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ABSTRACT

The Anglo-~French Entente received almost from the moment
of its inception the endorsement of the British people,
Although Anglo-I'rench relations had been steadily impmoving
since the end of the Boer Yar and the dénouement of the
Dreyfus affair, 1t was the warm and friendly greeting which
King Cdward VII received during his State visit to Paris in
the spring of 1903 that first made the various quarters of
British publiec opinion desirous of a full-fledged understanding
with France. The coneclusion of the colonial Convention of
8 April 1904 reinforced this desire, With the exception of
a handful of 'High Tories' and imperiaslist stalwarts, most of
whom complained that Uritain lost more territory and privileges
than she gained, the terms of this Convention proved accentable
to the bulk of the nation, Most Conservatives and Liberal
Imperialists saw the Conventlion as a development which bolstered
Britain's position in the world and which helped the nation meet
the challenge of German expansionism, while most Radicals and
Soelalists saw 1t as a peaceful event which heralded the
~beginning of a series of bi-lateral pacts among the Powers,
including Cermany.

Despite these high expectations, some disillusionment soon
set in in variocus guarters of publie opinion. Businessmen who
nourished the idea that the rapprochement was economic as well
as political in its ramifications discovered to their dismay
that the Intente had done nothing to encourage the French to
abandon protectionism, The short-lived trgde boom which
followed the signing of the 1904 Agreements was little



i1,

compensation to them. Similarly, those City financiers who
continued to encounter intrigues and sharp practices made by
their French equivalents in various parts of the world were
searcely consoled by the abandonment of the policy of 'pin pricks'
in Egypt or the increased investments in Russia, Meanwhlle,
humanitarians like E,D, Morel were disturbed that the Entente

had not been used by the Foreign Office as a lever to put a

halt to the 8 In the Congo. Their sense

of outrage was echoed to a lesser extent by the country's
military and naval leaders who, while on the whole pleased with
the general direction which inglo~irench relations had taken
since 1903, were nevertheless highly annoyed at France's
behaviour on certain occasionsy the illegal coaling and
provisioning of Russian ships during the 19045 Tar Lastern War
‘wWas a case in point. But it was the Left which in due course
voiced the greatest dissatisfaction, By the time of the
Tangler crisis, Radiecals and Soeclalists had become uneasy about
the very closeness of Anglo-French relations and openly began
to wonder whether the Entente had got 'perverted' into an
alliance against Cermany.

Precious little of this disillusionment, however, left a
serious mark oh Anglo-rench relations, For one thing, the very
people who expressed the greatest concern put the blame for what
they construed to be wrong a2t the door of misguided statesmen on
both sides of the Channe;?ﬁgan on the rapprochement itself, For
another, such disillusionment ran counter to an even more
widespread feeling in Britailn that Francé was the 1deal country
with which to enter into diplomatic partnership, It was a
sentiment largely fostered by the bulk of the press which in
its leader-articles propounded almost daily the thesis that French



foreign policy was essentially cautious and pacific, that
French political institutions were stable and secure, and that
the French themselves were a serious-minded and reliable folk,
But individual writers contributed to this campaign as well by
pointing out the similarities between Britain and France in
terms of government, culture, and even national character,.

The Anglo-Russian Entente, however, was something of a
different matter, IHere, too, there were a number of eriticisms
from the Right as regards the terms of the colonial Conventions
and here, loo, the Left became increasingly uneasy about the
anti-German implications of the arrangement, not to mention
the disregard it showed for the welfare of Persian and Russian
parliamentarianism, But unlike the 1904 understanding, the
1907 one was not based upon any real cultural and political
affinities between the two countries involved, Hence,
both the Covernment and its sympathisers in the press had a
more diffieult time defending and justifying the latter
arrangement than they did the former, The Anglo-Russian
Entente, while not exactly unpopular in Britain, was
considerably less popular than its fererunner of 19%4,

Llde
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FOREWORD

Precious few historical studies are completed without at
least some indebtedness to others, and this one 1s no
exception, Throughout the six years during which I have been
engaged on this thesis, I have encountered a willingness to be
of service on the part of virtually all those from whom I have
sought assistance, Obviously to list all such pecple would
be well=nigh impossible; nevertheless, there are a few whose
help has been so great that I cannot overlook them,

To Professor V.G, Kiernan and Dr V,H., Rothwell, both of
the History Department of Edinburgh University, I owe perhaps
the most gratitude, It is largely thanks to their advice and
friendly criticisms that this study has managed to reach some
degree of coherency., Indeed, their pointers on the proper usage
of the English language, not always the most readily come by of
attributes in an Ameriecan, are particularly anpreciated.

To Dr J.N. Maclean of Glensanda, yngr., also of the
History Department at Edinburgh University, I owe a word of
thanks for taking the time to read and criticise Chapter III
of this thesis, His expert knowledge on the history of
Morocco gave me a better insight into some of the complexities
and intricacies of the politics of that country, Whatever
mistakes or shortcomings that are to be found in this study can
only be attributed to me and not to the efforts of these three
gentlemen,

No list of acknowledgements is ever complete without the
mention of the names of those who by their kind permission gave

me access to important materials, In this respect I should



like to thank the keeper of Papers and the general staff of
the British Museum (at Colindale as well at Bloomsbury); of
the Public Record Officej; of the National Library of Scotlands
of Edinburgh University Library; of the 3odleian Library,
Oxford; and of the University Library, Combridge.

To the Rt. Hon, Lionel Gordon Baliol Srett I am indebted
for allowing me to read and make use of the Reginald Brett
(1st Viscount Esher) Papers stored at Churchill College,
Cambridge, To Mr Hector Monro, i1.F.y I am indebted for allowing
me into his home to peruse the diarles of his grandfather,

Sir Spencer Ewart, And to the Controller of iHis Majesty's
Stationery Office I am indebted for granting me permission to
photostat copies of the *'Sketeh Map of Persia' faeing page 301
of this thesis,

Thanks of a different sort are owed to the Faculty of Arts
Postgraduate Studies Committee of the University of Edinburgh
Senatus Academicus for kindly granting me a remittance of fees
for the year 1971-72, To Miss Diana Matchett of the University
Department of fAcecommodation and Welfare a word of thanks must
be made for helping me to gain this remittance,

I should also like to thank Mrs Helen MeNay of Auldgirth,
Dumfries, for her excellent typing of this thesis., Her task
has not been easy, particularly in view of the very short time
in which she has had to print the final draft,

Last but not leasty I should like to thank my mother,

Mrs Edith M, Oswald, for all the moral and financial supnort
she has given me since 1969, Without this support, this thesis
certainly would not have heen possible,
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PREFACE

This study attempts to record and analyse in detail the
attitudes and impressions that existed in pre-World War I Britain
to one of the more important developments to appear in the high
politics of the early twentieth century world, the rise of
Entente dinlomacy. This study also attempts to examine as
closely as possible the opinions that existed in pre-1914 Britain
about the French way of life and the French people, That it
could not be a purely diplomatic study hardly need any
explanation here. The diplomatic side of Anglo-I'rench, and for
that matter Anglo-Russian, relations in the period 1870-1914 has
been too thoroughly eovered by varicus historians to render
much opportunity to unearth anything new. By contrast, studies
of British publiec opinion for these years have been comparatively
neglected, thereby leaving one with a good deal of room te write
about a subject hitherto scarcely touched upon.

But apart from this consideration, there are other, equally
valid reasons for studying British attitudes to certain events
shortly after the turn of the century., For one thing, such a
study gives us a better understanding of the decision-msking
process in Britain, After all, contemporary diplomatists
either tended to take public opinion into account before charting
a particular policy or used it as an excuse to justify pursuing
a certain course of action. By examining what the British
public really did think about certain issues or developments,
then, we are in a gcod position to attack or defend the decisions
which these men took. For another, a study of this sort

promotesy if only in a rather small way, a clearer appreciation
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of all the similarities and differences between two of Europe's
more prominent peoples; and this, at a time when these two
peoples have only just been brought permanently together under
a common economic (and possibly political) roof, cannot be an
entirely bad undertaking,

Although there have been relatively few studies dealing
with British public opinion and foreign affairs for this
period, this is not to say that the following thesis touches
upon completely virgin scil, Quite a few works, many of them

written in recent years, are concerned with more or less the

same subject matter as mine, P.J.V. Rolo's The Entente Cordiale:

8 April 1904 (London, 1969) and C.M, indrew's Théophile Delcassé
2 (London, 1968) both have

something to say about the attitude of the press and certain
groups of people towards the 1903-4 understanding between the

two PFowersj; but not very much, for their primary emphasis is
on diplomatic events., Samuel R, Williamson Jnr.'s The Politics

(Cambridge, Mass., 1969), on the other hand, does have a great
deal to say about the view of France and the Fntente held in
higheranking British military and naval circles, so much so, in
facty, that there is little more one can add to what he has
written, ©O5till, as the thoughts of the Cenerals, Admirals, and
other defence experts constitute such an integral part of
British public opinion as a whole, and as the secret military
conversations of 1905-6 changed the nature of the Entente in

such a drastic manner, I felt duty-bound to devote a chapter of
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my own to this aspect of the subject. Unlike Dr Williamson
I have endeavoured, wherever possible, to place military and
naval attitudes towards the Entente in the wider context of
British public opinion,

The same more or less applies to what others have already
written about left-wing attitudes in Britain towards France
and the Entente, FPrecisely why the views of the British Left =~
Radicals, Socialists, and pacifists alike - have attracted the
special attention of historians is a matter for discussion in
ltself, Yet whatever the reason, no one can deny that the
publication of such studies has aided our understanding of
left-wing dissent to British foreign poliey nrior to 1914,

AeJ+P. Taylor's The Trouble Makers (london, 1957), A.J.A. Morris's
Radicalism against War (london, 1972), and Howard Weinroth's
article 'The British Radicals and the balance of pover,

1902-1914 ' (Historiecal Jourmal, XIII, 1970), have, between them,
explained fully why the left at first welcomed the understanding
with France and later cntertained doubts about its real purnose,
Here agéin, however, there is a difference of emphasis between
these works and mine, While all three have much to say about the
Left, they make little mention of the Conservatives and the
Liberal 'Right', All three works discuss only foreign policy
matters and not what that British Left wes thinking about

other developments in France, Finally, although these works,
especially Dr Weinroth's, have scrutinised left-wing attitudes

to events happening abroad, I have attempted in many instances

to analyse events in even greater detail.
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411 these comparisons bring me to the matter of how I

have approached this thesks. Having opted for a broad study
covering a comparatively short-time span rather than a nérrower
one comprising an analysis of only one section of British
public opinion over a greater number of years, I decided to arrange
my material around leading themeé’such as politics, religion,
commerce, the.arts, as well as diplomacy, instead of
presenting British attitudes to events more or less as they
developed, Such an approach makes for two or three discussions
of the same event in varlous parts of the thesis, and as a
result cross-references from one chapter to the next abound.
It is to bslhoped-that this does not cause too much
inconvenience for the readers

_.Since the pivot of Anglo-French relations at this time was
the 1904 Agreements, I have tried to keep the Entente Cordiale
in the foreground as much as possible. In the Introduction to
this thesis and in Chapters II, III, IX, and X, the pursuanée
of this task has not been too difficult; in some of the
rémaining Chapters it has proved a good deal more so, lany
contemporary newspaper editors and individual writersbdwelt on
a host of internal issues in France, much as if they iere matters
of interest in their own right and had little te do with the
raﬁprochement between the two countries. To make the comments of
these writers appear more relevant to the Entente than they in
reality were by introducing a certain amount of speculation in the
absence of definite evidence was, I felt, wrong. At the same
timey, I felt it only right and proper to record and assess

reactions to these issues on the ground that this thesis is a study



of British attitudes towards France and all things French as
well as the Lntente and the later Anglo-Russian understanding,
Thisy I trust, will explain to the reader why Chapter V 1s
devoted more to the reactions in Britain to the ChurcheState
guarrel in France than to relizious attitudes towards the

1904 understanding or why so much of Chapter 1V deals at length
solely with domestie events in France, In both Chapters,
however, I have sought to stress some underlying themes that
fit into a more general plcture of France,

Other aspects of my thesis title I have construed in a
slightly less than literal sense, Originelly I intended to
have the nhrase 'British public opinion' refer only to the
views and attitudes of British subjeets, an intention whiech I
believe has for the most part been re;lised. Nevertheless,
there are a few instances in which it has proved advantageous
to draw upon the opinions of other nationals who, while not
Britishy were sufficiently 3ritish in thelr outlock te render
their inclusion acceptable, In this context I felt it safe
to mention the complaints of Australian and Canadian business
groups when discussing British commercial grievances against
France in Chapter VII and to include the American Henry James
when talking about intellectual and cultural relations between
Sritain and Prance in Chapter VIII, On the other hand, I have
not gone so far as to include French or Russiah opinions on
Entente diplomacy, except in those few instances where I thought
it impossible to divoree them from British opinion, on the
ground that both these areas are well and truly heyond the

scope of this study,
in much the same way, 1 have adhered clocsely, but not



rigidly, to the dates incorporated into the title of this thesis,
To abide toc strictly by the dates 1903-1908 would be to cut
across some processes only just begun as well as to leave out
others not yet completely finished, To do so would, moreover,
be to exclude the writings of certain authors whose works either
summed up well the sentiments of a certain guarter of British
public opinion or exercised a great influence on the public at
large, Norman Angell's Europe's Optical Illusion, written in
1907=8 but not published until 1909, is perhaps the most notable
work that fits into this category., FKNevertheless, there are
others as well, and on balance I have regarded it worthwhile to
sacrifice distinet boundaries of this sort in order to convey a
better impression of what outspoken contemporaries were thinking
about certain issues and developments,

In any event, the choice of the six year period from 1903
to 1908 will no doubt strike some readers as a bit curious, If
this 1s the casey then it must be said that this particulér time
span was not arbitrarily chosen. The year 1903 was thought to
be as good a starting point as any for a study of 3British
attitudes towards France and the Entente Cordiale, inasmuch as
it was in May of that year that relations between the two
nations began to improve markedly with the visit of King Edward VII
to Paris, The summer of 1907 was thought to be a convenient
stopping point inasmuch as more than four full years had passed
since the King's celebrated visit, time enocugh to assess British
feelings towards France after the earlier and somewhat misleading
euphorla had died away, Moreover, by that time a good deal of
the focus on Entente diplomacy in the press and elsewhere in
Britain had shifted from France towards Russia.
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At this stage it would perhaps be wise to say a few words
about the inclusion of the Anglo-Russian Agreements in this
study. As the third cornerstone of the Triple Entente, the
other two being the Dual Alliance and the 1904 Agreements, 1
felt compelled to include this subject in my thesis. Indeed,
not only was the 1907 understanding an integral part of Entente
diplomacy, but its inception also helped tc shed some more
light on the colonial arrangement with France three years
earlier, Contemporary students of foreign affairs forever
liked to make comparisons and point out contrasts between two
similar developments, and the observations which they made as
regards the Angloe=French and the Anglo-Russian understandings
are revealing, Not that too much time and effort could be
spent researching into British attitudes towards Russia and
the 1907 Entente, The considerable treatment already accorded
to France and the 1904 Entente did not permit this, Nevertheless,
it is hoped that the inclusion of reactions in Britain to the
improved relations between London and St. Petersburg from the
signing of the 1907 Convention to the outbreak of the Bosnian
annexation crisis in 1908 will give the reader a better
appreciation of how popular or unpopular was the foreign policy

of the Bpitish Government at home during these years.
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’ CHAPTER I
IRTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

Any historical work which purports to examine the
attitudes of one lerge group of pecple towards ancther immediately
encounters some problems of theory and mthcd., Providing a
precise definition of the term 'publiec opinion' i1s perhaps the
most obvious difficulty of this type, but examining'the various
sources of publie opinion and welghing up their relative
importance figures prominently as well, Ideally a publie
opinion study should be one which represents the totality of
all the thoughts and views of a group of people towards a
particular subject. In practice, of course, this proves
well-nigh impossibie., For one thing, the sheer size of the
group concerned puts the task beyond the realm of human
endeavour, lio one can record the views of more than forty
million people about a certain subject, Ior another, the
comparative lack of anything to go by renders such an exercise
futile as well as impossible, Generally speaking, the
ordinary man in the street in Britain had, as elsewhere, a
scant and imperfect understanding of foreign affairs, More
often than not, he was willing to leave such questions to
the specialists and experts and acecept their judgments.

b
Obviously, then, the term 'British public opinion' does

not refer in this instance tc the feelings in aggregate of
all those pecple living in early twentieth century Britain
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towards France and the Entente Cordiale, But 1f such is the
case, then it must be said that the term cannot refer simply

to the views of 'specialists' or 'experts' either. There vere
too many pecple from too many diverse backgrounds who vere
acquainted with Prance at this time to permit such a narrow
interpretation, Apart from the Journalists and politicians,
there had always been a significant number of people in
Britain who had taken an interest in France, and by the turn

of the century, their numbers were growing, Included in this
category would be the nearly forty thousand Englishmen who
lived in France during this periocd, of whom more than fourteen
thousand were engaged in various types of employment in 1906;1
the swelling ranks of British tourists, for whom Paris once
again became a favourite visiting spot after the opening of

the famous Exhibition of 1900;2 and those culture enthusiasts
ﬁho, even if they never set foot outside of DBritain, were at
least becoming more and more familiar with France thanks to the
increasing number of books, articles, and plays in evidence
dealing with that country. Needless to say, only a handful of
these individuals ever bothered to put down their reactions
and impressions on paper, Nevertheless, for our purposes their
numbers were sufficient to make the term 'British public opinion®
amount to something more than the composite reactions of the

press and the politicians,

1 Sylvaine Marandon _ .
victoric - 34 81900 " 567 [s)
-] .J‘. 010’ it !‘..‘ nte Co ’, The O gLl

0t aer s of 8 dpril 1904, oTG on, 1969),
Pe De t shoulc Be note» owever, that the provinces vere
gaining in popularity as ueil with %he south of France beginning
to attract some of the middlc as well as the upper echelons of
British society by the early 19C0s, See Marandon, gn, cit., p. 74.

Kegot ons of the T
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Yet even these remarks are too vague and imprecise if
we are to gain any accurate understanding of what is meant by
the phrase 'British public opinion towards France and the
Entente Cordiale', Tor the fact of the matter is that there
have been known instances in which the 'men in the street'
did from time to time give frank and outspoken expression of
developments concerning foreign affairs, Commenting in his :
diary on the erisis with "rance over Madagascar in 1894, the
writer W, Somerset Maugham was struck by the very widespread
desire for war in Britain, Even two postmen he encountered
while on his way to visit friends were talking about the
‘commen topic'.3 The Radical writer Norman Angell might have
been offended by the 'erude xenophobia, mainly Anglophobia' of
the farmers of the imerican West during the Venezuelan crisis
of the same year, but in his memoirs he admitted running into
'the same kind of irrationalism in the France of the Dreyfus
affair and the Britain of the Boer "dar'.4 Both of these
gentlemen noticed a certain ignorance on the part of ordinary
folk as to why exactly there should have been trouble., Indeed,
for his part Angell was convinced that the war which these
people desired was detrimental to their livelihood, But
neither really went on to say the obvious, namely, that such
ngnitestationa occur only during moments of great international
stress and tension and that for thg rest of the time nhobias
and hatreds of this sort either remain dormant or are non-existent,
is a result, the historian is left in something of a quandary on
the matter of how much the attitudes of ordinary people should

3 ¥, Somerset HaugE;:i;gxf?i%fgjﬁsﬂgifgggg‘ {London, 1949), p. 8.
4 Korman Angell, ’ ndon, s PPe 85,37.




be included in the term ‘public opinion'. To the extent that
men and women from even the most uninfluential stations in
life could speak up on matters of foreign affalrs they obviously
deserve to be closely considered, On the other hand, to the
extent that such attitudes were voiced only when the 'maticnal
mind' was confronted by problems of war or defence, and even
thén only sometimes, they might well be all but overloocked.,
Since it is usually only in times of deep crisis that the
passions of the pecople are ever arcused sbout foreign affairs
to any significant extent, it is worth recounting some of the
more important events of the period to see how often the
general public had occasion to vent its feelings. Certainly
Britain's relations with France haé of late provideé a number
of opportunities for expressions of this sort, Even before
the eruption of Fashoda, a series of colonial incidents marred

the already scmewhat eocl relaticns between lLondon and Paris:

a minor crisis over Giam in 1893; the afore-menticned annexation

of Madagascar by the T'rench in 1894; end the decision of the
Trench foreign minister Hanotaux to launch in the facé of
British objections an expedition to the Sudan in March 1895,

4.

Marchand's raising of the French flag on the Nile in 1898, coupled

with the anti-British outbursts of a good many Frenchmen during
the Dreyfus affalr and the insulting caricatures of Jehn 3Bull
and (ueen Victorila in the French press during the Boer War, only
served to exeite further the hostility which a considerable
number of people in Hritain had already felt towards France,

Nor was sentiments of this sort directed merely sgainst
France, HRussia and Cermeny, too, were exposed to it, agasin as

the result of deteriorating relations with Britain, Like the
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French, the Hussians ridiculed British reverses in the South
African campaign and, indeed, went one step further by taking
advantage of that campaign through the deliberate furthering

of their own interests in Asia. The military cccupation of
Manchuria and the sending of special agents to Persia and

Tibet were readily accomplisheé while the BSritish Government
was preoccupled in South Africa. An important section of the
British publie, ever sensitive about the security of India,
demanded that steps be taken to safeguard the Empire in Asia. .
Their wish was soon realised with the formation of an alliance
with Japan in 1902, It was more or less the same with Germany,
Here, too, the leaders of a foreign Power had sought not

merely to mock but to take the utmost advantage of Britain's
embroilment in a far away cclonial struggle, In the midst of
the Zoer War Kaiser Wilhelm II, with the recent success of

the 'ranco-iusso=-German triumvirate against Japan apparently
still fresh in his mind, attempted to form a Countinental League
of the same countries against Britain, His plaha came to naught
when "'rance refused to co-operate while the burning cguestion of
Alsace~lorraine remalned outstanding, Nevertheless, to many
observers in Britaih the proposal of the Continental League was
but the latest in a series of developments aoeﬁing to suggest
that Cermany was bent upon challenging Sritain's position
throughout the world, Wilhelm's startling telegram to
President Kruger in early 1896 w:s to many minds the first step
in this directionj von Tirpitz's concept of the 'risk theory',
the passage of a new German naval law in 1898, and the

ever-growing demands of Cerman imperialists for 'a place in the
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sun'y, were all thought to be part and parcel of the same ainm,
But while all this gave rise to considerable worry in Britain,
not everyone was equally disposed to regard Cermany as an
enemy; and, significantly, it was to Herlain rather than to
Paris or to St. Petersburg that Joseph Chamberlain, one of the
most outspoken and influential Unionists of the day, turned in
1901 in order tc remove Britain from her by now all too
dangerous 'splendid isolation',

Up to the time of the Chamberlain-3Biilow negotiations
whatever xenophobic sentiments that existed in Britain were
directed against not merely one, but several countriesj beyond
this point, however, such feelings began to be concentrated
increasingly against Cermany, A good deal of this can be
attributed to the abrupt, almost curt, manner in which the
negotiations were broken off, Rightly or wrongly, the Cerman
Chancellor's continued eriticisms of the Covernment's conduct
in the South African War was widely held in Britain to be
responsible for this failure, and as a result various organs
of opinion in the country began to see nothing but evil in CGerman
plans and intentions thereafter, Within a short time this
attitude had reached such a pitch that the Conservative Foreign
Secretary lord Lansdowne was finding it more and more difficult
to implement even the smallest policy of co-operation with the
Germansj; the financing of the baghdad Railway affair and the
Venezuelan debts guestion, both of which arose in early 1903,
were cases in point, 3y contrast, the Government was able
towards the end of 1902 and in the early part of 1903 to
co=ordinate policies with the Cuai d'Orsay over a host of

issues, the most notable cf them being the guestion of
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Macedonian reform, withcut produecing a public uproar. That

it was able to do this was no doubt due largely to the absence
of any recent gquarrels with France, but the advent to the
throne of 2 king who was noted for his pro-~French outlook also
played a part. Lven before Ris famous visit tec Paris in the
spring of 1903, the presence of a highly francophile monarch
on the throne undoubtedly went scme way towards making the
British pecple look upen France with less suspicion.

In the years immediately prior to the formation of the
inglo-French Entente, there was a good deal of concern in
various circles of DZritish opinion about foreign policy matters,
In saying this, however, we are cnce sgain ccnfronted with the
problem of assessing how much of this concern belonged to the
proverbial 'man in the street' and how much to the press., It
is important to draw a distinction between 'public' and
'newspaper' opinion. As will be seen below, the newspapers and
journals were all too willing to take a hand in leading those
forces they claimed to represent, THather than speaking on
behalf of the pecple on foreign affairs issues, they tended to
pass on the views and policies of the Government to the people,
Even those organs of opinion that did not necessarily perform
this function cannot, strictly speaking, be regarded as spokesmen
for the general publicj for as A.J.P. Taylor suggests, the
editorials of all the newspapers and journals, however untainted
by outside influences, represent little more than the views of a
handful of men appealing to certain sections of the reading publie.
It 1s the 'personal, accidental factors'y writes Taylor, that
count most 'when trying to study the so-called organs of publie

Opinion’.s Inasmuch as we more often that not have no solid

5 A«J.Ps Taylor, The Trouble lgkers, (london, 1957), p. 112 n3,



evidence that ordinary pecople in Sritain felt this way or that
about countries like france and Germany, save for a few
exceptional moments like the Trafalgar Square demonstrations
immediately prior to the outbreak of war in August 1914, we
are all but forced tc make the term ‘'public opinion' synonymous
with the term 'newspaper opinion'.

Is all this to argue, therefore, that in this instance the
examination of British publie opinion amounts to little more
than a study of wvhat a select number of individuals haéd to say
about the Entente? To contend this would be to over-simplify
matters, For despite Taylor's reasoning, there is another
aspect of the problem to be considered as well., The press in
Edwardian Britain did consist of 2 multitude of newspapers and
Journals, each of which expounded a particular shade of opinion
on foreign affairs and other toplcs, Taken together, these
opinions covered a very wide range of thought across the
political spectrum, Hence, by gleaning the files of as meny
newspapers and journals as possible and by taking into account

the views of particular groups in British soclety = the trade

De

unions, the businessmen, the churches, and individu@l contemporary

writers - one can hope to draw a reascnably comprehensive picture

of British attitudes towards France and the Entente Cordiale
between 1903 and 1908. The views of the man in the street

might be hard to evaluate, but an assessment of the broad cutlines

of British 'public opinion' and the general intellectual climate
of the pericd ought not be impossible,

The British press did not take long to pronounce the 1904

Anglo=-i'rench Convention a success, The arrangement was formally



signed in Paris on 8 April, and within a day the newspapers and
journals were apportioning eredit for 1ts consummation. To
King f.dward VII and President Loubet went first mention for
having broken the diplomatic ice with their Gtate visits to
Faris and Iondon in 1903, To the statesmen cn bhoth sides of
the Channel ~ in particular, lord Lansdowne and !4, Delcassé -
vent much recognition for having laid the foundations of the
Agreements by proprosing a series of talks to settle all
outstanding disputes in the colonial sphere between the two
Powers. And to Paul Cambon and Sir Edward Monson, the
Ambassadors of the two oountriaé, went some credit for having
successfully negotiated the complex details of the Agreements,
Taken together, these varlous acknowledgements, along with
sinilar tributes made by a number of histerians, have tended
to ereate the impression that the inglo-french Conventlon,
like most diplomatic agrecments and treatles of the perilod, was
almost entirely the work of the politicians and the heads of
state and owed little of its existenee to the efforts of
others., '

Certainly, the contemporary Dritish press would have

rebutted thi# notion, OStaffed by an alert and competent corps

Se

of foreign correspondents and wielding an influence that was by

no means restricted to thelr immediate reading public, the
newsparers had an important part to play in the making of
British foreign rolicy; and Angloel'rench relations were no‘-
exception, Fress polemics had been a major sqéico of 111 will
between Iritaln and France at the turn of the century, and
afterwards it was the friendlier tone adopted by the newspapers

that helped to make way for a rapprochement. Thus it 1s not
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Thus i1t is not surprising that when the 1904 Convention was
signed, the press claimed its fair share of the responsibility
for that agreement. In the words of J,4, Spender, editor of
the Jestmipster Gagzetie: 'The King, Lord Lansdowne, M. Delcassé,
Me Cambony the Irench Deputies and men of comnerce who visited
England, the tnglish M.P.s who visited France, the newspapers
on both sides which determined to stop the frultless bickerings
which had become a habit with Journalists - have each and all
contributed their part'.® Dut at the same time the newspapers
were only too well aware that if the rapprochement was to
become truly meaningful to Britons and 'renchmen, much more
would have to be done, Tor as the lanchester Guardian
pointed out, the Entente was a 'sensitive plant', 'an
intellectual movement'y which 'has yet to take root in the
hearts of the peorles of both ccuntries...' and 'has still to
be converted into one of those noble popular zeals which work
niracles'.7 How well the press and other spokesmen for
3ritish public opinion performed the task of rendering the
Intente more popular will, it is hoped, be one of the major
themes of this thesis, Of more immediate importance, however,
are the character and political complexion of those newspapers
and Journals that led the discussion on foreign affairs, and
it is to their background, in addition to the background of
other foreces and institutions claiming to represent certain

sections of the general publie, that we now turn our attention,

By 9 ftpl'il 1904,
an, 9 April 1904,
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The newspaper industrylunderwent a major transformation
during the Ldwardian period., A more popular type of Jjournalism
was being evolved to attract larger reading audiences; while
technical advances were rapicdly being made in order to keep
pace with the increased circulation demands of the public, In
both cases, the transformation had been going on for some tinme,
and in both cases, the changes had their origins in the social
reforms of the late nineteenth century. Between 1870 and 1891
Parliament passed a series of acts which made elementary
cducation compulsory and nade attendance free at State-run
schools till the age of ten, The impact of these reforms was
profound, rarticularly with regard to the problem of illiteracy.
Whereas twenty-five per cent of adult men and thirty-fiva per .
cent of adult women in England could neither read nor write in
1861, only five per cent of adult men and six per cent of adult
women were umnable to do so by 1893.8 In short, a whole new
reading public had been created by the Zducation Aects of the
late nineteenth century, and huge financisl rewards awaited
any newspaper proprietor enterprising enough to appeal to the
needs and interests of this vast group. In 1883, W,T. Stead
made the first step in this direection when he replaced
John Morley as editor of the Fall Mall Cazette and introduced
to the paper a number of technical innovations which launched
what later became known as the 'llew Journalism', By contrast
with the changes which men like #illiam Randolph Hearst and
Joseph Pulitzer were bringing to American newspapers at this
time, these reforms were timid indeedj nevertheless, they

8 Helen M, iyndy Lngland in the 1880s (New Yorky 1945)y p. 367.



managed to shock most of Fleet Street. They included the use

of headlines and cross-headings to facilitate guicker reading,

the development of gossip and social columns, and the use of

the interview, hitherto regarded by gost journalists as an

invasion of privacy.9 Five years later, the Radical Irishman

T,I'« O'Conner followed Stead's example when he founded the Star,

2 half-penny paper designed to aroﬁse the political

consciousness of London's East End, 4nd in 1894, Alfred Harmsworth,
later Lord Northecliffe, borrowed many of Stead's techniques

10 But

not long after he purchased the flagging Evening News.
as yet the 'New Journalism' had affected only the Londen
evening press. In order for the Education Acts of the late
nineteenth century to maké a true impression on the newspaper
world, a similar transformation would have to take place in
the morning and provincial press. Not until Harmsworth
launched the Daily Mail on 4 May 1896 did this transformation
finally arrive. H_ _

To the superficial eye, perhaps, the advent of the
Dadly Mail was hardly an earth-shaking affair. Small, compact,
and printed in the traditional fashion of front-page advertisements,
the paper looked like a cheaper version of the 'guality' morning
papers. Indeed, every day its front page carried the caption:
'A Penny EeWSpapér for Cne Halfe-penny'. Yet desplte its

conventional appearance, the Daily Mail started a new era in

9 Oron J. Hale, Publicity and Di%lomgcx, with Special "eference
to England gnd Germany, 1890-1914 (CGloucester, “fassachusetts, 1964),
pe 133 also 8. Morison, English Newspaners, 1622-1932 (Cambridge,
1932), pp. 283-284; and Francis ¥Williams, The Right toc Know
(London, 1969),; p. 66,

10 Hale, ops eite, Dp. 13-145 also Williams, loc. ¢it.; and
Kennedy Jones, Fleet Street and Downi : zLondon, 1920),
Pe 133
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British journalism., Tor of all the rorning newspapers in
existence in Britain in the 1890s, it alone made a conselous
effort to attract the reading public recently brought into
being. Chatty, sensational, and informative all in one, it
offered many ordinary people hitherto ignored by the rnress an
escape from their humdrum existence. GSpeelal features and
gimnicks were introduced in the hope of drawing a bigger
audience: an enlarged sporting news section for menj an
entire page of news and features for womenj and a series of
contests and prizes for everyone, As for the more standard
type of news, it too was included in the paper, though in
condensed ferm, All news stories and articles were kept
short,.editorials confined to one paragraph, and pafliamentary
speeches quoted only in part. But whatever the Dgily 'igil
lacked in length it more than made up for in excitement.,
Rather than bore its readers with a detailed discussion of
political issues, the paper simply played on thelr imaginations,
If, as has been allegedy Harmsworth truly believed that the
public enjoyed nothinz better than a 'good hate','then there
is no field in which he and his subordinates on the staff of
the Dally M¥Mail dévelnped thia sentiment better than that of
foreign affairs, TFirst France ané then Cermany became the
national enemy, thanks in part to the sabre-rattling columns
of the 5311.11 What 1s more, the impact of these innovations
and this Jingoisn was dramatie., 1In 1897, only a year after
its first appearance, the paper was selling 300,000 copies

a day. Trom then till long after the outbreak of the Great
Wary, 1t had the largest circulation of any daily newspaper in

11 R.C.K. Lnsory, Luglands 1871-1914 (london, 1936)y pe 314.
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the country.l2

No doubt the Dally Mgll was not an entirely new venture in
Sritish journalism, being in some respects little more than a
daily version of the cheap, large-selling organs of opinion which
grew up in the late nineteenth century, 1In 1880, George Newnes
founded Iit-Bits, a weekly journal which consisted of 'potted,
easily assimilated facts about a multitude of different
things'13 and which withhthree years had a c¢irculation of
more than 700,000 copies, Even older were the Sunday newspapers
l1ike Llovds Weekly News, News of the World, and Reynolds lNewss
whose steady diet of crime and sénsationalism attracted
millions of readers. Harmsworth himself, moreover, had already
drawn a large audience since 1888 with the birth of Answers, an
unabashed imitation of Newnes's Iit-Bifs. Nor can it be said
that the Dgily Mall reached all of the new reading publie,
Conservative to the core in both appearance and politics, the

paper appealed primarily to those with a small but still vested

12 On newspaper c¢irculations: there is no reliable source of
information about the sales figures for leading journals and
papers of the Edwardian period, and a newspaper historian of
the early twentieth century can only give rough estimates of
clrculation figures, many of which are based on the figures
glven in the memoirs of contemporary edltors and proonrietors,
Accord to AP, Wadsworth, editor of the ygnghggsggﬁﬁggzgiﬁn
from 1945 to 1954, the historian 'ecan only guess at the
circulations of most of them during the period of secrecy between
the 1850s and the 1930s. Then all but a few papers jealously
guarded the volume of their sales; it was usually much less than
was commonly supposed,  And now most of thblr business books
have long ago gone for waste paper. Even papers with
continuous existence have, more often that not, suffered changes
of ownership and their records too have gone, And papers that,
like my own, have had continuity of ownership, have only
imperfect records', see A,P, Wadsworth, 'Newspapers
eirculations, 1800-19541
: s (1954719

PPs 1y 2 .
. 5 liams’ Cls n;., Poe 6&- s .
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interest in society, the lower middle classes. The much
larger working class was either ignored or overlooked, possibly
because Northeliffe was not interested in the workers but
almost certainly because most cf them could not have subseribed
to the Dglly Mall, even if they had sc wished, Creat Eritain
might have been the wealthiest country in Lurope at the turn
of the century, but she was still plagued by widespread
poverty; and newspapers, however Inexpensive they were becoming,
continued to remain cutside the reach of most pecple's pockets,
In the words of one newspaper historian: 'It is extremely
improbable that the purchasers of Ldwardian half-penny dallies
came mainly from among those whe could not afford enough food
to keep them in health and had nothing to spare for inessentialsess st
The point is an important onej; for it yet again severely
gualifies one's use of the term 'public opinion' when talking
about bBritish attitudes toc foreign affairs matters in the
early 1900s, A significant slice of the population at this
time was not even reading abocuty, much less forming an opinion
on, such subjects as "rance and the Entente CordialoQ

On the other hand, it would b@ wrong to minimize the
changes that Harmsworth was introducing to the Sritish newspaper
industry. :fter all, the birth of the Daily Mail in 1396 did
mark a significant advance in the growth of the popular press
in the country, even if it ¢id not constitute the revolutionary
development that 1s sometimes supposed, But a far more complete
break from the past than either the style or presentation of

the paper was the new sense of purpose with which it was

14 HeJ. Perkin, 'The origin ol the popular press', fiistory Today,
VII (July, 1957), 429, '



instilled when first launched, Whereas other dailies had been
started primarily in the hope of ziving thelr owners access tq
political power and influence, the Dgily Mail under Harmsworth
ﬁas intended to be a profit-making enterprise., Ilater Harmsworth
was to alter his priorities somevhazt, but in the early stages
of his proprietorship a2t least, he was interested almost
~exclusively in the aequisition of personal wealth, Indeed, it
~ ean be sald with no exaggeration that in the beginning he
devoted all his energles to securing this aim, At a time when
most newspapers were either family-owned or controlled by
rolitically financed ecliques, the Dally lall was started as

a public company, éomplato with stocks and shares for willing
buyers, Harmsworth, of course, retained for himself the
controlling interests in the paperj but by anpealing to
investors he was attracting capital in the same way that other
companies tried to do on the stock exchange, similarly,"ha
made quick use of the technological advances then taking

place both in America and Britain so as to reap a lar;lr'
financial reward, Only recently a number of mechanical
improvements had been made in the newspaper field: a rotary
press in place of the traditional flat bed printing in order to
speed up production; the introduction of linotypre, a machine
which hastened the process of setting up and arranging lines
of typej and the development of wood pulp as paper with
sufficient tensile strength to withstand the pressure of the
nev presses.15 3y being the first to take full advantage of

these innovations, Harmsworth and his staff were able to have

2004000 coples of the Lgily Mall cuty foldedy, and pressed per
15 Prancis Williams, Ihe Dangerous Estate, (London, 1957),

'Pe 122-124,



17,

hour, a feat which redueed the production costs of the paper

by thirty te fifty per cent snd which enabled it to be sold in

great numbers for half the price of its rivals.16
Of coursey this more mercenary spirit which Harmsworth

introduced did not immediately castch hold in 3ritain,

Newspaper proprietors tended by nature to be opposed to change,

and for many of them the Daily Mall was what Lord Salisbury

once contemptuously ecalled it - 'a newspaper written for

office boys by office boys'. In due course of time, however,

this tyre of sentiment began to fade, and in its place came

a growing respeet for Harmsworth and his businesa=like

techniques. In 1900, Arthur Pearson established the

Dally ixrress, another morning half-penny paper with

sensationalized news and numerous special features, DBut

Pearson was simply hoping tc repeat Harmsworth's success

story. Ilost owners adopted Harusiofth's attitudes and methods

for sheer survival, Tor the fact was that the Dglly liall,

although it appealed to a different class of reader, still

struck a blow at the economic well-being of even the oldest,

most respected newspapers, The reason is simple, Comnmercial

advertisers invariably did business with those newspapers with

the largest readership, and the Daily Mail and the Daily Lxpresss

because of their huge cireulations, quickly'began to take in

a sizeable amount of the revenues from this all-important

source, As a resulty all newspaper proprietors were forced

to adopt a more commercial outleok or face ruin,2? 7o the

owners of the 'class’ newspapers this problem posed by the

16 Kennedy Jones sy Ds 138.
17 Hale, fna gites peSbe’ 1t D
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Daily Madl and the Laglly Lipress was particularly difficult;

for they had tec ccnsider how to win back the advertisers
without lowering the guality or seriousness of their papers.
oome Liké Cei’e Secott of the Mgnchester Guardian, managed to
remain financially solvent by improving the services and
features of their neﬁspapers; while others, notably the
owners of the Dally Newsg and the Daily Chronicle, simply
reduced the price of their newspapers from ld. to #d. in
the hope of boosting circulations. All, however, began to
keep pace with the technical improvements and changing
attitudes, It was the only way to avold succumbing to the
econcmie pressures,

Of the newspapers affected by the 'Harmsworth revolution',
undoubtedly the most important in the coverage of foreign
affairs was Zhe Timeg. Founded in 1785, Ihe Iimes was one of
the oldest dailies in the country and certainly one of the
most influential, Almost as far back as the date of its
establishment it had been in close contact with the Foreign
Officey and throughout the years this relationship had grown
so that by the beginning of the twentieth century Ihe Times
was regarded the world over as a national ingtitution and the
semi-official voice of the British Government, Heads of state
read its lesder~-articles with particular attentiocn, and foreign
diplomats working in london regarded the opportunity of talking
to a member of The Times editorial staff as second in
importance only to a conversaticn with a Foreign Office or
Cabinet figure., The man who did most during this perioed to
help Zhe Times maintain its high reputation was the paper's
Foreign editory Valentine Chirol. A former member of the



Boreign Officey Chirol was completely trusted by his one-time
companions in the Diplomatic Service., lie was a good friend
of Sir 'rank Lascelles, the British Ambassador to Germany,
5ir Charles lHardinge, Ambassador to lussia, and

Cecil Soring-iice, oritish minister at Teheran from 1904 to
1906, Chirol also visited the Foreign Office regularly and
was on good terms with such figures as S5ir Thomas Ganderson,
the permanent under-secretary, williasm Tyrrel, later

Sir Ldward Grey's private secretary, and Lyre Crowe, When
Hardinge left 5t Petersburg in 1906 to take Sanderscn's place
in lLondony Chirol frequented the Foreign Office even more
often and was confided in on a widening range of 1ssuas.18
Chirol, moreover, was an experienced traveller, and, while
abroad, he came into contact on numercus occasions with
leading members of foreign governments, businessmen, and
other journalists., These scquaintances gave him an unusual
insight into moods and attitudes in foreign capitals, as
Chirol's correspondence in The Iimeg Archives indicates,

Yet The Timeg's claim to fame did not rest entirely upon
the activities of its Foreign editor, Even if Chirol had not
cultivated so many friendships, the newspaper still would have
ranked as the most informative in 3ritain in the coverage of
world events. For Zhe Times had by far the most elaborate
foreign news service of any daily paper in the country. it
alone had correspondents in virtually all the world's

caplitals, and the men it sent abroad often wielded an

18 Zara Steiner, 1]
1323=-1914, (london,

19.
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influence that rivalled or even surpassed that of

.M. Government's official representatives, In Morocco,

The Times correspondent Walter B. Harris constantly gave
advice to British diplomats in the country. A resident there
since 1887, Harris was recognized throughout Europe as the
foremost Western expert on Morocco.19 At Vienna,

Henry Wickham Steed reputedly gained the confidence of the
Austrian Government more than did the British Ambassador,

20 And, indeed, in all the major European

Sir George Goschen,
capitals the correspondents of The Times were accorded rights

and favours which were usually reserved for British diplomats,
They were granted interviews with 1ead1nghmembers of the host
government; they attended many of the same social functions

as did the Embassy staff; and they often had important private
contacts of their own. In Parils, still regarded in Printing
House Square as the most illustrious post of all, The Times
correspondent William Lavino repeatedly made use of friends

in high places to gain access to the Quail d'Orsay. Through
Eugéne Etienne, the influential deputy for the Oran and head

of the parti colonial, lavino was able to meet Dcleassé, the
French fbreign minister. Later, when Etienne became War Minister,

Lavino had an important 1ink with the entire Rouvier Cabinet of
19056, 21

19 The History of The Times, vol, III: The Twentieth Century
- London 94?5 Pe 410, But as Zara Steiner
points out, Arthur Nicoison, the British afhister at ez,

ceased to iisten to Harris after 1904 once it became apparent
that The Times correspondent was supprorting the Sultan's efforts
to resist France's penetration of Morocco., See 4. Steiner,
ODs 21;-, De 188 n3. :

20 1bid., loc. cit.

21 The His f The T 8y Vole III, Ps 377s
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The importance of Zhg Times's correspondents, however,
was not confined to their ability to secure sources of
information, Under the régime of Charles Moberly Bell, the
Managing Director of the vaper, the chief function of a
foreign correspondent was 'to comment on the news rather
than give it'.22 As might be expected, such a policy tended
to grant The Times's representatives abroad comparative freedom
to interpret events és they saw fit, ¥From time to time, of
course, the Foreign editor did intervene to make corrections
with regard to style or a@bvious factual errors or to make
deletions in order toc save precious printing spaco.23 MHoreover,
any article which ran counter to the general editorial poliey
of the paper or threatened to offend significant sections of
British publie opinioh either uhderwant similer modifications

or was supppessed outright.24 Dut in the mainy, a corresvondent

22 LJH.C, lioberly B.ll'. ithe life and : )3 . R0eT . 5@l
(London, 1927), p. 167; also quoted In lale, 3 D 2ke

23 Seey for example, Chirol's letter to Lavino, May 1904
in The Times Archives F{oreign) L(etter) B(oock), wol, 1V, 878}.,
in which an article written by the Paris correspondent and his
staff about 2 »roposed Channel Tunnel project 1s criticized b
- the Forelgn editor as being 'not English at all, but a sort o

Anglicized French'. Chirol continues: 'there !s scarcely a
sentence which we have not had to alter to some extent. The
same thing hapnpens constantly with dramatic and artistic
critigues'. :

24 Chirol was forever urging Lavino, for example, to tone
down his articles on the Churche-itate struggle in France because
of the indignation these articles were producing in Romsn
Catholie circles in Britain, GSee Chirol to lavino, 6 Cetober 1904,
The Times Archives F.L.B., V, 212, And, as will be exrlained
in Chapter III of this thesis, many of the despatches of

correspondent at Fez in the spring of 1905 did not
reach the feoreign news pages of the paper because their
strongly anti-French cutlook conflicted with Chirol's and
Moberly Bell's view of the first Moroccan crisis.
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for The Times was able to report the news with few restrictions
imposed upon him by his superiorss Considering that most
provineial newspapers of the day had yet to aéquire their own
foreign news service and often quoted the daapatob,es_in

Lhe Tlnes, this was not a matter of small consequence, For
the Interpretations which a eorrasponﬁant for Ihe Zimeg gave
to the news helped to shape the attitudes not only of his

own newspaper 's readers but alqa those of a geod many other
organs of opinioh throughout the country, _

The format of Ihe Times reflected well this emphasis
which the editors at Printing Jouse Square placec upon the
_acquisition and the reporting of foreigh mews, The first two
pages of the paper were filled with the cusi:wy classified
advertisements, after which came the foreign news items, The
length of these latter entries varied fream day to day,
depending upon the amcunt of news available, 4s a ruley they
oeccupied one, if not two, pages. The longest despatches
tended to come from the correspondents at the major Luropean
capitals - lavino at Faris, Cecrge Saunders at Jerling
Henry Wickham Steed at Vienna, Lven if there was no news of
any great importance to be reported, these men still sent lLowme
lengthy articles, Lavino, for example, often used to
summerize the proceedings of the Chamber of Deputies for laek
of anything better to report. In subsequent pages, WI
devoted as muchy, if not morey space to foreign business and
finaneial news in conjunction with its own City noﬁes. it
also had detalled law and police reports and covered the
parliamentary debates with greater thoroughness than any other
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newspaper, Jut its coverage of domestic news tended to be
patchy and inferior to that of other london and leading
provineial dailies, On the editorial page, there was
provorticnately less eomment on home affairs than in other
newspapers, .instead, the accent was on foreign and imperial
matters, and scarcely a weekday passed without The ITimeg
expounding Sritain's relations with the Powers or the state of
the Empire, or both, Although technically an independent
organ of opinion without any pelitical ties, The Times spoke
on issues of the day from a strongly Conservative viewpoint,

- As far as foreign policy was coneerned, this meant opprosition
to virtually all things German, and it ean well be argued that
before 1914 the utterances of The Times did as much ss anything
to worsen relations with Berlin, But if, as one historian has
'allogod, the editors and the various correspondents of

dhe limeg around the world co-ordinated their efforts to
present Cermany in the worst possible lizht, then it must be
said that they also worked together to helv give "rance snd
her policies a most favourable image,>’ From Paris, lavino
sent despatch after despatch about the enthusiasm with which
Frenchmen greeted the Entente Cordiale and the gondwill they
felt towards Sritainy from Romey William Hubbard wrote about
the desirability of an Anglo-FrencheItalian triplice in the
llediterraneany at 5t Petersburg, Ihe Times correspondent stressed
Trance's efforts to smooth over any difficulties in Anglo-iussian
relationsy and in lLondon, Valentine Chirol steadfastly refused
to print anything that might tarnish the Entente or hurt ¥rench
feelings, This blas continued unabated throughcut the decade

25 See Haley op, cites pe 22,
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that preceded the First Vorld var,

In terms of influenee, the only newspaper in Iritain
that rivalled The Iimes was the Jgatmlnster Cazetic. Like
Lhe Times, it had a small eirculation of about 50,000 and
was in deep financial trouble for uncat of the years of 1ts
existence, Its annual loss of £10,000 eventually forced the
proprietor, 5ir Ceorge Newnes, to sell the paper in 1903,

Yet despite 1ts flagging sales, the Jeaiminster Cazetie had
a political lmpeortance which few other newspapers in the
entire history of British Jjournalism have enjoyed, It had
been founded in 1893 simply as a Liberal alternative to the
three or four Tory penny evening newspapers in london, But
when J.A, Unender took over as editor of the paper in 1896,
the Jegtuingier began to grew in reputation. Spender was

on geod terns with many of the prominent figures in the
Libveral party, rarticularly Crey and Asquith, and when these
two men entered the Liberal Cgbinet of December 1905, the
Lestminster was quickly acknovledged both in Dritain and
abroad as the semieofficial voilce of the Govnrnnent.26
Spender hags subsequently denied in his memoirs that Grey used
his newspaper as a wouthplece to veice Foreign Office views and
added that Cerlin wrongly attached too much importance to his
relationship with the Forelgn Secretary.27 But the
correspendence betwecen the two men does not guite bear this

cut, On several cccasions, Crey did scek Gpender's help in

26 Zara -teiner states that there were also finaneial conneetions
between the _gg;n;gggg; and the ILiberal Cabinet hut dées not
elaborate on the clain, CSee z. nteiner :

2? Jehs 3pender Sfe, o Tal e anc o,
(London, 1927)y Ds
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making the Liberal Covernment's stance on foreign policy
matters clear, and the Cermans were right to read closely the
leader-articles of the westminater.aa

The presentation of the jJgstainster Cazette, however,
differed significantly from that of Ihe Times. To begin with,
it was much shorter than its morning rival, Hard-pressed
financially, the Jestminster averaged sixteen pages a day to
Ibe Timeg's twenty; it had only one leader-article a day
instead of the normal three; and its foreign news service
was not nearly as complete as that offered by Printing House
Sguare, VWhereas Ihe limeg sent scores of men abroad to write
daily from their posts, the Jdestminster Gszgtig emplcyed but
a handful of forelgn correspondents, each of whom reported
events irregularly., The costs were so prohibitive that even
an important eity like Vienna was by-passed, Austrian affairs,
it was thought, could be adequately handled by the paper's
Berlin correspondent,’’  But whatever the lggtminster Gazette
lacked in quantity, it more than made up for in quality. '
Spender's leader-articles, for example, were among the best
in Edwardian journalism, FPrinted daily on the front page of
the paper, they attracted the attention of important people
in both major political parties for their argumentation and
lueidity of style., Charles Ceake was the assistant editor,
His 'Notes of the Day' column immediately followed 8pender's

28 Towards the end of 1905, for example, Crey asked Spender
to write an editorial refuting Conservative-inspired rumours
that an inecming Liberal Covernment might go back on
Lord Lansdowne's recent agreement with France, See Crey to
Spender, 19 Cetober 1905, in the J,A, Spender Papers, Sritish
‘fuseum hdd MSS 46, 3893 see also Chapter III of this thesis
for further details,

29 Spender, gn. ¢it., p. 168,
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editorial =nd dealt with domestiec and foreign news items
equally well, In P'.Cs Gould, the paper had the most celebrated
pelitieal cartoonist of the day, and various experts were
frequently called upon to write speclal artieles relating to
their own field, Lucien Wolf, the editor of the Daily Gxaphics
gave a more penetrating analysis of foreign affeirs in a series
of articles under the pen name 'Diplomaticus'! for the
segtaingter vazgtie than he had ever done as leader-writer for
his own newspaper, Politically, the :gstminster expounded -
only a moderate brand cf Liberalism, The Iree Trade controversy
was its main preoccupation, and by far the largest number of
its editorials was devoted to combating Joseph Chamberlain's
campaign for Tariff leform, Foreign affairs, of course, were
another of the paper's chief concernsy and in this fleld the
Jestomingter vazglLie was a firn advocate of good relations with
Germany and Russia as well as with Trance, But the paper never
Joined the chorus of ladical Jjournalists hostile to ,
Jir Ldward Grey's policies. Instead, it became after 1906 one
of thé few organs of opinion in Britain to express confidence
in 'ihe I'oreign Leeretary's policies while advocating all along
an understanding with Germany, '

In appearance, the Wmm closely resembled

the Igld _all Gazeiigs Undoubtedly this was because the
Lestminster was in many respeets a continuation of that paper,
Throughout the 1880s the gll liall Gazette had been a Liberal
party organ, Then in 1892 the American multiemillionaire
J1lliam waldorf Asteor purchased the paper and converted it into

a Conservatlive organ c¢f opinion, IL,T, Cook, who hitherto had
edited the S zll lQ@ll CazelLig, resigned tc write leader-articilies
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for the newly-founded legtminster Cazette, and J.4A, Spender
and ¥,C, Gould, who alsoc had been on the staff of the

Lall Mall, Jjoined him, Behind them lay a newspaper much
diminished in stature and prestige, For although the

Pall Mall Cazette continued to thrive until well into the
1920s, it never secured for itself the same degree of influence
with the Conservative party that it had earlier achlieved with
the Liberal narty under the successive editorships of

John Morley, W.T., Stead, and Cook., Rather, it sank to a

level scarcely above that of the 'halr-penny Iondon evenifig
papérs. It had no foreign news service whatsoever and relied
completely upon Reuter and other agencies for information., Its
lecader-articles on foreign affairs, printed on the front page
of the paper and cha:acterized by some particularly provocative
titles, were of the more hysterical antl-German kind usually
assoclated with the cheaper newspapers. Between 1896 and
1909, Douglas Straight was the editor-in-chief of the Pall Mall
Gazette, and £,G, Darnard was its foreign editor, "

One newspaper which had been steadily improving its
position throughout thls period, however, was the Dglly News.
In 1901, George Cadbury, the cocoa king, bought the paper for
a 7rincely sum of money and immediately introduced several
changes in order to reverse 1£s dwindling sales. Consgistent
with his pacifist and Quaker viewsy Cadbury first of all made
the paper adopt a pro=Boer line during the South African War,
EsTs Cooky, who had been editor of the paper since he left the

2all Yall Gazette in 1896, resigned rather than support

30 Hale, ppe cit., v. 17,
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Cadbury's anti-Government outlock, and 4,0, Gardiner was
appointed tc take his place, Under Gardiner, the Dally News
recruited a galaxy of Hadieal journalists talents that helped
to make it one of the most formidable left-wing newspapers in
Edwardian Dritain, H,w, Hevinson and H,N, Drailsford vere
employed on the editorial staff, and together with Gardiner,
they spearheaded the movement of the 'new Liberals' agitating
for sweeping social reforms, The Christian Soelalist writer
Celele Masterman was the paper's literary editor, but he too
became caught up in the campaign against soelal injustices
and scon was devoting as much of his on;}gies for the paper
to attacking living conditions as to reviewing books, Yet
for all this emphasis on Britain's internal problems, the
Lally Jewg did not ignore foreign affairs, On the contrary,
it was very much interested in this field, Along with
HeW, Massingham and G.H, Porfia, the latter of whom headed the
paper's foreign department until 1910, Gardiner was to make
the Rally lewg one of the most consistent erities of British
foreign rolicy between 1902 and 1914, The attacks on
Sir Ldward Crey for his insularity and his susceptibility to
the 'sinister influence' of certain anti-German permsnent
officials at the loreign Cffice constituted the central theme
of the paper's critiéisns in this area, Indeed, by the time
the Agadir crisis had erupted in 1911, these attacks had gone
some way towards breaking up the Liberal party.31

No less striking were the improved finances of the Daily liges
during this period, Gradually losing the battle for.securing




¢lassified and commoreclal advertisements, Cadbury decided to
take a risk in early 1903 and reduce the price of the Dglly liquwg
from 1d, to &d, in the hope that the resulting inereased sales .
would more than offset.the paper's cheaper price.3> The ..
gamble nald off, In 19C5; the circulatibn_of the Dally Xews

| rose to aboﬁf 1354000, an increase of nearly 100,000 over the
corresPonding figures rér 1901, Tive years later, 1t was
~selling 200,000 coples a day.33. R} contrast with other
contemnmrarj Liberal newspapers, its growing clientele
consisted of people who came from varying walks of 1ife rather
than from any partioular section of British society, In the
words of a recent bibgrapher of C'ardin.er, tﬁe w "made
its appeal, not like the Jestmingten to the gentlemen of the
Pall Mall eclubsy nor, like the lfanghester Guardian, to

educated upper niddle classes, but, more widely, to the
‘amorphous suburban classes whose solf-refard and dedication

to self-lmprovement set the tone far the era’,3*

Apart from the Qa;;x_ngg., the only Liberal morning paper
4n London during this period was th&,ﬁai]x_ﬁh:nnﬁn}g Like the
Neus, the Chroniele eut its price from 1d, to #d. in an erfort
te continue attracting a reasonably large slice or.the fcading
publie in the capital, In this mstanee,'too, the tactic

32 It should be added, however, that Cadbury himself had beem
artly responsible for the financial difficulties of the .
&mm Ye banned the lucrative liguor advertisements on
the grounds that they might exercise an immoral influence on ths
giﬁf r's reading audience. The eounlly popular raecing tips were
ew

ise ezelndsd. See 9 Pe 23
33 A, P, Wadsworth 8. Ps 5'.

ii Jtephen Koss, Lleet Street lad
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worked, and the Dailly Chronlclg managed to stay in print until
1930, when 1% merged with 1ts more ladical rival to become the
Hewg Chronicle. Politieally, the paper's sentiments belonged
to the Liberal *Right'. Robert Tonald, editor of the
Lgily Chronicle througheut much of this period, was a prominent
member of the NWational Liberal Club and a fervent admirer of
Lord Rosebery. Undoubtedly this friendship helps to explain
why the paper was imbued with a strongly Liberal Imperialist
outlock and usunally, though not always, echoed liosebery's
opinions on the major issues of the day. One important
exception was the Anglo-Prench Entente, which the Liberal leader,
but not the W regarded as dangercus for its
anti«Cerman implications. But although the paper was closely
identified with a proninent figure in the Liberal party, it
never wielded as much influence as either the :estminsier Cazatte
or the Dally Newg. In part, this can be attributed to its
smaller size, Limited to a mere twelve pages a day, both its
domestic and 1ts foreign news services tendec to be more
incomplete than those offered in Spender's or Gardiner's
newspapers, Moreover, losebery's sway over fellow Liberals had
been steadlly deelining throughout these years, and,
correspondingly, the Chronigle's reputation as an influential
paper began to diminish, Nevertheless, its short, well-tempered
leader-articles did attract a following, and along with the
destninster Gagzette, the Dally Chropicle distinguished itself
as one of a handful of newspapers in 3ritain to sunport Gréy"a
Entente policles without abandoning the idea of a reconciliation
with Berlin,

Founded in 1772, the lornins ot was the oldest of the
'quality' London dailies. Its proprietor was Algernon Borthwlck,



- later Daron (lenesk, who bought the paper in 1876 and turned

it into the voice of the 3ritish aristocracy. Vhereas The Tlimeg
was read by the politicians, the diplomats, the City lnvestors,
and the imperial administrators, the Morninz Pogt appealed
primarily to the leisure class. 1t devoted an inordinate amount
of space to social and literary columns that could only interest
men and women of property, Indeedy according to R.D., Slumenfeld,
the editor of the Dally Mail, the Jggt was 'snobbish, with
information about duchesses and advertisements about butlers'. 35
Yet the paper had a serious side to it as well, ¥Within its
twenty pages was a comnrehensive coverage of Londony national,
and foreign news, It had numerous correspondents abroad, more
perhaps than any other newspaper apart from Ihe Timeg. And it
enjoyed some important links with the Foreign Office,

Henry Spenser Wilkinson, the renowned military exrert and foreign
affairs editor for the paper from 1895 to 1909, was the
brother-in-law of Eyre Crﬁwa. HeAe Gwynne, editor-in-chief of
‘the Mornlns Fogt from 1910 onwards, was a close friend of

Ceecll Spring-Rice, As might be exﬁected, the paper was
ultra-Tory, almost reactionary, in 1ts political outlook. It
bitterly opposed Irish lHome Rule, iouse of Lords reform, and
virtually all the social legislation proposed by the 1906 Liberal
Government, Its foreign policy was decldedly imperialistic, and
it was inclined to look with misgivings upon any arrangements with
rival colonial Fowers, In 1904, it berated the Conservative
Government for coming to terms with France; latery however,

the paper redressed 1ts outlook on the Entente Cordisle, and

by the time that Gwynne had succeeded Wilkinson as chief

35 Luoted in Wilfred Hindle's
Fortrall of o lNewspapep (London, De Ds
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leader-writer, the Mopning Pogt was, according to its blographer,
'first for England, then the Empirey, and then Franne'.36

Also solidly Conservative in its political opinicns was
the Daily Telegrach. But unlike The Timeg or the Xoraing Post,
the Daily Telesrach d1d not speak for the governifhg dBasses or
the upper echelons of British society. Instead, it reflected
the views and tastes of the new backbone of the Conservative
party - the middle class, Everything about the appearance of
the Daily Teleeraph suggests that it was geared towards
attracting this particular groupt 1t made some important
concessions to the 'New Journalism' without lowering the tone of
the paper; it greatly extended its news service to cover
unusual items of interest as well as the main issues of the
day3>? and it improved its financial news section in order to
attract more businessmen to suscribe to the paper, In
finaneclal terms, such changes paid off handscomely. Circulation,
although steadily declining throughout these years, still
managed to stay above the 200,000 markjy and on the front page
of the paper there was the proud reminder that the Ielegranh
was Britain's largest selling penny daily, At the same time,
the proprietors of the papery, the Levy~lawson family, made
significant inroads on other newspaper owners in securing
commercial and classified advertisements, Next to the Dally Mail,
the Dally Teleeraoh was the most profitable venture in Fleet
Street.33

36 ey De 237.

37 The daily column 'Paris Day by Day', which informed readers
of the social and ecultural goingse-on in the French capital, was
one of the more prominent speecial features of the paper.

38 H&lc’ OPe cit.' PDe 25"26-
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Yet despite 1ts undeniable finsnelal success, the
Daily Telesranh somehow fell short of being a truly great
newspaper, At home, 1t had no contacts with important
governmental figures; while abroad 1t was repregented b_yl few
men of distinction, True, in Borlin the Daily Telegranh did
have oﬁn 1ts staff two correspondents who were vell received
at the Wilhelmstrasse. J.L. Bashford, whom one historian
has deseribed as 'the n08t pro=Gernan member of the british
foreign corresnondent corps ',39 raported fof the paper until
1904, E.J. Wileexy résident correspondent for the
DRaily Telerpraph at Berlin from 1906 to 1914, was also genuinely
1iked by the German authoritlies:. But neithér Bashford nor
Wileox had any real impact on the editorial policy of the
paper, which was largely pro-french and antie-Cerman, Moreover,
the leader-articles on foreign affalrs seemod to lack the
forcefulness and canviotipn cf those of other newspapers; a
fault which night be attributed to the staff organization of
the paper. 'nlike most other organs of opinion, the .
Lally Tel@crsohh had no single editor, Rathery 1t employed a
group of journalists, each of whom was distinguished enough in
his own right but was unable to devote his full energies to
ﬁrit:lng for the papor. _W.L; Courtney, one of the most-
consistent contributors, gave his first priority to editing
the Foptnichtly Reviews J.ls Gervin, another leader-writer for
the Telegraph, wrote foreign affairs articles under the ;
pseudonym _'Calchas' for smrai [dwardian periodicala; Z;ikwim,
Archibald .Hurd was engaged in writing on militery and
diplomatic matters for numerous other :]oi:rnala. This

arrangeient was not rectified until well after the (reat Wary

39 2bld., loc. cit.
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when the ownership of the Dally Telegraph changed hands and
a separate foreign department under the direction of one man
was created for the paper,

Less important in aluost every respect than the
Dally Telecraph was its morning rival, the Dgily Graphic.
Of all the lLondon newspapers, it offered the least vélue for
the noneye. Consisting of a mere twelve pages, little of
which contained any news or comment, the D G was
over-priced at ld, a copy; It appealed mainly to those
who wished to see rather than read the newsj for throughout
the paper photographs and drawings abounded in place of
written articles, Its foreign news service was almost
non-existent, and the paper relied heavily upon the established
agencies Tor the little information it did print, Editorials,
which usually numbered three a days were short and carried
little influence, Politically, the Dgily Craphic was
Conservative, although its leader-writer, Lucien Wolf, was a
Liberal -~ a combination which might explain why the Graphiec
was the least Germanophobe of all the Tory papers‘in London,
But despite Wolf's presence on the staff, the Dglly Craphic
was not authorative newépaper. olgnificantly, W.T. Stead,
then editor of the Review cof Nevigws and a man intimately
acquainted with the Oritish Newspaper world, gave the paper
a rather low rating in his December 1904 inventory of London

editors and organs of opinion.4O

40 Of the 'quality' London newspapers, Stead put The Times and
the Jestminster Gazette at the top of his 1ist in terms of

influence, followed by the Standard, the Daily Newsg, the HQQBIBS
Post the'mlmmmg, the Mnln%- the 5t James’s

azette, and the D G in that order, Surprisingly,
SEeaa rated the I ] below the Graphic. Then in a
separate category of newspapers which, as Otead put it, 'combinad
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over-dramatization of events., Selling for a mere #d, a copy
and presenting the news in a highly sensational masnner, the
paper offered the reading public an inexpensive and exeiting
way of keeping up with what was happening in the world, It
achleved thig effect in the field of foreign affairs by
adopting a strongly patriotie, almost jingoist, tone on 1its
leader pages. After the first Moroccan crisis erupted in
1905, it eclamoured for a bigger navy, army conseription, and
the conversion of the Entente with France into a military
alliance, Thomas Marlowe edited the papery H.W., Wilson
was its chief leader-writer; and Fenton Macphersen headed
the foreign department, But behind all these men loomed the
personality of FHorthcliffe.

