen from him by his employer and represents the amount by which he is exploited. But the economic theory had another element which perhaps carries greater conviction. The employer retained the surplus value in the production of commodities. He used it, partly, to produce more and more of the commodity. So that under the capitalist system there were necessarily recurrent crises of over-production. The course of industrial history in the industrialised countries made this view plausible enough. For Marx and Engels and their followers it pointed to the conclusion that capitalism would eventually be overwhelmed as these crises became increasingly violent.

Marx and Engels further strengthened their position by offering a political theory. They went far beyond those in the nineteenth century who believed that the evils under which they suffered could be cured once they obtained political rights. Marxism diverged from all previous political theories in denying that the state existed, even potentially, for the good of those who belonged to it. It was by definition an organisation for the benefit of one part of the community only. But Marx and Engels were hostile to the state not only because it was organised in the interest of those who owned the means of production. They also believed it was incompatible with the classless society. In the latter government of persons will have ceased to exist. The exercise of authority by some over others will have become an archaism. ‘Government of persons is replaced by the administration of things.’ The demand for political rights was simply the way the bourgeoisie had won its own, earlier, revolution against those survivals of feudalism, the monarchies and the landed aristocracies.

But why should historical materialism, an economic theory and a political theory, even of the sort described, turn out to be a theory of revolution? Marx drew from the Hegelian system ideas which gave his predictions, not only the force of inevitability, but also the logic which inspired his followers to act to bring them about. Marx transported Hegel's theory of categories from the plane of ideas to that of experience. Hegel showed that ideas such as quality, quantity, causality, essence, existence, have a dialectical relationship to each other. Changes, for example, proceed by imperceptible quantitative mutation until a change of quality has taken place—as water at 100°C has changed into steam. Transposed on to the level of experience, this reasoning supports the opinion that social change proceeds grad-ally, or quantitatively, until a point is reached when, by a sudden leap, one system of social organisation replaces another and a qualitative change has taken place. Marx calls these leaps revolutions, and uses the Hegelian theory to show their inevitability.

There was, however, another line of reasoning which made the followers of Marx and Engels revolutionaries. They taught that the purpose of philosophy was hot that it should enable a man to understand the human condition, but that it should show him how to change it. In other words, theory without action and action without theory were both inconceivable. This position was the more convincing in so far as it rested upon a theory of knowledge. Knowledge was not simply the product of someone's reception of the impact of the outside world upon him through his sensations. Rather it was the product of his active response to those sensations. Unless you did something in response to a sensation, you could not be said to have experienced it. All theory was to be tested by action and no action was to be taken without a correct dialectical analysis of the situation, conducted beforehand. The Marxist system, from the time when Marx and Engels first expounded it in November 1847 to the League of the Just, a predominantly German secret society, and then embodied it in the Communist Manifesto of 1848, was a dynamic theory constantly in the making. It defined itself by constantly discovering what it was not. Thus Marx was embroiled in a series of controversies: with Mazzini and with Bakunin, to name but two of his antagonists, even with himself. He said more than once in the seventies that he was no Marxist.

One of the most used arenas for this constant debate was the International Working Men's Association, the First International. It was founded in 1864 as a result of a meeting in St. Martin's Hall, Long Acre, London, called to protest against the atrocities committed during the repression of the Polish revolt of 1863. The members of the Socialist Parties in the different European countries belonged to it and after 1866 it held regular Congresses. By 1867 Marx was the dominating figure on the General Council in London, and both in the discussions there and in the large correspondence, official and unofficial, which he carried on with representatives of movements in other countries, he spread and clarified his ideas. Each Congress showed a further victory for him and an elimination of reactionary or of merely freakish proposals. His most notable victory was in 1869, when the Proudhonist programme was voted down in favour of a Socialist one by 54 to 4. By 1870 he could see large and powerful working-class movements, deeply influenced by his own ideas, in every European country, and imagined the world revolution very near. ‘Things are moving,’ he wrote to Engels, in September 1867. ‘And in the next revolution, which is perhaps nearer than it appears, we (i.e. you and I) will have this powerful engine in our hands.’

Both Marx and Engels were throughout their lives rashly optimistic about the date of the revolution. They seemed to think that once they had discovered and explained the process which would lead to a victorious proletarian revolution, that process would forthwith begin. Each decade they expected victory, and were repeatedly disappointed. Two factors for which they had not allowed destroyed their immediate hopes, and behind these was the more important fact that capitalism was not yet, in Marxist language, ‘a fetter upon production’ but was showing itself capable of surprising expansion. The two immediate factors were the outbreak of the Franco German war, which set the French and German workers, the two chief hopes of the International, to shooting each other down, and the appearance of an organised opposition to Marx's direction within the International itself.

Among the recruits who joined in 1869 was a Russian refugee living in Switzerland, Michael Bakunin, who brought with him a group of personal adherents, with whom he constituted a branch in Geneva. He derived his principles from Proudhon, so far as he had constructive proposals, adding to them only atheism. But in his methods Bakunin was far different from his mentor. His political ideas were always vague, but they amounted to the affirmation, against the all-powerful state, of the value of the small social group. To live in social relations with other men was ‘natural.’ Bakunin taught that much must be destroyed to recover what was natural. In contrast to his ideas his instructions on organisation were precise and unchanging. Political action was forbidden; the state was an evil thing and must be destroyed. The oppressors and their agents were to be removed; half-converts were to be tied firmly to the chariot of the revolutionaries by every means available. Stolen letters, blackmail, threats, secret organisations within open organisation—all these were justifiable means, and the last indeed was his favourite method. ‘Have you never thought,’ he wrote to his chief French lieutenant, ‘what is the principal cause of the power and vitality of the Jesuit order? Do you wish me to name it? Well, it is the complete effacement of private wills in collective organisation and action… I shall die and the worms will eat me, but I want our idea to triumph. I want not the more or less dramatic growth of my person, not of a power, but of our power, the power of our collectivity, in whose favour I am ready to abdicate my name and personality.’ With a group of disciplined followers, who were on principle unscrupulous, Bakunin was soon able to set the International in an uproar. The Swiss federation was torn in half, the newly-founded Spanish and Italian movements came more under his influence than Marx's; and even the Belgian and North American sections began to lean towards Anarchism. Nor were the effects, except in Belgium, ephemeral. Italian anarchism remained very strong until Mussolini stamped out all working-class movements. In Spain anarchism was a great power in the twentieth century and strong on the Republican side during the Civil War of 1936–39.

