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Great Britain entered World War I in 1914, unprepared 

for modern warfare's demands upon industry, technology, or 

manpower. Lord Kitchener, Secretary of State for War, led a 

massive recruiting campaign to supplement the British 

Expeditionary Force, but traditional sources of munitions 

were unable to supply even the troops at the front. 

Munitions shortages led to the formation of the Ministry of 

Munitions under the direction of David Lloyd George; to the 

British government's mobilization of national industrial 

concerns; and to an active and volatile munitions trade with 

the United States, despite the protests of pacifist and 

pro-German groups pressing the Woodrow Wilson Administration 

to adopt an arms embargo. 

Sources for this dissertation comprise British 

government archives, including Cabinet, War Office, Foreign 

Office, and Ministry of Munitions records. Other primary 

sources include the Lloyd George, Kitchener, Stanley von 

Donop, and Arthur Balfour Papers, as well as the official 

History of the Ministry of Munitions. 



This dissertation examines British munitions 

procurement chronologically from 1914 through early 1916, 

the period in which Britain's war effort grew to encompass 

the nation's entire industrial capacity, as well as much of 

the industrial capacity of the neutral United States. The 

focus shifts from the political struggle in the British 

Cabinet between Kitchener and Lloyd George, to Britain's 

Commercial Agency Agreement with the American banking firm 

of J. P. Morgan and Company, and to British and German 

propaganda in the United States. 

In 1915, Britain assumed responsibility for Russia's 

munitions supply, so unrestricted access to American 

suppliers became crucial to the Allied war effort. Germany 

employed propaganda, espionage, and sabotage inside the 

United States, trying to force the American government to 

adopt an embargo on trade with belligerents. The United 

States effectively became a third battle front, as the 

British launched a clandestine program of propaganda and 

espionage to counter that of Germany and to sway American 

public opinion to support unrestricted trade with Great 

Britain. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In August 1914, Great Britain went to war, joining 

France and Russia in conflict against the Central Powers, 

Germany and Austria-Hungary. Great Britain possessed the 

world's most advanced navy, an experienced and well-trained 

professional army, an empire which extended around the 

globe, the general prosperity of being at the forefront of 

industrialized nations, and a proud population fully 

conscious of its own splendid heritage. With a policy of 

wary isolation from the international entanglements of the 

other Great Powers, the British government had approached 

the onset of a European war with ambivalence over the role 

their own nation would play. As a guarantor of Belgian 

neutrality since the 1839 Treaty of London, Britain's role 

might be limited to diplomatic support in the event of a 

German invasion of Belgium, especially if Belgium did not 

resist, or, at most, Britain's involvement might entail the 

the naval defense of France's Atlantic and Channel coasts, 

while the French fleet was en route from the Mediterranean. 

France, after all, had an alliance with Russia, and the 

British Cabinet was confident that these Great Powers were 

equal to the task of defeating the Central Powers without 
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the help of the small British Expeditionary Force. The 

British government expected its own participation to be 

limited to diplomatic, financial, or naval support, or, at 

the most, all three of these. 

The rapid events of early August drastically 

redefined Great Britain's role, as the Germans demanded 

unrestricted passage through Belgium to France, and the 

Belgian government formally requested British military 

intervention. On August 5, 1914, after the expiration of 

Whitehall's ultimatum to Berlin, Great Britain entered the 

Great War, still a formidable military power, but only by 

the best of nineteenth-century standards. The first four 

divisions of the British Expeditionary Force (BEF) began to 

leave for France the next day. 

Ironically, it was Field Marshall Lord Kitchener who 

first informed the British Cabinet that the war would last 

for several years and would require a vastly larger army 

than the existing BEF. Kitchener, the newly-appointed 

Secretary of State for War, recognized that war with the 

Central Powers would demand manpower on an unprecedented 

scale, though he failed to recognize that the existing 

1 
Michael Brock, "Britain Enters the War," in The Coming 

of the First World War, eds. R. J. W. Evans and Hartmut 
Pogge von Strandmann (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1988), 
145-78. 



industrial capacity of the nation and the traditional 

methods of the War Office were entirely inadequate to equip 

even the existing troops. While Kitchener's recruiting 

campaign resulted in the enlistment of hundreds of thousands 

of men within the first few weeks, the BEF in France was 

already running short of munitions, and the War Office was 

scrambling to purchase existing inventories of all types of 

firearms and munitions from non-belligerent nations. 

Kitchener, whose popularity with the British public 

and King George V kept him in office, if not in command, 

until his death in 1916, proved unable to accomplish the 

gargantuan tasks he assumed in August 1914. Probably, no 

one man could have mastered the intense and enormous demands 

of the position. From the beginning, Kitchener's responsi-

bilities included direction of the massive recruiting 

campaign, industrial production and military acquisition of 

supplies, and the formulation and execution of British 

military strategy around the world. Distrustful of 

politicians, Kitchener refused to take his Cabinet 

colleagues into his confidence. Not until the spring of 

1915 did the Prime Minister, H. H. Asquith, or the other 

members of the Cabinet fully appreciate the dire nature of 

the shortages at the front. 

David Lloyd George, Chancellor of the Exchequer, 

recognized the inherent weaknesses in traditional methods of 



supply long before Kitchener acknowledged them or the rest 

of the Cabinet learned of them. Lloyd George, "the flame at 

which all warmed, and many scorched, their hands," 

vociferously pressed the War Office and the War Secretary to 
2 

turn to more drastic measures to procure munitions. What 

was, to the Chancellor of the Exchequer, the most urgent 

necessity of the war, was to the War Secretary the most 

unacceptable type of interference to which a civilian 

politician might resort. Their mutual hostility grew 

throughout late 1914 and early 1915, stifling all attempts 

at cooperation, while recruits trained with wooden replicas 

of rifles, and troops at the Western front were forced to 

limit the number of shells fired from their guns. By late 

1915, using every political and private means open to him, 

Lloyd George had successfully eliminated Kitchener from 

control of any aspect of military acquisition. With the 

creation, in mid-1915, of the Ministry of Munitions, Lloyd 

George was able to assemble a coalition of his own design, 

drawing enormously upon the skills of businessmen and 

harnessing those of military personnel as he instituted 

John Buchan [Lord Tweedsmuir], Pilgrim's Way: An 
Essay in Recollection (Cambridge, Massachusetts; Houghton 
Mifflin, 1940), p. 169. 



State control of British industry and labor and pledged the 

entire industrial potential of the nation to the war effort. 

Though the United States was officially neutral 

until early 1917, the Ministry of Munitions also absorbed 

American industry into its operations. The United States 

became a crucial source of supply for British troops, as 

well as for the troops of Russia and Prance. Almost 

immediately after the outbreak of hostilities, the 

belligerent nations launched frenetic searches among 

American arms manufacturers to supplement their own supplies 

of military firearms with sporting arms manufactured by such 

companies as Colt, Winchester, and Remington. In the 

meantime, enterprising American businessmen recognized the 

vast economic opportunities in negotiating military 

contracts with the belligerents. The ensuing avalanche of 

offers reaching the European nations at war was a mounting 

cause of befuddlement, because it was nearly impossible to 

identify sources for munitions that were reputable and 

reliable, and allied nations found themselves competing with 

each other for supplies which might, after all, never reach 

delivery. 

The increasing chaos was not curtailed until 1915, 

when J. P. Morgan and Company, the preeminent American 

banking firm, was appointed to take charge of purchasing for 

the British government. Already acting as Great Britain's 



financial agents in the United States, the Morgan bank 

assumed responsibility for all stages of American production 

for the British, ultimately taking on the same role for 

France, and through Great Britain, for Russia, as well. 

A potentially disastrous factor in the Allies' rush 

to acquire military supplies was the United States' policy 

of neutrality. With the British Navy patrolling the 

Atlantic, effectively eliminating Germany's and Austria-

Hungary's access to American sources, an outcry arose from 

the Central Powers and among pacifists and various ethnic 

groups, all of which claimed that continued dealings with 

Great Britain, Russia, and France constituted the very 

antithesis of neutrality. The division of American public 

opinion over this issue created intense pressure upon the 

administration of President Woodrow Wilson to adopt an 

embargo on munitions, a prospect which would have been 

disastrous for the Allied nations. Great Britain and 

Germany, therefore, engaged each other in a 1ife-or-death 

battle on American soil, each fighting to turn American 

popular opinion to its own interests. These European powers 

created massive, opposing propaganda campaigns in the United 

States, dispatching agents, speakers, spies, and, in the 

case of Germany, even resorting to sabotage of American 

factories and munitions storage sites. Thus, the United 

States became a third battle front in the Great War, as 



Great Britain and Germany fought for control of American 

public opinion and the fate of the arms trade. 

This dissertation is the account of Great Britain's 

immense and tangled struggle to acquire supplies during 

World War I, a struggle which led to radical action as 

traditional methods of acquisition proved inadequate and 

gave way to the formation of a civilian-led government 

department for that purpose, as the State took control of 

British industry, and as the British abandoned their long-

held policy of isolation to involve themselves in the 

domestic affairs of the United States. Ironically, Great 

Britain's success in building and maintaining American 

sympathy to the British cause, thereby influencing United 

States policy-makers to lobby against an arms embargo, 

created vast new industrial resources within the U. S. 

These resources, which were created and polished throughout 

1915 and 1916 by Great Britain's gargantuan needs, would 

prepare American industry to support the war effort of its 

own nation, when, in 1917, the United States entered the 

war. Thus, the United States was spared the forced war-time 

transformation of its own industry to meet the requirements 

of twentieth-century warfare, because of Great Britain's 

struggle to arm its troops in the field. 

The government archives of Great Britain and the 

collected papers of the various principal figures provide a 
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wealth of information about the diplomatic and propaganda 

efforts to acquire military supplies from the United States. 

Of greatest importance among these primary sources are 

records of the Cabinet, the War Office, the Foreign Office, 

the Ministry of Munitions, and Lord Kitchener, which are 

held by the Public Record Office at Kew, near London. Other 

sources of primary material were made available by the House 

of Lords Record Office (David Lloyd George Papers), Imperial 

War Museum (Stanley von Donop Papers, as well as those of 

various staff members of the Ministry of Munitions), the 

British Library (Arthur Balfour Papers and the twelve 

volumes of the limited-edition official History of the 

Ministry of Munitions) and the National Army Museum. Many 

of these sources include, as well, memoranda, letters, and 

official documents valuable for tracing the months of 

internal battling between Lord Kitchener and his War Office 

staff, on the one hand, and David Lloyd George, on the 

other. The two campaigns, however distinct at the outset, 

became increasingly entangled throughout the first few 

months of the war. Indeed, with the signing of the 

Commercial Agency Agreement between the British government 

and J. P. Morgan and Company, which was followed within a 

few months by the creation of the Ministry of Munitions, the 

battle between Whitehall's factions provided a crucial point 

of departure from Great Britain's traditional methods of 



acquisition and supply. Had Kitchener retained full control 

of military supply for the army, it is unlikely that the 

industrial strength of the United States would have been 

engaged to the extent that it finally was, in support of 

Great Britain's war effort. 

Fortunately, many of the military, political, and 

civilian figures of the Great War published accounts and 

memoirs during the years after the armistice. Though 

readers of these materials must retain the understanding 

that such accounts frequently are colored by the hindsight 

of past events, as well as by the wish of the authors to 

justify actions taken during a particularly volatile period 

of history, most of these publications are not only useful, 

but fascinating, as the authors argue and re-argue the 

controversies of munitions supply. 

Among these personal narratives are the memoirs of 

several members of the British leadership during the war, 

including H. H. Asquith, Sir Edward Grey, and David Lloyd 

George. Valuable insight into the personalities and 

opinions of these figures are available, sometimes in a more 

candid style, in editions of their collected letters. Among 

these excellent sources are Michael and Eleanor Brock's 1982 

publication, H. H. Asquith Letters to Venetia Stanley, a 

volume which contains invaluable information as well as the 

Prime Minister's confidences, and Stephen Gwynn's 1929 work, 
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The Letters and Friendships of Sir Cecil Spring Rice; A 

Record, which provides fascinating and revealing correspon-

dence between the British Ambassador to the United States 
3 

and his own government. 

Unfortunately, Field Marshall Lord Kitchener did not 

survive the war, and thus, his own account of the struggle 

to acquire munitions and his adversarial relationship with 

David Lloyd George was never written. Kitchener's memoirs 

might have tipped the scales at least slightly in his favor 

against the accusations published by Lloyd George and the 

difficult Sir John French, Commander-in-Chief at the Western 

front in 1914-1915. On the other hand, Kitchener's 

commanding, aloof personality and his entrenched reluctance 

to confide in civilians leave the researcher doubting that 

the military hero would ever have committed his memories to 

publication had he survived the war. 

One of the more tragic figures of the internal 

warfare between Kitchener and Lloyd George was Sir Stanley 

von Donop, Master-General of the Ordnance and member of the 

Army Council, 1913-1916. Von Donop's unpublished version of 

3 
Michael Brock and Eleanor Brock, eds., H. H. Asquith 

Letters to Venetia Stanley (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 1982); Stephen Gwynn, ed., The Letters and 
Friendships of Sir Cecil Spring Rice: A Record, 2 vols. 
(Westport, Connecticut: Greenwood Press, Publishers, 1929; 
reprint ed., 1971) . 
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the War Office's attempts to acquire munitions is among his 

papers at the Imperial War Museum in London, along with many 

letters and documents related to his own long post-war 

efforts to exonerate Kitchener and himself of war-time 

accusations of incompetence and misprision. 