In 1900, 8ir Arthur Pearscn established the Daglly Lxpress,
another half-penny paper which enjoyed a mass circulation and
which drematized the news, 1t too consisted of eight pages
and devoted considerable space to classified and commercial
advertisements, But its income from sueh Bources did not
match that of the Dgily Mall, and for the first decade or so
of its existence the Dgily Ixpregs lost quite a bit of money.
It was the only newspaper in Britain to adopt the American
practice of featuring the news on the front page. The.
headlines were not too bold or striking, but by merely
challenging accepted newspaper conventions, such a presentation
was bound to add an element of sensationalism to the Express.
Its leader-articles numbered only one or two a day, Iike those
of the Mall, they were short, to the point, and Conservative
in political outlook. The Dglly Fxnress never shied away



from stating bluntly its views on all subjlects, and the paper's
bitter opposition to Tree Trade became an important asset to
Joseph Chamberléin in his campaign for imperial federation,

The I¥press was particularly forthright in its discussion of
foreign poliey matters, and in this field i1t loocked upon the
1904 understanding with "rance as an instrument te curb German
expanaionism. - Pearpan himself directed the paper from 1900

to 1903, 1In 1904, R,D, Blumenfeld, an American journalist

: who eventually became proprietor of the papar,'waslappointeé
editor. | '

Cf course, the coverage of foreign news in the press was

not confined to the london dailies, In the provinces, too, there

'axisted a significant number of newspépers which strove to keep
thelr readers reasonably well informeé on evénts abroad, Tﬁeso
 were the penny_morning dﬁilies that were printed in the larger
citieé and distributed throughout widespread rcgions of the
country, Usually, they were ably edited, anc the jJudgments
which they passed on foreign affairs in their leader-artiélns-:
could sometimes be every bit as penetrating aa.those made in
the editorials of the London papers. _Where the provincial
press lagged behind its counterpart in the capital was in the
reporting of foreign news, By.and large, the newspapers of
Manchester, Birmingham, Glasgowy Edinburgh, and other major
cities found it too costly to employ a staff of correspondents
writing from the Continent or elsewhere during this perilod,

But each of thp most imporfant provincial papers did have a
London office, which kept in touch with the Toreign O0ffice and

secured 1nformation from the established news agencies like

Ad Iiale, Mc’ De 29
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Renters as well as the forelgn news services of the leading
metropolitan dailies. As a result, the provincial press
nlaced less emphasis on international affairs than it did on
naticnal or local news, Moreover, the foreign news that was
wired home from the london bureau tended to be stale and out. of
date by the time it appeared in print, Nevertheless, many
provineial organs of_opinion had Journalistic gualities in
their own right and deserve to be read for giving cne a
general idea of what people cutside Lendon were thinking and
writing abcut foreigﬁ affairs,

Unquestionably the most important provinciﬁl newspaper

in Britain In the coverage and treatment of forelgn news was

the lanchester Guardian. Founded in 1821 as a 7d. weekly,
the ﬁgnghggjg;_ﬁgnzﬂign was one of the longest surviving organs

of cpinion in the North of England, With Farliament's repeal
of the stamp duty on newspapers in 1855, the Guardian was
converted into a daily paper. Throughout its éarly life it

was onlj mildly Liberal in its pelitical cutlock, When the
Home Rule issue split the Liberal party in 1886, the paper
under the editorship of C,P, Scott made an immedlate swing to
the Left in its views, Thereafter 1t conslstently espoused
ladical causes, regardless how unpopular these causes were.
During the South African caapalgn, for example, the ﬂaaghﬁgjgr
Guardian continued to support the 5ders, desrpite thé fact_thﬁt
this stance cost the paper a heavy loss in circulaﬁion. scottls
leader-articles, of course, were not entirely responsible for
the paper's poor {inancial condition. As was the case with the
London dailies, the proﬁinciallpress was put under consgsiderable

strain in the conpetition for sales with the arrival of the
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mass clrculation dailies, In 1900, the first northern edition
of the Daily lMall was printed, and the Guardian, because it
happened to be located in the same city that Harmsworth and
later other newspaper magnates chose to distribute their
expanding newspapers, was among the first to suffer, C.7, Seott,
who in addition to editing the Cugrdlan was also slowly buying
up the paper's shares, was thus forced to take drastic actlon,
Unlike some newspaper owners of the day who were in much the
same position, he did not seek to restore his paper's profit
margin by lowering its price, Instead, he chose te ilmprove

its guality and service, The space allocated td advertisements
was greatly extended, special feature articles were intrcduced,
and, above all, more attention was paid to the length and

style of the leader-articles, Yet for all these alteratlons,
it took a long time for the paper to refover. In 1905, the
yoear when the Seott family took over full control of the paper,
the laachester Cuardian was still eirculating only about

36,800 copies a day, nc less than 12,000 below its corresponding
figure for 1898, In subsequent years, however, sales went up,
and by 1910, the paper was able to embark upon a foreign news
service of its oun;és

Yet like ZIhe Times and the Hegtminster Cazette, the
Manchester Cuardian wielded an influence that was far greater

than its circulation figures would suggest. As the only
'quality' Radical daily in the Northewest of England, it was
the spokesman for the progressive-minded educated classes not
only in Lancashire but in meighbouring counties as well, As
the only penny newspaper in Sritain to expound a truly

45 Haley one cites 7pe 30=31; also Wadsworthy, 9ps Gikes Pe 25,
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anti-imperialist foreign policy during the Boer War, it also
gained a foliouing in ILondon and the South-east, Morley,
Lloyd-George, and Campbell-Jannerman frequently read the

paper and were good friends of Scott. When these three men
__helped to form a.government in 1906, the Manchecgter Guardian

had an inside view of the Liberal Cabinet in operation. JScott
was élso intimate with Loreburn, the Lord Chancellor in
Campbell-dénnerman'a and'Asquith's Governments, Their
corfeSpondento during these years was prolific and touched

upon a number of matters, including forelgn affairs, where
Loreburn frequently impressed upon Scott the dangers of

Sir Edward Crey's policies to Angio-Germah relations, But

to suggesty as one contemporary Journalist has done,

that Scott placed too much confidence in the Lord Chancellor's
Judgment when writing about foreign affairs in his editorilals

is to oveflook the imsortance which the editor of the

Janchiester vuapdlan had always attached to viewlng international
relations from a highly moral standpoint.46 The spirit of
righteous indignation which prompted Scott to critlcize the
Liberal Foreign Secretary time and again during this period for
failing to find a proper sclution to Europe's diplomatiec
problems was the same as that which had earlier led him to
attack the Government during the South ifrican campaign.
Moreover, and more significantly perhaps, the lanchester Cuardian
had been pestering the Foreign O0ffice with demands for such
policies as an extension of the Lntente Cordiale to incorperate
Germany as far back as the summer of 1909, several months

before either Grey or Loreburn took offices
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Another English provincial newspaper of considerable
importance was the Birmingham Daily Post. Like the G ’
the Post had been greatly affected by the Home Rule issue in
1886, But instead of adopting a more Radieal approach to
politiecs, the paper gradually shed its progressive views in
the light of Gladstone's Bill and supported Joseph Chamberlain
in his efforts to create a Liberal Unionist party. From the
late 1880s onwards, its political outlook closely resembled that
of the Birmingham ecivic leader. In 1905, it backed Chamberlain
in his campaign for protectionismj; in 1898, it first sought an
alliance with Germany; but when this came to nothing, it 3
echoed Chamberlain's plea for an understanding with France,

The Birmingham Post was a smaller newspaper than its more
left-wing counterpart in the North. It consisted of only

eight pages and did not devote much attention to foreign affairs.
Whereas the Guardian did at least employ men of the likes of
J.A., Hobson to meport from South Africa during the Boer War,

the Post had no overseas correspondents whatsoever, Nor did

the editor of the paper employ Scott's practice of writing long
leader-articles on either foreign or domestic questions,
Moreover, the circulation of the paper was static and averaged
only about 28,000 copies daily between 1903 and 1908,
Nevertheless, the Birmingham Daily Post was the leading paper in
Britain's second largest city and was associated with one of

the most formidable politicians of the day. As such, its

leaders were bound to carry some welight in the country.47

47 H, R, G, Whates, The B D P - H A
_5%FLgyu¥%§f§§EEg§§; iBirmingham, T§E%§, PPe t22-123, 173; also
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Wadsworth,




Founded in 1783, the (laggow Hergld wes one of the oldest
and most respected newspapers in the country, Circulating
primarily in Seotland and to a lesser extent in Ulster, it
enjoyed an immunity from the competition which many English
newspapers had to endure as a result of the 'Harmsworth
revolution's Seotland did not have a mass eirculating newspaper
until the Dally Fxpress opened a Glasgow office after the (reat
War., Hence, the sales figures of the fergld and a number of
other Scottish penny dailies éid not flounder during this
period. Between 1903 and 1908, the (laggow lHerald averaged
slightly more than 50,000 copies sold per day, a healthy
increase of 10,000 over the corresponding figures for the
early 18903.48 The politics of the paper, however, are
difficult to pinepoint, Traditionally, the lergld was a
Conservative paper, but under C.U, Russell and William Wallace,
editors of the paper from 1388 to 1909, it adopted a more
49

Liberal outlook towards foreign affairs. Its attitude towards

France throughout much of this period, while certainly
pro-Entente, was somewhat codler than that of the bulk of the
Tory oress, and occasionally the Glasgow lHerald took part in
the campaign of the Radicals against ‘'secret diplomacy' and
excessive military expenditure,

The chief rival of the (lasgow lergld in terms of
politlecal influence in Scotland was the Edinburgh-based paper,
the Scotgman. Lstablished in 1817 as both a literery and a

political newspaper, it made its appeal from the beginning as

48 whdswozzgléégs._gzi.
49 Hale, ‘ 9 '‘De 34-35‘
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a '"serious' and a cultivated organ of cpinion, Like
Ihe Timeg in England, the Jcotsman stood apart from other
newspapers in its appeal to the propertied and leisure classes
north of the border, Indeed, the similarity of the two
newspapers in this respect was so strong that some pecple
dubbed the Sgotsman 'The Timeg of the North'. Politically,
the paper was Conservative and its foreign policy was highly
imperial in outlook., At first, it greeted the 1904 Convention
simply for putting an end to colonial difficulties with France,
But like many right-wing newspapers in England, it later
campaigned for the conversion of that arrangement into an
instrument to check CGerman expansionism, The Sgotsman had
no foreign news service of its cwn at the time and relied
entirely upon Reuter and the correspondence columns of the
London dailies, chiefly The Times and the Dgily Telegraph, for
information, DIr Charles A.Cooper and J.F. Croal edited the
paper between 1903 and 1908,°°

Apart from the leading metropolitan and provinecial dallies,
the only other newspapers worth mentioning are a handful of
those in the Sunday press, And even of these not too much need
be written, For in Ldwardian, as in Victorian, times, the
Sunday newspapers played a far less important role in informing
and gulding British public opinion than do their latter-day
counterparts, The explanation for this, of course, can be
found in the social and moral conventions of the day. By
tradition, Sunday was regarded as the Sabbath, a day of rest.
Not only did people take the day off work, but they also
rigorously abstained from any 'frivolous' activities such as the

50 Ibdd.s De 333 also C.A, Cooner, An Editor's Retrosnect
(London, 1596), pe 151, y



reading of newspapers. Although the prejudice agzainst Sunday
newspapers was beginning to weaken, Sabbatarianism was still

a force to be reckoned with at the turn of the century. ¥when
fierce competiticn for readers induced the owners of the

Dadly Telegranh and the Dgily Madl to publish Sunday editions
for their newspapers in 1899, religious groups, particularly
the Nonconformists, protested and a considerable uprcar ensued
in the ccuntry. Shortly afterwards, both papers acknowledged
the public resentment and reverted to publishing only six 1ssues

51 Those newspapers that did resist the vressure of

a week,
the churches almoht invariably suffered financially as a result,
The Jbserver, oldest of the Sunday papers, was selling only

about 5,000 copies when Alfred Harmsworth bought it in May 1905.52
The Sunday limes, owned by an international business syndicate
under the chairmanship of Hermann Sehmidt, was scarcely doing

any better; it failed to holster its circulation beyond the
25,000=30C,000 mark.53 Of course, there were exceptions,.

Sir George Riddell's Jligws of the World sold approximately a
million coplies every Cunday in the early 19003, but its squalid

51 R. Pound and G, Harmsworth,Kgfzﬁhglzzzg (London, 1959),
o 240-2413 also H. Hobson, P. ghtley, and L, Russell,
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or m...s*i. Pe § also son gh ﬁlu ©
Pe XV, Schnid% was a Ge;man finanecier who had contrslged ;
most of the shares of the Sunday Times since 1897. Among the
cther megbers on the board of directors were Sir 3asil Zaharoff,
the munitions agent for Vickers-Armstrongs Dr Jameson, former
Prime ilinister of the Cape Colony; and Sir Arthur Cteel-laitland,
later M.P, for East Birmingham and chairman of the Conservative
party. Leonard Rees, formerly editor of the defunct

Sunday Srecial, wrote leader=-articles for the paper,

000, See A M, Gollin,
London, 1960), pp. 64 61,
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articles on sex and erime and only served to reinforce the
prejudice of the 3ahbatar1ans.5‘ Indeed, it was only after
several years of technical changes and sttempts to create a
new image that the Sunday press began to win over the reading
public. In the main, this was due to the efforts of
Northeliffe, who halved the price of the Cbferver from 2d, to
ld, and installed J.L. Garvin, the accomplished leader-writer
for the Dgily Telegraph, as editor in 1908, thereby in effect
giving the paper more quality and value for the money, 3ut
for the time being, both the Observer and the Sunddx Times
lagged well behind the dailies in the dissemination and the
interpretation of the news, Neither paper had any overseas
correspondents and neither devoted any extra printing sbace
to special articles on foreign affairs, Leader-articles,
incidentally, were limited to one per week, Less lengthy
than those in the daily papers and meore often than not devoted
to national rather than international news, they failed to
provide an adequate commentary on events taking place cbroad,
Far more important than either the Supday Times or the
Obsgerver as a weekly source of information and opinion were the
London~based periodicals which sold for the then rather
prohibitive cost of 6d. These periodicsls, or 'class weeklies',
as they were sometimes called, ccmbined some of the best
features of the penny daily newspapers with those of the less
political monthly reviews, They not only gave considerable
attention to the reporting and interpretation of the news,
but they also devoted a good deal of space to literary and
cultural subjeets. Indeed, out of the thirty or forty pages
they each printed every week, close to fifteen or twenty dealt

54 liobson gt 8l., o9 Pe 72,
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with such items as book reviews, stage procductions, and

West End cultural exhibitions, The format of these weeklies
was very much the same., As a rule, the first few pages were
given to summarizing the main events of the week's news.
Written in paragraph form, each entry in this section provided
a reasonably good recapitulation of major developments. Foreign
news figured prominently, although none of the weeklies sent
correspondents abroad, Then followed the leader-articles,
These usually amounted to four or five in numberland were
written carefully enough to win a great deal of influence in
political circles, After the editorials came several pages

of feature articles and weekly columns written by some of the
most talented contemporary Journalists and men of letters, The
literary and theatrical reviews were relegated to the second
half of the periodical along with the advertisements.

Cldest of the 'class weeklles' was the Jpectator. Founded
in 1828, it had by this time been in existence longer than any
of its rivals to reach the twentieth century. But age was not
the Spegtator's only claim to distinction, TFor throughout its
comparatively long history, the gpectator achieved a reputation
as being one of the most highe-minded and politically rebellious
organs of opinion in Britain, Its long-standing assocation with
the Conservative party was from time to time jarred by what one
writer has called the paper's 'left centre' politics. The same
independent spirit that led the ZJpegtator to support the
Reform B1ll in 1832 and back the cause of the North in the

American Civil War led £ to side with the Liberals in the
fight against Tariff Reform in the early 19063.55 But with

55 william B. Th"""‘f}, Ihe Story of the Spectator, 1828-1928

(London, 1928), pp. 5




47,

regard to foreign affairs in the last decade before the

Great War, it adopted an outlook that was more in step with

that of its fellow Tory organs of opinion. Highly anti-German

in its views, the Spegtator consistently beat the drum for an

alliance with both France and Russia in order to complete the

military encirclement of the Central Powers., John 5t Loe Strachey,

editor and proprietor of the Spegtator throughout these years,

was a close friend of Cecil Spring-Rise and through him had

a number of important contacts at the Foreign Office.56
Equally influential with the Specfator was the trio of

Radical Liberal weeklies - the Speaker, the Ngtion, and the

Economist. The Speaker was established in 1890 by Sir John Brunner,

the Liberal industrialist, as a left-wing intellectual

alternative to the Spectator. From the moment of its first

issue, it supported Irish Home Rule, campaigned for social

reforms, and sympathised with the trade unions in their

struggle for recognition, Foreign affairs, however, remained

very much in the background of this paper's editorial section

until J.L. Hammond replaced Wemyss Reid as editor in 1899,

During the South African War, it was critized in several

quarters for its 'pro-Boer' articles and later Hammond was to

heap praise on France and her handling of the Moroccan question

to an extent that went far beyond the bounds of Radical

enthusiasm for the Entente Cordialo.57 Yet despite 1its

56 sSteiner o3.De 21894
27 See A.J.Pta: ay;'luor’in which it 1s sAAd that Hammond 'stood
out in enthusiasm for France and dislike of CGermany' in Radical

cireles in Britain, whereas C,P, Scott of the ﬂang%gg&gg_gggggign,
for example, 'was always cooler towards Trance, and more
restless about Moroceco', This divergence in view about

France and the Entente might well explain Hammond's
afore-mentioned intimations that Scott leaned too heavily on
Lord lLoreburn's judgment of foreign affairs, particularly
after the Agadir crisis, Taylor, loc, cit.



48,

controversial opinions, the Speaker was constantly plagueé by
poor sales, Its circulation, which reached 4,000 after the
first year of publication, was never high enough to make a
profit, and Brunner, tired of financing the Sceaker's losses,
sold the paper outright in 190?.58 The new proprietor was
Joseph Rowntree, the Yorkshire confectionery manufacturer and
philanthrcpist, who rechristened the paper 'lhe lation'.
Rowntree appointed H.W., Massingham, whose weekly column 'Perscns
and Politics' had been one of the highlights of the gpeaker,

as editor, and almost lmmediately the new periocdical set out

to distinguish itself against its less fortunate predocessor.sg
The Hation expanded its news summary section, doubled the
number of editorials from two to four, and recruited men like
Brailsford, Nevinson, Hobson, and L.T. Hobhouse, to write
special articles on the leading guestions of the day. Under
Massingham, the lation also assumed a more balanced approach
towards foreign affairs than did the Speaker under Hammond, Gone
was the excessive pro-french bias, and in its pleece was substituted
an ardent desire to see the 1904 Entente followed up by a

similar arrangement with Germany. The persistence with

which the Nation pursued this theme made i1t cne of the most
dedicated and formidable exponents of a racifically oriented
British foreign policy. Unfortunately, it toc suffered
chronically from financial troubles, and after the Great War

the paper was forced to merge with yet another Radical weekly,

the New Statesman.

58 Stephen L, Koss, Sir adic 1kocrsg
(Cambridge ' ; BY compar son !he
was selling about 239000 copies a week in 1903. see

Thﬁmas . p- 102.
59 7o dTvet, 1o the GoAdan Daa (Londom, 1947), pe 205,
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The third leazding Radical weekly, the Economist, was
founded in 1843, As its title suggests, financial affairs
vwere the main pre-occupation of this periodical, The
literary and cultural items that filled the pages of the
other 6d, weeklies were excluded from the Economist in order
to make room for banking news, trade statistics, and stock
market reports, international as well as Aational, But
politics also had a place in the make-up of the paper, and as
was the case with the Spectator and the Nation, the Egonomigt
devoted several long leader-articles every week to a
thorough discussion of major events at home and abroad. The
paper's deohly engrained Libsralism and its traditional
emphasis on commerce combined tc give 1t a strongly Cobdenite
outlook on foreign policy matters, 1In 1904, it welcomed the
colonial settlement with France for many reasons, not the
least of which was the improved trade that this arrangement
promisdd to bring to the two countries. Tor most of this
period, the Economist was edited by Edward Johnstone, a
Journalist who had previcusly worked in fhe financial news
departments of the Scotsman and the Pgll Mall Gazette.
Johnstone's narrow interest in this field led him to employ
several men to write about foreign affairs, a practice which,
l1ike J.M. Le Sage's managing of the Daily Telegraoh, did not
always produce a consistent approach to this all-important
area, Then in 1907 F,W, Hirst became editor and stamped his
own personality on the paper., He wrote all his own editorials,
and as a devoted disciple of Gladstone and s close friend of

John Morley, he gave the Economist a m@re Radical flavour,



Between 1908 2nd 1914, Hirst took un the cudgels along with
fellow Radicals Gardiner, ifassingham, and Scott in attacking
Sir Edward Crey's 'unliberal' foreign policy.so
Finally, there are the Soclalist weeklies to be considered,
Three principal organs cof opinion fit into this category -
Justice, the labour lLeadery and the Clarion - all of which came
into being as a result of the growth in size and influence of
the organised labour movement in Britain since the last two
decades of the nineteenth century, Each of the three either
represented or became identified with a differing strand of
the movement, Justice, founded by H.M. Hyndman in 1884, was
from the moment of its inception the weekly spokesman for the
Marxist Social Democratic Mederations the Lgbour lLeader, edited
by J. Bruce Glasier, was the official voice of the Independent
Labour Party. The Clarion, on the other hand, had no such
formal connectiohs, Edited since its first issue in 1891 by
Robert Blatchford, an independent left-wing thinker, this
periodical was more a forum for the various types of
Soelalists -~ Fabians, Marxists, and others - than a spokesman
for any'particular group., The strong emphasis which all three
of these weeklies rlaced upon changing social and economiec
conditions at home precluded their spending much time on foreign
affairs, Moreover, the little that was said about diplomatic
questions was quite often out of step with the opinions of
other dissident groups. Of the Socialist weeklies, only the
Labour leader adopted an outlook that consistently approximated
that of the Radical Iiberal press. Blatehford of the Clarion

was to sound the alarm about an impending Cerman invasion with

(London, 1943),
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increasing frequency as time went on during these years;
while Hyndman in Justice was busily advocating a citizen's
army to resist such an invasion, Nevertheless, both
Justice and the Clarion as well as the Lghggg_ggggg; were
representative of a movement that was beginning to grow out
of its embryonic stages at the time in Britain and as such
form an important part of British public opinion,%?

By recording and emphasising such information, one can
get a general impression of the newspapers and their format,
political complexion, financial state, and comparative appeal
to the publie, Yet however valuable these facts are, they
do not give cne a proper idea of the interest which the
British press had in world affairs. Even a comprehensive
examination of the foreign departments of the various
newspapers does not necessarily reveal the extent to which
the press kept abreast with developments and events .
happening abroad. One way of accomplishing this task,
however, might be to compare and analyse the percentage of
editorials which contemporary organs of opinion devoted to
foreign news, Of course, such a survey, when restricted to a
few papers and when intended to cover a short period of time,
cannot claim to be thorough., Nevertheless, by taking a fairly
wide cross-section of newspapers and periodicals and by
examining the contents of their leader pages, one can make a
reasonably discriminating evaluation of the interest of the
contemporary British press in foreign affairs, The table

below lists fourteen leading newspapers and perindicals of the

61 The increasecd sales figures of two of these journals reflect
well the growth of the Socialist movement during this period.
The C made a steady increase from 40,000 coples sold a
week in 1904 to 74,000 copies in 1906, Similarly, the
Leader went from 13,000 to 40 000 between 1904 and 1909, ©See
W Stewart, Keir Hard B (London, 1921) G
pp.lggs.; and L. Thompson, HoBert siatchford (Londem, 1951)g”
p. & 3 .ii‘.




day and compsres their interest in foreign affairs for the first

six months of 1904:52
NPERTODICAL. LEADING ARTICIES — FOREIGN AFFAIRg ~ PERCENTAGE

Ing_Iimgg (Conservative) 460 196 42,6
Leonomist (Liberal) 87 37 42,5
Fall Mall Gagzette (Con.) 155 63 40,6
Spectator (Con.) 130 51 39.2
Daily Mail (Con,) 319 113 35.4
Laily Express (Con,) 160 46 28,8
Glaszow Herald (Con,) 731 209 28,6
Biraingham Daily Poat (Con, )633 164 25.9
Speaker (Lib.) 72 17 23.6
scotsman (Con.) 579 134 23.1
Laily News (Lib.) 819 186 22,7
Jestminster Gagette (Lib,) 167 37 22,2
Manchegter Guardian (Lib,) 617 136 22,0
Lally Chronicle (Lib,) 635 105 16,5
Total 5564 1494 26,9

The first remark one might make about the sbove table 1s that it
tends to verify the pre-eminence of Ihe Times in the discussion and

the commentary of foreign affairs. The maréin between that

62 Exactly what is meant by a 'leader-article on foreign
affairs' (i,e., the third column from the right in the following
table) is not easy to define, and in many cases a rather
arbitrary decision was made about whether or not to include certain
editorials in this category. Generally speaking, however, all
leader-articles that dealt with British foreign policy or which
comnented on any events happening abroad, whether diplomatic,
political, social, or even cultural, have been treated as 1if
they fit this description., On the other hand, leader-articles
on imperial matters, unless they happened to aisouss Britain's
relations with the Powers, have been excluded from this category.
Likewise, leader-articles on those questions that do oecasionally
touch upon foreign affairs -~ such as those on defence estimates
or trade figures = have been excluded, unless they actually
involve a discussion of British foreign policy.
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newspaper and other organs of opinion is not as wide as one
might have imagined, perhaps, but the figures speak for
themselves. With the possible exception of the Lgponomist,
whose completeness and authority in writing about world-wide
financial matters made it a keen observer of events taking
place abroad, Ihe Timeg stood above all other competitors in
this respect, 3But this is only the most obvious comparison
to be made., There are others which are of no less interest.
If for instance, one chooses to divide the fourteen organs
of opinion along political lines and compare the percentage of
leader~articles devoted to foreign affairs in the eight
Conservative papers with the six Liberal papers, one arrives

at the following results:

TYPE OF TOTAL NUMBER OF LEADING ARTICLES ON
WEWSPAPER IEADING ARTICIES  FOREIGN AFFAIRS L ERCENTAGE
Conservative 3167 976 30.8
Liberal 2397 518 ' 21.6

A similar division between the London and provinecial press reads
as followss

London 3004 851 28.3

Provincial 2560 643 25,1
Of course, neither of these last two tables reveals anything
conclusive; nevertheless, one can speculate upon the reasons
for the results they give, If, as the figures seem to suggest,
Conservative newspapers were somewhat more interested in '
forelgn affalrs than their Liberal counterparts, it is not
because of any undue disregard for developments abroad on the
part of the latter group. The Liberals did like to keep
themselves well posted on events taking place outside their

country, particularly should these events have an important



bearing on political and social problems at home, Rather,
the difference can probably be attributed more to the

~ attitude of the Conservative newspapers, Taken as a whole,
the Conservative press did follow foreign developments very
closely, if only because of its deep - 1n some cases extreme -
sensitivity to the 'dangers' which these developments might
have upon national security or upon the welfare of the Empire.
Internal matters were discussed proportionately less often,
possibly because the Tories felt that these were not as
immediately important as the prospect of German hegemony on
the Continent or Russian expansionism in Asia., The even wider
discrepancy between the London and the provinecial press is no
less explicable. A4s has been pointed out before, London was
the bottleneck of virtually all the news coming into the
country. Many London newspapers, moreover, had direct access
to the Foreign Office and to the staff of the major embassies,
Thus it is hardly surprising that, taken together, they should
devote a higher proportion of their editorials to foreign
affairs than, for example, the Glasgow Herald or the Scotsman.
Yet whenever the reasons for these results, one point remains
clear: the newspapers and Journals, regardless of their
political persuasion or of the area of the country in which
they circulated, all had a great deal to say about foreign
affairs, Admittedly, throughout this six month period the

Far East was in a state either of crisis or war =~ one factor
vhich undoubtedly helped to raise the percentage of editorials
devoted to foreign affairs in all the various organs of opinion,
But even if there had been no conflict between Russia and Japan,

it is unlikely that the press would have greatly reduced the
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number of their editorials on this alleimportant subject.
Great Dritain had too much at stake overseas for her newspapers
to ignore or'overlock for longz even the seemingly most
Insignificant foreign develonrments, '
3¢ B t and the C S
Hence, the fleld of foreign affairs was sufficiently

covered by the conte@pofary press to merit an.examinatibn into
a subjJeet like British attitudes towards “rance and th&..;
Entente Cordiale, But such a study warrants our attenéiép
all the more when considered against the background of egfiy
twentieth century developments and the mamner in which these
I develovments came about. The years 1903-1908 belong very
much to the period which diplomatio historians:hgve long

since come to call 'the era of secret diplomacy'. Not only

oty
——r -

were treaties and diplomatié arrangéﬁents often furt;vely'
.concluded, but they were all too often executed with searcely
any pooular supertision, Evenlin those countries where
democracy was theoretically most advanced, the public enjoyed .
little eontéol. In Sritain, Parliasment could debate and
eriticize foreign policy matters, but it was Gdbhered from
vetoiﬁg or ratifying treaties uniqss these treaties involved
the eession of tefritorf or financial expenditurq.63 The' '
most that dissident M.P.s or peers eculd hopé tc do was to
influence indirectly the Government's policies, but the
likelihrod of even this hanpening was rather slim, TForeign
affairs tended to rank low on the agenda of items to be

discussed, with the result that parliamentary debates. on this

63 Steiner, ops cit., P. 192 3n.
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alleimportant realm of affairs were few and far between, Moreover,
even when such depates did take place, they were hopelessly
inadecuate and posed little threat to the Government. ifter

1904, when the Liberals enthusiasticﬁlly supported

Lord Lansdowne's understanding with the French, the two major
narties differed 1ittle in their anproach %o foreign'affairs.
Whatever criticisms or queries did arise usually came from
Radical Liberal, Socialist, or right-wing imperinlist circles,
'_raced with the combined opposition of the two frent benches =~
whose whips, incidentally, exerted tremendous pressure on M.P.s

to toe the offieial line - these groups had almost no chence of
altering the eourse of British foréign policy.64 But this was
not ail, If Parliament had 1ittle suthority over the mahngement
of British foreign poliecy, then it had still less tb say gbout
the formulation and execution of it, These two areas vere

left almost entirely in the hands of the Cabinet and the
Forelgn 0ffice, is'the permanent officials of this latter
institution were recrulted almost exclusively from the

upper classesy this meant that the fundamentals of the
decision-making process of British foreign policy were
consistently out of touch with popular symrathies and movements,
Indeed, so remote-was thé Foreign Office from the general public
that for many reformers of the periocd a widening of 1its soc}al
base and a revamping of 1its selection rrocedures hecame urgent
necessities if Britain were to achievela truly democratically-

65

controlled forelgn policy,

64 Max Beloff, Lucien Wolf sng the inglo-Russian Entente,
1951 o Ue

128;:1%1& (London,

The need to reorganize the Foreign 0ffice was argued most
forcefully by Radicals and Socialists in Britain during the
Great War, Gee, for example, Arthur Fonsonby's Democracy and
: R ; r _Populal 1 of Foreign lolicy
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In view of these vdrious réétrictibns'bléceﬁTupdn the ..

démocraty in tne control of forelgn pelicy ut this time in

';fiBritain, one quastiau alnost 1navitahlr arisas. Were the
*-*_ governing elasges ~ the politiaians, the diplomsts, the ’

"feivil ser?ants - 1nflnenced at all hy the more papular

| elements of Sritish socety in the tornilation’ and execution .
':'ef foreign policy? Tu answer 1n the nﬁgative would—bs to

' . av&r~simnlify tha mattor; ror despite j 3% appearances to 2
. the enntrary, bcth the Cabinst and tbe Foreign Bffice ﬁid .”:p-z

'l from tine to time respond to pressures from balow;-_Thus ! ¢

75 ff;in 1903 the caﬂpaign wagen 1n csrtain sactions of the press :; 52;; 
i and by a number of Tory back-bﬂnchars at Mastminster &1d

'-disauada Lord Lansdswne from workins alda by side with ths

‘;*:* Garmans on the Vanexuelan and Bashdaﬂ 1311“33 q“35t1°na' ;
(i;;ﬁ?hus, tao, the voraign Office relt oblisﬂﬂ to mset and inferm

* janrna1i5ts, M, P¢s, and various nressure groups on a

1.r}3hpersan-t9-peraan basis. Although such mgetings tendad ta

 iiba 1n£crmal and haphaaardly arranged,aé thay did at 1east 7
*Iﬁffﬁ?ﬂ b°th 91ﬂ°3 th‘ °@partunit¥ to clazity misunnerﬂtandinzl f“h

ﬁ& There-waa at this ‘time no press burean in thafFareign

372'-f0rfiee. Instead, Journalists and editors were privately
- received by senior men at the departmentﬁ ineluding the

- TForeign Decretary himself sn occasion.

uring his tenure at G
the Foreign Office, Gir Bdward Grey conferred periodinully
with the likes of Valentine Chirol of -
- JdeAs Spender of the Westminstey zette but left the taak of
-dealing with less luentia nswspapermen to his private.
secretary, William Tyrrall. Neither Grey nor Tyrrell was
_forgced to speak to outsiders, of coursey and both did so
only at their cwn discretion, Sueh ta MOT'GOVEr, were
-not granted to everyone, The Fcreign Orflce gxeluded all
- but the most prominemt journalists, and even some of these =
would not be certain of being accnrded an interview, --4s .

e

5 Harold Spender, a leader-writer in the foreign department.

i of the ggélx__gng.fron 1912 to.1914, explained in his memoirss®

'the old Foreign Office did not aerupla to use its distribution
‘of news as a2 means of controlling newspaperss. If & newspaper - = &
eriticized a Foreign Secretary too severely he had a very
simple means of punishment = he c¢losed the &oars of the uw =
Foreign Oifice to that paper, That was a very severe blow,
For the very secrecy of the Foreign Office made the entry S
ST e b A e TP L SRl e B S e s RSt SISV S R



and eiahange ideas and opinions, The link between the
Foreign Office and the press, states Zara Steinery, was 'a
two-way process'; while the former tried to influence the
:latter"through private contactslor publiec pronouncements
with varying degrees'of sucqessf, the latter sought to
advise the former, particularly.on those ccecasicns when the
press had reason to believe that its correspondents were
bettér_informed—than.wexe the dipiomats themselves.67 In
opening its doors to outsiders ia this fashion, there was

a hint of recognitibn'on the ﬁart of the Foreign Office
that the press had an 1aportgnt role to play in.thélmoﬁldins
o and ghgpiﬁé 6f publie opinion,

67 As a case 1n point, Dr Steiner cites the activities of
C.E, Morrison, the Far EZastern correspondent of ]ng_gjngg
whose timely despatches at the turn of the century a ertea
the DBpitish Covernment to Russian encroachments in China
long before did the despatehes of the Government's official
representatives in that quarter of the globe. See Steiner,

ops cit.y PDe 186, 188,
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CHAPTER 1II

BRITISH PUBLIC OPINION ON THE ENTENTE CORDIALE, 1903=1905

By the cutset of 1903 Anglo-I'rench relations were in a
more satisfactory state than they had been for a considerable
period of time. In a sense relations had never been as poor
as they might have been, for even in difficult times Britain
and France had always been able to identify with each other
through their geographical proximity and cultural and
political affinities. DBut in the early years of the twentieth
century, conditions had been improving enough in other aspects
to help draw the two countries closer together. Trade was
steadily growing, and, at a time when Britain was beginning
to share the French fear of Germany, there was an absence of
any seriocus Anglo=french quarrels, The Fashoda crisis was by
then nearly five years old, and older colonial controversies
between the two Powers had become dormant. Even the mutual
recriminations in the press of the two countries, which in the
past had so often plagued their relations, slowly subsided
with the passing of the Boer War and the Ureyfus affair, All
that was rqquired to convert this reasonably happy state of
affairs into something more positive was an open gesture of
friendliness on the part of one Power to the other, and
this King Edward VII provided with his successful visit to
Paris in the spring of that year,

In Britain, the press gave much publicity to the trip and

emphasized its cordial nature., ©Special attention was paid to
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the supposed impact of the monarchy on the course of diplomacy,
and phrases such as 'the living factor of the Crown' and 'the
genlal tact of King Edward'! were frequently used to describe how
Edward VII had personally cemented this friendship. But at the
same time newspapers were careful to point out that the visit
~had no motive other than to promote friendlier Anglo~French
relations, which for many was only logieal in view of all the
similarities in the national way of 1life of the two countries.
The Times, for example, wrote:
Certainly there is no nation between whom and ourselves
such a sense of brotherhood seems more natural and
attainable than the great neighbour to whom we are
already bound by so many ties of common interest. French
civilization and Trench thought have always exercised a
profound influence upon our own development, nor can it
be doubted that the constitutional liberties so long
enjoyed by the people of this country have in turn

profoundly modified the course of French political
development.... There is no specific political purpose,

no hidden ﬁ;;igﬁg_nggggg, in the King's visit to Paris,

nor will there be anything of the kind about the visit

which we hope M, Loubet may be able to pay to London, 1
Even the possihility that a settlement of the major colonial
disputes between the two Powers nmight result from the new
Entente initially went unmenticned, Then in the early summer
of 1903, several weeks after the royal trip, Eugéne Etienne,
the French deputy for the Oran and head of the parti colondial,
and Sir Charles Dilke, the venerable Radical member for the
Forest of Dean in the House of Commons, wrote articles for
the Hational Review and Empire Review respectively in which
they contended that Edward VII's visit provided the proper
atmosphere for settling Anglo=French differences in Egypt,

Morocco, Newfoundland, Siam, and the New Hebrides.2 Although

1 The Times, 4 May 1903.
2 Eugene 'tienne, 'The colonial controversies between France
and England® Ngggonél Review, 41 (July, 1903), 732-748a; and

Sir Charles Dilke, 'An arrangement with France'y E e Review, V
(June, 1903), 439-441,
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Etienne and Dilke were not in full agreement as to what would
constitute a fair deal for both Powers, their articles
prepared public opinion for some political consequences
arising out of the Entente,
AR 04 Convention: 1 erms and it .

Nevertheless, in Britain there was no serious publie
discussion of such a settlement until the two Governments reached
a2 formal agreement on 8 April, 1904, This famous Convention was
presented to the publie in the form of threce separate documents,
They dealt with Egypt and Moroeco, with France granting Britain
a virtual free hand in the former and Britain giving the same
to France in the latter; the surrender of French fishing
rights off Newfoundland in exchange for British territory in
West and Central Africa; and, lastly, a document settling
various Anglo-French disputes in Siam, Madagascar, and the
New Hebrides, The nineteen=page declaration on Egypt and
Morocco was not only the longest of the three treaties but
the most important as well, In it Britain recognised that
France had the right to penetrate Morocec for the purpose of
civilising the country and subduing lawlessness. In return
France promised that she would no 1ongerlprotest against the
British occupation of Egypt and agreed to support any necessary
financial reforms there., The articles regarding Morocco
contained several additional stipulations, France was required
to guarantee the 'open door' and free trade there for at least
thirty yearsi; she had to pledge that no new fortificatlons
would be erectéd on the Moroccan coast between Melilla and
'the right bank of the River Sebou'; and she promised to

take into account the special interests of Spain in Morocco
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in a later Franco-Spanish agreement. ' Both Powers made the
important promise not to alter the political gtatus cuo in
either of the two North African countries, and by the terms
of Article IX they agreed to give one another diplomatic
support in the event that an outside Power should challenge
this portion of the Convention.

The second document settled what was by 1904 the oldest
of all Angloe=French disputes = the exclusive right granted to
French fishermen by the Treaty of Utrecht of 1713 to bait and
dry fish on Newfoundland shores. The 1904 Agreements ended
this privilege, thereby placing British and Canadian fishermen
on an equal footing with the French, As compensation, the
British Government promised an unspecified financial indemnity
to those Frenchmen affected by the Convention and gave the
French various pieces of British territory in Africa. These
included a slice of British Gambia which became part of an
enlarged French Senegaly the addition of a sizeable tract of
land in the Sokoto region of Northern Nigeria to the territory
already held by France near Lake Chad; and the cession of the
Iles de Losy a group of islands off the French Guinean port
of Konakry. The third agreement did not involve the exchange
of any territories and merely recognised on paper certain
existing facts as they were. The two Governments agreed that
the French and British spheres of influence in Siam lay
respectively east and west of the mouth of the River lienam,

In Article II Britain withdrew her protest against the French
customs tariff and trade monopoly in Madagascar, #And in
Article III both Governments agreed to appoint a future

Commission to settle the disputes of their nationals living
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in the New Hebrides.3

The form in which the two Governments drew up the 1904
Convention is of some importance because it had considerable
bearing on the way the press discussed the final terms, Most
British newspapers could find some criticisms to make, however
trivial, and these were generally conducted in the same context
as the three treaties., What Britain gained in Egypt was
usually compared tc what she lost in Moroecoj Newfoundland
and West Africa were similarly menticned together; and the
arrangements involving Siam, Madagascar, and the New Hebrides
were again discussed separately. The newspapers and other
organs of public opinion in Britain by no means always regarded
the Anglo-French Agreements from the éimple point of view of
gain or loss, But on those occasions when they attempted to do
soy the general conclusion was that Britain surrendered more
than she gained, |

This assessment particularly holds true of the
Egypt=Moroecco barter., There was considerable surprise that
British diplomats could put the Egyptian and Moroccan questions
on the same footing and settle them accordingly., Since 1882
Britain had in effect been in occupation of Egypt, reorganised
its finances and government, and, as far as many were concerned,
generally raised the standard of living there. All that she
lacked was formal French recognition of her position.4 In
contrast, Morocco was still open to the rivalries of the Powers,
and French interests there, though growing by 1904, were far

from paramouht. Only recently, for example, had France begun

3 Accounts and ngegs: State Papers, CIII (1905), Cd.2383=-85,
4 Observer, 10 April 1904,



to compete with Britain in lending money to the Sultan.
Moreover it was Britain, not France, who was still Morocco's
leading trade customer.5 It appeared to much of the press,
therefore, that Britain was making substantial concessions
in Morocco merely in order to consolidate further the already
strong position she enjoyed in Egypt.6

The eriticisms directed against other parts of the
Convention were not so widespread. They were, in fact,
largely raised by two newspapers, the Morning Post and the
Observer, whose concern for the 'regrettable absence of
mutuality about the concessions made in Morocco' led them
to serutinize every detail of the treaty. They concluded
that the transfer from British to French hands of several
thousand sguare miles of African territory in addition to ’
the large indemnity to French fishermen was too high a price
to pay for France's renunciation of the 'Treaty Shore'.7
And while both papers were reasonably satisfied with the
provisions pertaining to Siam, neither was happy with
Britain's recognition of the French tariff in Madagascar

br with the exclusion of Australia from the proposed Commission
on the New Hebrides question.8

5 Scotsman, 9 Aapril 1904,

6 mu_e%gm 23 March 1904; also Bberdeen I'ree Press,
13 April 1904; and Economist, 16 April 1904,

7 In fact, the ceded portions of Cambia and Nigeria were
from the Brltish point of view quite worthless., They were
unproductive and of little strategic importance, Irance
desired them only because they provided better access to her
trading posts in the interior of Africa. IHowever, the
Iles de los, because they contained a fine natural harbour
and were located off I'rench Guinea, would have been of some
s rﬁteg%c vglue in the event of an Anglo-French war,

Hdorning Post, 9 April, 19043 also O e

dispute between %he two Péwers in the NzﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁFféeﬁgﬁéﬁiﬁ' e
complicated one involving land claims and juriscdietion. Neithe
French national B . -
Tench nationals nor British subjects would accept each other's
rule, with the result that the conflicting claims which had
arisen about property went unsettled, Australia over the years
had meanwhile built up a growing trade with the islands and had
particular reason to believe that French plans to erect
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Moreover the 1904 Convention had its shortcomings when
taken in its entirety. Despite the ambitious attempt to
settle all the outstanding colonial differences between the
two countriesy, it fell short of being comprehensive. There
still remained several minor disputes involving the complaints
of private British firms which had encountered unfair practices
from their French competitors abroad. The most seriocus of
these occurred in the French Congo, where since 1899 the
so=-called régime concessionaire enabled French capitalists
to seal off large portions of the colony and claim as theirs
both native labour and the natural wealth. In response tp
public concern about France's contravention of the Berlin Act
of 1885, which created a free-trade zone in the Congo basin,
and the exploitation of native Africans, the British Government
were obliged in 1903 to ask the French Government if the Congo
question could be included on the agenda of items to be
settled.9 But the latter declined on the ground that it was helpless
to coerce local French officilals, who were responsible for the

10

situation, The fact that the concessions system was allowed

fortifications and convert the New Hebrides into a penal colony
would damage her interests there. She therefore wanted a say in
any settlement. But in October 1906 a purely Anglo-French
solution was reached, whereby a British and French High
Commissioner were appointed with authority over their own
nationals and the natives only. A mixed Tribunal was created
with the King of Spain choosing the President of the Court to
handle the disputed land claims. Both countries promised not to
establish penal settlements or erect fortifications., See Accounts
and Papers: St P s XCIX (1908), Cd. 3300.

9 See lLansdowne's letter to Monson, the British 4dmbassador in
Paris, in which the Foreign Secretary gives some details of the
pressures he was subjected to to raise the Congo guestion to the
French., Lansdowne to Monson, 7 July 1903, F(oreign) O(ffice) 27/3616.

10 This was the explanaticn given to the Commons by Earl Percy,
the Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, in reply to
questions raised earlier by Lancashire MPs on behalf of Liverpool
firms as to why the matter had been excluded from the Convention,
Percy's statement was also directed tec Sir Charles Dilke, whose
questions had shown more interest in the plight of the Africans.
Hansard, Parl,. Debates, H, of C., Fourth Series, vol, CLI
(3 August, 1905), 146.



to continue in the French Congo was seized upon by the Morning
Post as a major flaw in the Agreements., For it was convinced
that, if left unattended, this 'intolerable and humiliating'
situation would do serious harm to Anglo=French relations.ll
A more recurrent criticism dealt with the almost blithe
manner in which Britain and France parcelled out territory and
- concessions to each other, In Egypt, Moroecco, Newfoundland,
and Siam the two Powers effected changes with little or no
consultation of native opinion, Not unexpectedly, left-wing
Journals like the Clarion regarded such conslderations as

12 put, as will be

one of the many vices of colonial politiecs,
seeny their annoyance was overshadowed by the belief that the
Entente heralded a more important peace-keeping arrangement

in the world. Others took note of the possible consequences,
In a book written to rouse public opinion against the coming
settlement, Mousa Aflalo, an Anglo-Moroccan businessman,l3

warned British investors that the by-passing of the Sultan in

this arrangement could only serve to incite further the already

existent native hostllity to foreign influence, He suggested

that Britain and France assume an 'associated control' over the

11 Morn Post, 19 November, 1904,
12 glgg;gq, 1§ April, 1904,

13 Aflalo's family background and the position he held at the

time of the signing of the 1904 Convention are somewhat obscure,

It is known, however, that he worked in England as unofficial

agent for the late Grant Vizier, Mulai-BEl-Hassan and that he held
this post for about a decade, After falling from favour at Court

c¢ircles in Fez with the accession of a new Sultan, Abdul Azlz,
Aflalo appears to have become involved with various British
financial groups, and in early 1903 he became the London Agent

of Legation Bankers, a financial syndicate whose avowed purpose
was to prevent Morocco falling into complete financial dependence

66.

on France by issuing loans to the Moorish Government at low interest

rates, oCee the letter of Sir Arthur Nicolson, British Minister at

Fez, to Lord lansdowne, 30 September 1903 F(oreign) 0(ffice) 99/431.
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country in order to inhibit an uprising. The idea never gained
much support, however, as the bock was not published until the
summer of 1904, too late te have much impact on the British
publicy which, if it was worried at all, paid more attention

to the possible repercussions in Europe rather than in North

Mricaol4

There was considerable fear that Spain or Germany
might demand territorial compensation to counter-balance the
French gain, in which case Britain might be expected to pay

the difference with one of her colonies.l5 Certainly

Lord Rosebery's chief complaint against the Agreements was that
they would have an adverse effect upon other major Powers. On
10 June 1904, he told a large gathering of Liberal League
members at the (ueen's Hall, London, that 'this Agreement is
much more likely to lead to complication than to peace'.l6
Unfortunately for Rosebery, he did not elaborate upon this

remark., In a letter wri tten to Sir Edward Grey in the summer

of 1905 at the height of the Moroccan crisis, he indicated that

he meant by this that the French Entente would inevitably lead
Britain into a clash with Germany.l7 But at the time his
vagueness was treated in the press as an unfortunate indiscretion.
And Rosebery, despite the reputation he hitherto had as the leading
Liberal spokesman on foreign affairs, saw, like Aflaloc, his

warnings go unheeded.,

-

14 Aflalo also contended that an Anglo-~French condominium would
spare both countries the burden of excessive financial investment,
while a British presence in Moroeco would guarantee the security
of Gibraltar., Mousa Aflalo, The Truth about Morocco (London,1904),
ppe. 26=28,

15 Hansard, Parl. Debates, H, of C., Tourth Series, CXXXV
(1 June 1904), 555.

16 The Times, 11 June 1904.

17 R. R, James, Rosebery (London, 1963), p.449,
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Apart from citing the possible side-effects that the
Convention could have in Europe or Morocco, the press in Britain
was blind to few of the treaty's imperfections and made little
attempt, when reviewing the terms, to hide their belief that
materially speaking France fared better than did Britain.l8
Yet most newspapers managed ko give their whole-=hearted support
to the Entente without much contradiction, A good deal of
emphasis was placed on the specific advantages of the new
arrangement for Britain: the final and permanent delimitation
of the growing French sphere of influence in Siam; the
renunciation of French claims in Newfoundland and Egypt, where
Britain would now be able to pursue unhindered her own programme
of administrative reforms; and the satisfaction of seeing the
French perform the unenviable service of establishing law and
order in Moroceco without compromising Britain's strateglc and
vested financial interests there.19 But primarily it was the
tonic given to the relatiocns of the two countries and the belief
that much had been done to reduce international tension that
induced public opinion to look upon the Agreements so favourably.
It was immediately recognized, for example, that the RusseJapanese
war would almost certainly be localized to the Far Fast; for
neither Britain nor France would take an active part in the war

without considering first the damaging effect such a move would

have on the Entente.go And, as the Agreements were thought to
18 The Times alone of the influential dailies failed to see how

anything better could have been extracted from the French and
justified the substantial British concessions as having been made
‘on the sound understanding that in those cases where French
interests were unquestionably superior British interests should
give way, ese's. The Timeg, 11 April 1904,
19 Westminster Gazette, 11 April 1904; also Glasgow Herald,
13 April 1904; Da%;x Grgphiec, 9 April 19043 and Lconomist, loc, cit.
20 Edward Dicey, 'Last Month, II' Nineteenth Century and g&;g;, Lv

(May, 1904), 876.
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be little more than a liquidation of colonial differences,

the diplomatic and military status guo in Europe would remain
unchanged, They were not directed against any member of the
Triple Alliance, nor were they meant to detach Russia from
France, Indeed, relations with St. Petersburg might some day
be improved now that Britain and Russia had a common friend in

2L pheir greatest achievement, however, was that they

France,
guaranteed the goodwill of a nation whose democratic institutions
and inherent liberalism so closely resembled Britain's, Ancther
Anglo-French war was now unthinkable, Viewed from this angle,
French friendship had been purchased at a cheap brice.22
The gquickness with which all major political groups

supported the Government's treaty gave the impression that the
Entente had the genuine approval of the entire nation, In
Parliament, the Liberals engaged in a few, almost perfunctory,
criticisms of the terms, Those with strong Free Trade views
pointed out the Government's apparent disregard for British
interests abroad: the thirty year time-limit to the Open Door
in Moroccoj the continued existence of the concessions system
in the French Congoj British recognition of the French tariff
in Madagascarj; and the inevitable loss of British trade in
Siam due to the enlarged French sphere of influence, were all
greeted with reserVations.23 But important Liberals like

Campbell-Bannerman and Grey felt that securing French goodwill

21 Westminster Cazette, 9 April, 1904, But the possibility that
improved Anglo-Russian relations through France might work against
German interests was generally overlooked at this time,

22 Scotsman, loc, cit.; also St, James's Gazette, 9 April 1904;
and Observer, June 1904, The conversion of the Obgerver after
nearly two months of opposition to the treaty illustrates the
appeal of this argument.

23 Hansard, op. cit., 54043, 549-559 passim, 566.



was more important than these considerations, and the debates
on the Agreements went without a division. o4
The Liberals, in fact, seemed to have additional reascns
for welcoming this turn of events. In a recent study of left-wing
attitudes to pre-World War I diplomacy, it has been pointed out
that British Radicals 'gave their own twist to the Convention',
Steeped in the tradition of Gladstone and Cobden, they felt
that they had a special affinity with an agreement that not only
settled colonial disputes with a fellow-liberal nation but also
signalled the wane of imperialist rivalries as a major factor in
foreign affairs. They maintained that the Entente inaugurated a
new era in which a succession of bil=lateral agreements settling
the differences of all the major Powers would eventually lead to
international harmony and co-operation.gs As
Sir Henry Campbell-Bannerman said, the Entente was 'a model
for arrangements with other countries’, 26 and the British Left
as a whole saw no reason why it could not be a prelude to an
equally important Anglo-Cerman entente, This hope persisted
long after it became apparent to everyone else that an
understanding with Berlin was out of the question. Even as late
as the summer of 1905 in the midst of the first Moroccan crisis
the Labour Leader was writing:

The democratic movements of both France and Great Britain
should Jjoin to approach the same movements in Germany, so
as to show to the world that our friendship with France 1s
not a move in our game of emnity against Germany, but the
first stage of a united, peaceful, disarmed, and, let us
say boldly, republican and Socialist Europe., 27

24 Ibid., 517 and 566.
25 Howard S. Weinroth, 'The British Radicals and the balance of

power, 1902-1914' Hj;to%% al Journal, XIII, 4 (1970), 657=8.
26 Hgnsgrdi op, cit. Za

27 s 25 August 1905,
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The word 'disarmed' gives an indication of what the British
Left expected the first tangible result of the friendlier
relations with France would be, Virtually all those of
progressive opinions in Britain - Liberals, Radicals, and
Soelalists alike =« thought that the armaments race among the
leading Powers had been getting out of hand to the point of
imposing heavy burdens on the average taxpayer. A&nglo-French
enmity had always been used to Jjustify such expenditures, and
now that the bad air between the two countries had been cleared,
a reduction in spending was in order, The Manchester Guardian
spoke bravely of 'an alliance between the two democracies against
the common enemy, militarism‘zS and the Daily News demanded an
instant arrest of armaments'.29 But apart from trumneting these
appeals there was no suggestion as to how such ideas could be
implemented. The Westminster Gazette advocated in 1903 that
in addition toc a settlement of colonial disputes Britain and
France might makq naval and military estimates 'a regular subject
of dlplomacy before they are carried out'.30 And two years
later a committee of the Cobden Club under the chairmanship of
G. ShaweLefevre published a book entitled The Burden of Armamentss
a Plea for Retrenchment in which it was argued that, in the light
of the Entente Cordiale, Britain could afford to take the first
step and reduce those forces which she hitherto had held poised

31

against France, But at best these remained hopesjy for there

28 Manchester Guardian, 2 May 1903,/
29 Da News, 2 June 1904,

30 Westminster G e, 6 July 1903,
31 G. Shaw-Lefevre, e 1.y The Burden of Armaments: Plea
Retrenchment (London: 1905), p.l172, The Committee = the remainder

of which consisted of well=known radicals such as Lord Welby,

Sir Algernon West, Sir Spencer Walpole, F,iW, Hirst, J.A.MurrayMacdonalc
G.He Perris, H.,M, Williams, and T,Fisher-Unwin - also took note

of the annihilation of the Russian fleet in the Far East in the

spring of 1905 as an additional reason for reducing naval

expenditure,



was no way the Liberals could effect such changes when out of
power, And even when in power, there was no means of coercing
any foreign power to follow suit.32 Nevertheless, the thought
of such economies addeé to their approval of the Convention,

In view of the general enthusiasm expressed in virtually
all quarters of public opinicn, it 1s scmewhat ircnical that
Lansdowne encountered his most persistent attacks from a
leading Conservative paper, the Morning Post. Explanations of
its antipathy to the Entente have traditionally been based on
the paper's High Tory reputation, The historian Wilfred lHindle
has written that as regards the French Entente the lMorning Fost
had conflicting sentiments between 1ts natural liking for
'continental friendships' and its own 'imperialistic jealousies'
in which the former was bound to lose,>>  As has been seen, the
Morning Post was opposed to virtually all of the concessions
Britain made in the agreements.34 Yet its underlying disapproval
of the Entente was based on scmething more than the simple

Judgnent that Anglo-French ecolonial disputes had not been settled

32 Nor could Radicals, Socialists, and pacifists in general agree
amongst themselves abou% the motives for disarmament and how far

it should be carried out even after the advent of a Liberal
Government to power in 1906. TFor a perceptive and illuminating
discussion on these points, see H, Weinroth, 'Left-wing

opposition to Naval Armaments in Britain berore 1914°',

Yy VI£O4(19?1) 93=120; also Aed,h. lorris,

adic aze _ ndon, 1972); ppe 336, 347.

3 Milfred Hindle The Eggggﬁg Qgg, ﬁzgg 1252 (London, 1937), p.230,
34 This is not to say that the paper had a srecial disiike for
France, According to the French Chargé d'iffaires at the London
Embassy, M. Geoffray, the Morning Post's proprietor, lLord Glenesk,
was a well-known Francophile.-,ﬁeoffray to Delcassé, gigg¥%gghgl
D(iplomatigues) Fgrgnggig}, serie 2, V, 22, And despite its
extensive criticisms 6f the final terms it was always careful to
value good relations with Prance., 'It is because we are anxious for
sincere goodwlll and co-operatlion between the two Powers'y ran its
editorial of 11 April, 1904, %hat we regret an agreecment which
leaves most of the guestions only half settled’'.,




73+

fairly. The Morning Post believed in keeping matters in
perspective, Its attitude to treaties and alllances was not
only determined by their content but also by how favourably or
how adversely they affected what it considered tec be Britain's
proper and traditional role in European affairs - the maintenance
of the balance of péwer. Certain arrangements could be arrived
at, but only if they did not upset this balance, Thus the 1902
Japanese alllance was acceptable because it did not produce any
adverse effects in Europe. But a written sé&tlement with the
French was altogether different., TFor in its 'desperate hurry
to make friends with someone' the Government had associlated
itself with one of the two major alliance systems in Europe and
appeared to be abandoning Britain's traditional role.35 The
Morning Post never went so far as to say that Germany was
threatened with war by this situation, but until June 1905 it
did believe in an Anglo-French collusion against her. It was
only after Germany ccntinued in her demands for a conference of
the Powers to settle the Moroccan question even after she had
forced the retirement of the French foreign minister Delcassé
that the Morning Post began to reassess the Entente. Whereas
hitherto an alignment with France was thought to be upsetting
the equilibrium, it was now - especially in view of the Russian
collapse in the Far East - regarded as a substitute for the
weakened Dual Alliance to preserve the balance of power in the
face of German aggressiveness.36
The ﬂg;glgg_&gg;'s views on the Entente and the 'German problem'
contrasted especially with those of much of the Conservative press.

In the early stages most right-wing organs took the develophmg

35 Morning Post, 15 April 1904,
36 Ibid., 19 June 1905,
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rapprochment and the subseqguent 1904 Convention at face value,
Unlike the Liberals and the Soclalists, they did not see it as
a stepping-stone to similar agreements with other major Fowers,
although they did believe that in liguidating cclcnial differences
Britain and France were removing 'sources of friction which at
any time might endanger the peace of the world'.37 Thus
emphasizing 1ts pacifiec pur-oses, Conservative newspapers were
not likely to see the Entente harbouring evil designs against
other Powers, There were, however, a handful of organs =
notably The Times, the Spectator, and Leo Maxse's ultra-chauvinist
monthly, the National Review - in whose opinion the Anglo-French
Entente represented not just an expression of friendly feeling
but also an understanding on the part of both Powers that they
"had a common foreign policy objective in the containment of
Germany.38 For them, the Entente re-established the independence
of British foreign policy, which in their eyes had become much too
subservient to Germany's.39 wWhen the Anglo-French Agreements were
finally conéummated, The Timeg warned Berlin:
The days have gone by when the Germans could assume with some
shadow of plausibility that in the larger questions of internationa
politics CGreat Britain must follow in the wake of the Triple 40
Alliancey, and that the attitude of France might be ignored...
Similarly, the National Review spoke with characteristic

abrasiveness of 'the emancipation of England from the German yokesss 'y

37 Scotsman, 9 April 1904,

38 National Qevigw 41 (June, 1903), 5213 also Spectator, 4 July
and 5 December 1903, At first The Times did not subscribe to such
views and insisted that the Entente was not directed against any
Power, including Germany and Russia., See The T s 9 July 1903,

39 Only recently Lansdowne had been under attack in right-wing
Journals for not taking British interests sufficiently into
account when dealing with the CGermans in settling the Venezuelan
dispute and the Baghdad Railway negotiations.