Marx was as revolutionary in spirit as Bakunin, but his idea of the revolution was a mass movement of organised workers conscious of their purpose and not led like sheep. Armed raids by drilled conspirators, for whom the average worker was mere conspiracy-fodder, were in his view dangerous follies. The conflict between the two men became one of savage personal bitterness, and things were obviously moving to a climax when the Franco-German war broke out and the controversy was forcibly silenced.

The war was followed by the Paris Commune, whose history will be found elsewhere (see above, Volume One, pp. 289–91). The Commune, until the outbreak of the Russian Revolution in 1917, was the most venerated episode in Socialist history. Every March every Socialist journal brought out a special number to commemorate it, poets wrote their best (or at least their most well-meant) verses to celebrate it, annual delegations visited the famous Wall of Père Lachaise cemetery to lay red wreaths on the spot where the most famous massacre of its defenders took place. All this was not because it was a successful political experiment (it was not), but because it was supposed to be the first working-class Government and so considered to be the precursor of the revolution,. The legend of the Paris Commune had more consequences than the reality.

The International assembled in Congress the next year (1872) at The Hague. Bakunin did not attend, his spokesman being a Swiss delegate named Guillaume. Marx and Engels did. The proceedings were wholly occupied by the general quarrel between Socialists and Anarchists, and at the end the latter were expelled and the International split into two. Marx and Engels rejoiced too soon: the bloodletting of the Commune and the violence of the dissensions had in fact killed the International and their victory was empty. The Marxist section nominally existed until it was wound up in Philadelphia in 1876. The Anarchist section claimed a little longer life, though its effective power was broken in the unsuccessful Spanish Revolution of 1873. Separate sections survived. The Italian organisation remained strong; so too did the Russian. In France in 1890 and 1891 a series of systematic propagandas-by-deed (assassination of individual reactionaries) culminated in the murder of President Carnot. But this was the last effort of the Anarchists: the world had almost forgotten their existence until the Spanish Civil War brought the Spanish Anarchists back into importance, in 1936.

Marxism had more vitality. The Parties which had been founded, or adopted, by the International did not vanish when it disappeared. Nearly all of them survived, weak at first but steadily growing in importance. Until their death, Marx and Engels continually corresponded with them and encouraged them with advice, support and, on occasion, acid criticism. As we saw in Volume One, in nearly all European countries, except Turkey, a powerful Social Democratic Party appeared, securing if not the whole allegiance of the politically-interested working class, at least the support of a formidable minority. Only in Britain was this not true; the Social Democratic Federation (afterwards the British Socialist Party), despite the support of men such as William Morris, Tom Mann and H. M. Hyndman, remained to the end of its days (in 1919) a small sect. Workers preferred the Independent Labour Party and its Trade Union Movement.

The Socialist Parties of this period were of varying importance, some of very great weight indeed. Any observer who tabulated the results of the elections in European countries could not fail to notice one unvarying feature—the steady, if slow, growth of the Socialist vote. In town after town their numbers increased, and while other parties had fluctuations they alone (unless legal violence was used to suppress them) each time recorded a larger number of successes. One essential difference indeed passed almost unnoticed. The First International had been essentially international and revolutionary: in the Second International the Parties, despite assiduous repetition of Marx's phrases, were essentially national, in that their character varied from country to country.

The German Party was the strongest Party on the theoretical level. The German Social Democratic Party, led by pupils of Marx, such as August Bebel, Wilhelm Liebknecht and Karl Kautsky, was also the richest and most successful Socialist Party. Eduard Bernstein denied three of Marx's characteristic predictions. He showed that the concentration of property was not happening; the number of property-owners was on the contrary increasing; the concentration of the means of production might be happening in industry but was not happening in agriculture; there were many checks on recurrent economic crises and they would not destroy the capitalist system. Marx had, therefore, been wrong in anticipating the collapse of capitalist society. Bernstein's Revisionism divided the Party but did not prevail. It had served to increase the power and vigour of the Party in formulating Socialist theory. The Danish Social Democrat Party led by Thorvald Stauning, the Swedish Social Democratic Party led by Hjalmar Bran ting, the Dutch Social Democrats led by P. J. Troel-stra, the Austrian Social Democratic Party led by F. Adler, the Belgian Labour Party and the Norwegian Party were similarly without serious rivals, and the leaders were in every case men whom it was impossible not to recognise as politicians of high importance. In France an older revolutionary tradition raised obstacles to the dominance of the pure Marxists led by Jules Guesde. There were Blanquists and Reformists as well as Syndicalists. But when all the political groups were united by the tact, and under the leadership, of Jean Jaurès it was clear that Marxism was the predominant philosophy. In Italy Turati and Modigliani and in Spain Pablo Iglesias had to admit rivalry from the Syndicalists, revolutionary trade unionists who had refreshed Bakunin's practice with a dose of industrial unionism ultimately derived from Proudhon. They declared not only that the Marxist parties had ceased to be genuinely revolutionary, but that the nature of political campaigning made it sure that every Parliamentary Socialist Party would go the same way. Nevertheless, the Socialist Parties of Italy and Spain were indisputably the most important working-class organisations of their countries; the former had in 1914 a rich and splendidly organised co-operative organisation behind it, and the latter was the only Spanish Party which was an organised Party in the modern sense. In the Balkans turbulent political conditions prevented much constitutional success, but every country except Albania and Turkey had its Social Democratic Party, and among outstanding leaders were Christian Rakovsky the Rumanian, and Plato Drakoules the Greek, whose paper Ho Rhizopastes (The Tearer-up-by-the-Roots, less sensationally translated The Radical) was the most influential Labour newspaper published south of the Danube. In Russia the Social Democrats (SDs) had to meet serious rivalry from the Socialist Revolutionaries (SRs), successors to the Nihilists, who approved of individual terrorism as a reply to Tsarist methods. The Social Democrats were themselves divided into Mensheviks (minority) headed by Martov, and Bolsheviks (majority) headed by Lenin. But this division was at first regarded as of less importance than that between SR and SD. The personality of the unquestioned leader G. V. Plekhanov dominated both groups, and the busiest conciliator of all was a young Jew using the name of Leon Trotsky.