Many other participants in the British war effort 

published their own narratives, illuminating the work that 

was done in a variety of positions less publicized than 

those of the Cabinet ministers. Particularly useful among 

these works are Sir Maurice Hankey's The Supreme Command 

1914-1918 (1961), a chronicle of the years in which the 

author served as Permanent Secretary to the Committee of 

Imperial Defence, the War Cabinet, and the Imperial War 

Cabinet; Alfred Knox's memoirs, With the Russian Army 

1914-1917; Being Chiefly Extracts From the Diary of a 

Military Attache (1921); Charles a Court Repington's account 

of his experiences as a war correspondent on the Western 

front, The First World War 1914-1919 (1920); and especially 

R. H. Bruce Lockhart's Memoirs of a British Agent (1932), 

with the author's colorful and fascinating recollections of 
4 

wartime and revolutionary Russia. 

4 
Maurice Hankey [Baron Hankey], The Supreme Command 

1914-1918, 2 vols. (London: George Allen and Unwin Limited, 
1961; Alfred Knox, With the Russian Army 1914-1917; Being 

(Footnote Continued) 
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The Anglo-German war of propaganda in the United 

States produced an almost limitless quantity of contemporary 

material, much of which, delightfully, can still be read 

just as it appeared in newspapers and magazines of the years 

1914-1917. For the covert side of the British campaign, 

however, the historian must turn to the Foreign Office 

archives of the British Public Record Office. The 

labyrinthine indexing system of these files requires some 

patience, but once the codes are deciphered, the Foreign 

Office records provide the most incredible and absorbing 

revelations about the covert nature of British diplomacy in 

the United States during the latter nation's period of 

neutrality. 

The passage of more than seven decades since the 

armistice has produced a mountain of secondary literature on 

World War I. Among the most valuable in the preparation of 

this dissertation were works examining the British military 

hierarchy and the creation of Kitchener's army of recruits. 

Peter Simkins's book, Kitchener's Army; The Raising of the 

New Armies, 1914-16, published in 1988, is a particularly 

(Footnote Continued) 
Chiefly Extracts From the Diary of a Military Attache, 2 
vols. (London: Hutchinson & Company, 1921) ; Charles £ Court 
Repington [Lieut.-Col.], The First World War 1914-1918, 2 
vols. (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1920) ; R. H. Bruce 
Lockhart, Memoirs of a British Agent (London: Macmillan 
Publishers, 1932). 
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informative example of this type of literature, as is Tim 

Travers's 1987 publication, The Killing Ground: The British 

Army, the Western Front and the Emergence of Modern Warfare 

1900-1918. The best overall work, however, and the most 

fascinating account, is Trevor Wilson's splendidly-written 

The Myriad Faces of War; Britain and the Great War, 

1914-1918, published in 1986. Besides Wilson's examination 

of the recruitment campaign in the early months of the war, 

this volume is indispensable in the guidance it provides the 

reader through the tangle of wartime labor, trade union, and 
5 

technological issues. 

The War Office's failure to provide adequate 

supplies for the troops and the subsequent successful work 

of the Ministry of Munitions is the theme of R. J. Q. 

Adams's 1978 work, Arms and the Wizard: Lloyd George and 

the Ministry of Munitions, 1915-1916. Adams's work is, 

possibly, the classic on the creation of this most 

revolutionary of government departments, just as the 

publications by Kathleen Burk are the best sources for the 

Peter Simkins, Kitchener's Army: The Raising of the 
New Armies, 1914-16 (Manchester: Manchester University 
Press, 1988); Tim Travers, The Killing Ground: The British 
Army, the Western Front and the Emergence of Modern Warfare 
1900-1918 (London: Allen & Unwin, 1987); Trevor Wilson, The 
Myriad Faces of War: Britain and the Great War, 1914-1918 
(Cambridge: Polity Press, 1986). 
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economic implications of the relationship between the 

Ministry, the British government, and J. P Morgan and 

Company. Burk's 1985 book, Britain, America and the Sinews 

of War, 1914-1918 is an exhaustive study of the ongoing 

balancing act required on both sides of the Atlantic, as the 

Morgan bank and its British clients raised funds to pay for 

the vast American munitions orders. Equally important as a 

source for these events is Keith Neilson, Strategy and 

Supply; The Anglo-Russian Alliance, 1914-17 (1984), which 

relates the effects Great Britain's complex relationship 

with Russia had upon British strategy, as well as Britain's 

assumption of responsibility for Russia's military finance 
6 

and supply. 

This dissertation will examine the British campaign 

for munitions procurement chronologically from 1914 through 

early 1916, the period in which Great Britain's war effort 

grew to encompass not only the whole of that nation's 

industrial capacity, but much of the industrial capacity of 

the neutral United States, as well. The focus will shift 

6 
R. J. Q. Adams, Arms and the Wizard: Lloyd George and 

the Ministry of Munitions, 1915-1916 (College Station: 
Texas A & M University Press, 1978) ; Kathleen Burk, Britain, 
America and the Sinews of War, 1914-1918 (Boston: George 
Allen & Unwin, 1985); Keith Neilson, Strategy and Supply: 
The Anglo-Russian Alliance, 1914-17 (London: George Allen & 
Unwin, 1984). 
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from Whitehall to the New York offices of J. P. Morgan and 

Company, from the Western front to the Eastern front, and 

from England's pre-war nationalism to the belligerents' 

wartime programs of propaganda in the United States, 

illustrating how Britain's colossal undertaking to procure 

the instruments of war pervaded all levels of society on two 

continents, as the major powers of Europe fed the vortex of 

twentieth-century warfare. 



CHAPTER II 

KITCHENER'S ARMIES 

In August, 1914, Great Britain's regular army, her 

Territorial Force, and her Reserves totalled 733,514 men. 

By the end of 1918, she had sent 5,704,416 soldiers into a 

war on foreign turf, calling into service a vast proportion 

of her civilians and, to supply them, every manufacturing 
1 

concern at her disposal. The colossal struggle against the 

Central Powers absorbed the young men of Great Britain and 

the combined output of every factory which could be paid or 

bullied into producing military equipment. An uneasy and 

shifting coalition of politicians, civil servants, and 

military leaders, none of whom had accurately foreseen the 

demands of twentieth-century warfare, directed these 

gargantuan efforts from London. After almost a century of 

peace since its last great foreign war, Great Britain 

entered the war with an army designed to fit her 

nineteenth-century requirements. From the beginning, the 

1 
Ian Beckett, "The Nation in Arms, 1914-18," in A 

Nation in Arms: A Social Study of the British Army in the 
First World War, eds. Ian F. W. Beckett and Keith Simpson 
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1985), p. 8. 

16 
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unanticipated demands of the Great War, "a moment of 

tremendous passions and of tremendous issues," forced 

British leaders to rebuild the nation's military and 

industrial foundations, sweeping away the preconceptions of 
2 

a generation. 

Several factors determined the size of Great 

Britain's pre-war army. Unlike the continental powers, the 

British held a traditional conviction that a large standing 

army was a threat to political and civilian stability. The 

practice of conscription, by which other European nations 

filled their military ranks, was also incompatible with 

liberal British ideas. In addition, the government and the 

population shared the perception that the army's 

responsibilities were centered upon the protection of the 

Empire and the defense of the United Kingdom against foreign 

invaders. With great faith in the deterrent powers of their 

navy, they assumed that if any foreign power should be 

foolhardy enough to overstep the boundaries of diplomacy, 

enforcement of the balance of power would fall to the 

British navy. 

2 
David Lloyd George, Minister of Munitions, Speech to 

Representatives of the Trade Unions, June 10, 1915, CAB 
37/129/31, Public Record Office (hereafter cited as PRO), 
London. 
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In 1891, as Secretary of State for War, Edward 

Stanhope issued a memorandum "laying down the Requirements 

from our Army." Among "the objects of our military 

organization," according to the Stanhope memorandum, it was 

necessary 

. . . to aim at being able, in case of necessity, 
to send abroad two complete Army Corps, with 
Cavalry Division and Line of Communication. But 
it will be distinctly understood that the 
probability of the employment of an Army Corps in 
the field in any European war is sufficiently 
improbable to make it the primary duty of the 
military authorities to organize our forces 
efficiently for the defence of this country.3 

With the formidable British navy controlling the 

seas, however, the army's role, even in the matter of home 

defense, was not considered to be crucial to national 

survival. The protection of India was a more pressing 

concern. India's North West border appeared to be the most 

likely site for conflict with a belligerent European Power 

before August 1907, when Great Britain and Russia reached an 

agreement on their conflicting interests in Persia, 
4 

Afghanistan, and Tibet. 

3 
Michael Carver [Field Marshall Lord], 20th-century 

Warriors: The Development of the Armed Forces of the Major 
Military' Nations in the Twentieth Century (New York: 
Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1988) , pp. 3-4. 

4 
A. J. A. Morris, "Haldane's Army Reforms 1906-8: The 

Deception of the Radicals," History 56 (February 1971):20. 
(Footnote Continued) 
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In 1903, Lord Kitchener, British Commander-in-Chief 

in India, sent his description of a potential scenario, 

involving hostilities between Great Britain and Russia, to 

Arthur Balfour, the British Prime Minister. Upon writing to 

thank Kitchener for his "fictitious, but most instructive, 

narrative of the Russo-British War," Balfour commented upon 

the issue of national defense: 

The investigations of the Defence Committee upon 
the subject of Home Defence are all tending to 
shew that modern naval inventions, the torpedo 
boat, and the submarine, are making invasion of 
this country on an important scale a practical 
impossibility. This has never yet been admitted 
by the War Office, but . . . I think they are not 
unprepared now to accept the conclusion.5 

Though Great Britain's citizens had enjoyed a long 

period of relative peace, interrupted only by distant 

colonial wars, Balfour's three years in office were marked 

by the increasing instability of foreign affairs. 

International crises, which consumed much of Balfour's 

attention, included the Russo-Japanese War of 1904-1905, the 

Russian Baltic fleet's assault on a Hull trawling fleet at 

Dogger Bank in October 1904, and Germany's swaggering 

(Footnote Continued) 
Robert Ensor, England 1870-1914, vol. 14, Oxford History of 
England, ed. George Clark, (Oxford: At The Clarendon Press, 
1936; reprint ed., 1985), pp. 402-4. 

5 
Arthur Balfour to Lord Kitchener, Letter, March 12, 

1903, Balfour Papers, British Library Add. MSS 49726, 
London. 
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interference with British and French interests in Morocco in 

March 1905. In 1904, Balfour reorganized the Committee of 

Imperial Defence, a body which had operated somewhat 

aimlessly for several years, transforming it into a central 

governmental agency. The new CID, endowed with the 

responsibility for formulating military and naval policy, 

was chaired by the Prime Minister and included among its 

members the Secretary of State for War, the First Lord of 

the Admiralty, the Chancellor of the Exchequer, the Home 

Secretary, the Colonial Secretary, and the Secretary for 

India. Until 1914, the majority of the CID's members held 

deeply-rooted notions of British strength, which anchored 

the committee's redefined role to tradition. 

Despite the intransigence of his CID colleagues, 

Richard Burdon Haldane directed sweeping army reforms during 

his tenure as Secretary of State for War from 1905 to 1912. 

Haldane's military priorities included the traditional 

objectives: protecting the English Channel, maintaining a 

navy capable of defending the nation, and meeting the 
6 

garrison requirements of the British Empire. Haldane also 

collaborated with the Foreign Secretary, Sir Edward Grey, 

6 
Edward M. Spiers, "The Regular Army in 1914," in A 

Nation in Arms; A Social Study of the British Army in the 
First World War, eds. Ian F. W. Beckett and Keith Simpson 
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1985) , pp. 38-9. 
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over arrangements which would enable Great Britain to 

dispatch an Expeditionary Force of 160,000 men to any part 

of the world within a matter of days. To create a reliable 

second-line army from the nation's hodgepodge assortment of 

weekend soldiers, Haldane abolished the Militia and 

consolidated the civilian Yeomanry and the Volunteers into a 

system of territorial regiments. The Territorials would 

provide troops for national defense and reinforcements for 

the Expeditionary Force, should the latter be engaged 

abroad. 

After H. H. Asquith's Cabinet was formed in April 

1908, the harshest critics of Haldane's reforms were David 

Lloyd George, Chancellor of the Exchequer, and Winston 

Churchill, President of the Board of Trade. These two 

Cabinet ministers, allied in a campaign to reduce military 

expenditures, considered Haldane's British Expeditionary 

Force a ridiculous and unjustified expense. According to 

Churchill, the navy occupied the position of central 

importance, and the army existed only to handle minor 
7 

emergencies. 

Though Germany's growing territorial ambitions and 

designs on British and French colonial possessions made war 

7 
Morris, "Haldane's Army Reforms 1906-8," pp. 25-7. 
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an alarming possibility several times before 1914, Great 

Britain's leaders continued to believe that her 

participation in any conflict involving her allies would be 

limited to the strength of her navy and the resources of her 

financial community. The army was expected to play a role 

secondary to the navy; few believed that British soldiers 

would have to fight on European battlefields. 

The government, with its enormous faith in the Royal 

Navy's ability to police the seas, did not consider home 

defense to be as crucial an issue as the public did. 

Despite the enormous popularity of invasion literature and 

the frequency of invasion scares among the civilian 

population before the war, Sir Maurice Hankey, Secretary of 

the CID (a position he also held in a succession of wartime 

bodies which subsequently took over its functions), 

emphasized in later years that none of those in authority 
8 

ever considered invasion a threat. Early in 1914, Lord 

Roberts, retired Commander-in-Chief and proponent of the 

unpopular idea of conscription, pressed the Committee of 

Imperial Defence to increase the forces available for home 

defense. The CID rejected his proposal. Similar 

8 
Maurice Hankey [Baron Hankey], The Supreme Command 

1914-1918, 2 vols. (London: Georqe Allen and Unwin Limited, 
1961), 1:212. 



23 

9 

recommendations had been rejected in 1905 and 1908. The 

army was maintained, therefore, on a scale which was 

completely inadequate for the war which began later that 

year. 