40 The Timeg, 12 April 1904,

41 K Ae y 43 (May, 1904), 349-50,
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But these were dnly reminders of the diplomatic rather than

the military implications of the Entente. As yet no one had
advocated an Anglo=French alliance against Germany. Indeed, the
present arrangement seemed better; for Britain and France could
concentrate on checking German expansion without formal
commitment to each other, except as was specified in the
Egypt-Morocco nrovisions of the 1904 Convention.42

2. France and her colonies: a prelude to the 1905 crigisg

- The extent of the British commitment to France was not
to become fully known until the following spring with the
eruption of the first Morocean crisis. The reaction in
Britain to this crisis cannot be understood without first
examining her attitude towards events in Morocco prior to
and immediately after the 1904 settlement. Before 1904 Britain
was in the anomalous position of having to support often the
expansionist policies of her chief competitor there, For
although Britain and France had a longstanding trade rivalry
in Morocco and were vying for influence at the court of the
Sultan Abdul Aziz, both had a stronger Interest in seeing that
the country did not fall into the hands of tribal leaders like
Bu Hamara or Mulai Ahmed ar-Raisuli, whose xenophobic rebellions
were directed against the Europeans as much as they were against
the Sultan. The total disregard of these tribes for the
Algerian border coupled with the presence of a large number of
troops she had in North Africa gave France both the excuse and

the means to begin her military occupation of Morocco. In June 1903,

42 Calchas (J.L. Garvin), 'The bankruptcy of Bismarckian
diplomacy'y Fort Review, 75 (Jan.-June, 1904), 767-68,
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Jonnart, the CGovernor-Ceneral of Algeria, ordered the first major
expedition across the berder to guell disturbances in the
Moroccan dborder town of Tigulg. Pricr to the 1904 Convention,
reactions in Britain tc this and later efforts on the part of
the French to end the uprisings were invariasbly mixed. No one
doubted that Prance was acting out of self-interest; the
guestion seemed to he to what extent the expansicnist motivation
was lending her to intervene, Some thought that France was
doing so merely in order to safeguard the passage of trade
caravans or make the Algerian border more secure,43 particularly
as the overthrow of the Sultan might start a general uprising in
France's other North African pessessions.44 Others suspected
that Jonnart's punitive expedition was a cover for plans to
absorb all of Merocco at Britain's oxpense.45 The consensus
of opinion was that France should send a temporary expedition
involving, as the Pall Mall Gazette put it, 'as little bloddshed
as possible, as thick a velvet glove as may be', Suech a course
of action might be ineffective in the long runj; nevertheless
it was preferable to a permanent oceupation, which would unite
the resistance of the variocus tribes and possibly provoke a
crisis among the Powers.46
After the 1904 Convention, the British press made a
remarkable shift of opinion on this question and, with the

notable exception of the Morning Pogt, it fully endorsed

Delcassé's programme of pénétration pacificue as the best means

43 y 3 June 19033 also ot, James's Gazette, 2 June 19033
and Daily Newss 2 June 1903,

44 Economist, 26 September 1903,

45 _hss;_v_z;, 7 June 1903; also Slerdeen Journal, 4 June 1903,
Pall Mall Gazette, 4 June 1903,



of establishing order in Morocco, Whereas hitherto a T'rench
occupation had been deemed unwise, it was now accepted without
guestion and even urged on the grounds that the Convention
incurred special moral obligations on Trance to intervene.47
The Entente suddenly bestowed on France the most altruistic
task of 'ecivilising' Morocco on behalf of all the Powers. Her
new role was clearly defined by The Times:
France has been placed by the Anglo-French Convention in
a position of unchallenged predominance in North-Western
Africa, and Europe will look to her to find means of
putting an end to the state of affairs which endangers
valuable lives, renders commerce precarlous, and makes
economic development of the country impossible, 48
There was no need for any nation to fear that the French would
abuse this privilege and turn Moroceco into a vassal state.
For the 1904 Agreements contained’ample guarantees that the
French would respect the rights of others, and it was
assumed that if Britain, with her 'considerable' strategic
and commercial interests in the area, found these guarantees
satisfactory, then any third Power would do so as well.49
Few people in Britain had any illusions about the
difficulty of the task which the F'rench were about to undertake
in Morocco., Nevertheless, as time passed British opinion
became increasingly hopeful about the chances France had of
successfully subduing the rebellious tribes. It was an
optimism based largely on the reassessment the British had

been making of the French as a colonising nation, Traditionally

47 In ocpngrast to its earlier cautionary advice, the Pall Mall
e was now criticizing the French for not acting drastically
enough in their military operations against the tribes. See
Pgél Mall Gazette, 4 July 1904,
43 The Times, 3 becember 1904,
49 D Tele

hy 9 April 1904,



they had been regarded with contempt in Britain as halfehearted
imperialistsy reluctant to leave home, and, once abroad, too
lethargic to develop profitably the material resources of the
country. Their inability to export colonists and sufficient
capital had still not been overcome, but by the end of the
ninetdenth century France was introducing a series of
administrative reforms, the benefits of which were beginning to
be reaped by this time, The trade monopoly which the French
were securing in West Africa, for example, was attributed to
their systematic construction of railway networks in conjunction
with navigable rivers, By 1903, the French had managed to

link the Senegal with the Atlantic via the River Niger in this
manner, and if everything went according to plan, they would
soon be competing with Britain for the commercial and political
control of the Western Soudan.50 What made this extension of
'rench influence over such a vast area possible was the
regroupment of all the West African possessions into a single
administrative unit under the direction of one Governor-General,
who could devote his time and energies to several colonies at
once, thereby getting an overall view of how communications
should be established.51 Likewise in Indo=China the French

52

used administrative changes to further internal development,

50 Scotsman, 30 September 1903,

51 Mornine Post, 7 April 1905,

52 In this instance, there was no need for regroupment; for
Indo=China was alreaay one colony. Rather, what was required
was tighter fiscal control over the various territories within
Indo-China, and this the Governor-General Doumer achieved in
1898 by introducing a general budget for all of Indo=China,
using the money saved for the construction of publiec works,
Alleyne Ireland, The Far Eastern Tropics (London 1905), pp. 150,
153=54, Ireland, a British subject, made these observations
while on a tour of the Far East in 1901 as Colonial Commissioner
of the Unigersity of Chicago. The figures he gives in his book
about trade and finances in Indo=China should be treated with
caution,y however, as they are based on unclited French sources.
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France's improved efficiency in the management of these and
other colonies made it fairly certain in the opinion of the
British press that she cculd turn Morocco into 'a prosperous
country with stable Government...'.53 All the more reason,
therefore, to give support to Delcassé's plans for the
country, which envisioned administrative reforms as well as
the establishment of law and order, Thus Germany's failure
to dé?&n the spring of 1905 was regarded in Britain not

only as a challenge to the Entente but also as an unfortunate

set~-back to the course of progress and civilization,

53 The Times, 30 August 1904,



CHAPTER 111

BRITISH PUBLIC OPINION ON THE ENTENTE CCRDIALE, 1905-1907

As far as most of the British press was concerned, the
year 1905 began well for AngloeFrench relations., The colonial
Convention signed in the previous April continued to be the
focal point in the affairs of the twe countries, and 1ts terms
still went unchallenged by any third Powers. Even when Germany
did put the Entente to the test with the sudden visit of Kaiser
Wilhelm II to Tangier on 31 March 1905, the newspapers did not
gseem to think that the relationship between the two Western
Powers would suffer greatly. Indeed, if anything, they were
inclined to argue that Cermany's action had helped to bring
Britain and France closer together, But i1f the first Moroccan
erisis forged stronger links between london and Paris, its
aftermath left a sense of uneasiness and mutual suspicion in
both eapitals. TFor although the two Powers joined hands in
opposing 'Bismarckism' in the spring and summer of 1905, each
soon began to suspect that it was being embreiled in a
diplomatic conflict with the Wilhelmstrasse in order to ddvance
the colonial objectives of the other in North ifrica. Moreover,
it was later discovered in Britain that the friendlier feelings
which had been the guiding spirit of the Entente Cordiale
applied only to those areas covered by the 1904 Convention. In
other parts of the werld, most notably, in Abyssinia and in the
Congo basin, the tuai d'Orsay pursued its own programme of

overseas expansion at Britain's expense with the same ruthlessness



and determination that characterized French imperialism
throughout the late nineteenth century.
1. ZIhe Tangier imbroglio

From the outset of the Moroccan episode of 1905, the
British press was fully aware that the Kaiser's visit to
Tangier portended something more than a simple reaffirmation
of German commercial rights in the country. German economic
interests in Morocco were, argued the newspapers, 'relatively
trifling';s but even if they had been substantial, the press
~felt that the terms of the 1904 Convention had made it
abundantly clear to all third Powers that the Open Door would
be guaranteed, Indeed, had Germany any qualms about the
proper safeguarding of her commercial interests, she should
have spoken up about them sooner than this - notably a year

L It was

earlier when the Agreements were first published.
thought that clues tec the real German motives could be
detected in the timing of the visit, which colincided both with
the negotiations the French were engaged in with the Sultan
Abdul Aziz concerning the financial reorganisation of the
countrya and with the collapse of Hussia in the Far East.3
Intervention at this moment would, it was thought, be highly
propitious from the German point of view for two reasons: it
would lead to some sort of territorial compensation from the
French, who feared that a disruption of the negotiations would
result in a large-scale rebellion by 'reactionary’' tribesmen;4
while it afforded Germany the opportunity to test and break

the Anglo-I'rench Entente without fear of a two-front war.5

T 9 31 March 1905; also Pgll Mall Gazette, 1 April 1905;
Daily Ngx§§06 April 1905,
]

1
and
2 Scotsman Mareh 1905,
3
=
5

loc, cit.
> 1 April 1905; and Glasgow Herald, 1 April 1905,
{ Mareh 1905.

Spectator, loc. cit.; also Daily Graphic, 3



There was little doubt in Britain that the Germans would
fail to achleve either objective, Although_sho might be able to
foment trouble in Moroeeco, Germany was not in a position to
prevent French forces in neighbouring Algeria crossing the
border and re-establishing law and crder.6 The only tactic
which she might employ with success would be to threaten war
in Europe, in which event Germany knew as well as anyone that
'the sovereignty of Moroeco would be quite an inadequate
prise'.7 in any case if such was the German plan, the French
were meeting the psychological test of strength with complete
self-possession and showed no signs of capitulating. Delcassé
was pralsed for having answered Bulow's charges against the
Entente with tact and moderationj his reply in the French
Chamber was a guiet reaffirmation of France's 'right' to
carry out her pénétration pacifigue of the country.8 More
impressive still was the fact that this level<headed response
was seemingly not confined to legding members of the French
Government. I1he Times congratulated the French press for
having retained 'a cool head and calm temper' in face of the

9 Nor were the French people exerting any

German challenge,
pressure on their Government to over-react tc the situation,
'The French, in fact,' the Spectator commented, 'were as
placid and as firm as Teutons and Englishmen suppose themselves
to he'.lf

If the press seemed reasonably assured that the French

penetrationh of MHoroeco would continue unhindered, it was even

6 Glaszow Herald, 2 April 19053 also Speaker, 8 April 1905,
§ SRoRQEARLY & APPdl 1905,
r pr .
9 %ﬁgfiggga: 28 Harch 1905,
10 Speectator, loc. cit.
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more confident that the Entente would weather the storm in
tact., The newspapers made it clear from the start of the
erisis that British policy would be to adhere to Article IX
of the Egypt-Moroeco declaration,y in which Britain promised
France diplonmatiec support in Moroceo.ll lHo one thought that
Britain would be required to offer more assistance than thisj
for Germany was not likely to force a war, FKevertheless,
certain right-wing organs warned that if the situation did
deteriorate F'rance would nct be left in the lurch, Consistent
with its pro-French views, the Svectator wrote that if Germany
'were deliberately to provoke a war with France over a matter
arising out of the Anglo-French Agreement, the British people
would be by no means content to remain indifferent to the
contest, or allow a T"ower that has of late shown herself so
friendly as "rance to be ovtrvhalmed'.lz Recent events such
as the announcement in london of the coming exchange visits
between the Hritish and French fleets and the sudden meeting
of French Fresident lLoubet and Kind Edward VII at Plerrefitte
while the latter was on his way to a holiday in the South of
France were interpreted as demonstrations of Anglo-French
aolidarity.13 The Entente was not going to be broken up by
threats; on the contrary, the sheer ‘abrasiveness' of German
diplomacy was welding Britain and France closer together. As
the Zall lgll Cazette noted on 1 April: 'The Cerman Soverelign
could hardly have taken more effectual steps to consclidate
the friendship and community of interests which happily exist
between France and England',

11 31 March 1905.
12 3 1 april 1905,
13 Gazette, 1 Anril and 6 April 1905,



These impressions were somewhat shaken on 6 June 1905,
when Delcassé's forced retirement from the Quai d'Orsay
exposed French nervousness and the length to which Germany
was prepared to go to secure her aims. Lansdowne seemed to
think the British public regarded Delcassé's fall as a
supreme act of cowardice on the part of the French and
concluded a letter te the British Ambassador in Paris with
the remark: '0Of course the result is that the "entente" is
quoted at a much lower price than it was a fortnight ago'.l4
In fact, newspapers in June 1905 expressed regret rather than
anger at the French decision, Any ill-feeling that appeared
in print was not directed at France, but rather at Germany,
whose bullying was thought to endanger peaee.15 Delcassé's
dismissal, so they maintained, was due more to his association
in the minds of the French public with the inereasingly
unpopular Dual Alliance than to his diplomatic wrangle with

16 But if the newspapers made such statements outwardly,

Berlin,
inwardly they felt otherwise., Thus Valentine Chirol, Foreign
editor of Ihe Times, was not at all assured about the course of
French foreign poliecy. He understood Delcassé's dismissal to
mean a French surrender to the 'big stick' and privately
suSpeéted that Rouvier, the new French foreign minister, was

conniving with the Germans behind British backs.17

14 Lansdowne to Sir Francis Bertie, 12 June 1905, F(oreign)

15 See, for example, the %g;%;gg_gggg 19 June 1905,

16 leix_gép;ggg, 7 June 19053 also ﬁ;%miggggg Daily Post,
14 June 1905, The ascribing of Delcassé's fall to Franco-Russian
relations rather than to events in Morocco was part of a
widespread belief iIn the British press at thils time that the

Dual Alliance was a waning force in European politics. For
further information on this point, see Chapter IX of this

thesis.

17 Chirol to William Lavino, 19 June 1905. GQuoted in

he History of e _limes, voi 5 % & SR eth C ’
2041912, p. 420,  lavino was the Parils corresponfent of




Whatever the misgivings they had in private about this
episode, the newspapers continued not only to suppert but to
praise the manner in which the French were handling the
crisis. Origzinally opposed to the idea of s eonference of
the Mowers %o deal with the Merocean guestion as little more
than a Cermsn ploy to gain a foothold in North Afriea, the
press now culekly seecnded Rouvier's decision to accede to
UGepman demands on this point, citing his success in getting
Berlin to rscognigze beforehand France's speclal rosition in
Morogco and the need to implement the broad outlines of the
1904 Agreement.IB Indeed, having been econscled with these
guarantees, Hritish newspapers suddenly beeame anxious that
a eonference should eonvene 23 soon as possible lest the
situnation in Horoeco take a turn for the worse, To delay a
conference, they argned, would be éo create the impression
that Durope was still disunited on the Moroeean question and

possibly induce the tribes to further rebellions, orse

still, it might afford the CGermans an opportunity Lo strengthen

their bargalning position before the talks actually began.19
Not surprisingly, therefore, the delay that did ensue in
eonvening a conference was attributed primarily to Germany's

summer of 1905, OShould the loan be issued, these newspapers

argued, Germany would he ahle to attend tha conference claiming

that she had important finaneial interests in Moroeco, which

Franee's nollcles were threatening to destroy., See Pgl; ﬁllg
; 6 Au 905,

sazetie, 29 July 19073 also .estminster Cazette, 1

sunday Times, 2 July 1905; also %g%lm 11 July 1905
19 The Time: August 1905.’ n particular, the newspnpera.
were airaid that Cerman bankers might conclude a £5004,000 loan
whieh they had been negotiating with the Sultan since the early

85.



'unreascnable demands' when negotiating the items tc be discussed

on the agenda. 3y contrast, I'rench poliecy throughout the late

months of 1905 was characterised as an adnmirable blend of

'patience' and self-restraint'’ on the one hand with firmness

on the‘other. The Frenchy it was said, were trying to be

conciliatory withcut sacrificing national Interests or honour.20
Althcugh the newspapers generally supported the French in

their efforts tc subjJugate Moroecoy this is not to say that

everyone in Dritain supported their policies or entirely

opposed the idea of German intervention in the matter. On the

contrary, there always had been lingering doubts in some quarters

of British public opinion about the wisdom of allowing France

to penetrate Morocco singlehandedly, and by 1905 these doubts

were being volced more and more openly by the Horoceco

correspondent of Xpe ITimes, wWaltdr B, Harris. Harris had been

working in this capacity for Ihe Times since 1887 and thus

had a profound knowledge of Moroeco, lot only was he

intimately acquainted with the tribesmen, their language, and

their customs, but he also had connections at the court of

Abdul Azlz. Indeed, by 19C1 he had reputedly become, alogg

with S5ir Harry HMaclean, the Commander-in-Chief of the Sultan's

army, the best informed Westerner about events in iorocco. lie

was also thought to have beem 'emotionally inclined to champion

Arab independance',21 though his sympathies for this cause are

a little suspect and seem tc reflect a concern more for the

well-being of his friend the Sultan than any strong interest

18 Auguat and 9 October 19053 also £
18 it a Dadly Telegrach, 18 Deeember 1908, 2

21 This at any rate was the assessment of I%e T;gg%'s official
blographersy See The IH £ e T ’ I, 410,
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in the nationalist sentiments of the Muslims in general in
North Africa. Yet whatever hls views on the subjeet, Harris
keenly followed the diplomatic events leading up to the 1904
Convention, Initially, Harris supported France's efforts to
penetrate the countryf arguing that 'geographically,
politiecally, and morally, Morocco forms an extension of her

22 he disputed the notion that the

African possessions';
Convention spelt trouble for Britain's commercial interests
there; but at the same time he recognized that the Agreement
weakened the Sultan's power, and he reprcached the British
Government for having played Abdul Aziz 'a shabby trick'.23
After the Convention had been signed, he reiterated this
theme for weeks on end, convinced that Delcassé's policy of
pénétration pacifigye would stabilize Moroecco., But when it
became apparent that France's 'cilvilizing' mission was
producing more chaos instead of less, Harris reconsidered

his views: he questioned the effectiveness of pénétration
Ragifique as a means of maintaining law and order; he
condemned France's unwillingness to respond more forcibly to
the disturbanees; and he called upon other Eurcpean Powers
to intervene to ensure that the Sultan retained his rule over

24 As for the welfare of British commercial

the country.
interests in Morocco, Harris now began to note that the French
'have annexed to some of their demands monopolies which are
contrary to the spirit - if not to the letter = of our

agreement with them'.25 Hence, when the Kaiser did intervene

22 Walter B, Harris, 'England, France, and Morocco' National
Revlew, XL (November,’1903 396-397. |

23 Harrls to his mother, 1a April 1904, The Walter B, Harris
File, 1887-1911, in The Times Archives.

24 See, for eRample, the letter of Harris to Chircl,
16 June 1904, Envelope marked '1894-1906' in the Harris File.

25 Harris to Chirol, 21 March 1905, The Times Archives.



by landing at Tengier on 31 March 1905, Harris not only

rejoiced but promised the Cermans his co-operation, Throughout

the spring of 1905 he told Kithkmann, the Cerman Minister at

Fez, that he would do hls best to enlist British support for

Berlin's request for a conference of the Powers to deal with

Morocean question.26
Given hls reputation as something of an expert on Moroccan

affairs, Harris might well have made a significant impact on

public opinion in Britain had not his comments provoked such

a strong reactipn at Printing House Square, Valentine Chirol

for one did not approve of Harris's words and actions, and

_when the time came to publish the latter's despatches in the

gareign pages of the paper, he took steps to bring them in

line with the editorial policy of The Times. At the time

of an infamous kidnapping incident in May 1904, for example,

the Foreign editor of Ihe Timeg told Harris that he found

his despatches criticizing the French 'a little vehement!'

and toned them down so as to make it appear that Harris

had not given "too personal a role' tohis remarks.27 Later,

when Harris's despatches against the French became increasingly

vehement, Chirol and others highly placed on the staff of

The Times reacted even more harshly, Thus on the eve of the

Kaiser's trip to Tangier, G, Moberly Bell, the managing

director of the paper, instructed Harris to limit his article

about the visit to only three hundred words, Wilhelm's visit,

wrote Bell, was one which 'we can hardly ignore altogether' but

26 Wﬁn&_m%, 111, 411.
27 Chirol tc Harris, May 1904, The Times F(oreign) L(etter)

B(ook), vol, IV, 882f, The Times Archives,

L L
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i1t was a visit which 'is only offensive to good taste...'s2>

Whether or not Bell and Chirol ordered Harris to limit his
articles in a similar fashion during the ensulng crisis is
difficult to say. What 1s known, however, is that large gaps
in the news from Morocco appeared in the foreign pages of
The Times throughout the spring and summer of 1905, gaps which,
as even the officlal historian of that newspaper concludes,
'encourage the guess that many despatches were probably
suppressed altogether'.29

Nor 1s it absclutely clear why The Times should be so
sensitive about eritlcizing the French in Moroceco, though a
letter of Valentine Chirol to Harris, written on the eve of
the Kaiser's visit, 1s revealing:

I telegraphed you last week asking you to bear in mind

that the policy Of'ﬁhlellll is to support the French in

Morocco, I was rather alarmed at the tone of some of

your messages and at the eonstruction, not altogether

unnaturally, placed upon them in Parls. The French

may not have acted in every way wisely, and they will

probably commit many blunders before tﬁey have done,

but that is their business, not ours, What we have

to recollect is that our a%titude towards them in

Morocco will be the touchstone, as far as they are

eoncernedl of the Anglo-"rench rapprochement, and we

o

cannot allow the slightest suspicion to be ecast upon our
loyalty to the Agreement, The French in Egypt have

accepted their gimignjig_g%nigig with such complete
loyalty and good grace that our people in Morocco
ought to show themselves equal to a similar sacrifice
of their old prejudices and prepossessions, 30
In other words, the freedom of the Moroccans and the welfare
of British interests in Moroceo were less important than the
balance of power in Furope, The solidarity of the Anglo-rench

Entente had to take precedence, even though 1ts Ilmplementation

28 Guoted in ﬂ]_z_swu;m, 111, 412,
29 M- De 41 .

30 Chirol to Harris, 27 March 1905, The Times F.L.B., V,
56=-57ff, The Times Archives.



was producing dire results in North Afrieca, Adnittedly,
contemporary sttitudes to imperialism, particularly in
Congervative newsparers like The Timeg,were such that the
nationalist sentiments of the !oroccans could easily be
brushed aside without much compunction, loreover, larris vas
an exaggerstor of the first order whose pericdic distortions
of the truth lest him the confidence of certain highe-ranking
officia13.31
and 1t is significant that other members of the British

Nevertheless, not everything he said was ldes,

celeny in Horoeco whe were far more sympathetic teo the

ultinate aims of pénétration pacifigye then IThe Times

correspondent held similar views. To J.E. Budgett~leakin, a
former editer of Zhe Iimes of 'Morogceo and one of the least
partial observers cof events in that country, the only 'outward
evidences of the new position' in 190C% ﬁere "the over-running

cof the ports, esrecially of Tangier, by Frenchmen of an
undesirable cless, and by an attempt to establish a rench
colony at the closed port of Mehediya by deubtful means, to

say nothing of the increased smuggling of arms'.32 One 1is
inclined to think, therefore, that as a policy, advanced almost
Gaily on the editorial pages of lhe Iimesg, the stubborn refusal
to nlace the understanding with France at anything but a premium
could only result in controversy and embarrassment - controversy
because it exposed Jhe Jimeg to charges of wilfully abandoning




the cause of free trade and the opsn door in Horoecoj
embarrassment because it eventually forced Harris to write in
cther journals, thereby revealing to all that his despatches
in Ihe Times did not reflect his sentiments accurately.33

sut winile Harris and his superiors were disagreeing
about the course of action to be taken in Morocco, a new
developient arose which for the moment made any more guarrelling
on thelr part pointless: France and Germany agreed to settle
their differences at the small Spanish town of Algesiras. It
now appeared that the Fowers would decide for once and for
all how far the French should proceed with their penetration
of the country.

The convening of the Algeciras Conference on 16 January 1906
meant different things to different people in Britain., To

Conservatives and some right-wing Liberals it implied German
aceentance of the Entente Cordiale; and 1t gave Britain and
France the opportunity to demonstrate to the world the strength
of their friendship, To Nadieal Liberals and Soeclalists, on
the other hand, it promised to usher in a new chapter in the
diplomatie relations of the Great Powers, particularly betweem
Britain and Germany, Still others, most eonspicuously the
Glasgow Herald, regarded the Algeciras Conference as a

favourahble oceasion to press for the removal of the clause in

33 Seey for example, Harris's article in ﬁl@ﬁk%ﬂﬁ?iﬂ.éﬂiﬂ%ﬂtﬁh
Egggzin%hantitloé 'The Morocco crisis' (Augus 905)% in whie
erated Delcassé and his policles and argued that it was
'England's loyalty to France' that 'hlinded pudlie oninion to
some extent to the question at issueﬂ‘and still more so to the

menner in which the existing erisis has come abeut', (p.293).
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the 1904 Convention which imposed a thirty year time~limit to |
the Open Uoor in Moroceco., If such a step is taken, this
pro-i'ree Trade Ccottish newspaper wrote, 'everybedy will be
plaased.excent those "renchmen who really aim at the exclusive
exploitation' of the country.34 Yet however varied the hopes
and aspirations in Britain about the Conference, publie opinion
seemed to be united on one point: it constituted the best
chance of averting a collision between the Pfowers., In fact,
some organs of opinion like the Sgotsnan went so far as to say
that 'even should the Cenference break up without solving the
questions ... in dispute, it by no means follows that war
would becone eertain'.35

This, too, seemed to be the attitude of bhe new Liberal
Government, although the Liberal leaders gave no indication
of what their policy would be if the Conference did come to
an early end, If past statements werec anything to go by, the
party leadership seemed to be divided into twe camps on such
subjedts as the Lntente and Anglo-Cerman relaticns, Thus in
the heat of the 1905«6 election campaign, Sir Henry Campbell-Bannerman
delivered a speech at the 4lbert iall in London stressing
the differences between Tory and Liberal on foreign poliey
matters in general and promising that his Government would
seek to extend the Entente Cordiale to incorporate Garmnnr.36
Two months earlier, however, Sir Edvward Grey told a group of
City Liberals that, once in office, the party would continue
Lord Lansdowne's policies in the field of foreign affairs and

Rid 12 Hareh 19060
“ebruary 1906.
ardians 23 December 1905.



would lead Eritain into a rapprochement with Cerumany only if
it was certain that such an understanding would do no harm
to the nation's good relations with ?ranoe.37 Amidst such
eonflicting remarks, it is perfectly understandatle that
newspapers and journals should each place their owm |
construction upon the implications of the Algeeiras Confercnce
for Angloeirench and inglo-German relaticnse Indeedy in this
context there was a tendency throughout the first few nqnths
of 1906 for the press to diséuta the Morocean guestion only
in wider diplomstic aspects., Its more technical side such
as the policing of Moroccan ports and the rc-dr;aniaatlan_et
the cultan's finances atiracted less atlentlomy porhans
because these questicns did not appear to have such a crucial
bearing on Sritein's national interests. As JRe Slueg put 1it:
'It is the European, not the lMoorish, significance of the
Conference that i1z uppermost in all minds.... Lurcpe 1s more
than Moroecoc, and...all the countries concerned are bound w
agh themselves how the Conference has affected thelr mutual
relntiana'.BB . _

This belief that the Moroccan guestion need Le discussed
primarily in terms of its more intermaticnsl dimensions lost
some currency in SBritain as events in Norocco itself Legan teo

7 See 21 Detober 1905, pe5s Helther Dritain's
relations w France and Cermany nor foreign policy questions
in general constituted much of & bone of contention betueen
the two major parties during the 1905-6 election campail _
Hevertheless, there was s tendency in certain Comservative
newspapers to claim credit on behalf of their party for the
Entente with France, It was to offset this claim and to
combat Tory-inspired rumours that the Liberals would serap
the 190¢ understonding in favour of another with Germany that
men like Grey and Campbell-Bannerman had from time toc time to

23

make such speeches, oee Urey to J.i. Spender, 19 &cgaggg 1905,
2 .

in the J,A, Spender Papers, British Juseum Add MSS 4
38 The Times, 9 April 1906,



take a turn for the worse, As a people, the Moroccans had never
been too happy at the prospect of European intervention in
their country, and now that the Acte Générale of the Algeciras
- Confercnce had more or less formalized this intervention, thelr
disapproval turned into anger, In 1906-7 there occurred in
doroeco a series of anti-foreign incidents which in effect
hindered any plans the "rench hacd for penetrating the country
peacefully: the murder of a French merchant at Tangler in
June 19063 the ralding and pillaging of European property at
Casablanca and Mogador three months later; the death of
Ur Hauchamp, head of a rench 'scientific expedition'y by a
stone~throwing mob at ifarrakesh in March 190_7; ané the murder
of eight Luropeans, including the resident French Consul at
Casablanea in August of that year. lNor were these outbursts
confined tc a few large towns., The (laggow lerpld rointed out
how far the various rebellious tribosmn,_nem really
subjugated by the Frenchy had now gained contrecl over widespread
regions of the country: Raisull, the tribal leader who most
persistently opposed Irance's expansion, was in virtual
possession of Tangler; Hulal Hafid, halfebrother of the Sultan
end Fretender to the throne, was more active than ever in the
Southiy marauding groups continuned to ereate havoe and confusion
along the ilgerian border; while nomadic hill tribes remained
unsubdued on the northern and western coasts, Indeed, to the
Herald it seemed that the only tranguil area of Moroceo was in
the vieinity of Fezy, and even there the French only shakily
maintained their authordty.>’

How did events in lMoroceo manage to get sc far out of
contrel? Twe differing answers were in turn put forth in

35 Glasgo MHerald, 10 Fovember 1906,

M.



dritain on this question. Initially, the general feeling had
been that the prevailing chaos and disorders could be traced
directly to the compromise reached at Algeciras in 4pril 1906,
For had net the Confercnce 'internationalized' Morocco in the
sense of forbidding any cne Power to intervene militarily in
that country without the consent of the others, France, the

- newspapers argued, would have long age been able to
re-establish law and order.40

only 'flutter on the margins of Mocrish territory' or else

As 1t was, the Irench cculd

risk creating fresh antagonism with Germany if they went

 further, 31

tc make feeble, almost halfehearted, responses to the

But as time passed and as the French continued

disturbances, some began to womder whether or nct the troubles
could be attributed entirely to the diplomatic machinery set
~up by the Powers. If newspapers like the ggotamap fell short
of accusing France of shirking responsibilities in Moroceo,
they did point out that she was reluctant to act because this
would give her 'all the labour', while 'the spoils would be

shared by the Powers signatory to the Algeciras COnterensa'.42

The Magchester Guardiap more or less hit upon the same
explanation when it speculated why the rench had occupled

part of Morocco after the murder of Dr !fauchamp but had only

sent warships to the Mediterranean during the Casablanca riots.

The former concerned I'rance alone, wrote the Quardian, but the

95.

latter involved working on behalf of European lives and property

in gener11.43 Even Ihe Tipes, nornally one cof the staunchest

40 Fall iall Gazette, 25 ‘arch 1907; alao ﬁﬁnﬁ, 6 July 19073
ggggggg_ﬁggg, 3 4ugust 19073 and ’ .
4l Jpectator,

25 May 1907.
42 Lcotsman, 20 August 1907, X
43 Hanchester Cuardian, 2 and 10 August 1907,



defenders of the policy of pénétration pacifigue in Dritain,

indulged in criticisms of the rench now and again fer thelr
reluctance to act in North Africa. In the late summer of
1906, the paper rebuked the Chamber of Deputies for having
risen in July for the summer recess without ratifying the

Acte Générale of Algeciras. Such a move, Ihe Tiges complalned,
was tantamount to leaving lMoroccan ports unpoliced and exposed
to raids.44 These remarks did not necessarily herald a shift
in British newspaper opinion away from !rance and towards
Germany on the lMoroecan guestion, huﬁ they indicate that the
press was not totally blassed in its understanding of the
prbblem.

As loroecco drifted mcre and more into a state of anmichy,
the newspapers paused for a noment to consider the reascns for
France's presence in that country., The need to restore law
and order, protect Lurcpean lives and property, and safeguard
the Algerian frontier from raiding tribesmen, were all regarded
as obviocus factors in Delcassé's original decision to penetrate
and 'eivilize' the country, DSut the desire to estahliﬁh a
protectorate there and secure a firm grip on MHoroeccan financea
confounded some people in Britain, particularly the more
left-wing students of imperialism. Indeed, for this group
France's endeavours to galn a permanent foothold in Moroeco
seemed to be almost wholly witheut logic. The HNation explained
why this appeared to be the case. Surveying the entire range

44 The Times, 19 September 1906,
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of economic factors and internal stimuli which it thought
rrompted most Luropean nations to assimilate the 'backward'
regions of the world, and aprlying ﬁhese factors and stimuld
8s criteria to judge Trance's need to expand into North Africa,
this Madical weekly wrote: '

¥rance may in the end be forced to assume some direct
responsibility for the government of Morocco, But the
two chief =motives which govern the expansion of other
nations are in her ease absent. Che has no teening
population which must seek an outlet beyond the seas,
no landless peasantry in search of flelds to till, no
eager brocd of younger sons in quest of carsers and
oprortunities....Nor does the need of aecquiring fresh
markets appear to her so vital as it i1s to the Uermans
and ourselves, Her-natural industrial development does
not fit her to compete with England and Cermany for the
custom of a primitive market. The riches of France
depend not on the export of vast quantities of the
exigencies of life, but rather on a small but skilful
procduction of its iuxuries. She has neither the raw £
materials, nor the mineral resourcesy nor the sea-trade
which fit her to be a manufacturer on a large scale of
cheap and elementary wares...!ler natural clients are
not the primitive races to which lLiverpocl and Hamburg
export so largely, but the older peorles, the more
refined communities,..The acquisition of a raw traect

of 4ifricen desert and mountain, pecpled by a race which
has as yet no elegant needs, cannol be for rance a
capital objeet of her economic pelicy. 495

Presumably, then, there was a less apparent reason for the

Qual-d'Orsay's pénétration pacificue of theé country. 1If the
Ration anéd other left-wing crgans of opinion remained baffled-
by this problem,; the Manchester Cuardian was quick to offer an
explanation, 3Behind the whole affairy 1t sald, were not any
internal pressures inherent in the I'rench economy but simply
the territorial ambitions of an ultra-patriotic Colonilal

party werking in conjunction with moneye-grabbing financiers
and individual speculators: It was these people who had first
urged the Trench Covernment to penetrate the country; 1t wvas

they who had hoped to corner all of Moroeceo's trade for

45 R 3 10 "Lugust 100?.
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themselves; and 1t was because of their recently established
interests and investments in Moroeco that France's 'zealous
men on the spot' -~ the political intriguers and the 'fanatieal
colonels' - had threatened a formal cconquest of the country

and risked endangering the pecace of Europe.46

Of course,

there was nothing really new in these statements, Already

Jeli, Hobson in his majJor work on imperialism had traced the
origins of that phenomenon to greedy individuals who exported
capital in the hope of gaining a profitable investment
overseas.47' 3ut much more than Hobson, the lanchegter Cuardian
thought that the nced for markets and raw materials abroad
genuinely figured in the rise of the New Imperialism of the
late nineteenth and early twentleth centuries, Indeed, it
seemed to be drawing a fine moral distinection between this

type of expansionism and the more speculative variefy
practised by France in North Africa, Wwhile not exactly
aprroving of the former, the Manchester Cuardian could apparently
accept it, rrovided it kept the dcors open to free trade and
did not ereate friction amon, the Powers, The latter, howiver,
was clearly objecticnabley for its fulfillment would
'infallibly mean the loss of another neutral market'. No
vonder, then, that by 1905 the Guardisp was speaking out so
strongly against Delcassé's policies, There was little doubt
in its mind that, if carried outy they would eventually squeeze
British traders and investors out of oroceco altogether,
despite the existence of a thirty year free trade clause in the
1904 Convention, Indeed, 1t was for this reason that the

paper openly welcomed Cerman intervention into the matter, .'Thc

46 ggggggg§g;_gggzgign, 9 August 19053 also 23 March and
- .19 April 19

47 see the chapter entitled 'Leonomic parasites of imperialism’
in his (London 1905), pp. 42-56, for
detalls of “obson's views on this po




Kaiser', commented C.P. Scott one week after the Tangler visit,
'1s acting in the spirit of the Agreement, not against it, His
methods are open to criticism, but the substance of his policy,
so far at any rate, is sound'.48
Apart from the ester Guard s there were others in
Britain who voided complaints about France's colonial policies
during thece years., Ever since the signinglof the 1904
Agreements, there always had been a" latent fear in some
sections of British public opinion that the French might oné
day renege on the friendly spirit of the Entente Cordiale by
advancing thelr own commerciasl and financial interests abroad
tec the detriment of British traders and investors. After all,
prior to R904 the French had engaged in unscerupulous commercial
practices in the Congo and elsewhere with scant regard for
British capltalists, not to mention the native population. It
wvas quite concelvable, therefore, that they might continue
these practices, despite the existence of a written colonial
settlement with Britain, And, indeed, between 1905 and 1907
the Trench proceeded to do just that, Not only did they
continue to sea}) off in the fashion of the Belgians much of
the Congo basin from all outsiders, but in 1905=-6 French
capitalists went ahead with the laying of an extended railway
system in Abyssinia which in the minds of some of their British

and Italian competitors there was the first step in the

48 Manchester Guardian, 8 April 1905, Despite early reservations
about the thirty year time-limit clause of the 1904 Convention,
the ﬂggg%ggjﬁg_ﬁgg;ﬁigg}did not fully condemn Delcassé till
June 1905, ward Weinroth is probably right when he attributes
this change in outlock on the part of the Cuardiasn to the French

foreign minister's fall from power and 'the mounting attack of
the French left upon him for arousing German anxieties of

isolation'. See Howard S, Weinroth, 'The British Radicals and
the balance of power, 1902-1914°', Higtoricgl Journal, XIII,
4 (1970), 659.
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colonization of Ethiopia.49

In Britain, a number of people were quick to criticize
the French for their behaviour overseas. Conservative
newspapers, always sensitive to imperial 1ssues, were among
the first to speak out. Upon learning of French pressures
on the British Government to support the railway venture in
Abyssinia 'on pain of injuring, if not, indeed, destroying
the good understanding between the two countries',so the
Scotsman wrote that France ‘cannot advance without danger to
herself and to -:;1:1'1191-3".51 Earlier, the Morning Post made
a similar warning, only in somewhat less uncertain terms.
The French, it said, 'should definitely abandon the ldea that
it (the Entente) can be used as an instrument for political
aggrandisement'.sg 0ddly enough, British businessmen and
the imperialist press had little to say about the Congo
question, Instead, the protests that were made in Britaln
about French malpractices there came primarily from
humanitarians who were interested in the plight of the
Africans, Spearheading the campaign against the French in
the Congo was E,D, Morel, a man born in France and well
acquainted with French colonlal administers., Morel first

became interested in the Congo question when working in the

49 In 1894, the largely French-owned Compagnie Impériale
d'Ethiopie secured a concession from Emperor Menelik II to
construct a railway line from Jibutl to Dire Dawa in eastern
Abyssinia. In 1905, the French began to extend this line
from Dire Dawa to &dis Ababay a move which T, Lennox Gilmour,
then a Managing Director of the }Mozambique Company in London,
labelled as an attempt to make Abyssinia become 'a French
colony in all but name'. The extension of the railway line,
Gilmour was certain, would, if completed, glve France political
and commercial predominance throughout all of Abyssinia., Jee

T. Lennox Gilmour, Abyssin Lg The Ethiopian Railway and the
__gggg (London, 1906), pp. 3=9.
0 Ibid., p.55.
1 Scotsman, 4 January 1906,
52 Morning Pog&, 28 November 1905,




101,

1890s for Messrs, Llder Demp&ter and Companys alancashire:
shipping firm which operated steamers between Liverpocl and
the West African coast. The tales of Selgian dﬁﬁ French
atrocities which he heard while employed for the firm prompted
him $6 resign in 1901 in the hope of exposing tho cap i alists;
and in March 1904, he founded and became secretary of the
Congo ieforh assoclationy an organization designed solely to
rouse Sritish public opinion on behalf of the ifrican
population,”> Initially, Morel cencentrated on mobilizing
publie feeling against the Belgian King Leopold II for his
poliecies in the Congo Frea Statey believing that the Frénch,
could be 1nduced.to alter their.v;ys-in their part of the
Congo as a result of the Entente Cerdials.5f ~But when 1t
became apparent that the 1904 Convention was not having any
effect upon the French hcv-rnnent in this rection, liorel and
his fellow members of the Congo Reform Movement reccnsidered
‘thedr cutlook: public hostility was to be stirred up ageinst
the French as well as the Belgians;' uhiig the 1904 understanding
was noW to be regarded as a virtually useless instrument of
diplomacy which could be rs#ﬁily discarded by the Sritish
Governmont and people in favour of a similar arrangement with
another Power that was more willing tolhelp the ifricans. = The

socurity of 'rancels pcgitiqn-in Morocco depends upbn dritaing

53 Also members of the Congo Reform Association were

air Charles Dilke, the Radieal M,P, for Torest of Dean,

HeRe Fox=Bourne, seoretary of the Aborigines Proteetion Soclety,
William A, Cadbury of the eocoa firm, John Holt, owner of a

prominent Liverpool Shipﬁiﬂ& companyy and the writer

Sir Arthur COnan Doyle. uee d.R. Louin and J. Stengers (editora),
D L1 L OPn Movanern (Oxf.ard, 1968 .

‘Dpo '
Cs ﬂ. line 'E B. HMorel and the cruaada ainst the Foroiga
crrice' s 39, no, 2. (June, 1967), 129.
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Morel once wrote a friend, 'and the situation on the
international chess-hoard i1s such that the Anglo-Trench
alliance 1s her sheet anchor,.,..At the nresent moment the
Entente cordiale is the order of the day; but internationzl
politics are constantly fluctuating'.55 Yet although lorel
was equally, if not more, nrovéked at the "rench than were
either the Scotsman or the lMorning ost, his efforts, unlike
theirs, came to naught. Whereas the Toreign 0ffice responded
to newspaner ﬁressures by coming te an aggeement with the

56 neither it nor nmany leading

Trench over Abyssinia,
newspapers like The Times would denounce the 'rench in the
Congo for fear of damaging the Entente.s? The result, of
course, was that much of the British public knew little or
nothing about the atrocities in the French Congo; and lMorel,
like Walter B, Harris in Morocco, remained scmething of a lone
volce in the wilderness during these years,

The most persistent criticism of the T'rench at this time,

hovever, was that made by many Liberals with regard to the

55 Yorel to Colonel E,D, Blake, 9 January 1907, in the E,D, Morel
Papers. Box labelled 'F (8): Foreign (ffice, 1963-1913', British
Library of Political and Economic Science.

56 on 13 December 1906, Britain, France, and Italy signed an
agreement in london in wﬁich it was state& that Trance could
proceecd with her extension of the railway line in Abyssinis,
provided that British and Italian naticnals 'would enjoy in
all matters of trade and transit absolute eguality of treatment
on the railway and in the port of Jibuti' and provided that
Erit&sh and Italian representatives were appointed to the

Board of the Trench railway company. GSee Agecounts and Faperg:

gjgggxﬁgng¥;, XCIX (1907) Cd. 3298,
etter of Valentine Chirol, Toreign editor of The Timeg,

to lMorel dated 9 August 1906 is fairly typical. 'With regard

to the I'rench Congo I see the force of your argument'y, wrote
Chirol, 'but 1 confess I am rather doubtful as to the expediency

of dispersing your fire, especially as there 1s the added danger

of reviving "rench prejudices which the Congo people have only

too successfully exploited in the past for their own advantage's
See the L,U, lorel Papers, box marked 'V, (8): 5ir Valentine Chirol
file, 1906-1912°',



role of Trench diplomacy in Europe. Since the earllest days

- of the rafprochement with France the ILiberals had been anxious
to see the friendlier feelings between the two Western Powers
extended to include other nations as well, particulafly
Germany, when this development failed to materialise, the
Liberals, though admittedly only some of them, were at first
inclined to lay the blame on the Right in theif own country,
Thus in the spring of 1905, they accused the 'English Tory
press' of adding unnecessary fuél_to the tensions of the
Moroccan crisis., It was the unabated anti=Teutonie invective
of these newspapers, they claimed, that not only exacerbated
Anglo-German relations but also frightened many renchmen inte
thinking that Delcassé€ should be dismissed because his nolicies
were being used by the British press 'as a cover for attacking
Germany';58 But 2 number of Liberals soon began to change
their minds somewhat in the light of the disapproval expressed
in some rench newspaprers at Anglo-German attempts to seek a -
reconciliation, uDuring the general election campaign of 1905,
for example, a number of French newspapers expressed alarm at
Sir Henry Campbell-Bannerman's foreign policy speeches, many
of which promised improved relations with Berlin under a
Liberal Government.sg In 1906, when-ﬁnglo-cerman relations
did begin to improve with a series of exchange visits héld at
the grass-roots level, many Trench newspapers warneé that an
understanding between lLondon and Berlin could only caée at the

Ehnat™ £

58 Mglﬁjmgi%?s 22 April 19053 also lestminster Cazetie,
9 May, 1 and 7 June 19 and li.wW, Massingham's column 'Persons

and politics' in the 10 June 1905,

59 In partieular, it was tﬁe afore-mentioned foreign policy
speech which Campbell«iannerman delivered at the Albert Fall
in late December 1905 that caused the greatest stir in I'rance.

See Slasgow Herald, 26 December 1905, °
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expense of the existing good relations Letween london and ?aris.60
And in 1907, the officlally-inspired Jgmpg, angered by
Campbell<Bannerman's prorosals for a drastic limitation of
armaments at the forthcoming Hague Conference, accusec the
British Prime Minister of naiveté and implied that his
suggestions were based upon an excessive trust in the goodwill
of uermany.61 Te these and cther remarks in the I'rench press
the reaction was swift in Britain, One of the most indignant
newspapers was the Llaggow lgrald. 'We have made friends with
?fénee_and are prepared to assume all the responsibilities
which friendshlip ana specific agreements lay upon us'y went
its leader-article of 27 Cctober 1905, 'But we must demur to
this perpetual inventicn of horrlible anti-Uermsn tales, the
chief end of which is to persuade the world, and this country
in particular, that Germany 1s the blackguard of Lurope's

Nor was this sense of irritation at the French eonfined to
newspapers like the jgralde Crey himself, states the Liberal
Foreign seceretary's latest biographery 'felt their touchiness

was extreme', b2

60 Towasrds the end of 1905, lord Avebury and Lerd Courtney, two
pacifically inclined Iiberal peers, founded the Anglo-Cerman
Priendship Committee to nromote better relations between the two
countries by fostering exchange visits for various trade union,
religious, and civic delegations, By the spring of 1906 these
visits were in full swing, despite the deplorable impression
they were creanting in ri At-wing cireles in ‘rance. Jee
Weinroth, on, cit., rp. 661-662,

61 The outburst en this vccasion was prompted by an article
of Camnbell=bannerman in the new Radieal weekly the lation
entitled 'The ilague Conference and the limitation of armaments?,
In this article, the Prime Minister oroncsed that Sritain set
an exanple for all nations invelved in the arms race by making
aubstantinl recductions in naval expenditure., (lee Maticon,

2 March 1907.) The Egmgg, however, challenged the facts and
figures which Cannbel nnerman used to sunrort his ﬁrgunents
and concluded that the article schieved nothing, apart Irom
revealing 'the extent of the imrrudent cnnridence to which the
responsible head of the Eritish Covernment gives way's (Quoted
in The T s 4 March 1907, p. 5.)

62 ieith lobbins, gir Lduard Crev: A Biography (lendom, 1971),
De 1550 :




But although the indignation at the Trench was becoming
fairly widespread in Britain during these years and for a
host of reasons, this i1s not to say that the press and the
public at large were on the verge of demanding a dissolution
of the Intente Cordiale, Admittedly, there was by the
summer of 1907 much less euphoria about the friendship with
T'rance than there had been in the earlier days of the
rapprochement, However harmless it was originally thought
to have boen in some circles of British publiec orinion, this
was scon forgotten with the eruption of the fifst Moroecean
erisis, and almost to a man British journalists ceased to
speak of the Enténte after 1905 as an instrument that would
inevitably promote world peace., But at the same time Sritish
agsurances of goodwill towards France both at official and at
popular levels were as firm as ever, and hardly anyone suggested
that the recent understanding be laid to rest, Undoubtedly
the selectivity and care which a great meny newspapers cxercised

105.

when reporting the news helped the Entente to retain a reasonable

degree of popularity. By falsely ascribing to 'rench diplomaey
certain gualities which 1t d1d not have, as happened during the
Tangier crisis, and by deliberately 1gnoring or suppressing
certain informetion about French policies abroad, as happened
time and again between 1905 and 1907, some newspapers,
particularly Jﬂu;;ﬁlng;, were in effeet projecting an unduly
favourable 1lmage of France and the Entente Cordialey This was
a fact which men like Walter B, Harris and E,D, Morel were only
too quick to discover,

Yet even 1f The Times and other newspapers had acted

otherwlse and revealed as much as they knew about the course of
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events in loroeeo and elsewhere, 1t 1s still open to debate '
whether or not the result would have been a public urroar
culminating ian the end of the Anglo~i‘rench Intente, In Sritain,
there were too many people who supported the Entente for too
many reasons for this to happen, True, the reason& advancgd were
not only variecd but dften at cross-purroses, Thus Conservatives
backed the Lntente because for them it was a prop upon which
Britain could shore up her f{lagging Umpire and ccncentrate
instead on staving off the German challenge in Europe; while
Liberals welcomed it because they believed that it sign&lied

the wane of imperialist rivalries and marked a new era in
international relaticns in which all the major Powers,

including .ritain, "rance, and Cermany, would eventually come

to terms and settle their differences, If in the case of the
Liberals, particularly the Radicals, the lLntente had yet to
fulfil its pacific mission, it was only because some misguided
men in the foreign offices in london and “aris along with a

few of the newspapers in both cﬁuntriea were attempting to
convert the unﬁnrbtanding intc someghing akin tdha nilitary
alliance. The solution them, as they saw it, was not to

destroy the Lntente but to put 1t safely into the hands of the
two peopless This explains the subsequent campaign by letinwing
newuspapers not only for the dismissal of Sir Edward Crey and

an end of his policies but also for the complete democratization
of the Foreign Office., This also explains why foreign poliey
dissidents in Dritain were at pains tc single cut the (uai d'Orsay
rather than the I'rench people as the source of.aﬁny of the

short-comings connected with the Entente in Moroeco and
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elsewhere; between the two, emphasized the ianchester Cuardlan,
"there 1s a great deal or:differenca'.63 Equally importaﬂi;
it seemed plausible tc a number of people in Britain -
Conservatives, Liberalsy Radicals, and Socialists alike, -
that Tor the Prench, too, the Entente Cordiale had not lived
up to expectations, 'There is no definite change of opinion,
but there is a change of feeling...'y wrote ',L. Courtney,
editor of the Dortnightly Review. 'A large number of thé
French people begin tc feel that they have been used - that
we have Egypt,_that théy'have not got Moroecoy, and that the
gnﬁﬁnﬁg_gngﬂiglg oanhét help them to secure 1t.;.;1n.?rance

| and elsewhere human nature ought not to be human naturej but
it 15'.64 - By constantly drawing attention te this point and
by hastily passing over any difficulties between the two
Fowers, the newspapers were more than able to offset éhy
critici;ms levelled at Franee and th; Entente during these

Jears.

a8 ; y 3 May 1907.

64 See Courtney's unsigned column in the Eggsg;gh;;x_3§§1§¥,
LXxXI1 (September, 1907), entitled 'Foreign affairst a chronique’,
PDe 508"509-



CHAPTER IV

BRITISH ATTITUDES TCWARDS DOMESTIC FRENCH POLITICS, 1903-1907

It perhaps alﬁost goes without saying that, even during the
most ordinary of times when there was comparatively little
diplomatiec activity between London and Paris, the British as a
whole took a reasonably strong interest in what was happening in
France. Nor were they wrong to dec sc. After all, France was an
important nation in Europe, a Great Power at close geographical
proximity to Britain and one whose political ideals and sentiments
had a tradition of influencing her neighbours. In the light of
the Entente Cordiale, however, this interest in French political,
cultural, and social life underwent something of a transformation.
Not only did the various organs of British publiec opinion report
the news from France in more detall and with greater enthusiasm,
they alsoc presented it in such a fashion as to convey certain
impressions to their readers that did not necessarily square
with the facts. In particular, the newspapers and periodicals
of the day were virtually unanimous in proclaiming the stability
of the Third Republic at a time when political and social tensions
were rife in France. It is the purpose of this chapter to
examine why the press chose to pursue this and other dublous
themes, as well as toc find out the reactions in Britain to
day=-to-day events in France.

1. The guestion of the instability of the Third Republdi
Taken in its entirety, public opinion had been in two minds

about the Third Republie around the turn of the century. On the
one hand, there were those who looked upon the political

institutions of France as being basically progressive and



largely fulfilling the demoecratic ideals of the 1789 Revolution,
For them, there was no more favourable contrast between French
liberalism of the late nineteenth and egrly twentieth centuries
and the more autocratic, if not despotic, spirit of government that
prevailed at Berlin, Vienna, and St. Petersburg. Indeed, in the
eyes of some, France was a bulwark against reaction and oppression
on the Continent. At the same time, however, there were others
who felt that the Third Republic was almost too democratic in
its principles and hence apt to be volatile and untrustworthy.
Those who thought along these lines pointed out that France
was the only major country in Europe not to be headed by a
monarch or an emperor. This, they averred, made French government
even more alien to the British mind than the backward regimes in
Germany, Austria-Hungary, and Russia. The exponents of this
point of view were, of course, few in number and came primarily
from the aristoeratic wing of the Conservative party; nevertheless
they had all too frequently occupied the positions of power and
influence in Britain in recent years. In the late nineteenth
century, their chief spokesman had been Lord Salisbury, who
during his four tenures as Prime Minister opposed a formal
understanding with France for several reasons, not the least of
which was his belief that the elected governments of the Third
Republic were too short-lived and too vulnerable to the whims
and caprices of the public will to come to terms with on a
long~term basis.l
Whether or not Salisbury's notions about France lingered
on in high circles in Britain after his death is difficult to
say. Certainly the press behaved as if they did., Time and

IChristopher M. Andrew, Théophile Delcassé and the Making of
the Entente Cordiale (London, 1968), pp.214-215,



110,

again British newspapers and periodicals devoted editorials
and special articles to refuting the late premier's line of
thinking by arguing that recent events had shown France to
be a stable country, even by British standards. According
to the Birmin Daily Post, for instance, the internal
disorders, 'which had made France a byword among the nations'
were gone, and the task of 'advancing the Republic towards
consolidation and solidarity' was now finished., 'Practically
speaking...'y this newspaper continued,

France has enjoyed five and a half years of settled
government and the result is seen in greater stability in
domestic affairs and increased international prestige. Such
a record compares by no means unfavourably with our own
political experience, bearing in mind the fact that the
Constitutional systems of the two countries are not equally
conducive to long-lived Administrations....In France the
upholders of the Republic have to meet an Opposition, not,
as in this country, composed of one or two paSties, ut
embracing numerous and most diverse elements.

Britain, it concluded, had entered into diplomatic
partnership with a steady and thoroughly reliable neighbour,

No doubt there was much to be said for these statements
of the Pogt in early 1905. By this time only two premiers,
Waldeck-Rousseau and Emile Combes, had been governing the
country for a period lasting longer than five years. As both
men had more or less striven towards the same goals, the
succession of the one to the other at this time was widely
understood to have rendered a certain continuity to France's
domestic policies, just as Delcasse's seven year tenure at
the Quai d'Orsay over the same period of time was thought to
have steadied and given a greater sense of purpose to French

foreign policy. Meanwhile, Loubet was well into his sixth year

°Birmin D Post, 19 January 1905.
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as President of the Republic, Yet despite these encouraging
signs, not everything was running as smoothly in France as
was being suggested. For one thing, expressions of politiecal
discontent were becoming increasingly audible in the Chamber
of Deputies. In the main this was due to Combes's antie-clerical
policies, which alienated not only the Nationalists and the
various parties of the Right but also the Socialists and the
Radical groups in the legislature, for whom the premier's
excessive efforts to curtail the power and influence of the
Church were coming at the expense of more pressing reforms
concerning old age pensions, a graduated income tax, and a
reduction of military service from three to two years. Moreover,
the intrigues and political iInfighting that had bedevilled earlier
ministries of the Third Republic were by the end of 1904 beginning
to undermine Combes's authority in the Chamber. Prominent
cabinet ministers were quietly working behind the prime minister's
back to further their own future.3 By January 1905 the
combination of these two factors had forced Combes from power;
in March 1906 his successor Rouvier retired for similar reasons;
and in October 1906 Rouvier's successory Sarrien, stepped down
from office in favour of Clemenceau. In the meantime, Théophile
Delcassé, the French foreign minister and a chief architect of
the Entente Cordiale, had been dismissed from office because his
Moroccan policies had led other members of the French cabinet
into thinking that war with Germany was close at hand,

If the newspapers and journals in Britain did not overlook
these developments, they did argue that, despite the rapid

turnover of Governments in France, nothing had really changed,

3 Interestingly, Emile Combes in his memoirs acknowledged that
parliamentary intrigues played an important part in his downfall
but denied that hls sugcessor was involved to any great extent,
See Combes, lon Ministere: Meémoires, 1902-1905 (Paris, 1956),
pp. 260-261,
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The Manchegter Guardian was one of the first organs of opinion
to explain to its readers why it thought this to be the case,
Writing at the time of M, Combes's retirement in January 1905,
this newspaper argued that the 'insignificance' of the event
could best be understood when one recalled the differences
between the British and French parliamentary systems. In
France, 'the doctrine of the cohesion of the Cabinet' never
had quite the same force that it possessed in Britain, Instead,
in French government there existed the 'group system' in which
largely the same cabinet members continued to work together
under a succession of premiers without altering the ministerial
programme, As for the comparatively short life of most French
Governments, the Guardian attributed this to 'a natural jealousy
of the Executive and of %he large administrative powers possessed
by the ministries! which 'had made the Legislature very ready to
resort to the expedient of tripping up a Ministry on an
interpellation’, '"Therefore'y it concluded, 'while M, Combes
must go, his colleagues, or the majority of them, will remain'.,*
At the time of Rouvier's fall from power, the Westminster Gazette
sald more or less the same thing, albelt in a somewhat less
complicated fashion, when it wrote on 8 March 1906: 'the case
is by no means so bad as we might suppose from the analogy of

our own Governments. The defeat of a Ministry signifies more

often a change of personnel than of poliey'. Indeed, as far as
the Economigt was concerned, thils sudden spate of short-~lived

Ministries only went to show the degree of unanimity of opinion
and the common sense of purpose that existed among high-ranking

French politicians, The group system, it argued,

4 Manchester Guardian,17 January 1905.



makes every successful Minister in turn the victim of some
unforeseen combination, The more homogeneous French policy
becomes - and at present it is very homogeneous - the less
important it seems to be thought by what Ministers it 1is
carried out, The moment of success is apparently the

moment when the man who has achieved it is destined to see
himself abandoned by the very men who have helped him on

the road.

In making such statements, the Economist and others were
obviously trying to put the best face rossible on a phenomenon
which at times must have been a trifle perplexing to the casual
observer of French polities., In particular, they were trying
to assure their readers that the fall of a Ministry in Paris
implied no serious breach of continuity in French foreign
policye. 'Certainly the Anglo=-I'rench understanding will not
suffer...from a change of Government in France', wrote the
Dally Chronicle at the time of Clemenceau's replacement of
Sarrien in October 1906, 'any more than it has done so from
a change of Government in England’', 6 But although British
newspapers and Journals advanced these arguments as often as
possible, not everyone was inclined to agree. Thus the
Conservative Foreign Secretary Lord Lansdowne refused to
regard these ministerial reshuffles in France as unimportant
and privately expressed the belief that they bore out the

warnings of the late Lord Salisbury against a French entente.7

5 LEconomist, 12 March 1906,
6 Daily Chrgngg;e, 20 October 1906,

7 'The instability of French Governments is much to be
regretted', wrote Lansdowne to his ambassador in Paris in the
aftermath of the French cabinet shake=-up during the Tangier
crisis, 'and affords an argument to those who do not believe
in the possibility of an enduring understanding with France.
The machine worked (or seemed to work) so smoothly while it
was run by Delcassé and Cambon, that one was apt to forget this
danger's See Lansdowne to Sir T'rancis Bertie in the Lansdowne
Papers, F(oreign) 0(ffice) 800/127,
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2. Reactionaries in decline

Mueh more indicative in the opinion of many people in

Britain of France's internal stability was the fate being
suffered by the reactionaries and the anti-republican forces
of the Right at this time, As far as a good number of Britons
were concerned, the ability of the varicus French Covernments
of these years to meet and overcome the challenge posed by the
Nationalists and the various royalist groups showed far better
than any detailed arguments abcut the nature of the French
political system that all augured well for the Third Republiec,
On several occasions sinece 1870 had the forces of reaction -
Bourbonist, Orleanist, Bonapartist, and Boulangist alike =~
threatened to destroy the existing social and political set-up
in France. In the 1890s, the forces of the far Right had
come close to wresting control of the Army from the CGovernment.
Of the failure of right-wing groups to achieve this and other
ends little need be sald here, except to mention that in the
eyes of the bulk of the British press a repetition of such
events was most unlikely, For the newspapers, the gradual
vindication of Dreyfus and the resounding victory of the
parties of the Blog in the general election of 1902 were
sufficient proof that this was the case, The Times, writing
on the heels of Presldent Loubet's State visit to London in
1903, proclaimed that the passions 'generated during the
Panama crisis and the Dreyfus controversy. gre dead or dying,
and the irreconcilables on both sides who would uproot the
foundations of the State for narrow and perverse objects are
becoming feeble and discredited minorities'. The French
royalists, while not exactly endeared toc the Third Republic,

were now beginning to see that it was 'the only form of
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government which divides Frenchmen least'. Consequently,

Ihe Tiges argued, they would in future be sacrifiecing 'family

prejudices' to 'public duty' in order toc ensure that existing

political institutions remain standing.s What most impressed
the Spectator, on the other hand, was not so much that French

Governments had succeeded in withstanding these attacks and

intrigues from the extreme Right, but that they had apparently

energed from them much stronger than they had been before,

'An entire generation has passed away'y it wrote cn 18 April 1903,
and the Republic still subsists, and is still as popular with
the people as it ever was, Its rulers have spent money
rather recklessly; but they have maintained peacej they
have so remade the Army that France no longer fears invasionj
they have restrained the bitterness between poor and rich
t11l property 1s as safe in France as in England; and they
have gecured for the electorate a firm, and, as it has
proved, a tranquillising, hold on their representatives... .

Nevertheless, Dritish onlookers of events in France

could not be certainy they had no way of knowing for sure

whether or nct the threat to the Republlic from the extreme

Right had been completely overcomej and, significantly, when

the Combes Ministry fell in January 1905, the Spectator and

the Dolly Newg, two organs of opinion with strikingly

different views of the world at large, both momentarily came

to the conclusion that the latest turn of events presaged a

revival of Nationalism in Franoe.g Did suech remarks amount

to a tacit admission on the part of British newspapers that

they had been exaggerating their confidence in the stability

of the Third Republic? It would be difficult to sayj for the

8 %ng Timeg, 20 July 1903.
9 _ﬁil!_ﬂ?!ﬂ, 16 January 1905 and,§pgg;§;g; 21 January 1905.
Both organs of opinion had taken Combes's res gna%ion over the
anti-clerical issue very much at face value and assumed that

it was due tc the pressure of the Church's political) allies

en the Right rather than the impatience of the Left., They socn
altered their views, however, as soon as it became apparent

that 1t was Rouvier, and not the right-wing Doumer, who was

c¢cming into office,.
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press, despite its claims to accuracy and objectivity in the
reporting and the discussion of the news, did from time to
time over~indulge in its praise of France and the Entente
Cordiale during these years., What is undeniable, however, is
that at least some pecople in Britain were alive to the strength
and resiliency of French royalism and ultra-conservativism,.

Laurence Jerrold, the Paris correspondent of the Dgily Telegranh
and one of the most astute observers of the contemporary
political and social scene in France, In particular held this

10 Writing in the summer of 1906 shortly after the

view,
general election of that year had yet again reduced the

number of Nationalist deputies sitting In the French Chamber,
Jerrold warned his readers not to become too complacent about
the results. It was a emrious feature of French politics, he
pointed out, that the Nationallsts never numbered more than
forty-nine in the legislature and yet 'made one hundred times
more more noise than the same number of any other politicians’,
That so few could make so much commotion was due, he explained,
to the diffusion of Nationalist principles and ideals through
several parliamentary groups. Although there was but one
self-styled Nationalist party, reactionary thinking found its

way into other parties as well, Moreover, Nationalism was in

his opinion 'the one nowerful re-agent' in French politics,

10 Born in London in 1873 as the grandson of the prominent
nineteenth century man-of-letters, Douglas Jerrold, educated at
the Sorbonne, and married to a Irenchwoma.. in 1908, Jerrold in
many ways beionged, along with Hilaire Belloc, Edmund Déné Morel,
and a few others, to that small group of men whose personal
background and experiences on both sides of the Channel made them
equally expert on both the British and French ways of life at
this time., Jerrold spent hils first few years after university
writing in I'rench journals on English and American literature
as well as in British jJournsls on French literature and social
questions., In 1902 he succeeded Campbell Clarke as Paris
correspondent of the Daily Telegraph, where he performed his
duties well enough to earn himself the tribute of that newspaper's
biographer as & man of considerable brilliance and almost equally
considerable indolence, whose scholarship and great knowledge of
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It either attracted or repelled all other 'bodies'. If

during the previous Chamber it had managed only to repel,

this was because its 'fearsome aims' and subversive methods

had produced a widespread revulsion which in turn managed to
keep the Bloe goihg. But once the Nationalists had shed their
anti-republican objectives, their other goals, like a war wilth
Germany over Alsace-Lorraine or a great extension of Trance's
colonial empire, stood a chance of being realised: 'there
always will be an audience in France for furilous rhetoric...'.ll
The view is an interesting one and not altogether without
substance; for it helps to explain the 'New Nationalism' and
virulent pevanchist polities that sprang up in the Third
Republic under Poincaré's leadership on the eve of the Creat
War, Stilly, for many British organs of opinion at this time
Nationalism was very much a waning force in French polities.
The fortunes of the creed, it seems,were to be identified
solely with the fortunes of a single political party.

Indeed, if anything, this notion that French Nationalism
was dying seemed to gain currency as time wore on., It emerged
once again in the British press during the first Moroccan
crisis when both the French Government and the French people
studiously refused to heed the belligerent calls of the
Nationalists to take up Germany's challenge over North Afrieca,.
It reappeared in connection with the disestablishment struggle
in France, in which a prominent ally of the reactionaries, the
Roman Catholie Church, suffered repeated defeats. 4&nd 1t came to

the fore in the spring of 1906 when rumours of a royalist plot

France well maintained the standards of the Paris office in the
easy years between the establishment of the Entente Cordiale and

the cataclysm of 1914'., (See Edward F. Lawson, nggﬁggggg%n
Court: The Story of the D Tele (London, 1955)4pe57.)