The outbreak of the war of 1914 shattered the Second International. The Socialist parties in all the belligerent countries, except Russia, called upon their supporters to rally to their national governments; the Second International might not have existed. A small neutral group, the ‘Dutch-Scandinavian Committee’ with Camille Huysmans, the Belgian Secretary of the International Bureau, made repeated but useless efforts to bring the parties together. In 1915 at Zimmerwald, in 1916 at Kienthal, and in 1917 at Stockholm steadily increasing minorities, who were discontented at this failure, met together to consider action to stop the war and start a Socialist revolution. Soon after the Armistice, at a meeting in Moscow in March 1919, they decided that the Second International was worthless, and started a Third International, the ‘Comintern,’ to replace it.

In its early years, working under the eye of Lenin, the Communist International secured the allegiance of every Socialist Revolutionary, Syndicalist and Blanquist as well as Marxist. It reverted, however, to the organisation of the First International, with a Praesidium to take the place of the General Council, and equally strict discipline for every member and Party. Each Party had to re-name itself ‘The Communist Party of …’; some parties, with many years' honoured history behind them, much resented this, and even more doubted whether a band of Russian enthusiasts in Moscow possessed sufficient knowledge to direct them competently on the road to world revolution. The Twenty-One Points' which were drafted, partly by G. Zinoviev, who was president of the Third International from 1919 to 1926, included an insistence upon ‘illegal work’ which in itself outlawed (if need be) the parties which accepted it. Nevertheless the majority of the French Socialist Party, and powerful groups in the newly liberated Eastern European states joined the new organisation. In Scandinavia, Spain, the Netherlands and Britain the response was small, although for a while Labour supporters who declined to join it nevertheless maintained a benevolent attitude towards its propaganda.



Chapter 1 The Troubled Years, 1905–12
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Volume One of this book ended at the point where Europe was already divided into two camps. On one side was the Austro-German Alliance. On the other was the Franco-British Entente. Italy was attached to Austria-Hungary and Germany by the Triple Alliance and to Britain and France by common interests in the Mediterranean and North Africa, which she had safeguarded by agreements with them and assurances to them that the Triple Alliance would not mean war on Italy's part against either of them. The system remained to be completed by the Russo-British Entente. This did not come into existence until 1907.

Nothing could be done with Russia in 1905, for she was just emerging from revolution. Her defeat at the hands of Japan was the prelude to this revolution. She had been defeated militarily in the battle of Mukden (March 25, 1905) after a period of trench warfare which might, but did not, warn Europe what to expect in Flanders in 1914–18; navally in the battle of Tsushima (May 27, 1905); and diplomatically in the apparent uselessness of the alliance with France (1893) and in the harsh peace treaty, the Treaty of Portsmouth (September 5, 1905). But defeat in the Crimean War was just as decisive. It had been followed by reform and not revolution. The explanation why this time revolution forestalled reform is partly that the autocracy was both weaker and more rigid and partly that blind protest was now mixed with liberal and socialist ideas which gave a vision, in their different ways, of what they wished to achieve to those who demanded change. The revolution was, however, repressed before it was completed. The ultimate outcome, therefore, was in effect a further spate of reform. So that we are faced with a second question: why did the liberal Russia which emerged from the Revolution fail to survive. Before we turn to this second question we must make good the explanation we offered in answer to the first.

The autocracy ceased under the last Tsar, Nicholas II (acceded 1894), to command the whole range of matters that effective government now required it to do. Indeed, Nicholas II, though he knew much of foreign policy, knew little or nothing of other subjects. He saw everything in personal terms. His qualities of natural intelligence, charm and affection he applied to his family and immediate circle. Even for a landowner his range was circumscribed; for an autocratic ruler in the twentieth century it was narrow in the extreme. To govern Russia effectively now required a command of economics, an understanding of the educated, well-to-do but not landed, middle class, with its liberal ideas, some notion of urban working-class life with its social problems and the new doctrines of social democracy, and an acquaintance with peasant aspirations and the peasants' version of socialism. Abstract ideas were unpalatable to Nicholas II and he made no assessment of the importance of these things let alone had firsthand experience of them. His ordinary good abilities were insufficient. Since he had no notion of the importance of these things he could not appoint, as William I had appointed Bismarck, men who did understand their importance and could so identify themselves with the country as to be able to express its needs in their personalities and, in those terms, satisfy them. Nicholas II had three Ministers of the Interior within one year (1904–05). The first, Pleve, was assassinated; the second, Prince Svyatopolk-Mirski, recognised he was not up to the work and resigned; the third, Bulygin, was an official who did not even try to rise to the occasion. The Government allowed patent abuses and evils to persist, and still to persist, unremedied; the governed had greater opportunities, more education, a better understanding of how the state worked and how it should work than fifty years before. To the governed inefficiency, the burden of taxation, inequalities of wealth, were less and less acceptable; in the armed forces harsh discipline and no reward, not even victory, caused protest; in the countryside the poverty and land-hunger of a growing population caused attacks on the landlords; in the cities rising prices and falling wages caused strikes. On the side of the Government, persistent failure caused a weakening of all authority everywhere. Pressure from the gentry and liberal middle class was the first to make itself felt. In November 1904 a congress of Zemstva (elective Councils for local government in the countryside, see Volume One, pp. 301, 349) representatives demanded representative institutions at the centre in mild and generalised language. Nicholas temporised. After the congress was over the members continued their campaign with mounting impetus. The League of Liberation (Volume One, p. 348) adopted the eleven theses of the Zemstva movement as part of their programme too. Working-class protest followed. At the end of the month there was a one-day strike in Baku. Next, a strike at the Putilov works, outside St. Petersburg, was organised in protest against the dismissal of workers belonging to the trade union founded by a certain priest called Gapon. The strike spread to other works. Gapon led a deputation from the strikers to petition the Tsar at the Winter Palace. The assembled strikers were fired upon by the troops. This was the massacre of Bloody Sunday, January 22, 1905. The result was a general strike in St. Petersburg and sympathetic strikes in some seven other cities. In February serious peasant riots began. They sometimes took the form of the burning of landlords' property, sometimes of the expulsion of the landlords. The Grand Duke Sergei, the Tsar's uncle, was assassinated. Bulygin promised an elective, consultative assembly for all Russia. Peasant riots and strikes continued to spread and minor trades were affected. In June 1905 the sailors of the Potemkin mutinied. Intellectuals of all shades of opinion now took a hand. There were further congresses of the members of the City Councils and the Zemstva, deputations to the Tsar and discussions of draft constitutions. During the summer riots and strikes quieted, but revived in September. There were mutinies among the troops returning from Manchuria and in October a great railway strike accompanied by a fresh general strike in St. Petersburg. The first Soviet of workers was formed in St. Petersburg that month; others followed. It was made up of members of the strike committees. It had 562 elected members, who appointed an executive committee. Its members were workers but also representatives from the Men-she vik, Bolshevik and the Socialist Revolutionary Parties. Trotsky was one of the leaders. In December the police risked arresting them and the Soviet was dissolved by the troops. It had lasted fifty days. In Moscow, then Russia's second city, a general strike was now declared and there were for twelve days intermittent armed clashes between the police and the strikers, before the strikers were finally crushed by the troops.