On August 5, 1914, Great Britain entered the 

European war. On the same day, Asquith asked Horatio 

Herbert Kitchener, Field Marshall Lord Kitchener of 

Khartoum, to join the Cabinet as Secretary of State for War. 

Kitchener received Asquith's summons on August 3, as he 

waited, aboard a Channel steamer, to begin the journey back 

to a command he held in Egypt. Asquith's choice of 

Kitchener, a national military hero, was influenced by the 

latter's record, which included campaigns in South Africa 

and Egypt, and by the immediate need to inspire public 

confidence in the government's ability to conduct a 

successful war. 

Kitchener accepted the position with some 

reluctance. Having spent most of his life and all of his 

military career outside Great Britain, he had no experience 

in governmental affairs and little trust in politicians. On 

August 5, when Kitchener reported to 10 Downing Street for a 
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Council of War, the Prime Minister's daughter, Violet 

Asquith, noticed his discomfort: 

I had a strong feeling that he very much wanted to 
get back. The East was his happiest hunting-
ground, his spiritual home. He knew his place 
there, and other people's. He understood its 
tortuous politics. He gloried in his ignorance of 
ours and felt profound mistrust of them.10 

In his first Cabinet meeting, Kitchener delivered 

his disconcerting opinion that the war was likely to go on 

for several years. The new Secretary of State for War 

warned his colleagues that because the French were already 

outnumbered and the Russians were unreliable, the Allies 

could achieve victory only if Great Britain immediately 
11 

raised a large army "of at least a million men." Alarmed 

by Kitchener's surprising assessment, the Cabinet members 

agreed to his recommendation. On August 6, Parliament 

authorized an immediate increase of 500,00 men. Lord 

Kitchener made his public appeal for the first 100,000 the 
12 

next day. Years later, Violet Asquith, then Lady Bonham 

Carter, wrote, 
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I shall always remember seeing in Trafalgar Square 
the first of those vast posters which were soon to 
cover the whole country, of Kitchener's f a c e — 
complete with piercing eye, bristling moustache, 
imperious forefinger outstretched—and, 
underneath, the caption: "Your Country Needs 
YOU."13 

As Kitchener reported to the Cabinet, in May 1915, 

"At the commencement of the campaign our forces for service 

in the field," were limited to 

. . . the Expeditionary Force of one Cavalry 
Division and six Infantry Divisions, together 
about 160,000 men; while the Home Defence Forces 
consisted of the Territorial troops, organized in 
14 Field Divisions, totalling some 250,000 men, of 
whom a small proportion (under 20,000) were under 
an obligation to serve abroad. The total strength 
of these two forces came to 410,000 men.14 

Four divisions of the Expeditionary Force began to 

leave England for France on August 6, "and were moving on 
15 

Mons by 22nd August." After the German army halted this 

advance, the initial four divisions were joined by a fifth, 

which arrived from England on August 23, and a sixth, which 

arrived to reinforce the British in early September. The 

dispatch of these divisions to France, wrote Kitchener, 

"left Great Britain practically denuded of Regular field 

13 
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troops." Only one battalion and one battery of the Horse 
16 

Artillery were left in Great Britain. 

By the end of August, Kitchener was determined to 
17 

raise enough men to put thirty divisions into the field. 

He was not yet willing to rely upon the Territorials for 

reinforcements or expansion, so troops were withdrawn from 

overseas garrisons to reinforce the Expeditionary Force, and 
18 

five more divisions were formed. 

The British were deadlocked in trenches around Ypres 

by November. Kitchener recognized that the stalemate could 

last until his divisions of recruits were ready for the 

field in 1916. Since the possibility that the Germans would 

attempt an invasion of England appeared remote, the 

Territorials could be used to reinforce the BEF, as well as 

to relieve regular units in France, so some of these could 
19 

return to Great Britain to train the new forces. At the 
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same time, the recruiting campaign was proving to be an 

enormous success. 

Caught up in the romantic idea of battle and 

unwilling to overlook the opportunity for adventure, vast 

numbers of civilians enlisted in the six recruiting areas 

into which the nation had been divided. Among the working 

classes, enlistment was also encouraged by increasing rates 

of unemployment and cut-backs to three-day work weeks in 

those industries which were already affected by the war. 

Many employers, anticipating a short war, promoted 

enlistment among their workers by promising to keep their 

positions open, and some even promised to supplement army 

2 0 

pay to the level of workers' civilian incomes. After the 

end of August, the Parliamentary Recruiting Committee, an 

organization largely made up of representatives of the 

various political parties, coordinated national recruiting 

efforts. 

In his autobiography, Goodbye to All That, Robert 

Graves described the motives which led him to enlist: 

I had just finished with Charterhouse and gone up 
to Harlech, when England declared war on Germany. 
A day or two later I decided to enlist. In the 
first place, though the papers predicted only a 

20 
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very short war—over by Christmas at the outside— 
I hoped that it might last long enough to delay my 
going to Oxford in October, which I dreaded. Nor 
did I work out the possibilities of getting 
actively engaged in the fighting, expecting 
garrison service at home, while the regular forces 
were away. In the second place, I was outraged to 
read of the Germans' cynical violation of Belgian 
neutrality. Though I discounted perhaps twenty 
per cent of the atrocity details as wartime 
exaggeration, that was not, of course, 
sufficient.21 

Fifteen percent of all enlistment during the war 

occurred in the first two months after September 5. The 

height of the rush took place between August 25 and 

September 15, sparked by the widespread accounts of German 

atrocities, newspaper reports of the retreat from Mons, and 

the War Office's acceptance of the Earl of Derby's 

suggestion that friends be allowed to enlist and serve 
2 2 

together in "Pals'" battalions. On one day in September, 

30,000 men enlisted, more than the annual enlistment of 

29,626 which the Regular army had averaged for the years 
23 

1909 through 1913. By enlisting, the initial 500,000 

recruits automatically agreed to serve overseas. On 

September 10, Asquith reported in the House of Commons that 
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as of the previous evening, enlistments totalled over 

438,000, not including the numbers which had joined the 

Territorials. Parliament authorized an additional 500,000 

troops during the same week and, in November, approved a 
24 

further one million. 

Though Kitchener's appeal was overwhelmingly 

successful, subsequent processing efforts were bogged down 

in the ensuing chaos. In August, Raymond Asquith, the Prime 

Minister's eldest son, wrote to Lady Diana Manners, 

. . . I went to a most amusing place called the 
National Service League Offices, where a vast 
swarm of well meaning and inefficient patriots are 
employed for 14 hours a day in first classifying 
and then rejecting the applications of a still 
vaster swarm of still more well meaning and 
inefficient patriots for posts which they are 
utterly and obviously incapable of filling—deaf 
mutes who fancy they might be useful as 
interpreters, baptist ministers who volunteer as 
vivandiers and so forth. I spent a very pleasant 
afternoon trying to put these people into classes. 
There were 4 classes but the qualifications for 
each class were so peculiar that none of the 
2000 applicants whom I examined were eligible for 
any one of the 4. Next week the committee are 
going to alter the classifications, and it is 
hoped that someone may scrape into one of the 
classes. It will be a proud day for England when 
this happens. . . .25 
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In January 1915, the London Times reported that the 

Parliamentary Recruiting Committee's (PRC's) publications 

sub-department had distributed thirteen million leaflets and 

over a million posters, and the PRC's General Purposes 

Committee had held over three thousand meetings throughout 
26 

the country. The campaign, which emphasized patriotic 

duty and national pride, acted as a catalyst to enlistment 

in the army and the Territorials during the final months of 

1914: 298,923 enlisted in August, followed by 462,901 in 

September, 136,811 in October, 169,862 in November, and 
27 

117,860 in December. 

The wave of patriotism which overwhelmed the 

recruiting stations was not entirely generated by the PRC or 

Kitchener's impressive visage; a large amount of credit must 

go to the multitude of paramilitary organizations which had 

grown up among the civilian public since the 1880s. From 

that time, a number of societies had been formed to educate 

the public and to spread pro-Empire propaganda. These 

groups included such different organizations as the Primrose 
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League (1883), the Imperial Federation League (1884-1893), 

the Victoria League (1901), the Navy League (1895), the 

National Service League (1902), and the League of the Empire 
28 

(1903). The organizations, in turn, had sponsored or 

encouraged the formation of drill associations, rifle clubs, 

boys' brigades, and the Boy Scouts. The National Service 

League, one of the most prominent organizations dispensing 

patriotic propaganda, held an average of 240 meetings across 

the country each month by 1911, claiming 220,000 members by 
29 

the outbreak of the war. The nation's ready acceptance of 

nineteenth-century Social Darwinist tenets, including 

national efficiency and the health of the race, had come to 

provide a much-needed source of recreation for the working 

classes by 1914. 

Many schools and religious groups also had drill 

clubs and paramilitary youth organizations. These, as well 

as popular literature and the ever-growing press, fostered 

the public's proud knowledge that Great Britain occupied an 
30 

exalted place among the nations of the world. In 1911, 
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Rudyard Kipling and C. R. L. Fletcher published A History of 

England, dedicating it to "all boys and girls who are 

interested in the story of Great Britain and her Empire." 

Among their inspiring tales of British moral principles and 

ideals, Kipling and Fletcher proudly recalled that in the 

previous century. Napoleon had abandoned his scheme to send 

an invading army across the Channel in flat-bottomed boats, 

because he realized that "a single British warship could 

have pounded them into a red rice-pudding in a few 
31 

minutes. . . . " The authors urged young readers to "fit 

themselves for war on a gigantic scale at any moment," with 

the following warning: 

If ever a great war breaks out in Europe, the 
nation that is most ready with its fleet and its 
army will win; in the greatest war of the 
nineteenth century (that of 1870 between France 
and Germany) it needed only a telegram of two 
words to put the German army in motion in a few 
hours. . . . I don't think there can be any doubt 
that the only safe thing for all of us who love 
our country is to learn soldiering at once, and to 
be prepared to fight at any moment.32 

In 1914, when Great Britain suddenly found herself 

with hundreds of thousands of recruits to clothe, feed, 
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shelter, equip, transport, and train long before they could 

be useful on the battlefield, the nation's streets and parks 

were taken over in a scramble of makeshift arrangements. 

The inglorious training camps must have dampened the 

enthusiasm of any young recruit who entertained fantasies of 

heroic adventures, and even those who enlisted out of a 

sense of duty had ample reason to wonder how seriously they 

were taken by the military hierarchy. In fact, many in the 

Regular army were appalled at the plan to create new armies 

from the enormous numbers of raw recruits, convinced that 

effective training could not be accomplished in less than 

two years. The original plan allowed for a six-months 

training period, but this would be reduced in 1915 to four 

months, so additional troops could be sent to the front more 
33 

quickly. One recruit reported that his training consisted 

of ". . . marching to Richmond Park, Hampstead Heath, or 

round and round Regents' Park there closely watched by the 
34 

monkeys from London Zoo. . . . " 

The newly-enlisted were sent to the depots of the 

regiments they had chosen, where small groups of regulars 
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helped to form battalions. Equipment was scarce. There 

were not even enough uniforms for the recruits, and many 

drilled in their own clothes or in pajama-style suits of 

blue serge, re-named "Kitchener Blue." Greatcoats in 

civilian styles were purchased from department stores, and 
35 

these were supplemented from Post Office stocks. Weapons 

for training were even more rare, and wooden props or iron 
36 

pipes provided humiliating substitutes. 

Maurice Hankey described the very unmilitary 

appearance of under-equipped recruits at their military 

exercises in the English countryside: 

What caught my eye was a new phenomenon. The 
downs, usually so bare and lovely, were dotted 
everywhere with serried ranks of men marching and 
counter-marching in sections, in companies and 
battalions, changing from column into line and 
from line to extended order. These were no 
khaki-clad figures. A closer survey revealed 
that, except for a few officers and drill 
sergeants they wore their ordinary civilian 
clothes, with a motley collection of hats and 
caps. There was no camp to be seen. Presumably 
the men were billeted in the town. They had no 
uniforms, no rifles, no military equipment, no 
band, no drums and fifes, none of the pomp and 
circumstance, nor even the usual amenities of 
military life. . . . The spirit of their ancestors 
was theirs. . . .37 
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Kitchener's scruffy New Armies received training 

under conditions which would have been unthinkable for the 

pre-war army. One historian has provided a similar 

description of the 13th Battalion of The Rifle Brigade, 

Drilling on the barrack-square at Winchester, 
garbed in every form of civilian attire from city 
suits to boating blazers, shod in civilian shoes, 
whose thin soles were rapidly giving way under the 
strain, adorned with headgear that represented 
every facet of the hatter's trade from bowlers to 
straw boaters, the infant battalion had looked a 
motley crew.38 

Even after the recruits of the 13th Battalion completed 

their training and reached France, the author continues, 

"Behind the uniform khaki front they now presented to the 
39 

world, they still were" a motley crew. 

The Regular army's jaundiced view of Kitchener's 

civilian soldiers was not entirely unfounded. Before he was 

sent to France, Robert Graves was in charge of a detachment 

of fifty Special Reservists, "a rough lot of Welshmen from 

the border counties" who had enlisted just before the war, 

expecting to enjoy a free holiday in a training camp. When 

the war began and they found themselves forced to remain in 
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service, "They were constantly deserting and having to be 
40 

fetched back by the police. . . . " 

After reaching France, Graves wrote, he was posted 

to a battalion of the Welsh Regiment, which could claim 

little in the way of training. 