Jerrold died in Paris in October 1913,
11 L, Jerrold, 'french polities and the French people’,

Contemporary Review, 90 (July 1906),58.




against the Jarrien linistry and Nationallist predictions of

success a2t the fortheoming general elections both falled to

12

materiallse, Whaty however, most suecessfully kept this

notion circulating in the leader pages of the newspapers in
1906 was the ¢lection of M, Fallieres to the Presidency after
Loubet's retirement in Janusry of that year. For & number of
people in Britain, the mere fact that the varlous Fresidents
of the Third Republic hadinot ébuaed their congiderable legal
powers to furthcr'u:eir own amblticns was significant in
itself. Since 1870, there had been no presidential

goung d'état, not even a series of recurrent guarrels 'such
a8 often @isturd the American Presidency and Senate', On the

contrary, the French Presidents had by end large been only too

12 5 §y 2 May 19063 also W' l‘ﬁ'
w;IIIaH Gazette, 9 'Yay 1 he Natlionalists

and tﬁe royalist groups in lrance were disliked not ounly for
their subversive activities againest the Thire Qeruhlic but
also beecause of their strong /inglopuobic feelings and %
conspicuous coolness with whieh they sreeted the 194
understanding with Sritain, Jut although 'renen r*igt-uins
groung were regarded with almost universgal dislike Britain
not everyone felt equally dispesed Lo condemn theme Thus wniiﬁ
Conservative crgane of oninjen 1ike the Sreetater (loc. git.)
were busy warning tueir readers of the dangers te internatiocnal
peace should the Hationalists ever come to nower in Trance,
dadienl newspaners were openly wondering whether the
super-natriotism of i'rench Nationalists was any werse than the
Jingoism of Sritish imperialists. The former might have

oroduced the notorious Lreyfus casai noted the ﬁ§§§§§§3gg
¥ to the mora

Qy?gg1§n but the latter led direct

ustifiabie war in Jouth ifrlea, In = similar vein,
Horman Angell in his book Patrictism unde L € -_;rf noted
that in the lreyfus alfair 'a politien tQMper AY O
distinguishable from later Eritish 1averialism, was nredominant,
There was the ssme intolerance of free speech, the same
credulity, sensitiveness to criticisu, slorification ef tae
scldier, %ostility to the foreligners the same tendeney to
government by irresponsitle authority, and the same impatience
of discugsion, Irench Nationalism is even to-day, in its
general tendencies, indistinguishable from Englisﬁ imperialism:
it 1s marked by much the ssme incidents, manifested in the same
fashion, and possesses Lhe same calch-words eoncerning the iflag
and desliny, grestness and rrestige, expansion and watriotism'
See Ralph lane (Worman &ngell) Patri ncer CC
(londen, 1903)y D433 alsc lanchester Uusrdiap
Of eourse, nei&her ingell nor the .gnchester Guardi
more sympathetic than the Tordies toc I'rench Nat cnalicm when they
mace these remarks, Rather, they were simply pointing out to
their right-wing counterpar%sthat Pronce's instances of extreme
patrictie outbursts had their equivalent in Sritain.

Y

11
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willing not to increase the importance of their office.

According to the Spectator, all this could be explained in
terms of past events. 'Thelr history', it once wrote of the
French,

glves them a certain dread of the dominant Person,

whom we, with our different history, do not fear; and

they have a liking, though their earlier history did

not reveal it, for the man who 1s not brilliant, for

the temperate man of affairs - the ggjgi;g, as they

would say,s..who is always trustworthy, though seldom

original....The French people wish, in fact, neither

for a great statesman, nor a great leader of any party

so much as for a dignified lioderator, who will keep all

parties within the boundaries marked out for them by the

present Constitution., 13

Needless to say, virtually everyone in Britain even
vaguely familiar with Loubet thought that he fitted this
description to perfection. At the time of the French President's
State visit to London in 1903, for instance, Lhe Times and other
newspapers showered praise on Loubet for his 'calm good sense,
his power of hard work, his blameless private life, his
preference for the solid rather than the superficial and the
showy, and his power of steering the ship of State on an even
keel'.lﬂ That Falliéres possessed the same steady, bourgeois
qualities the press had no doubt. But it was his succession to
the highest office in the land without causing, as the Scotsman
put it, 'more than a ripple on the surface of French politics',15
that impressed British onlookers the mosts This, they maintained,
implied a continuity in France's domestic and foreign policiles,

and it indicated that Frenchmen had a strong faith in the

13 Spectator, 13 January 1906,

14 The Timeg, 6 July 1903, See also Daily Express, 6 July 1903
M P , 9 July 1903, for similar sentiments,
15 Seco s 18 January 1906.
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safeguards built into the Constitution., The election of
M. Falliéres to the French Presidency, wrote the Morning Post,

is the more significant because it is not a sensational
event, Everybody expected M. Falliéres to be elected.
He was elected because I'rance wishes for the continuity
of its Republican Covernment, for the avoidance of
adventures, and for peace and quiet at home and abroad,
It is a commonsense election, and it has been received
in France in a commensense way. That this election
should have taken place in the legal manner, without
any special excitement, without fuss, just as a matter
of course, is the sign that the French nation has
attained to political stability under the Republican
institutions .iich have proved themselves so well suited
to the practical needs of I'rance. 16

3. The Rise of Socialism
The British press, then, was well inclined to discount

any nhtion of the Republiec succumbing to a right-wing coup

~or even being threatened by another Boulanger-type filgure

with an appreciable following., But it was not only the
Nationalists and kindred groups that the newspapers feared.

At the 6pposite end of the political spectrum there was another
force which posed an equally serious challenge to the parties
of the Bloc and possibly the Republic itself, This wasy of
course, Socialism, whose creed, unlike that of the Nationalists,
was attracting an inereasing number of followers in I'rance,
particularly in the more industrial regions of the country,

The growing appeal of Socialism to France's working classes

is perhaps best reflected in the steadily rising number of
left-wing deputles elected to the French legislature. Whereas
in the early years of the Third Republic there were only a
handful of Socialists sitting in the Chamber of Deputies, by
1902 there were forty-six., Four years later there were
seventy-six, But despite this comparative success at the

polls, the French Left was not wielding more influence in

16 lMorn Posty 19 January 1906.



the Chamber., Indeedy in recent years it had been able to
secure the passage of only a few minor measures on behalf of
its supporters: a muchedelayed law in 1898 on workers'
accident insurance; a relatively unimportant piece of
legislation regulating hours of work shortly afterwards;

and an act in 1905 granting an eight~hour working day in the
mines. In the meantime, Alexandre Millerand joined ' the
Waldeck-Rousseau Cabinet as Minister of Commerce, an act
which made him the first Socialist in the world to become a
member of a government, Not only did this deecision provoke a
fierce debate within the ranks of the French left, thereby
weakening the Soeclalists in the Chamber of Deputies; but the
purpose for which it had been made, to initiate social
legislation which would put striking workmen on a more legal
footing, came to naught in the light of the disestablishment
controversy. Glven these circumstances, it is understandable
why a number of French left-wingers should turn to militant
trade unionism rather than parliamentary Socialism as a means
of achieving social justice. In 1903, the Confédération
Générale du Travail,'’ founded only eight years earlier to
bring together under one organisation all the national and
local trade unions in France, adopted revolutiocnary syndicalism
as its doctrine, The C,G,T, not only preached 'direct action!?
tactics to bring about a general strike, but it declared
itself indifferent, if not hostile, to reforms achieved by
parliamentary methods., As a result, there ensued a series of
internal quarrels which racked the French Left as a whole, Was

syndicallist agitation the best means of emancipating the French

17 Hereiln cited as C.G.T,
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proletariat, or did the ‘'gradualist' beliefs of the
parliamentary Soecialists offer a more likely chance of success?
Could men like Jaurds and Millerand intervene constructively

in the Chamber of Deﬁuties and take a stand on the issues of the
day without sacrificing their Socialists prineciples, or did
such intervention automatically make them collaborators with
bourgeois politicians? 4&nd, indeed, were there any instancds

in which French Socialists might be justified in coming to

the defence of the Republic?

Contrary to what might be expected, the British press,
when writing on the subjJect of Socialism in France, did not
dwell on these quarrels and divisions, They did not even
take seriously the argument that these guarrels would
permanently divide the French left. On the contrary, British
newspapers never ruled out the possibility that the 'pragmatie'
and the 'doctrinaire'! Socialists in France might one day sink
their differences and confront the existing leaders of France
with a challenge much more formidable than that posed by the
Nationalist Right, 'It is not thought by observers that the
reactionary forces will greatly recover from their present
condition of comparative harmlessness', wrote the Scotsman
in early 1906, 'But Soclalism is supposed to be a growing
povwer in france as in Germany, and if it can effectively
combine its forces and agree regarding leaders and programme...
it may succeed 1n so disturbing the political balance as to
cause another change of CGovernment, and may create a new

danger to France and to the Republic...'.l8 To be sure,

there were those who thought otherwise, It was the opinion

10 GScotsman, 13 January 1906.
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of the right-wing Pall !ligll Gazette, for instance, that 'the
"Haves" are tob numerous in laborious, provident rance for
the hunzer of the "Have nots" ever to hecome popular'.l9
The mere threat of triumphant Sociallismy it argued, would
be enough to throw France into the arms of a new 'Saviour
of Society, °° Similarly, The Times thought that the
average I'rench workingman had been too inculcated with
bourgeois Palues for the Left in France to be able to topple
the Third Republiec. The impulse to save and own property in
France, it noted, 'may be saild to permeate almost every class,
It is most conspicuous in the traditional attachment of the
French peasant to his plot of land, but it is in no sense
alien to the new industrial population, even if among them
it has to struggle with the presence of competing influence,
This national devotion to the petite €narsne is so much
deadweight for M, Jaurés and his friends, It 1s, on the other
hand, the strength behind }, Clemenceau and all other statesmen
Iwho virtually defend the existing order'.”t on balance, however,
the various organs of opinion in Britain felt that Soclalism
was much more of a force to be reckoned with in France than
was Nationalism,

One reason for this belief wa: the rise of Jean Jaurés to
the leadership of the French Soelalist movement, In the eyes
of many people in Britain, it was Jeurés more than anyone else
in France who could claim credit for the gains of the Left in
the Chamber of Deputles, Unlike the 'dry-as-dust' Jules Guesde,

who also held considerable sway over left-wingers in France at

20 Pall Mall Cazette, 20 June 1906.
21 Zhe Times, 20 June 1906.



this time, Jaurés had a practical rather than a theoretical
approach to politics. It was this approach, the newspapers
declared, that allowed Socialism to become acclimatised to the
Third Republic and give the movement an aura of respectability

in the eyes of the all-important French electorate. 'Socialism
during the last Chamber, under Jaurés one might say,' wrote

Laurence Jerrold, 'stepped out of its sanectum of prineiple

and theory into ordinary everyday life, and the apparition

was a revelation o the level French mind', 22

Certainly Jaurés had done much of late to earn the
admiration of non-Socialists in Britain like Jerrcld. In
the late 1890s Jaurés, much to the disgust of the more

doctrinaire left-wingers in France, threw himself whole-heartedly

into the Dreyfus affair and sought to enlist Socilalist
support for the Republic against the subversive efforts of

the extreme Right, In 1903 he further antagonised those

to his Left when he accepted a nomination for the post of
Vice-President of the Chamber of Deputies and promised the
vgrious parties of the Blog his co-operation in passing all
legislation that was not blatantly contradictory to the
Socialist ideal. And at the Amsterdam congress of the
International in August 1904, Jaurds clashed head on with the
German Social-Democrat Bebel and others on the matter of
whether or not such co-operation inevitably protected and
reinforced the existing capitalist order. Needless to say,
with regard to these and other similar controversies, British
organs of opinion took care not only to impress their readers
with the difference between Jaurés and his critics on the
Left, but also to explain to them that it was his views that
prevailed in most Socialist circles in France, Shortly after

22 L, Jerrold, gp.cit., p.60.
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the elosing of the Amsterdam congkess, for example, the
Daily News pointed out that in French Socialism 'there is
comparatively little of the acrid, irreconcilable spirit
which distinguishes Bocialism on the other side of the Rhine.
The typical French Socialist is the greatest oratoer of
contemporary France, and one of its finest thinkers =~

Jean Jaurds, And the policy of Jean Jaureés and of the
powerful party which he leads 1s loyal, patriotic co-cperation
with the Republic which had already achieved so much in the
sphere of social reformation'. 'Not class war, but class
association', it continued, '- not brute force, but the
force of education, of reason, is what the majority of
French Socialists hold by'.23 A month later The Times made
a passing description of Jaurés and his followers who, it
claimed, 'for want of a better name are called Socialists,
although neither he nor they are advocates of that Socialism
which is better described as Communism, They are in reality
only the advanced advocates of social amelioration, who are
thinking tceday many things that a far larger number will
think to-morrow'.?* Indeed, in sum it can be said that
taken in its entirety British public opinion locked quite
favourably upon the French Socialist leader, Conservatives
and Liberals reg@arded Jaurés as an upholder of the
Constitution and the Third Republicj Radicals admired his
pronouncements on international politics and saw him as a
spokesman for peace;25 and people of all political outlooks

23 Daily News, 20 October 1904,

24 The T y 29 November 1904.

25 See, for instance, the article of H,S.Weinroth, 'British

Radicals and the balance of power, 1902~1914', H

Journal, XIII, no.4 (1970), p.673, in which it is stated that
Jaureés's desire to bring Britain and Cermany together through
France made him 'the idol of left-wing pacifists in Britain'.




in the country appreciated his considerable intellectual and
oratorical abilities. But to some Socialists in Britain,
notably H.M. Hyndman, leader of the Marxist-oriented
Social-Democratic Federation, Jaurés's views on co-operation
with the State were all too reminiscent of those of Millerand
and smacked of 'revisionism', 26
None the less, there was real cause for worry. Desplte
all the calm assurances about the comparative harmlessness of
French Socialismy the Left in France was not accepting
conditions as tamely as the newspapers had said it would, In
the Nord department, coal miners, angered by a fatal explosion
at Courriéres killing more than a hundred workers in April 1906,
went out on strike in protest against the negligence of the
owners and proceeded to ransack the home of the director of
the mines, In the neighbouring Pas-de-~Calais, coal miners
staged a sympathy strike with their fellow workers in the
Nord, an action which led to clashes first with the police and
then with the Army, And two weeks earlier at Fressenville,
striking ironmonger workers burnt down their employer's
ch@teau and then pillaged the homes of the overseers, Nor
was this all, While the workers in the industrial North were
becoming more and more restive, prominent Soclalists and
trade union leaders were organising May Day demonstrations in
Paris, demonstrations which were ostensibly being held for the
introduction of a general eight-hour working day in France, but
which some Frenchmen suspected were politically motivated.
Similar suspicions were to emerge once again in January 1907
when left-wing groups demonstrated in the French capital on
behalf of a six day working week, DBut it was the continued

26 See the article of Hyndman in Justice, 5 September 1903,



spate of strikes in 1906«7 that did most to bring about a
domestic confusion unparalled in France since 1871, It was
the bullding workers at Clermont-Ferrand'who first went on
strike after the coal miners in the North. Postmen and
teachers in Paris soon followed, and by the end of the year
Lorient, Toulon, Alais, and Bordeaux, had all undergone
considerable syndicalist agitation, The year 1907 was
scarcely less strife-ridden, In March of that year, Paris
went dark because of an electricians strike; in April,
there was trouble in the provisions trade in the capital; In
May and June, the ports of Marseilles, Le ilavre, and Dunkirk
had to be closed because merchant seamen refused to board
ship; and by the end of 1907, building workers in Paris

had also downed their tools.

With regard to these and other disturbances, the reaction
of the British press was one of bewilderment. Whaﬁ, the
nevspapers asked, prompted this sudden agitation? Why had
1t assumed such a violent and revolutionary character,
particularly in the North? A host of different explanations
was put forward: the genuineness of the labour grievances
which the strikes and the demonstrations had intended to
redress; the rise among Socialist jintellectuels in France,
'"impatient of the delays of the past eight years constitutional
democracy and impressed by the gigantesque Russian strikes!
in 1905, of a pelief in violence as a political method; the
example set by right-wing extremists in connection with the
recent Church=State struggle;27 and the poor method of

reconciliation between capital and labour in France,

27 Speaker, 28 April 1906.



especlally its tendency to rely upon brute force rather than
arbitration as a means of overcoming difficulties, As if to
emphasise this last point, a number of organs of opinion in
Britain like the Birmingham Daily Post and the Glasgow Hergld
pointed to the 'immaturity' of French trade unionism, a
movement which they acknowledged was growing but which by
British standards was still in its ‘apprenticeship'. The
Government in France was all too willing to use soldiers in
these instances, conceded the Herald, but it was the unions,
'impinged upon by the crude Socialism of the class war' and
prevented in their 'mstural development towards the orderly
struggle for the workers' rights which we know in this
country', that were most responsible for such confrontations,
These statements of the Glasgow llerald and the Birmingham
Daily Post might have been true as far as they went, but
they did not go nearly far enough, Once again it was
Laurence Jerrold, that most penetrating observer of early
twentieth century French politics, who had the most to say
on the subject,

writing in 1907, Jerrold described from a strictly
British viewpoint what he construed to be wrong with the
French trade union movement, At the bottom of the matter,
he insisted, were not the unions thems&lves but the
parliamentary Soclalists in France, Unlike the various
Labour groups in Britain, which were 'social first and
political afterwards', French Socialists were 'political
first and foremost's As far as he was concerned, this
meant that the Left in T'rance had 'gone the right way about
to wrest power in French polities, but not to coax vitality

28 Glasgow Herald, 24 April 19063 also Em.laagamluigﬂs
26 April 1906,

28
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for their cause from French life'.29 Not only did the
Socialist bloc in the Chamber of Deputies overlook the unions,
but it 'played a double game with them', At first it
ignored the unions because it felt that they lacked
respectability; later, when it could no longer help but
recognise them, it tried to patronise them, and now in 1907
it had become 'violently distraught' by the unions and split
over the issue of whether to take the lead of Syndicalism
or dissociate itself from that movement.30 Hence in his
opinion the French trade union movement had been 'naturally
driven to extremism', and the C.G.T. had to talk revolution
because if it did not, it would be ignored.>’ Not that
Jerrold believed that all French workers were extremists,
'Syndicalism'y he hastened to add, 'has a bad odour with
the respectable artisan',32 Nevertheless, Jerrold did
believe that there were strong revolutionary tendencies in
the French trade union movement and that these tendencies
were likely to grow until the parliamentary Socialists had
ceased their condescending attitude towards the unions,
4, Clemence e 'save'! the Third Republ

Whatever the roots of the disturBances of 1906=7, the
press in Britain was virtually unanimous in agreeing that the
Third Republie would survive it all intact. The various
organs of opinion based thelir confidence on this point on
two different factors: one, what they conceived to be the

high degree of resilience of France's political and social

29 L,Jerrold, 'France and Socialism'y Fortnightly Review,
LOXII (JUly- €Cay 1907)% 8230
r

30 L,Jerrold, 'French strikes and alarums', Contemporary
Review, 91 (June, 1907), 780,
31 Inld

.y pe778.
32 Lbid.
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institutions to attacks from within;33 the other, the emergence
of Georges Clemenceau as a prominent political figure in I'rance
during these years, As of the time, Clemenceau had only just
entered cabinet ranks when he became lMinister of the Interior
under Sarrien in March 19063 nevertheless, he was far from
unknown either in France or abroad. He first rose to
prominence in 1898 when, as editor of the radical newspaper
L'Aurore, he thought up the explosive headline 'J'Accuse' to
Zola's famous letter on behalf of Dreyfus to the President

of the Republic, During the Boer War he once again came to

the fore as a Journalist when he defended Britain against the
rabidly &nglophobic attacks of the bulk of the French press.
And, indeed, throughout these years Clemenceau's outspoken
criticisms both in the press and in the Chamber of Deputies

of varilous French Covernments had earned him the reputation
cf being one of the most formidable politicians of the Third
Republic, It was these more positive aspects of Clemenceau's
career that the newspapers and journals in Britain stressed.
Of his dubious connections with men involved in the notorious
Panama scandal, on the other hand, they had little to say,

Just as they tended to ignore the fact that over the years
Clemenceau had acquired as many enemies as admirers, At thé
same time, they refuted outright the notion that Clemenceau was
as yet too inexperienced a politician to become a successful
Minister of the Interior and countered that the sheer force
of his personality was more than enough to see him through
Vriia. ooluvatin gt wiich wis 1o Trandor e iin ’
out on top after ver§ short submissions, i; the inst{gcgogg
social solidarity, In England thls seems to be stronger than
in France, but in France it is strong. Men refuse to see

their society's wealth recklessly destroyed, however unjustly
minute is their own share in it'.




any trouble., Doubtless this was what the ggiix_gg;gnlglg
was suggesting when it wrote in March 1906 that 'the most
notable feature of the new Cabinet is the inclusion in it
of M.Clemenceaul...'s Clemenceau's obvious political
qualities, together with his unquestioned liking for Britain,
would, it added, make English Liberals 'watch with the
liveliest interest his career as Minister'.34

Clemenceau's subsequent performmnce in office more or
less fulfilled these expectations of him., Certainly he was
not averse to dealing almost singlehandedly with the series
of labour disturbances that arose in the spring of 1906,
When the course of events in the Nord and the Pas~de=Calails
threatened tc get out of control, it was he who intervened
personally by first dispatching troops to quell the riots
and then by visiting the striking miners and their families
to hear their grievances, ©Similarly, when rumours began
running wild in Paris a few days later about the nature of
the forthcoming May Day demonstrationsy it was Clemenceau
who took precautions for law and order by issuing a public
curfew and stationing troops about the French capital., And
in the spring of 1907, it was he who showed almost equal
firmness in dealing with the wine-growers revolt in the
Soligh of France, The only difference was that whereas in

the first twe instances Clemenceau did not hesitate to use

34 Qg;;z_gn;ggﬁglg& 14 March 1906, Clemenceau's stature in
Britain can perhaps best be seen when measured against the
comments which the newspapers were making about other political
figures in France at the time, They never regarded him, as
they did M.,Combes, as 'a spirited party leader and a born
fighter, but not exactly a great personality or Commanding
intellect'. (See Manchester Guardian, 14 January 1905.) Nor
did they see him? as some did M, Rouvier, as 'a wily, tactful
personality, an "old Parliamentary hand"', capable o% dealing
with rivals but relying on cunning rather than force of
character to keep his Government going, (See D News,

18 January 1905)
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forcey, in the last he waited before dispatehing troops to the
affected areas because at first he 'failed to recognise the
serioﬁsneas of the situation'.35

In the main, such confrcntations werc treated by the
British nress as solid evidence that Clemenceau had definite
qualities both as a politician and as a national leader., As
far as the Dgily Ixpregg was concerned, Clemenceau's actions
at the time of the 1906 May Day celebrations were 'brilliant'
because they had 1ntimidatgd ghe demonstrators and gained the

35 Qlﬂﬂﬁgﬂ_ﬂﬂlnlg; 24 June 1907, The story of the wine-grouers
crisis in the spring and summer of 1907 is a long and complex
one, and many contem.orary organs of opinion in Britain were
at pains to explain 1t to their readers in great cetail,
Sriefly, the revolt, which was more or less confined to the
Midi, was caused by an excess production of wines, At the turn
of tﬁe century, !1idi wine-growers, whose vineyards had cnly
just been cleared of the dreaded phylloxera plaguc, were
confronted with stiffer competition from growing areas,
particularly Algerla, and the adulteration of their own

by the sugar producers of the industrial North, The wine
thus made was largely poor in quality as well as cheap in
price, and the growers maintained that they could not grow and
sell enough of it tc hold con to their property or pay their
taxes, ‘ccordingly, the growers began to demand in the early
vears of the twentieth century full scale state action in the
form of subsidies, temporary tax exemption for the growers,
and an adulteration bill tc 1limit the watering andé the
sugaring of wine by the northern manufacturers. +‘hen in early
1907 the Chamber of Deputies passed a bill that complied with
only some of these demands, the wine-growers, under the
leadership of a M,Harcelin ilbert, began a series of protest
meetings and demonstraticns in various socuthern towns and
cities, At first the demonstrators were few in number, but
soon farm labourers Jjoined the ranks in droves sc that by
mid=June 1907 no less than seven hundred thousand neonle were
marching through the streets of Beziers and llontpellier
threatening to stage a tétal insurrection if all thelr demands
were not immediately met, It was only at this pcint that
Clemenceau decided to act, and even then the initlal steps he
took seemed to worsen the situation, The I'rench prenmier ordered
the 17th Infantry iiilitia to suppress the mob, and fatal clashes
ensued, To moke matters worse, a large number of the soldiers,
many of whom were natives of tﬁe affected aregqs, nmutinied rather
than obey Clemenceau's orders., It was not untii fresh troops
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from other narts of the country were sent in that the insurrection
finally subsided, A4t the end of June, Clemenceau sent for Albert
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confidence of public opinion.36

A week later, when the

results of the 1906 general election gave the Sarrien Ministry
a majority in the Chamber of Deputies, the Daily Chronicle
argued that it was Clemenceau who had earned the victory because
'it was in his department that prominent events immediately
before the elctions belonged'.37 And during the 1907 crisis

in the Midi newspapers like the Scotsman praised Clemenceau

as a man who 'does not shrink frog responsibility' and who

fcan be bold and unflinching alike in deed and word'.38 Even
left-wingers in Britain, while deprecating Clemenceau's
'uncalled for' attacks on French Socilalists and his 'mishandling'
of the 1906 miner's strike, acknowledged the attributes of his
character. 'He has never abandoned a cause on account of its
unpopularity, nor has he ever failed to take up a case (gic)
because it might damage his position', wrote H.ll, Hyndman

of Clemenceau upon the latter's accession to the premiership

in October 1906, 'Skilled in every physical as well as in
every intellectual exercise, his only drawbacks are that he is
an individualist and an anti-Socialist'.>? But while British
edltors and journalists put forth all this on behalf of

to meet him in Paris, where further concessions to the striking
wine-growers were agreed upon, Nevertheless, there can be
little doubt that, at its height, the revolt was one of the
worst ever to con%ront the Third Republic.
36 Daily Express, 2 May 1906,
37 Daily Chronicle, 9 May 1906, On the other hand, the

er G (2 Hay 1906) felt that Clemenceau had
over-reacted to the announcement of the 1906 workers' May Day
parade, protesting that their object all along had been 'to
demons%ratc, not to revolt; to urge an economic demand, not
to subvert society, law, and order', Later, Laurence Jerrold
accused Clemenceau of deliberately over-reacting so as tec make
the Government appear stronger than it actually was on the eve
of the elections, See L, Jerrcld, 'M Clemenceau', Contemporary
Re 90 (NOV. 1906) 6840
38 %ﬁiﬂmn, 21 June 107
39 H.M. Hyndman, 'M,. Clemenceau's administration', Justice,

27 Octdber 1906



Clemenceau in connection with the disorders of 1906«7, there
was another, and in their minds, more important, point which
they sought to press home to theilr readers., They maintained
that the strikes and insurrectlions of these two years were
only passing phenomena and that, far from shaking the social
and political foundations of the country, the recent
disturbances had only served to demonstrate how capable
France was of meeting any challenge from within, The chief
result of these troubles, wrote the Economist at the time of
the Midi revolt, .
has been to exhibit once more the stability of the
Republic, M. Clemenceau's !{inistry had been threatened
with overthrow ever since it took office, partly by
Jealous rivals, partly by a section of 1%5 advanced
supporters for whom its policy, Socialistic as it is,
has not been Socialistic enough. It has surmounted
dangers which seemed a priorl the gravest possible for
any Ministry in any country of Western Eurocpe, It has
been in conflict with the whole forces of the Roman

Church, and with all that Church's auxiliaries outside
the sphere which is properly political, It has had to

face profound discontent in the higher ranks of the army,
serious labour troubles, and now a movement which has run

counter to all the centralising tendencies of T'rench
Covernments since the first Revolution, and which has
affected the most law-abiding class of F'rance, Yet it
has come successfully through them all, even, so far as
can be seen, the last, 40

Once again, the British press showed 1ts determination to

portray France as a highly stable country. Regardless of all

the troubles in France, whether they be major insurrections,

labour and religious disturbances, or merely a succession of

short-lived governments, the newspapers and journals, by virtue

of their own peculiar twist of logiec, insisted that at bottom

all was well in France. But this was not all., The nress

maintained that in the realm of international politics as well

40 FLconomist, 29 June 1907.
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as domestic affairs the French Government and the bulk of the
French people vwere on the side of law and crder and in favour of

pursuing their objectives In a peaceable fashion.

That the various organs of opinion in Britain should regard
France as a peaceful and stable force in world polities is
perhaps in itself scarcely surprising. As has been pointed
out elsewhere, I'rance's desire tc come to a comprehensive
settlement with Britain on cclonial matters in 1904 and her
willingness in the end to accede to CGerman demgnds about a
conference of the Pouers to handle the Morocean guestion in
19056 were both taken as signs in Britain that rance was a
pacific-miﬁdsd nation, Yet for some organs of opinion there
was more to the matter than this., As they saw 1t, Trance's
fpac:lf:lc.‘L:’im:l did not stem from any new diplomatic policies
emanating from the Quai d'Orsay so much as it did from certain
deep~rooted forces at work in French society. In particular,
they stressed the 'depopulation question', a rroblem which had
long afflicted #rance, most noticeably sinee the end of the
Franco~Prussiasn ¥ar, Hhefeaslin 1871 there were roughly as
many Frenchmen as there were Germans, by the early years of
the twentieth century there were nearly half again as many of
the latter as of the former; Hor was it only the Germans who
were outstripping the I'rench in this respect, DIritain, Italy,
Russia, and Austria were all enjoying a substantially higher

surplus of births over deaths than was France at this time, 41

41 The surplus of births over deaths was so low in France dur
these years that between 1896 and 1901, for example, the population
inereased by only 500,000, and almost ﬁalf of this %igure could be
accounted for by the influx of immigrant workers from Italy, Spain,
and elsewhere, (See Charles Dawbarn, 'The depopulation questian
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many conscripts as France by 1916.4‘4 Given these comparisons
and predictions for the future, it 1s not surprising that a
number of contemporary writers should see a new role for
France in the ranks of the Powers of the world, As one such
contemporary writer put it: 'The sense of her growing weakness
has completely altered the character of the French nation, Her
rulers and the people think less of glory than they used to,
France 1s no longer a military nation, She no longer aspires
to rule the Continent, She has become a peaceful and
conservative nation which will do everything she can do to
avold war'.45
Indeed, there were a number of events happening in France
that seemed to bear out this statement. Between 1903 and 1907
French pacifist groups were busy publicising their cause,
Particularly active were the anarchists who, under the
leadership of cne Gustave Hervé, sought to promote desertions
and disruptions within the ranks of the army and navy by
spreading anti-military propaganda in the barracks. Their
activities were not entirely without fruit.46 French Socilalists,
if somewhat more divided than the anarchists as to what their
attitude would be in the event of war, were scarcely less

anti-militaristic, At their Congress at Chélons in November
1905, they overwhelmingly condemned the armaments budget passed

44 Dawbarn, 0D, gi*. DPe 966,

45 0, Eltzﬁacher The balance of power in Europe' lineteenth
§§n§%22.&n@.&;§219 LVII (May, 1905), 795. For similar views

see erseus ‘rance and the equipoise of Europe', Eg;&gighﬁ;z

_%Ii%E Nov 1905), 771,

n “ebruary 903 there occurred a minor munity at Poitiers

as a result of anarchist newspapers and pamphlets being distributed

at the garrison there., And according tc the j ne ter, 1907,

(pe 277), some Frenchmen felt that the mysterious explcsion on

the battleship Jena, in which more than a hundred men were

killed while it was in dock in Toulon, was due to anarchist-inspired
indiscipline in the Navy,



by the Chamber of Deputiem earlier that year.47

lMeanwhile,
even the Trench Government seemed to be getting in on the act,
In lMarch, 1905, the Rouvier Ministry secured the passage of a
long=delayed bill that reduced military conscription from
three years to t:wb.

Did all this indicate that Ffance was becoming a
tdangerously' pacifist country? As far as most organs of
opinion in Britain were concerneﬂ,.the answer was in the
negative, While not go@ng so far as to deny the significance
of the above developmeonts, cohtemporary observers in Britailn
argued that at most these developments amounted to a mere
strong distaste in France for aggressive policies and an
attempt on the paft of the people to insure that the army
remain well under the control of the State. Thus in the
opinion of the Egli;ﬂgll_ggggggg there was in TFrance a 'deep
and strong current of revolt against the intolerable burden
of militarism’'. But the 'noble instinct of a man to fight
"for the little things he cares about",' it hastened to add,
twould suffice to disappoint the expectaticns of those who
affect to believe that Frenchmen and Germans, if face to face
in the field, would either fraternise or flee'.48 Likewise,
one writer, while admitting that in France 'the Anglo-French
understanding would be ruined if it were once Welieved that
it was intended to be used for aggressive purposes’,

nevertheless argued that the great majority of Frenchmen were

neither pacifist nor anti-militarist.49 Needless to say,

438 Ea.l.l._m.l_fiam%s&, 23 September 1903,
49 Robert Dell, 'rench pollitics and the coming elections',

ng Egigh;lz T‘:.e!igu’ 79 (J&n-’ 1906), 690
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remarks such as these had the effect of increasing publie
confidence in Britain about the stability of the Third
Republic and the soundness of its institutions., Vhat is morey
they helped to support the notion that "rance was the ideal
nation for Britain to enter into diplomatic partnerships; for
although the Trench wepe still strong enough to count in the
political and military couneils of the world, they had
sufficient doubts about their strenzgth not to consider
perverting the Entente into an alliance for some selfish aim
like the recovery of Alsace-lorraine. Above all, Prance
simply wanteé peace, TFor a war, 'even if it were victorious,
would mean the temporary suspension of many of her democratic
liberties, while should it be disastrous the political door would
be open wide te all those importunate pretenders and sinister
adventurers whom she has hitherto so successfully locked out'.go
In the early years of the twentieth century, the main
concern of the various organs of opinion in Britain in their
commenté on domestic events in Trance was that of the stability
of the Third Republics That the newsparers and journals became
preoccupied with this themé was due, to a large extent at any
rate, to the lingering influence ﬁf the late lord Salisbury?'s
cutlook on foreign affairs, Certainly at least some people in
Britain at this time still retained some of the former
Conservative premief's reservations about coming to an
understanding with a government of the Third Republic, and it
vas these reservations that the press set out to overcome in
its leader-articles on 'rench politics, DBetween 1903 and 1905,
the newspapers and Journals had comparatively little difficulty
in perforuing this task, The longevity of the Combes Ministry,

9C Rowland Otrong, 'M, Rouvier and the French people', U
Gazette, 11 September 1905, pp. 1e2. '



the continuing decline in political fortune and popularity of
the parties of the extreme Right, and the superficial calm on
the labour front, were all readily cited to show that France
was a contented and orderly country. After 1905, when the
tensions of I'rench politics and society began to manifest
themselves more and more openly, the press undoubtedly began
to find the pursuance of this theme a bit more difficult,
Nevertheless, 1t was their approach rather than their tune
that the newspapers altered. Whereas earlier they measured
the stability of France in terms of her supposed domestic
tfanquility or the durability of her ministries, later they
did so only in terms of the capacity of the various French
premiers to continue governing within a democratic framework
despite the numerous internal upheavals, No doubt it does say
something for the Third Republic that it could be confronted
with a succession of short-lived ministries, an unprecedented
serles of industrlal strikes, a major insurrection of farm
workers, and the open hostility of the extreme Right and the
Roman Catholie Church, and yet survive, But to argue this
point, as so many of the newspapers did, at a time when in fact
France's internal trocubles seemed to be mounting and showed no
end in sight was to do little other than to glve the British
reading public a false impression of the country. One can only
presume that this was done to keep the Entente Cordiale in the
highest esteem of British publie opinion,
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CHAPTER V
B1lITISH ATTITUDES TCWARDS THE CHURCHe-STATE SEPARATION ISSUE IN FRANRCI
On the fact of it, the struggle that took place betwcen
Church and State in France in the early years of the twentieth
century ought not to have attracted particular notice in Britain.
After all, the two opposing sides in the struggle, the parties
of the Bloe and the Roman Catholie Church, were either relatively
unknown or regarded with suspicion in Britain., DMoreover, the
conditions which gave rise to the conflict were deep-rooted,
complex, and unlike anything in Britain's recent history and
thus did not readily lend themselves to the attention of the
average Sritish newspaper reader, A4nd yet, despite this, the
various organs of opinion in Britain were to report and comment
on the Separation issue in France in depth and with an unusual
degree of interest,
Why was this the case? The answer, it seems, 1s many fold,

For one thing, a number of British people were increasingly cof
the opinion at this time that, although the relationship between
Church and State in Britain differed greatly in form from that
in Francey the former country had much to learn from the latter
in the matter of dealing with an established religion. In
particular, this was the feeling in Liberal and Noneonformist
circles throughout the country, where many drew striking
parallels between French efforts tc secularise education and
their own attempts to repeal the 1902 Balfour Act. But
interest in the matter alsoc prevailed in Wales where the
disestablishment of the Anglican Church was already becoming a

major politieal question, as well as in Ireland, where the big
part played by the Cathelie Church in local affairs resembled
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to some extent the situation in France, For another thing,
many newspapers in Britain saw in the Separation issue the
seeds of a conflict which could one day bring considerable
strife and disorder to France, This threatened to destroy for
good the peace and stability which they sald the Third Republie
had more or less enjoyed since its founding in 1870, Still
another reason for this 1nterest was the pogsiufiity that the
quarrel between the Vatican and France which accompanied the
disestablishment question would have wide repercussions in
the sphere of international politics and intensify the already
fierce rivalry of the Creat Powers in the Near and Far East.
It was the combination of these three factors which more than
anything else induced indlvidual writers as well as the
newspapers and journals in Britain to study the disestablishment
issue in France very closely.
1.
Of all the writings that appeared in Britain on the French

Church-State question, one of the most authoritative and
informative was J,E.C, Bodley's book, The Church in France.
Published in 1906, when the conflict between the Vatican and

the Third Republic was still very much in progress, this work
sought to give a thorough exposition of the relationship

between Church and State in France from the time of the 1801
Concordat to the passing of the Separation lLaw in December 1905.1

1 The book was, in fact, little more than a printed version
of two lectures which Bodley gave in January 1906 to the Royal
Institution in Iondon, These lectures, which were attended by
a number of prominent people, including the Archbishop of
Canterbury, were perhaps the most impartial account rendered in
Britain on the subject, Bedley, a Protestant, could not in
accordance with the regulations of the Royal Institution present
his own views on the matter, Nevertheless, what he did say
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Bodley argued in his work that the latest round of difficulties
between the Roman Catholie Church ané the French Government
could be traced directly to the Dreyfus affair, The 'scurrilous'
role played by a few French clergymen, particularly those in
the religious orders, had created a situation which allowed

the French people, once they discovered that they had 'gone
mad' over the Dreyfus affair, to make a scapegoat of the entire
Clerical party 'for an infatuation which it shared with
nine-tenths of the population'., The Ralliement which Pope Leo XIII
had promulgated ih 1892 was suddenly at an end, and as had been
the case in the earlier days of the Third Republic, the Church
was once again publiecly linked with the forces of reaction and
subversion in France., The hostility against the réligious
associations, 'always latent in the majority of French minds',
was roused once again, and it was at this point that
Waldeck~-Rousseau re-entered politics '"to rid the nation of the
nightmare of the Dreyfus case... and regulate definitively the
question of the Assocliations, lay and religious'. This he more
or less managed te do with the passage of the Associations Law
in July 1901, which placed a great many restrictions on the
Orders, When the French people in effect gave their sanction
to this Law by voting for the various parties of the Bloe in
the general election of 1902, Waldeck-Rousseau resigned the

premiership and was succeeded by Emile Combes, a man who had

creztes the impression that he sympathised with the Church of
Rome. A brief summary of the two lectures can be found in
xgg_ziggg, 22 January 1906 (p.3) and 29 January 1906 (p.3),
which later praised BDodley for having brought to the subject
'a mass of knowledge accumulated by study and personal
residence in France's (See The Times, 2 February 1906,)
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none of his predecessor's 'impartial qualities'. Combes then
| began his term of office by applying the 1901 Law in the

most vigorous manner possible and, indeed, supplemented it
with other legislation in 1904 which suppressed the teaching
orders altogether, In the meantime, Pope Leo XIII, 'a
diplomatist of penetrating sagacity', had died and was
succeeded in the summer of 1903 by Pius X, 'a prelate of
unexampled piety' but 'inexperienced in politiecs and
diplomacy, and unacquainted with the people of France and its
language'. Taken together, the obstinacy of the new Pope
and the fanaticism of the new French premier managed to
intensify the conflict, and on 11 December 1905 the Chamber

of Deputies passed a law which formally brought the century

old Concordat tec an end.2

2 J.E.C. Bodley, The ngggg in F;g%gg (London, 1906),
ppp 50, 52=60, 1t 1s perhaps best a his point to sum up the
nature of the relationship of the various churches with the
State in France prior to the December 1905 Law and to e®plain
the changes that the Law introduced, Throughout most of the
nineteenth century, all the major religions of France,
Protestantism and &udaism as well as Roman Catholicism, were
subsidised by the State. ©Secular clergymen of all denominations
were paid salaries out of a Budget for Public Worship, the
estimates of which were determined annually by the legislature.
Apart from financing clerical salaries, the Budget for Public
Worship also subvented the upkeep and expenses of the various
parish churches and synagogues throughout the country, though
not the monasteries or convents, With the Roman Catholie Church,
which during the Bourbon Restoration had become the official
Church in France, the French Government had a speclal relationship
arising largely out of the Concordat of 1801, Under the terms of
this agreement made by Napoleon Bonaparte and Pope Pius VII, the
French Government secured the right to nominate, subject to
papal veto, ecclesiastical candidates tc fill vacant French
bishoprics. The Government was also conferred with, amongst
other things, the right to intervene in the nomination of
French Cardinals and the right of jurisdiction over French
religious establishments at Rome., It was for these privileges
that the French Government undertook in exchange to guarantee
g suitable salary for all Bishops and pariochal clergymen within
rance,
Virtually all of this, however, was drastically altered as
a result of the 1905 Separation lLaw, Without denying freedom of
conscience or of public worship, provided that its terms were




2. Anglican and Roman Catholic views on the matter

Up to this point there was a general consensus of opinion
in Britain; beyond that, however, contemporary organs of
opinion disagreed about the origins of the struggle as well

as about what was at stake, For their part, Anglicans were

adhered to, the new Law did away with Roman Catholicism as
being the official religion. The French Government renounced
any of its claims to investiture, intervention in the nomination
of Cardinals, and other privileges. The 1905 Separation Law
also did away with the yearly Budgets of Public Worship, and
churches of all denominations were now to finance themselves
through subscriptions, weekly collections, and fees for
religious ceremonies., In return, the CGovernment promised to
grant pensions to retiring cé#ergymen, the amount of which
would depend upon the age and length of service in the pay of
the State of the individual concerned. Likewise, those
clergymen not qualified for a pension were granted state
subsidies, to be paid in diminishing proportions in'the first
four years following disestablishment, Those chaplains
performing duties in secondary publiec schools, hospitals, and
prisons were, however, to be continued to be maintalned by the
State., In addition, all religious establishments were to
reorganise themselves along lines stipulated by the 1901 Law
into ggggglgﬁj@gnguxlgggllgg, or 'associations for publie
worship!, By the terms of this particular clause of the

1905 Law, all parish churches, like the monasteries and convents
before tﬁem, had to apply for special authorisation from the
French Government before they could re-open. Priests, ministers,
and sabbls were obliged to make a preliminary declaration of

a public meeting with the anthorities each time they wished to
hold service, a requirement which later had to be modified in
view of the opposition which this clause provoked in clerical
ranks., This same clause allowed agents of the Ministry of
I"imance to 1lnspeet yearly the accounts of the churches and to
limit their funds on a scale proporticnate to their revenues.
Article III of the 1905 Separation Law empowered the Government
with the right to take an inventory of all the possessions of
the Churches in order to determine the value, origin, and

legal ownership of any ecclesiastical proper%y. For a full
account of the 1905 Separation Law, see ibid., pp.145-170.

o |
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" largely sympathetic with the cause of the Catholles in France,
Somey like the Church Times, the voice of 'High' Anglicanism
aqd one of the largesteselling religious weeklies in BEritain,
felt this way beeause they viewed the struggle as fundamentally
one of Christianity against atheism. The Roman Catholie Church,
it argued, was locked in mortal combat with a group of
'malevolent and irreligious' politiecilans wheo, aslong with the
Freemasons, were alming to destroy not only Catholiecism but
also all forms of religion in France as such, It wgs these
men who first whipped up the 'formidable amcunt of venomous
hatred' of all the religiome in the Third Republic, and it was
they who were keeping such sentiments alive with their ‘'shocking
blasphaﬁies' in tﬁm preas.B The Roman Catholie Church 'means
religion in France'y, wrote the Church Times, and 'any defeat
it suffers is a defeat of raligian'.4

Others, while not entirely disagreeing with this, were
more inclined to see the struggle primarily as cne between
Catholieism and Soclalism., In a speclally written article to
the Yestminster Gazettes D.C. Lathbury, editor of the
Anglo-Catholic weekly the Guardians noted this tc be the case
and argued that the ccntest was important enough to afieet not
only the future of religion in France, but also the very way of
1ife as most "renchmen then knew it, At the moment the real

3 %ngg&_:%mﬁg, 15 May 1903 and 24 August 1906, By contrast,
the Chureh of #ome was portrayed as an organisation 1nnncent1y
defending its own interests and property throughout Trance.

See 17 July and 20 November 1903,
4 August 1906,




issues at stake had become blurred because the separation of
Church and State in France was an integral part of the
legislative programme both of the Socialists and of the Liberals
in the 3lo¢, lathbury contended, 'But when the religious
revolution is accomplished the other half of the Socialist
programme will come to the front, After doing their utmost
to destroy one great institution they will take in hand a
second, Will the French nation be as patient under an attack
en private property as they have shown themselves under the
attack on religion?'.5 No doubt Lathbury was presenting only
one slde of the coiny for there can be no question that
anti-clericalism helped to keep the troubled Combes Ministry
together at least as much as it helped lead TFrance down the
path of Soclalism, Vhatever the forces behind the campaign,
however, it would not be too much to say that Anglicans In
general regarded them as posing a far greater evil to the moral
fibre of France than the Roman Catholie Church, It was for this
reason that Church of England members sympathised so much with
the latter in its struggle with the republican politicians,
although it would only be correct to mention that the analogous
position of the two religions in the two countries also played
its part. Nevertheless, as will be seen later, hatred of
atheism and fear of Socialism were not enough to prevent
Anglican opinion iIn Britain from redressing its outlook on the
matter in the light of Pius X's later uncompromising stance with
the leaders of the Freneh Government,

British Roman Catholics adopted much the same outlock,

9 D.,C, Lathbury, 'The Concordat and disestablishment',
destminster Gazethe, 23 August 1904, pp. le2,
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The leading Catholic organ of opinion in Britain at the tinme
was the Iablet, and like the Church Times, the Iablet was
convinced that the struggle was essentially one against athelsn,
'The Republic's refusal to recognise any religion'y, it wrote in
early 1906 after the Separation Bill had finally become law,
'is nothing short of a national apostasy'.6 Like D,C. Lathbury,
it pointed an accusing finger at French Sceialists; behind the
whole affair, it said, were 'the rabld anti-Clericals of the
Left'y who year by year had brought up the question of the
denunciation of the Concordat despite the reluctance of the
Government and the Chamber alike,’ Of course, British
Catholies had good reason to be concerned abcut the course of
events in France, Not only did the brunt of the anti-clerical
struggle fall upon the shoulders of their French co-religionists,
but even some members of their own ranks had been directly
affected by it, Hence, it was their aim to take positive steps
on behalf of their religious brethren across the Channel,
Spearheading this campaign of the Catholies in Britain was
Cardinal Bourney Archbishop of Westminster and a prominent
figure in the fight against the 1906 Liberal Education Bill
as well as the struggle for Catholic 'rights! across the Channel,
Bourne's primary intention was te seek some sort of compensgtion
on behalf of British Catholic clergymen in France like the
Benedictines at Doual, whose property had been confiscated by
the French Government, With this in mind, he made personal
representations to the Foreign Office, But at the same time,

Bourne was anxious to eriticise the more general aspects of

6 T s 6 January 1906,
7 .9 15 July 1905,
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the disestablishment campaign in France, and from the pulpit
he delivered a series of sermons denouncing the French
anti—clericals.8 Nor was the Archbishop of Westminster the
only Roman Catholiec in the country to adopt such tactics.
In the House of Commonsy a coterie of Catholic M,P.s, most
of them Irish Nationalists, beleagured whichever CGovernment
that happened to be in power with a battery of cquestions
similar to those which Cardinal Bourne had been posing first
to Lord Lansdowne and then to G8ir Edward Grey: How many
British subjects owned church property in France? To which
religious denominations did they belong? To what extent
would these people be affected if the proposed Separation Bill
became law? And 1f worst did come to worsty would the
British Government take any steps on their behalf?’ Meanwhile,
individual laymen and the Catholie weeklies like the Iablet
continued to give the reading public their view of the broader
issues Involved through a series of editorials, speclally
written articles, meetings, and lectures.

Needless to say, none of these representations had any
real impact on Anglo-French relations, Roman Cathollie pleas

8 Many of the Cardinal's remakks about the Church-State question
in France were guoted in the French press and produced much
annoyance and embarmassment in higheranking Sritish diplomatic
circles, The British ambassador to France, Sir Francis Bertie,
for instance, complained to the Liberal Foreign Secretary Grey
on 24 December 1906: 'I see by the !atin of this morning that
in a sermon at a church in Warwick Street he (Cardinal Bourne)
has been abusing the French Government, This seems from the
point of view of the worldly interests of his seminarists
progégés rather short-sighted'. See the Bertie Papers,
F(oreign) 0(ffice) 800/49,

9 g;nag;g Parl, Debates, H, of C,y Fourth Series, CXXVI
(25 July 1903), 6823 CXLIX (20 July 1905), 1370-71; and
CLXVII (19 Dedember 1906), 1529,



15¢C,

on these points either went ignored or were answered by a

Foreign Cffice 'non pessumus', In 1903, for instance,

Lord Lansdowne refused Cardinal Bourne's request forrcompensation
on behalf of the Benedictines at Douai on the ground that it
was difficult te ask Parls "to make an exeception in favour of
the English eommunity'.lo Three years later, Grey made more
or less the same point when the fate of a number of British
and Irishe-run seminaries in France became uncertain because
they did not comply at first with French law by forming
assoelations cultuelles, 'All we could do in such a case',
he later explained, ‘was to ask that the institutions in which
British subjeets were interested or Dritish property invelved
should receive the same treatment as the French CGovernment
gave to their own subjeets'.,’ It appeared to British
Catholics that nothing would stir the Foreign Office to act
on behalf of what they considered to be Jjustice, To

Franeis A, Casquet, the Abbot-Fresident of the English
monastery at Doual, it was an 'unheard of ' argument of the
Balfour Government that, if British subjects went on their
own will tc live abroad, virtually nothing ecculd be done to
defend their property and interests there, 'Recent cases in
Venezuela and elsevhere', Gasquet contended, 'seem to throw
considerable doubt upon this as 2 principle of British
diplomaey ', ? ot that Gasquet, or any other Catholies in
Britaln for that matter, allowed the disestablishment issue
in France to affect their Judgment of the Entente Cordiale,
Un the contrary, they welcomed the 1904 understanding with

10 Quoted in iy 9 May 1903,

11 See Crey's letter to Bertie, 18 December 1906, in the
Sertie Papers, F.0, 30 /49,

12 See Casquet's letter to the editor of the (uarterly Review,
198 (July=Oct.y 1903), pp.543=544,
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France just as warmly as any other section of British publie
cninion.13 Rather, their complaint was that 'English
ecclesiastics in France should alone be exempted from the
benefits of the ent s and that while it disables the
British Covernment from asserting their rights, 1t has no
affect in modifying the scur and surly persecution by the
Republican Government of all who wear the religious habit'.l4
In any event, it is unlikely that, even had British Catholics
clamoured for an end of the close diplomatic partnership
with France, they would have succeeded; for as the Economist
pointed out, the sufferings of the Roman Cathelle Chureh in
France, if it was really suffering, 'could only affect only
a section of English opinion, whieh would be more than
eounterbalanced by other forces at present powerful in
British polities, 1)
3. Yiews of other Protestant zroups

Nonconformist opinion in Britain, however, adopted a very
different view of the matter. Almost from the outset of the
struggle, dissenting Protestants in Britain had sided with

those Frenchmen favouring disestablishment. Their reason for

13 s 16 April 1904,

19 August 1905, In the House of Commons, however,
one Catholie M.Pey a lMr MecKean representing Monaghan Scuth
asked in view of all that was going on in France whether tﬁe
Prime Minister would ‘'advise his Majesty, King Edward, to
annul ond dissolve the alliance between %his country and France
generally known as the ﬁﬂ&ﬂﬂ&ﬁESQlﬂinlﬂ unless and until the
Prench Government undertakes th respect the rights of conscience
on the part of, and the rights of property belenging toi French

citizens'. The request was greeted with outbursts of laughter,
and the Deputy Speaker refused to table the guestion, Jee
%gggagg, Parl., Debates, H, of C., Fourth Series, CLXVII

19 December 1906), 1529-1530,

15 E s 18 August 1906,



doing so was twofold, In the first place, they were inclined
to look upon the controversy over the Separation Bill as but
the latest in a series of rows between the Vatican and the
Third Republie in which the former was trying to prevent the
latter from becoming master in its own house, TFor them, this
was the Middle iAges all over again, and Combes and his
supporters were entirely correct in trying to expel the
religious orders and put an end to the Concordat.16 In the
second place, many British Protestants were hoping that out

of the struggle would arise a new national religion in France
which would reject the Papacy and would re-organise itself along
a framework more familiar to them., 'What one would think most
desirable'y, wrote the | 9 'is that France should
follow in some degree the lines on which the English Reformation
proceeded, should by force separate the Church from Rome,
reconstitute the Gallican National Church, abjure the Pope,

and establish Catholicism throughout France on a democratic
basis. That would be to bring religion to the national sidej

it would rapidly tend to bring enlightenment and reform into

the Church itself, and prepare for a complete separation of
Chureh and State so soon as the Chureh had learned to walk
alone'.17 Not that British Protestants were unaware that the
proposed Separation Bill was also a bldu to the Reformed
Churches in France. In a report to the 1905 General Assembly
of the Church of Scotland at Ldinburgh, it was pointed out

16 See6 for instance, Methodigt Times, 26 March 1903 and

26 May 1 04.
17 «9 26 May 1904, At the same time, however, the llethodist

Iimes a i%ted that the chances of France %eetOMng brotestant

or even experiencing revived Gallicanism were remote: 'The

~true difficulty is that neither the dominant party nor the

“'ecountry generally has seriofls hold of any religion outside the

Roman Church. The Protestants are few, respectable and inerts

too rich and well placed to become popular. Most of the

Liherals‘ if not actually atheists, have no institutional

religion', For strikingly similar views, see the Church of

Scotland Assembly Papers (1906), pp.303-804,




that the Huguenots alone in France stocd to lose £73,600 a

18 sather, they

year if the State subsidies were withdrawn.
merely felt that in this, 'as in countless other ways, the
Protestant Churches have to share the penzlties provoked by
the travesty of religion presented by the Church of Rome.'lg
Clearly, then, this was the sort of issue in which
sectarian passions in Britain could become easily aroused,
Indeed, on certain occasions they reached a piteh of near
hysteria, When it became known, for example, that some of the
expelled FPrench monks and nuns were resettling in England, many
Protestants in the country sounded the alarm, As they saw 1t,
this was a repetition of events after the Civil Constitution
of the Clergy of 1792, the only difference being that the
French émigrés might this time cross the Channel in even
greater numbers, As a2 result, a number of M.’.s at
Westminister demanded to hear from the lome Secretary the
exact number of French monasteries and convents that had
transferred their institutions to Britain once the closures

20 Cn several occasions between 1903 and

in Trance had begun,
1905 did Protestant organs of opinion beg the Conservative

Government to widen the scope of its Aliens Bill so as to be

18 Church of Seotland, Assembly Papers, 1906 1995 %1*.

19 s 5 August 1905, By’contr;st ritish Jews,
whose F'rench co-religionists were enduring much the same fate as
the Protestants, placed no blame whatsocever on the Roman
Catholic Church for the situation in France. They merely
regretted the action of the French Government and expressed
the hope that, in the long run, the freeing of French Judaism
from its official connectiochs would make for its 'increased

strength and efficiency'. (See l!!iﬂh.5929¥§9%£9 26 January 1906.)
20 Eﬂnﬁﬂfi Parl. Debates, H, of C,, Fourth berles, CL

(1 August 965), 1149, The Home Secretary Akers-Douglas could

not provide his questioner with the appropriate information,
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able to limit this new influx, 'The question of the
imnigration of aliens is not a mere question of poor Polish
Jews 'y wrote the Methodist Times; 'it has many sides ', Only
as thme wore on did English and Jelsh Dissentors and Jeottish
Presbyterians begin to shed their anxieties on this point when

it became apparent that French clerical émigrés were not
arriving in droves after all, But even then they did not
desist from using the Church-State Separation issue in
France as an excuse to vent their spleen against Roman
Catholiecism,
4. 3Zecular opinions

In addition to the various organs of religious opinion
in Britain it was the secular press, assisted by a few
individual experts on ecclesiastical matters, which tock the
lead in discussing the subject, As a mere issue in itself,
the collision between the Vatican and the French Covernment
over the rights of the Church in France would probably have
attracted at least some interest on the part of a few Liberal
and Consgervative newspapers in 3ritain. Yet it was to do
more - to gtart a lively debate in virtually all their leader
columns precisely because of the similarities between it and
another political/religious struggle that was taking place
at home, as well as because of its possible repercussions on
the relations ¢f the CGreat Powers, Only reecently had the
Salfour Government passed an act which, among other things,
placed the burden of maintaining denominational seeondary
schools on the shoulders of the rate-payer, thereby pleasing
the Anglicans and Roman Catholies but infuriating Free

21 Hethodlst Times, 23 4pril 1903,



Churchmen, most cf whose children attended the State-run or
'provided' schools. Eqgually outrageous to the Nonconformists
was the failure of the 1902 Act to do anything about the
'single scheol' areas, in which many of their children were
forced into being taught the Anglican creed for the lack of
other educational facilities. 4s religion and education had
combined to make for a burning political controversy in
Francey, it i1s not surprising that prominent British politicians
and influential British organs of oplnion should look across
the Channel for a solution to their own difficulties,
(a) Liberals, Radicals, and Socialists

This was particularly true of the Liberals, many of whom
were Nonconformists and therefore anxious to do away with what
they construed to be the more contentious clauses of the 1902
Education ﬁct.22 The Liberals were well aware that no precise
imitation of French methods of dealing with an established
Church would do for Britain, The political and social
conditions in the two countries were too diverse, the
conceptions of law and order prevailing in them were too
dissimilar, and the type of religion they were up against was
too different from the one in France, for this to take place
with apy hope of success.23 Nevertheless, British Liberals
did insist that the course of events in I'rance did bear some

resemblance to what was happening in England and Wales with

22 According to the Eree Church Year Book, 1906, (pp.306-311),
there were in the new Parliament of that year about two hundred
Liberal Dissenters in the House of Commons, out of which no less
than 193 favoured a reversal of the 1902 Education Act. This
latter figure included thirteen Scottish Presbyterians (not
connected with Established Church) and Utilitarians as well as
those belonging to the Evangelical Free Churches,

23 Seey for instance, H, Halliday Sparling's article 1n the

Liberal monthly, the Westminster Review, 167 (Feb., 1907), 125,
on this point.



regard to educations They argued that in both cases there

was an intrusion of clcricai pretensions into the political
sphere and that in both instances the people were siding with
the Covernment. 'What the right honourable Gentleman sees in
England', sald Lloyd George tc Sir Arthur Balfour in the midst
cf a heated debate on the Liberal Educaticn Bill in the House
cf Commons in the spring of 1906,

is only part of a general movement which occurs in every
democratic country in the world, There are three great
democratic countries, namely, “merica, France, and
England, What dc you see in France? It is a great
Catholic ccuntry, and what have they done with the
schools? What have they done with the Catholic religion?
They had an election fought there substantially upon the
same issue - the issue of clericalism, What happened
there? Exactly the same thing as in a Protestant country,.
Go to Mmerica. That 1s a country tc which Catholics flee
from the tyranny of denominational countries like GCermany
and this ccuntry,..vhat do they get there in denominational
instruction? They would not get a four-fifths clause,
America would not look at ite.... It is part of a great
movement, Democracy has come to the conclusion that
clericalism is its enemy, It is no use saying that this
is hatred towards an individual Church, It is the instinct
of three great democratic peoples moving in the same
direction towards what they believe to be real liberty

of conscience and the only guarantee for continuity of
liberty of consclence, 24

Not that Lloyd Georgey or any other Liberal for that matter,
ever ventured to say that a dissolution of the Concordat was the
panacea for France's problems with the Churchj for as the
Manchester Guardian noted, a complete break with Rome did not
necessarily spell an end to clerical intrigue or political

subversion, Indeed, it might increase such activities.,

24 s Parl. Debates, H. of C,, Fourth Series, CLVI
(8 iay 1906), 1186-1187, It perhaps should be mentioned here
that a number of Liberal newspapers fully endorsed the
President of the Zoard of Trade's views on the relationship
between Church and State in demoeratic countries and
enthusiastically quoted parts of his speech to the Commons in
their leader cclumns the next day., See, for example, Westminster

Gazette and Daily Chronicle, 9 May 1906.
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Nevertheless, both this and a good many other Liberal organs
of opinion in Britain felt that the Separation Bill would make
for a definite improvement on the existing state of affairs
in France, since its implementation would 'undoubtedly mark an
advance towards the ideal of a tolerant lay State'.a5

British Liberals, then, were very much in sympathy with
the efforts of those who sought to divorece Church and State
in France, Yet despite its rather pronounced views on the
subject, the Liberal press as a whole did not become as
exdted as the various organs of dissenting Protestant opinion,
In the first place, being concerned primarily with secular
rather than religious matters, it was more inclined toc see
the struggle as a political rather than a religious one, As
many Liberal newspapers saw it, the 'revolt' of the French
Government and pecople was not against the spiritual authority
of the Pope as such, but against 'foreign interference in the
political sphera'.26 French Freethinkers, it is true, had
played their part in the affair, but their role had been
'provided for them by the Vatican and nobody elae'.27 Unlike
the Methodist Timese most Liberal writers and journalists of
the day_were not even going to consider the possibility of a
resuscitated Gallican Church, In the second place, it began
tc dawn on many Liberals in Britain, particularly the more
left-wing ones, that the Churcheitate struggle in France was
not all that 1t appeared to be, While most Nonconformists and
others regarded the contest as one with nothing less than the




question of France's national sovereignty at stake, many
Radicals began to suspect that the whole affair was little
more than a maniére d'tre in French polities, a convenient
means of keeping together the ccnsfantly bickering parties

of the Blog. It was a theme which first found expression in
the Radical weekly the Speaker, which at the time of Combes's
fall from power in January 1905 argued that the only reason the
French premier lasted so long was because 'with all his vigour,
he did so 1little'. Combes knew that anti-clericalism was a
cause common to the various factions within his Covernment

and so deliberately kept it to the forefront, this journal
reckoned, DBut he came to the end of his resources when he

was forced by dissident left-wingers in Trance to enter upon
some truly constructive social 1egislation.28 British
Socialistsy of course, subsceribed to the same line of
thinking and, indeed, ehlarged upon it; for whereas the
Radicals accused certain French politicians of using the
disestablishment question merely to further their own ends,
the Socialists accused them of employing it to obscure 'the
real struggle® in France,.that of egalitarianism versus

privilege.29

Taken together, these suspicions did not
induce the Left in Britain to ignore France's Church-State
issue entirely, but they did tend to make the Left feel more
indifferent about the outecome than others,
(b) Congervatives
Conservative opinion in Britain, on the other hand, did
not take such a cynical view of the disestablishment issue in

France, Indeed, if anything, most right-wing organs of opinion

158,

28 Speaker, 21 January 1905.
29 3 2? ﬁpril 1906.



were inclined to think in virtually the opposite terms, namely,
that the bourgeois parties of the Bloc were playing a dangerous
game in asking Socialist support to deal with the Church., Nor
were British Conservatives as inclined as were their Liberal
counterparts to draw distant parallels between the ending of
the Concordat and the education controversy at home, To be
sure, there were plenty of those on the Right who perceived
Ythe seeds of the same trouble' in Britain as was happening in
France, The Church Times, for instance, felt that the demand
of the Nonconformists for a uniform type of religious and
secular education in all schools maintained by the State, and
the demand that this education be of a type 'which they approve
and which we reprobate'y were 'steps, feeble and slow, but of
direction unmistakable, towarcds the policy of monopoly which
is now being worked in France in religion'; hence, as far as
that paper was concerned, it was advisable 'to study the end,
in order that we may understand the beginning'.3O Another
writer, a Gecrge Arthur, presented the interesting and highly
individualistic argument that the diverse courses of the
anti=clerical struggles in Britain and France reflected
fundamental differences of temperament and character between
the two peoples. In France, the fight was being waged between
the Roman Catholic Church and a 'highly aggressive atheism'.
French logic, 'incisive, clear-cut, relentless, uncompromising',
saw no third position 'intermediate between the magnetic poles
of religious opinion', In England, on the other hand, the
'national way of looking at things the practical side of things

30 Chure s 20 November 1903,
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rather than the theoretical' tended 'to modify the external
aspects of the religious questiony and perhaps to obs@ure its
true import'se CStill, as Arthur felt that the prospeet of
Secularism was well and truly before England, and since
'Secularism spells Indifferentism¥, he could only ccnclude

that 'the example of France should warn us in time that the
non=belief of one generaticn may easily become the unbelief

of the naxt'.31 ind even the King in his private correspondence
noted some similarity between the Liberal Goverament's 1506
Education 2111 and the disbanding of the religious teaching
orders in France and privately questioned whether
Campbell-Bannerman and his colleagues were trying to copy the
French.32 Nevertheless, these were only the opinions of certain
individuals, By contrasty prominent Tory newspapers and jJjournals
were reluctant to make comparisons between events in Britain and
France, Instead, they concentrated on what they considered to
be other, more frightening aspects cf the anti-clerical

campaign in France,

Almost from the outset Conservative organs of opinion in
Britain expressed doubts about the widdom of the ecivil
authorities in France pursuing an anti-clerical programme,

Their reservations arose for twe distinet reasons: one, what
they considered to be the utter senselessness of destroying or
even tampering with a ccmﬁron&se which in their view had lasted
more than a century without really hurting either side that had

31 George irthur, '&nti—claricalism in France and England!y
‘ineteenth Cen and Afte (May, 1904), 731=732,

; the I j to Vilcount Esher 14 April 1906
qugggd in Fhilip thnus's (London, 1965),
Pe .
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entered into it;33 the othery the manner in which the campaign
was actually being condueteds ILike the Catholics in their own
country and in France, they had come tc see ‘rench premier
Combes and a geod number of his followers as little cther than
fanatles. The evictlion o¢f the monastic orders struck sonme of
them as being "neither more nor less than persecution',34 Just
as the very terms of the 1905 Separation [1ll later struck
others as belng exceedingly harsh and unfair.35 ‘hese bellefs
were in themselves sufficient reascn to cause a number of
Conservative newspapers in Dritain to think twice about
welcoming the anti-clerical campaign in ¥rance, OLut there was
an even more pressing fear at the Lack of their minds in
connection with this 1ssue, The campaign against the iloman
Catholie Churchy they maintained, threatened to upset the entire
political and social fabrie of rance, Those "renchmen who
have gone ahead with these sunpressive policles, warned the
spectator, 'will in the end be visited by the natural penalty.