The revolution, however, was really brought to an end by the October manifesto, as it was called, which granted Russia an elective parliament to be elected on a fairly wide franchise. At the same time Witte, whom we have seen modernising Russia in the nineties, was appointed Prime Minister. The first parliament, or Duma, sat for three months. In it the so-called progressive bloc had a majority. It was made up of the Cadets (a word made from the initial letters of the Russian for Constitutional Democrats) under Milyukov, Prince Lvov, of whom we shall hear again, and Peter Struve, of whom we have heard already in Volume One. They had 77 seats. Allied to them were the Octobrists under Guchkov. This group was prepared to let the autocracy continue on the basis of the manifesto and the limited consultative powers which it gave to the Duma. To its right were extreme conservatives; to its left the Socialist Revolutionaries and a few Social Democrats. The progressive bloc had the support of the leaders of the Universities and the professions. ‘Their political success depended upon one of two conditions, if not both: either support from the autocracy to help to build orderly freedom from above, or the support of the socialist parties behind whom stood some of the peasantry and proletariat.’1 Progressive reform failed because they never had either, let alone both, of these conditions, for long enough to do anything. They have been blamed for bringing on the crisis too soon. The Cadets and the Octobrists faced the Tsar with a demand for a Government which had the confidence of the country and appealed to the nation for support. The Tsar dismissed the Duma. The year 1905 had closed with the issue of a new electoral law restricting the franchise, and 1906 opened with the election of the second Duma. When it met the Cadets were seen to have lost their strength. The Octobrists had made the most gains. The Socialist Revolutionaries still had 34 seats. So even this Duma could show itself too independent for the Tsar to understand it. He dissolved it on June 16, 1907, and together with the dissolution edict issued a new electoral law which excluded the peasant electors and the Socialist Revolutionaries they voted for. The third Duma of 1907–12—it lasted its legal term—was totally unrepresentative. The Cadets lost heavily and had now only 54 seats; the Social Democrats had 17 seats and the Socialist Revolutionaries, now hidden under the name Tru-dovniks (Labourists), with 16 seats, just survived. The Octobrists were now the strongest party on the left (154 seats) but the parties of the right who had fought the elections with Government subsidies were strong too (127 seats). Nevertheless by the time of the fourth Duma, 1912–14, in which the Cadets (58 seats) played a useful role in contact both with the Government and the Socialists, Russia had a real parliamentary life: among a limited section of the population, it is true, and mostly the same classes who expressed themselves through the Zemstva and the City Councils. A more liberal regime obtained in relation to the Universities and the Press. Whether this liberal Russia would survive or not, depended upon reforms of a social and economic kind.

C. A. Stolypin was Prime Minister at the time of the second Duma. He was appointed in July 1906 and remained in office until he was shot in 1911. He was responsible for belated progress in dealing with the land question. There was important legislation in 1906 and 1910. Under the law of 1906 redemption payments (due to the state from emancipated serfs) were to cease from January 1, 1907, and the remaining inequalities between peasant and landowner were abolished. The act did much to create consolidated family farms; for it allowed the peasant to take his share of the land, farmed in common in the obshchina, into private ownership and to consolidate his strips into one compact farm. It allowed the mir, or community of peasants, to abandon the open-field system and to distribute all its land among its members. The act of 1910 was a codifying measure which elaborated procedure for the breakup of the obshchina and stipulated certain cases where the cessation of farming in common might be automatic. Only the War of 1914–18 delayed its total disappearance. But, of course, poverty and land-hunger remained, though a prosperous class of peasantry was coming to the top.

In 1909 there was a second leap forward in Russian industrialisation. It continued into the period of prosperity that marked the prewar years of 1912–14. Social reform, however, did not keep pace with the growing needs of the proletariat. Even in the good year of 1912 ‘the massacre’ in the Lena goldfields (April 4) showed the persistence of social problems. Moreover, Russia's industrial structure was characterised by intense concentration. Powerful cartels and trusts widened the gulf between distant, anonymous employers and an equally anonymous labour force. Russia was, however, far from being an industrialised country even by the time of the Revolution of 1917. The proletariat of full industrialisation was created in the thirties after that Revolution had supposedly put it into power.

At the time of the fourth Duma Kokovtsov was Prime Minister. By now both Government and Duma were further over to the right. Social reform was out of the question. Only Russian finances, army and navy were reorganised and reformed and her railway network enlarged. Historians write of a Russian revival. Her foreign policy was assertive; her General Staff showed a growing confidence; by 1917 she was to have an army of 1,750,000 men and her finances were so healthy that she would not notice the cost of the increases. There was, however, an ominous revival of industrial discontent and strikes early in 1914. The War of 1914–18 used up the newly acquired strength of the country and liberal Russia foundered under the weight of its unsolved social problems.