Of the men, perhaps fifty or so had got more than 
a couple of months' training before being sent 
out; some had only three weeks' training; a great 
many had never fired a musketry course. . . . The 
battalion's ranks were made up first with 
reservists. . . , then with re-enlisted men, then 
with Special Reservists of pre-war enlistment, 
then with 1914 recruits of three or four months' 
training. . . .41 

The needs of the new soldiers were secondary 

considerations at the War Office, which was facing 

unforeseen problems in procuring supplies for the armies at 

the front. These necessarily took precedence over all other 

groups. Even in early 1915, the Special Reserve, men who 

had joined the army before the war, numbered 180,000 but 

only had 162,000 rifles; the 490,000 Territorials had 

250,000 rifles; and the New Armies possessed 75,000 service 
42 

rifles and 175,000 drill rifles. 
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Shortly after the first four divisions of the 

well-trained British Expeditionary Force arrived in France, 

it was apparent that the army was desperately in need of 

more equipment. Initially, the munitions provision made for 

the Expeditionary Force comprised 486 guns of various 

calibers, fewer than 2,000 machine guns, and the largest 

share of 750,000 available rifles which had to supply both 

the Regulars and the Territorials. By mid-September, losses 

in material had reduced supplies by 58 guns, 30 machine 
43 

guns, and approximately 20,000 rifles. 

While the War Office staggered under the burden of 

providing additional supplies of standard-issue equipment 

needed by the BEF, the war took another unexpected turn. 

The struggle in Europe quickly became a war of position 

rather than a conventional war of mobility, and by the end 

of October, the armies of both sides were entrenched from 

Ypres to the sea. The British army, already hampered by 

desperate shortages, did not have adequate supplies of 

barbed wire, entrenching tools, sandbags, heavy artillery, 
44 

machine-guns, shell, or ammunition for trench warfare. 

Existing supplies, consumed at rates unimaginable by all 
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experience, would be depleted even before additional 

divisions reached France. 

In 1914, the standard infantry weapon used by the 

British was the .303 Short Magazine Lee-Enfield Mark III 

rifle, a pattern which had been introduced in 1907. After 

1911, many of these were gradually modified to use high-

velocity Mark VII ammunition, but a large number of the 

army's service rifles still had not been modified when the 

war started. Several older patterns were still in use, as 

well, though the total of 750,000 serviceable rifles 

available for the Regulars and Territorials at mobilization 

did not leave many for wastage, let alone enough to equip 

the New Armies. At the beginning of the war, British 

factories produced an average of eight thousand new rifles 

per month, not enough to fill "the hole in the bucket," as 
45 

Kitchener described the deficiency. 

The British also had been slow to adopt the machine 

gun for the army's use, and in August 1914, only 1,955 of 

these were available to the BEF. Of these, the majority 

were Maxims, a design already outdated by the development of 

the .303 belt-fed water-cooled Vickers gun. The War Office 
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had only 106 of the latter. Each infantry battalion on the 
46 

front was equipped with two machine guns. 

In 1904 and 1905, orders for several new types of 

gun for the artillery, the thirteen-pounder, the eighteen-

pounder, the sixty-pounder, and the 4.5 inch howitzer, had 

been placed with the Royal Gun Factory at Woolwich Arsenal, 

Armstrong, Vickers, Cammell Laird, Beardmore, and the 

Coventry Ordnance Works. In the summer of 1914, 906 of 

these guns were available to the War Office, though over 

half were designated for the six original divisions of the 
47 

BEF. In past wars, speed and ease of movement were 

crucial, so heavy guns had been impractical, and the British 

had few of these. Once the army was stalemated in trenches, 

however, heavy guns provided a possible means for breaking 

through the enemy's lines. 

High-explosive or "H.E." shell was another item 

which had been underestimated by the British before the war. 

The French and the Germans had adopted H.E. shell for their 

field guns, but because it was designed to be used against 

fortifications, the War Office had considered its value to 
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be limited. H.E. shell was also quite volatile and 

therefore much more dangerous than shrapnel, frequently 

exploding in factories where it was produced. The shells 

also had a tendency to detonate within the barrels of guns, 
4 8 

causing expensive damage. The War Office continued to 

rely upon the destructive powers of shrapnel shell. A 

shrapnel casing contained hundreds of lead balls and a 

gunpowder charge, and when the attached fuse caused it to 

explode in the air, troops on the open ground were injured 

or killed in a shower of metal projectiles. Trench warfare, 

however, reduced the effective range of shrapnel from 150 

yards to 5 yards, because the soldiers were sheltered in 
49 

trenches, not positioned in the open. 

By November 1, the army had consumed 385,000 rounds 

of eighteen-pound shrapnel, but British manufacturers were 

producing only approximately 45,000 rounds per month. Thus, 

three months into the war, consumption exceeded production 

by a factor of almost three to one. Though the supply of 

shrapnel was still insufficient to meet demand, General 

Headquarters in Prance proposed that the War Office convert 
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fifty percent of all future shell shipments to H.E. for the 

eighteen-pounder and thirteen-pounder guns, filling only the 

remaining fifty percent with shrapnel. Even after General 

Headquarters modified the request to ask for only twenty-

five percent H.E., the War Office was unable to comply. 

According to Kitchener, working factories would be forced to 

take much of their machinery out of production for ten weeks 

or longer, while conversions were made for H.E. shell, to 

meet this request. Under the circumstances, Kitchener 
50 

claimed, this was an impossibility. 

Not only was the supply of H.E. a problem, but 

ammunition of all types was a source of enormous anxiety to 

the War Office. As Kitchener would explain, the following 

year, 

It must be realized that, whereas other countries 
had merely to supply the additional requirements 
in ammunition caused by the peculiar nature of the 
war, for the fixed establishment of a mobilized 
army, we on the contrary had in addition to deal 
with a vastly increased establishment, which had 
been caused by the creation of new units quite out 
of proportion to the previously existing army. 
Thus, whereas our power of production at the 
commencement of the war was a possible 10,000 to 
15,000 rounds of gun ammunition a month, the 
French and Germans had the power to produce the 
ammunition required for the 4,000 and 8,000 guns 
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with which their armies were respectively 
provided.51 

Trench mortars and grenades were standard issue in 

the German army in 1914, but the British had no trench 

mortars at the beginning of the war, and the Ordnance 

Factories had produced only one dozen of the "No. 1,RL," the 

type of percussion grenade which had come under War Office 

consideration. The Ordnance Board had shown some interest 

in other designs, but only two companies in Great Britain 
52 

possessed the machinery to make detonators. 

The Royal Ordnance Factories and the small group of 

private firms which had been entrusted with pre-war 

munitions contracts were only capable, at the outbreak of 

war, of producing supplies to sustain a small army engaged 

in a short conflict. Of their limited output, the largest 

share was already destined for the Royal Navy. Military 

orders had been irregular for quite some time. To 

supplement the meager revenues generated by a standing War 

Office order for seven hundred rifles a week, the Birmingham 

Small Arms Company had begun to produce sporting weapons and 
53 

bicycles for the public. Without assistance from the 
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government during periods between contracts, the pre-war 

industry remained small, limited to established firms which 

possessed the financial resources to stay in business. 

Expedience forced the War Office staff to abandon 

their traditional belief that arms production was too 

specialized to be undertaken by any but experienced 

factories. Harboring their skepticism, they refused to 

entertain direct offers from companies willing to incur 

enormous expense and undergo upheaval in their plants and 

work forces to produce components. Potential suppliers were 

told, instead, to contact the established armaments makers, 

who reluctantly undertook the organization of 
54 

sub-contractors. 

In 1914, the War Office compounded the problems by 

relying upon private enterprise and market forces to 

compensate for its unsound planning. Assuming that industry 

would rise to the task and rush to meet the army's needs in 

the same way that civilians had rushed to enlist in the New 

Armies, the War Office failed to recognize the conundrum in 

their expectations: why should the private sector overhaul 

the marketplace to produce supplies for a protracted war, 

while each individual prayed for a short one? 
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The prevailing inability to see beyond traditional 

methods of procurement was especially disastrous, since the 

Central Powers, anticipating a British blockade had begun to 

stockpile military supplies some time before 1914. Neither 

the British nor the French had considered similar 

precautions. Expecting the seas to remain open to them in a 

European war, both nations assumed that they could 

supplement supplies when necessary by purchasing equipment 
55 

abroad. Though such measures were realistic for the wars 

of the previous century, they were entirely inadequate for 

the current situation. The French, who maintained a larger 

peacetime army than the British, were prepared to equip a 

sizeable force, though they too had based their calculations 

upon a brief war. 

The War Office's decision to delegate the entire 

responsibility for soliciting, organizing, and educating 

sub-contractors to a small group of manufacturers also 

proved to be a wildly unrealistic step. In the worst cases, 

contracts went to would-be entrepreneurs who lacked even a 

basic understanding of technical specifications and were 

completely without tools, machinery, employees, or factory 
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buildings. Frequently, even those contracts awarded to more 

realistic sources were doomed to failure. The unregulated 

defection of workers to the army or to factories offering 

higher wages quickly depleted pools of skilled labor, and 

additional machinery was no more accessible than additional 

rifles. By early 1915, however, the munitions industry 

would place orders with twenty-five hundred to three 

thousand British sub-contractors of varying size and 
56 

experience. 

While the industries of Great Britain were thus 

floundering. War Office representatives scoured 

non-belligerent and neutral nations, searching for supplies 

or acceptable substitutes and willing to pay astronomical 

prices for existing inventories of weapons. As Kitchener 

later reported, 

To meet the requirements of the defence of this 
country, we have tried our utmost to buy rifles in 
all parts of the world, of any description as long 
as they had a certain amount of ammunition 
available. These efforts have, I regret to say, 
with the exception of 130,000 rifles obtained from 
Japan, been practically or entirely abortive. No 
private firms, naturally, have large quantities of 
military rifles in their possession. These are 
all in the hands of Governments who, while 
prepared to part with their rifles, have been met 
by German diplomatic threats, which have in every 
case caused the neutral Power with whom we were 
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dealing to withdraw from any negotiations and to 
withhold their rifles.57 

During the first week of the war, the War Office 

began to place orders for additional supplies of ammunition 

with a number of manufacturers, including firms in Canada 

and the United States, as well as their traditional sources 

and companies "not previously engaged in this nature of 
58 

manufacture" in Great Britain. Successful fulfillment of 

most of these orders could not be anticipated before the 

following spring, even by the most optimistic estimates. 

Though the British manufacturers did as much as possible to 

increase their output quickly, the limitations of existing 

plant, as well as the enlistment of skilled munitions 

workers, continued to obstruct their efforts. These 

problems forced munitions companies to depend upon even the 

most inept sub-contractors, but the shortage of available 

machinery delayed any appreciable results. And because of 

difficulties in relaying updated information to so many 

sub-contractors, the Ordnance Board rejected upon inspection 

much of what they produced. 

During the first months of military and industrial 

chaos, the members of Asquith's government shared the costly 
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delusion that naval and military matters should be left in 

the hands of professionals. Kitchener's distrust of 

civilian and.political interference in military matters made 

the War Secretary uncommunicative and autocratic in his 

dealings with other government officials, so the rest of the 

Cabinet remained unaware of the extent of both the shortages 

at the front and the trials of the arms companies. 

Kitchener's reluctance to discuss military affairs with 

politicians was a trait Major-General Stanley von Donop, 

Master-General of the Ordnance, shared. Refusing to involve 

the Cabinet and unwilling to answer their questions, von 

Donop quickly antagonized the political leadership. 

Unconcealed hostility characterized his dealings with the 
59 

Chancellor of the Exchequer, David Lloyd George. 

Lord Kitchener also failed to release important 

information about the new armies and conditions at the front 

to his staff at the War Office, though their search for 

supplies was conducted under his nominal direction. 

Kitchener's early goal of thirty divisions was increased to 

fifty in September. When Parliament authorized the addition 

of a second million troops on November 12, "the War Office 

remained calmly oblivious of the fact that one rifle had, 
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for the time being, to be shared by six recruits and Sir 

John French cried out in vain for more shells and machine 
60 

guns." 

French, Commander-in-Chief of the British army in 

France, repeatedly sent futile appeals for additional 

weapons and ammunition to the War Secretary. In his 

replies, Kitchener advised French to economize. Several 

months would pass before the other Cabinet members became 
61 

aware of the munitions shortage. 

Great Britain thus spent the opening months of the 

war in a furious struggle on two fronts, striving with 

insufficient forces and inadequate supplies to keep the 

Central Powers at bay on the Continent while testing human 

and industrial resources at home on an inconceivable scale. 

After a generation or more of nationalist training and 

propaganda, the British public was generally prepared to 

sacrifice itself for the nation's honor. Unfortunately, the 

political and military hierarchies were less prepared. 

Caught off-guard by the demands of the modern battlefield 

and unable to recognize the disastrous obsolescence of War 
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Office procedure, the British encountered twentieth-century 

warfare still caught up in nineteenth-century traditions. 



CHAPTER III 

LORD KITCHENER'S WAR 

At the beginning of August, 1914, H. H. Asquith held 

the position of Secretary of State for War, as well as the 

office of Prime Minister. Asquith had taken charge of the 

War Office the previous March, after demanding the 

resignation of J. E. B. Seely, War Secretary from 1912 to 

1914. During the controversy over Irish Home Rule, when it 

appeared that dissension over the future of Anglo-Irish 

Ulster might lead to civil war, Seely's mishandling of 

British troops in Ireland had led to the Curragh Mutiny, 

causing serious embarrassment to the army, the government, 

and the king, and threatening the stability of Great 
1 

Britain's Expeditionary Force. Early in August, however, 

1 
Expecting an uprising in Ulster and anticipating 

attacks by the Ulster Volunteers upon military installations 
in Northern Ireland, Seely had sent word that any officers 
who were unwilling to participate in military action against 
Ulster should submit their resignations and be dismissed 
from the army. At The Curragh, near Dublin, 
Brigadier-General Hubert Gough and 57 of 70 officers in the 
3rd Cavalry Brigade chose dismissal over the prospect of 
armed conflict with the Anglo-Irish citizens of Ulster. 
When word of this "mutiny" reached London, the War Office 
and Asquith quickly intervened to restore order, but Seely's 
misguided actions in an explosive situation led the Prime 
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the onset of war with Germany made it impossible for the 

Prime Minister to continue with this combination of roles. 