The reaction which always comes in France will come more speedily,

33 Zhe Timea, 11 May 1903.

28 November 1903,
5 The for instance, noted on the eve of the
passage of the t whereas soclalists and Anarchists could

hold meetings in France to discuss methods for subverting the
ctatey, a priest or Eishcp who publiely critiecised any French

Government official was, under the terms of article 31 of the
3111, liable to a fine }ron five hundred to three thousand

francs. 'This alone seems sufficient to justify the ecmnlaint

so often made', wrote the 'that srecizl interpretations

are given tc-tﬁe law of Assoeiations when it is applied to a

religious association, But there is more to Jjustify the complaint,
while, under the new law, the Church boards are corporations with

“civii rersonality”, ca“abla of owning and managing preoperty

their property must be invested in stocks upon which the at&%&
can lay hands's Thus as far as this newspaper was concerned, if

the above two provisions 'are duly apreciated it will be senn how

nominal 1s the religious liberty ostensibly given to the Church'.

(See Morning losty 7 December 190%)



and will direct itself more decidedly agailnst the form of
government under which such legislation is possible'.36 If
this reaction was not in the immediate offing, wrote

Sir Edward lMonson, Britain's ambassador toc France in 1903,
then one could not help but think that it would eventually
be provoked.37 Equally worrlisome was the prospect that the
Separation Law would throw the entire political.weight of
the Roman Catholie Church on the side of monarchism and
reaction, thereby bringing renewed dangers of subversion to
the Republic, Certainly there was little doubt in the minds

of some Conservative organs of opinion that the whole affair

had spelt an end tc whatever measure of Gallican independence

the Church had under thé terms of the Concordat.38 Yet

whatever form the conflict took, Tory newspapers were inclined

to think that it would in any case be a serious one; for as
the Pall Mall Gazette pointed out, 'the Catholics, knowing
thelr enemies will not allow them any real liberty, will
certainly cling with desperate tenacity to the comparative
protection which the Concordat affords them'.39
Nevertheless, one could not be certain, Those who

asserted most positively that a grave confrontation loomed

ahead rested their case on the notion that France was too much

36 Spectator, loc, cit,
37 See Tonson's 1letter to Lord Lansdowne, 1 December 1903,
in the Lansdowne Papers, F.0., 800/126.

38 Scotsman, 22 September 1906 It should be noted that this

et

view of the S conflicts with that of the lMethodist Times,
the G w_ie s and others, namely, that the Church was

already under 'the iron rule o% the Va%ican'i and only through
n

a dissolution of the Concordat could it rega some of its

earlier distinctive French character, (See glg§g9¥_§§xglg,

16 August 19063 also Methodist Times, 26 May 1904,) However,

J.E,C, Bodley, gp,cit é pp.3—4 wrote that 'Gallicanismi long
905

declining, has receive its final death blow' from the
Separation Law.

39 P G , 7 May 1903,

£
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of a Catholic country to view with equanimity any unnecessary

punishment inflieted upon the Church, A great many Frenchmen,
it was said, were going to be outraged once they realised that
dissolution meant paying the stipends of the parlochial clergy
out of their own pockets, In particular, 1t was the frugal

40 But ecould such an

peasantry that was gcing tc resent this.
assumption be taken for granted? The Lconomist thought not.
It felt that Trance was a Catholic country only in the sense
that most Frenchmen happened to be born inte the Church of
Rome and that the Frotestants were few in number and had a
limited influence on the conduet of affairs; beyond that,
however, the student of French affairs found himself in a
'vista of uncertainties's True, in the Vendée and Britanny
and in some parts of the rural wWest and Southwest of France
the mass of people were devout Catholiesj but at the same
time, there were in other regions of the country 'whole
provinces in which it seems possible that all the churches
might be closed and all the clergy banished without the
peasantry belng seriously disturbed - certainly without their
being moved tc any active manifestation of-their displeasure’',
Nor ccould the Eggngnig; suppose for one moment that even the
practising Cathclics in France would put up much of a fight.
The Royalists wished to see the Church powerful, but they did
hot desire a civil war; the educated Catholic laity was still

less disposed to violencei and much of the secular clergy were

good flepublicans as well as gcod Catholics.4l

Laurence Jerrold, the Paris correspondent for the Dgily
ZIelezpranh, strongly agreed, In a special article to the

ig ﬁgggggi§%?g§ 15 May 19033 also Iablet, 28 March 1903,
: g

December 1906,
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Monthly Review, Jerrold strove to show how the Roman Catholic
Church in France had succeeded over the years in alienating
itself from virtually every major social class., With the
bourgeoisie, hogfile enough towards Catholicism since 1739,

it had incurred still more antipathy because of its
identification with the forces of intrigue against ;he
Republic, With the workers, increasingly in need of some
social justice rather than the mere workings of charity, it
had incurred other, more widespread and deep=rooted
misunderstandings., And even with the peasantry, 'the

backbone of the French nation', all was not well, In the
rural regions of T'rance the guré was still looked up toj

but he was being regarded more and more as a meddlesome

figure in family life, and many of his excursions into the
realm of politiecs had only brought damaging results to the
Church, Indeed, in France only the monarchists completely

- supported the Church, and it was their very support that had
precipitated 1its dwindling influence amongst the other classes.
In a word, the situation for the devout Catholics was
'"inextricable', and the Church was bound to lose ground 'with
the nation at each step she takes' in the current struggle.42
Undoubtedly it was the force of these and similar arguments
elsewhere in the press that induced some Conservative newspapers
like jﬂyi;;;mgﬁ to adopt a more cautious approach to the subject
and declare thgt in the end the Intensity of the struggle would
be determined by the manner in which the Government in Paris

carried out its antieclerical legislation.?3

42 Laurence Jerroldﬁa'Church Ve State: the real French view',

LR (o
43 The Times, 4 August 1904,
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For much of righte-wing opinicn in Britain, however, the
most frightening aspeet of the disestablishment campaign in
France was neither the harsh legislation of the Government
against the various Churches nor even the possibility that
such legislation might produce a politiecal and seccial upheaval.
Rathery it was the impact that the struggle was likely to have
on the rivalry of the (reat Powers throughout the world,
particularly in the Near and Pag East. In China, Syrila, the
Lebanon, and parts of Palestine, France had managed to aequire
over the years an economi¢ and political foothold largely
through the blessings of the lioly 5eey which granted her,
as 'eldest daughter of the Church'y the right to protect and
adjudicate in the disputes of all Catholics and all other
Christians with rites in communion with Home in those areas.
Although the French had long since held this privilege in many
of these areas, thils 1s not to say that thelr position
vis-a-vis the Christian populations of isiatic Turkey and
China went unchallenged, 3By the turn of the century, Italy,
Germany, and even Russia, had questioned the exclusive
protectorate which the Vatican had conferred upon the Franch.“
In the opihicn of many Conservatives in EBritain it was quite

44 In the late 1880s, the Italian Covernment sought to gain
recognition from the Vatican of the right to protect its own
nationals in the Ottoman Empire., Pope leo XIIl refused to
eccnsider this reguest in an encyelical written in 1888, D3Iy
the late 1890s, German involvement among the Christians in the
Near East had ﬂeoom& g0 great that the Pope felt obliged to
issue a similar, though somewhat more discreet, refusal to
Berlin on the eve of a well=-publicised visit of the FKaiser to
the Holy land, Despite these Vatican proncuncements, neither
Germany nor Italy gave up in thelr efforts and scon began to
pressurlse the Porte into putting them on a par with "rance in
this respect, As for Russilay her influence at this time was
confined to the Eastern Orthodox Christians, chiefly in Syria,
but it was of sufficlent scope to cause some French diplomats



possible that France's antie-clerical policies at home would
ultimately work to the advantage of all these Powers, especilally
the Germans, who, as they saw it, had a finger in virtually
every ple at this time,

Indeed, everyvhere they looked, Conservative newspapers
saw Berlin ready to step in and take over from Paris as the
sole proteetor of Catholics abroad, When 1t first became
apparent in 1903 that Combes's anti-clerical legislation
might cause France to lose 'one of the strongest props of
~her power' overseas, Ihe Iimeg put Cermany at the head of a
list of States 'whieh would be glad enough to enter into her
(France's) inheritance should she decide to abandon it...'.45
When Kalser Wilhelm II held an ostensibly ceremonial meeting
with the leading Roman Catholic prelates of the German Empire
at etz in the spring of 1905, the Spectator declared that the
purpose of the meeting was more probably twofold: to give the
Emperor a 'new hold over his troublescme and powerful party of
the Centre' and to further the cause of Weltpolitik by arranging
a deal with the Vatican whereby Germany would replace France as
the protector of the Eastern Christtans.46
_of Cardinal Sarto tc succeed ILeo XIII as to the Papacy as

Even the electlion

Pius X was deemed as part of the German scheme of things,
According tc lLec Maxse, the rabidly anti-Teutonic editor of the
National Review, Pius X 'owed' his victory at the Conclave to

a great deal of worry. ¥For more details on such diplomatic
1ntrigues see William I, Shorrock's article, 'Antie-clericalism
and Trencﬁ policy in the Ottoman Empirei61906-1914£5 Eyronean

ggyggﬁggﬁﬁfégg vol. 44 no, 1, (1974), 36«37, 37n
23 Harch 1903.

46 Spectator, 20 May 1905.



167,

the Austrian Cardinals, who, 'on a suggestion from Berlin',
vetoed the nomination of Cardinal Rempolla, the former
Vatican Secretary of State and the French candidate, so
that relations between the Holy See and the Third Republic

47 Given this tendency to

might become even more strained,
see German diplomatiec machinations at every twist and turn,

it is scarcely surprising that so many right-wing organs of
opinion in Britain shouid seek to remind the French Government
of Cambetta's dictum that 'anti-clericalism is not an article
for gxport'. If some Tory Jjournals like the Saturday Review
did not condemn French politiclans outright, they did complain
that the 'madness' of the politicians in their refusal to
compromise was bound to 'wreck a traditional policy'.ég The
Pall Mall Gazette said more or less the same thing, only in
somewhat less uncertain terms, On 21 September 1904, it
reflected ruefully on the French Government's obstinacy in
dealing with the Church, which in its opinion meant ‘'a
distinet weakening of French influence oversea'.

And yet, despite all these misgivings, Conservative
opinion in Britain, or a good deal of it at any rate, was in
time to come round to the side of the anti-cleriecals, Whereas
in 1903 it largely sympathised with the Church, by 1907 it had
long since begun to support the State in this matter., Precisely
what precipitated this remarkable, if somewhat gradual, shift
of opihion is diffiecult, though not impossible, to ascertain.
Doubtless the dismissal of Combes in January 1905 had its

effect; for his replacement, whoever he was to be, was

virtually certain to be more moderate and therefore less

47 See Maxse's column 'Episodes of the month' in the ﬂﬂ&l%ﬂﬁl
ew, 44 (Oc‘b., 1904),\2440 T Bl y Bcdley's OQ:C;E., Pe 1,
makes a similar accusation,
48 Spoturday Review, 27 May 1905,
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likely to provoke unneccessary trouble. No doubt, too, the :
growing realisation that the Church-State struggle was not
going to produce the dire consequences for I'rance that some

had predicted also played its part. Neither the dreaded social
and political reaction at home nor the further invigorated
German challenge to French interest®s in the Near and Far East
ever really materialised.49 But it was the behaviour of the
Vatican more than anything else that brought about this
volte-face in British Conservative opinion, Tor a period
lasting longer than two years Pope Pius X took a series of
controversial and seemingly aggressive steps in his quarrel
with the French Government: the breaking off of diplomatic
relations wiﬁh Paris as a result of President Loubet's

state visit to the Quirinal in May 1904; the bringing to

book two months later at the Court of Rome of two leading
French prelates, the Bishops of Laval and Dijon, for daring

to speak out in favour of the Government in the midst of

the controversy; the issuance of the encyclical Vehementer Nos
in February 1906 condemning the passing of the two month old

Separation Law in no uncertain termsy and the lssuance of a

49 In point of fact, there had been trouble in France in the
earlier months of 1906 when State officials, acting in accordance
with the terms of the recent Separation Law, tried to take an
inventory of all goods and valuables in the churches and were
confronted with hostile crowds in Paris and some of the
provincial towns and cities, In most instances, the crowds
gave way, though at Boesché@pe near the Belgian frontier clashes
did occur and ocne demonstrator died. This incident was directly
responsible for the fall of the Rouvier Hinistry in March 1906,
(See The Times, 8 March 1906.) Tor the most part, however, these
demonstrations amounted to a 'feeble protest'. (See Qgg;gggg‘

2 February 1906.) As for the impact of the guarrel on France's
position in the Near and Far East, Shorrock, gps cit., pe 39,
notes that there was at about this time 'an increasing concern
on the part of the French with Italian religious penetration

of Turkey. The record indicates, however, that the German
threat to French missionary preponderance was regarded in France
as virtually negligible,..'.
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second encyclical in 1906 urging the c¢clergy and the faithful
in France to refuse point-blank to sancticn the fermation of
the associations cultuelles. All this greatly excited
Conservative opinion in Britain, particeularly the last step
which had the effect of reversing a decision made a2 few weeks
earlier by a conference of French Bishops at Parls tc accept
the Separation Law with a few modifications,

As a result, the Conservatives were now inclined to
concur with the view of their Liberal counterpafts that what
was most at stake in the struggle was not freeﬁom of religion
as such but the right of France to govern herself without
forelgn intervention, The Spectator, which previously had
been among the most outspoken ecrities eof ministerial
'fanaticism' in France on this matter, was one of the flrst
to redress its thinking, With the erisis reached in France
after the seomnd papal encyclical cf 1906, it argued that it
was Pilus X rathér than the French Government who oughtlto
submit. The situation in France, it noted, was highly analogous
to that in England at the beginning of Henry VIII's reign, at
‘which time people asked 'whence foreigners could derive any
right to interfere with internal legislation'.50 To The Timeg,
at one polnt equally antagonistic to French antiw~clericalism
as the Spectator, the Separation Law suddenly became in the
1ight of the Pope's actions nothing less than 'the penalty
which Ecclesiasticism has to pay for having gathered to itself
every form of anti-Republican intrigue...'y the only answer to
'a fight for retention by the Vatican of the'purely secular

power of negotiating upon equal terms with the rench CState

50 spggsaggz 25 August 1906, The emphasis in the quote is the
Spectator's. . '
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upon all sorts of subjects which belong to the province of

the State!, 'On that ground the Law 1s obnoxious to
Ultramontanes in all countries', it continued; 'but it is

not obnoxious to the mass of the French people, and, if it is
unpalatable, it is by no means intolerahle to the bulk of the
French clergy'.sl Even the Church Times reconsidered its
views. After still another refusal on the part of the
Vatican to compromise on the formation of the gssociations
cultuelles in December 1906, it accused the Curia of 'plunging
French Catholies into intolerable difficulties, merely to

gratify a diplomatic gmour propre’'. 52

Of course, similar reactions to these developments were
to be found in other quarters of British public opinion, Upon
hearing in May 1904 that a breach in diplomatic relations had
erupted between the Holy See and the Third Republic as a result
of Loubet's visit to Rome, the Dally News voilced its displeasure
for several reasons, not the least of which was because it
believed that 'such a style at the Vatican threatens the whole
structure of Europeans politiecs!'. 'The only people who will
be really pleased will be the enemies of the Papacy in every
part of Europe'y, wrote this left-wing Liberal daily. 'The
storm which has burst over France shows how completely the
Pope has miscalculated the strength of Fhe new national feeling
which has grown up in the modern world. M, Combes will be
immeasurably strengthened in his war against the Congregations'.53
In connection with this incident, A.G, Gardiner, editor of the

51 T} y O January 1907.
52 C 14 December 1906,

_hQLIL_JM.
53 Daily News, 53 May 1904,
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Dally lewss, was portraying the Pope as something of a
welleintentioned but obgtinate man whose poliey of stubborness
was playing strailght into the hands of the enemy. Other
Liberals, however, thought worse. When Pius X issued his

second encycllcal of 1906 calling for French Catholics to

fight the formation of the ggsogistions ecultuelles, the

Dgily Chronicle aecused him, amongst other things, of

'inciting ¥rance to a Holy Var in defence of the extreme claims
of the Church',”? Ihe Speaker, in much the same fashion as
Lhe Timeg and the Specfatop, dragged up scme of the more

sordid episodes in the annals of the Third Republic and
remninded its readers that the Roman Catholic Church had
invelved itself in 'all the unpopularities and vorst causes

in French politics'.55 To the dYegtmingter Gagette, on the
other hand, it was the French Bishops who most deserved
sympathys for they were in 'the unfortunate position of having
to fight {or a policy which is not their own and which all the
world knows to have been forced upon them by the foreign power
which contreols the Churehy and which is itself apparently
controllied by influences hostile to the Fraﬁnh ztepublic'ﬁ6

And so it went on, In recording these sfataments, it is
interesting to note that in all of them there .is a tendency to
side against the Vatican not only because its position seemed to
be untenable in its own right, but also because its stance had

failed to gain the support of the bulk of the French people,

54  Chroni 16 Angust 1906,
gg speaker, 9 June 1906.

te, 13 December 1906,




Indeed, in many respects this was the erux of the whole

issue, Tor despite their often very proncunced ﬁisws on the
disestablishment issue in France, the various organs of
opinion in Britain had 1ittle means of Judging with certainty
which side was right and which wrong in the matter. In facty
until the spring of 1906 they had no definite means of
ascertaining this vhatsocever, Then in May of that year a
general election was held which returned the antieclerieal
forces to the Chamber of Deputies with a considerable majority.
In the eyes of many people in Britain this was the most striking
plece of evidence thera was to show that the poliey of
geparation of Church and State was the proper course for Frann..57
Nor did those who had most consistently supported the Church
disagree, Ascording to the Catholic weekly the Zablag, the
results of the 1906 general election constituted an enormous
defeat for the Church, There could be no geing back now to the
days of the Concordat; henceforth, the Pope would have to ask
the faithful in Prance to make the best that they could out of
the Separation Lav.ss

Thus what had once amounted tc a very wide difference of
opinion in Britain on a question of much importance to the
Third Republic had by 1906~1907 narrowed to the point where most
onlookers could find at least some agreement, Although British
Catholies had far from given up supporting the Vatican'in its
stance on the disestablishment lssue in France, they had by
this time concurred with the view prevailing in other guarters

and IEQ 1§ngg
September 190 :




of British public opinion that it would be best for the Church
to accept the decision of the French electorate as final,
Laurence Jerrcld and the Zgonomist had been right, Trenchmen
were not going to allow their religlous sentiments interfere
with thelr political thinking, however much this thinking
diverged from one class to the next on other issues, True,

in the spring of 1906 there had been some disorders over the
Churchectate guestion, anq,some pecple in Britaing albeit a

minority, felt that these disorders were a portent cf things to

[~
coma.'9 Jut in the main, the feeling was that 'rance was a very

stable country, populated by folk who were not likely to rush
headlong into either reaction or reveclution, LEven those who
were most perplexed by the 1906 general electicn results
adnitted this, Hence one contemporary writer, baffled at how
the peasantry and the devout members of the middle class in
Prance could protest one moment against the slightest attack
against the Church only to turn round the next and vote for
anti-clerical candidates at the polls, was forced to concludes
those whc knew Irance well, who have mixed with the people
of all classes and of all narties are by no means
despondent of the futUres,... The future is...uncertain,
full of possibilities for goecd and for evil; but
underneath it all there is that toll laborious France
which works quietly and unostentationsly. It 1s in this
France that all hope for the future must lie, The
unexpected may therefore be awaited with some measure of
conf'idence, 60
The Church-State guestion in France, although it provoked
a good deal of discussion in the more informed circles of

British publlc opinion, did not in the final analysis arouse

59 Lﬂll_ﬁiﬁl&?ﬂﬁﬁ.ﬁo 8 March 1906,
60 See the unsipgned article entitled 'The general eolection in
France', juarterly HRavigy, 205 (July-lct., 1906), 286

173,
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much emotional feeling in the country between 1903 and 1907,
Nor did it produce any fundamental changes in British
attitudes towards 'rance during these years, Certainly no
one allowed the disestablishment issue to alter his or her
own feelings about the Entente Cordiale, Iwven British
Catholics, from whom one could most expect such a change of
heart, continued to endorse the 1904 understanding. None of
this is te say, however, that the anti-clerical campaign
which the French Government conducted during these years was
without interest to many people in Britain, On the contrary,
it was generally regarded as an important issue in its own
right and one with wilde-ranging implications for Britain
and the world at large, This was immediately recognised

in virtually every quarter of British public opinion, Whatever
the difference in viewpoint between Conservatives, Liberals,
Catholics, and Protestants about the day-to-day events
surrounding the disestablishment issue in France, they all
agreed that in its broadest context it held some important
lessons for Britain, Just as they maiﬁtained in other
leader-articles that France had something to learn from
Britain in the field of labour relaticns or in the art of
putting together long-lived ministries, so they now argued
that Britain had something to learn from I'rance in this
domain, even 1f they could not agree about what conclusions
ought. to be drawn from the French experience, At the same
time, the various organs of opinion in Britain were aware
that the disestablishment lssue was important because of its

possible repercussions in the sphere of international politics.



Not only did it bring a new element to the rivalry of the Creat
Powers in the Near and Far East, but it also threatened to
upset Europe's delicately balanced diplomatic and military
equilibrium should the tensions it engendered within Trance

get cut of control and bring the country te its knees,
Doubtless this is what the Egonomist was suggesting when 1t
wrote on 15 September 1906:

The prosperity and tranquillity of France, the stability
of her government, and the permanence of her institutions
are matters of genuine concern to us, France 1s more
than a neighbour, she is a friend, and a friend whose
interests are in some important particulars closely
associated with our own, That France should be saved
from religious strife, still more fhom religious strife
which is political allke in 1its origin and in its objects,
must be the wish of every Englishman who recalls the
disastrous part that religion has occasionally played in
secular controversies.

Believing that such high stakes were involved, the newspapers
and journals in Britain felt duty-bound to follow the

Chureh-State struggle in France as closely as possible,
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CHAPTER VI

-~

BRITISH MILITARY AND BAVAL ATTITUDES TOWARDS FRANCE AND THE
ENTENTE CORDIALE

Up to this roint we have exarined the attitudes towards
France and the Lntente Cordiale of certain writers with
considerable sway over the general nublic but more often than
not with only a linited impact on the Covernment and the
officisl policy-makers, This chapter, however, deals with a
group of men who exerted much influence over both the
highe-ranking politiclans anéd the man in the streect, Indeed,
if anythingy Britain's military and naval leaders were, by
virtue of the highly professional and seeretive nature of
their werk, on a closer footing with the members of the
Cabinet and the permanent civil service than they were with
éven the moat prominent "leet Street journalists, Hevertheless,
they did cultivate friends in the newspaper world; and thelr
unigue rosition vised-vis the Covernment and, indirectly, the
people nakes thﬁn an integral and erucial part cf contennorary
British nubliec opinion, certainly one werthy of our attention,
3ut there is another reason for-htndying the attitudes ot'tht
- Generals, ‘dmirals, and defence experts towards Anglﬁ-ﬁremh
relations in the early years of the twentieth centuryl Iuch
nmore than any other of the various secticns of British publie
npinion, they tended to view-the durability of the Entente with
a good deal of seeptiecismy, and while they welcomed its
inception for a host of reasons, they were cautious encugh not
to allow the heady euphoria that surrcﬁnded the rapprochenent
to impair their judgment about the defence reguirements of the

nation,
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That military and naval leaders exerted a good deal of
influence in the uppermost political cireles in Britain can
perhaps best be seen by the role of the Committee of Imperial

1 in the deeisione-making process, Founded in

Defence
December 1902, the C,I.D, was in many respects a manifestation
of tbe'insecurity which arose in Britain in the early years of
the twentieth century in the light of the reverses of the Boer
Wary the new Uerman naval challenge, and the continued
imperialist rivalry of the Great Fowers in various parts of
the world, A4t firsty it was little more than a remodelled
version of the Defence Committee of the Cabinet set up by
Lord Salisbury in 1895, True, unlike the latter institution,
. the C.I.Ds from the outset included professional heads of the
Army and the lavy as well as prominent Cabinet ministers, but
the twe interdepartmental committees that had existed at the
turn of the century to deal with such problems, the Colonial
Defence Comnittee and the Joint Military and Naval Committee,
were allowed to continue in much the same form and with the
same heads as subecommittees of the new C,I.D. The
publication of the report of the Esher Committee on the
Heconstitution of the War Cffice in January 1904, however,
changed much of this, This report was highly critical of

the existing means: of co~ordinating naticnal defence, and

as a result of its recommendations, the Prime iMinister
radically altered the structure of the C.I.D. four months
later, Whereas initially the Lord President of the Council
(then the Duke of Devonshirel presided over its meetings,

1 Herein cited simply as C,1.Ds
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the Prime !!inister himself was appointed chairman and for a
while sat as the only permanent member of the new body.
Moreover, the Prime !{inister was given sweeping powers in the
selection of other members, This reform made it possible

for the C,I.D, to bring in experts on fhe most far-ranging
subjects, military and non-military alike, and seek out thelr
advice on specific problems while Ministers cross-examined
thems Finally, a permanent Cecretariat was created as a
result of the findings of Lord Esher's Committee, and the
first Seeretary of the C,I.D,, Sir George Clarke, was
responsible for the day-to-day paper work of the organisation
and for keeping the Prime Minister abreast of the recommendations
of the wvarious sub committees, Taken together, these changes
did not enhance the position of the C.I.,D, beyond that of
being merely an advisory body. Nevertheless, they did, along
with the sheer scope of the C,I.D.'s operations, make it very
difficult for leading Cabinet Ministers to ignore that
organisation's findings and recommendaticnsjy and, as will be
seen shortly, in 1902-3 Lord Lansdowne closely ablided by the
suggestions which the C.I.D, made with regard to the colonial

negotiations then in progress with France.2

2 For further details on the scope and structure of the C,I.D,,
see Balfour's paper entitled 'A Note on the Constitution of the
Defence Committee'y, delivered to the Cabinet on 3 March 1904, in
the Esher Papers 15/12. As regards attendance at C,I1,D, meetings,
it was the opinion of Sir George Clarke that during most of
Balfour's premiership, the Prime Minister sat in on the most
important meetings, as normally did the Secretary of State for
War, the First Lor& of the iAdmiralty, the Secretary of State for
: India, the Chancellor of the Exchequer, and the Foreign Secretary.

Of the professional members, the First Sea Lord usually took part

in the more important C,I.D, sessions, along with the Chief of
General Staff and the Heads of the Hiiitary and Naval
Intellegence Departments., In a letter to Viscount Esher, Clarke
intimates that on a number of occasions the principal Cabinet
Ministers were summoned to attend, if only to spare the Committee
. from requiring its ideas tc be sanctioned by the entire Cabinet.
See Clarke to Eshery, 9 October 1905, in the Balfour 4dd MSS 49719,
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In another sense, too, prominent C,I.D. members held
considerable sway over the Government, Men like Sir George Clarke,
the Seeretary-General of the C,I.D.y and Vigcount Esher, the
only other permanent member of the organisation apart from
the Prime Minister, wielded an influence over and above that
which they exerted at their official posts by virtue of their
rather close links with ministerial figures, in particular,
Balfour and Lord Lansdowne., GSome, not content with merely
having strong ties with certain Cabinet Ministers, developed
friendships with Fleet Street and provineial Journalists so
as to ensure that their views got the widest possible airing.
This was especially true of the First Sea Lord,

Admiral Sir John Fisher, whose 'glorification in releasing
blazing indiscretions' to the press gave J,L. Garvin, editor
of the Qbgerver, 'more secrets that his paper usually dared
to print'.3 In addition to such personages, there were the
periodicals of the armed services, which, if they did not
make such a strong impact on eminent politicians and the
public at large, did at least reflect the views prevailing
in the lower officer ranks on the more important issues of
the day connected with defence. The 3road Arrow and the
Army and Navy Gazette, for instance, both sought to give
advice through their weekly leader-articles, and they, along
with other organs of military opinion like the Journal of the
Royal United Service Institution, printed pertinent articles
dealing with the condition of the armed services of foreign
countries and the like, Throughout most of this period it
was, of course, the C,I,D, sitting in its official capacity

3 Christopher M, Andrew, Théophile Delcassé and the Making
the Inte Cord ’ chndon, 1963)y p+283,
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that played the greatest role in shaping Government policy
on matters of defence; nevertheless, private expressions of
military and naval opinion as well as those vented in the
newspapers did assume an importance of their own at this time
and indeed, if anything, probably assumed an even greater
importance between 1906 and 1908 when the C,I.D, underwent
something of a decline in importance during the
Campbell~-Bannerman Ministry.4

2+ Ihe Terms and 1 tions of the 04 eeme:

As regards the possibility of improving Angle-I'rench
relations by means of a comprehensive settlement of colonial
disputes between the two countries, the various sections of
military and naval opinion began to express their views as
early as 1902, In September of that year, the Conservative
Foreign Secretary Lord Lansdowne, after just having been
approached on the matter by the French Ambassador in London,
Paul Cambon, scunded out the Service Departments for their
reactions to the proposal, The insistence of the Intelligence
Divisions of the Military and Naval Departments that Tangier
should not fall into French or Spanish hands, their desire
that the French should be excluded from the Moroccan coast

altogether in the interest of safeguarding Gibraltar, and

4 The Liberal Prime Minister pursued his task as Chairman of
the C,1,D, with a gocd deal less enthusiasm than either his
predecessor or his successor. Whereas eighty&two formal
meetings of the C,I,D, were held during Balfour's tenure as
premier, for example, only fifteen were held while
Campbeli-Bannerman was in office. The latter was quite happy
to leave most matters connected with defende in the hands of
Haldane, hls Secretary of State for War, and to allow the
sub-committees of the C.I.D, to undertake more and more work
without having to report their findings to the Committee as
a whole., (See F,A, Johnson, Defence by Committee, (London, 1960),
p. 82,) Nevertheless, Fisher, Clarke, and otheres were stiil
frequently expounding their views on a host of subjects to
several Liberal Cabinet Ministers, much as they had done with
Conservative Ministers prior to December 1905,
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the belief, of the Military Intelligence Division of the

Wdar Office at any rate, that Germany should also be allowed

to stake her e¢laims in Moroeco, all had the effect of making
Lansdowne put off M, Cambon.s But with the successful State
visits of Kind Edward VII to Paris and of French President
Loubet and ¥, Delcass@é to London in the spring and summer of
1903, and with Anglo-Cerman relations having taken a turn for
the worse as a result of the Venezuelan imbroglio earlier

that year, these same Departments were much less inclined

to take such a tough bargaining stance when Lansdowne again
asked their opinion on the matter almost twelve months later,
At a meeting of the C,I,Ds held on 14 December 1903, it was
decided that a few substantial concessions eould be made to
the French after all without prejudicing Britain's interests
in the Mediterranean, True, the Admiralty members present
rezdfined insistent that Tangier be kept independent of any
European control and opposed the building of any new
fortifications or naval bases on the Mediterranean coastline
of Moroeco to the west of that eitys but unlike in September 1902,
they were not now nearly s¢ adamant about keeping the French
entirely away from the Moroecan coast and were even willing

to countenance the construction of a Trans-Sahara railway line
between Algiers and Tangler, rrovided that this line would
not be used as a cover for a new naval base on the Mediterranean,
Equally true, the H4ilitary Intelligence Division of the War
Office continued to voiece doubts about handing any part of
Moroceo over to France or to Spain, since in its mind the
occupation of even the smallest part of that country posed an

additional threat tc Gibraltar, Nevertheless, the Military

5 Ped oV, Rolo, [he E , ps _The Origirn
otistions of p -_n-Prench ﬁgrecnengg of 8 ngl 1295
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Intelligence Division had by this time shed 1ts earlier suggestion

that Germany should also be consulted about Moroeccoj and if it

still had reservations of a strateglcal nature about the

pppposed colonial convention, it did not in the end demur to

the view of Sir Louis Battenberg and other naval members present

at this particular session of the C.I.D. that such reservations

were 'mainly of a kind affecting naval rather than military

interests' and were in any case of insufficient importance 'to

outweigh the advantages which this country would derive from

the adoption of the Agreement as a whole'.6
Thus by the end of 1903 there was something of a consensus

of opinion in military and naval circles that BDritain had, in

the final analysis, little to fear strategically from exchanging

Morocco for Egypt or from resolving disputes in certain other

overseas areas. wWith such general agreement behind him,

Lansdowne felt safe in pressing ahead at full steam with the

colonial negotiations, and as he continued the talks with

Cambon in early 1904, he all but treated the recommendations

of the C.I.D. with regard to Tangier as orders not to be dsried.7

Nor was it merely over Moroeco that the Foreign Secretary felt

obliged to carry out the suggestions of the C.I.D. Over the

6 Pab. 38/3/85, ‘'liinutes of the 28th Meeting of the C.I.D.,
14 December 1903', In poiht of faect, lord Lansdowne and
Sir Thomas Sanderscn, the Permanent 6nder-Seoretary at the Foreign
Office, had questiocned the Admiralty and the War Office about their
attitudes towards the prorosed negotiations as early as July 1903,
The replies from Sir Louls Battenberg (7 August 1903) and the War
Office (31 July 1903) were more &r less the same as given in
December 1903+ The War Office, in fact, was in favour of
permitting Spain to have all that she could persuade France to
give her in Moroeco, 'since territory in her possession is far less
likely to be used to our detriment that if it be in the possession
of France'. See F(oreign) 0(ffice) 27/3765. Battenberg at this
time was Director of Naval Intelligence at the Admiralty.

7 It probably would be more correct to say that the
recommendations of the C,I.D. on 28 December 1903 only reinforced
the Foreign Secretary's determination, seceing the Cabinet on
several occasions insisted on a neutral Tangier.
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question of suitable territorial compensation for France's
withdrawal from the 'Treaty Shore', he accepted the recommendations
of the C.I.D, without any questions and bargained along the lines
it urged so stubbornly that he came close to destroying the
negotiations altogether.8 In view of Lansdowne's ultimate
success in securing concessions from the French on hoth these
points, it is perhaps somewhat surprising that many spokesmen

for the defence services in Britain were highly critical of the
Anglo~French Convention when it was finally published in

April 1904, Yet this is precis@ly what happened. !Military
Journals like the Broad Arrow and the Army and Navy Uazette
poured scorn on the Government for having got the worse of the
arrangement, Britain gained considerably, they acknowledged, but
not nearly in the same proportion as ’France.9 To Sir George Clarke,
a man who had figured prominently in the C.I.D.'s pronouncements
about Tangler and West Africa, the iAgreements were something 'for
which we have paid pretty heavily'.lo Some even onposed the
Convention for reasons having little to do with polities or
defence, Thus Admiral George Tryon, then an instructor at
_Camberley staff College, criticised those clauses of the
Convention pertaining to Moroeceo partly because he feared that

they would give offence to third Powers, partly because he

8 At the twenty-ninth meeting of the C.I.D. held on
4 January 1904, it was agreed that Lansdowne should refuse Cambon's
proposal that %rance should receive territory on the right bank of
the River liiger extending southwards as far as the River Moussa,
thereby qaining access below the rapids of the Niger, in exchange
for the 'Treaty Shore' right, Instead, the C,I.D, o%fered by
way of compensation a rectificatién of the lo=I"rench colonial
frontier to the north of Sokoto., (See Cab. 38/4/1). In the end
it was more or less this latter arrangement that was accepted,
but not before the negotiations reached an impasse in January
and February 1904,

9 Qfggg_ﬂ:;gg and s 16 April 1904,
10 Clarke to Esher, 4 lay 1904, Esher Papers 10/33.




thought iorocco showed a potential for graine-growing and might
one day be valuable to Britain as a source of food 1mports.11
In the main, however, Britain's military and naval leaders were
disturbed by the one-sidedness of the arrangement rather than by
its moral or commercial implications. (nly the awareness that
the:e were other possible advantages tc be derived from the
Agreements seemed tc conscle them,

Indeed, if anything, Dattenberg's belief as expressed at
the 13 December 1903 mceting of the C.I.Ds that the broader
considerations of the Anglo-I'rench Entente outweighed its more
toﬁhnieal aspects grew during the first few months of 1904,
Others besides prominent members of the Admiralty began to speak
of ‘'advantages which this country wouldderive from the adoption
of the Agreement as a whole', Vas this a tacit admission on
the part of the C,I.D., and others that they had envisaged almost
from the very start scme antie-Cerman possibilities arising frem
the rapprochement? It would be difficult to denys for although
the nation's defence experts were usually circumspeect in the
matter of linking the Entente with European power politics,
they were worried about the growing German challenge and had
begun to contemplate, if only in private, the neced for some sort
of accommodation with France, A4s early as Novembep 1901
Admiral Sir John Fisher, then in command of the Mediterranean
squadrom, was advocating an alliance with France to be directed
against Germany, 'They have never and will never interfere with

our trade,' he wrote of the French to a journalist friend. 'It's

11 Yajor-Ceneral George Aston, 'The Entente Cordiale and the
"military conversations"', ] 258 (april, 1932),
366=367, 4ston does go on to say, however, that in the minds of
most of his ccllieagues the arrangement gave more tc Dritain than
it did France, since the former did gain a free hand in Egypt,
whereas the latter could not be sure of the same in Morocco.
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not their line and, really, we have no clashing of vital
interests....The Germans are our natural enemies everywhere'.12

A 1ittle more than a year later, lLieutenant-Colonel William Robertson,
then the head of the Forelgn Section of the !ilitary Intelligence
Pivision of the Yar Cffice, had become alarmed enough at the

recent German naval programmes to commence vreliminary planning

for an Anglo-German war, with amphibious operations against

German colonies or Heligoland being considered as the irmy's

most likely task.3  And as early as 1897 James M, Grierson,

at the time the military attaché at the British Embassy in

Berlin, was expressing the opinion that 'England must go to

war with Germany and that aoon'.14 " Nor was it merely

prominent military and naval personnel who thought along these
lines, Their political counterparts in upper echelons were almost
equally belligerent towards Germany, In September 1902,

H,0. Arncld-Foster, the Parliamentary and Financial Cecretary

at the Zdmiralty, was so alarmeé by the naval construction he

had seen at Klel and Wilhelmshaven earlier that year that he
drafted a memorandum warning of a future conflict between the

two countries and urging a redeployment of the various fleets

and a revision of war plans, Cne month later Lord Selbourne,

the First Lord at the Admiralty, informed hls colleagues in the
Cabinet that he was convinced of the Kaiser's intention of

building up the German Navy 'from the point of view of a war

with us'.ls But i1t was Ceneral Henry Wilson, later to becone

Director of f1l1itary Operations at the war Office, who first

12 %uoted in Richard Hough, E1:g%_;gg_ggggjg_%g_ggﬁng;ézgg
i _ [ Admirs ord I'ishe London, 1969), np. 136-137.
13 Somuel R. Willissaen Jores i%i_ﬂ%w
Britain and “rance Prenare for iar, 19 4 {Cambridge, 4ass-.19693:2

14 J.z, Tyler, : C ent - ’
(London 1038), < Sk ),
iliamﬂon, Mo’ De 1?.
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spoke of the Anglo-French rapprochement in an anti-Teutonie
light, Writing in his diary at the time of Loubet's State
visit to london in 1903, Wilson cbserved:

This visit of the French President is History. I have for

many years advocated friendship with the French as against

the Germans because in my opinion there is no legitimate
cause to quarrel with the French...whereas the Germans,

who have an increasing population and no political morals,

mean expansion and therefore aggression, 16
What Wilson quickly Jjotted down in private he soon expounded
more fully to those around him, Others, hithertc more reticent
on the subject, also began to remark on the possible consequences
for Berlin arising out of the Entente., Civen this tendency of
prominent figures in the defence services to see Anglo-French
friendship as a device to contain what they construed as
German expansionism, it 1s scarcely surprising that some of them
should all but leap at the opportunity of holding secret
military conversations with Prance during the Moroccan crisis
of 1905-6,

Of ccurse, it was not only Germany that stood to be
affected by this diplomatic development, The recent rapprochement
between Britain and France was almost bound to leave its mark on
Russia as well, if only because she had made an earlier alllance
with France, In some quarters of public opinion the latter Power
was suddenly being cast in the role of an intermediary Petween
her friend and her ally.17 Did all this therefore mean that the

Generals and Admirals also saw the Entente Cordiale as a

convenient stepping-stene to an equally positive understanding

16 Quoted in Basil Collier, Brass
W

emphasis in tﬁe quotation is Wilson's,

17 The nétion that 'a friend of a friend is our friend'
became a favourite and oft-repeated theme of many newspapers
not long after Kind Edward VII's visit to Paris in 1903, This
was particularly true of Ccnservative organs of opinion. For
further details on this point, see Chapter IX of this thesis.
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with the Russians? It would be difficult to say; for despite
the obvious benefits of reaching a friendly accord with Russia
through France, Britain's high-ranking military and naval men
did not openly advocate such a géve between 1903 and 1909,
Rather, they were at the time quite content tc have France use
her good offices in St. Petersburg to help secure a détente in
Anglo-Russians relations, a détente aimed in part at reducing
tensions between the two Powers in Asia, but primarily at
keeping Cermany at bay in Europe while war was being waged in

the Far East.la

Indeed, it was not until the Russo-Japanese
war had been concluded that figures like Sir George Clarke began
to speak openly about converting the Anglo-French understanding
into a Triple Entente, and even then their motives for doing so
were not entirely clear. Thus the Secretary-General of the
CeI.Ds wrote to Lord Esher in the summer of 1905 that ‘our
present relations with France ought to be used to secure an
arrangément with Russia which would secure the peace of the
East for a long time and give us leisure to put our house in
Order., This - after the A(rnold)-F(oster) régime - will be a
long task'.19

Although Britain's military and naval leaders gave grudging
acceptance to the terms of the 1904 Agrecments and on the whole

looked favourably upon the implications that these Agreements

18 On the eve of the outbreak of the Far Eastern conflict,
for instance, lord Selborne, the Tirst Lord of the Admiralty
pleaded with the Government to co-operate with France to halz
somehow the drift towards war, Otherwise, the two Western
Powers might be dragged in to the delight of Berlin., See
Selborne to lLansdowne, 21 December 1903, in the Balfour Papers
Add M55 52518,

19 Clarke to Esher, 1 September 1905, Esher Papers 10/36,



held for Anglo~German and Anglo~Russian relations, this is not
to say that they were altogether happy about the eourse which
Anglo-?rench relations haé taken since the inception of the
Entente, Far from it, The defence services, like many other
sections of official and publie opinion, dié from ti@e to time
express annoyance, if not cutright anger, at the way in which
the French had behaved on certain occasions, In 1905, the
Broad Arroy waged a campaign of protest against Trance's polley
of 'exclusiveness' in Abyssinia. The extension of a French
railway line from Dire Dawa to Adis Ababa in contradiction of
earlier treaty arrangements, it wrote, was not only a slap in
the face to British capitalists there, it threatened to ruin

20

the Entente, Two years later, articles appeared in the

military Journals complaining about French encroachments at

the expense of British interests in Siamy particularly in the

21

Menam Valley. But it was the French practice of coaling

Russian ships for more than twenty-four hours at a time during
the Far Eastern conflict that produced the greatest outery.
Military Journals like the Jroad Arrgw felt that French
behaviour in this respect amounted to a 'viclation of the
prineiple on which International Law is based', if not 'an
outrage on neutrality itselr'.22 Iord Selborne sympathised
with the French desire to accommodate Russia as best as possible,

but argued that the practice put Britain in an even more awkward

position vis-a-vis Japan.23 Sir George Clarke felt 11kewiso.a4

20 nggﬂ,ﬁx;gx 22 April 1905 end 2 December 1905,
21 See, for nstanc. Angus Hamilton, '51am and the French
Colonial Party'y Unite ; “- : zine, XXXV (4pril - Sept., 1907)49
22 %LQEH.P]. ay 9 or further details on the legal
aspects of this question and criticiama of the French practice
made in other guarters of British public opinion, see Chapter IX
of this thesis,
L §;4g;é§orne to Balfour, 2 January 1905, Balfour Parers Add
M8 .
24 Clarke tc Balfour, 29 ipril 1905, Salfour Papers Add MSS 49701,




Not that the Admiralty or War Office were so intent on making
France change her ways, At a sub-committee meeting of the
C.I.D. held in June 1904 it was decided that France's departure
from neutrality in this respect was not of sufficient gravity
to be construed as having an effect on the ecourse of the warj
therefore, the gasus foederis ‘contemplated by the
Anglo-Japanese Treaty of 1902 would not necessarily arise's and
even if Japan went to war with France in conseguence of such an
action, Britain would not be compelled teo follow suit.25
Nevertheless, Britain's military and naval leaders could at
times be annoyed at I'rance, and they showed their annoyance

by constantly urging the Government to put pressure on the
French to behave more in the spirit of the Entente,

If prominent members of the defence services were not as
pleased as they might have been about the nature of Anglo-French
relations in the.firat few menths after the signing of the
1904 Convention, they did not entertain any wildillusions about
the relationship between the two Western Powers in the long run
either, Whereag many politicians, journalists, and editors of
varying political outlocks in Britain tended to see the Entente

189,

25 Cab. 38/5/68, 'Note on the conclusions arrived at by the
sub-Committee appointed to consider certain questions of
International Law arlsing out of the Russo-Japanese War', June 19
Although this sub-committee of the C,I.D, never admitted as much,
it is more than probable that this particular instance of bending
over backwards to avoid being dragged into the Far Eastern fray
was determined at least in part by fear of Germany. During the

incident of a month later when the Russians illegally
seized a P, and O, liner, Sir George Clarke went to great lengths
te ecnvince Balfour how éritain could, if the worst came to the
worst, enter the struggle without involving France., Anglo~French
co=operation was absolutely necessary at such delicate moments,
Clarke told the Prime Minister, if only to prevent Germany from
using these complications to aavance her cause In Europe., See
Clarke to Balfour, 19 July 1904, Balfour Add MSS 49700,

04.
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Cordiale as a diplomatic edifice upon which permanent Anglo-French
friendship was being bullt, Britain's military and naval leaders took
a more qualified view of the matter. The same near obsession

with the threefold theme of security, strategy and defence that
caused these leaders to look so closely into the proposed colonial
settlement in 1903 had not abandoned them, and throughout the

next few years they never completely lost sight of the fact that
Britain and France might one day be enenies again, Articles
written long after the econclusion of the 1904 Convention appeared
in the military press cautiocning the nation not te allow amicable
diplomatic arrangements tc upset or interfere with the most
carefully laid plans for defending the Empire and the Home
Islands. Oney written in the autumn of 1905, bluntly stated

that all nations were Britain's potential adversaries., The
recent colonial understanding might have improved Anglo-French
relations, went 1ts message, but it was not a guarantee agalnst

any future wars between the two Powers.26

Another, written
primarily as a plea on behalf of a conscript army, went even
furthery it insisted that France remained along with Germany 'the

most formidable of our probable enemies'.27

Meanwhile, defence
experts at the War Office and 4dmiralty were busy contemplating
the possibility of a Irench invasion of the British Isles, True,
many of these memoranda were written at the time of the Boer War
when Anglo-French relations were particularly bad and only kept on
file for lack of any up~to-date memoranda., 3But others, written
well in the aftermath of King Edward VII's successful visit to

Paris, still considered the likelihood of an dnglo-I'rench war:

26 James R, Thursfield, 'Imperial defence: the stmategy of
position', U d Service M g XAXII (Oct., 1905), 24,
27 Lieugenant C.E, Browning, 'A permanent army on permanent

principles'y United Cervice Magazine, XXXI (Apr. =- Sept., 1905), 643.



a study authorised in 1903 by Earl Roberts, then Chief of
General Staff, examining France's chance of success in a
surprise attack across the Channely a War Office Intelligence
Department paper pfepared for the CoI.D.s in November 1903
considering the possibility of a Wranco-aussign attack on
India; another War Office memorandum written at the end of
1904 reviewing tactics concerning an amphiblous assault on
French colonies overseas; and still ancther study of a
possible French invasion of the Home Islands written at the
end of 1905.28

#hy were such studies econducted? The military historian
UeRe Williamson has suggested that it was all due to the
preoccupation of the armies and navies of both Powers with
renovaticn rather than with strategy. It was 'problems of
organisation, morale, material, and reform', writes
Dr Williamson, that 'were everywhere the order of the day'.29
No deubt there is much to be said for this point of view; by
comparison with all the efforts then being made to reorganise
the War Office, reconstitute the Defence Committec, and improve
the fighting quality of both the men and the equipment,
strategic considerations based on recent diplomatic and
political changes were lacking. The reverses suffered during
the Boer War and the eritical self-examination that occurred in
military and naval cirecles after that struggle made much of
this inevitable, Nevertheless, 1t would be wrong to attribute
all War foice and Admiralty memoranda written about France in

such terns during these years to a form of neglect or oversight

28 David Janmes, %%Eghzghgxﬁgin(Iomdnn, 1961), p. 4263 Cab, 38/3/76,
28 November 1903, fence o diat Memorandum offi the
possibility of a French advance from Indo=China into Burmah'j

and Williamson, ey Do 21,
29 341111&51501’1' ey Po» 15. \f:
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on the part of the nation's defence experts. The authors of
some of the above memoranda, far from failing to take the
Entente Cordiale into account, chose to ignore it. As they
saw it, all such memoranda required consideration of the most
adverse war conditicns, and France, if cnly because of her
close geographical proximity, had to be regarded as a potential
enemy, The portrayal of France as an adversary in these
memoranda was not to ignore or overlook the recent rapprochement
between the two Powers, Britain's military and naval leaders
insisted, but merely tc frame the invasion hypothesis in the
least favourable way for the nation's defence experts, 'ind
if we can show that the navy is equal to this, the more
difficult task'y wrote Lord Esher after one such memorandum .
in 1903, 'we need not waste argument over any easier one'.30
For similar reasons, Sir George Clarke was willing tc consider
what he regarded as the 'extreme case' of France and Germany
being allied with each other as a measuring rod for the Two
Power Standard.31 More likely than not beth Esher and Clarke
had the best intentions in mind when examining these
improbabilities, But if such was the case, then 1t whould be
noted that thelr portrayal of France in this light was later
used by others as an excuse to bolster Britain's already large

expenditure on armanents.32

30 See the memorandum marked Confidential A, 'Draft report on
the possibility of serious invasion'y, dated 3 5ecember 1903, in
the Esher Papers 16/10,

31 See the '"Note on comparative naval strength' dated June 1907
in the Sydenham Papers Add MSS 50836,

32 As early as the spring of 1905 Balfour tried to justify his
CGovernment's proposed increase in the defence estimates at least
in part on the basis of the amcunt of naval tonnage found to be
in the French Channel ports by the C,I.,D. in a memorandum written
earlier that year, GSee %gg§§;g Parl, Debates, Mourth Series,

H, of C,y CXLVI (11 May 05y &3.



For the most part, then, Britain's military and naval
leaders were cautious about the Entente Cordiale. 1In
recording this it is important to note that they had reacted
in this manner, not because of any innate suspicion of the
French Government, but simply because plans involving strategy
were slow to change with the times, or because geographical
and other non-political considerations dictated such an
approach, And yet, despite their protestations of good faith
in the durability of the Entente Cordiale, several members
of the armed forces were in due course tec reveal a mistrust
of FPrance that went far beyond anything being voiced in
other quarters of British public opinion, What brought their
misgivings on this point to the fore was the Channel Tunnel Bill
laid before Parliament and the country in late 1906 and early
1907, A number of businessmen and financiers, hoping to make
a profit out of the recently improved relations between Britain
and France, resuscitated this time-honoured scheme not long
after the 1904 colonial Convention had been signed, Their
clamour had been such that within two years a number of M,P,'s
introduced legislation on their behalf to the Commons, That a
submarine railway link was never laid between the two countries
at this time does not need emphasising herej what does need
stressing is the role the defence experts played in killing the
Bi1l, Their reasons varied. Some, like the Army and Navy
Gazette, expressed their disapproval because in their view such
a link exposed Britain to the Kaiser's army. 4 war between
France and CGermany was not at all impossibley this newspaper
argued, and even if Britain should remain neutral, she would

be threatened with invasion once the German army had overrun



the north of ?rance.33 Others felt that if Britain was willing
to risk this danger by constructing a Channel Tunnel she would
need a conseript army, and conscription, Sir John Fisher added with
a touch of resentment, would inevitably increase the annual Army
Estimates without necessarily reducing the Naval ones.34 5till
others were against the idea because they regarded the supposed
commercial benefits to be of doubtful Value.35

But for all these explanatliohs, there was another, that of
uncertainty about the permanency of the Entente Cordiale, which
s eemed to lie at the core of their opposition to the Channel
Tunnel scheme, Anglo-French relations had been on a solid
footing on a number of occasions in the past, they noted, but
not for any great length of time, and as far as they were
concerned, it would be little else than folly or self-deception
to think otherwise of the latest rapprochement between the two
Powers, As the Broad Arroy put it: 'the friendship of nations
is a notoriously unstable quantity, and no sane politician will
regulate his conduct upon the supposition that present
friendships will never suffer from coldness, however earnestly
both parties may strive to aveoild such a calamity'.36 In
making such statements, the Zroad Arrow and other Journals like
it were not, of course, predicting a quick end to the Lntente
Cordiale; rather, they were merely trying to prevent the
Government from rushing head-long into an undertaking which
they felt the country might one day regret, Their oprosition

tc the Channel Tumnel scheme thus differed in a sense from

33 %M @2 December 1906,
See Fisher's secret memorandum entitled 'The Channel Tunnel'

(January 1907) in the Balfour Papers Add MSS 49711,
35 Lt.=Col, Walter H Jamas 'The Channel Tunnel', QQB&&&EREEEI
Review, 91 (r eb,, 1907) ii also the memorandum written

orge Clarke for tﬂe D, dated 19 June 1906, Cab, 38/12/31.
36 Broad Arrow, 22 December 1906,




that of the civilian press, much of which did campaign against
the project on strategic grounds, but without singling ocut
France by name as a possible future enemy. What is more,

théir opposition revealed a lack of confidence in high-ranking
British military and naval circles in the fighting ability of
the French army in a war against Germany, a lack of confidence
which in turn perhaps explains their insistence upon some sort
of military and naval accommodation with F'rance during the first
Moroccan crisis, It is to this alleimportant area that we now

turn our attention.37

37 Throughout these years, Britain's military leaders had
been in something of two minds about the state of the French
Army, On the one hand, they clearly recognised that
improvements had been made since the 1870-1871 war. Better
defences had been constructed on the frontier with Germanyj
French military equipment was thought on the whole to be of
higher quality, even relative to Germany's, particularly in
the area of field guns; and visiting British officers were
invariably impressed with the drilling which they saw in the
Freénch manoeuvres, (See, for instance, D.S. Macdiarmid, The.
Life of Lieut,-Gener Sir James licnerieff Grierson,
CLaaden1-19235, pp.21§-219.5 Nevertheless, certain doubts
existed in War Office minds, Many of these doubts arose

. 8imply from the fact that the French Army was smaller

than its German counterpart and was falling further behind in
numbers with the passing of each day. But there was the
question of morale as well, At first it was felt that the
assoclation of some aristocratic officers with the
anti-Dreyfusards had discredited the Army too much in the
eyes of 'patriotlice' Frenchmen for it to be a totally
effective instrument, (See Broad ArrowW, 14 February 1903.)
Later, when this issue began to recede from the forefront
of French politics, some military journals began to express
.eoncern about the impact of antie-militarism =and pacifism

in the barracks. See (Army and Navy Gazette, 27 July 1907.)
Sti1ll others argued that the 'highly strung, imaginative
Frenchman was 'too intelligent and quick-witted to make an
ideal warrior'. (See E. Ashmead Bartlett, 'The I'rench

army on campaign: an account of this operatlon in Morocco!,
Blackwood's lMagazine, 183 (Jan.-June 1908), 13-14, 16-17,)
Taken together, these doubts were of sufficient strength to
induce a number of British military leaders to cuestion the
fighting ability of the French army, but they were not
strong enough to make the War Office think that B3ritain's'
siding with Prance in a land war with Germany was a lost
cause, Indeed, as will be seen shortly some British
Generals argued on behalf of an alliance with France, if
only to bocst the morale of French soldiers. (Gee below,
footnote 49.)
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Taken in itself, the visit of the Kalser to Tangler in the
spring of 1905 did not give rise directly to the military and
naval conversations that began between the two countries several
months later. What did were the subsequent rumours that the
Cermans intended to secure a coaling-station at Mogador as
compensation for France's gains in Moroeceo secured in the
1904 Convention, The news of this Cerman intention greatly
disturbed a number of Government ministers, particularly
those who were aware of the C.,1,D,'s warnings made in
December 1903 of the need to keep Moroccan ports out of the
hands of foreign Powers for the sake of Gibraltar. Balfour,
alvays sensitive to matters involving strategy and defence,
was so alarmed that he asked Admiral Sir Charles Ottley, the
new Birector of Naval Intelligence, precisely what the dangers
would be to Dritain if Germany did secure Mogador for this
purpose, The answer, if not immediately forthcoming, was none
the less disturbing as far as the Prime Minister was
concerned, Not only would Britain's position in the Mediterranean
be threatened if such a turn of events happened, went the report,
but the Home Islands themselves would be put at risk, since
Germany would then be able to strike both from the Horth and
South Atlantic.Bg Lord Lansdowne, on the other hand, could
not even'bear to awalt the Director of Naval Intelligence's
findings., He was sufficiently alarmed by the rumours to
instruet his Ambassador in Paris to inform the French of his

desire that the two Governments 'should continue to treat one

38 See Ottley's paper dated 6 July 1905 in the Balfour Papers,
Add MSS 49711,
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another with the most absolute oonfidence...’.39 Vaguely
worded as this meesage was, it seemed tc encourage some
members of the French Government in the belief that the
Conservative Foreign Cecretary was aiming at some sort of
military arrangement between the two countries, Certainly the
French foreign minister construed Lansdowne's words as such
when trying toc shore up his position in the Cablnet a few

40 But when in early June 1905 Delcassé was

wggks later.
replaced by the more prb-Gsrman Rouviery weeks passed without
any French reply to the offerj and by July Lansdowne was at
a loss about how to pfoceed with the notion of Jjoint military
and naval planning. 'We have been giving a good'deal of
thought to the question'y, he wrote to one official at the
British Embassy at Paris, 'but until it is asked I doubt
whether we should be wise to volunteer a statement',*’
His sense of disappointment and vexation resembled that of
Sir George Clarke, who wrote to Viscount Esher shortly after
the fall of Delcassé: 'Our policy must be to support France,
if she so desires, but of course not to press support upon her'.42
The I'rench, then, were silent on British hints of aid in
the event that the Tangiler crisis erupted into w#r. levertheless,
this did not prevent Britain's military and naval leaders from
making further studies into the matter on their own. Indeed,
throughout the spring and summer of 1905, many of them pressed
ahead with the 1dea of Anglo-French military co-operation much

as if the Covernment in Paris had consented tc Lansdowne's

proposals., In July, Admirals Fisher and Ottley asked Balfour

39 B(ritish) D(ocuments) on the Origins of the W(ar), III,

no. 90 De 72.
11111

famson gn,g%z., « 3%
41 Lansdowne %o Geoffrey Lister 10 July 1905, ¥,0., 800/127.
42 Clarke to Esher, 19 June 190%, Esher Papers 10/36.
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to create a permanent sub-committee of the C.I.D. 'to consider
and elaborate schemes for joint naval and military expeditions',
even though the French had as yet given no indication that they
were interested in such co-nperation.43 Meanwhile, Fisher and
others kept harping in their letters to the Toreign Secretary
on the supposed dangers that would result for Britain should
the Germans get a foothold in North Africa.*®  rart of their
anxiety had been based on the cenviction that CGermany would,

if the worst did come to the worst, invade Belgium in order

te strike at France, thereby infringing the 1839 Treaty of
London, Already a war game worked out in the recesses of the
dar Office had it that the Germans would violate the delgian
frontier after first being repulsed by the French following

an attack from &1sace-Lorra1ns.45 Sir Ceorge Clarke was
inclined to agsee. It was his impression that 'the inducement
to Germany to violate Belgain territory in the event of war
with France is greater by far now than it was in 1870' because
of the extensions recently made in the French fortress system;
this was enough in itself without taking into account additicnal
defensive preparations made by the French since the crisis had
begun.46 Admittedly, a new sub-Committee of the C,I.D. set

up by Balfour in the summer of 1905 to examine this particular

43 See the memorandum entitled 'Formation of a permanent
sub-Committee of the Committee of Imperial Defence to consider
and elaborate schemes for joint military and military expeditions'
dated July 1905 in the Balfour Papers, Add MSS 49711,

44 Fisher to Balfour, 17 June 1905, Balfour Add MSS 49711,

45 See the 'Records of a Strategic Var Game' dated 24 May 1905
in the Tield-iarshal William Robertson Fapers, I/l1. Although
not completed until May 1905, this war game was started in
January of that year, General J.M. Grierson, then the Director
of Military Operaticns in the War Office, played the part of the
French force; Rcbertson, then only a Coionel, the Germanj
Major Lyden-3ell, the Beigian; and a Colonel Callwell and a
Major Hills, the British Expeditionary Force,

46 Clarke to Sanderson, 16 August 1905, in the Sanderson Papers,
F.,0, 800/1163 also Clarke to Balfour, 17 August 1905, Balfour
Add MSS 49702, _
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question more thoroughly thought somewhat differently. It
felt that either France or Germany might be tempted to invade
Belgium if war did break out, although it added that neither
was likely to do so until a stalemate had resulted in the
fighting on their common frontier, and even then the possibility
of British intervention might make them think twice, Otill,
of the two Poﬁers the sub=Committee felt that it would more
likely be the Germans who would violate Belgian neutrality and
cause Britain to enter the struggle.47
Part of their anxiety, however, had been based simply on
the belief that Germany was out to destroy France as a CGreat
Power, and this, some military and naval leaders maintained,
had to be prevented, rcgardless of whether Belgium had been
dragged into the confliet or not. As early as July 1905,
Admiral Sir John Fisher was arguing that ‘'should Germany
attempt to push France to extremes over the Moroccan imbroglio,
Great Britain would almost perforce have tc come to France's
assistance'; this in a memorandum which failed to mention
Belgium.48

hand, seemed to take it for granted that Britain would be

Certain members of the War Office, on the other

able to side with her Entente partner in a purely Franco-German
struggle, should the occasion arise, In a privately written
memorandum dated 4 January 1906 General Grierson, the Director

of Military Operations, stated:

47 Cab, 38/10/73, 29 September 1905,

48 See Fisher's memorandum entitled 'British Intervention in
the event of France being suddenly attacked by Germany' in the
Balfour Papers, Add MSS 49711,



Ify, therefore, the Germans do not violate Belgian
neutrality, our only ccurse will be to send what troops
we can to reinforce the French Army in the field and so
help stem the tide of German invasion, and there is no
doubt that their presence side-by-side the French Army
would exert a great moral effect on soldiery especially
prone to such influences, British aid to the French
field forces must come gg_gngg, owing to the fact that
the moral effect of a first success would have an
enormous influence on the ccurse of the war, 49
In other words, honouring Palmerston's time~hallowed
agreement was no longer the only, or even the basie, reason
for despatching an expeditionary force to the Continent,
Britain's commitments in Europe were not merely now a matter
of protecting Belgian independence, but also of shoring up
France's Great Power status, Admittedly, a number of other
people in Britain were in favour of rendering military
assistance to France in the event of the latter Pdwer becoming
involved in a war with Germeny. The Morning Post, for instance,
warned that 'in case of an unprovoked attack upon France' by
the Germans,y 'this country could not remain an indifferent or
inactive spectator'.5° For its part, the Qbserver, while not
anticipating war, argued that 'it would be well for the
British Government to prepare for such a possible issue' by
establishing closer links with France.sl Both of these
statements were made, however, in connection with the Moroccan
imbroglio. Crierson's memorandum, by contrast, seemed to be
calling for military aid to the French as a matter of course,
Moreover and perhaps more imporfant, there were some people
in Britain who were against any such aid, however qualified

and tentative, a point which shall be taken up later. Indeed,

49 See Urierson's memorandum entitled 'Memorandum on the
military forces required for oversea warfare'y, p. 7 in the
Field-i{arshal William Robertson Papers, 1/2/6, The emphasis
in this quote is CGrierson's,

50 lMorn Post, 1 January 1906,
51 Qbserver, 2§ June 1905,



it is highly open to question whether Fisher and Crierson were.
correct to make the'assumptions that they did.