Something more needs now to be said of Russian foreign policy in this period after the Japanese war. It was in striking contrast to her uncertain search for stability internally. She pursued a policy of forward driving, though it would be more exact to say that her diplomats in Persia and the Balkan states and her military agents in Tibet did so without much co-ordination from the centre. Serbia had undergone a change of dynasty in June 1903 when the last of the Obrenović was murdered and Peter Karageorgevič brought that dynasty back to power. She discarded the alliance with Austria-Hungary and repudiated the political and commercial vassalage to her which had existed since 1881. She went over to Russia. Bulgaria, which had also been hostile, was reconciled to Russia. She was now to build up a clientele of Balkan states opposed both to Austria-Hungary and to Turkey. Rumania alone was pro-German and pro-Austrian for some time longer. Tentative approaches to Britain began soon after the conclusion of the Franco-British Declaration over Egypt and Morocco of April 1904 which, it will be recalled, marked, with another Declaration (on Madagascar) and a Convention (on Newfoundland and West Africa), the beginning of the Franco-British Entente. Russia showed herself forward in assenting to the Khedive of Egypt's decree which consequential international arrangements, to be made over Egyptian finance, needed. In return she angled for British acceptance of the position she was building up in Tibet. This Britain gave in ambiguous and somewhat noncommittal terms. Britain was more interested in a Russian Declaration similar to the French, that she too would abstain from pressing for the British evacuation of Egypt. This Britain did not obtain. Nor did much come of talk about Manchuria. When approaches were renewed after the Revolution of 1905 they were put on a different and more hopeful basis. At the Persian (Iranian) capital of Teheran Britain and Russia had been rivals for influence and grants of concessions from the Shah for nearly thirty years. Sometimes rivalry had given place to a common policy or the suggestion of one. But rivalry was the dominant note, and there was always pressure upon Britain from the Government of India to keep in mind the importance of communications to India and naval supremacy in the Persian Gulf. When, in 1906, Britain made further approaches to Russia, she asked Russia to state her views about Persia. It was thought wise to put ‘a ring fence’ round the negotiations, that is, to avoid questions in which other European Powers might be concerned, and to take the questions—Persia, Afghanistan, Tibet—where there was Anglo-Russian disagreement, one by one. The British Ambassador in St. Petersburg, Sir Arthur Nicolson, to whose ideas this policy was largely due, managed the negotiations with skill and brought them to a conclusion in Conventions on Persia, Afghanistan and Tibet signed by Russia and Britain on August 31, 1907. They marked the inauguration of the Russo-British Entente. They were precipitated to a conclusion by Britain's showing that she no longer had a rigid view that the Straits of the Bosphorus and Dardanelles must be kept closed—a view which, as we have seen, had dominated her policy towards Russia and Turkey throughout the nineteenth century. As we shall see presently this was a matter which was to disturb Russia's relations with Austria-Hungary in the following year. One Convention with Russia divided Persia into three zones; the northern, containing the capital, Britain recognised as Russia's sphere of influence; the central zone both Powers were to leave free; and in the third zone, whose coast lay on the Persian Gulf, Russia recognised Britain's predominance. A separate document further safeguarded Britain's position in the Gulf. By two other Conventions Russia disclaimed any intention of interfering in Afghanistan and Britain any intention of altering the status quo there, and both Powers recognised the sovereignty of China over Tibet and affirmed their intention of maintaining its territorial integrity and not interfering in its internal affairs. It is noteworthy that there was no bargain between Britain and Russia, comparable to that over Egypt and Morocco between Britain and France. Persia stood by itself. The agreement was much more like a drawing of frontiers up to which each would tolerate forward action by the other. It is not, then, surprising that after the Conventions Russia turned away from the Middle East as from the Far East. Her policy concentrated upon Europe and the Balkan peninsula, that is to say, upon a zone dangerous to her relations with both Germany and Austria-Hungary.

For Russia's ally, France, the troubled years were 1906–10. There were strikes of the miners in the North in March and April 1906, demonstrations in Paris for the eight-hour working day in 1906 and for the six-day week in 1907, strikes of the electricians in March 1907, of workers in the food industries in April 1907 and also in 1907 a rebellion of the wine-growers. There was a strike of builders in 1908 and an attempt at a general strike in 1909. Clemenceau and Briand dealt with strikes by calling in strike-breakers and using the army to protect those at work. Postmen and schoolteachers, who were civil servants, could be dismissed if they intended to strike. Briand hit upon the drastic device of calling up strikers for their military service. Such measures brought the one part of France no nearer to understanding the other—proletarian—part. Since this part was still small no immediate damage was done, but distant consequences were more serious.

The General Election of 1906 brought the Radicals a substantial majority in the Chamber where they had 247 seats. To their left, Millerand and Viviani led a group of independent Socialists and to their left there was now a united Socialist Party, including both Guesde and Jaurès. The Socialists were strong, but the Radicals were stronger, so strong that they could govern, as they had not been able to do in the previous Chamber, without Socialist support. Georges Clemenceau (1841–1929) became Prime Minister with the clever and subtle Caillaux as his Finance Minister. Clemenceau had first come to the fore at the time of the Paris Commune, for he had then been Mayor of the 18th arrondissement. In the same year he became a member of the Chamber and for the next twenty years he made a reputation as the great puller-down of Ministries, which he never offered to replace by one of his own. In November 1906 he was at last in power. Expectations were high. Here was his chance to carry through the social programme to which he was committed. He had nearly three years of power, but he achieved nothing except the enactment of the six-day working week. The years were remembered for the oratorical duels between Clemenceau and Jaures. It was an opportunity missed. Yet Clemenceau was to be Prime Minister in another critical period, 1917–20. Briand succeeded Clemenceau without much change.

The General Election of 1910 increased the Socialist representation by 20 seats, but otherwise made little change in the overall balance of parties. Yet the troubled years were over. There was a surprising number of Deputies, who had never sat in the Chamber before, and a complete change of mood. When Caillaux became Prime Minister in 1911, this serious mood was confirmed. He offered a programme of reform, ‘lay, financial and social.’ He fought to introduce an income tax into the tax structure, not changed since the Revolution of 1789. He fell in 1912 without having done anything except weather the Agadir crisis (to which we shall come at the end of this chapter). It was Poincaré who both succeeded in lengthening the period of military service and in introducing income tax. But that belongs to war preparations and the next chapter.

We last saw Germany under its Chancellor, Prince von Bülow (appointed October 1900), embarked on Weltpolitik and the building of a Battle Fleet. She was a powerful, dynamic economic unit but, like a battleship at large on the ocean, incapable of steering steadily along a single, chosen course. This may have been more appearance than reality; for Bülow had an unfortunate effect on foreign policy by his refusal to close options. He gave an appearance both of vacillation and over-reaching ambition. Contemporaries and subsequent historians blamed all the bad decisions in foreign policy upon the sinister influence of Holstein, a permanent official in the Foreign Office since Bismarck's first year as imperial Chancellor.1 He was dismissed in 1906 and had been absent through illness at crucial periods in both 1904 and 1905. The responsibility properly belonged to Bülow, who was also, from 1897 until 1907, Reich Foreign Secretary as well as Chancellor (1900–09). But Holstein, as the repository of Bismarckian traditions and a permanent presence in the Office with a somewhat cautious and narrow view, was a convenient scapegoat for the failure, for example, of Germany's Moroccan policy in 1906.