On August 5, Asquith wrote, 

I have taken an important decision today: to give 
up the War Office and install Kitchener there as 
an emergency man until the War comes to an 
end. . . . It requires the undivided time and 
thought of any man to do the job properly, and I 
hate scamped work. K. was, to do him justice, not 
at all anxious to come in, but when it was 
presented to him as a duty he agreed. It is 
clearly understood that he has not politics and 
that his place at Cairo is kept open so that he 
can return to it when peace comes back. It is a 
hazardous experiment, but the best in the 
circumstances, I think.2 

The British military establishment, including the 

War Office, reacted to Kitchener's appointment with 

antipathy, suspicious that the Government would take 

advantage of Kitchener's participation in the Cabinet to 
3 

meddle in military plans already in existence. On the 

other hand, the Prime Minister's choice was wildly popular 
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with the public and the press. As Asquith's daughter, 

Violet Bonham Carter, remembered years later, Kitchener was 

"a national institution. . . . He was an almost symbolic 

figure and what he symbolized, I think, was strength, 
4 

decision, and above all success." 

Without "politics" and with little understanding or 

respect for bureaucratic methods, Kitchener was sworn in at 

a meeting of the Privy Council on August 6, 1914. Asquith's 

"hazardous experiment" thus took Kitchener out of field 

service, where he had spent his life and his career, and 

effectively burdened him with the entire conduct of the war. 

Kitchener ultimately found himself responsible for the 

supervision of a massive recruiting and training program, 

the formulation and execution of military strategy, the 

provision of British troops throughout the world, and the 

mobilization of Great Britain's industries for the war 

effort. Despite his reputation as a military leader, 

nothing in his career had prepared him for his new role as 

"a stranger, a soldier, and a Conservative, introduced 

suddenly to second place on a closely-knit board of Liberal 
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5 
politicians." His was a task which no one had foreseen and 

which no one man could possibly accomplish. Asquith wryly 

commented, "It will be amusing to see how he gets on in the 
6 

Cabinet." 

Members of the Cabinet, like the population and many 

of Kitchener's military colleagues, originally calculated 

that the war would last only a few months. In the prevalent 

opinion, a war on two fronts would exhaust Germany's 

resources quickly. On August 7, when, during his first 

Cabinet meeting, Kitchener stunned those present with his 

warning that the war would last for several years and would 

require a vast increase in the size of the army, Kitchener's 

prediction did little to prepare them or the country for the 

enormous overhaul which followed. The government, the 

military hierarchy, the population, and the nation's 

industries were thrown into unprecedented chaos in the 

ensuing frenzy of enlistment and the desperate search for 

supplies. 

Over the next several years, all of the belligerents 

were forced to maintain a continuous struggle to provide 

adequate levels of ammunition for their operations. Because 
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Prance, Germany, and Russia already had large numbers of 

conscripted troops, however, their military commanders were 

only caught short at the vast expenditure of ammunition and 

the inability of their industries to keep pace. Great 

Britain's tradition of a small, well-equipped professional 

army was little short of disastrous in light of the demands 

precipitated by Kitchener's assessment that a minimum of one 
7 

million men must be readied for service. The overwhelming 

response to Kitchener's recruiting campaign created a vast 

drain on industrial manpower, crippling the very resources 

which must produce the supplies required to sustain an 

unprecedented war effort. Ironically, Kitchener's air of 

authority, the blind faith the government and the public 

placed in his military experience, and his habit of keeping 

his own counsel were finally to undermine his credibility 

with the government. At the beginning of the war, neither 

Kitchener nor his Cabinet colleagues realized that 

laissez-faire market forces would not rise automatically to 

meet the needs created by a long war. Without government 

control of industry, production could not increase to keep 

pace with consumption. The Cabinet members, who were 
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satisfied to leave all arrangements to Kitchener at the 

beginning of the war, would be quick to criticize him only 

months later, when his efforts to mobilize British industry 

failed to provide enough goods to fill all the needs of the 

army. 

Initially, his Cabinet colleagues regarded Kitchener 

with awe. As a national hero and a prominent member of the 

military caste, the Secretary of State for War was an 

enormous contrast to the members of Asquith's Liberal cabal, 

several of whom, including the Prime Minister, had risen 

from humble beginnings. They may have looked upon the 

illustrious newcomer with the same amazement H. G. Wells 

showed after attending a conference at which some of 

Kitchener's military contemporaries were present: 

The soldiers came "well groomed" as the phrase 
goes, in peculiarly beautiful red-banded peaked 
caps, heavy with gold braid. Crowns and stars, 
ribbons, epaulettes, belts and bands of the utmost 
significance, adorned their persons. War was the 
most important function in life for them and they 
dressed for it. They sat down, like men who had 
given some thought to sitting down in the best 
possible manner. They produced their voices; they 
did not merely emit audible turbid thoughts as we 
did. 8 

Exasperation at Kitchener's autocratic methods 

quickly tempered the Cabinet members' reverence. As a 
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military officer, Kitchener was unaccustomed to their 

informal methods of consultation and discussion in making 

decisions, and he was unwilling to confide in civilians, 

even those in government. Kitchener expected a broad scope 

for the execution of his "vast undefined powers," though, as 

one biographer explained, his authority was "not derived 

officially from Parliament, but by informal delegation from 
9 

the Cabinet. . . . " Kitchener was also reluctant to 

delegate responsibility. Several years later, Edward Grey, 

Foreign Secretary from 1905 to 1916, wrote that Kitchener 

"did the work of a Titan," but he approached each task as 

though "it must be a one man job." 

He shouldered the responsibility . . . but he did 
not realize that general responsibility must be 
shared with the Cabinet. . . . Nor did he realize 
that for an Army such as he was raising, the whole 
industries of the country must be organized for 
war, and that this could not be done inside the 
War Office.10 

From the beginning, the Cabinet members found 

themselves left out of Kitchener's confidence. The 

Secretary of State for War held an entrenched bias against 

discussing military matters with bureaucrats and 
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politicians, and he was well aware that his fellow Cabinet 

members frequently shared information with many of their 

friends and family members. According to Maurice Hankey, 

Permanent Secretary to the Committee of Imperial Defence 

from 1912 to 1938, Kitchener once commented, "If they will 
11 

only all divorce their wives I will tell them everything." 

Hankey wrote, "There was an element of truth in this 

exaggeration." 

Among the people who frequented society were a 
certain number of international financiers, 
businessmen, etc., men far above suspicion of 
deliberate espionage, but who were accustomed to 
talk freely. There was constant intercourse 
between British Government representatives, 
businessmen and others, and American, Dutch, 
Danish and other neutrals who were often very 
useful to us and with whom there were constant 
negotiations over matters relating to shipping, 
supplies, blockade, etc. These latter passed 
freely into neutral, allied and enemy countries. 
Without any intention of revealing secrets they 
would tell in one country the gossip they had 
heard in another. This was a prolific source of 
leakage. It was also, let it be admitted, a 
useful source of intelligence to us.12 

Kitchener's confidence did not extend to his own 

General Staff, to the British commanders in the field, or 

even to his staff at the War Office. As a result, those 

around him considered him abrupt, uncommunicative, 
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humorless, and disdainful. Asquith commented that Kitchener 

"did not find it easy to throw his knowledge and judgment 
13 

into the common stock." According to David Lloyd George, 

Kitchener's habit at meetings " . . . was to tell the 

politicians as little as possible of what was going on and 

get back to his desk at the War Office as quickly as he 
14 

could decently escape." 

Nor was Kitchener's relationship with the War Office 

staff entirely successful. The bureaucracy would not 

abandon its customary laborious operating methods, and 

Kitchener refused to embrace them. Though Kitchener was not 

a man to complain publicly about problems with his own 

branch of the civil service, two years later his civilian 

successor, David Lloyd George, found the atmosphere of the 

War Office extremely trying. Lloyd George's secretary, 

Frances Stephenson, described the uneasy environment: 

No one who has not worked inside the W.O. can 
realise what a hotbed of intrigue and jealousy it 
is. The officials are powerful, especially in 
society and at Court, & I realise now what people 
meant when they talked of the danger of attempting 
to touch the Army or reform the W.O. At the least 
grievance the head of a Dept. will go to 
Buckingham Palace, or to the Press, & supply them 
with official information which should only be 
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kept in the W.O. They will stop at nothing if 
they think their prestige or their standing is 
being menaced.15 

David Lloyd George, Chancellor of the Exchequer at 

the outbreak of war, took an early interest in the supply of 

munitions for the army. While it was clear from the outset 

that supplies were scarce for the thousands of recruits who 

were answering Kitchener's appeal, the needs of the British 

Expeditionary Force, or BEF, were a more immediate priority, 

though it was not yet apparent that these troops, too, were 

critically under-equipped. Within days of the declaration 

of war, Lloyd George attempted to circumvent the slow, 

traditional methods of proposal and negotiation between War 

Office and Treasury officials by putting large sums of money 

at the disposal of the War Office. 

On August 5, Lloyd George asked the House of Commons 

to approve one hundred million pounds for military expenses. 

In late September, unwilling to wait for industry to fill 

the newly-created vacuum, he set aside twenty million pounds 
1 6 

for the expansion of British munitions factories. Several 

weeks later, Lloyd George was aghast to discover that Sir 
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Stanley von Donop, Master General of the Ordnance, had not 

considered it prudent to let the munitions makers know that 
17 

these funds existed. 

Despite Lloyd George's gestures, Kitchener and von 

Donop continued to rely upon traditional methods of supply, 

placing sizable orders for munitions with large firms 

experienced at filling military orders. Unfortunately, 

neither Kitchener nor von Donop was as quick as Lloyd George 

to recognize that the magnitude of the war effort would 

overwhelm the production capacity of the customary 

suppliers. The War Office gave these same firms the 

responsibility for organizing and supervising the work of 

countless sub-contractors, increasing their burdens. In the 

meantime, War Office representatives tried to supplement the 

meager yield of British manufacturers with frantic and 

largely futile attempts to buy weapons from foreign 

governments. British industry already had been thrown into 

straitened circumstances by the exodus of thousands of 

skilled workers enlisting in Kitchener's New Army. The War 

Office, struggling to supply thousands of troops in the 

field and more in training, was encumbered by internal 

problems with delivery dates and the reluctance of trade 
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unions to allow dilution of skilled trades with women and 
18 

unskilled laborers. 

Growing increasingly frustrated at the cumbersome 

techniques of the War Office, Lloyd George was convinced 

that only the most drastic action would avert catastrophe. 

Years later, he recounted that the War Office "was hampered 

by a traditional reactionism." He explained, 

Its policy seemed ever to be that of preparing, 
not for the next war, but for the last one or the 
last but one. The Boer War found us still in the 
mentality of the Crimea, and the Great War caught 
our military thinkers planning for the next war 
under the conditions of the Alma in so far as 
these were modified by the irrelevant experiences 
of the African veldt.19 

If Lloyd George was amazed and infuriated by the 

military establishment's faith in outdated, time-consuming 

methods, his own civilian associates were often in despair 

over his spontaneity and unwillingness to allow any sort of 

regular procedure to hamper him. In 1908, when Lloyd George 

had assumed control of the Exchequer, Charles Hobhouse, then 

Financial Secretary to the Treasury, reported that Lloyd 

George "will look at no papers, and do no office work." 

When he should have gone to the bank to arrange a loan, 
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Hobhouse explained, the Chancellor of the Exchequer "went 

off golfing, leaving Murray and myself to deal with the 
20 

matter." Some weeks later, Hobhouse wrote, 

Lloyd George has an extraordinary power of picking 
up the essential details of a question by 
conversation. He refuses to read any office files 
or papers, but likes people to come and talk. He 
also possesses a great gift of imposing on people 
the idea that he sees and agrees with their side 
of a question to the exclusion of all other 
aspects. But his absolute contempt for details 
and ignorance of common facts of life make him a 
bad official, and about the end of June Asquith 
instructed me to come and see him weekly on the 
financial position, and let him know how things 
stood.21 

Asquith was alternately amused and exasperated by the 

irascible behavior of this eloquent Welshman, commenting, 

"Our two rhetoricians, Lloyd George and Winston [Churchill], 

. . . have good brains of different types. But they can 
22 

only think talking. . . . " 

Lloyd George and Kitchener began to clash early in 

their association. A few weeks after joining the Cabinet, 

Kitchener reluctantly gave way over Lloyd George's demand 
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that Nonconformist chaplains be allowed to accompany troops 

into battle. Soon afterward, the taciturn soldier and the 

long-winded Welshman battled over the creation of a Welsh 

regiment. Lloyd George was furious to discover that 

Kitchener had forbidden Welsh recruits to speak in their 

native tongue on parade or in their billets, and this led to 

a furor in the Cabinet on October 28. Within days, 

Kitchener relented. Sending for Lloyd George and his 

candidate for command, Colonel Owen Thomas, he promoted 
23 

Thomas to Brigadier-General of a new Welsh regiment. 

Asquith wrote, "My own opinion of K.'s capacity increases 

daily. . . . he keeps his head and temper wonderfully 
24 

considering how he is tried." 