As for the French, if they had given no reply to lLansdowne's
overtures, they also did not rule out the possibility of
military and naval co-operation between the two Powers, Indeed,
the official French attitude towards this all-important matter
oscillated throughout the last nine months of 1905, 1In March,
even before the intention of the Kaiser to visit Tangler had
been announced in the press, certain Frenchmen had been
pressing for an alliance with Britain to ecounteract the
weakening of the Dual Alliance in the light of the
Russo=Japanese /ar., Valentine Chirnl, the foreign editor of
ihe Tlmegy noted this after stopping off in Paris on his way
home after spending aholiday in Egypt. During his visit to
the French capital he met, améngst other people, Combarieu,
President Loubet's Chef de Cabinet, who 'hinted very
plainly at a still closer understanding between England and
France in view of Uerman ambitions - Hollend, Austria-Hungary,
the Near Fast - which the imnotence of Russia would certainly
stimulate'.52 Oncé it became apparent that Moroceo too was
part of the German scheme of things other Frenchmen welcomed
the idea, most notably Paul Cambon, the French Ambassador to
Sritain, and M. Deleassé&., 4s against these views, however,
were those of men like premier Rouvier, who opposed any such
conversations lest they antagonise Germany further, and
General Pendazac, the French Chief of GLtaff, who estimated
the fighting value of the British 4irmy in rather low terms and

next to worthless to Yrance should a war break cut over Horocco.53

52 Chirol to Hardinge, 20 March 190%, in the Hardinge of
Penshurst Papers, volume 7,
53 Major Hugue%,

%zl&sin_ang_§§snﬁa; translated by
He Cotten 'inchin, (London, 1923), p. i.
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Throughout the summer ;nd autumn of 1905 it was the
feelings of these latter figures that prevailed in France, and
it was not until late November-early December that the views
of the Cambon-Delcassé econstellation began to regain the
ascendancy. One reascn for this shift was undoubtedly the
continued demands of the Germans for a conference of the
Powers to settle the Moroccan question even after the fall
of Delcassé at the (uail d'Orsay; another, the newer and more
favourable assessment of the British Army made by certain
Frenchmen, In particular, it was Major Huguet, the iliilitary
Attaché at the French Embassy in lLondon, who did most to
bring about this latter reappraisal, Persuaded by Cambon
in the sugmer of 1909 into believing that Germany was in
an especlally aggressive mood and ready to launch an attack
on France, Huguet declided tc #Bake a persenal look into the
state of the British irmy as a fighting force. He noted with
satisfaction that Britain was aware of the mistakes she had
made during the Boer War and that she alone of the Creat Powers
had drawn certain tactical lessons from that campaign, He
concluded that Britain could muster 150,000 men for
mobilisation and have them deployed on the Continent within
thirty days. Above ally he was convinced that Britain was
still willing to enter into military conversations in secret
with France, provided that the Rouvier Government was willing
to do the same, Impressed with theaeltindings, Cambon passed
them on to Paris, where they were read with great interest,
especially by General Brun, the new French Chief of Staff. In
early January 1906, the French Government authorised Huguet to

sound out British military experts on the matter.54 Franece was

54 dbidey pre 5o
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now ready to take the initiative in pressing for secret military
and naval co-operation between the two countries,

Yet despite their sudden willingness to hold such
conversations, the French could not be entirely certain of the
attitude of the British, Recent developments had raised the
possibility that lLondon might no longer be prepared to enter
into secret dealings, In October 1905 sensational revelations
appeared in the Parisian press emanating from the retired
Delcassé himself and alleging that, at the height of the Tangiler
crisis, the British Government offered tec land 100,000 men on
the SchleswigeHolstein coast, selze the Kiel Canal, and sign
an alliance with France, True, throughout much of 1905
Admiral Fisher had spoken publicly about launching a preventive
attack against the German Navy along these lines; articles
appeared in Jjournals like ¥Vanity Fair and the Jirmy and Navy
Ggzette advocating much the same thingj and in February of
that year, only two days before the Japanese attacked the
Russian fleet at Port Arthur without making a formal declaration
of war, Arthur Leey then Civil lLord of the Admiralty, delivered
a speech at his Eastleigh constituency which, if it did not
urge a 'Coppnhagening' of the German Navy, did at least warn
Berlin that the Royal Navy was in a position to launch an
immedlate attack against any Power.ss But lLansdowne and the
Foreign 0ffice denied the French newspaper reports, and a good
many British organs of opinion dissociated themselves from the
First Sea Lord's extremely belligerent proposals.56 Meanwhile,

the Conservative Government was steadily losing 1ts grip in

59 Ihe Times, 5 February, 1905,
56 See, for instance, The Times, 9 Cctober 1905; D

e
Chronicle and B Daily Post, 10 Cetober 1905; and
Spectator, 14 October 1905,
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Parliament thanks largely to the Tariff Reform issue, and in
early December Salfour gave way to Zir Henry Carpbell-Bannerman,
a renowned francophile but a man whose foreign policy specches
of late had also stressed the need for an inglo-lerman
rapprochement similar to the Anglo-French one, Jere both of
these events indications that Uritain was edglng away from the
idea of secret military conversations with Trance? To find out
the answer to this and other, equally important guestions,
Huguet dined out with Colonel Charles a Court Repington, the
military corresponden$ of Ihe Timeg, on 28 Lecember 190Y in
London.57 Over dinner, Repington managed to ease most of
Huguet's worries, Ile maintained that the Sritish people had
not altered their pro=-french outlook on the Moroeccan cuestion,
He denied rumours then afloat in Paris that the new Liberal
Foreign Secretary 5ir Edward Grey was about tc embark on new
policies for Britain. lle even went so far as to say that both
publie opinion and the new Liberal Covernment in dritain would
almost certalnly rally to France's aid should a war erupt over
the Moroccan crisis - quite a striking remark, considering that
the press was deeply divided over this point and that the Liberal
Cabinet had not even studied the matter.58

57 Huguet's choice of Repington rather than somecne more official
was probably determineéd by the latter's well-known enthusiasm
for some sort of military accommodation with F'rance. Throughout
the whole of the Tangler crisis Igg_Iimgg correspondent preduced
a veriety of reasons for an Angio- rench alliancey including the
notion that a Sritish Exnedlitionary force could flll the vacuum
in the Dual 4lliance created by Russia's collapse in the ar Last,
The Royal Navy alone, epington once boasted, 'is worth more than
5ﬂﬂ,000 bayonets to %he French irmy',

58 Wuguet to htienne (Prench War Minister), 30 Uecember 1905,
ments Dinlomatigues Francais (herein cited as DJD.F,
21*me s-rie, vele V II, noce 3.0y pe 414,
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Up to this point events moved slowly, with the two sides
making tentative approaches towards each otherj after
28 December, however, the pace began to quicken, Repington
in particular seemed determined to get the secret conversations
under way at this stage. 0On 29 December, only a day after his
meeting with Huguet, the military correspondent of Ihe Times
wrote Crey, then electioneering in Northumberland, informing
him of what had taken place and asking for farther instructions,
The Foreign Seecretary's reply, which reached‘Repington on
January lst, invested the latter with the power to continue the
conversations unofficially till the election results were known,
Two days later Repington dined out with Grierson and a
Major Gorton, also of the War Office, to discuss how best to
convert the hitherto reluctant 4Admiral Fisher and Sir George Clarke
to the notion of military co-operation with the French. On
5 January, Repington invited Huguet to lunch at his house and
there heard assurances that France would not under any
circumstances be the first to violate Belglan territory, a
point which Repington had raised at the 28 December meeting,
That same evening The Times's military correspondent managed
to convince both Clarke and Esher of the need to hold secret
conversations with the French, (n 12 January Repington, this
time accompanied by Esher and Clarke, once again met Huguet to
enguire about France's defence plans and learn the exact nature
of Huguet's proposals., And so it went on. Indeed, it was not
until 19 January, the date when the conversations finally
became official, that Repington once again devoted his energiles
to writing for The Times; and even then he did not entirely lose
touch with the proceedings,’’

59 Colonel Charles a Court Repington, The F'irst World Wap,
1914-1918, I (London, 1920), pp.2-b.
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Repington's efficient handling of such matters undoubtedly
made the pursuance of the same task by his successor,
Major-General Grierson of the War Office Intelligence Sranch,
much easier. Upon assuming the role of Britain's official
negotiator with the French, Grierson found that he had
little difficulty in starting where The Times's military
correspondent had left off, But perhaps even more instrumental
in allowing the Director of Military Operations to proceed
smoothly with the arrangements for co-ordinating Anglo-French
planning were the workings of the C.I.,Ds The efforts of
Fisher and Ottley to form a permanent sub-Committee of the
Defence Committee to examine schemes for Joint military and
naval expeditions had borne fruit, and by the end of 1905 Esher,
FRehch, Clarke, Ottley, and Grierson had all agpeed to consider
the technical and logistiéal problems arising in the event of
Britain being involved with France in a war with Germany. Between
mid=-December and mid-January these men held a series of
conferences with this intention in mind: a conference held on
19 December weighing up the various naval plans put forward by
members of the Admiralty to be taken against Germany, in which
the scheme to despatch a large expeditionary force to the Baltie
was ruled out as impracticable; a meeting on January 6 arranging
a time-table for the possible mobilisation of the 50,000 strong
Aldershot Army Corps if hostilities did erupt; a meeting held
on 12 January in which Ottley presented the Admiralty's views
on the pros and cons of transporting troops o France as
against Belgiumy and a conference held on 19 January dealing
with the problems of disembarkation and Jjoining forces with the



60 On cccasion the recommendations

French and Belgian armies.
“put forth by this sub=Committee produced some friction and
misunderstanding betweem Huguet and Repington.61 But in the
main, they served as a useful guideline for Repington and
later Grierson in their dealings with the Military Attaché of
the French Embassy in London., What is more, they revealed the
lengths to which most of Britain's military and naval leaders
were willing to go to help France in a future war with Germany.

There was, however, at least one figure opposed to the

conversations as they then stood, This was Admiral Sir John Fisher,

First Sea lLord and one of the most outspoken personages in
Admiralty circles, Fisher's opposition to the conversations
stemmed largely from his ecnviction that they threatened to
undermine Britain's supremacy on the seas, that most essential
criterion for the successful defence of the nation and one
which the First Sea lLord had been willing to guarantee by

launching a preventive war against the German fleet, A4s far

as he was concerned, it was ridiculous to talk about despatching

an expeditionary force to Jeoin up with the Belgian Army or the

60 Cab. 38/11/4., 'Notes of @onferecnces held at 2 Whitehall
Gardens on &9 December 1905; 6 Jenuary, 12 January, and
19 January, 1906', It perhaps should be added here that not
all five men attended the four meetings, Esher, French, and
Clarke did so; but Ottley sat in on only the first three
meetings, while Grierson attended only the last two,

61 Huguet, for instance, took exception to the suggestion
made by Grierson after the 19 January meeting that in the
event of the British Expeditionary Tor ce being employed on
the Freneh frontier, its status 'would be that of an
independent body un&er a general contrecl of the French

Commander-in-Chief', Huguet was in favour of Britain commanding
the French Navy, while the French would head both armies, CGrierson
thought the plan dangerous inasmuch as it would lead crities to
suggest that Britain was fighting on behalf of the French rather

than the Belglans, &ee J,E., Tyler, The British Army and the
Continent, 1904=1914 (ILondon, 1938), pp. 42-44,



left wing of the French forces, In the first place, the Germans
were strong enough to rout the French and Belgian forces within
a matter of weeks, if not days. In the second, the proposed
forcé would be too small to play a decisive role, even assuming
that the French and the Belgians sémehow managed to avoid defeat.
To send such a force to fight along side the French or the
Belgians in this manner would be, in short, to send it to its
destruction, Indeed, its defeat in France or Flanders in the
early stages of the war would in turn compromise Britain's

62 To his
way of thinking, it would be far better for Britain to land

naval efforts and expose the country to invasion,

men on the Schleswig-Holstein coast, seize the Kiel Canal, and
attempt to march on Berlin, If sufficient numbers of French
and British troops took part in this scheme, Paris would

almost certalnly be saved, since the Germans would be under
enough pressure to divert precious manhood resources away from
the French capital towards théir homeland.63 Had Clarke, Esher,
French, Ottley, and CGrierson approved of the idea in their
secret meetings of late 1905-early 1906, there can be little
doubt that Fisher would have supported the notion of holding
military and naval conversations with the French, As it was,
they found the scheme unlikely to succeed, and Fisher, presumably
out of pique, did his utmost to prevent the conversations from
progressing. He refused to help Repington secure the new

62 J.A. Fisher, j;uuLjﬁuu§?;435r§ng;ﬂg¥x, (London, 1919), p.5.

63 Fisher had advocated this plan at least as far back as

July 1905 when he wrote to the Prime Minister asking for a
sub-Committee of the C.I.D. to be formed to examine various
plans for despatching an expeditionary force tec the Continent,
In this memorandum, the First Sea Lord urged the Covernment to
withdraw, if need be, troops from the garrisons of the North-West
frontiers of India to fight in Schlemwig-Holstein, surely an
indication that some military and naval leaders regarded Germany
rather than Russia as the primary enemy of the country. See
Fisher's memorandum entitled 'British intervention in the event

of France being suddenly attacked by Germany', dated July 1905,
in the Balfour Add MSS 49711,




Liberal Government's official sanction for the conversatlonsj

he held but one meeting with Captain Mercier de Lostende, the
Naval Attaché at the French Embassy in London, on the possibility
of naval co-operation between the two countries, a meeting in
which little was achieved., He even refused to promise the
Admiralty's co-operation in working out the details and
probkems of cross-Channel tranSport.64 Only as time wore on,
when it became increasingly apparent that the British Government
was never going to endorse the Schleswig-Holstein scheme, did
the First Sea Lord guarantee the passage of the British
Expeditionary Froce across the Channel,

Despite the First Sea Lord's dissent, the conversations
continued. Throughout the remainder of January and all of
February CGrierson held several meetings with Huguet, meetings
in which the Director of Military Operations found himself having
to defend several of the C.I.D.'s recommendations about the
deployment of British troops in northern France and the conditions
under which they would fight in the first place. It was not until
the French did finally agree to these conditions that Grierson
was able to proceed on to the next stage of the C.I.D.!s
contingeney planning -« the inspection of the French Channel
ports as possible disembarkation sites, On 2-3 March Grierson
and Huguet visited Boulogne and Calais for this purpose. A
week later, Colonel Robertson, also of the War Office
Intelligence Department, accompanied Grierson on a tour of
the northern French frontier from Lille tc the Ardennes, And on

10 March Grierson held his first meeting with Ceneral Brun, the

64 Repington, 9p,cit., p. 113 also Williamson, gp,cit., p.69.
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new French Chief of General Staff.65 All of this was done in
comparative haste whilst the Algeciras Conference was still in
session and the fate of Europe in the balance. As the Conference
drew to a peaceable close, however, the ccnversations began to
grind to a halt, On 5 4pril, for instance, the very day that
the Conference delegates began to return to their respective
capitals, Grierson finished writing a précis of all the
arrangements whieh he had made with the French since January;
in his diary entry of that date he noted that further such
arrangements 'will now be hardly necessary'. Four days later
he went to the Foreign O0ffice and asked for a 'détente of war
preparations'.66

Nevertheless, some military pourparlers did go on after
Algeeiras, if at a slower pace., In early May 1906, Huguet
brought to Grierson the French Government's railway plans for
transporting troops from the Channel ports to the front,
whether in Belgium or in northern France. In Augusty Grierson
attended the French and Belgium manoeuvres, the former being
a rather important visit, in that it ended with a meeting
at Solssons with M, Etienne, the French Minister of War.s?
Nor was it merely Grierson on the British side who was
interested in retaining the links between the two Ceneral
Staffs in the aftermath of the first Moroccan crisis, His
suceessor, Sir Spencer Ewart, also favoured continuing the

conversations and held odéd meetings with Huguet reviewing
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the status of the exchanges.68 Meanwhile, the C.I.D, for its
part continued to examine in detail matters of logisties
that arose out of the Grierson-Huguet conversations, and in
the spring of 1907 a General Staff memorandum stated its
preference for sending a British Expeditionary Force to
France rather than to Belgium in the event of war with
Germany. '"The Belgian irmy is by no means reliable as

a fighting machine'y, this document noted, ‘'and close
co=operation in the field with the actual French Army might
perhaps be a more effective way of ridding Belgium of her
invaders, than direct support to a force which might only
too scon beccme demoralised and panie stricken’'. Stil11,
as the railway lines from Calals, Boulogne, and lLe Havre
could lead troops with equal facility to the Belgian right
or the French left, it was agreed tc postpone a definite

decision on this point 'until the very last momant'.69

4. Conclusiong
Cut of the detalls of the history of the secret
AngloeFrench military conversations of 19056, one or two
points emerge which require some stressing. TFirst, by

advocating and seeking a clearly defined military arrangement

68 See the entry in the S5ir Spencer Ewart Diaries dated
31 July 1907, in which menticn is given of a meeting between
Ewart, Huguez, and S5ir Neville Lyttleton, the new Chief of
General Staff, concerning the status of %he conversations,
It should be noted that this entry contrddicts the statement
made by Huguet, gp.cit., pp. 6-9, that between 1906 and 1910
he and Evart never met face tc face to discuss any further
contingeney planning, Instead, Huguet claims that he had to
deal with lesser men in subordinate positions, willing to
get things done but handiecapped by a lack of any real
authority.

69 Cab. 38/13/18, General Staff memorandum entitled 'Our
position as regards the Low Countries', 8 ipril 1907,



with France, men like Repington, Grierscn, Ottley, and

Sir John French were only doing what a number of other people
in the country wanted them to do, Ever since the outbreak of
the first Moroecan crisis a considerable section of British
publie opinion, especially right-wing opinion, had been
clamouring for some sort of military and naval accommodation
between the two countries in order to contain what they
construed tc be blatant and unwarranted German expansionism,
Indeed, some fiery chauvinist writers had for some time been
calling for the substitution of an alliance for the 'vague'
Anglo-French understanding, 'which does not give sufficient
guarantee of mutual assistance and of national security eilther
to Great Britain or to France'.70 Certain Conservative
newspapers, on the other hand, might not have gone so far as
to anticipate war in the spring of 1905, but they did argue
that '1t would be well for the British Government to prepare
for such a possible issue, hastening to add that 'we are
committed to the support of French diplomacy in the controversy
with Germany'.71 Even a few left-wingers like H,i{, Hyndman
from time to time declared themselves to be in favour of a
'defensive agreement between England, 'rance and Italy, running
athwart the Triple Alliance, expressly in order to keep the
European peace'.72 Given the existence of these views, 1t

is difficult to portray Britain's military and naval leaders
as men who were out on a limb vig-a-vig British public cpinion
on the subjeet of converting the Entente Cordiale into

70 0, Eltzbacher, 'The balance of power in Europe', Nineteenth

c s 57 (May 1905), 796,
0 s 29 June 1905,
72 See Hyndman's article entitled 'France and foreign poliey',

in Justice, 12 November 1904, p.4.
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something more than a mere settlement of overseas colonial
disputes, The seccnd striking feature of these conversations
is that the men who conducted them from the British side,
namely Repingten and CGrierson, always exercised a gcod deal of
caution in their dealings with Major Huguet, Desnite the
considerable pressure exerted by the military attaché of the
French Embassy in London for a stronger and more clear-cut
British commitment to France neither negotiator would promise
anything more than he had been authorised to promise,
Admittedly, nct all of Britain's military leaders behaved so
responsibly when talking to the French about this delicate
subjact.73 They, however, were more the exception than the
rule, In the main, the CGenerals and the Admirals refrained
from encouraging the French to bellieve that the conversztions
would eventually lead to an alliance., Indeed, in his handling
of Huguet on this matter, Grierson was masterful to the point
of perfection, He allayed the Frenchman's fear that Britain
might one day leave France in the lurch over the Moroccan
issue by telling him that neither the new Liberal GCovernment
nor the Sritish people would tolerate such a turn of events,
while at the same time he dismissed the notion of an alliance
as unnecessary in view of the easing of the Tangier erisis.?4

Grierson's behaviour was all the more impressive in view of his

73 In the spring of 1906 a General Maurice gave an interview
to a French newspaper describing at length how in the event of
another Franco-German war Britain would as a matter of course
Join France and operate against the Germans from Denmark, not
the Schleswig=-Holstein coast. The interview outraged
Campbell=Bannerman, who demanded that Maurice be severely
reprimanded and that his views be publicly repudiated, See
Campbell-Bannerman to Grey, 25 January 1906, F,0, 800/100,

74 Williamson, op.cit., p.84.
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own personal belief in an Anglo-French alliance, Deference to
a higher authority, it seems, compelled the Director of Milltary
Operations to ignore his own wishes and desires.

Nevertheless, despite these more positive aspects of the
conversations, it can still be said that they presented real
cause for worry. The very vagueness of the military
preparations of 1905«6 made it unclear to all concerned
precisely under what conditions British troops would land on
the Continent to fight on the side of the French or the Belgians,
Uncertainty of this sort was not in itselfl necessarily an evi},
inasmuch as it discouraged the French from thinking that they
could invariably rely upon British military support in any
confrontation with Germany, But at the same time such
uncertainty did give rise to misunderstandings with several
foreign Powers, Thus while on an official visit to Paris in
the spring of 1907, Campbell-Bannerman, never very happy about
the conversations, reputedly told the French premier Clemenceau
that the people of Britazin ‘would be totally averse to gny
troops being landed by England on the Continent under any
eircumstances's, The latter, who had been hoping to convert the
Liberal Prime Minister to the idea of an Anglo-French-Spanish
triplice against the CGermans, professed to be shocked and
regarded Campbell-Bannerman's remakks as 'the virtual end of
the Entente Cordial«'.75 An even more serious complication
by731§.Eifggge;ilgigglo-Freneh negoti:tions 1907: ﬁ memorandum
R s 31 (1958), 524-227. is a point of interest, 1% per&aps
should be mentioned that Campbell-Bannerman later insisted that
he made no such statement and only warned Clemenceau of the
reluctance, not the total aversion, of the British people to
undertake such commitments, (See &rey to Sir Francis Bertie,

13 April 1907, F,0, 800/50,) It is just possible that the French
premierilout of pique after having seen his hopes for a three

Power alliance against the Germans dashed, deliberately
exaggerated the British Prime Minister's remarks.




was to arise for Anglo-Cerman relations, In Berlin, rumours of
the conversations confirmed suspicions of an alliance between
the two Western Powers and not long afterwards leading German
generals began to take it for granted in their war plans that
Britain would be in the enemy camp.76

In other words, the Anglo-French military conversations,
while not amounting to an 'entangling alliance', did produce
entanglements which in the long run tended to restrict
IBritain's freedom of action in dealing with foreign Powers,
But serious as this was, there was another, equally unfortunate
aspect of the military conversations, By engaging in furtive
negotiations with the ﬁreﬁch, the Government was helping to
promote that most undemocratic of practices in foreign affairs,
secret diplomacy, thereby misleading the general publiec about
the real nature of the Entente Cordiale., True, some sections
of the British public had expressed = willingness to see
military overtones added to the Entente, but by no means everyone
in the country felt this way and 1t is significant that a number
of organs of opinion in the country expressed alarm upon hearing
rumours of the conversations and demanded that the Government
reveal everything, if only as a matter of prineciple. As the
Manchester Guardian put it: 'We have a right to know whether
Lord Lansdowne, by written or spoken word or in any other way,
committed this country tc future military co-operation with
France in certain eventualities, and, if so, what these were'.77

Yet whatever the rights and wrongs of the matter, the

76 Williamson, «9 DPe 340-342,
77 Manchester Custdlan, 53 Novomber ' 1906,




direction which the Anglo-French conversations of 1905«6 took
are not as important to this study as the more general attitudes
of Britain's military and naval leaders towards Fran@e and the
Entente Cordiale in the early years of the twentieth century.
It is with this alle-important area that we must concern
ourselves, Taken together, the nation's defence experts and
Journals had a far more dualistic approach to the Anglo-French
diplomatic rapprochement than any other section of British
public opinion, They disliked the losses involved in the

1904 colonial Conventionj; yet they endorsed its strategiec
implications, They were quick to take note of these strategic
implications but were slow to act upon them. They outwardly
professed trust in France and faith in the workings of the
Entente Cordiale but inwardly entertained suspicions about
French motives and had misgivings abcut the durability of the
friendlier relations between lLondon and Paris, Much more than
any other group in Britain they kept all possible eventualities
in mind when contemplating the future of the Entente.
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CHAPTER VII

COMMERCIAL AND FINANCIAL RELATIONS BETWEEN BRITAIN AND FRANCE
1903-1908

Commerce and finance, both of which had done sc much
to put Anglo-French relations on a good footing at the time
of the Cobden Treaty of 1860, once again played a positive
role in the affairs of the two countries in the early years
of the twentieth century. Even before an Anglo-Irench
diplomatie understanding had been realised in 1903-4, a
number of businessmen in Sritain had been doing their
utmost to improve the bonds between the two countries, Thus
at the turn of the century they refrained from participating
in the passions and fervours being generated by the Boer War
on both sides of the Channel, 11900 had beccme a record year
for cross-Channel trade in both directions, and during 1901,
1902, and the early months of 1903, at a time when England
was facing a serious drain on her gold resources, French
financlers, anxiocus to profit from the high English bank
rate, invested about 1,000,000,000 francs (about £40,000,000)
in England'.l Some even ventured to agitate for something
more constructive, In the autumn of 1900, Sir Thomas Barclay,
then Chairman of the BSritish Chamber of Commerce in Paris,
organised a meeting of the Associated Chambers of Commerce of
the U,K. in the French capital to strengthen the ties between
the two countries, A year later, the Association, under
Barclay's leadership, passed a resolution at Nottingham in
favour of this proposaly this after no less than twenty-seven

British Chambers had discussed and passed speclal resclutions

1 Christopher i1, Andrew, Theonhile lelcasse an
Lhe Entente Cordiale, (London, 1968), p. 202,



on the same subject.2

Such representations, of course, became even more freguent
once Anglo-French relations did begin to improve, GScarcely
had King Edward VII commenced his well-publicised State visit
to Paris in the spring of 1903 when leading members of the
British Chamber of Commerce there proposed the negotiation
of an Anglo-French commercial treaty.3 In London, the
Commercial Committee of the House of Commons, headed by a
Sir William Houldsworth, at once extended an Invitation to
its equivalent group in the Chamber of Deputies to visit the
British capita1.4 Somewhat later in Parls Barclay began
to prepare the arrangement of 'municipal ententes' between
dignitaries of certain British and French e¢ities in which
local businessmen were to figure prominently, Manchester
and Lyons were the first to take part in the scheme; the
corporations of Ldinburgh and (Glasgow were soon to follow.s
Meanwhile on a more naticnal level, plans were being laid by
businessmen in both countries to promote joint trade
exhibitions, still more visits, and an underground freight
and passenger link across the Channel, Accompanying all
this activity was, of course, an underlying belief that
profits could be made out of the diplomatic rapprochement
between the two countries, a belief whichy as will be seen
shortly, was to become substantiated to some extent by

record cross-Channel trade, Nevertheless taken as a whole,

2 oir Thomas Barclay Thirty-Yea: ‘ngle IS
eminis 0=1906 ondon, 191&

3 Sir 1-ward Honson to Lord Lansdowne, 14 Way 1903, F(oreign)

O(frice) 27/3629,

4 See the '"Who's who in the world of commerce' column in the

September 1903 edition of the Magszine of Commerce.

5 Bareclay, gpe.cit., r. 298.
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businessmen and financiers were to become more disillusioned
with the Entente Cordiale than perhaps any other group in
Britain. Frecisely why and how this came to be the case, will,
it is hoped, be explained in this chapter,
1. Commercial relations

The conditions under which trade between Britain and France
developed in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries
were on the whole favourable, Apart from the sheer volume of
trade bweween the two countries, which as has been seen grew
even during the Boer War, there were other circumstances which
made it possible for the commercial classes of the two
countries to get along with each other guite amicably. To
begin with, British and French manufacturers and exporters
were by and large still concentrating on developing and
exporting two different types of goods at this time, While
British exports largely consisted of heavy industrial goods
or everyday necessities, French exports mostly comprised luxury
items or long-recognised specialitiex. This meant that
British and French manufacturers could seek an outlet for
their goods either across the Channel or in overseas markets
without facing too much ecompetition from one another, of
course, I'rance was making rapid steps towards complete
industrialisation at the turn of the century, and the French,
like their counterparts in Britain, Germany, and the United
States, vere beginning to produce plainer and cheaper
commodities for export in sizeable guantities, But even
these goods, 'shipped mainly to the reserved markets of her

expanding tropical empirey, did not often trip up the British



merchant in places where their appearance would have seemed to
him an intruaion'.6 Moreover and scarcely less important,
British overseas trade rivalry with France tended to be less
marked than with other Powers simply because the French at
this time still were not exporting capital goods in great
amounts.’ In addition, there had been something of a
tradition of co-operation and friendliness between businessmen
of the two countries, a tradition punctuated by several free
trade agreements made in the late eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries, (n the basis of all this evidence, then, it was
possible to conclude in 19034, as many contemporary organs
of opinion in fact did conclude, that commercially speaking
Gritain's relations with France 'were of the bolt'.a

Such conclusions were, however, guite often far from
Justified, It would be more correct to say that commercial
relations between Oritain and France stood on a reasonably
good footing but were nonetheless in need of considerable
improvement., At the core of much of the difficulty was the
probikBl of regulating the commerce bwdleen the two countries,
A commercial treaty had been signed between the British and
French Governments in 1882, but its most important clauses
related to shipping and had little to say abou. tariff
matters, which were left to the devices of the two
legislatures, Had Parliament and the French Chamber of
Deputies erected more or less equally high protective walls,
there could have been few qualms about the matter, As 1t was,
the latter turned out to be a good deal more protectionist-minded

6 JOHO Chpham' ive 10} ]
gambridgo, 1926=-1 y 1114 3
8 éee,.ior 1nstanée, Spectator, 5 December 1903,

pdern Britain (3 vols.,
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than the former. In 1892, the French CGovernment introduced the
'Méline Tariff', a schedule of duties described by one
economic historian as 'one of the stiffest in the world,

though not so stiff as those of Russla and the United States'.9
Not only did this tariff fix rates on imports into France at

a much higher level than did 1its British equivalent,lo but

it did so in a very uneven fashion, Instead of setting up

a uniform schedule of duties, a two tler system was created:

a fixed minimum rate for France's commercilal 'friends' and

a fixed maximum one for others., As friends like Britain were
ocnly awarded 2 minimum rate, not a set level of duties,
precious few British manufacturers in Britain could be certain
how their exports would fare in French markets from one sitting
of the Chamber of Deputies to the next, Another annoying
aspect of the Meline tariff was the gurtaxe d'entrepdt, a duty
imposed over and above all other dutles upon prcduets of
non=Eurcpean origin imported into France ffom European
countries and one which obviously worked to the detriment of
British traders living in the Empire, Meanwhile, exporters

of manufactured goods on both sides of the Channel were

complaining of the false marking of products.ll

23 .4, Clapham, The lconomigc relopment of Fran nd Cermany,
- (Cambrige 19 079 Pe - 3
i the exceptian of a few articles like sugar, wine and

spirits, the British Government allowed French products, in
common with those of other nations, into the United Kingdom free
of duty, By contrast, the French ievied duties on virtually all
imports, and in the case of British imports into France, one
historian has calculated that these French duties averaged 3471
igigﬁlgiggiigégég early years of the twentieth century. (See

1 Apparently a nugber of French firms were putting Eritish
labels on certain goods to mislead their consumers, while a few
bottling firms in England were placing French 1abeis on cheap
colonial wines, ©Oce the Memorandum on Commercial Helations

with Prance, Annex 4, p, 12, (17 July 1908) in the
Asquith Papers, MS 9é.
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For their part, French businessmen were very wary of the
Tariff reform issue in Britain, That a system of high tariff
barriers guarding home produce coupled with preferential
treatment for the countries of the Empire was being mooted
about in Britain at this time does not need much stressing
here, Joseph Chamberlain had formally advocated the idea in
the autumn of 19033 almost half of the Conservative party
endorsed his subsequent campaign for imperial federationj
and a good many organs of opinion in the country nailed their
flags to the mast of protectionism as well, What does need
some emphasising, perhaps, is that the Balfour Government
was already taking some steps in this direction, In the
early years of the twentieth century, duties had been levied
on corn, coal and sugar, Intended merely as a temporary
measure to help rid the country of its deficit caused by the
Boer Wary they nevertheless lasted for a considerable period
of time and were wldely regarded both in Britain and abroad
es a step towards protectionism.12 Similar duties were
rumoured to be on the way., A number of Liberal newspapers,
Invariably ready to seize upon any line of thinking to discredit
Chamberlain's campaign, arguec that the introduction of Tariff
. Reform would reduce French imports into Britain, produce a trade
war between the twe ccuntries, and possibly destroy the Entente
1tself.13 Meanwhile the rebuttals of the Tariff Reform press

were singularly unimpressive and made little impact upon the

12 Howard Weinroth, 'Left-wing opposition to naval armaments
in Sritain before 19141, : - story, vol. 6,

in Pritals Yefene Journal of Contemporsa istor
13 W 28 November 1903, for instance,
found 1t 'surpris that anyone could even tﬁink France would

not be aggry if we adopted Mr Chamberlain's proposals.




reading public.l4

All this tended to exeite French businessmen,
many of whom depended upon Dritain as the one sizeable market
in which they could easily sell their goods, Indeed, some took
the Tariff Reform campaign in Britain so seriously that they
felt compelled to issue warnings to the 3Balfour Government,
Specially written articles appeared in the lempg, the
semi-official organ of the I'rench Government, taking note of
Chamberlain's intentions and threatening reprisals if the
scheme was carried out.15 In the end, of course, French
businessmen did not have to live up to their words because

the British public rejected the notion of tariff reform at

the time of the 1906 general election., Nevertheless, the

rise of protectionism as a major issue in Britain did produce
anxiety in certaln I'rench business circles and played a part

in making commercial relations between the two ccuntries a
shade less cordial than they otherwise might have been,

There were, then, elements of discontent in the links
that brought British and French businessmen together,
Accordingly, a number of commercial and financial figures in
Britain sought to redress the situation by putting pressure on
their Government to have the French sign a new treaty. As has

14 Ehg_%%g§g for instsnce, tried to argue in an article of 28
November &hat, while the duties advocated by Chamberlain
'would in some degree diminish ocur imports, alike from France
and other countries', these countries would ‘elearly recognise
that the right would be on our side, and that, even if they
regretted the change in the 1ntores% of their own manufactures,
they would not assume any right to blame us for éding what
might be greatly to the advantage of our own', Presumably it
was this kind of over-simplification that made the Tariff
Reform press appear politically naive in the eyes of many
informed readers and voters,

15 See the letter of Maurice de Bunsen, first secretary of
the British Embassy in Paris, to Lansdowne, 21 August 1903;
also Monson to Lansdowne, 21 November 1903, F,0, 27/3629,
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already been seen, they had for some time been advocating

such a move and now that the two Covernments had scwn the seeds
of a political rapprcchement the moment for realising an
arrangement regulating the commercial affairs between Britain
and France suddenly became opportune, As one officlal of the
Board of Trade put it, if rather matter of factly: 'The
possibility of negotiating a favourable commercial treaty

with France arises from the feeling of friendliness that now
exists between the two cnuntries'.16 Given that thls was their
ultimate aim, it comes somewhat as a surprise, perhaps, that
individual British businessmen and the various chambers of
commerce which acted on their behalf strove more to stabllise
French customs duties than t® reduce them, 4s far as they
were concernedy it was not the height of a given tariff that
did the mcst to damage Sritish trade in France, but the fact
that such customs duties were forever undergeing fluctuations,
Time and again they scught to impress upon the British
Gvernment their preference for 'a regime of slightly heavier
duties, with the certainty of knowing how they stood for a
definite period of years, to one under which they would have

to pay slightly lower dutles with the fear that those duties
might be subjected to constant tlnctuatiéns'.17 British
exporters, it seems, were able to do a 'permanently satisfactory
business' with foreign countries, profided that they knew
beforehand under what circumstances goods of cne kind were
going to be prchibited, while geoods of another were going to

16 Harold Cox, 'Memorandum cn a new Commercial Treaty with
France', December 1906, F.0., 800/106,

17 GSee the aforementioned memorandum on Anglo-French eommercial
relations dated July 1908 in the Asquith Papers, M5 98, (pp.2-3).
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be admitted.l3
the French to lower their tariffs as well, John G, Pilter,
a member of the Board of Direetors of the British Chamber of
Commerce in Paris, asked His Majesty's Ambassador to France,
Sir Franeis Bertie, what cculd be done to convinee the French
to lower their duties on imported items, The high tariff
barrier, complained Pilter in 1906, 'has proved especlally
unsatisfactory in view of inereased Anglo-irench trada'.19
But even he felt that the primary reason for negotliating a
new commercial treaty with the French was to give 'a fixity
o8 régime' to the business and financial links between the
two countries so as to ensure for British traders 'the
certainty of the morrow and not of being suddenly deprived
of the fruits of their many years' labour in establishing
themgselves in this country as importers of Zritish goods'.zo
Apart from the injustices of the Méline tariff, there
were other anomalies in AngloeFrench trade relations which
Sritish businessmen hoped to get rid of by exerting pressure

Of coursey pressure was being applied to get

on their Government, Among the most notorious of these
anomalies was the practice of falsely marking goods, a
practice which was carried on by disreputable ccmpanies on both
sides of the Channel, but more commonly in Fra.ce, it first
British firms were willing to take the matter up through the
British Chamber of Commerce in Paris, After this falled to
produce results, they sent representations te their Government
in London, By 1907 their annoyance and frustration had

become such that they took the rather unusual step of having

18 Harold Cox, 'Memorandum on a new Commercial Treaty with
France', December 1906, F,0, 800/106,
19 piiter to Sertie,'3 November 1906, F.0. 800/49,

Abid.
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the influential Associated Chambers of Commerce in the
United Kingdom adopt their cause and demand that the
Campbell-Bannerman Ministry immediately provide for the
protection of British marks in France.zl British shipping
companies, constantly facing fines for not accurately
clasgifying thelr goods for the awkward French customs, took

22 But the commotion stirred up

a similar course of action,
over these ccmparatively minor matters was nothing when
measured against the efforts of colonlial exporters to have
the gurtaxe d'entrepot abolished., 4s the gurtaxe was being
levied only on those raw materials or foodstuffs being
manufactured or processed in European countries like Britain,
not all exporting businesses in the British Empire had sought
to repeal the measure. Nevertheless, their number was
sufficient to draw the attention of the British Government,
Canadian timber firms had been among the first to complaing
the tea growing associations of Ceylon and India were guick
to followy and within a short period of time of the
successful visit of King Bdward VII to Paris in 1903 a host
of exporting and shipping companies throughout the Empire
began to demand that the Forelgn 0ffice exert its new-found
influence with the French Covernment to get rid of this
particular duty. The most notable attempt to achieve this
aim came in the winter of 1903 at Montreal when the Fifth

21 'Memorandum on Commercial Relations with France',
17 July 1903, Asquith Papers Pe3e

22 T ’ april 190?. The French apparent
had a myriad of ¢ saifications for each type of article that
entered into the country and expected foreign shipping companies
to know both these classifications and their exceptions, all of
which were contained in several large vclumes of Cuatoms
Administration books, In the opinion of the g;ngngzgisgiggg,
the number of these 'cautions' was such that 'one beg )
wonder at the existence of any export trade at all from
England to France'.
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Congress of the Chambers of Commerce of the DBritish Empire
passed a resolution condemning the gurtaxe as unjust and
urging the Government in London to do all in its power to
secure its removal.23 But there were other attempts as
well, and as late as December 1906 the tea-plantation owners
in British-held islia were threatening to close their exports
to France altogether if something were not done about the
surtaxe d'entrepdt.*

Indeed, colonial businesses and those British firms which
operated in the various parts of the Empire secemed to have their
own grievances against the I'rench, Vhile British merchants
engaged in purely cross-~Channel trade had to deal with high
and fluctuating tariff barriers, colonial businessmen were
confronted with an even worse aspect of French protectionism,
the denial of the Open Door, In places like Algeria and
Madagascar the French had long since set up monopolistic
preserves. In Tunis, Dritish trade, 1f not as yet destroyed,
was on the verge of extinction, Meanwhile, in the Congo Basin
and Equatorial Africa huge tracts of land were being
systematically sealed off from outside competition, Even in
those comparatively few areas of France's overseas empire
where the doors had not been completely closed to foreign
traders there were injustices. The exceedingly narrow scope
of the "minimum rates' of the French Customs Tariff as

applied to New Caledoniay for instance, proved so vexatious

23 See the letter of a Kenrick B, Murray, a representative
of the London Chamber of Commerce to the Montreal Congress,
to Lansdowne, 15 December 1903, F,0, 27/3751. A
24 See, for instance, 'Memorandum on the "Surtaxe d'entrepot"
gng Fgggggaﬁritish Commercial Relations', 15 December 1906,
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to a numb@r of Australian businessmen that the Covernor-General
of that Dominion felt compelled to write to the Colonial Cffice
in iondon rrotesting agailnst the situation in view of Australia's
own free trade po11c103.25 In the provinece of Tenguin and in
certain parts of West ifrica, on the other hsnd, it was the
transit duties which the French imposed upon Sritish goods
being shipred into the hinterland that gave rise to the most
cnnplaints.26 No wonder, then, that a great many colonial
businessmen and British shipping firms reacted so favourably

to the news of each step in the developmmmt of friendlier
diplomatic relations between lLondon and Paris. There was
little doubt in their minds that what had been achieved in the
politiecsl sphere ecould be achieved in the economic one as well,
This was particularly true of the Liverpool shipping firms,
whose weekly runs to the west Coast of Afriea and trading
posts in the interior of that continent had suffered
tremendously at the hands of the prégime conceasionairg in the
Congo, 2/

Of coursey none of this is to say that all Sritish and
colonial businessmen who had overseas dealings with the French
welcomed rumours of the Entente Cordiale. Companies like
Hessrs, Forwood Sros, and Co,.y the london ship@wners, and

25 See the letter of M, Austin Lee of the Colonial 0ffice to

Sir Edward Monscn, 16 August 1904, ¥,0, 27/3671,

(123 Par%. Debates, Fourth Jerdes, H, of C.y CIXV
une
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27 tn 15 eo%ober 1903y only one day after an important
Anglo=French arbitration agreement had been signed, E,H, Cookson,
Managing Director of the Liverpoocl trading firm, Hatton and
Cookson, Ltd., sent a letter tc the Foreign Offlce congratulating
Lord Lansdowne on the success and enquiring whether his
company's dispute with the "rench over the retention of a
trading post at Libreville might be considered as a suitable
case (Ccokson to Lansdowne, F.0, 27/3762). ©&imilarly, when
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Zmmotts and Wallshaw, Ltd.y the Lancashire cotton-spinning
firm, both of which did a thriving business in North Africa,
were earnestly opposed to a comprehensive colonlal settlement
between Britain and France, Convinced that the impending
barter of lMoroecco for Lgypt would spell disaster for their
respective businesses, they organised towards the end of

1903 a series of protest meetings, first at the Accountants
Hall in Manchester, then several more in lLondon, and, finally,"
after all else had falled, they appealed to their M.F.s to
challenge the thirty year time limit to the Open Door and
other 'unfair' provisions pertaining to Moroecco included in
the 1904 Convention.?® Meanwhile, the tiny colony of British
merchants living in Morocco itself took up the matter with His
Majesty's Minister at Fesm, Sir Arthur Nieolson.2’ In the main,
however, such opposition was far more the exceptlion than the
rule in commercial and financial circles, whether one speaks
of those businessmen who were engaged in purely cross-Channel

trade or those who had experiences with the French abroad.

press reports had it in the spring of 1904 that the two countries
were on the verge of a comprehensive colonial settlement, several
Liverpool shipowners sent notes of approval to Lord Lansaawne and
begged him to consider their claims against the French Government
in the /greements, for instance, the letters of John Holt,
President of John Holt & Cosy o Langlowne, 25 March 1904; the’
President of lMessrs, Taylor and Co, (apera%ing in Africa under
the name of the Anglo-French Trading Co. Ltd. ), to Lansdowne

20 April 19043 and E.H, Cookson to Lans owne, i6 and 30 Marcﬂ
1904: Fe04 2?/3763.

_ ardian, 15 October 19033 Egggngg@jg2
2 ramm, gsérie 2, vol, 4, no, 25y pPpe37-383

JE Fourth éeries ﬁ. of C,y CXXXIII
5382830, 920 and cxav (1 June 1904),

29 fiieolson to Lansdowne, 17 April 1904, 7.0, 80C/135,
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Only as time wore on with no apparent change in France's
prntectionist colonial policies did the bulk of British
shipowners and colonial tradesmen begin to feel that Lansdowne
and the Foreign Office had cheated them,

And yet, despite all these protests and complaints,
scarcely anything was done to rectify the situation, FNot
until 1910 did the French eventually agree to reduce their
 tariffs, and even then the downward revision applied to only
sone goods.30 Much of the blame for this unfortunate state
of affairs lay with the British Government whose willingness
to exert pressure in Parls depended upon the nature of the
grievance, the moment when it was lecdged, and occasiénanv
even the political views of the pecple making the protest.

How these three factors arranged themselves in the minds of |
fien 1ike Lord Lansdowne and Sir Edward CGrey usually determined
whether or not the Forelgn Office would act, Broadly speaking,
the Government was not averse to taking up speeific infractions
committed against British or cclonial firms cperating in France
or the French Empire but was most hesitant to try te force the
French to alter or abolish some of their longer-standing
commercial and financial policies, Thus when in late 1906/early
1907 the london Chamber of Commerce passed a unanimous
resolution calling upon the Foreign Office to make urgent
representations to the French Government concerning a new tax
about to be levied on all foreign companies in France, the

latter complied and managed to secure from the French a




modification of the original measure.31 British South Afrilcan
mining firms were similarly rewarded in their struggle to

defeat a bill then going through the Chamber of Deputies aiming

at the ultimate take-over of foreign concessions in Madagascar.32

But when it came to encouraging the French to scale down

some of the higher duties of the Méline tariff, abolish the
lﬂ:jﬁ;ﬁ_ﬂlgﬂ&:ﬂﬂﬁ&, or create an Open Decor poliey in the French

colonies, the Government was strangely reluctant to take up

the case. The reasons varied, -uite often the Ioreign Office
or the Board of Trade simply argued that nothing good could
come out of approaching the French with a suggestion to get
rid of these measures because the latter were too intransigent
in their stance or because Dritain was too weak in her
bargaining position and had nothing tc offer in return. Hence
the lontreal Congress of the Associated Chambers cof Commerce of
the British Emplre was told that nothing would be dcne about
-the surtaxe on the ground that this duty had for too many years
formed an important part of the 'general fiscal system of France!'
for any protest to be ltfective.33 In reply to the recuest of

31 Eiggggig%;zzm%ﬁ, 9 January and 29 July 1907. What provoked
the outburst from the London Chamber cf Coumerce in this instance
was not so much the principle of the proposed tax but the manner
in which it was to be levied. The bill as it criginally stood
in the Chamber of leputies aimed at the levying of a tax not on
the capital of the branch of the company in France but at the
entire caplital of the parent company. This proposal was scaled
down when the bill finally passed the Chamber in July 1907 so
that foreign companies already established in I'rance had to pay
the tax solely on the basis of their holdings in the country.

32 See the letter of a lMr Selborne of the British High
Commissioner's Cffice in Johannesburg on behalf of the South
African mining companies to Lord Percy, Under-secretary of
State for Forelgn iffairs, 8 July 1905, and Percy's reply,

31 October 1905, F.C, 2775753.

33 Cee the lebter of H. Liewellyn Smith of the Board of

Trade to the T'oreign officey, 8 January 1904, F.0, 27/3751,
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the British Chamber of Commerce in Paris for the negotlation
of a commercial treaty between the two countries, on the other
hand, Sir Francis Bertie pointed out that, as His Majesty's
Government had few such concessions to offer the French in
return for a reduction of the Méline tariff, the French

ﬁight be tempted te insist on a defensive military zlliance
between the fwo countries as compensation, and this, he
intimated, was for the time being out of the questian.34 In

a similar vein the British colony of merchants were urged to
swallow their apprehensions about the 1904 Convention on the
argument that a I'rench take-over of Morocco was inevitable
and that in a decade's time Britaln would have had nothing to
offer Trance in retnrn.35 Even the 1871 Treaty of Frankfurt
had somstinea been used as an excuse for not attempting to
negotiate some sort of accommodatlon along commercial lines
between the two Western Powers, The most-favoured-nation
treatment accorded to Germany by France in this arrangement
made it a bit pointless, or so the argument went, for the
Sritish Covernment and businessmen to try and persuade the
French to change their ways merely so that the burgomasters of
Hamburg and Berlin eculd reap a profit as Hell.36 Meanwhile
the Government refused outright to consider the possibility of
imposing retallatory measures against the Frenech on the ground
that such a course of action would only lead to a tariff war
between the two countries, and pointed out that nations which

34 Bertie to John G, Pilter, 19 November 1906, F,0, 800/49,

35 Lansdowne to Sir Arthur Uicolson (then the British Minister
at Fez), 21 April 1904, F.0, 800/135,

36 See the 'Memorandum on Commercial Relations with I'rance’,
17 July 1908, in the Asquith Papers, M5 98,

€
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had already done so enjoyed access to the French markets on even
less favourable terms than did exporters of the United Eingdom.37
Of these various arguments advanced by the Covernment 1t
can be said that many of them were sincerely presented, in
some instances the logical outcome of several sustained but
fruitless attempts to reach a commercial treaty with the
?rcnch;38 nevertheless, 1t is difficult to escape the
conclusion that more often than not little or nothing was
done simply because the Toreign (ffice and the Board of Trade
regarded these complaints as trivial or annoying, at the most
of seecondary importance when. measured against the political
and diplomatic benefits that would acerue to Britain if
relations with France were kept on as smooth a f:oting as
possible.39
3ince thelr pleas for help to the CGovernment by and
large proved unavailing, a good many British businessmen
began to act on their own initiative to secure improved

commercial relations with Trance., They were perfectly well

37 Parl, Debates, I'ourth Series, i, of C,, CAXVI

(oo Ay 33 e o ; y

38 is early as the spring of 1903 il. Rouvier, then the i{inister
of Pinance in the Combes Government, had been telling »nreminent
Britons that it would be wise to leave Anglo-I'rench commercial
relations ‘'well apone'!, as the present Chamber of Deruties

'was altogether protec%ionist and not likely to consent to

more favourable treatment being granted to Great Britain...'.
See Monson to Lansdowne, 14 May 1903, F.0. 27/3629.

39 That the Foreign ﬂrrico looked upon sueh outecries as little
more than a nuisance c¢an be seen from the reaction of Lord Lansdowne
to the grievances of British firms in the French Congo., The
Conservative Foreign Secretary did duly take up the protests

of lessrs., Holt and others with the French Ambassador in
London, but only grudgingly, apologising to M, Cambon that

the »roblem could not be overlooked because of 'the influence
of the commercial element in the British House of Commons and
the mischilef which was ereated by the constant complaints which
we had received as to the treatment of these firms', lansdowne
to Sir tdward Mensony 7 July 1903, ¥,0, 27/3616,
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aware that it was futile te approach the Fremeh Government
without the support or knowledge of their own, but they did
feel that it might be worth their while to establish and
strengthen contacts with their bhusiness counterparts in "rance,
Such a move, they reasoned, almost certainly would not bring
about a full-fledged commercial agreement between the two
countries, but it eonld well achieve an increased volume of
trade and thereby compensate in some way for the lack of any
written commercial agrangement, In the summer of 1906
DeGy Collins,y chairmen of the City of london International
Commereial Association, launched a scheme to hold a
Franeco-iritish Trade Exhibition on a ninety-eight nere =site
in Shepherd's Bush, The proposed Exhibition, which quickly
won the backing of an impeeing array of peliticianes end
businessmen from both ecountriec, including the lLord Mayor
of London, Sir Henry Campbell-Bannerman, Sir Arthur Zelffour,
lord Rosebery, Faul Cambon, and the President of the T'rench
Chamber of Commerce in Londony had for its aim the opening
of new avenues of trade - not only for Dritein, but also
for India and the Colonies so that 'French visitors will
see and learn tec appreciate the magnitude and produecing
capacity of the various components of the Empire'.40 It
vag also about this time that BEritish businessmen became
increasingly attracted to S5ir Thomas Sarelay's notion of
"municipal ententes',

But it was with the revival of the Channel Tufnel
projeet that the greatest expectations were raised in some
comnercial quarters in Britain, Apparently a M, Peltereau

renewed the campaign for it in a speelally written report

40 See the 'Hotes of the month' column in the }Magazine of
Commerce, August 1906, p. 84,
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prepared for the Paris Chamber of Commerce;
businessmen on both sides of the Channel soon expressed an
interest in it; and in Parliament Lord Burton, Vice-Chairman
of the South=Eastern Railway and Chatham Company, and

H.H. Marks, the Conservative member for Kent,y Thanet, went so
far as to introduce a Bill for such a scheme towards the end

of 1906.42 Unhappily for all these people the Bill never got
past its first reading; the Government simply would not
countenance a project which involved obvious military risks

but which did not necessarily offer any compensating advantages
to trade and industry.43 5till, if improved Angle-French
trade was their real objective, then their efforts were not
entirely in vain; for as will be seen shortly, both the

amount and value of British exports to France began to

increase sharply after 1905. On the other hand, for many
British and colonial businessmen this was not enoughj; and as
late as July 1908, at a time when the cross-Channel trade boom
was still very definitely taking place, Winston Churchill, then
the President of the Board of Trade, was complaining to the
Prime Minister of 'being pressed almost daily' by British and
colonial businessmen 'to make representations to the French
Government in respect of various articles in wu.ich tariff
increases are apprehendedys.ss's A 'public avowal of impotence’,

Churchill warned, 'would be scarcely less detrimental to the

41 mmanamu%ﬁ, 25 May 1904,
42 Tinancial Times, anuary 1907; also Hansard, Parl,
Debates Fourth Series, H. of C., CLXIX (25 February 1907), 1272,
3 Ibld., CLXXI (21 March 1907), 1209 and (26 March 1907), 1673.
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4
cause of I'ree Trade than an abortive nagotiation'.:4

2. Einanclal relations

The British Government, then, more or less recmalined
deaf to the complaints made by manufacturers both at home and
throughout the Empire about rance's commercial policies,
Nevertheless, there was one group of businessmen whose
grievances against the Trench did prompt the Forelgn Office
to take some action, This was the financlers whose overseas
investment projects frcm time to time produced some friction
with the French, More often than not this friction involved
the finaneing of some publie works programme, and more often
than not the true victim in the affalr was some crumbling
empire in Agsia or Africa. Beyond these general characteristics,
howéver, the instances of Anglo~French financial rivalry in
the early years of the twentieth century differed both in their
origin and in their resolution, The first such cutbreak of
friction to occur after the diplomatic rapprochement between
the two Powers had begun was in Moroeco., There the triumphant
visit of King BEdward VII to Paris in the spring of 1903 had
little impact on the clandestine activities of British and
Trench financlers. The lattery apparently convinced Lthat
their influence at the court of Sultan Abdul Aziz was
paramount, suddenly decided to discontinue the policy of
co=-operating with their British and Spanish eounterparts in
issuing loans tc the insolvent !laghzen and draft their own
instead, To those Britons who either lived or had their
husiness dealings in Moroeeo, the move was but the first of

a series of calculated steps on the part of the French aiming

44 See Churchill's letter initialled 'W,5.C.' to Asquith,
17 July 1903, accompanying the 'Memorandum on Commercial
Rglations with France' of the same date in the Asquith
Papers Ms 98,
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at the ultimate dismemberment of the Sherifian Empire; hence,
they decidéd to act. At Fez, Kald Maclean did his utmost to
dissuade the Sultan from accepting the French loanj in
London, prominent City finanelers like 5ir Ernest Cassel and
Lord Revelstoke of the House of Baring offered to advance
£1 million to the Moroccan Covernment or, failing that, to
raise a loan in concert with tﬁe Banque de Parils et des Pays-Bas
under the auspices of the two Governmentg; meanwhile for his
pért, the shipowner Ernest Forwood was busy writing letters to
the Foreign Cffice, admonishing it for having permitted the
French in Morocco 'to get the whiphand especially when 1t was
‘within our nower to prevent it', 45 Not that these pleas
produced any degree of real confrontation between Loﬁdcn and
Parié. On at least one occasion Lansdowne did broach the
p0ssibility of floating a joint inglo-French loan to the
Qultan,46 but in the end thé'Conservative Foreign Jecretary
acquiesced in the insistence of Paris on going it alone in this
matter, treating the submisgion of the Sultan to French
oressures as the result of a force majeure. Nevertheless,
the entire épiser did leave a bad impression of the Trench
Government in the minds of some British bankers and
undoubtedly goes some way towards explaining the pro-German
and anti-french actions of men like Jir Ernest_@assel in
subsecuent years.

The duplicity and intrigue that took piace between British
and French financiers in Morocco in 1903 occurred on an even

grander scale in Abyssinia shortly afterwards. The details of

' 49 Porwood to Sir Thomas Sanderson, 29 July 19034 F0, 99/431;
also Q.D,; lgg! cit.y, and serie vol. no, 72 Pe98y n.l,
46 L,! .F.: série 2, vcl. 44 no, PPe 4344 : :



the affair need not concern us herey suffice it to say that

in 1905 TFrench capitalists went beyond the terms of an
agreement concerning railway concessions accorded to them in
1894 by building a new line from Dire Dawa to 4dls 4baba. The
move greatly alarmed their British and Italian competitors, and
in 1906 T, Lennox Gilmour, a Managing Director of the London~based
-‘ezambique Company, published a boock exposing the expansionist
designs of the French capitalists, The public notiee which
this book attracted induced the Foreign O0ffice to demand from
the Frenchh at least a share in the new spoils in Ethlopia,

and in December 1906 an Anglo-I'renche-Italian treaty was
signed tc this effect.47 What does require some mention here
are the instances of sharp business practice that continued to
go on behind the scenes even after the tri-partite agreement
of December 1906 had been approved by the Britishy French and
Italian Governments. French financiers, apparently working
with the connivance of the Clemenceau CGovernment, embarked
upon a series of obscure financial transactions in which
Sritish and other foreign investors were to be deprived of
their proper return., DBritish and Italian representatives,
whose appointment to the Doard of Directors of the Compagnie
Impériale d'Ethiople had been one of the prineipal features of
the 1906 treaty, either had unwittingly endorsed these
transagtions or were ignorant of them. ILike the Morocean
affair of 1903, this episcde dld not lead tc any serious rift
between the Covernments of the two Jestern Powers, Not only
was the 'oreign Office inclined to turn a blind eye towards

the whole matter, but many British investors were apprehensive

47 Tor further details of this episode, seec Chapter III of
this thesis,
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about pressing their case as far as they might have done for
fear of injuring the good diplomatic relations between
Governments.48 Still, the Ethiopian railway question
amounted to yet another thorn in the side of the financial
relations between the two countries, and yet another group of
British businessmen were left with the feeling that the
Entente Cordiale was not all that it was intended to be,
Neither in Moroecco nor in Abyssinia did Anglo-French
financial rivalry produce anything more than a semblance of a
showdown between the two Governments, Two areas of the world
where such rivalry did bring about some guarrelling, however,
were China and the Ottoman Empire., In the former country the -
issuing of loans and the finaneing of public works programmes
by Europeans in exchange for commercial concessions had long
since been a commonplace, The competltion for such concessions
had always been keen among the Powers, but never so acute as it
had become in the early years of the twentieth century with the
entry of the United States and Japan into the field, It 4s
scarcely surprising, then, that British investors in China
should all but leap at the chance of finaneing a publie works
scheme without consulting their counterparts in friendly
countries like France, And in China in 1908 this is precisely
what happened, When the Imperial Coverament at Pekin asked
British and other foreign bankers to finance the construction
of the Canton-Hankow railway, the City agreed, floating loans

in conjunction with several Continental banks to the exclusion

48 Seey for 1nstance the letter of a Lord Chesterfleld
to 3ir Ddward Greﬁ fiovember 1908, F,0. 800/106, (Chesterficld
was Chairman of The International Trust Company, a 1eading
British financial syndicate in this part of Afrlc
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of the Prench.49 In Turkey, on the other hand, it was the
French who were financing a number of projects in an attempt
to isolate and cutmanoceuvre their British counterparts.,
Here the focus of much of the activity was the construction
of the Baghdad Raillway, but there were other instances of
finaneial foul play as well, In 1906 French and other
financiers had begun to grant private lcans to the Porte at
usurious rates of interest without admitting the British,
A year later, the French Government had gefused to support
the Liberal Foreign Secretary Sir Ldward Grey in his plans
to foree internal reforms upon the Hamidian régime.so
Had all these instances of intrigue and underhandedness

involved only DBritain and France there might well have been

little trouble., As it was, in each case the offending party

had resorted te asking the Germans, the most expansionist of
peoples in the eyes of many contemporaries, for help in

excluding the other, The result was 'a considerably more
"strained relationship between the two Western Fowers.
Oir Fdward Crey, upon learning of the threat to British

commerclal and financial interests in the Near lLast as a

result of the actions of the Franco-German syndicate, reacted
| angrily and hit upon a provecative counter-measure. In August 1908
he urged British capitalists to withdraw their support from
the Aﬁglo-French Cttoman Bank, hitherto the main source of

49 Details of thia apisoda can be fcund 1n E=Tu Zen Sun,
1ine allways 3 nteres 398=1 (New Iork, 1954),

50 Most of the grievances suffered by DBritish investors in
Turkey are summarised in a memorandum written by a Mr Block
the British delegate on the Council of the Administration o}
the Ottoman Public Debt, to the Foreign Office in
. ne U I ; L LE H ] V, edo GOOCh




funds for the Sultan, and start a new and entirely
British-owned institution, the Hational Dank of Turkey, under
the direction of S5ir Lrnest Cassel.’® leanwhile, the French
had become ecually upset over Anglo=German manoeuverings in
China. On one occasion the TFrench premier Clemenceau went
so far as to say that the.loan floated by London and Berlin
bankers for the construction of the Canton-ilankow railway
had produced 'a cleft in the gn;gnﬁg'.sg

The mutugl racriminations that were exchanged between
the British and the French Governments as a result of these
instances of intrigue and conspiracy did not lead to any
serious deterioration in the relations of the two Powers,
but they do reflect strongly upon the influence which
financiers exerted in higheranking circles, Wwhile the
grievances of entrepreneurs, shipowners, and industrialists
about French commercial policies largely went unheeded by the
Foreigh Office, the complaints of City Investors and bankers
about ‘rench financial practices almost invariably were
acted upon, On a somewhat different plane but of scarcely
less interesty the fact that German financiers were included
in these wranglings tends to reinforce in an indirect way the
arguments of the contemporary economic theorist Norman Angell
about the 'internationalisation of eredit's Tor even if the
Anglo=German partnership to the detriment of the French in
China and the Franco=German partnership to the detriment of
the British in the Ottoman Empire did fail to provide any

51 E W, ,dwards, "The Pranco—&erman agreement on lorocco,
mng R=je L] O 1LC 8 »'_ S35 78 (JUJ.Y 1963)’ 4.97.

Ugeumen 7l e_War, ed, Gooch

and Tenperley, Vil, enclosure in no. 8y Pe 133,
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evidence for Angell's central thesis, namely that capitalism
by itself is not the cause of war, they did, if in a somewhat
unusual manner, lend support to his contention that 'in the
business of investment nationalities and frontiers are
completely disregarded', Just as in times of 'political
animoslity' the banks of England, France, and Cermany came
to each other's rescue, 'regardless of national differences',
so in times of comparative peace and stability the various
bankers and financiers of the various Powers took 'no account
of politico-national rivalries' by seeking assistance that cut
athwart the barriers of the two diplomatic power bloes, In
a'word, the capitalist, as Angell so persuasively argued,
had no country.53 |
e
In itemising all these conflicts and sources of discontent

between Dritish and TFrench financlers and men of commerce, one
night be tempted to agree with the conclusion of E.W. Edwards
that the Entente Cordiale had come about for diplomatic but
not economic reasons, The Entente was, writes this historian,
'at best, a loose association imperfectly co-ordinated at the
political level and sﬁill more so in respect of financial and
commercial policy in zones of expansion’.54 No doubt there
is much to be said for this point of viewjy nevertheless, too
many businessmen made too much of a profit out of the
rapprochement between the two Governments to permit such a
statement to go completely unchallenged, British finaneciers

53 Norman Angell, E 's 0 I (London, 1909), p.118,
54 E.-'JI'[.. -_-dwal'ds’ .9 De 49




in Egypt stood to gain enormously out of the aboiition of

the Calsse de la Dette; it was in part their strong desire

to get rid of I'rance's check on Egyptian monetary matters

that prompted Lord Cromer to insist in 1903=4 on a colonlal
convention between the two Powers at virtually any cost.

Indeed, so enormous was their potential gain that in the

opinion of one of Britain's foremost Egyptian experts of

the day the ending of any international control over the
Khedive's finances would soon result in the 'abandonment of

the old system of strict economy for one of speculative
financa'.ss Nor was it cnly in Egypt that Sritish financlers
made gains out of the Entente, The 1904 understanding led to

a similar arrangement between Britain and Russia, and 1t was
not long before City financiers were Jjoining their Irench
counterparts in floating loans to the Tsarist régime,

Already by April 1906 British investors had shown their interest
in Russia by subscribing to a £90 million loan to the Government
at 5t Petersburg, OSimilar cffers were later forthcoming; this
despite the strenuous objections béing made in Radical, Soclalist,
and even some moderate Liberal cirdles in Britain.56 The
interest on these loans was enough in itself to attract British
financlers to Russia, but there were other enticements as well,
As a reward for helping to bolster the troubled Tsarist régime
British capitalists were allowed tc invest in the more lucrative

manufacturing and industrial concerns as well as State

55 See Wilfred Scawan Blunt's article, 'The opinion of Egypt:
financial dangers ahead'y in the Manchegter Cuardian, :
7 May 1904, ppe 9-10.