We saw in Volume One how Germany opened a challenge to the Franco-British Entente by laying a claim to consideration, with the other signatories of the treaty of 1880, should France initiate any change in the status of Morocco. This led to a demonstration of Franco-British solidarity on the one hand and bilaterial negotiations between Germany and France on the other. The latter arose out of a proposal by Germany for a European Conference on Morocco. The suggestion was made in Volume One that she would have done better to have worked for a bilateral agreement with France than to have allowed these negotiations to become simply a limitation of the agenda for the Conference. She clung to the Conference. This duly assembled at Algeciras in January 1906. Twelve states were represented. Two states, France and Germany, contended. The subjects of their contention were police and financial control in Morocco. In an undeveloped and disturbed area police control was likely to be the lever of power. The police were entrusted by the Conference to a Franco-Spanish personnel under a Swiss Inspector-General, so that the Conference was a victory for France. All that Germany gained was that she had established the theoretical principle that Morocco concerned all the European Powers equally: for a State Bank under the control of four Powers, France, Britain, Germany and Spain, was set up with equal opportunity for all nations. Otherwise the Conference was a demonstration of Germany's isolation. France was steadily supported throughout by Britain, Russia and Spain. President Theodore Roosevelt, representing the United States and making the first major incursion of the States into European diplomacy, effectively, but less openly, also supported France. Italy, bound by agreements with France of 1900 and 1902 (Volume One, p. 364), supported France. Germany and Austria-Hungary stood alone.

We saw in chapter 24 of Volume One how Germany was in the grip of social conflicts which were unable to work themselves out in the political arena. In the Reichstag, it is true, the political battle was fought out between parties which, except for the Centre Party, represented social classes. But the battle was one without victory. The outcome of battle in the Reichstag was frustration and not victory, with power for the victor, since Ministries were not set up nor pulled down by it. The Chancellor and the Secretaries of State (civil servants, not politicans) did not compose a Reich Ministry. The Chancellor had been made the only Reich Minister in 1871 in order to safeguard the powers of the Ministries of the separate states. Bülow fell in 1909 after a crisis that showed up both the diminished authority of the Emperor and the irresponsibility of the Chancellor. On October 28, 1908, there appeared in the London Daily Telegraph an article reporting the Emperor's language to an unnamed interviewer about Anglo-German relations. The text was submitted to Bülow by the Emperor, quite properly, before publication. Whether Bülow let it pass carelessly or deliberately, he should have stopped it. He could not exculpate himself before the Reichstag satisfactorily. There was an outcry against the so-called personal government of the Emperor, who then threatened to abdicate. He was brought round from a state of nervous collapse and for some years there were no more impromptu speeches nor public statements. Bülow's failure deepened. He was about to embark on a reform of Reich finance to make good the deficit caused by the expenditure on naval building. But his supporters in the Reichstag fell away: there was a coalition of the Liberal parties against him. The tax bill of 1909 failed to pass. In June he resigned. The agitation for constitutional reform, that is the establishment of a Reich Ministry responsible to the Reichstag, became serious. It was not to succeed until 1918 when Prince Max von Baden headed the first Reich Ministry. By then it was too late to save the Monarchy.

Bülow was succeeded by Bethmann Hollweg whom he himself had recommended. He was ‘a man of intelligence, learning and the utmost integrity.’ He was a man not unlike Caprivi, though Caprivi was a General and he an administrator (in the Prussian state service in the Ministry of the Interior, then Prussian Minister of the Interior and lastly Reich Secretary for Home Affairs). To both, loyalty, honour and devoted industry were the prime virtues. Bethmann Hollweg shouldered the responsibilities of his office as Bülow had not done, and restored to it some of its lost power. The strongest man in office continued, however, to be von Tirpitz. He made the Reichsmarineamt into a propaganda office for the navy and the great Battle Fleet which he built under the navy laws of 1898, 1906 and 1908. W. von Schoen (1907), A. von Kiderlen-Wächter (1910) and G. von Jagow (1913) were in succession Secretaries of State for Foreign Affairs.

Of Austria-Hungary little needs to be added to what was said of her in chapter 24 of Volume One. There it was shown how the Ausgleich had ceased to provide internal stability. The Hungarians stood in the way of any chance of a trialist rearrangement to accommodate a developing Czechoslovak nation in an equal partnership or a quadripartite rearrangement to quiet, in addition, a growing Serbo-Croat or Yugoslav agitation. Neither of these possible rearrangements was ever seriously considered. In looking back the historian sees how Hungarian policy towards the nationalities prevented any forward-looking proposals for change from ever being made. But there was another obstacle to these. As the coherence of the Monarchy deteriorated, so did the rigidity of the ageing Emperor increase—he was 75 in 1905. This made overall reconstruction impossible. It also made Ministers, such as Aehrenthal, who took over foreign policy from Goluchowski in 1906 and was still in office when he died in 1912, or the Chief of Staff, Conrad von Hötzendorf, independent forces who could shape policy, within the competence of their offices, much as they wished. Thus Aehrenthal adopted a forward policy in the Balkan Peninsula and in 1909, during the crisis in Austro-Serb relations, which Aehrenthal had provoked, discussion between Conrad and Moltke, the Chief of the German General Staff, resulted in the incorporation of Austria-Hungary in the Schlieffen plan. This campaign plan, made by Moltke's predecessor in office, was for a lightning blow at Paris in the event of war with France. The German armies would go through neutral Belgium and Luxembourg, opening out near Paris to grip it in a pair of pincers: to gain total victory in six weeks. Other German forces would hold the French in Alsace. While the blow was delivered Russia would be held on Germany's other front and be defeated after her French ally. Under the arrangement of 1909, Austria-Hungary was assigned a rôle in this holding operation. War, when it came, it was assumed, would be a war in which Germany and Austria-Hungary stood united against France and Russia, equally united. Aehrenthal's foreign policy, to which we shall come presently, was to make such a war more rather than less likely. Meanwhile, though no change could happen, change was in the air. Francis Joseph's nephew, Francis Ferdinand, had come to the fore as the heir apparent. His part in government did not go beyond military duties, but he was already a centre of intrigue and one round which men were positioning themselves. He was credited with a variety of plans for reform. He had ideas, or perhaps dreams, but no plans—at least none fully thought through. That there would soon be change was certain. Its direction was one of the great uncertainties.