By September, rumors of supply and munitions 

shortages on the Western front were reaching Whitehall, and 

many persons had observed recruits training across Great 

Britain without weapons or uniforms. According to his 

memoirs, Lloyd George pressed the Cabinet for the 

appointment of a committee to look into the situation, 

though his recommendation was not followed because Kitchener 

was pointedly hostile to any suggestion that politicians 
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should involve themselves in what he considered military 
25 

matters. On September 22, however, Asquith recorded that 

Kitchener, too, was frustrated over the mounting problems of 

supply: 

Kitchener presented himself to-day in what he 
called frankly a white sheet, admitting that the 
recruits had been and were being badly treated in 
the way of clothing, boots, and other necessaries. 
He says that his orders have not been carried out 
and he is furious with the War Office. We agreed 
to dismiss the Chief Director of Contracts, and to 
set on foot a better and more business-like 
system. I thought this had been done.26 

In France, the British Expeditionary Force was 

forced to ration ammunition, and Sir John French sent 

frequent cables to the War Office, demanding additional 

supplies. Kitchener, whose successful military career was 

founded on campaigns of stringent economy, responded to 

these demands by warning that French must economize in the 

usage of the munitions at hand. The vast expenditure of 

ammunition on the Western front shocked Kitchener, who 

failed to recognize that French's troops were engaged in a 

completely different sort of warfare than he, himself, had 

experienced during his campaigns in the Middle East. Nor 

was he able to gain much enlightenment from his 
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correspondence with the petulant French, who resented 

Kitchener's control, and who distrusted and repeatedly 

quarrelled with his battlefield counterpart, France's 

General Joffre. 

French, described by Hobhouse as "a stupid 

obstructive man," complained at the inadequate supply of 

ammunition but failed to provide the War Secretary with 
27 

crucial information about conditions at the front. Had 

French been a more willing correspondent, Kitchener might 

have developed a better grasp of the reasons behind the 

never-ending shortage of ammunition. 

Though Kitchener was dissatisfied at the inadequacy 

of French's dispatches from the front, his own inability to 

communicate more openly with the Cabinet, the Press, or the 

Commander-in-Chief of the BEF about his efforts to overcome 

the shortages further undermined his relationship with 

French. French became increasingly bitter at what he 
28 

interpreted as evidence of a "deplorable apathy." 

Early in October, Lloyd George was more successful 

in convincing the Cabinet to appoint the munitions committee 
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he had recommended the previous month. Besides Kitchener 

and Lloyd George, the Cabinet committee included Winston 

Churchill, First Lord of the Admiralty; Lord Haldane, Lord 

Chancellor; Reginald McKenna, Home Secretary; Walter 

Runciman, President of the Board of Trade; and Lord Lucas, 
29 

President of the Board of Agriculture. The committee met 

six times between October 12, 1914, and January 1, 1915, 

until Kitchener protested that he was too busy to attend 

further meetings. During its short existence, however, the 

Cabinet committee met with representatives from the ordnance 

factories, made financial arrangements for factory 

expansions, and persuaded the munitions companies to set up 

their own Armaments Firms Committee to organize and 

streamline the distribution of work orders to 

sub-contractors. The Cabinet committee also placed the 

first of many large orders for rifles, propellant, and 

explosives with firms in the United States, and in many 

cases, made financial arrangements for the expansion of 
30 

factories there, as well. 

Though the Cabinet committee, or "Shells Committee," 

as it was known, achieved some notable changes, the 
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antagonism between Lloyd George and Kitchener increased 

drastically during this period. Lloyd George was convinced 

that the government must take over the mobilization of all 

engineering resources and the acquisition of supplies, and 

Kitchener and von Donop were determined not to allow the 

politicians to interfere with War Office matters. While the 

Shells Committee and the War Office simultaneously carried 

out separate attempts to correct the munitions shortage, 

their efforts caused some confusion for suppliers and 

aggravated the hostility on each side. 

In November 1914, E. C. Grenfell, head of Morgan, 

Grenfell and Company, the London branch of J. P. Morgan's 

banking firm, notified Stanley von Donop that Lloyd George 

had instructed the bank to make inquiries into the 

manufacturing capacity of the larger American rifle-makers, 

particularly Remington and Winchester. On November 12, von 

Donop wrote to Lloyd George, protesting that he had sent his 

own representative to open negotiations with these firms 

several weeks earlier, so Lloyd George's duplication of 

effort was creating a false competition on behalf of Great 

Britain. Von Donop wrote, "Do you not think, therefore, it 

would be better to allow our representative to carry on the 
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negotiations and ask Messrs. Grenfell and Morgan not to 
31 

proceed further in the matter?" 

Lloyd George, in turn, was appalled to discover that 

von Donop had refused to authorize orders for rifles from 

American firms unless delivery could be made by May 1, 
32 

1915. Lloyd George wrote to von Donop with annoyance, 

I should have thought that as long as you had a 
responsible firm in America who were prepared to 
undertake the delivery to you of additional 
rifles—even although they were only received in 
substantial number late next year—it would have 
been worth while accepting their services. Kindly 
let me know, as I promised to inform Mr. Grenfell 
definitely what the decision of the War Office is 
on the point.33 

Von Donop's reticence at divulging figures to the 

other members of the Shells Committee put him squarely in 

the path of Lloyd George's fury, since the Master-General of 

the Ordnance was an easier target than the aloof Kitchener. 

And because von Donop also was even less diplomatic in his 
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dealings with the Cabinet than the Secretary of State for 
34 

War, he was treated with outspoken criticism. 

The coming of 1915 marked the end of the Shells 

Committee, but Lloyd George demonstrated renewed 

determination to force change upon Kitchener and the War 

Office. On December 31, 1914, he wrote to Asquith, 

reminding the Prime Minister that when he had first raised 

the question of artillery in a Cabinet meeting, the War 

Office had ordered only six hundred guns, none of which was 

scheduled for delivery before September 1915. Lloyd George 

reported that through the efforts of the Cabinet Committee, 

four thousand guns "are now promised before that date." 

Rifles, he added, were "not yet satisfactory owing to Von 
3 5 

Donop's stupidity." Though Kitchener had considered the 

Shells Committee an unnecessary obstruction, several months 

later he reported to the Cabinet that "It was due to this 

Sub-Committee that many of our difficulties were overcome, 

and further orders were placed in this country as well as in 
36 

America." 
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On January 1, 1915, Lloyd George circulated a long 

memorandum to the Cabinet, warning that the public would be 

outraged if "this superb army" of 700,000 recruits in 

training were "thrown away upon futile enterprises" by a 
37 

lack of preparation and planning in official circles. 

Shortly afterward, he began to press for the adoption of a 

new program, recommending "legislation which would enable us 

to commandeer all the works in the United Kingdom, and, if 

necessary, to deal with labour difficulties and short-

comings, . . . " Taking control of the factories "would 

undoubtedly strengthen our hands." According to Lloyd 

George, the War Office was "carefully shutting its eyes to 
38 

the magnitude of the task confronting it. . . ." Such 

legislation as he proposed would eliminate a good part of 

the list of complaints about labor and manufacturers, to 

which Kitchener and von Donop so frequently resorted. 

Labor was an ongoing problem, apart from the 

mechanical limits to production. As Maurice Hankey 

explained in later years, "matters were not going well" at 

the beginning of 1915. He wrote, 

. . . much of the trouble was due to the 
insistence of the trade unions on the strict 

37 
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application of rules won by many years of effort. 
These rules were disastrous in time of war, since 
they rendered impossible the process of dilution 
of skilled men by semi-skilled or unskilled men 
and women, and hampered production everywhere. 
Moreover, the objections of the unions to waiving 
their rights were increased by the large profits 
of the armament firms.39 

In his memoirs, Lloyd George recalled that the 

excessive profits of armaments manufacturers had caused 
40 

"grave discontent among the workers." The workers, he 

explained, "felt with some reason" that they were being 

encouraged to "put forth their utmost efforts" for the sole 
41 

benefit of war profiteers. At the same time, prices were 

rising steadily, causing laborers to suffer a persistent 

decline in their standard of living. 

On March 1, Walter Runciman addressed the question 

of excess profits by circulating suggestions from the Board 

of Trade on the manner in which the government could take 

control of the armaments companies, according to Regulation 

8 of the Defense of the Realm Consolidated Regulations of 

1914. Government authority would be set up for a period of 

six months, with six-month renewable periods and "equitable 

terms of compensation." Control was to be held by the Army 
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Council, " . . . and would most conveniently be administered 

through an Executive Committee . . . consisting of 

representatives of the armament firms with the Secretary of 

State as the nominal chairman and ultimate referee." 

Runciman recommended that notification of government plans 

to assume control be sent to Armstrong's, vickers, the 

Birmingham Small Arms Company, and the Coventry Ordnance 

Company, as well as to all other manufacturers of 
42 

importance. 

Winston Churchill argued against state control of 

the nation's munitions factories. In a Cabinet memorandum 

dated March 3, he emphasized the difficulties of the complex 

financial structure necessary for such a program, pointing 

out that approximately five hundred companies were under 

contract to the Admiralty at the time, "apart from the War 

Office." Arguing against government interference with 

private enterprise, Churchill also contended that 

manufacturers had every right to expect to make large 
43 

profits during wartime. 

Though the Board of Trade recommendations were not 

adopted, on March 9, Lloyd George introduced before the 
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House of Commons a bill to extend the Defence of the Realm 

Act (D.O.R.A.) to enable the Government to 

. . . take over and use any factory or workshop 
whatever, to control its processes and output, to 
remove its plant elsewhere if necessary, to 
commandeer empty premises for the housing of 
workmen engaged on war work, and to annul any 
contracts which stood in the way of firms carrying 
out the production of war material.44 

This third edition of the Defence of the Realm Act, "passed 

without any division or challenge," later in the month. 

Lloyd George wrote, 

The Ordnance Department could not complain that 
they were not equipped with the fullest powers to 
make the best use of the manufacturing capacity of 
this country. There were no symptoms, however, of 
any eagerness on their part to exploit these new 
powers by setting works outside the Armament ring 
to the manufacture of war material.45 

Almost simultaneously, Lloyd George opened 

negotiations with representatives of the major trade unions 

over terms for arbitrating disputes to avert strikes and 

lock-outs and the suspension of union regulations 

prohibiting dilution—the employment of unskilled and female 

laborers—for the duration of the war. Cooperating trade 

unions received assurances that the government would act to 

gain concessions from manufacturers, as well. The 
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negotiations resulted in the Treasury Agreement, which was 

signed on March 19. Since the third D.O.R.A. granted 

control over manufacturers to the overworked War Office and 

Admiralty, however, without granting powers of compulsion to 

any other branch of the government, the effectiveness of the 
46 

Treasury Agreement was limited. 

A few days later, the Home Secretary, Reginald 

McKenna, circulated to the Cabinet a report on the "actual 

and prospective output" of munitions contractors employed by 

the War Office. Emphasizing the gravity of the labor 

shortage, the report revealed that Armstrong's was unable to 

set up new shell-making machinery "already lying on the 

premises" without the services of one thousand additional 
47 

millwrights. 

When von Donop presented updated estimates in a 

March 5 meeting, the Cabinet learned that since the previous 

January, anticipated rifle deliveries for March had fallen 

from 105,000 to 63,000. Of this number, 20,000 would not be 
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new rifles, but reconditioned older weapons, with the 
48 

addition of modern rifle sights. Von Donop's figures also 

showed that the War Office did not expect monthly rifle 

deliveries to reach 100,000 until the following September, 

and the first American deliveries, totalling 130,000, were 

not to arrive until October. By January, 1916, rifle 

deliveries would reach only 175,000 per month, a higher 

number than the actual requirements, according to Kitchener. 

When David Lloyd George pointed out that these figures were 

not sufficient for three million men, Kitchener replied that 

he had never anticipated providing rifles for more than two 
4 9 

million men. Infuriated at Kitchener's complacent 

acceptance of these figures, Lloyd George notified Asquith 

the next day that he would resign unless a new munitions 

committee, chaired by someone other than Kitchener, were set 
50 

up immediately. 

On March 22, Asquith met with Lloyd George, Arthur 

Balfour, Edwin Montagu, and Winston Churchill to discuss the 

formation of a new "War Supplies Committee." Lloyd George 

48 
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was to be appointed chairman. "We may have some difficulty 
51 

with [Kitchener]. . . Asquith recorded. Montagu, 

Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, warned Asquith that he 

must "impose" his will upon Kitchener, or 

neither he nor his subordinates will be under 
any necessity to accept the advice of the 
Committee. . . . You can appoint such a Committee, 
but I am quite certain it will not lead to the 
production of any new munitions of war and you 
will not find the Chancellor or the Exchequer or 
Mr. Balfour or anybody who does not wish to waste 
his time serving on such a Committee.52 

Three days later, Kitchener reluctantly agreed to 

the formation of the new committee, stipulating to Asquith 

that it must play only an advisory role in matters of new 
53 

and future contracts. After hearing of Kitchener's terms, 

Lloyd George wrote reprovingly to the Secretary of State for 

War, 

It was supposed that you and Churchill were so 
overwhelmed with other work that it would be a 
real assistance to you to have someone who would 
undertake this kind of work for you. Neither of 
you can spare the time to attend the endless 
conferences with both employers and employed which 
must be held if we are to increase to an 
appreciable extent the munitions of war produced 
in this country. But unless the Committee really 
succeeds in co-ordinating and pressing forward the 
work which has been done then it had better not be 
appointed. We should simply have a great deal of 
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responsibility, no end of work and absolutely no 
power to be of the slightest use to either you or 
anybody else.54 

Kitchener responded that Lloyd George's committee should 

occupy itself in investigating ways to increase output in 

the factories and in advising the War Office of its 

recommendations. He also warned Lloyd George that it was 

unlikely that responsibility for munitions could be 

withdrawn from the Secretary of State for War without 
55 

legislation to that effect. Kitchener and Lloyd George 

each lodged vehement protests with Asquith, who wrote, 

There is a truly royal row on the stocks between 
Kitchener and Lloyd George in regard to the 
proposed Committee on Munitions. Neither is 
disposed to give way. K. threatens to give up his 
office and L. G. to wash his hands of the whole 
business, leaving on record all sorts of solemn 
protests and warnings.56 

On March 31, Kitchener appointed his own body, the 

War Office Armaments Output Committee, with himself at the 

head. The work of this group, however, was put into the 

hands of the industrialist, George Macaulay Booth, who was 

already an unofficial advisor to Kitchener in his struggle 
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to provide munitions. Booth's task was to correct problems 
57 

of labor shortages in the arms factories. 