6 It was the opinion of the Left in Britain that the issue
of loans to Russia served no purpose other than keeping the
reactionaries in power so as to ensure that the Triple Entente
could be welded more readily into an anti-Austrian and
anti-German instrument, (See Chapter X of this thesis for
further details)
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securities, while a substantial number of British companies
were suddenly licensed to carry on business in Russia, Within
a few years of the signing of the 1907 Entente British firms,
many of which had hitherto found the Russian market completely
inaccessibley were able to engage in various trades and
industries in Russia, particularly the ircn and engineering
trades and the chemical 1ndustry-57

In much the same wa}, many men of commerce who had dealings
with the Yrench either at home or abroad profited from the
improved relations between the two countries, Just as not
all British financlers suffered at the hands of I'rench
speculators and investors, so not all British mercﬁants and
exporters faced ruin or even underwent a loss on account of the
Méline tariff or the gurtaxe d'entrendt. Evidence supporting
this statement can be found in the trade figures for the two
countries, In 1903=4, the value of exports from the United
Kingdom to France continued to dacline from its highest level
of more than £25 millions 4n 1900 In 1905, by which year the
diplomatic rapprochement had time to be felt in commercial as
well as political circles, this trend started tc be reversed;
and by 1906-7 there were staggering increases both in the amount
and in the value of Hritish goods sold in ?rance.sa Of the
staple Jritish exports to France, the sales of metals increased
in value by almost fifty per cent, between 1903 and 1908, coals
by more than thirty-five per cent., cotton and cotton
manufactures by thirty-four per cent., and machinery by thirty

per cent.59 The figures are even more impressive when measured

57 Ce.i.liobsony Ihe Ixport of Capital (London: 1914), pp. 159-160,
See Appendix, Table 1,
59 See Appendix, Table 2,



against the record of Trench exports to the United Kingdom
during the same period. While the British exports more or
less made a steady increase during these years, France's
crogss=Channel exrorts made very uneven nrogress and actually
dropped in value in 1908 to £47 millions, the lowest amcunt in
more than a decade.60
Admittedly, not all of this considerably improved
cross-Channel trade can be attributed to the existence of the
Entente Cordiale. World trade as a wheole was on the increase
between 1903 and 1907} British exports to most countries, not
merely to France, were on the rise; and, as h:s already been
seen elsevhere, the Iimproved dinlomatie relations between the
two Western Powers had done nothing to compromise the TFrench

Government's ultra-protectionist 0ut100k.61

Nevertheless,
there is much to suggest that the growth whiech took nlace in
Anglo-'rench trade at this time was attributable at least in
part to the friendlier feelings between the two Covernments,
For one thing, the main reason for the rise of Britain's
exnports to the wofld at large at this fime, namely, that they
came in the wake of a new foreign investment spree, simnly

62 ...

does not arply to British trade with France. ance was

60 See Appehdix, Table 1,

61 A general summary of international financinl and economie
cenditions for the early years of the twentieth century can be
found in Clapham, ggonggig History of Modern Britain, III, 55«60,

62 It is Clapham's opinion that the fifty per cent rise in
British exports between 1901 and 1907 was 'essentially an
investment rise'. 'Oritain was accumulating claims on
governments and enterprises of all sorts overseas faster than
ever tefore'y, writes Claphaw, 'Hanufacturers, and all who
thought like manufactupers, gloried in the swollen exrorts,

and every one welcomed the good employment which went with
them'. See ibid., III, p.53.



herself an exporter of caritaly, and although City financiers
did from time to time make investments in France, such
investments never amounted to much.63 For another, the
growth of British exports to France nroceeded faster than
that of British exports in total, thereby suggesting that
other factors were at work in the improved trade between

the two countries, By 1908, for instance, nearly seven

per cent. of all British exports went to France, a figure
noticeably above those of the previous six years; and this
desnite a drop in the volume of British commerce shipped

b4

across the Channel, Of ecursey statistics like these do
not prove everything, but when taken into consideration
along with the great efforts of British businessmen to
bolster exports to France they begin to make more sense,

The Anglo-French Entente did prove a benefit teo British
exporters, even if this was aceomplished in a rather unmsual
way and the benefit was not the one which most British

businessmen had been seeking first and foremost,

2464

63 Between 1908 and 1910 for instance, British financiers
invested only about £1.6 illions in France cut of a total

of more than £500 millions exported abroad during these three
years., OSee S5ir George Paish, 'Great Britain's capital
1nvestments 1n 1ndividua1 coio

nial and foreign eountries'

1
64 Appendix, Table 3, Not that this percentage steadily

inereased after 1904% as the Appendix might suggest. In 1913
r

those goods sent to France still only accounted for
approximately six per cent, of the total of ﬂritish exports,
(Gee Table VII/14 in William Woodruff's

A Study of Eur R t W E 7
(New York, 19 p.317. t would thus be reaaonahle to

conclude that the impact of the Entente upon Anglo=-French

trade was only a short-lived one, with the exceptional rise in
the amount and value of British exports to France taking place

ety, LXXIV (Jesnuary i911),

only so long as Brltish businessmen were willing to work doubly

hard at promoting their goods,



Against the background of these statisties, the campalgn
then being waged against French protectionism was almost
doomed to fail, Already the movement to have the French
adopt a more free trade outlook had foundered on the rocks
of Foreign Office reluctance and Quail d'Orsay intransig ance.
How 1ts strength was being further sapped by the defection
from its ranks of those exporters and merchants who were
willing to accept improved trade with France as an adequate
substitute for a more comprehenaivo comnercial trsat& between
the two countries. Of course, many chambers of commerce and
individual businessmen still did agitate for a commercial
treaty, but not as many as before and not with the same
determination, It was as if they had resigned themselves
to the notion that the Anglo-French Entente had, after all,

been created for political rather than economic reasons.

247,



CHAPTER VIII

THE ENTENTE AND CULTURAL RELATIONS BETWEEN BRITAIN AND FRANCE

France has traditionally held something of a special place in
the hearts and minds of 3ritish intellectuals and culture
enthusiasts. Even whep diplomatic relations between london and
Paris had been poor, British musicians, painters, poets, and
writers, had all been known to look to France for inspiration,
while for their part certain French artists and men of letters
had fallen under the influence of some of theilr British
cocunterparts. This was most noticeably the case during the
1890s and at the turn of the century when, despite the existence
of recurrent crises between the two Covernments, British
artists and intellectuals increasingly went to France in search
of ildeas. It was at this time, too, that the middle as well as
the upper classes of British soclety, seecking perhaps to follow
. in the footsteps of the then Prince of Wales, visited France in
'ever greater numbers, According to one historlan, Paris became
'the Mecca, not only of artists and intellectuals, but also of
smart societye... . The Moulin Rouge was invaded by English
tourists and adulating crowds flocked to the Great Exhibition
of 1900'.1 But if by this time such groups were already
beginning to turn more and more towards France for their pursuits,
and if, as has been alleged, Paris was once again establishing

itself as 'the capital of luxurious living',2 then the impact of
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the Entente Cordiale on the cultural and intellectual relations

- between the two countries cannot be deemed guite as great as it
might have been, TFor although the dipleomatic rapprochement
brought about in Britain an increased interest in virtually all
things Franch,3 it did not do so on any widespread or permanent
basis. Indeed, in a few intellectual circles the Entente was
looked upon as a temporary, almost insignificent link between the
two nations,

As will be seen, virtually all British writers and men of
letters of the day felt that a study of French culture was a
rewarding pursuit in its own right, For some, however, it was
an undertaking that was imperative if the Entente were to becone
an instrument of true friendship between the peoples of the
two nations, A4s they saw 1t, French musie, literature, and art,
all provided clues to the nature and psychology of the French
peopley that most complex of races and'one whose true nature
the cordinary person in Britain had so little oprortunity of
undsrstand:lng.4 In view of this tendency te attach a great
deal of importance to the personality and temperament of the
French people, we shall examine first what was said in connection

with this subjJect before proceeding to the arts in 'rance,

The process of attaching labels to any national group is

3 One historian has found, for instance, that after 1903 there
was a 'sharp rise' in the number of bocks printed in Britain
dealing with France and that between 1900 and 1920 translations
from the French outnumbered those from any other foreign language

by about eight to one, See C. Campos, Eng_zigy_gz_z%gngg_;xgm
A:ngﬁﬂ_&g_;lggmghngx, (London, 1965), pr. 241=242, (The findings

3
in this case were based on an examination of publishers' lists
covering the twenty year period.)

4 OSeey for instance, W, Stephensg Exgagﬁ;ﬂg&gl%g&;_gﬁ_§g=ggx,
(London, 1908), p. viii; also John ¥, Macdonald, 'I'rench life and

the French stage', Fortnightly Review, LXXVI (1 Cctober 1904), 728.
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invariably a difficult and thorny one, and as for as many writers
of the day were concerned, this was particularly the case with
Frenchmen, Much ﬁf the diffieculty apparently lay in the
gomponents that supposedly went to make up the Frenchman's
temperament., Not ohly were these thought to be numerous, more
numerous perhaps than in the make-up of many other groups, one
observer going so far as to say that they provided psycholcgists
and sociolieglsts with 'one of the most interesting national types
ever avblved',5 but they were also thought to vary greatly from
region to region. Already by the end of the nineteenth century
several of the more astute Zritish visitors to I'rance were
besinningxto take note of certain emotional and physical
differences between renchmen from one province and renchmen

6 By the early years of the twentieth century

from the next.

this perceptiveness was becoming more and more comzon, and as a

result sweeping generalisations were harder to make. An

alternative and converse projlem to such students of France was

that of overcoming stereotyped images of Frenchmen which

prevailed at home, But if all these considerations amounted

to stumbling-blocks in the minds of certain writers, then at least

1t could not be said that the task was entirely withocut rewards.

For as they saw it, the birth of the Anglo«French Entente

kindled a strong desire on the part of the British people to
learn more about their French neighbours, and they, with their

- personal knowledge of I'rance, would be satisfying a popular

demand as well as furthering the bonds between the two countries.

5 H, Lawler-Wilson, 'Life and literature in France'y Fortnightly
33%151 LXXVIII (1 Hovember 1905), 879.
s .

ylvaine Marandon a2 | SNCE
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In the words of one author:
The complete disaprearance of those nolitical causes of
discord which for go long a periocd fostered reciproeal
distrust has had, among other consequences, that of
greatly strengthening in the two nations tﬂe wish to
know one ancther better and therefore to c¢lear thelr
minds of all false impressions and engrained prejudices,
A book that responds strictly to the title of 'France of
the F"rench' seems therefore to be the need of the day. 7
Believing themselves to be at the vanguard of such an
important movement, individual writers dwelt at length on
the personality and life-style of the French people,

Of the various characteristics which many people in
Britain had traditionally attributed to the French persecnality,
frivolity and an excessive love of pleasure perhaps ranked most
prominently, The notioA that the "rench were a superffcial,
overly light-hearted lot died hard in the minds of a
considerable number of Englishmen in the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries, as well as in the literature of
the period, The dlatribe of the prim and proper Annunciata
against the rench as an immoral and unreliable group of people
who lost the 1870-1871 war with Prussia, for instance, because
they preferred to enjoy themselves in Parisian cafés and
theatres in irnold Bennett's novel ihom God Hath Joined was by
no means unnsual.a Frenchmen were quite commonly thought to
have nothing other than their cwn foibles to blame for their
reverses, military or ctherwise., HNor was this the only
generalisation. Other shortcomings often cited in the French
character included vanity, garrulousness, and a frugality

bordering on meanness, True, in their ever-changing assessment

leHe Barker, Irance of the “rench (Landon 1908)y PeVe
h. Arnold Bennatt, whom G-JIF?% 2. iondon, 1905),
pp L] 120"121 ™




of their neighbours across the Channel, many people in Britain
had come to reject scme of the worst widely-held impressions
of Frenchmen, Hence, according te Sylvaine Marandon even
before the advent of improved diplomatic relations between
London and Paris a number of Englishmen had already begun to
view the French as a less bellicose and less vain race than
their parents and gran@-parents had done in preceding dacades.9
At the same time, it was gradually becoming recognised
throughout Britain that the French character had its strong
points as well, Few unbiassed observers could deny, for
instance, Frenchmen their braveness in combat or gallantry

10

in their treatment of the opposite sex, Nevertheless,

insofar as people in late Viectorian/early Edwardian Britain
had any impression of Frenchmen at all, it was on the whole an
unfavourable one, and writers and lovers of France in general
had even at the best of times an uphill struggle to convince
their listeners otherwise,

In the maih, the various writers who took the lead in
discussing this subject concentrated on combatting the more
unfavourable notions about the "rench character, In particular,
the "renchman's supposed frivolity came in for a good deal of
discussion, Matilda Bethame-idwards, one of the most prolifiec

of contemporary authors concerned with France and almost all

aspects of French life,tt

9 S- M&l‘andon, .y pp. 202-2089

1C %o PDe 19E-Iséo

11 ¥atilda Betham-Bdwards, bora in Suffolk in 1836 and died
at Hastings in 1919, first became interested in France after
having met George liot in London in the 1860s. Irom that time
onwards, she travelled widely in rance, where she spent most of
her time living with French families ané making friends, most of
them in republican circles, The bulk of her works are concerned
with the less political side of ‘rench life, although there is a
conspicuous anti-clerical tinge tp be found in virtually all of
them, All of Miss Betham-Edwards bocks mentioned in this chapter
are based upon materials gathered in the late nineteenth century,
as the author led a retired life at Hastings after 1884.

was among the first to take up the




matter. As far as she was concerned, the 'rench nation was
not only not light-minded but 'on the contrary, the most
serious in the world!', The behaviour of the "rench might
from time to time appear to contradiet this statement, she
conceded, but this was only because they loved 'to wear a
fictitious heart upon their sleeve, to dandle a mannikin in
the eyes of naive behold-rs‘.l2 E.H, Barker, author of
Zrance of the Freagh, one of the mc;re objective works of

this genre, was inclined to agree. It was his opinion that
the rench were among 'the most industrious, the most prudent,
the most caleulating' peoples, 'They even calculate their
pleasures, or rather their means cf indulging in themy' he
went on, 'to a nicety's If the "rench showed an aptitude
for 'histrionies', it was all due toc the fact that most of
them were 'born actors' and had a tendeney 'to show more
feeling than they really felt\l3 A third writer, on the
other hand, based this supposed superficiality and frivolity
on what he construed to be the average renchman's natural
cheerfulness and innate jole de vivre. 'They have an
extracrdinary facility for plaeing themselves beyond the reach
of everyday anncyance and for living for the day, "living" in
the fullest sense'y, this man wrote of the rench, 'Thus the
crowded streets in French cities, the immense gatherings of
merrymakers in places of amusement, lead the casual observer to
believe that the race has elevated the pursuit of pleasure teo

an exclusive occupation'.14

12 Miss BethameFdwards ﬂgag_L*%g_igSEzgngg, (London, 1905), p.254.
13 E o Lie 5&1’k@1‘ ' L ] ’ p [ ’ .

PPe 371=372,




1t was more or less the same when writing about other
defeets commonly thought to be part of the French character,
Whatever long-regarded flaw of personality or temperament
that these type of writers happened to hit upon in their books
and articles, they either played down in terms of significance
or denied altogether., Indeed, occasionally they tried to make
such flaws appear as positive virtues, Thus Miss Betham-Ldwards,
when writing about the one aspect of the I'renchman's character
that most often 'exasperated' English visitors to France,
leisureliness, asked her readers to pause and consider how much
'may not the excellence of I'rench manufactures, handicrafts,
and rroduce be thereby accounted for'.ls Similarly, another
writer, when commenting about the Frenchman's legendary sense
of thrift, did not deny that the people as a whole were 'probably
the most economical race in the world'., lNevertheless, he did
think that the Frenchman's frugality amounted to something more
than mere stinginess, In fact, in his opinion it went a long
way towards explaining the resilience of the nation in times of
great political and military difficulties.’® But to E.H., Barker
it was the Frenchman's essentially forbearing nature that
provided the real key to understanding France as a nation, 'The
statement that the French are among the most patient pecple on
earth may be a little startling to those who have formed general
impressions from the most dramatic pages of their history', he
wrote. 'We all know that they have had fits of impatience, and
very bad ones, too'. 5till, as the 'rench were to his mind

basically a 'good-tempered people, loving a quiet, easy-going

16 W.L. Gecrge, op. cit., pp. 365=366.



-
B e

life, happy over their work, if it is not tco trying, and
especially i1f it affords a margin of money tc be saved, or
spent on amusement,' Barker could nct help but reach the
conclusion that they were almost 'too ready to let themselves
be governed, and to treat with indifference the work of their
legislators until the causes of dissatisfaction accumulate’,
'Then violent explosions are apt to occur, of which the shock
may be terrific', But these, he added, were comparatively
few and far betuaen.17
By far the greatest effort of those writers whe
endeavoured to give their readers a character sketch of the
typical Frenchman was devoted to challenging what they felt
were 'unfair' stereotyped images. But this is not to say
that they strove to eradicate all preconceived notions of the
I'rench character which prevailed in early twentieth century
Britain, Far from it, Most of the more favourable impressions
which earlier writers had recordeéd in books and articles they
continued to mention and, indeed, in many instances stressed by
offering very favourable comparisons with certain traits found
at home, Intelligence, nerhaps the most flattering quality
traditionally attributed to Frenchmen in general, certainly
received a good deal of comment, According to Miss Betham=-Edwards,
the French mind was 'pre-eminently logical'y, its intellect ‘'above
all things scientific'., The British and cother naticnal groups
were not necessarily lacking in this respect, she hastened to
add, but they were unable to apply logic as a mode of reasoning

as well as the French.l8 4 certain flair for artistry was

18 Miss Betham-Edwards, gn. cit., pp. 263-265.



another long-recognised trait of the French which various writers
of the day emphasised at the expense of the Uritish mational
character, Comparisons of this sort were even more forthcoming
than they were in the case of intelligence. They also
sometimes came from the most unusual of sources, One British
traveller touring the various cathedrals of the north of
France was so impressed with the architecture that he found
it 'impossible to dilate with sufficient enthusiasm upon the
exquisite art of the French churches...'. A comparison with
the less séulptured English cathedrals, he felt, 'rendered
a good idea of the French and English character'. 19 In the
same vein, a visitor to the plcture galleries at the
Franco=3ritish Exhibition held in London in 1908, while not
necessarily more impressed with the general layout of the
French display than the British one, did feel that in one areas,
that of decorative treatment, the French exhibition did score
'heavily over ours', the difference being one 'which is
unfortunately characteristic of the two natdons*,2°

Of course, in the past neither the intellectual nor the
artistic leanings of the French people had ever really been
called into guestion by even the most critical student of
France, One supposed attribute of the French character which
“had, however, was that of charms Only recently had Sritish
visitors to France been shouted down with abuse in the streets
of Paris and other French citles, British tourists, many of
whom had not forgotten the days of Fashoda and the Boer War,
were thus wont to look upon any hospitable treatment which they

: > i el LA . : e : -‘ “ i~ AL L L 1) ot ! p.
20 H heathcote 3tatham Art at the 1ranco-ﬂritish’Lxhibi%ion',
Nineteenth Century and Arfer, LXIV (August, 1908), 269.
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were accorded in I'rance as a most welcome surprise and cne
which was worthy of especial comment, Hence, an Irishman who
toured ¥rance in a motor car in 1906 was at pains to explain
to his readers that he and his fellow travellers found the
Trench 'very civil and obliging's none of them ever met with
'any opposition or unpleasantness' during the whcle of their

21 A retired Scottish doctor who spent years

travels.
travelling through the various regions of France at this time
discovered more or less the same thing., Only once did he

encounter any anti-Britiéh feeling there, and this, he hastened

to explain to his audience, 'was before the days of the Entente'.22
Likewise, the PFositivist thinker Frederic Harrison, commenting

on how a number of travellers had been telling him that 'they

had not for a long time fecund Frenchmen more pleasant and
friendly'y, wrote: 'I have never otherwise found them myself,

but I notice a new sense of ease, content, and confidence in
everything we hear and see'.23 But if British tourists to

and British residents in I'rance made such observations, they

were of two minds whether it could all be put down to the

improved relations between the two countriecs. To the extent

that the F'rench pecple did seem more welcoming than in previous
years tourists and writers cculd attribute it at least in part

to the Entente Cordiale, Thus W,I's Loneggan, a member of the

Dally Telezrgoh staff in Paris, argued that the 1904 understanding
'has influenced not only official France, but has permeated the

people', GSince the Entente had been established, 'caricatures

21.Cy ”e"ille’ Hound !
22 J,A, Hammerton, lIn L]
e s, (Bristol, 190
23 ¥, Harrison, 'Notes from
(1 June 1904), 129,




of the Lnglish, sneers at John Gull and his island, even Jjibes

and jokes about the Sritish tourists and their clothes,' have

'all disappaared'.24 On the cther hand, tc the extent that
politeness and charm were considered to be hallmarks of the
French character they could never be sure;25 and it is
significant that as early as February 1903, a few months before
the famed visit of King Ldward VII to Paris, at least one British
resident in France was complimenting the French on thelr courteous
and friendly bohaviour.26 |

As regards all of the foregoing descriptions, it must be

said that, taken in their entirety, they made for a highly
one-sided appraisal of the 'rench character. If contemporary
readers vere to take what {iss BethameEdwards, [.il,Barker, and
others sald at face value, then their impression of rance would
undoubtedly have been that of a country pecpled by a folk with a
‘near monopoly of human virtues. True, the French were recognised
to have their faults, including a certain lack of sentimentality
which at times made them appear cruel in Lritish eyes.27
Horeover, much of what they had to say was borne out by the
written accounts of several other visitors to France, few of

whom saw themselves furthering the camse of the Lntente, BSut

24 W,F, lorersan, Forty Years of Paris, (London, 1907), p. 267,

25 Miss Betham-:-dwards, for one, spoke of friendship as an ‘art'
in France, for which the people had a 'matchless genius', GJee
#“lss Betham-Edwards, gp, ¢it., r. 258,

26 Owen ¥, Green, 'The paovia and modern journalism', Monthly
g_q_«%g} X (February, 1903), 81-82,

2 % was a source of constant disappointment to such writers
that the French, particularly the peasant class of that country,
needlessly mistreated their animals, GSee Miss Betham-Ldwards,

ey Pe 2643 also E.H, Barker, gp, cit., ppe 261=262,
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as an exercise which purported to be objective in its
treatment of the matter concerned, this general prortralt of
the French character can only be regarded¢ as one of the more
biassed accounts of the period, Most of the positive aspects
of Frenchman's personality were over-emphasised, while what
had traditionally been construed as the negative ones were
either ignored or mentioned only in passing.

Nor was it merely a matter of one-sidedness, Taking
a broader view of the matter, it is impossible not to notice
that the very gqualities which these writers stressed in their
poptrait of the French people were more or less one and the
same as those to which the newspaspers gave emphasis in their
articles about France as ® whole., The notion of Miss BethameEdwards
and others that the French were a serious-minded, hard-working,
thrifty, and friendly lot had, as we have already seen
elsevhere, 1ts counterpart in the leader pages of the great
ma jority of the wvarious organs of opinion in the country.
Biven that the press tended to use these themes to help promote
the idea that France was the ideal nation with whiech to enter
into diplomatiec partnership, it would not be tco much to assume
that the above-mentioned writers were hoping to do the same,
It was not that these writers were working hand in hand with
their Fleet Street opposites to present a certain image of
Francey but what they did have to say certainly reinforced
the highly favourable image of "rance being presented in the

press at large.



As a phrase in itself, the term 'French culture' meant

different things to different people in Britain at this time,

To scme it implied all that was best in the Classical tradition
of the arts, in particular, the expression of seventeenth and
early eighteenth century norms of taste like order, reason, and
harmony, Exponents of this point of view held that the works
of the various artists and men of letters of France from the
time of the Nenaissance through the UGrsnd Siécle of lLouis XIV

to the Salons of the early 1800s marked the apex of French, if
not European, cultural snd intellectual activity, and as such
they devoted much of their time to studying and analysing the
masterpieces of these periods, Others, a minority, associated
the term with 2ll that was new and revelutionary in the arts,

As far as they were concerned, the artistic and intellectnal
genius of the French lay not sc much in the ability to create
within a rigid framework of rules, but in the ability to give
expression to ecompletely new modes of thought without regard for
convential standards, Hence, they pointed to the flowering in
pre-vorld War I Paris of scarcely recognised gvantegarde
movements like cubism and symbolist poetry as evidence that all
was well in the arts #n early twentieth century France, Still
others regarded French culture simply as a reflection in artistic
and intellectual terms of all the main currents of 1life in
contemporary France, To them French literature meant the realism
of the novels of the late Zola, Jjust as French art meant the
impressionist paintings of Pigsaro or perhaps even the
post-impressionist works of Cézanne, All, however, agreed that

France was a major international centre of the arts, with Psris



as its focal point. 2As one writer put it, when commenting about
"rench plays, 'in the discussion of any theatrical question it
is obligatory to turn to Paris as for a Mahomedan to turn towards

Mecca...'.aa

In short, there was a widespread tendency in
Britain to loock upon Trench culture as representative of
virtually all that which was human and universal in the arts
and to regard France as a country occupying a position of nearly
unparalleled cultural supremacy in the world of the early
twentieth century,

Although the various students of the arts in Zritain were
inclined to spreak of France and Trench culture in such glowing
terms, this is not to say that they failed to notice that in
certain fields the French, too, were susceptible to outside
influences or had shortcoaings of their own, Wwith regard to
music, for instance, they readily admitted that france's
contribution had not been particularly outstanding, 3ut for
the impact of foreigners, wrote one such student, '‘rench music
would have macde no brilliant figure on the lyric staga of the
world...'.29 "rench composers might have 'manfully held their
own'y, acknowledged another, but they did not exert much of a lead
in mapping artistic trenda.3o Nor was it merely Frencﬁ musie
that contemporary critics in Britain spoke of in somewhat
disparaging terms, Many of the more recent exaupdes of ‘rench
plays and French novels were also thought to be unimaginative
and inconsequential, if not exactly imitative of other works,

Thus the afore-mentioned anonymous critic, while acclaiming Paris

28 See the anonymous article entitled 'Some recent "rench and
English plays' in the g CC (October, 1904), 297,
29 E.H, B&rk‘r o9 Do

30 Arthur Hervey WMMW
(London, 1903), n. "vif.



as nothing less than the theatrical centre of the world, could
not help but note the nlethora of 'frivolous' productions in
the French cepital and observed that the 'theatre of ideas has
to maintain an incessant fight for life' there.31 In & similar
vein, an enthuslast of French ficticn, while approving the
tendency of young authors in Trance not to ‘'degrade' their
talents by 'attempting to outvie Seaudelaire, Maupassant, and
Zola in their own province'y was inclined to see the latest genre
of rench novels, of which Ceorges Mareschal de Blevre's
Un lardi en Ioterie was a typical example, as 'somewhat fodlish’
efforts belonging to a 'mew and innocent schoql of fiction'.32

In the eyes of a number of British eritics, then, a good
deal of contemporary French art was lacking in sericusness and in
sense of purpose, But 1f such was the case, then it must be said
that these same critics were often quick to emphasise what they
construed to be the one 'redeeming' feature of such works, that
of providing readers and audiences w;th character sketches of the
supposedly tyrpical Frenchman. It was believed, for instance, that
French fiction 'interprets the moods of soclety more perfectly
than the kEnglish', While in Britain 'the novel of human nature'
was the 'ideal romance', in France it was those works which
reflected 'the social, national, and psychological nature of the
pecple with a perfection and promptitude having no precise
analoglies in this country', that attractéd the largest audiencos.33

Needless to say, the characters which were invariably chosen to

t5ome recent "rench and English plays', LZdinbupkh

ﬂ% O ‘i‘i‘;b AT s rre et oo

33 1bid.y p. 879.
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illustrate this point were only those who belonged to the more
respectable sections of “rench society. Hence, of all the
characters in Cctave Mirabeau's 'les affaires sont les affaires’,
the one whom one Sritish reviewer singled out for scrutiny was
the wife in the play, Madame Lechat, who, we are told, 'exists
in every city, town, and village in France's Fussy, kind-hearted,
economical, and unimaginative, M‘e, lLechat typifies the modern
middle class Frenchwoman ‘who is utterly out of place and
unhappy in any but the most orderly, puctual, and thrifty of
ménages'. » Similarly, as regards Paul Hervieu's 'Le &ldale’',
we are asked to consider the plight not of the heroine, but

of the zother of the heroine, the staid and upright

Madame Villard-Duval, whose 'eonvictions and traditional
sentiments' are 'doop-root;d in the hearts of thcusands of
Frenchwomen cf her type'. The marriage of this woman's
daughter tc a divorced man is, we are asked to believe, 'a sin
against the religion, not merely ¢f the Church, but of the family =
a crime';y this because nowhere more than in France 'is the

idea of 1a faullle respected, cherished',3’ Perhaps both of
these women can be viewed in a sympathetic light, but by
concentrating on them, rather than on other, less mcrally-minded
characters, 3ritish theatre critics were helping to project a
most favourable image of Frenchmen, On§e again, the supnrosed
sericus-mindedness and rectitude of the individual, as well as
the sanctity of the family were themes employed, albeit in a
rather subtle fashiony to promofe the image of a secure and

trustworthy ?rénce.

34 John 7, acdonald, op., ¢it., n. 732,
35 Ibidey Pe 736, . )



The British reacding public was encouraged to peruse French
novels and to attend "rench stage rroductions in corder to achieve
that most important of goals If the Entente were ever to take
hold of the minds and hearts of ordinary reople throughcut the
country, an understanding of the Gallic character and
temperament, Yet not éveryone favoured such indirect methods,
The more obvicus means of reaching this end wasy of course, for
people to go to France themselves, and with this in mind a
nunber of prominent figures of goodwill on both sides of the
Channel organised a series of exchange visits between civic,
religious, and trade union delegaticns, At the head of this
movement was S5ir Thomas Barelay, a former jurist and by this
time the Chairman of the British Chamber of Commerce in Paris,
In 1905 Barclay formed the International Brotherhood Alliance,
an organisation dedicated to the promoticn of 'international
visits to each other of working men and women', A year later
he started the notion of 'municipal ententes' in which officials
of leading Sritish and rench cities could visit each other and
compare methods of local govarnnent.36 Even before the launching
of these two schemes Barclay was doing his utmost to bring the
peoples of the two countries together by means of fraternal
visits., A4s early as July 1904 he had brought more than three
hundred British trade unionists to Paris to tour the factories
and working class neighbourhoods of the French capital,3’ But
it was after 1904 that the bulk of these visits occurred: a

36 S5ir Thomas Barclay, Thirty Years
y (London 191&) ne 29%,
37 ihe limes, 6 July 19%4.




tour of British physicians to French hospitals in May 1905; a
visit of London County Councillors to Paris in February 1906;

a visit of Scottish Municipal Councillors in April of that years
a trip of British businessmen under the aegis of the London
International Commercial Association in October 19063 and a
visit of the representatives of British universities to the
Sorbonne and other French academic institutions, to mention

but a few, Nor was this all, Other, longer-standing
organisations of Anglo=French friendship began to follow Barclay's
lead, The Franco=Scottish Society, which Barclay himself had
founded in 1895 and whose membership consisted of such well-known
figures as Sir Henry Campbell-Bannerman, the Marquis of
Linlighgow, and the Canadian premier Sir Wilfred Laurier,
entertained groups of Frenchmen, particularly students and
academicians, throughout the year 1906 in Glasgow, Edinburgh,

and Aberdeen.BB

The Society's English equivalent, the Entente
Cordiale Soclety, founded by a W.H, Sands in 1904, performed more
or less the same service south of the border, as did the various
English branches of the glligggg_ggggggigg.Bg The crowning
event of this movement, however, was the opening of the
Franco=-British Exhibition in Shepherd's Bush in the spring of
1908, Started by a group of British businessmen who had been
disappointed by the notable lack of impact of the Entente on
Anglo-French commercial relations, the Exhibition was designed

to 'display in abundance' the industries &nd products of the

two countries in order to improve trade., [HNevertheless, the

38 See the Txggsgcgiogs of the Franco-Scottish Society, 1906,
p. xv (appendix).

39 Barclay, ops cit., p. 303.
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social and recreative side of the Exhibition was intended to be
on a scale commensurate with the commercial and business one; and,
significantly, of the more than twenty palaces and exhibition
halls on the site about half a dozen were devoted to Education,
Seience, the Fine Arts, and kindred rields,40

Of these innumerable activities 1t may be said that they
were well-enjoyed by those who took part and provided many
ordinary Sritish and French people with an insight into each
:bther's life-style and cultur§1 heritage. But taken as a whole,
they did pot capture the imagination of the general public in
either country. TFor one thing, many of the British organisers
of such fraternal exchanges, convinced perhaps that the Entente
had already enjoyed a groundswell of support on both sides of
the Channely, scon shifted the focus of their attention away
from T'rance towards Germany. Aided and abetted by some
powerful industrialists like George Cadbury, the cocoa
manufacturer, not to mention scores of outspoken Radicals and
Soclalists, these Anglo-Cerman exchanges for a while received a
good deal more publicity than the earlier Anglo-French ones,
For another, such visits came to be regarded as little more
than a nuisance by politicians and diplomats in both countries.
Thus when in the midst of the lLondon County Council's visit to
Paris in TFebruary 1906 the lLord Frovost and Council of Edinburgh
proposed a similar tour of the French capital, Sir Francls Bertie
urged the Foreign Office to exert its influence against the idea
for fear of antagonising the French civic Quthorities. 'These
municipal, musical, and other invasions from across the Channel

will soon become ridiculous'y, the 3ritish Ambassador wrote,

40 The Tllf&’ 8 May 1908, p. 8. The Ixhibition remdineé open
for nearly six months. ;
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tLavino says that the public takes but little interest in then,
If Edinburgh sends its thirty, Manchester, Liverpool, Clasgow,
Bradford, Birmingham, etc., will all expeect to do 11kewise'.41
Already foundering on the roecks of public apathy, the movement
to bring the people of Britain and France closer together was
almost bound to die in view of this lack of encouragement from
higher circles,
3. Men of letters and the Entente.

Of all the groups that went tc mske up public opinion in
the bdwardian era, British men of letters provide one of the
greatest sources of disappointment in their treatment of
France and the Entente-Cordiale. A highly intelligent,
well-educated, and thoroughly cosmopolitan collection of
individuals, many of whom had had occasion either to live or
to travel in France, Britain's literary set of the early
twentieth century might have been expected to have made a
number of pronouncements about a major diplomatic occurrence
of the pre-Creat wWar period and its impact on the cultural and
intellectual life of the two countries, And yet they remained
comparatively silent, As wlll be seen, it was a silence based
largely on a belief that things intellectual ané philosophiec
counted for more than things political., Nevertheless, there were
a number of literary figures who did mske a reference to the
rapprochement betwcen the two countries, and It is to what they
had to say that we now turn ocur attention.

Cne of the few literary figures in Britain who did volce

his sentiments about the 4nglo-French Entente quite clearly was

41 Bertie to Sir Charles Hardinge, 11 February 1906, F(oreign
O(ffice) 800/184, William lLavino was the FParis corresrondent of



Rudyard Kipling. That this writer should approve of an
arrangement which amicably settled overseas disputes with a
fellow colonising nation like France scarcely comes as a surprise,
Kipling was a self-avowed imperialist, and one who was something
of a Francophile at that, It is true that at the turn of the
century when relations between London and Paris were not on a
particularly gcod footing Kipling went through an anti«Irench

phase.42

But in the main he was, as one biographer put it,
'by nature a lover of France, and of the French, who...read his
books as avidly as the English'.43 Kipling was reputedly fond
of visiting Frgnce, and among hils closer acquaintances was
Ceorges Clemencesu, whose friendship provided Kipling with a

good understanding of French politics.44

He was equally fond,

as were so many imperialists of the day, of expressing his

dislike for Germany, and it is quite possibly this sektiment that
explains the roet's tendency to view the 19C3=4 ranprochement in
terms of the current world diplomatic situation, Thus 1m a

letter which was openly published in the Figaro to M, d'Humieres,
the translater of a number of his works into French, Kipling
expressed himself 'in hearty aggeement...on the advantages to be
derived from a good understanding between France and England, not
only because of immediate utility, but for the sake of to-morrow'.45
Nine years later Kipling used the State visit of President Poincare

to London as a good excuse to publish a poem in the Morning Pogt,

42 In 1900 Kipling's feelings against I'rance reached such a
pitech that he wrote a story entitled 'The Bonds of Discipline'y in
which the villain of the plot was a French spy who disguised
himself on board Royal Navy ships in order to plan a French
invasion of the country.

43 Charles E. Carrington, 2 4 K1 s H fe and Work,
(London, 1970), g. 482,

44 Ibjd., pe 433,

45 Guoted in Ihe Times, 12 September 1904, p.4.
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a poem which he paid tribute to the qualities of the French
national character '"in terms far different from the conventional
view',%®  or course, Kipling did see the Anglo-French Entente

as something more than a mere weapon with which Britain could
advance her interests, Culturally speaking, it seemed appropriate
because it brought together two peoples who were 'recipocally
complementary in temperament and destiny, logically and in
reality’'. Both were 'messengers of human enfrachisement'; both
had to do with ‘enslaved peoples'.47 Still, it must be sald
that Kipling tended to view the friendlier relations between

the two countries first and foremost from a political angle,

and it is chiefly for hls rcmarks along these lines that we
should remember him,

Another man-of-letters who spoke in rather plain language
about the political benefits that would aeccrue to Britain as a
result of the 1904 Agreements was the Positivist Frederic Harrison.
A systematic political thinker rather than a literary genius
with only a secondary interest in foreign affairs, Harrison
was not likely to view the Angle-French Entente solely, or
even primarily, from the poiht of view of the polities of the
moment, Ever since the 1860s when he, Congreve, and other
leading Positivists put forth their ideas on the ideal foreign
policy for DBritain in the book International Policy, Harrison had
become a firm advocate of diplomatic co-operation bgtween the two

Western Powers. It was to this end that he had advocated supporting

46 Cal‘rmgton, vy '[I)o 48‘4.
47 The Times, loeeeit.
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Napoleon III over Poland in 1863, and it was to this end that
he energetically advanced France's case in the 1870-1871 war
with Prussia.48' Any event like the signing of the 1904

Convention which brought the dream of Anglo—Frencﬁ co=-operation

a step clcser to reality was not only to be welcomed, but was to

be regarded as a2 fulfillment of his near life-~long campaign.

This helps tc explain the somewhat boastful reminder of his not
long after the inceptipn of the rapprochement that 'our hody has
insisted for years that the true nucleus for stable and permanent
peace and progress in Europe was to be obtained by a gzood
understanding between kEngland and France on the basis of recinrocal
obligations and interests'.??  But 1f such were his views, he

was also not above making comment about the conseguences of the
Agreements for the werld at large. 'The alignment'of 'Teutonie
Protestant Parliamentary &nd industrial' England with 'Latin
Catholic republican and dictatorial' France represented 'principles
so various, and comprise the dominant forceé sc nearly'y, he wrote
in one leader-article for the Eng;&;:ig;_ﬁggigg, 'that in any
'.poliqy in which they cordially agree no element of life 1s

likely to be saerificed, whilst all are ce;tain to be harmonised'.5o
The impact of the Entente on England was marked, he added in
another editorial, but in France 1t was even more marked, enabling
that nation 'to meect with any easy saile the heroics of the
Kaiser...'.51 For Harrison far more than for Kipling the

Entente fit into a broader scheme of things; nevertheless, like

48 Marandon o5 ps. 56,
49 F. Harrisony e hngloorrench settlement', Positivist Review,
XII (1 May 1904), pp. 99-100,

50 . .
51 .: 1 June 1904, p. 129,
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the latter, the former tended to sce it as an anti-Geraan
instrument,

Neither Harrison nor Kipling had a truly first-hand
knowledge of France, One man who did have such a knowledge,
however, was liflaire Delloe, a writer born in England of mixed
Anglo-Trench parentage, raised and educateé in T'rance, and
conscrirted into the French Army, only to return to the land
of bis birth shortly before the turn of the century to become a
naturalised British subject. Considering that Selloc had
perhaps the best eredentials of all literary figures in
Britain to write at length about Trancey, it comes as something
of a disappointment that he had so 1ittle to say on the subject,
None of his novels of the veriod deal with France; his column
in the 7iadical weekly the Jpeaker was mainly conecerned with
cultural and domestiec political matters, not foreign cnesj and
even his well-=known history of the French capital published in
1907, Daris, was only a seecond edition of a work first printed
seven years earlier and which contained no reference to recent
Anglo=I'rench developments. Nevertheless, what he did have to
say was revealing, In a preface to a book written in 1904 on
French Renaissance poetry, Selloc examined the current climate
of opinion bet@een the two countries, He did not believe that
Britain and Trance were all that similar in terms of culture,
intellecty, and national character; and in saying this he was
hot expressing anything fundamentally différent from the ideas
of writers like Kipling and Harrison. ; But he did believe that
the drawing together of the two countries, far from having taken
place of late, had in reality been underway for a considerable
period of time and that its central fegture was some imperscnal

force wihich had little tec do with pelitics, 'By a law which is
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universal where bodies are bound in one system'y, he wrote,
an extreme of separation has wrought its own remedy and
the return towards a closer union i1s begun, I do not
refer to such ephemeral artificial manifestations as a
special and somevhat humiliating need may demand; 1
consider rather that large sweep of tendency which was
already apparent fifteen years after the Franco-Prussian
War. An approach in taste, manners and expression well
defined during our undergraduate years, has now
introduced much of our inmost life to the French, to us
already a hint of their philosophy. 52
In other words, the ranprochement between Britain and
France was much more deep-rooted and considerably wider in
scope than the recent nrofessions of friendship would suggest.
The Entente Cordiale, while not contradictory to this rrocess,
was basically irrelevant, HNot that Belloc always dismiscsed
the npoliticsl and diplomatic elements in hig analysis, ‘4
long neace'y 'the sterility of Cermany', and even 'the
interesting sctivities of the Cetholie Church'y, had all
played their nart in the nhenomenosn which he felt started
in the 1880s,°3 Nor did he think that the vrocess had by any
means reached its end: '"4e shall not live to see that fine
unity of the west which lent the latter seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries their classical rapose...'.s4 Nevertheless,
he did feel that on the whole intellectual considerations
rather than the more mundane nolitical and diplomatic ones
provided the real key to understanding the nature of the
relationship between the two nations and that the nhenomenon
by which 3ritain and "rance had bhegun to draw closer together
was a more protracted and subtle one than most people imagined,
Indeed, there was a marked tendency in many British

intellectual and literary circles of the time not to attach much

52 H, 3elloc, i
y (1o
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imvortance to the Entente. Kipling and !larrison apart, there
simply was not much interest in an event which scemed to herald
at most a dirlomatic erossroads in the history of the two
nations. To cite a case in point, the various men and women

who went to make up the Bloomsbury group remained quite

unmoved by it, ILike Belloc, they tended to think of F'rance
primarily in cultural terms, and in cultural terms well-rooted

in the past at that, Contemporary France for them 'no longer
lent itself to idealised views'; instead, it was the eighteenth
eentury which was tintact'.’? And it was only in this rather
vague context that they ever commented about the Third Republie
or the position of France in the world's political arena. Thus

- Lytton Strachey wrote to Henry James in September 1914 that it
would be almost crininal.it France were tc be crushed in the
Great Jar, not because she was the ally of Britain, but because
she was to his mind 'the most civilised country in the vnrox-ILcl.....".S6
Meanwhile for their part, many of the more prominent novelists
of the period noticeably refrained from the campaign to portray
France and Trenchmen in all but the most glorious terms. In
Airnold Zennett's Whom God limkh Joined, for mstaﬁce, it is a
French governess, a Mlle., Souchon, who has the dublous
distinction of being the one person who breaks up the octherwise
happy Fearn family by seducing the son Charles, Neither

John Galsworthy nor Henry James had renchmen or Frenchwomen
playing such unlikeable roles in their novels of this time,

but some of their works did help in a small way to reinforce

. 55 CﬂmPOS’ ey e 2183,
56 M. uolroyi'a","ﬁ_;' ton Strachev: A Biogravhv, (london, 1971), pe570,
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But although most eontemmorary British men of letters for
the most part eschewed any direct references to the Anglo-French
Entente, this is not to say that the literature of the period as
e whole did not ecentribute in some way to the discussion of
international developments, indeed on occasion to the wornaning
of European tensions, Erakine Childers' 1903 novel The Riddle of
the Sands, even though not intended to promote hostility between
the Zritish and CGerman pecples, was ncne;hcless something of a
first step in this direction. An anonymously written play
entitled 'An Englishman's Home'y; which was shown before large
audiences in the West End of london at the height of the naval
panie of 19089, and a novel uritten not long afterwards, The Battle
of Dorlings constituted veritaﬁle turning points, All of these
works had 1nv:aion scares as their main themes, with the . |
policy-makers in Berlin cast as the villains, Yet if popular
novelists and playwrights had 2 serious message to deliver to
‘their readers about Germany and Uerman designs, then 1t must be
sald that they, together with a few eritics writing in the
periodical pros#, had scme corresponding remarks to make about
France and her polieles, Thus within menths of the signing of the
1904 colonizl Convention a play entitled 'L'Entente Cordlale!
appeared at icndon's Alhambra Theatre. ﬁaspite receiviﬁs mixed
reviews and experiencing a rather short run, it more thaﬁ managed

fde then went on to accuse England of giw up to Srance 'that
which was never hers tc give' and France of gratefully receiving
'the swag from the swell mobsman's handj when all the police are
dewn the areas or are drunk', See the preface to M, Aflalo's

Ihe Truth about iloroccg, (Iendon, 1904), pp. xiil, xv.



to drive home its main point to those who watched it - nanmely,
that Britain and I'rancey by virtue of having amicably settled
all their squabbles, had set an admirable example to others,

60 In

thereby naking them the true peace-makers of the world,
a similar spirity Britlsh reviewers were capable of ridiculing
any stage production, even a I'rench one, that challenged the
notion of Trance as a pacific-minded country pursuing her
policies throughout the world with only the best and most honest
of intentions, lWriting about a play then showing in Paris by
Jean Jullien entitled 'L'ocasis' in which the heroine, a Catholie
nun, forsakes her religion, marries a Muslim chieftain in the
sands of North Africa, and declines to return to Europe after
having been 'captured' by a group of French colonial officers,

a eritie in the Ldinburgh levigw concluded: 'There 1s some
effective satire on European methods of "ecivilising" what it
considers “inferlor" races, but the play is drowned in verblage
and cloyed with a rather namby-pamby sentimentalism, and the
total impression is of something slightly absurd'.®? And so
1t went on. Comparatively few and far between, writings of this
sort did nonetheless emerge often encugh to give the more
serious~-minded culture enthusiasts in 3ritain a very one-sided
view of France,

In summary, then, one ean say that there was a conscious
attempt in certain contemporary literary and artistic eircles
in Britain to discuss irance and rench culture in a poiitical
context, Writers like Miss Betham-kLdwards and E,H, Barker who

had a strong emotional attachment to rance dwelt at length on

60 Seey for 1nstance, Punchs 9 September 1904, n, 164,
61 s 'Some recen{ Trench and English plays',

Ldinburgh ‘eview, CC (October, 1904), 305.
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the physical attractions of that country and on the attributes

of 1ts people in the hope of extending the friendship between

the two Powers to the grassroots level; certalin men of letters,
albeit only a few, like Rudyard Kipling and Prederie !‘arrison
spoke warmly sbout the 1904 Cohventlon and regarded it as a
natural outgrowth of the 'complementary' aspects of their history
and culture; 1in scores of specially written articles a host of
eritics reinforced these impressions with remarks of a similar
nature; and even the odd play or book was devoted to this notion,
And yet, for all these efforts, the establishment of the AngloeFrench
Entente cannot be said to have forged any significant new
cultural ties between the two countries, True, there took place
at the outset of this perlod a series of exchange visits between
ordinary working people, and in 1908 there opened in London a
major exhibition showing the sccial and cultural as well as the
commercial aspects of Dritish and "rench life, But both of these
phenomena were comparatively short-lived and exerted no real
impact on the very pecple they were designed te attract. The
same can be seen even in the literary tastes of the British
reading nublic, The sizeable increase of books printed in the
British Isles dealing with France that occurred simultaneously
with the growth of improved relationz between the two Governments
tapered off within a few years, and by 1910 there was a 'slight
fall' in the 'selling appeal' of France, with a 'slow decline
beginning in 1913'.62 Precisely why all this should happen is
diffieult, though not impossible, to explain, The half-hearted
attitudes of the men promoting the exchange vislits and

exhibitions played 1ts part, as did the refusal of many of the

62 Campt}s, Qs E;E., De 241.



more prominent men of letters to regard the Entente as anything
more than a development of secondary importance in the history
of Anglo-i'rench relations, The real explanation, however,
undoubtedly lay 1n the rather arid political nature of the
raporochement itself, Started by a handful of men on'both
sides of the Chammel and concerned alﬁost exclusively with ‘
colonial and diplomatic questions, the Entente could not in
the final analysis capture for long the hearts and minds of
the pecple of Britain without constant encouragement from
higher circles, And this, we have seen, the politicians and
diplomats were wunwilling to provides
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CHAPTER IX

- -

ANGLO-FRENCH-RUSSIAN AFFAIRS AS SEEN BY THE BRITISH PRESS, 1903=1907

-

That the Entente Cordisle might one day have a beneficial
effect on Anglo-Russian relations was a possibility which had
not escaped the attention of most contemporary observers of
foreign affairs. France was now the friend of Britain as well
as the ally of Russia, and with these two Powers at odds over
the war then raging in the Far East, it was both natural and
desirable that she should try and bring them closer together.
As the Westminster Gazette put it, 'It will be a help both to

Russia and to ourselves if the good offices of France are
available now and hereafter to remove the dangerous kind of
friction which has threatened more than once since the war
hegan'.l And in August 1907, less than two years after the
hostilities in Asia came to a halt, this hope was more than
fulfilled with the signing of an Anglo-Russian Convention
similar to the one signed by Britain and France in 1904, How
did this 1907 Convention come about? Did the French in fact
play an important role in the reconciliation? Or did the
impetus come primarily from the British and the Russians
themselves? The answers which the British press gave to these
questions are of interest; for many newspapers did not comment
without having first made some startlingly inaccurate statements
about the current diplomatic scene, The Dual Alliance, they

averred, was a dying force in European politics, and Britain

1 Westminster Gazette, 9 April 1904,



in coming to terms with France could accelerate its dissolution,
Even when it became readily aprarent that the Franco-3ussian
connection was not dead and that the French were steadfastly
working towards a new diplomatic alignment between London,
Paris, and St. Petersburg, the newspapers did not always fully
appreciate the significance of the situation. Many of them
believed that French foreign policy was motivated more by a
desire to spread peace and goodwill than by any urge to
isolate Germany.

Although it was widely hoped in Britain that improved
ties with Russia thrcocugh Trance might eventually h& realized,
few people belleved in the early days of the Entente Cordiale
that any such development was imminent, To a large extent,
this pessimism can be attributed to the poor state of
Anglo-Russian relations at the time. During the recent Boer
War, Russian newspapers and journals toock part in the general
campaign waged by the Continental press of poking fun at
British military reverses. Later, when it became apparent
that the tide was being turned, the Russian Government sericusly
considered Kaiser Wilhelm's proposal of forming in concert with
France & Continental League to isclate Sritain, But it was in
Asla, for decades the arena of imperial rivalry between the two
Powers, that Anglo~-iussian animus had really intensified,
Anxious to extend her influence over as large an area of that
continent as possible, Russia deliberately stepped up her
expansionist drive at a moment when Britain was unable to offer
much resistance; the military occupation of Manchuria,
increased financial investments in Persla, and repeated attempts

to establish direct relations with the Amir of Afghanistan and

280,
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the Dalai Lama in Tibet, were all undertaken while Britain

was preoccupied in South Africa. Britain meanwhile had
concluded an alliance with Japan in January 1902, leaving her
free to counter Russian forwardness in Central Asia while the
latter Power did the same in the Far East. All in all the
situation was not encouraging, and the war that erupted between
Russia and Japan in February 1904 made matters worse. For now
even if all other colonial probleqs were to disappear, Britain
still coulé not come to terms with Russia excépt by the
betrayal of her Oriental ally. With this in mind, many organs
of opinion in Britain chose to treat the subject of a future
Russian Entente with circunqpection. They welcomed the idea
in principle but pleaded that diplomatic considerations had
for the time being rendered any such reccnciliation imnossible,
In the words of The Timeg, an Anglo-Russian rapprochement was
as yet 'premature' but 'of no little interest and significance'.g

1.

There was another factor which prompted the press to think
that an Anglo-Russian understanding was still a long way off,
This was the worsening state of affairs which the French
themgelves were experiencing with the Russians, For nearly a
decade, the press in Britain had looked upon the alliance that
dominated the relaticns of these two countries as a comparatively
stable forece in European politiecs., True, it was recognized
that there were moments - the Fashoda erisis in 1898, for
example - when the lack of full support of the one partner for
the policies of the other added an element of coolness to the
relationship., But the frigidity produced during such episcdes

2 16 april 1904; see also D C
25 I-i'laru”czhll%fj ) for similar semtiments, ;
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was thought to be short-lived; 1in Britain, the general feeling
had been that an arrangement which boosted Russla's financlal
credit and restored France's diplomatic prestige was too useful
to both sides to wither away as a result of any minor rifts. By
1903, however, many people in Britain were having second
thoughts about the durability of the Dual Alliance., In part,
this ean be attributed to the new wave of oppressive measures
which the Tsarist régime was enforcing throughout Russia, In
March 1903, Nicholas II issued a manifestec crushing Finnish
autonomy and placing the Finns under the military rule of the
redoubtable General Bobrikoff; in May of that year,
Government-inspired anti-Semitism led directly to a large-scale
pogrom of Jews at Kishineff; while throughout the summer of
1903, reports kept coming in of the eontinuing bad treatment
of the Armenians and the harsh repression of labour agitation
that was taking place in most of Nussia's major ¢ities, The
widespread revulsion with which French publie opinion greeted
the news of these developments did not go unnoticed in Britain,
Each speech in the Chamber of Deputies ané each leader-article
in the Fgench press that condemned the course of events in
Russia was treated as evidence of the mounting distaste in
France for the 1894 Convention, Commenting on some
particularly anti-Russian remarks made by one French editor

shortly after the Jewish massacres, the Birminsham Daily Post

coneluded:



there is a limit, aprarently, to French tolerance, and
that limite was passed at Kishineff, It is curiocus,
to say the least cf ity that a pecple so strongly imbued
with anti-Semitic prejudice, as was shown in the notorious
Dreyfus case, should be so 5eep1y moved now by the reports
of the cutrages of which Jews were the vietims, but the
fact appears to be beyond a doubt... M, Le roy-Beaulieu
says the policy of Russla towards Flnland, cue of the
most interesting and thoroughly civilised States in
Europe, has already made the alliance sickening., The
recent massacres may render it loathsome, 3
Nor had the disenchantment been setting in from just one side
of the alliance. In Hussia as well as in France, certain
sections of public opinion had beccme cpenly eritical of the
domestic and foreign policies of its ally, 4s early as
April 1903, a war of words had broken out between French and
Russian newspapers about the timid programme of reformm which
Austria and Russia had jointly proposed for Macedonia; at
one point in the exchange the officially-inspired Novoye Vremya
accused France of trying to supplant Hussia as the leading
protecter of the Balkan 81373.4 Even more significant,
prominent Russian newspapers and journals of conservative
persuasion began to berate déaily the French Government for
its 'anti-Christian' role in the disestablishment of the Roman
Catholic Church and in the secularization of the French Army
after the Dreyfus affair,’ To many peorle in Britain, it
duddenly looked as if the Russians and the French were rapidly

moving towards a breach, if not an outright dissolution, of

3 W%&m, 22 May 1903, Le roy-BSeaulleu was the
editor of the uential E « He was also one

of Prance's most distinguished economists and had ardently
defended since the 1890s the policy of extending loans to
iussia. Hence, it would be reascnable for British newspapers
to treat his anti-Russian outhursts as significant,

4 Neported in s 6 April 1903, p.6.
5 Reported $ Hay 19034 pe5s
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the Dual Alliance,

British Radicals and Socilalists in particular held this
view, believing that the estrangement between France and Russia
reflected something more deepercoted than the recent press
polemics suggested, As they saw it, the antagonism was
fundamentally an ideclogical one, The two Powers - the one
a progressive democracy, the othep an immobile autoeracy - had
established between themselves a bond which was inconsistent
with thelir differing forms of government., The result was an
‘unnatural' alliance imposing certain conditions on them both
- which they otherwise would not have accepted, By encouraging
small as well as large investments in Russian stocks and
securities, it in effect induced many ordinary Frenchmen -

"the sincerest of Republicans' - to take sides with the
Russian bureaucracy in its struggle against the peoplejy 1t
tied France to the whims and vagaries of an unstable Tsarist
foreign policy; while at the other end of the ccnnection, it
secured the finanela) derendence of a resctionary Russian
Covernment on a nation whose more advanced political ideas were
lookeé upon with fear and muspicion at 5t. Petersburg. The
current hostility between France and Russia, wrote the Clarion,
amounted to a 'gulf of Covernmental antipathies ... widening
daily under the influence of the Combes Ministry's demceratic
and anti-clerical tendencies'.6 Possibly this explains why
many left-wing Jjournals like the laghour lesder were doubly
pleased with the signing of the 1904 Entente; for as a result
of i1t they could see France ‘'awakening from the nightmare of

her alliance with Ruaaia'.7

6 C 23 October 1903,
7 ﬁgg;ﬁ% hgggx, 25 November 1904,
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But if the Labour lLeader sounded optimistie about the
chances of drawing the French away from the Russians, then it
must be said that there were others whe struck an equally
pessimistic ncte, J.L. Garvin,at this time a leader-writer
for the Daily Telegrarh as well as a columnist for the
Fortnightly Beview and one of the most outspoken students of
foreign affairs, was one of the first to express doubts, TFor
him it was inconceivable that any 'competent politician'
could contemplate even for a moment the substitution of the
Entente Cordiale for the 1894 Alliance as the corner-stone of
French foreign policy, France, he said, 'is prepared to make
the friendship with England her second interest. But the
unshaken maintenance of the allisnce with Russia will continue
to be made under all circumstances at present calculable her
first interest, Her genuine wish 1s to see both interests
permanently harmonized, but if she must choose, even with a
sighy she will unhesitatingly sacrifice the former to the
lattor'.a The Times was inclined to agree, arguing that 'a
strong France without the Russian alliance is, under existing
conditions, 1mposaib1e.'9 Whether or not Garvin and
Ihe Timeg echoed the prevailing sentiments in Britain on this
question is difficult to say. Tor despite their numerous
assertions tc the contrary, the newsparers did at times reveal
an inner belief that France and Russia were still firmly
attached to one ancther, Thus in the early days of the

8 Calchas (J.L. Garvin), 'The Latin rapprochement and
Anglo-iussian relaticns', EQIIBLEB&IE_Esiiﬂﬁ, LXXIII (June 1903),
954, Garvin, needless to say, was a staunch Tory and in time
was to become a mouthplece for lLord Northcliffe as editor of

the 0 g
9T , 12 April 1904,



F'ar Eastern confliet, when Russia suffered a string of defeats,
scme wondered if the French might be tempted to intervene lest
the war dangerously weaken Russla's resources, Already by
11 February 1904 the Scotsman was warning that 'the French
people, whether as political allies or as finasneial creditors,
cannot loock with equanimity on the confusion of Russia'.
Earlier the Spegtator voiced doubt that the French would jein
in the fray at Russia's side, S5till, as the Spectator could
not altogether rule out a French intervention, it felt
impelled tec say that any such action would force Britain to
honcur her obligations to Japan made in the 1902 Alliance,”
Indeed, 1t was this prospect that led the QObserver to clamour
for a2 speedy conclusion of the Anglo-Frénch colonial
negotiations then in progress. Only by coming to a written
undsrstanding, it argued, could Britain and Frence prevent the
Far Eestern War spreading to Eurape.11
As the Russo~Japanese War progressed, however, such fears
about being dragged inte the conflagration gradually subsided,
Undoubtedly the quick proclamation of neutrality made by the
French Government in February 1904 had'done muach to allay the
anxiety. So too did the announcement of the Foreign Office
on 16 iarch that the talks with the French, temporarily
interrupted by the outbreak of hostilities, wvere about to
resume, TFor 1t now seemed that the two Covernments had

heeded newspaper advice and were intent upon making good use

of the favourable diplomatic elimate tc ensure that the war

10 S 15 December 1903,
11. &%’6 iarch 1904,
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1z But even more decisive

remained localized in the ar East,
perhaps was the remarkable manner in which the T'rench were
reacting to the reports that kept coming in from the front of
successive Japanese victories., Rather than rallying to the

cause of their ally, as some newspapers feared they might do,

the French seemed to be dcing Just the opposite. Trench

military leaders began to critize openly their ally's war
effort.13 Leading French banks, hitherto only too willing to
issue loans to Russia, suddenly grew reluctant to export any
more capital.l4 Nor was this all, Upon hearing of the

'3loody Sunday' massacre at St. Petersburg in January of that
year, French public opinion burst into a new wave of anti-Tsarist
feeling. The French press, led by Clemenceau in the Aurore

and Jaurés ih the Humanité, quickly condemned the Russian
Government fer the atrocities. 4nd in Paris, Coclalists and
proninent intellectuals like Anatole T'rance organized mcetings

to promote sympathy for the general strike in Russia.l5

16 ‘areh 19043 also Birminghan Dally Posk,
; 25 March 1904, BSut at the
same time the newspapers too care remind their readers that,
in striving to settle all outstanding colonial guestions, the
British and French Governments had been motivated more by a
prudent wish to avold quarrels than by any desire to keep out of
the Mar Zastern dispute. As wrote on 4 March 1904, the
Intente 'exgends to the pecple on both sides of the water, and
the people here, as in France, are congratulating themselves on
the fact that 15 was firmly cemented before the present troubles
arose in the Far [Last',

13 In May 1904, a Lt.=Col. Rousset, whom the Faris corresrnondent
of The Timeg describes as 'one of the most prominent and
authoritative French military writers', wrote an article in the

in which he severely criticize& General Kuropatkin's
strategy at the time of the battle of the Yalu. See The Times,
11 May 1904 PeDe

14 In March 1905, the Russian Government managed to extraect
another £20 million loan from the French, but only on the
understanding that this would be the 1as£ 'for some time to
come', See ey 8 March 1905, p.5.

15 Renorte ey 30 January 1905, p.3.




In Britain, newspapers were now more ready to acknowledge
the view that the Franco-Russian Allisnce was a waning force
in European affairs. Jome even believed that it was on the
verge of breaking up. The Daily Chronicle, in summing up the
significance of the reaction in Trance to the outbreak of
the 1905 revolution, wrote that 'there is 1little reason to
doubt that the unnatural allisnce is doomed'.1®  Others,
however, drew a more cautious conclusicn., The ties which
bound France and Russia together, they agreed, were weakeningj;
but this did not necessarily mean that the end of the 18%4
alliance was at hand, TIor the French knew that to sever the
bonds with thelr ally would be to risk provoking the Russian
Government to default on its payment of the interest on the
foreign cdebts. Dissclution, moreover, would leave France
valnerable tc an attack by Cermany, As a result, France,
they conjectured, would prebably continue her present policy
of refusing tc issue any more loans while Russia was at war
with Japan and while she was suffering from internal disorders.
This was a stand which was reasonable encugh not to alienate
the Russlans; yet at the same time, 1t was harsh enough to
induce the governing classes in Russia to ccnsider suing for
peace in the Far Fast and concede important reforms at home.17

Of course, none of this 1s to suggest that the press in
Britain was necessarily pleased with the manner in which the
French had dealt with the Russians during the war, By and
large it was, but on cne or two cccasions there were

expressions of disapproval concerning the excessively
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16 Qﬁllx_ghxﬂn1§l§: 8 February 1905,
17 Spectator, 28 January 1905; also Lgonomist, 8 April 1905.
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benevolent neutrality which the French were thought to have
bestowed upon their ally. These arose in connection with the
differing interpretations which the British and French
Governments rlaced on the duties of neutrals vig-8-vis the
sheltering and cecaling of belligerent vessels. Most countries
were of the opinion that ships of war should be granted asylum
in a neutral port for a period lasting no longer than twenty-four
hours at a time and, further, that they should be supplied with
only encugh coal to enable them to reach the nearest port or'
their country. This had been the positioﬁ of the British
Government since 1862, when the prospect of having to fuel
steamships during the American Civil War first made the coaling
of belligerent ships a potentially dangerous issue, Other
governments were to follow suit, including the Russian and the
Japanese, both of which adoptcd the British practice at the
outbreak of the SpanisheAmerican War in 1898, But not so the
French. Throughout the second half of the ninetecenth century,
they had consistently refused to acknowledge either of these
regulations, arguing that.neither a prolonged ctay in a port
of call nor an unlimited supply of coal sufficiently aided a
ship of war to constitute a breach of neutrality, And nbt

long after war erupted in the *ar East, the French CGovernment
issued a Neutrality Circular reiterating this position.

