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INTERVIEWING THE AUTHORS
OF THE WAR

S THOUGH it were only yesterday, I remem-

ber sitting on the veranda of my old home in
Knoxville, Tennessee, on Friday, 24 July 1914, and
reading on an inside page of the morning paper a
despatch from Vienna summarizing the Austro-
Hungarian ultimatum to Serbia. My instant re-
action, inspired by my studies of European diplo-
macy and Balkan politics for some years, was, “It
is the great war at last.”” A second recollection is of
Sunday, 2 August. I was awakened prematurely
by the thud of the Sunday paper as it was thrown
on the porch, and rushed down to get it. The front
headline, in huge letters, read: “European War Is
On!” Finally, on Tuesday evening, 4 August, I
went into town to learn the latest news and read on
the bulletins that Great Britain had, on account of
the violation of Belgian neutrality, declared war on
Germany. These incidents are indelibly engraved
on my memory. So you will no doubt appreci-
ate my emotions when in the course of 1928 I was
able to talk personally with many of the principal
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personages who in July 1914 had plunged the old
world into war.

The occasion for the great struggle was provided
by the murder of the Archduke Francis Ferdinand
at Sarajevo on Sunday, 28 June 1914, by Gavrilo
Printsip, a man of Serbian race who had been out-
fitted with the necessary weapons in Belgrade, the
capital of Serbia. In its famous ultimatum the
Austro-Hungarian government charged Serbia with
the moral responsibility for the crime, on the
ground that the Serbian government had for years
encouraged among its own people and among the
Serbian population of Bosnia-Herzegovina an agi-
tation directed against the integrity of the Habs-
burg Monarchy. This could not in fact be denied.
But what people wished to know was whether the
Serbian government had been privy to or cogni-
zant of the conspiracy. No light was shed until 1924,
when a prominent Serbian politician, M. Lyuba
Yovanovich, asserted that in fact the Serbian gov-
ernment, of which he was a member, had learned of
the plot several weeks before its execution and had
made unsuccessful efforts to stop it. Since then this
allegation has been the theme of acrid controversy,
which is not yet determined. Unfortunately, when
I attempted to make an investigation on the spot,
both Yovanovich and his rival, Nikola K. Pashich,
against whom he had brought the charge of know-
ing about the plot and who had denied it, were
both dead. So also was the person who is supposed
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to have sanctioned it, Colonel Dragutin Dimitriye-
vich, the chief of the intelligence section of the
Serbian general staff in 1914. All I could do was to
speak with friends of these three Serbs. From these
gentlemen I learned much about the internal poli-
tics of Serbia before the war, but either they were
not informed on, or else they would not speak
precisely about, the question whether the Serbian
government knew of the plot.

I was not more successful, and I had not expected
to be, with the king, concerning whose econnection
with the conspirators numerous sensational stories
have been told. King Alexander, a vigorous, keen
man of about forty, received me with great cour-
tesy and talked readily about the problems of his
country-—this was six months before the proclama-
tion of the dictatorship. But when I was bold
enough to mention the name of Colonel Dimitriye-
vich, it was evident that I had touched a painful
subject. His Majesty contented himself with say-
ing that the colonel, who had been executed in 1917
for an alleged attempt to kill Alexander, had caused
a great deal of trouble, and changed the subject.
I had been told that the King was sometimes in-
discreet and conceivably might say something; but
I was disappointed. In general, my conversations
with many Serbs left on me the impression that the
moral indignation of the western world over the
assassination of the archduke was not, perhaps
could not be, comprehended by a nation which had
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lived for centuries under the Turkish yoke and had
grown accustomed to violent methods as the only
recourse against oppression.