With one committee authorized by the Cabinet and the 

other by the War Office, Asquith was forced to mediate 

between hostile camps. On April 6, he noted, 

We had rather a stormy assemblage here yesterday 
afternoon, K., L. G., A. J. B. [Balfour], Montagu 
and myself. To-morrow I mean to settle the thing 
one way or the other about the Munitions 
Committee.58 

Asquith's intervention resulted in the creation of 

the Munitions of War Committee on April 8, with Lloyd George 

as chairman; Arthur Balfour as secondary head? Edwin 

Montagu; Arthur Henderson, from the Labour Party; George 

Booth; von Donop, representing Kitchener; Harold Baker, from 

the War Office; and Sir Frederick Black and Admiral Tudor, 

both from the Admiralty. Joined soon thereafter by Sir 

Hubert Llewellyn Smith, from the Board of Trade, as well as 

Major-General Sir Percy Girouard, the new committee received 

instructions to organize the nation's resources on the most 

efficient basis, with all authority necessary for the 

59 
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The Munitions of War Committee, which met for the 

first time on April 12, 1915, proved to be as short-lived as 

its predecessors. Kitchener not only refused to cooperate, 

but he also refused to divulge information about the numbers 

and schedules of men being sent to the front. Nor would 

Kitchener or von Donop release any details about existing 

contracts, so Lloyd George was left to fume at their secrecy 

and obstructive behavior. 

By the spring of 1915, Kitchener's efforts to supply 

the army with munitions while preserving the jurisdiction of 

the War Office had become an internal war of two fronts: 

one against the problems of inadequate manpower, technology, 

and market forces, and the other against Lloyd George. 

Witnessing the escalating conflict between these two 

ministers, the other Cabinet members lost whatever illusions 

they had held about Kitchener's ability to solve the 

munitions problem. 

One of Kitchener's biographers has explained that 

the War Secretary mistakenly "tried to keep his trouble to 

himself. . . . " and never understood that it would have 

been more prudent to allow the Cabinet, the Army, and the 

public to witness his exertions in the struggle to acquire 
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60 

supplies. Kitchener retained his enormous popularity with 

the public, however, and he was an intimate friend of King 

George V, so his image remained intact. The repeated 

formation of committees did little to weaken Kitchener's 

monopoly on information or to correct the problems with 

munitions, which remained scarce where they were so 

desperately needed. 

On the Western front, Sir John French was 

infuriated, convinced that Kitchener was ignoring the lack 

of weapons and ammunition. In 1914, the memoirs he 

published in 1919, French recalled, 

Although the War Office received detailed reports 
from the Front as to the employment by the enemy 
of these new and unfamiliar weapons, no proper 
attention was ever paid to these reports. It was 
their duty to bring these old-time weapons up to 
date, and to compete with the new mechanical 
inventions constantly being devised by the great 
organisation of a thoroughly prepared enemy. But 
reports from the Front as to these new and 
unfamiliar weapons were received with a 
carelessness which bordered on incredulity.61 

According to his account, French returned to 

Headquarters after witnessing the "doubling and trebling our 

losses in men" caused by insufficient artillery support at 

the Battle of Festubert, in early May 1915, to find a 
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telegram from Kitchener, " . . . directing that 20 per cent. 

of our scanty reserve supply of ammunition was to be shipped 

to the Dardanelles." French determined, at this point, that 

he must bypass Kitchener and force the government to take 

action, publicizing the shortages to the British public with 

the help of Colonel Charles a Court Repington, military 

correspondent of the Times, who was his guest at the 
62 

front. French also dispatched his secretary, Brinsley 

FitzGerald, and an aide-de-camp, Captain Frederick Guest, to 

London with instructions to deliver copies of his 

correspondence with the War Office to Lloyd George, as well 

as to Arthur Balfour and Andrew Bonar Law, leaders of the 
63 

Conservative Opposition. 

Repington telegraphed the Times on May 12, reporting 

shortages of all types of munitions, though a few years 

afterward, he recalled that the military censor had deleted 
64 

much of his report. On May 14, subscribers of the Times, 

"the most authoritative of the anti-ministerial organs," 
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read that high-explosive shell was in disastrously short 
65 

supply at the front, "a fatal bar to our success." Lord 

Northcliffe, the owner of the Times, allied himself openly 

with French and Repington by publishing the disclosures, 

thus launching the first volley of a sensational but 

unpopular campaign against the Government and Lord 
66 

Kitchener. 

Kitchener, who had declared the front off-limits to 

the press for reasons of security, wrote to French on the 

same day, protesting, 

A good many remarks are being made about The Times 
correspondent who is apparently staying with you 
and writing to his paper. At the War Council 
to-day I heard for the first time that this was a 
fact. Until war correspondents are allowed by the 
Government, I do not think it is right for you to 
allow Repington to be out with the Army.67 

French replied that Repington was an old friend who had been 

staying with him "for the last 10 or 12 years" and was at 
68 

the front "in an entirely private capacity." 

Though this penetration of stringent military 

censorship was the first widespread revelation about the 

65 
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shortages to reach the public, the press campaign backfired 

when, on May 21, another Northcliffe newspaper, the Daily 

Mail, carried an article under the headline, "The Shells 
69 

Scandal: Lord Kitchener's Tragic Blunder." The public 

was outraged at the attack upon Kitchener. Copies of the 

Northcliffe papers were burned at the Stock Exchange on May 

22, and for some time afterward, sales of Northcliffe's 
70 

newspapers fell off dramatically. Northcliffe was forced 

to end his assault. According to Repington, "All that 

Northcliffe did by this particular attack was to get Lord K. 

the Garter, and, by causing a revulsion of feeling in Lord 
71 

K.'s favour, to confirm him in his office." 

In his memoirs, French claimed that in bypassing 

Kitchener and exposing the desperate scarcity of munitions 

at the front, he forced the government to accept the 

formation of a political coalition in May 1915. Asquith 

wrote in his autobiography that French's account "teems with 

unpardonable inaccuracies." In 1920, Repington also gave 

himself sole credit for instigating the governmental crisis 

that led to coalition. Claiming that he acted alone in 

69 
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sending the infamous dispatch of May 12, 1915, Repington 

recalled that his telegram to the Times contained "enough 

high explosive to blow the strongest Government of modern 
72 

times into the air." More recently, however, at least one 

historian has detected the machinations of David Lloyd 

George behind the Shells Scandal, writing, 

As was often his method, [Lloyd George] chose an 
indirect approach. . . . he went to the most 
powerful press lord in Britain, Lord Northcliffe, 
the owner of the Times and Daily Mail, and urged 
him to launch a press campaign against Kitchener. 
The megalomaniac Northcliffe apparently needed 
little encouragement. Lloyd George also met 
secretly with Repington and was given 
incriminating material to be used against the head 
of the War Office.73 

The Shells Scandal broke, coincidentally, at 

precisely the same time that the venerated First Sea Lord, 

Admiral Sir John Fisher, resigned in protest over 

Churchill's Dardanelles policy. As soon as news of Fisher's 

resignation reached Andrew Bonar Law, the Conservative 

leader called upon his close friend, Lloyd George, with an 

ultimatum: the Opposition had lost all confidence in 

Churchill, and unless he were removed promptly from the 

72 
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Admiralty, the Tories were prepared to abandon their wartime 

political truce with the Liberal Government and launch an 

immediate attack on the floor of the House of Commons. 

Lloyd George raced to Downing Street, where he presented the 

Prime Minister with the choice between the devastating 

effects of an open political brawl and a coalition with the 
74 

Opposition; Asquith chose the latter. 

The revelations of the Shells Scandal provided 

additional fuel to the Opposition and to other disenchanted 

politicians who believed that Great Britain could not win 

the war under the exclusive direction of the Liberal 

Government. Lloyd George's timely cooperation with Bonar 

Law helped to ensure that the munitions shortage would be 

included in the Coalition's initial priorities and that the 

new government would create a separate Cabinet ministry to 

take charge of munitions supplies. 

Asquith's Coalition Government was chosen and in 

place by May 27. Balfour took over at the Admiralty, Sir 

Henry Jacks became First Sea Lord, Bonar Law assumed 

direction of the Colonial Office, and Churchill was 
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relegated to a harmless position as Chancellor of the Duchy 
75 

of Lancaster. 

On May 28, the newly-created Ministry of Munitions 

opened under the direction of Lloyd George, in bare 

headquarters at Number 6, Whitehall Gardens, a building 

which had been vacated recently by the art galleries of 

Lockett Agnew. Lloyd George's entire establishment 

comprised his two personal secretaries, two tables, and one 
76 

chair. 

Kitchener displayed characteristic terseness in 

informing his deputies of the change in their 

responsibilities. On December 5, 1930, Stanley von Donop 

addressed the Ninth Annual Dinner of the Kitchener Scholars' 

Association, recalling the manner in which Kitchener made 

his announcement: 

At a time when he was subjected to much unjust and 
ignorant criticism in the press, . . . Lord 
Kitchener told me to bring to his room the four 
seniors of my armament staff. He then said: 
"Gentlemen, the Government have decided that we 
have not done our duty and are forming a Ministry 
of Munitions. I think that I have done mine; I 
know that you have done yours. I know that your 
feelings must be somewhat hard, but my orders to 
you are that you must help this new institution as 
much as you possibly can, as our necessity is to 
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provide the guns and ammunition to defeat the 
Germans. Good morning, gentlemen."77 

By the time of the government crisis in May 1915, 

the Cabinet had lost faith in the military hero, completely. 

Had it not been for Kitchener's enormous popularity with the 

public, the majority of the Conservatives, and George V, 

Asquith would have removed him from his position as 
78 

Secretary of State for War. The government and the public 

only learned of the desperate shortages of munitions at the 

front months after intervention by non-military officials, 

especially Lloyd George, had created enough pressure to 

force the War Office to look to the United States as a 

source of production. Unfortunately, the War Office staff's 

continued reticence about cooperating with civilians and 

politicians undermined the department's stature and 

credibility as the sole arbiter of military supply. With 

the creation of the Ministry of Munitions, however, 

Kitchener lost the battle to retain control of munitions 

supply to David Lloyd George. 
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CHAPTER IV 

LLOYD GEORGE S WAR 

By the time the Ministry of Munitions Act received 

Royal Assent on June 9, 1915, David Lloyd George, the new 

Minister of Munitions, had been busily organizing and 

directing his department's activities for more than a week. 

In the beginning, the Ministry was formed to marshal 

civilian manufacturing and labor resources. Ultimately, the 

new government department would be responsible for every 

stage of production of ammunition, trench-warfare equipment, 

machine guns, bombs, guns, shells, rifles, military 

transport, optical instruments, and tanks, from research and 

development to acquisition of raw materials to delivery of 

finished goods. In order to approach this staggering list 

of tasks, Lloyd George had to build his Ministry. In his 

War Memoirs, he wrote, 

I sat in my bare room to survey my problem. What 
was it? On the one hand I had to envisage all the 
wide range of activity covered by the supply of 
munitions—the innumerable requirements of the 
Army in the field, and the multiplicity of 
different materials, processes, and co-ordinations 
necessary to produce those goods; and on the other 
I had to inform myself as to the available 
resources of materials, machinery and labour, here 
and abroad, for supplying those requirements. I 
had to ascertain the existing state and 
organization of production of munitions under War 
Office direction. The whole field had to be 
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plotted out and suitable men selected to take 
charge of each section of it.l 

With nothing of the reserve Lord Kitchener held by 

nature and by virtue of his military background, Lloyd 

George immediately leaped to action, spurred on by his own 

impetuous personality no less than by his long months of 

fury and impatience at the slow pace of the War Office. 

Where Kitchener was deliberate, conservative, and almost 

paralyzingly attentive to detail, Lloyd George was a born 

administrator, willing to carry on multiple tasks 

simultaneously, leaving "loose ends" to be knotted together 

by his staff. 

In addition to Frances Stevenson and J. T. Davies, 

the two private secretaries who had accompanied him from the 

Exchequer, Lloyd George was determined to use "captains of 

industry," as well as experienced civil servants, in his 
2 

creation of a "business-man organisation." Lloyd George 

had already convinced Dr. Christopher Addison to leave the 

Board of Education and become the Ministry's Parliamentary 

Under-Secretary. These initial staff members of the 

Ministry were soon joined by Sir Hubert Llewellyn Smith, 

1 
David Lloyd George [Earl Lloyd-George of Dwyfor], War 

Memoirs of David Lloyd George, 2 vols. (London: Odhams 
Press Limited, 1938), '1:147. 

2 
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William H. Beveridge, and Umberto Wolff from the Board of 

Trade; Sir George Macauley Booth from the shipping company 

of Booth Brothers; Sir Eric Geddes from the North-Eastern 

Railway Company; the judge and scientist Lord Fletcher 

Moulton from the Explosives Department of the War Office; 

the publisher Sir Edward Iliffe; the sociologist and 

manufacturer Seebohm Rowntree; as well as many other "men of 
3 

push and go." The Ministry staff expanded so rapidly that 

it outgrew the designated headquarters in Whitehall Gardens 
4 

and the overflow was stationed at the Hotel Metropole. As 

Lloyd George later explained, 

It was undoubtedly a Ministry of all the 
industries—war and peace, production, transport, 
law, medicine, science, the Civil Service, 
politics, and poetry—and all at their best. It 
was a wonderful array of talent.5 

One talent Lloyd George chose to limit in the 

hierarchy of his new Ministry was that of military expertise 

in munitions. After his frustrating contact with Ordnance 

Board officials and staff, he had little confidence that 

experts from the War Office could be other than "a perpetual 

3 
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4 
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6 
source of obstruction." Major-General Sir Percy Girouard, 

a member of the earlier, short-lived Munitions of War 

Committee, transferred from the War Office to take the 

Ministry post of Director General of Munitions Supply in 

June 1915. Within a month, Girouard repeatedly and 

emphatically urged that technical experts be appointed to 

positions of authority within the Ministry and voiced his 

misgivings about whether inexperienced industrial concerns 

should be depended upon for the completion of munitions 

contracts. Lloyd George decided that such "an out-and-out 

Kitchener man" had no place in his organization, and he 
7 

instructed Girouard to resign. Lloyd George intended to 

select the director of each Ministry division on the basis 

of proven administrative skills, and he was determined that 

any technical experts employed by the Ministry of Munitions 

would be subordinate to one of his own men. As he had 

explained earlier, in a speech before the House of Commons, 

. . . failure often comes in these matters from 
the inability to allocate to the expert and the 
organiser their proper functions. The organiser 

6 
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7 
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need not necessarily be an expert, and the expert 
is very rarely an organiser. At least the best 
expert is rarely the best organiser. The business 
of the organiser is to make the best use of the 
expert brain. The organiser is the captain, and 
the expert is the pilot.8 

After Girouard returned to the War Office, Lloyd George 

selected his next Director General of Munitions Supply, Sir 

Frederick Black, from the staff at the Admiralty, where he 
9 

had held the post of Director of Naval Contracts. 