In January 1908 the harmony between Austria-Hungary and Russia over Balkan affairs was rudely disturbed. This was Aehrenthal's doing. The harmony had endured for a decade. In 1897 Austria-Hungary and Russia had agreed to maintain the status quo in the Balkan Peninsula, to abstain from intervention in the internal affairs of the Balkan states and to instruct their representatives to co-operate so that the states could not play off one Power against the other. This pledge was renewed by what was known as the Mürzsteg Punktation, signed by Austria-Hungary and Russia on October 2, 1903. Macedonia was the area of maximum disturbance in 1903. It was an area badly governed by the ageing Abdul Hamid of Turkey. Turkey-in-Europe seemed, indeed, to be breaking up at last when Macedonia revolted in 1903. Two other considerations had at that time made Austria-Hungary cautious. Goluchowski was convinced that Austria-Hungary was militarily and politically unfit for war and made more so by the beginning of the difficulties with Serbia already referred to (see above, p. 15) and in addition the massacres which followed the Macedonian rebellion had roused British humanitarian interests and some Government attention. Russia and Austria-Hungary finally gained the consent of the Powers to the establishment of an international gendarmerie in Macedonia. Germany, who was cultivating the friendship of Turkey, and mistrustful of Russia, declined to join the other Powers in controlling a zone of gendarmerie. Early in 1905 Britain attempted to set up international supervision of the collection of taxes in Macedonia. International control neither of police nor of taxation worked without friction, but resulted in much good to the inhabitants and kept Russia and Austria-Hungary together. In 1907 they stayed together to oppose a British attempt to increase the efficiency of the gendarmerie.

Austro-Russian agreement collapsed when Aehrenthal, the masterful new Foreign Minister of Austria-Hungary, suddenly announced in January 1908 that he meant to build a railway through the Sanjak of Novibazar, to connect with the Turkish terminus at Mitrovika. Vienna would thus be linked by direct railway with Salonika, and Montenegro more clearly than ever separated from Serbia. In fact the plan was crude to a degree and, because of its engineering difficulties, impracticable, but the spirit of aggression was evident. Isvolski, since 1906 Foreign Minister in Russia, made a counterproposal of a railway from Rumania through Serbia and Montenegro to a point on the Adriatic coast of Albania. So a veiled Austro-Hungarian railway advance on Salonika was to be met by a veiled Russian advance through Serbia and Albania. Aehrenthal eventually accepted Isvolski's counter-proposal, but neither railway was ever built. Had either been, war between Austria-Hungary and Russia could hardly have failed to ensue; for rival railway schemes hid renewed competition for ascendancy. But the really serious matter was, as Isvolski complained, that Austria-Hungary had broken the agreement reached with Russia in 1897 and confirmed at Mürzsteg in 1903.

It was particularly unfortunate for the peace of Europe that Austria-Hungary's bold step forward came four months after the Anglo-Russian Conventions had been signed. When in June 1908 Edward VII paid a long-overdue visit to Nicholas II at Reval the demonstrations of Anglo-Russian cordiality excited German and Austro-Hungarian anxiety. Bülow was assured that the Anglo-Russian Conventions of August 1907 were not directed against German interests. But both Bülow and William II made speeches suggesting that Germany was encircled by hostile Powers and would have to defend herself. Their remarks were received with loud applause.

Just at this critical moment a revolution occurred in Turkey which had certainly been hastened by Turkish fear of an Anglo-Russian agreement to her disadvantage. But a secret Committee of Union and Progress (the Young Turks) had long been planning revolt among the officers of the Turkish army. Early in July 1908 Niazi Bey and Enver Bey put the plans into action and proclaimed a parliamentary constitution. The hitherto invincible tyrant, Abdul Hamid, collapsed with hardly a struggle and professed (as he had done once before) that he would become the mildest of constitutional kings. The able soldiers who had engineered the revolt were profuse in professions of liberalism. All Christian peoples—Greeks, Serbs and Bulgars—were to be free under the Turkish flag and to fraternise with Muslims. So monstrous and insupportable had been the tyranny of Abdul Hamid that for a time these professions were believed. Greek popes kissed Turkish dervishes, Serbs fraternised with Bulgars, and both walked in procession with Turks. The European Powers at once seized the opportunity to abandon all Macedonian reforms, on the pretext that the Young Turks were liberals and could manage their own affairs, but they were glad to be rid of a responsibility which only provoked quarrels among themselves. The Young Turks proved to be as ruthless and militarist as Abdul Hamid, and incomparably more efficient. Their professed liberalism proved to be a sham which they discarded when it suited them. Austria-Hungary's concern was lest Bosnia and Herzegovina should be invited to elect deputies to sit in the new Turkish parliament. This was likely since the Provinces, though occupied by her after 1878, were still under Turkish sovereignty. Both Provinces were anyhow in a state of agitation because the new hostility of Serbia to Austria-Hungary, noticed on p. 361 of Volume One (and above, p. 15), raised the hopes of the Croats for independence in a great Serbo-Croat state.

In April 1908, Isvolski had begun some negotiations of doubtful wisdom with Aehrenthal. At the end of July he made a definite proposal. He proposed, in short, that Austria-Hungary should annex Bosnia, Herzegovina and the Sanjak and support the opening of the Straits of the Bosphorus and Dardannelles to Russian warships. It will be recalled that the Straits had played a small part in the negotiation of the Anglo-Russian Conventions of 1907, but a part sufficient to encourage Isvolski to hope that Britain might agree to some rearrangement. It is interesting that he should have made his firm proposal just after the Anglo-Russian meeting at Reval. In September the negotiations were carried further at a meeting between Isvolski and Aehrenthal at the castle of Buchlau, which Berchtold, then Austro-Hungarian Ambassador in St. Petersburg, had put at their disposal. Nothing was set down on paper but agreement was reached and subsequently recorded in different terms by the two men. Isvolski maintained later that he had recognised at Buchlau that, since both matters were regulated by the Treaty of Berlin, their agreement could not be implemented except by a European Conference. Aehrenthal denied this.

Aehrenthal, who was a bold and determined man, resolved to strike as soon as he could, and to make assurance doubly sure invited Prince Ferdinand of Bulgaria to Vienna in the first week of October. What was then agreed was soon obvious. On October 6 Ferdinand threw off the suzerainty of the Turkish Sultan and proclaimed himself King of an independent Bulgaria. Two days later, on October 7, Francis Joseph proclaimed the annexation of Bosnia and Herzegovina. At the same time Austria-Hungary withdrew her troops from the Sanjak. Germany and Italy had been warned in the summer, but preliminary consultations with Britain and France had not taken place, and even Isvolski was taken by surprise at the timing. He took his stand on a Conference and was supported by Britain and France. Grey, the British Foreign Secretary, maintained the sanctity of the Treaty of Berlin, asserted that its renegotiation could only take place in a Conference of its signatories and agreed with Isvolski on a possible agenda for it. The rule of the closure of the Straits was included but Grey made it plain that they should only be opened, if opened equally to all Powers and if Turkey agreed. The Conference agenda was presented to Austria-Hungary as a joint proposal from all three Entente Powers. Aehrenthal, judging the situation with brutal realism, calculated that no Power would make war to maintain the Treaty of Berlin; and France, embroiled with Germany over Morocco (below, p. 32), would be weak over Bosnia. He, therefore, refused a Conference unless it was understood beforehand that it was only to sanction a fait accompli. Germany stood by Austria-Hungary.