According to one intriguing version, the plot
against Francis Ferdinand was known to the Rus-
sian military attaché in Belgrade, and its execution
had been finally determined upon only after the
Russian officer had given assurances that if, in con-
sequence, Serbia found herself at war with Austria-
Hungary, she would not stand alome. As it hap-
pened, the attaché, General V. I. Artamonov, was
living in Belgrade at the time of my visit, and it
was not difficult to see him. Admitting his close
relationship with Colonel Dimitriyevich, to whom
he had supplied money for the procuring of pho-
tographic apparatus to use in getting military in-
formation from Bosnia, he denied that he had been
cognizant of the Sarajevo conspiracy or that, as has
been alleged by one writer, he had informed
Dimitriyevich of a supposed plan of William IT and
Francis Ferdinand to begin an Austrian war
against Serbia at the first opportunity. He said
that he had received no such intelligence and ad-
duced letters to show that his substitute—for he
himself had gone on leave in the middle of June—
had made no communications to the Serbian gen-
eral staff. General Artamonov did not look the part
of a conspirator or an accomplice in murder, and 1
was disposed to believe that he was telling me the
truth.
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But however doubtful it may be that Russia was
aware of the Sarajevo plot, certainly the Austro-
Serbian dispute would have remained localized
had not Russia intervened to support Serbia. Of
all the apologiae written by the actors of July, 1914,
that by Sergey Sazonov, the Russian foreign min-
ister, 1s the least satisfactory, for it was composed
in exile and without the aid of documents. It
would, therefore, have been for me an experience
of the greatest value to talk personally with the
Russian statesman. Unfortunately, M. Sazonov
died just before I started on my tour of investiga-
tion. I was able, however, to make the acquaint-
ance of M. Peter Bark, the minister of finance in
the Russian government, who is now a banker in
London. M. Bark said frankly that after so many
years, he had only a hazy recollection of details,
and this proved to be the case. On one point, how-
ever, he was specific: the Russian cabinet had not
been consulted about the general mobilization.
That was an issue for the Tsar himself, and Nicho-
las IT had decided after consultation with indi-
viduals without reference to the council of min-
isters. This prerogative of the crown in matters
pertaining to the army and the navy was not
peculiar to Russia, but was exercised as well in
Austria-Hungary and Germany, and for this reason
it is correct to describe those three states as mili-
tary monarchies, in contrast with Great Britain
and France, where such military decisions were
taken by the civil government. :
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I was also able to see, in Paris, Baron M. Schil-
ling, who was Sazonov’s chef de cabinet. Like Bark,
Schilling declared that his recollections were no
longer clear; and he referred me to the Diary which
he had kept during the crisis and which was pub-
lished some years ago by the Soviet government.
I was thoroughly familiar with the Diary, but some
of its entries are difficult to reconcile with con-
temporary documents. When I pointed out some
of these discrepancies, the baron replied that what
he wrote down day by day was what was told him
by his chief, Sazonov, or what he learned in the
Russian foreign office. He admitted that Sazonov
or other persons might have concealed things from
him or that the information received in the foreign -
office might have been incorrect. But he insisted,
and one could only agree with him, that his Diary
described the situation as it was understood at the
time, and that as a strictly contemporary docu-
ment, it was to be valued far higher as a historical
source than the post-war recollections of Russian
generals and statesmen. Naturally, Baron Schil-
ling asserted that Russia had not planned nor
desired war; he emphasized the point that at the
beginning of the crisis, M. Sazonov, recalling what
had happened in the winter of 1912-13, had pro-
ceeded on the assumption that Germany would re-
strain her impetuous ally in Vienna. The Austrian
declaration of war against Serbia, however, con-
vinced him [Sazonov] that Germany not only stood
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behind Austria-Hungary but actually’ herself de-
sired and contemplated war: wherefore Russia had
no alternative but to prepare for this eventuality
as fully and as promptly as possible. Schilling also
maintained the accuracy of the notation in his
Diary that the French ambassador, Maurice Paléo-
logue, had given the most unqualified assurances
that France would support her ally, an assurance
given before the Austrian declaration of war had
rendered the situation hopeless.

There is no trace of any such incident in M.
Paléologue’s own memoirs. Consequently, I en-
deavored to see him. But it was midsummer, and
the former ambassador left Paris on the very day
that my letter of introduction reached him. What
the French documents may have to reveal on this
point, when they are published, will be studied with
particular attention.

Not seeing M. Paléologue was, however, more
than compensated for by a long conversation with
M. Raymond Poincaré, who is represented by Ger-
man writers as being, with the late A. P. Izvolsky,
former Russian ambassador in Paris, the principal
author of the war. At the time of my visit M.
Poincaré was president of the council and minister
of finances, so that he received in one of the
pavillons in the Louvre instead of at the Quai
d’Orsay. He is not an impressive person in appear-
ance. Small, dressed without style—he was wear-
ing the kind of cuff in vogue a generation ago—he
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looked, as someone has rather disrespectfully put
it, more like an épicier than a great statesman. But
the moment he began to speak, one was aware of a
remarkable intelligence which commanded all the
pertinent facts and reached conclusions intuitively
and instantly. On all the minute points of the
controversy concerning the responsibility for the
war, he seemed as well informed as myself, and he
answered my questions without hesitation or em-
barrassment. I will select three episodes.

1. When the crisis broke in July 1914, M.
Poincaré was on a visit to the Tsar. Asit happened,
the British foreign secretary, Sir Edward Grey, had
suggested that it might be desirable and possible
for Russia and Austria-Hungary, the two Powers
directly interested in Serbia, to hold conversations
o deux, with the object of forestalling trouble be-
tween them when Austria demanded satisfaction
from Serbia for the Sarajevo murder. When this
suggestion was conveyed to M. Poincaré by the
British ambassador in St. Petersburg, he had
promptly rejected it as “dangerous.” Why?—many
commentators have asked. Does this not show, it
has been argued, that the French statesman secret-
ly desired an Austro-Russian quarrel? I put the
question to him directly. Not at all, he replied.
Such a procedure would be dangerous, he thought,
because Austria and Russia would be likely to take
stiff attitudes at once, and the difficulty of media-
tion would be greatly increased. What he wished

[14]