On the fact of it, such differences of opinion ocught to
have produced few difficulties, After all, the French
interpretation had already stood the test of previous wars
without leading to any unfortunate complications. Moreover,
both the Russians and the Japanese recognized the 'twenty-four

hour' rule. As long as the two warring Powers practised what



230,

they preached, therefore, the possibility of France's
'peculiar'! views leading to trouble was remote, D5Sut the
Russians did not live up to their word. Not long after
hostilities commenced, Admiral Wirenius, the commander of a
Russian naval squadron in the Mediterranean, anchored his
ships in the TFrench East African port of Jibuti for several
days in an attempt to store a number of provisicns, including
coal, In January 1905, the Russian Baltic Fleet under
Admiral Rozhdestvensky spent several weeks at Diego Suarez,
the chief French port in Madagascar. TFour months latery he
had an even longer stay at Kamranh Bay in Cochin China before
moving on to engage the Japanese Flcet in the Far Fast., Vorse
stilly reports from Saigon had 1t that the “ussians had
virtually converted Kamranh Bay into a base of operations,
The French ﬁort, it was sald, was being used by the Russians
as a starting point from which they could inspect passing
steamers in the South China Sea for contraband.l8
The news of such abuses provoked & good deal of disquiet
in Britain. True, care was taken in high cirecles te point out
that I'rench neutrality regulations, while obvicusly working to
the advantage cof the Russians, were nevertheless legitimate,
Legal specialists reminddd everyone that the French rules were
not in contradiction te the dictates of international law;
there were as yet no restrictions on the amount of time which
belligerent ships could spend in a neutral port nor on the
amount of coasl with which they could be supplied.19 And in

18 s O May 1905,
19 T,E, Lawrence, 4 Neutrall ‘ar E (London, 1904),
pPpe. 120-122, See also the letter of T.X, Holland, FProfessor
of Internaticnal Law and Diplomacy at 411 Souls College, Oxford,
to The Times, 21 April 1905,
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Parlisment, both Balfour and Lansdowne were =2t palns to
stress that the unlawful provisioning of the BDaltic Fleet at
FKamranh Bay had been the work of private individuals rather

20 Yet desnpite these

than of the local French authorities.
soothing observations, public opinion in 3ritain was still
not satisfied with France's bshaviour, FEverything taken into
account, it continued to show an excessive predisposition to
favour the Russians: Trench neutrality laws remainéd
unchangeds while those who 1llegally supplied the Russians

21 The French, moreover, displayed an

went unpunished,
almost callous indifference to the feelings of the Japanese,
Considering that Japan might choose at any moment to invoke
the gasus foederis against France, thereby invclving Britain
in a war with the Dual Allilance, this attitude seemed
particularly alarming, As Valentine Chirol, Foreign editor
of The Times, complained to that paper's Paris correspondent:
'"The F'rench are always impressing upon us the necessity of
our considering Russian susceptiblilities., They might with
advantage themselves consider Japanese susceptibilities,
Altogether the poliey of France with regard to the Far East
is not at the present moment guite reassuring’. 22
Whatever the c¢riticisms that had been directed against the
French, they were more than offset by a genuine sympathy for the
awkward predicament which France had been put into, by the
professions of good faith made by the French Government, and

by a firm belief that a repetition of such incidents was

unlikely., This last point was based on a2 major new development

20 H y Parl, Debates, Fourth 5er1es P. of C.y CXLV
(9 May 1905), 13511352 and H, of L. CXLV (9 May 190%), 1268-1269.

21 mu%_gﬁmam, 21 4pril 19053 also MM:
9 May 1905,

22 Chirol tec William Lavino, 29 December 1904, The Times
Archives FP(oreign) L(etter) Btoak), vols V, 6-?*:



that had taken place in the Far East. In late May 1905,
idmiral Toge and his squadron annihilatéd the Baltic Mleet

in a crucial battle off the island of Tsushima in the Sea

of Japan. As might be expected, the news of this decisive
defeat was greeted with some relief in Britain; for a
reoccurrence of Russian naval infractions in neutral ports
wWas now 1mpossible.23 But in France the reaction was
somevhat more pronounced, French newspapers, anxious that
this latest military reversal might lead to a financial
débdcle in Russia, took up the cry that the Tsar should
conclude peace. In the French Chamber, there ensued a
prolonged debate on foreign affairs in which Delcassé was
strongly rebuked for having maintained a close partnership
with S5t, Petersburg. A week later, it was announced that the
French foreign minister had resigned and was being replaced by
Rouvier, the current premier who was not known for his
pro-Russian sentiments, To many people in Britain this
sequence of eventé meant primarily one thing: France and
Russia were drifting further and further apart. If a number
of newspapers like the Dazlly Express denied that the two
Powers had as yet been unfaithful to one another, they could
not help but note that, in view of all of Russia's misfortunes,
'it is scarcely a matter for wonder if the invective launched

against M, Delcassé ... should find an echo in guarters where

1t has hitherto passed unheeded'.”® The Birmingham Daily Post
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23 Eggigfégg, 3 June 1905,
24 ; ’ ? June 1905.



293,

was less egquivocal in its assessment cf the proceedings. Trance,
it said, was in the process of reconstructing her entire foreign
policy. TFor a long time she had been ready '"to appraise
afresh the value of the Russian alliance as a national asset',
And now that the battles of Mukden and Tsushima had destroyed
for a while to come Russia's credibllity as a worthwhile ally,
a reapnraisal was certain.zs There is room for these views,
even If events in Morocco provided a more plausfble exnlanation
for Delcassé's fally and at the time a number of pecple in
Britain subscribed to them. Subsequent developments, however,
soon changed this line of thinking,..

2. lmoact of the first !

Between 1903 and the spring of 1905, ﬁoat organs of
opinion in Britain, when writing about the Dual Alliance, dwelt
primarily uron the economic aspects of that arrangerment, In
so doing, they had fully exposed the pathetic state of her
finances which made Russia dependent on France, while largely
ignoring the military exigencies which made France ecually
dependent on Russia, Thus when the Tangler crisis did reveal
the other side of the coin, many newspapers were hard put to
explain why the French had panicked by overthrowing their
foreign minister, 4As has been seen, some like the Birmingham
Daily Post and the Daily Exnresg attempted to dc so in terms
of the dislike felt in France for the Russian connection, A4is
they saw 1it, the pressure emanating from Berlin was a factor of

only secondary importance behind the cabinet reshuffle.26

2%
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Others conceded that the Russlan collapse in the FTar Tast did
leave I'rance anxious in the face of German aggressiveness but
addeé that 'rench fears had quickly subsided in the 1light of
British diplomatic support.27 Indeed, in some quarters it
had slready been claimed that the I'rench vight actually prefer
an alliance with Britain to one with Russiaj for unlike the
Russians, the British cculd both guarantee rance's overseas
empire and give her more than a2decuate naval protectioh in
Eur0p0.28 But with the positive response of the Russian
Government to President Rcosevelt's mediatory efforts in the
Far East and with rumours running wild in July 1905 that the
forthcoming meeting between the Kalser and the Tsar at Bjorkoe
portended a new Russo=German alignment, the newspapers adopted
a new tune: Delcassé's fall was ascribed entirely to Cerman
machinationsy while Russian support for “rance became an
urgent necessity if the equipoise in Europe were to be
maintained, 'The balance has been partly redresseq by.the
good understanding with this country', stated the Dally Chronicle;
'but the Russian alliance must remain the cardinal factor in
“rance's external poliey, and thus the revival of Russia 1is

a prinbipal French 1ntorest'.29 Those who had preached all
along the strength of the Dual 4llilance now harped on its

immutability with even greater fervour, Ihe Times, for example,

27 E s 10 June 1905,

28 ! s 9 January 19043 also $pegtator, 27 February 1904,
What prompted this extraordinary assertion was the outbreak of
the Far Eastern War, which raised the possibility of France
having to choose between her friendship with Britain and her
alliance with Russia, Cf course, not everyone shared this
opinion; nevertheless it did, if from a different angle
tend to reinforce the view of Scelalists and some Radicais
that Sritazin could detach I'rance from Russia,

29 b C 23 September 1905, GCee also Glasgow Herald,
4 July 1905 for simiiar sentiments,
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almost outdid itself in trying to put across this point,
several times during the summer of 1905 it reiterated the
thesis that the maintenance of Trance's Creat Power status
was too much in Russia's 'permanent interest' for the Dual
Alliance to lapse into obscurity.30

Yet for all their talk about the unhappy ccndition of
the Dual 4lliance, the newspapers had never really given up
the noticn that France vould have an important part to play
in the reconciliation of Britain and fussia., Even while
Franco-~iussian relations had been at a very low ebb, the
press remained confident that Trance still had enocugh influence
at the court of St. Petersburg to help effect such a change.
Of course, with the war in the Far East producing all sorts
of compl&cations between the two Powers, the most that could
be expected from the French for the time being was an offer
of gocd offices in order to prevent the conflict from

spreading further afield, And when in 190405 war between

30 The Timeg, 5 and 20 June and 5 Sentember 1905, The attitude
of !ﬂut:llﬂfﬂ towards the Pranco-Russian Alliance is curious, The
Forelgn editor of the paner, Valentine Chirol, had learnt from
informed sources that zll was not well between Paris and
St. Petersburg, A4s far back as June 1904, one unidentified
Prench infermant had told him of the deplorable impression which
Russlan reverses in the ar East had been making in French
military circles, Later, the I'rench Ambassador in London
Paul Cambon, hzd spoken privately but frankly to him abou% the
growing cooiness in Franco-Russian relations. After a hollday
in Egypt, Chircl stopped off in Paris on his way home in
Harch 1905 to meet leading mogbers of the French uovernment.
shile there, he saw Loubet, Rouvier, Delcassé and Etienne, the
head of the na:;l_gg%gn%el, all of whom vowed that no more
fussian loans would be floated in Faris until peace was8 made.
And a prominent figure in the Crédit Lyonnais verified this to
nim while in london in early June 1905, Chirol himself,
moreover, had mentioneé more nails being driven into 'the coffin
of the Dual Alliance' in connection with "rance's efforts to
establish a court of arbitration in Paris immediately after
the Dogger Bank incident. (See Chirol to Sir Charles lardinge,
16 June 19043 10 August 19043 1 November 19043 20 !arch 19053
and 6 June 1905, The Hardinge of Fenshurst Ianers, volume in
Cambridge University Library.) otill, én__zgmgg never nubliecly
qualified its earlier judgment that the ‘"ranco-Kussian Alliance
was 'a factor of great importance in the politics of Europe'.

See Ihe Timeg, 11 April 1904,



Britain and ?ussia had been narrowly sverted, the newspaners
were inclined to take the view that 1t was France whn had
preserveé the peace, In July 1904, for instance, the& credited-
her with the speedy release of the Malaceg, a Ps ahd J%. liner
which the Russians hoarded and selzed without justification in
the led Sea. Delcassé‘and)ﬁomnard, the French Ambassade? at

8t, Petersburg, were both thought to have spent.a good deal of
time impressging upoﬁ the Bussians the need to cansider.ﬁritish

| suscentibilitie§.31 - Likewise, the ﬁéacaful séttlemant of the
rotentially explosive Dogger Bank affair in the autumn of 1904
was also widely attributed to French diplqmatic efforts, Once
again 1t was the (uail d'Orsay, this time working behihd the
scenes in crdef to secure'a special Commisgion of Inquiry
dealing with the incident, that had saved the day.>© Nor were
Ffﬂnch activities aicng these lines conﬁined ts the duration :
of the war.  Iyven after hostilitiéé in the Tar East had come
to a halt, the French ccntinued to act &s a paéific mediator
between Uritain and Russia, The only difference was that
whereas hitherto the ?rgnch-had been content to ease the
tension in Anglo;aussian rélations,.they now'undértook the
more arduous task of bringiﬁg-the two' Powers 1hto diplomatic
aligoment, 2t Algeciras, the French succeede& in getting

the Tpitish and the Russians to adont & common sutlock with
regard to the H@foccén question, . Shertly qftefwards, French
bankers were busily persuading their British eounterparts in
the City to help float a £90 million loan to qussia.  And in
~the summer of 1907, Praﬁce h&d 2 hand in the:series of

diplomatic agreements which in effect regulated-ﬁritain'é and

31 The Times, 23 July 1904, Lok g | |
32 Daily Nega, 28 October 19043 also Daily Chronicley
3 April 1905, ;



297

Russia's positions in the Far Bast.33 Glven these develcopments
and France's role in them, it is no wonder The Times acknowledged
at the time of the Russian Convention that 'France, ever since
the gntente, has thrown the whcle of her diplomatic weight into
the scales to bring her ally and her friend together'.34

But if the newspapers made such obgervations, they were of
two minds concerning the desirability of this particular course
of events. Insofar as France was smoothing over difficulties
between lLondon and St., Petersburg, they cculd delight in the
fact that certain anncying squabbles had been honourably and
fa;rly terminated without disturbing the tranquillity of Europe.
'She has mediated between two angry friends and pleased them
both', wrote the lanchester Guardian gratefully of France after
the Hull incident; 'she has lived up to her new reputation as
the peacemaker of European holitics'.Bs On the other hand,
insofar as France was trying to fuse the Entente Cordiale and
the Dual Alliance tcgether, the press, or a fair-sized portion
of it a# any rate, could regard it as singularly pernicious that
she was 'penning Cermany in', thereby creating resentment in

Berlin and opening the door to future troubles.36

33 In June 1907, France and Japan signed an understanding in
which they both promised to respect each other's territorial
possessions in the Far East., A month later Russia, with French
encouragemnent, came to a similar agreement with Japan. 4#s
Britain and Japan had already promised tec guarantee each other's
Far Eastern possessions in their renewed 1905 treaty, this meant
that four Powers = Japan and the future members of the Triple
Entente - had co-ordinated their diplomatic activity in this
quarter of the globe.

e Times, 2 September 1907,

or _Guardian, 7 November 1904,

une 190
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0f coursey not everyone in Britain thought that this
last development foreboded 111, Indeed for some newspapers,
particularly Conservative ones, & Triple Entente consisting
of Britain, rance, end Russia was of positive value. At a
time when naval and military strength dictated the course of
international relations, it often became necessary, or so they
argued, for weaker nations to combine in the hcpe of maintaining
peace, And 'if France, Hussia, and England agree that there shall
be no disturbance of the European peace, the peace of Europe
will not be disturbed', they added assertively.>’  Still
others, notably that most influential voice of British
Liberalism, the Westminster Gazette, greeted "rance's diplomatie
manoeuverings for an entirely different reason, 4s that paper
saw it, the recent overtures towards Russia indicated that
Europe was on the verge of the long-awaited millenium of
internationsl harmony and co-operation. The French, it claimed,
were simply acting as a bridge between the British and the
Russians, Later, when the mcment was more opportune, the
British would reciprocate by performing the same service for
the French and the Germans. It was all ccnceived as part and
parcel of a general peace movement which w:s beginning to

accrue to the benefit of the world at 1arge.38 These varying

37 Eﬁilx;lg%ggngnn, 13 April 1906, In fact, this sentiment was
but a less offensive expression of the more familiar anti-German
theme voiced in the contemporary right-wing press, The O
was making the same point, only more bluntly, when it wrote on
7 February 1903: 'If we choose to compromise our differences
with Russia, as we have already compromised them with France,
Germany 1s spellbound, and cannot move by a hairbreadth. ... Our
true policy is to join France and Russia in making a ring around
Germany and isclate her as the mischief-maker of the world'.

38 Jestminster Gazette, 8 August 1905 and 29 June 1906,
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interpretations of French diplomacy reflect well the naive

and simplistic notions which newspapers like the Westminster
Gazette sometimes entertained when considering the ﬁroblems
that beset pre-World War I Europe. More fundamentally and
more importantly perhaps, they reveal once again the wide
chasm that separated left and right-wing opinion in Britain
on the matter of Entente diplomacy. Differences arose not
only over the motivations that lay behind British and French
policies, but also over the prospects that these policies
augured for the future of Europe.

The British press, then, had a clear idea about how the
Triple Entente Bame into being, even if it was not sure about
the significance of the new alignment, Looking back at the
diplomatic activity both preceding and following the August
1907 Convention, it could not help but note that 'in all the
recent approaches to Russia, French diplomacy has been the
mediator and the go-between'.39 Thus summarizing the origins
of the triplice, the newspapers had demonstrated their ability
to account for important new developments that arose on the
diplomatic scene in Europe, Yet this had not always been the
case, At the time of the first Moroccan crisis, they had been
at a loss to explain the dismissal of the French foreign minister
Delcasség an embarrassment which can largely be traced to the
hasty conclusions they had drawn earlier about the guarrels
between France and Russla, The Dual Alliance, they had contended,

was in the process of dissolution; and in saying this most

39 Nation, 13 June 1908,
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newsparers fostered the impression that France was no longer
in nced of the Russlan army as =z counterpoise to the Triple
Alliance, Admittedly the relations between the various Powers
had been undergoing change to such an extent that no one conld
be sure what the future held in store for anﬁ part of the
existing alliance system in Europe -~ a plausible excuse for
thinking that the French might one day be able to make do without
the Russians. In Italy, a new wave of irredentist feeling had
‘arisen as a result 6f Austrla's suppression of student
disturbances in the Hapsburg provinces of Trent and Trieste;
the Italians were now more respﬁnsive to French diplomatic
advances, In the DBalkans, the joint Austro-Russian nroposals
for Macedonlan reform in 1903 paved the w#y for a new, albeit
short~lived, spirit-of co=-operation between Vienna and

St, Petersburg. And last but not least, Great Britain had
Just emerged from her 'splendid isclation' to enter into a
rapprochement with France, Ccnceivably, therefore, the signs
of estrangement between France and Russia night be construed
as one part in the more general configuration of this process,
But as an assumption, made while Europe was still adhering to
the same balance of forces, it could only lead the newspapers
to make some unSenable claims. The assertion that Britain
could detach France from Russia as a result of the 1904 Entente
was one of these claims, #And it was quickly dispelleé by the
near catastrophe thst erupted in the spring of 1905,
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CHAPTER X
BRITISH PUBLIC OPINION ON THE ANGLO-RUSSIAN ENTENTE, 1907-1908

-

Few people who read the newspapers seriously in Britain
in 1907 could have been surprised by the announcement on
31 August that Britain and Russia had reached a major
settlement of colonial differences. For several years the
press had been telling the public that an Anglo-Russian
rapprochement was a goal of French as well as British foreign
policy, and with the flurry of diplomatic activity between
London, Paris, and St. Petersburg, the public must have
realized that its consummation was not far in the offing,
But if the signing of the 1907 Convention failed to catech
British opinion unawares, it nevertheless did manage to
provoke a public furore the like of which has rarely been
equalled in British diplomatic history. ©Soclalists attacked
it for associating Sritain with a repugnant Tsarist autocraeys
Radieals opposed it because of its anti-Cerman implications;
and many moderate Liberals disliked the Anglo~Russian Convention
because of the adverse impact it had on the reform movement in
Persia, Of these criticisms more will be sszid later, First,
the outery it produced in right-wing circles will be considereds;
and in order to do this a 1ittle nceds to be written about the
agreement itself,

The terms of the Anglo-Russian Convention were published in
Britain on 26 September 1907, nearly a month after the signing

of the accord was originally anncunced, In comparison with the
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earlier Anglo-French Agreements it was a short arrangement, even
though it divided much of Central Asia into spheres of
influence., The most important division occurred in Persia,
where the Convention delimited the growing and hitherto
undefined Russian and British spheres, The Russian sphere was
fixed north of a line starting at Kasr-el-Sherin near the
border with the Ottoman Empire and passed through and included
the towns of Ispahan, Yezd, and Kakh and ended ‘'at the point
on the Persian frontier at the intersection of the Russian
and Afghan frontiers', The British sphere was established
as running south of a line starting from the Afghan frontier
by way of and including the towns of Gazik, Birjand, and
Kerman and ending at Bunder Abbas, The two Powers pledged
not to seek any new political or economiec concessions in egch
other's sphere and promised equal advantages to any foreign
concessions already in existence in their respective spheres,
The region of Persia situated between the Russian and British
spheres was designated as a neutral zone in which the subjects
of both Powers or of any third Power were free to establish
new concessions, In addition, Britain and Russia gave the
customary recognition of Persian integrity and independence,
The remainder of the Convention dealt with Afghanistan
and Tibet, There too the gulding prineciple behind the
agreement was the creation of buffer zones in order to separate
British and Russian territory in Asia, With regard to the
former country, Russia recognized it as essentially a British
preserve, ©She promised not to send any political agents to
Afghanistan and not to have any dealings with that country
except through the medium of the British Government. The
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arrangement did, however, grant the Russian Government the
right tc communicate directly with the Amir and his
authorities in order to settle local border questions of a
non-political character arising between the two countries,
Britain for her part promised not to ddter the political
Status cuo of Afghanistan and agreed to let Russla enjoy
along with herself full commercial opportunities there.»
As for Tibet, both Governments recognized that country as
being under the suzerainty of China, They agreed to refrain
from seeking any new economic concessions in Tibet, to
respect its territorial integrity, and to enter into
negotiations with that country only through the offices of
the Chinese Government., British and Russlan subjects of the
Buddhist faith, however, were allowed to enter into direct
relations on strictly religious matters with the Dalal Lama
and other representatives of Suddhism in Tihet.a
As was the case with the Anglo=French Agreements, the
terms of the Russian Convention drew a great deal of opposition
in Britain, 1In 1907 as in 1904, many people believed that the
Government had been worsted in the bargaining for territories
and concessions, Unlike 1904, however, the most critical
discussion of the details of the new Convention did not take
place in the press, Of course, some of the newspapers favouring

a forward imperial poliey in Asia did deliver a few pungent

1 Article V of this part of the Convention stipulated that
this arrangement would not come intc ferce until the Amir of
ifghanistan had given his consent. It should be noted,
however, that the Amir's subsequent refusal toc do so had
little effect on preventing the implementation of the
agreement,

2 Acgounts and Papers: State Papersg, CXXV (1907), Cd. 3750,



attacks on the terms. The Sgotgman and the Dgily Craphic, for

example, both took the Liberal Foreign Secretary Crey to task
for sacrificing too much in all three areas covered by the
agreement.3 But they were more the exception than the rule,
and it was in Parliament that the real focal point of
opposition to the terms of the 1907 Convention lay.

Of the men in Parliament who expressed doubts about the
arrangement, Lord Curzon, the former viceroy of India,
Earl Percy, the Under Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs
in the late Balfour Government, and H.F.B. Lynch, the Liberal
member for Ripon and a businessman with important commercial
ties in Persia, figured most prominently. Curzon's opposition
to the Convention stemmed almost entirely from the disastrous
impact he belleved it would have on Britain's imperial
position throughout Asia, particularly India., It prompted
him to say in early 1908 that Anglo-Russian agreement was
'the most fare-reaching, the most important treaty... concluded

by the British Government during the past fifty years' - cquite

a remark, considering the scope and magnitude of the Convention

In the lords, Curzon delivered

with France a few years earlier.4

an impressive speech based on his perscnal knowledge of Central

Asia, in which he berated point by peint virtually every
provision of the agreement. e began by demanding an
explanation for the disproportionately large sphere of
influence which the Convention accorded Russia in the north

of Persia. The preamble to the Convention, he pointed out,

304,

3 See §gg;guan6 20, 25, and 26 September 19073 and Dailly

s 3 and 20 September 1907,
4 s Parl, Debates, Fourth Series, l, of L,, CLXXXIII
(6 Tebruary 1908), 1023,
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allocated this sphere to ‘certain provinces of Persia adjoining,
or in the neighbourhood of the Russian frontier...'; but in
effect the Russian zone extended southwards to regions which
could not bhe prOpefly fit into this description. The boundary
of the Russian zone in the westy for example, commenced at
Kasr-el-Sherin, a town more than four hundred miles away
from the Russian frontier. It also included Ispahan, where the
Rugsians had 1little trade, and Yezdy, a c¢ity in the centre of
the country where Russla had no interests at all, On both
geographie and economie grcunds, therefore, the Russian sphere
was too 1arge.5
But what made this prortion of the Convention particularly
disagreeable to Curzon was its allocation of the most promising
areas for the future economic development of Persia to the
Russian zone, Out of the eleven trade routes in the country,
seven were in the Russlan sphere, Likewise, eleven of the
twelve largest cities in Persia - including the capital
Teheran - were located within its boundaries, The British
sphere in the south, on the other hand, was small, sparsely
populated, and unproductive, Only half the size of its Russian
counterpart and consisting largely of desert, it contained but
one town of any importance, Kerman, and but one trade route,
Every argument put forward for granting Russia a large sphere
of influence in Persia could be advanced with even greater
legitimacy on behalf of Britain, At Ispahan, it was Britain
and not Russia who had built up a thriving trade for over a
century, At Yezd, a British Indian colony had been established

5 Ibid., 1005=1006,
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'in connection with the Persian community of Parsees'. The
least that could have been expected, Curzon argued, was a
British sphere commencing at these two points where the
Russian zone ended. Vorse still, the scuth-western portion
of the country had not been included in the British snhere,
Ever since the 1880s Britain had enjoyed execlusive navigational
rights along the Karun River, and at the nearby port of Bushire,
British enterprise had been in operation since the mid-eighteenth
century, Yet with regard to this region, the Convention failed
to give Britain the same paramount position it had secured for
Russia in the noﬁth. On the ccntrary, the incorporation of
the south=west of Persia into the neutral zone left Britain
'no better off than the latest new=-comer' to that area of the
Gountrrué
Curzon was equally formidable in condemning those clauses
of the Convention pertaining to Afghanistan and Tibet, With
regard to the former ccuntry, he complained that Britain gained
nothing, not even the Amir's consent to the arrangement. GShe
promised not to threaten or allow Afghanistan to threaten the
Russlan frontler, But Russla, who for some time had been
building a strong military position on her side of the Afghan
border, made no similar pledge. Britain accorded Russia
equality of opportupity in all of Afghanistan, but the Russians
kept the much sought after markets of Khiva and Bokhara, two
vassal states to the north of the Afghan frontlier, closed to
British traders, Moreover, Russia's recognition that
Afghanistan lay outside her sphere of influence was next to

worthless; 1t was a statement that had been made and broken

6 m.’ 1&06'1009,
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innumerable times since the 1860s, INo less incomprehensible
to Curzon were the concessions which the Government had made
concerning Tibet, Only recently Britain had gone to great
expense to stake her claim there by despatching a military
expedition to Lhasa. To put both Powers on an equal footing
in Tibet, a country which was geographically much cleser to
British India than to Russia, was an 'absolute surrender’,
To agree to consult the Russian Government about the best
means of evacuating the Chumbi Valley, a matter which was of
no concern to St. Petersburg, seemed 'almost a humiliation®.”
Curzon's role as leading critic of the Anglo-Russian
Conventlon in the House of Lords was assumed in the Commons
by Earl Percy. Like Curzon, Percy was disturbed by the
apparent unfsirness of the agreement, He too, if in less
detail, voiced complaints abcut an arrangement that seemed
to give Russia a better deal than Britain in Persia,
Afghanistan, and Tibet., Percy was also unhappy about the
slim prospects that it offered of settling permanently
Anglo-Russian friction in this part of the world. By contrast
to the accord with France, the Russian agreement fell far short
of being comprehensive, Both in the Near and the Far East

difficulties between the two Covernments remained cutstanding.s

7 Ibid., 1015-1017, 1019-1022, C(n 7 September 1904, Britain and
Tibet signed a convention in which it was agreed that British
forces would occupy the Chumbi Valley until Tibet paid off in
three annual instalments a £50,000 indemnity imposed on her as
a result of clashes between Tiﬁetan forces and the Younghusband
expedition earlier that year., Curzon's remark refers to an
annex of the 1907 Convention, in which Britain promised Russia
"a friendly exchange of views' if the occupation had not been
terminated by the end of the three years,

8 Apparently Percy considered meaningless the 1907 diplomatic
agreements between rance, Japan, and Russia which seemed to
have brought London and 3%. Petersburg together in the Far East,
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ind whereas the 1904 Convention settled disputes in such a
manner as to give Britain and France freedom to pursue their
own policies in different parts of the world, the Convention
with Russia merely left them to prosecute rival policies in
each of the countries affected. Add to this a notable lack
of that cordial spirit which accompanied the French Entente,
and i1t would not be difficult to cast doubts about the chances
9

of a long-lasting Anglo-Russian settlement, Needless to say,
there were others who voiced the same fears. Already Curzon
had warned the Lords not to expect the Russilans to adhere too
loyally to the terms of the Convention: in Afghanistan, they
would probably use their commercial agents for political
intrigues; and in Tibet, they would no doubt re-employ
Dorjieff and other Buddhists tc undermine the little influence
that Britain did enjoy there.lo And the Dglly Graphic, in
stressing the importance of honcur and good faith in
diplomatic agreements, commented that there was 'no country

11

which has a blacker record in this aspect' than Russia, But

9 Ibid., 1. of C,y CLXXXIV (17 February 1908), 462-464. Percy
was not aione in his cbservation that the Anglo-Russian Entente,
unlike the Anglo-French Entente, had not come about as a result
of any particularly friendly fealings between the twe countries,
The for example, noted in its editorial of

30 Ju 07 tha while the kngio-French agreement 'was as much
the effect as the cause of the gnggggg_ggggiglg', the
negotiations then going on between Britain and Russia were 'to

no appreciable extent traceable to a popular demand in Great
Britain for an understanding with the Imperial Government',

10 oy Hy of L,y CLXXXIII (6 February 1908), 1018, 1022.
Dorj was a Mongolian lama who for several years before the
1904 ¥olMnghusband mission had worked on behalf of the Russians
to counteraet British influence at the court of the Dalal Lama,

11 Dgily Graphig, 3 September 1907,
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it was his reference to the French Entente that distinguished
Percy somewhat from the others. By constantly comparing what
he considered to be a dubious agreement signed by a Liberal
Government with a nore satisfactory one ccncluded by a
Conservative Government, he seemed to be drawing party
politics into the discussion.

H.F.B, Lynch volced still other ccncerns about the
Conventlon, Lynch was one of the heads of Lynch Bros., a
family enterprise which ran steamers on the Karun River and
operated a number of road concessions in the interior of
Persia. As such, it was perhaps only natural that he should
protest against an arrangement which placed severe limitations
on the growth of British trade and commerce in that country.
Insofar as he was personally affected, two of his firm's roads
in Persia had been placed entirely within the Russian sphere.

a2 Truey by the terms of

Another terminated in that sphere.
the Convention all existing British concessicns in the Russian
sphere were guaranteedj but as Lynch quickly pointed out, the
terms also prohibited the establishment of any new British
concessions there, Thus the addition of further facilities to
his firm's roads in the north of Persia such as the laying of

a light railway, for instance, could only ccme through Russia,
Even if the Russians proved amenable, the tendency would almost
certainly be for these concessions to become Russian, British

and Indian trade in Persia, he told the Comnons, was bound to

12 The twec roads which had been placed from end to end.in the
Russian zone ran from Kum to Teheran and from Kum to Sultanabad.
The third ran from the Karun to Isphhan.
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13

suffer as a result of the Convention,
But although the extent of his perscnal interests in Fersia

made Lynch speak out against the commercial clauses of the

Russian agrecement, the main fire of his criticisms was directed

elsewhere. 4s a Liberal who cherished the ideal of self-determinatior

for all pecples, Lynch's primary concern was that Anglo-Russian

diplomacy did not conflict with Persia's aspirations for

independence, The preamble of the 1907 Convention, he

acknowledged, did promise tc respect Persian integrity. But

the same pledge had been made to becth Egypt and Moroccoy and

it had not spared them domination by two of the Creat Powers.14

Not that Lynch inveriabtly opprosed European intervention in

colonial areas, but in this particular case he felt it to be

definitely wrong., Fersia was one of the few backward' countries

with a 'reasonable chance' of working out its own salvation, The

growth of the Constitutionalist movement was proof of this.15 For

13 I s Parl. Debates, Fourth Ceries, H, of C., CLXXXIV
(17 February 1908) 544-546. No doubt Lynch was also worried about
the Cermans as weli as the lussians, Cerman capitalists and
investors had been opening up markets in Mesopotamia for some
time now, and the fear was real in Britain that they would be
lured further east by the terms of the 1907 Convention, which
placed the southern entrances to a number of Persian trade
routes in the neutral sphere, Jee, for example, the letter of
Colonel C.E, Yate, the former Chief Commissioner of Baluchistan,
to ]hg;gimgga 2 September 1907, on this possibllity,

14 l1bid., 8.

15 The Persian Constitutionalist movement was both reformist
and naticnalist in motivation and for several years had been
engaged in an intense struggle with the Shah to secure a
parliamentary democracy for the country. After ccnsiderable
agitation, it did manage to force Muzaf-far-ud-Din Shah to
concede shortly before his death a new censtitution, which came
into being in Oectober 1906 with the convening of the
or Naticnal Assembly. In December 1907, the Ccnatitutionaiists,
with popular support from the provinces, overcame a threat of
the new Shah, luhammed Ali, to close the ﬂg411§. Their defilance
was short-lived; for in June 1908 the Shah's troops bombarded
the parlisment building and had many of the leading reformers
arrested. But for a while, it did anpear that the Ccnstitutionalists
had the upper hand, and it would have been reasonable for Lgnch
and other Liberals to have been optimistic abecut their chances of
success,
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Britaih to conclude an agreement which ran counter to the hopes
and interests of this movement was morally objectionable. Tor
Britain to do so with Russia, 'the arch-enemy of even elementary
liberties in Asia', was 'a blunder from which British Statecraft =~
and British Liberalism - will find it hard to recover'.
'Revolutions'y Lynch warned, 'could not be carried on with kid
glovesy and a provision which made Russia thé arbiter in so
vast an area was tantamount to handing over the Persian reform
movement to the tender mercies of a foreign despotism'.16 .
Lynch's warnings and fears about the effects of the
Convention in Persia were wldely echoed in the Liberal press.
In Radical newspapers and Jjournals, the consensus of opinion
was that Britain had Jeopardized the regeneration of Persia by
placing the capital Teheran and other centres of the reform
movement in the Russian sphere. The Russian Government, these
organs argued, could never tolerate the democratization of
Persia, if only because of the dangerous repercussions such a

development would have on the opponents of the régime at home,

Already there had been antli-Tsarist uprisings in the provinces

16 Ibid., 547, 550. See also Lynch's letter to the editor
of The Timeg, 10 September 1907, p. 5. This emphasis which
Lynch placed on a 'backward' country's political maturity to
oppose intervention in one instance and then favour it im
another was also employed by other Liberals, The Radiecal
weekly the Nation, for instance, Jjustified its endorsement
of French ambitions in Morocco on the grounds that 'it was
hard to belleve there was any alternative' but was against
British and Russian interference in Persia because in that
country 'there was hope of a national resurrection', (See
Nation, 7 September 1907.) But as Howard Weinroth astutely
observes, the real criterion of the Radicals on this matter
was the international political climate., The Radicals might
have sympathized with the Persians when Europe was calm in
1907, but they disregarded the nationalist feelings of the
Moroccans in 1905 and 1911 when imperialist rivalries
threatened a major war., See H. Weinroth, 'British Radicals
and the Agadir crisis'y, European Stud Re s 21L3in0s 1
(1933), 49.




of the Caucasus. OShould the liberal forces become ascendant
in neighbouring Persia, they »ight act as an inspiration for
the rebels on Russia's side of the border.17 Some felt that
it was not only Russia's confiscation of the spoils that
impeded "ersia's proper course of development., The lation,
for example, opposed ‘any partition whatscever, for any
delinmitation of foreign spheres of influence must reduce the
integrity and independence of Persia to diplomatic fictions.'1
Indded, it wassaid that the Persian Liberals themselves had
taken this 1ine,1?

But whilst the Libefal 'Lleft' pointed cut all this,
there was another, equally pressing fear at the back of their
minds, The Convention, they maintained, would also have an
undesirable impact on internal events in Russia. Coming as
it did on the heels of the dissolution of the Duma, the
agreenment would ereate the impression - both in Russzia and
elsewhere - that Britain was supporting the reactionary
autocraey in its efforts to stifle reform, And this in turn
was likely 'to prejudice the Russian pecple against us when
they are strong enough to offer us the nétional alliance to
which we look rorward'.zo Indeed, many were afraid that it
might have the effect of bestowing upon Tsarism something more

312.

8

17 m.:.vfmm 16 September 1907, The W was
in fact a tnschative newspaper, but its editor, cien lolf,

was a Liberal,

18 m, ®
19 1 October 1907,
20 Cee the letter wr &an by a group of prominent left-wing

figures to the editor of The Iiﬂﬁﬁ 11 June 1907, r. 5. Among
those who signed the letter were : Ramsay Macdoﬁald

Justin MeCarthy, G.3. Shaw, John Galsworthy, J.A. Hobson, and
Te Fisher Unwin,

st
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than an apparent gesture of British goodwill, FPointing to the
form which the Dual Alliance had taken since its inception in
1891, they envisaged a situation in which an Anglo-Russian
Entente would lead to extensive DBritish financial commitments
to Russia in exchange for Russian diplomatic support in Europe,
Already Sritain and France had jointly floated a loan to
Ste Petersburg as a reward to Russia for the help she had given
at Algeciras. Now that the British and the Russians had
reached a major settlement of colonial disputes, more loans
could be expected. 4nd Radicals contended that the larger the
fussian debt, the greater Britain's interest in seeing that the
existing régime survived intact. The effect of a British
Entente on the Russian Government, lamented the Dglly Newg,
Must be to increase 1ts prestige, and above all to
improve 1ts bargaining powers. I'rom the time of the
Crimean War down to the spring of 1906 mo Rusgsian loan
was placed in England, In 1906 the mere expectation of
an entente sufficed to induce the City to subseribe to
Count Witte's great loans. If the mere expectation of
an entente achieved so much, what would the reality
effect?...Little by little we are drifting into the
position of France, and financial interests will tie
our hands soc fast that no Government will venture to
take account of anything that happens in Russia...ee.
And yet we all knowy all Europe knows, that without
foreign loans the autocracy must in tﬁe end succumb
in its struggle with the people, 21
Such sentiments, of course, were not confined toc one section
of the Liberal party, If Radicals voiced reservations about
this aspect of the Convention, Socilalists expressed anger,
In a rare pronouncement on foreign affairs, the April 1908
conference of the Independent Labour Party at Huddersfield

denounced the agreement with Russia zs equivalent to 'giving

21 Daily Newsg, 17 lay 1907,
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an informal sanction to the course of infamous tyranny which
has suppressed every semblance of representation and has
condemned great numbers of our Russian comrades to imprisonment,
torture, and death'.22 Others who either sympathized or
identified with certain persecuted minorities in Hussla were
also hostile to it. Lucien %Wolf, the moderately Liberal
editor of the D : s found that he ecould not apnrove
of any arrangement with a Covernment that mistreated fellow
Jews.23 And in London, 3Sernard Pares helped establish a
new fussian Committee, an organization which was 'well
disposed to zll Russians animated by the desire to improve
the conditions of their motharland'.24 In the opinion of
virtually all these groups, it would have been far better if
Britain had waited for government in Russia to take a more
eonstitutipnal turn before making any settlement, This
would have had the advantage of keeping Sritain in a
favourable 1ight in the eyes of Russian public opinion without
risking her position in Asia, Russia, they maintained, was too
weak after the Par Eastern War ané the 1905 revolution to
threaten British India for & generation to come.25

"aced with all this oppositiony the Government found
defending the Convention a difficult task,. Indeed, to many
of the criticisms they had no =dequate reply, True, with

regard to Persia, they did point out that Russia was gaining

22 William Stewart, J, Keir Hardie: A Biogravhy (London, 1921),
pp. 261"2 2.

23 lMax Beloff, Ly :
(Lﬁndon’ 1951)’ PDe 3-40
24 Howard S, Weinroth, '3ritish Radicals and the balance of

powerﬂ 1902-1914'g %1132%%%%1_£Q§;g3éh§§;;?,84§197“%§0666
__ﬂiu g!l une also une and
ieview, I (April, i?OB), 90~ :
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enough ascendance there to warrant granting her a large sphere
of influence in the north, 'One would hardly have expected
Ispahan and Yezd to fall within the category of Persian
provinces in close proximity to the Russlan frontier', conceded
Ihe Times. 'Nevertheless...it would have been difficult for
this country to oppose her in any of these reglons, except at

a risk disproporticnate to the interests we have at stake there...'.
But at the same time very little was said to comfort those who
feared Russian disloyalty in all three countries covereé by the
agreement, OStill less of an explanation was offered as to why
the Persian Gulf had not been formally incorporated into the
terms.27 Instead, the Covernment constantly drew attention

to the one conerete advantage which the Convention did gain

for Britain - the sealing off of Seistan and its environs fronm
a Russian military advance southwards. By comparison, the
welfare of local British commercial interests seemed to be at
most of secondary importance. 'It is the strategical position
which makes the agreement desirable and essential', Grey told

the Commons, 'and when you study the strategical position you

26 2% September 1907. See also | 2
26 SeptemEer §§O? Spectator, 28 September 1907;
Parl, Debatesg Fourthogeriesr H, of C.y CLXXXIV (17 Febraars 1908),

486-488, 515-516, for similar views,

27 One of the chief complaints about the 1907 Convention was 1its
failure to keep the Persian Gulf out of Russia's reach., Curzon
and others pointed out that by its terms Britain was debarreé
from opposing Russia's construction of a railway system running
from the north through the neutral sphere down to the ports on
the Gulf, where the Russians would be well poised for a strike
against india. See s Parl, Lebates, Fourth Series,

H, of L.y CLXXXIII (6 February 1908) 1010-12; also P, Landon,
'Views on the Anglo-Russian agreemen£ - I, relative loss and

gain', Fortnightly Review, LXXXII (July-Deec., 1907), 730.

26
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will f£ind that the key to the whole of it is Selstan'. Expert
opinion, he declared, had placed the *highest value' on
reaching an agreement of this scrt as a means of guaranteeing
the security of India. And now that this had been effected,
the Liberal Government would be able to honour its pledge to
stem the increase in military expenditure in this part of the

1...#01'1111..‘?8

Above all, the Ccnvention was a particularly
valuable contribution to peace. For not only had it settled
a nunber of important disputes, but it had done sc at a time
when the internal disorders of Persla might conceivably have
led to a Sritish or Russian intervention in that country,
thereby raising the snectre of renewed friction between the

two Duropean Powers.29

28 In point of fact, military opinion in Britain was divided
about the importance of GSeistan to the defence of India, Grey
1s said to have basced his remarks on a memorandum presented at
a meeting of the Committee of Imperial Defence in March 1906
by Major William Robertson, then working in the Intelligence
Division of the War Office. The purpose of the memorandum was
to inform the Government of the military considerations
involved in making an entente with Russia, and Robertson came
to the conclusion that Persia particulariy the south-eastern
corner of 1it, was 'the crux of the whole question' as regards
the safety of India, (See Keith Robbins, Sir Ldward Grey:

(London, 1971), p.161.) A year later, however
the War Office issued a survey of the military resources of
the Russian Empire in which it was argued that, in the light
of recent Russiasn rallway construction from the Caspilan Sea
and Samarkhand to the Afghan border, an invasion of India -
if 1t were to take nlace at all = was now much more likely
to come through Afghanistan rather than through Persia via
Seistan, (Jee Beryl J, Williams, 'The strategic background
to the inglo-Russian Entente of 19071, Historical Journal, I,
3(1966), 363=364.,) Thus the Foreign Secretary's claim that
the Convention had succeeded in removing the military threat
to India could only be true if the Russians acted in good
faith in Afghanistan, And this, as has been seen, some people
regarded as highly unlikely. Tor Grey's remarks, see lansard
igﬁl.aﬁebates, Fourth Series, H. of C,, CLXXXIV a7 TPebruary i908),

=452,

29 oy He of L, CLXXXIII(6 February 1908), 1042 and H. of C.,
CLRXXIV (17 VFebruary 1908), 4%,
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By thus emphasizing its strategic and pacific benefits,
the Government was able to win considerable support for the
Convention., In Parliament, the endorsement which it received
from leading members of the Opposition managed to offset the
arguments of imperialist stalwarts like Curzon and Percy.
Former Prime Minister Balfour had his reservations about the
commercial clauses of the arrangement but agreed that it
nevertheless constituted 'a new and genuine addition to the
defences of India'j while for his part, Lansdowne expressed
confidence in the Lords that Russia would be loyal to hoth
the spirit and the terms of the agraement.30 Other
Conservatives like Lord Cromer, the former Governor-General
of Egypt, welcomed the Convention for yet another reascn, As
they sav 1it, this arrangement marked a new phase of European
imperialism in which all the major colonizing nations would
come together in order to check those nationalist and
'seditious' forces unleashed by the recent victory of yellow
Japan over white Russia in the Far East, Just now Britain
and Russia had come to terms, but other Powers were bound to
follow suit., For the impact of the Russo=Japanese War on the
minds of Asians had been such that 2ll nations with possessions
in the East would have to 'exercise even greater care,
watechfulness, and circumspection than, perhaps, at any other
period of their history'.3® As the Pall Mall Gagette put it:
'Wey and Russia, and every European Power that has a finger in

the Asiatic ple, have to remember that the time is coming when

30 Ibid., He of L,y CLXXXIII (6 February 1908), 1334-1335 and
He of Cay CLXXXIV (17 February 1908), 552.
31 Ibid., He of L., CLXXXIII (6 February 1908), 1026.
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it may be necessary, Before all things, to sustain the solidarity
of all European interests in Asia against the possible denial of
the rights aecquired by the European Powers in that continent'.32
It implored the Government to be prepared for the challenge,
Heanwhile, the Government was getting some much-needed
suprort from its own Liberal press. The Lgonomist greeted the
arrangenent for putting to rest for once and for all the
fRussian bogey' in 4isia. Both Morley and the Government of India,
it saldy could now get on with the task of cutting the cost of
defending the North-West Frontier.3S The Yestminster Gazette
repeated the words of Urey and Asquith that the entente was =
boon to international peace. Indeed, for that newspvaper the
8aln to Eurcpe was so great that to have foregone a good
understanding between London and St,. Patcrabufg in order to
clear the nation's conscicnee about associating with a
reactionary Power would have been 'to sacrifice the greater
morality to the lasser'.34 Aind a leading Liberal Imperialist
papery the Daglly Chrcnlele, tried to dispel fears that the
agredment would have an adverse impact on conditions in Russia,
Any settlement coneerning only Asian frontiers could not have
much effect in these directions, 1t argued,>’ Taken together,
these arguments did not remove all left-wing doubts about the
Conventlon, but they did help to pacify many of 1its erstwhile

opponents in the ladieal press. The lgnchester Cuardian, while

- s 7 February 1908, GSee also The Times,
ey for similar sentiments.

1isty 28 September 1907,
ster Cazette, 2 Sentember 1907.

on 2y 24 September 1907,
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deprecating 'any steps which made it easier for the Russian
Governnment to finance its counter-revolution'y, nevertheless
conceded the force of these views, 'We do not want to

prejudice the settlement of our neighbcur's internal affairs',

ran its leader article of 2 September 1907, 'but we do want to
avoid quarrels with our neighbour', Similarly, the HNation
promised to reserve judgment till it had seen the effect the
arrangement wouldé have on the reduction of military exnenditur¢.36
For the time being, at least, the Anglo-Russian Convention would
not be an emotionally divisive issue in Britain,

Nor did it appear in subsequent months that the agreement
would ever again become a source of major controversy. For
despite the continuing quarrel in Persia between Muhammed 411 Shah
and the Constitutionalists over matters of reform, the Gussians
had refrained from intervention, Indeed, there were moments
when it seemed as if they had chosen an active policy of
co-operation with Britain, In December 1907, when the GShah's
threat to close the }ajllsg resulted in protests and demonstrations
throughout the ccuntry, the_ﬂuasian and British legations in
Teheran jointly conferred with the Fersian ruler and dissuaded
him from taking such a step. - That the Russians had, for once,
abstained from interfering on behalf of the Shah against the
reformers was attributed by large sections of the Jritish press
to the arrangement made four months earlier. The Scgotsman,
for example, hailed iussia's behaviour as 'the first substantial
fruit of the Anglo-Russian Convention',3? to which the gSpectator
hastened to add that without that arrangement, the likelihood

36 Hation, 28 September 1907,
37 Scotsman, 25 December 1907,
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38

of an Anglo-Russian war would have been much greater,

and Orea

But for some, such optimism ended quickly when developments
in the spring of 1908 made it obvious that Russia had no
intention of allowing the Persians toc settle their own affairs,
In April, the Russians fabricated a border incident supposedly
invelving nomadic Fersian tribes in order to begin a series of
military ralds into Azerbaijan province under the guise of
punitive expeditions; in June, Colonel Liakhoff, the Russian
commander of the Shah's Cossack Brigade, took a leading part in
foreibly breaking up the lgjllss while earlier Hartwlg, the
Russian minister at Teheran, had been engaged in secret
negotiations with Muhammed 411 to strengthen Russla's grip on
Persien finances, In Britain, there were varied reactions to
these developments, or wha was known cf them, As far as the
Government was concerned, Russia had done nothing to violate
the terms of the 1907 Convention, When pressed in the Commons
about the role Liakhoff and his subordinates were playing in
the Persian capital, Sir Edward Grey replied that they were
merely acting in their capacity as bodyguards of the Shah and
not as lussian agents.39 To Ihe ITimes, the troubles on the
Perso=Caucasian border were yet another example of Uriental
disrespect for European 'rights' and interests, 'The Russian
frontier guards', it wrote, 'have been compelled to regard the
Persian brigands in very much the same light as that in which
we regard the Pathan tribes on cur Indian frontier, They have

watched them with armed vigilance, and, when provoked, have

38 3 28 December 1907,
arl, Debates, TFourth Series, H, of C,, CACIII

39



32%

struck back'.® British Radicals, however, had other 1deas

about the Russian moves, Iumediately after the coup against

the Persian National Assembly, the Daily News pointed out that
Russla's record throughout the crisis had been one of 'alternate
menace and intrigue'.41 A few days later, the Manchester Guardian
voiced the same concern, only more explicitly. If the Russian
officers continued their activities unimpeded, it wrote, there
would be 'an end of (Russiam) neutrality and sooner or later of

2 e was, in fact, these doubts about

Persian independence’.
Russlan activities that gave birth to the Persia Committee in
the House of Commons. ©Spurred on by the allegations of
E.G. Browne, the Persian scholar and Professor of Arabic at
Cambridge University, a number of Radical M.P.s banded together
with the intention of bringing pressure to bear on the British
Government to safeguard Persia against Russian encroachments.43
But if the Anglo-Russian Convention was producing the
complications in Persia that many Radicals had antiecipated, its
effect in Europe went far beyond their worst expectations,
Already within twelve months of its signing, steps which
unquestionably helped rehabilitate the Russian autocracy had

been taken in the name of promoting friendlier relations between

40 The T y 25 May 1908,

41 Daily News, 24 June 1908,

42 Manchester Guardian, 27 June 1903,

43 Browne was living in England at the time he made his
accusations, but he based them on information he had received
from close %riends in Persiay some of whom were important
figures in the reform movement. He charged the Russians with
massing troops along the Persian frontier, anchoring a warship
off the Persian Caspian port Enzeli in order to intimidate the
Constitutionalists in nearby Resht, and suppressing two leading
liberal Muslim newspapers which had been circulating in the
Russian sphere, (See Edward G, Browne, 'The Persian crisis:

a reply', Fortnizhtly Review, LXXXIV (July-Dec. 1908), 6963
also his letter to the editor of The Times, 17 September 1908,
p.4.) As for the Persia Committee, it acted as a pressure
group both in Parliament and outside. H.F.B. Lynch was its
chairman ih the Commons, where its ranks included some Labour
as well as ladical Liberal members. Professor Browne headed
its extra=-parliamentary wing.
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London and St. Petersburg. Almost immediately after the signing
of the compact, the City commenced negotiations with French
banks for issuing more loans to Russia.*?  and in May 1908,
it was announced that Edward VII was planning a trip to the
Baltic port Reval, where he would meet his nephew Nicholas II
on state business. The news of the proposed visit prbvoked

a furore in Radieal and Socialist circles, H.N. Brailsford,
the leacder-writer for the Ngtion, complained that it
intkpduced an element of 'emotional cordiality' into Britain's
hitherto formal and correct relationship with the autocracy.45
In Parliament, Keir Hardie said the visit would condone the
atrocities for which the Tsar's Government, and the Tsar
personally, must be held responsible'.46 Yet to many
left-wingers, the King's forthcoming visit portended something
even more cminous than closer links with a repressive régime,
For them, it was the latest of a growing number of indications
that the true purpose behind entente diplomacy was not to
settle distant colonial questicns or promote world peace but
rather to encircle Germany and diminish her power and prestige
on the Continent. In the autumn of 1905, the affair of the
Delcassé revelations had alerted them to the possibility that
the Anglo=French Agreements amounted to something more than a

friendly understanding.47 In 1906-7, the repeated statements

44 Daily llews, 18 February 1908,
45 H.N. Brailsford, 'Liberalism and the Russian Government',

ﬁ.ng.lﬁllﬁ.t_ﬁ.ﬁ!lﬁﬂi I (July, 1908), 337,
46 Hansard, Parl,Debates, Fourtﬁ Series, H, of C., CXC
(4 June 1908), 253.

47 In October 1905, French foreign minister Delcassé made a
series of disclosures to Stephanne Lauzanne, editor of the [
alleging that, at the time of the Moroccan crisis, the Britis
Government had offered to give France full naval support and to
land one hundred thousand men on the Schleswig-Holstein coast
should war break out with Germany. Lauzanne subsequently
published the allegations in his paper, and a major uproar
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of Orey and the Toreign 0ffice about the necessity of
re=-establishing lussia's 'position and 1ﬁf1uahce in the eouncils
of Zupope! led them to suspect that there was more than aet the

48 ind

eye to the approaching Anglo-iussian intente as well,

now in 1908 @dward ?II,'aacom:qnied by :ﬁmiral-“isher and

Sir John French, was paying an official visit to lussia to

meet the Tsar and his %ilitary.leadqrs, a mecting which

followed closely on the heels of “rench Fresident ”alliéres'

visit to London, True, as yet there was.ﬁo definite connection

between thesc events,fhut as the ggilx_ﬂggg noted, auch of the

French ﬁréss had linked them together and diﬂcuSsed.them.in

an anti-derman.ebntezt. 'Only those who prefer to be misled',

1t sald, could be satisfied that the feval visit had no

ulteriér purpose.49 Along with aﬁﬁer 1§ft-w1ng prgans, 1t

pleaded with the lovernment to have the King cancel the trip,
T“his storm over tﬁe foyal visit to Russia had scarcely

passed vhen”the-eruption cf_a major crisis in the 2alkans in

the autum of 1998 provided the Covernment's foreign volicy

eritics with fresh eéuse:for conccran Initially,'afitish nublie

obinion was unifed,in its approach to thelepisoda. Austria's

annexation of Hosnila and ﬁerzagovina:and Bulgaria's repudiation

of Turkish suzerainty were condemned in every quarter of the

press as tws 1ll<eonceived acts which threatened to upéet a

ensueé in Sritain, Irance, and Uermany., ' lLansdowne and the
Foreign 0ffice immediately denied that any such offer was made,
Nevertheless, suspicions remalned in some Radical eircles that
_EheeGovernment had mande some sort of secret military commitment

o France, : ; & .

48 See, for example, Brailsford's letter to the editor of
ihe Times, 1C September 1907; pe 9. '

49 Daily News, 10 June 1903,
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precarious giatug guo in this quarter of Lurope, Likevlse,
Turkey's appeal to the Great Powers tc help redress the
éituation met with almost universal sympathy in the gewspaneri.so
But when in mid-(October Grey snd his rench and Russian
counterparts, Pichon and Iswolsky, anncunced their intention to
press for a European conference in spite of Austro-Cerman
objections, differences began to emerge., 0On the whole,
Conservative and Liberal newspapers supported the inglo-I'renche-
Russian Note. It promised to secure compensation for Turkey,
they said, and besides Grey, by reaffirming Sritain's adherence
to the Treaty of Berlin, had cast the nation in the role of
protector of international law.""1
Certain Radical corgsns, on the other hand, found little
reason to be happy. While not denying that the Foreign
Secretary's efforts to find a sclution constituted an act of
great statesmanship, they were worried by the long-term effects
of his policies. The J y for instance, was afraid that by
co=operating with the Russians in the Balkans, the British
Governmenﬁ was in danger of overlooking the menace that
Ste Petersburg.posed to.the recently established Young Turk
régime at Constantinople. 'Russian public opinion is rather
anti-iustrian than pro-Turkish', it warned, 'and it is so
because it 1is Pan-Slavist'.52 The Daily Newg was worried by
'the grouning of the Fowers in two closely-knit leagues'. A

Triple Entente confronts a Triple Alliasnce, it noted, 'and

6 October 19083 alsoc D {
7 (‘ctolimber TR g 10 o0& Sover onir s
October 19083 also P M s
16 Go ity A ?-Lﬂainﬂd%g_g,}lﬁgwm, 1 B ey

52 Nation, 24 October 1908,
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between the two there is no place for any independent or
uncommitted body of opinion'.53 Precisely how Europe got
itself into this state of affairs was a matter about which
the Radicals did not agree. For the Manchester Cuardian, the
rivalry was more apparent than realy it laid the blame on
those who had first mooted the ldea of a conference 'as
though Europe consisted not of a Concert but of two hostile
groups of Powers', adding that 'the bad feeling thus
engendered still persists‘.54 Others magntained that the
unswerving and often blind loyalty of each of the major
Fowers to its friends and allles had long ago made this type
of confrontation a likelihood., In this case it was Germany
who had rushed forward to side with Austriag but, they
reminded their readers, Britain's support for France in Morocco
and even her slender excuses to cover Russilan behaviour in
Persia had also helped to close the ranka.55 On one point,
however, the Radiecals fully concurred: Britain could not
offer any effective mediation between the two sides; for she
had now become too closely identified with the Franco-Russian
group.

Thus by the end of 1908 British public opinion was still
not altogether assured about the 4Anglo-Russian Entente, If
the passage of time had silenced those who earlier had
criticized the terms of the 1907 Convention, it had done
noghing to allay the anxieties of those who worried abcut the

53 Dally lews, 20 November 1908,
Manchester Guardian, 27 November 1908,

55 Hﬁiign, 14 November 1908,
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moral and diplomatic implicatioms of that arrengenent. On
the contrary; fear was as gfeat as ever in Britain that the
Convention had jeopardized Persian and Russian parliamnntarianisn
and hindered the chances of a permanent Anglo~Cerman
reconciliation, And this fear was to remain widespread
throughout the next severallyears of erisis and tension before

the outbreak of the CGreat War,
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The diplomatic rapprochement known as the Entente Cordiale
which took place in the early years of the twentlieth century
had from the moment of its inception the endorsement of the
bulk of the British people, Even before the successful State
visit of King Edward VII to Paris in the spring of 1903 a
number of pecple had been agitating for better relations between
London and Paris, but in its wake this number grew appreciably
so that by 8 &pril 1904, the date on which the famous colonial
Convention was signed, there was hardly any informed person in
Britain who had any strong objection to improved ties with
France, At first much of this sgitation amounted to little more
than a prudent desire to avoid quarrels, as was reflected in
the very widespread call both in newspaper and political circles
first for an arbitration treaty and then for a comprehensive
settlement of outstanding colonial disputes as the ideal goals
to be reached in the relations between the two countries, Not
long afterwards, however, such agitation increasingly took on
the form of a wish to see genuine friendship established with the
Frenchy and it was with this aim in mind that Sir Thomas Barclay
started the notion of 'municipal ententes' and promoted a series
of exchange visits between ordinary working Englishmen and
Frenchmen,

Needless to say, many of these people who had such high
expectations of the Entente were pleased with the course which
Anglo-French relations took over the next few years, but there
were others who were nct, Some righte-wingers in Britain, a
number of whom had never completely reconciled themselves to

the 'losses' involved in the 1904 Agreements, noted a certain
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ruthlessness and determination in French imperialism which they
felt came at Britsin's expense and hence was contrary to what
they construed to be the proper spirit of the Entente. DBritish
businessmen found to their dismay that the diplomatie understanding
between the two CGovernments had done nothing to lower French
tariffs or create an 'Open Door' policy in France's overseas
empire, while several City financiers discovered to their
disillusionment that the rapprochement had dcne smothing to put

an end to the intrigues and sharp practices of their French
counterparts in various parts of the world, Britain's military
and naval leaders and defence strategists, while not exactly
unhappy with the general direction which relations between the
two countries had taken since 1903-4, did nevertheless entertain
throughout these years deep suspicions about I'rance's long-term
aims and, ihdeed, on occasion expressed annoyance with France's
behaviour, particularly during the Russo-Japanese War, leanwhile,
the Left in Britain ﬁas becoming increasingly uneasy sbout the
very cleseness of Angloe-f'rench relations and openly wondered
whether the Entente had got converted into an alliance,

Looking back over the whole matter, it is difficult to see
how i1t could have been otherwise, Tod many people drew too
many different, and, at times, conflicting interpretations about
the funetion and purpose of the Anglo-French Entente for everyone
to be satisfied, To Conservatives and Liberal Imperislists 1t
was a development which bolstered Britain's position in the
world and helped the nation meet the challenge of :Jeltvolitike.

To Redicals and Soeialists, on the other hand, it was a watershed
in the history of the Powers which marked the decline of

imperialist rivalry as a major factor in international relations
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and which heralded a series of diplomatic agreements eventually
culminating in world peace, To businessmen énd francophiles in
general it was a wideeencompassing arrangewvent designed primarily
to remove all grievances and antipathies between the peorles of
the two countries, But to the civil servants and higheranking
Foreign Office men it was first and foremost a diplomatic event
whose less politicsl side was at times a nuisance which
threatened to harm the basically happy relationship befweon
London and Paris, Given these diverse and sometimes opposing
constructions placed upon the Entente, 1t was virtually
impossible for any British Covernment, whether Liberal or
Conservative, to try and steer relations with I'rance along a
certain path without causing offence to scme section of the
Bpitish publie at home, Admittedly, the Balfour,
Campbell-Bannerman, and Asquith Ministries might well have
retalned a more open mind than they did when listening to the
views of these newspapers and other oréana of opinion which
deplored the anti-Cerman direction which the Entente was taking,
But this is not to deny the fundamental delicaey of their
position yig-d-vis the variocus sections of public opinion,

Not that there was ever much danger of this dissatisfaction
leading to widespread demands for a renunciation of the Entente,
In the first place, many of those who had vciced the greatest
dissent blamed misguided statesmen and politicians on both sides
of the Channel, and not the Entente itself, for any shortcomings
or drawbacks iIn inglo-French relations. This was particularly
true of businessmen and the various exponents of a more

pacifist foreign policy in Britain, both of whom went over the
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heads of their governors by establish@ing contacts with their
equivalents in France to try to secure what they felt to be the
original and proper aims of the rapprochement, In the second
rlace, the very manner in which the farious writers and editors
anproached foreign affairs in their books and articles made such
a possibility remote, Far from presenting France in a completely
impartial and unbiassed light, they insisted upon portraying
her as the ideal country with which to enter into diplomatic
partnership, French foreign policy, they told their readers,
was essentially cautious snd pacificj; French political
institutions they said were stable and secure; while the French
people they constantly referred to as serious-minded, hard-working,
and reliable, Confronted with the delivery of these and similar
themes virtually every day, even the most isolationist-minded and
Franceopheobie of British newsﬁaper readers must have been tempted
to regard the Entente as a blessing,

Of course, editors, journalists, and individual writers
did have some difficulty in correlating these themes with what
was actually happening on the other sideof the Channel, ©On
specific occasions of considerable momenty most notably, the
labour disturbances of 1906-7 and the sudden overthrow of the
Combes and Rouvier Ministries, they were able to make such a
correlation, but, as we have seen, only thanks to the most subtle
manipulaticns of argument, Other events, in particular, the
rather nervous dismissal of M, Delcassé in the spring of 1905,
they were at a loss to explain, much as they had been proved
wrong about the future of the Dual Alliance. Nor could they
really account for the widely differing approaches made in the
two countries to tackle highly similar 'problems' like the rise
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of Socialism or the threat posed to the State by established
religions, Instead, writers merely pointed out these differences
and argued that they made for interesting, if not necessarily
1nstruct1ve, comparisons with events at home, Similarly, they
were never able to tell their readers in specific terms how two
pecples of such differing temperaments could be drawn together
into an enduring partnership. Rather, they contented themselves
with echoing the age-old saying that 'opposites attract! and
thaty far from being inconsistent, these differences were of a
complementary and co-ordinating kind, Indeed, the flattering
image which they so persistently sought to portray of France

was more often than not fraught with imperfections and made up
of halfetruths. :

Many of these remarks apply to the Anglo-Russian Entente as
well, Once again imperialists berated a British Government for
exchanging too much for too little with a foreign Powerj; once
again Radicals and Socialists expressed fears that the country
was following a course that was bound to alienate and antagonise
Germany; and once again businessmen complained that in certain
overseas areas, most notably in Persia, the country with which
Britain had entered into agreement had not behaved fully in the
spirit of the original compact, Yet for all these similarities
there was a fundamental difference between the Anglo-French
understanding and its sequel of three years later, The former
was made between two Powers of basically similar types of
government whose peoples, thanks to their close geographical
proximity, had long exerted a major influence over each other in
numerous fields, The latter arrangement could make no such

claims, As a result, whenever sympathisers with the Government
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and its foreign policy tried to justify the existence of the
Angleo-Russian understanding they could only do so in terms of
strategic and financial econsiderations, not for reasons of
political and cultural affinities, The distinection is an
important onejy for it meant that newspapers could not bolster
the standing of the hnglb-ﬂussian Entente with a series of
underlying and highly inter-related themes, as they had done in
the case of the French Entente., Equally, it lent credence to
the belief that the 1907 understanding was an 'unnatural'
arrangement with no rational explanation, unless 1t was deslgned
to encircle Germany. And it was this bellef, coupled with the
warngfgs of certain well-organised groups about the adverse
impact of the 1907 Agreements on the welfare of Persian and
Russian parliamentarianism, that goes a long way towards
explaining why the Russian Entente was considerably less popular
than the French Entente in Britain,
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APPENDIX (continued)

TABLE 3: Approximate percentage of Eritish exports to France of the
total value of British experts, 19001908,

YEAR TOTAL VALUE CF T™TAL VALUE CF PER CENT
BRITISH S(ICRTS BRITISH EXPORTS
INTC FRANCE
[ £
1900 3544373, 754 25,877,453 ' 7430
1501 347,864 268 23,700,820 6.81
1902 349,238,779 2242754721 6.38
1903 360,373,672 23,146,730 612
190k 371,015,321 21,702,405 5485
1905 400,120,895 23,232,663 5481
1906 153,355,251 29,920,000 6460
1907 517,977,167 35,320,000 6482

1908 k5647274521 3147164000 GoOHt
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