The nub of the difficulty was not touched by these discussions. It was elsewhere: in Serbia. Serbia was outraged. As long as Austria-Hungary only occupied Bosnia and Herzegovina she could cherish the hope that the two million Serbs and Croats of the two Provinces might eventually be united with herself. They were now to be united with the five million Serbs and Croats under Austrian or Hungarian rule. Serbian nationalism seemed to be for ever frustrated. The agitation was extraordinary. Serbia and Montenegro demanded territorial compensation. Serbia ordered the mobilisation of her first reserve, 120,000 men, summoned her parliament which voted war credits and, in December, further war credits. Austria-Hungary strengthened her forces in Dalmatia and Bosnia. There might have been European war in 1909, supposing Austria-Hungary had made a punitive raid into Serbia or taken other military measures in answer to her frantic and chauvinist outbursts. Russia, going to the assistance of Serbia, would have become engaged with Austria-Hungary and the Austro-German Alliance would have become operative. On January 21, 1909, Germany had assured Austria-Hungary of support if she deemed it necessary to take steps against Serbia. There was a possibility of Russia's action, because Isvolski's policy of a bargain had been defeated. He was caught between the British and French insistence on no revision of the Treaty of Berlin except by European negotiation on one hand and, on the other, a new factor, an ebullition of Slavophilism in Russia and the insistence of the Prime Minister, Stolypin, and the Finance Minister, Kokovtsov, that a bargain over Bosnia and Herzegovina was a betrayal of the Slav cause. Though they also urged that Russia was not ready for war, she might have found it impossible to avoid going to the help of a Serbia overwhelmed by Austria-Hungary.

The position of Britain and France after the abandonment of the Conference was that they could recognise neither the annexation nor the independence of Bulgaria, except after an agreement of Austria-Hungary and of Bulgaria with Turkey. Turkey, as a means of inducing Austria-Hungary to make substantial compensation, had instituted a boycott of Austro-Hungarian merchandise. Germany was now counselling moderation. So agreement with Turkey was effected. Turkish diplomacy was extremely clever and Aehrenthal obtained agreement (February 26, ratified in April) only after he had undertaken to pay Turkey some £ 2.5 million (in the values of those days) in compensation for the crown lands the Sultan had lost in Bosnia. The Bulgarian agreement was reached through the intervention of Russia. Isvolski had had an opportunity to take the lead again because Bulgaria was now a satellite to Russia. Turkey recognised the independence of Bulgaria—and other Powers followed suit— after she had agreed to pay Turkey some £5 million in compensation for the tribute due from Bulgaria and Eastern Roumelia. The money was found, not by Bulgaria, but by Russia who renounced the war indemnities still due to her from Turkey after defeat in the Russo-Turkish War of 1877–78. A Russo-Turkish agreement was signed accordingly on March 15 and a Bulgaro-Turkish on April 19.

Meanwhile Isvolski had made ‘the great surrender’ and persuaded Serbia and Montenegro to abandon their claims in the interest of European peace (February 27). Early in March Serbia put her case in the hands of the European Powers and disclaimed hostility to Austria-Hungary. Unfortunately this disclaimer coincided with Aehrenthal's opening of a new diplomatic offensive to gain recognition of the annexation by the Powers. He declared the Serbian note unsatisfactory and on March 15–16 there were ominous Austrian troop movements. It was Bülow's intervention which caused the whole commotion to evaporate. He put pressure on Austria-Hungary to satisfy Russia so that Russia could put further pressure on Belgrade. Eventually the annexation was recognised by all the Powers including Russia (who got no quid pro quo) by an exchange of notes of each individually with Austria-Hungary. Germany had persuaded Austria-Hungary to ask for this; and taken steps to ensure that she knew the answer would be favourable before she made the request (March 21). The war party in Serbia had received a great blow and under the stress the Crown Prince, who had put himself at its head, abdicated his claim to succeed his father (March 28). King Peter, wiser than most others, brought Serbia to admit to Austria-Hungary that her rights were not infringed by the annexation, to reduce her army to the level of September 1908, to abstain from further agitation and to promise to live with Austria-Hungary as a good neighbour. The relations of Austria-Hungary and Serbia were a factor of supreme importance for the future, second in importance only to the rebuff which, through Isvolski, Russia had received. It was to be the first of a series of rebuffs in her Balkan policy. A further rebuff, which seemed likely in June 1914, she would refuse to take. Indeed, the justification for treating these events at such length is that they foreshadowed, with one all-important difference, the events of June 1914. The difference was that Germany, after initial encouragement, restrained Austria-Hungary in 1909. She forced her forward in 1914.

During the Bosnian incident, Aehrenthal had caused fifty-three Serbs of Croatia to be put on trial in Zagreb for treason against the Monarchy, on the ground that they had conspired for unity with Serbia. They were convicted. But the trial had been so scandalously conducted that, on appeal, their sentences were quashed and a re-trial ordered. Then in December 1909 a libel action was brought by a number of Serbo-Croat politicians against the historian, Professor Friedjung, and the editor of the Vienna Reichspost for an anti-Serb article and pamphlet based on material supplied by the Foreign Office. The documents, like some of those used in the Zagreb trial, turned out to be forged. These trials served as an advertisement at once of Yugoslav (South Slav) unity and Hapsburg credulity and trickery. Even had it wished to, the Serbian Government could not now have stopped the Yugoslav propaganda inside Serbia or its spreading to Bosnia, Dalmatia and Hungarian Croatia. Nor could Austria-Hungary, except by a radical change of course, now stop the development of a movement of sympathy for the Slav cause in Britain, France and, to some extent, Italy. It was, of course, already strong in Russia.

Meanwhile Germany's constitutional, financial and social problems continued to be grave. The year 1910 saw the strengthening of the Left in Germany by the reunion of the three Left Liberal Parties in the Fortschrittliche Volkspartei (Progressive People's Party).
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