The Ministry's primary tasks could not wait while 

Lloyd George assembled his department. One of the earliest 

assignments, that of surveying the existing state of 

munitions orders and supplies, was given to Addison and to 

Walter Layton, statistician for the Ministry. Early in 

June, Addison brought to Lloyd George's attention a report 

showing that of the 5,797,274 shells scheduled to be 

delivered the previous month, only 1,968,252 had arrived, 

and a large number of these appeared to be "duds," or 

non-working shells. A month later, Lloyd George told the 

newspaper owner, Sir George Riddell, that the delivery rate 

of H.E. or "High Explosive" shell was only 150,000 each 

8 
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month, though the army had requested 200,000 H.E. shells per 
10 

day. 

The dire shortage of skilled labor and trade union 

policies against "dilution," or the employment of women and 

unskilled labor, remained the greatest impediments to 

munitions production. Lloyd George travelled to munitions 

factories in Bristol, Manchester, Liverpool, Birmingham, and 

Cardiff, speaking to workers and union leaders about the 

labor crisis and the need for a program of industrial 

conscription if skilled workmen could not be recruited, 

urging them to support the relaxation of trade union 

regulations. Early in June, he met with a delegation of 

trade union representatives at the Board of Trade, asking 

them for their support in "a moment of tremendous passions 

and of tremendous issues." While the nation was "in a blast 

furnace," he promised, organized labor could make a lasting 

impression in the service of democracy by their acceptance 

of relaxed regulations regarding the use of unskilled labor 

and women in the factories; the formation of a voluntary, 

mobile pool of skilled workmen; the establishment of union 

tribunals to deal with problems of excessive absenteeism; 

and assumption of responsibility for "getting every man to 

10 
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do his share." In return, Lloyd George promised that the 
11 

Ministry would "Make the bosses bend a bit." 

On June 23, Lloyd George introduced the Munitions of 

War Bill in the House of Commons, declaring, "Our problem is 

to organise victory, and not take it for granted. To do 

that the whole engineering and chemical resources of this 
12 

country—nay, of the whole Empire—must be mobilised." 

Such mobilization, he warned, would require the elimination 

of several obstacles, the most serious of which were the 

alarming scarcity of skilled workmen in the wake of 

indiscriminate military recruiting, and the "depressing and 

diminishing" effect of trade union regulations upon factory 
13 

output. The Ministry had already taken steps, he 

announced, to arrange the release of skilled workmen from 

the more than three million men who had gone into the Army. 

In addition, Lloyd George told the House, "We can increase 

11 
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enormously some of the most important work which is turned 

out now if we have a frank abandonment, during the time of 

War, of all regulations, customs, and practices which have 
14 

the effect of restricting output." In order to achieve 

this abandonment of regulations, he emphasized, the nation 

must "cast itself upon the honour of the skilled workmen of 

this country; and I am perfectly certain it will not do so 
15 

in vain." 

The Munitions of War Supply Act, which became law on 

July 2, gave the Ministry the authority to assume control of 

any industry considered essential to the conduct of the war. 

It also outlawed labor strikes and lock-outs in munitions 

factories and dictated that disputes be resolved by 

arbitration. As a concession to trade union leaders Lloyd 

George had amended his unpopular proposal for industrial 

conscription to allow for the enlistment of a voluntary body 

of skilled workers to be assigned wherever needed. The Act 

addressed the workers' fears, that their own sacrifices 

would not be met by sacrifices on the part of their 

14 
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employers, by limiting factory owners to pre-war profit 
16 

levels. 

The Act also gave control of the Admiralty and War 

Office "badging" programs to the Ministry. The issue of 

badges to munitions workers had been initiated the previous 

December, after it became apparent that workers who lacked 

some identifying mark of national service were likely to 

fall prey, either to over-zealous recruiters, or to 

patriotic ladies who handed out white feathers to 

able-bodied men not in uniform, in often-mistaken 

recognition of their victims' cowardice. A badge was 

intended to protect its wearer from duress and humiliation, 

as well as to provide some measure of official recognition 

that the worker was, indeed, "doing his bit" so that Great 

Britain could win the war. Where the Admiralty had issued 

some 400,000 badges to workmen in the dockyards and 

workshops of naval contractors, however, the War Office had 

displayed characteristic reticence in issuing badges to 

workmen engaged in its behalf. Only about 80,000 men wore 

War Office badges, and since most of these were engaged in 

work at the Royal Arsenal at Woolwich, the vast majority of 

the labor force, so crucial to the production of supplies 

16 
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for the army, were entirely without any protective symbol to 
17 

ward off the army recruiter. Ministry control of badging 

was necessary in order to create a more comprehensive, 

systematic method of issuing badges to all workers who were 

genuinely entitled to such identification, to eliminate the 

issue of counterfeit badges which were likely to undermine 

the value of official badges, and to provide further 

restraint to the practice of recruiting men into the army 

from protected occupations. 

Even after Lloyd George's actions, the shortage of 

skilled labor remained a serious problem. Kitchener, who 

had faced the effects of the labor shortage in his own 

dealings with the munitions crisis, agreed to Lloyd George's 

demands for the release of skilled workers, but only those 

from regiments which had not yet been sent to France. The 

45,000 workers who met Kitchener's criteria were an 

insufficient number to satisfy the Minister of Munitions, 

who repeatedly pushed for the release of 120,000 men. 

Still, neither the War Office nor the British government had 

any legal recourse against men who chose not to be released 

from military service. When his efforts failed to secure 

the voluntary return of even 3,000 men from military 

17 
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service, Lloyd George began to urge the adoption of national 

compulsion, to replace skilled workmen recalled from the 

army and, thus, to gain fuller cooperation from the War 

Office, while enabling the government to order skilled 

workmen back from the front. As he stated, at a meeting of 

the War Policy Cabinet Committee on August 18, 

I would say that every man and woman was bound to 
render the services that the State required of 
them, and which in the opinion of the State they 
could best render. I do not believe you will go 
through this war without doing it in the end; in 
fact, I an perfectly certain you will have to come 
to it.18 

The question of national compulsion, or, at the 

minimum, military conscription, quickly created opposing 

camps in the Cabinet. Kitchener, in this controversy at 

least, agreed with Lloyd George, stating unequivocally 

before Lord Crewe's Cabinet Committee on Manpower, 

For some considerable time we have been working up 
to 70 divisions. I consider if compulsory service 
will give us 70 divisions, it ought to be 
introduced into this country; and if it is not 
introduced . . . we shall not be able to keep 70 
divisions in the field.19 

18 
"Report of Proceedings at a Meeting of the War Policy 

Cabinet Committee, held at 11, Downing Street, on Wednesday, 
the 18th August, 1915, at 3:30 p.m.," CAB 37/132/28, PRO, 
London. 

19 
"Report of Evidence given at a Meeting of the War 

Policy Cabinet Committee held at the Privy Council Office on 
Tuesday, August 24, 1915," CAB 37/133/10, PRO, London. 



99 

Asquith, Edward Grey, Crewe, Balfour, Walter 

Runciman, and Reginald McKenna led the opposition to the 

plan against the Unionists, who backed Lloyd George. Though 

Asquith managed to avoid the adoption of compulsory military 

service until the following January, Lloyd George's vocal 

campaign, taken up and broadcast by the Northcliffe 

newspapers, appeared to threaten the government. The Prime 

Minister's repeated delaying tactics not only undermined his 

own prestige, but helped catapult Lloyd George into the 
20 

premiership, the following year. 

During the same month in which the Munitions of War 

Bill was introduced, Lloyd George's Ministry initiated a 

program which decentralized responsibility for marshalling 

manufacturers throughout Great Britain. Under the guidance 

of James Stevenson, former managing director of the John 

Walker and Sons distillery, the nation was divided into ten 

Munitions Areas, with regional offices at Newcastle, 

Manchester, Leeds, Birmingham, Bristol, London, Cardiff, 
21 

Glasgow, Edinburgh, Dublin, and Belfast. Boards of 

20 
Stephen Koss, Asquith (London: Hamish Hamilton Ltd., 

1985), pp. 197-201; Michael Fry, "Political Change in 
Britain, August 1914 to December 1916: Lloyd George 
Replaces Asquith: The Issues Underlying the Drama," The 
Historical Journal 31 (1988) :616-7. 

21 
Lloyd George, War Memoirs, 1:164-5. 



100 

Management were selected from among the manufacturers of 

each district to organize industrial capacity, provide 

related statistics and information to the Ministry, and 

distribute orders for supplies among the area's 

manufacturing firms. According to Lloyd George, the 

establishment of Munitions Areas was not accomplished 

without "frictions and hitches," but the program proved its 

worth in the production of much-needed supplies. 

I may say in the course of the War [the Boards of 
Management] secured an output of 65 million empty 
shell, and over 606 million components; nearly 10 
million trench warfare articles and over four 
million items in connection with aeronautical 
supplies. Nor was this great work done regardless 
of cost to the State, for it is estimated that the 
National Factories managed by the Boards saved the 
countryjfc1 3/4 million based on the standard 
prices hitherto charged by contractors for the 
various articles produced.22 

By the end of his first month heading the Ministry 

of Munitions, Lloyd George had authorized plans for eighteen 

new national munitions factories, a number which grew to 

sixty by the end of 1915. Thirty-six of these 

government-financed factories were to produce shells, 

thirteen were "filling" factories to load the empty shell 

casings, eight were for explosive production, two to make 

22 
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23 

gauges, and one for filling trench mortar projectiles. 

The Ministry of Munitions assumed administration of existing 

contracts in July, and in August, took over from the War 

Office direction of the four Royal Ordnance factories at 
24 

Woolwich, Enfield Lock, Waltham Abbey, and Farnborough. 

The Ministry sent D. A. Thomas to the United States to 

expedite munitions orders placed with American firms, the 

bulk of which were now being handled by J. P. Morgan and 
25 

Company. 

Still, Lloyd George's conflicts with the War Office 

were not at an end. The War Office was planning to put 

seventy divisions into the field by the following year, 

without, apparently, making any provision for the necessary 
26 

supplies to support these numbers. When Lloyd George 

proposed that guns for each division be increased by 

twenty-five percent, Kitchener declared that it would be 

impossible to provide artillery officers or even to man the 

extra guns, suggesting, instead, that additional guns should 
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be manufactured in Russian calibers and shipped to the 

Eastern front. Lloyd George proceeded with his own plan, 

placing orders for the additional guns in British 
27 

calibers. 

Machine guns were the source of more friction. 

Early in the war, Kitchener had approved plans for each 

battalion of the Expeditionary Force to be equipped with two 

machine guns. Four per battalion were to be the maximum, 

and as late as July 1915, Kitchener said that "above four 
28 

may be counted as a luxury." 

Upon assuming control of the new Ministry, Lloyd 

George immediately set out to provide each battalion with 

many more machine guns than the War Secretary considered 

necessary. He ordered Sir Eric Geddes, Deputy Director-

General of Munitions Supply, "Take Kitchener's maximum; 

square it; multiply that result by two; and when you are in 
29 

sight of that, double it again for good luck." Each 

battalion, according to Lloyd George's calculation, should 

be able to take thirty-two machine guns into the field, with 

another thirty-two available in reserve. On July 19, 1915, 

27 
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the Ministry of Munitions ordered twelve thousand machine 

guns from Vickers. The Ministry also ordered ten thousand 

of the lighter, more portable Lewis guns for use in "an 

advance and for aeroplanes," though this weapon had been 
30 

rejected by Ordnance officials in 1912. 

When the Ministry of Munitions was created, only 775 

Vickers and 264 Lewis guns had been delivered, and even 

adding in the army's "obsolescent" Maxim guns, there were 

only 1,330 machine guns in use. Under the direction of the 

Ministry, machine gun deliveries for 1915, alone, totalled 

6,102, reaching 33,507 for 1916, 79,746 for 1917, and 
31 

120,864 for 1918. 

Still, Lloyd George faced the reticence of the War 

Office, finding, to his disbelief, that after a machine-gun 

corps was created in October, the military hierarchy was 

reluctant and even unwilling to provide the necessary 
32 

manpower of ten men per gun. He put his arguments to the 

War Committee in November, supported by General Sir 

Archibald Murray, and eventually, the Army Council was 

30 
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forced to provide enough men so that ten thousand were in 
33 

training at any one time. 

Lloyd George also took an interest in another 

weapon, the Stokes trench mortar, which had been rejected 

twice by the War Office. During the war, British soldiers 

had been countering the plentiful German Minenwerfer by 

hurling tin cans, filled with explosive and trailing lengths 

of fuse. After he witnessed a demonstration of the Stokes 

gun at Wormwood Scrubs, Lloyd George had the light trench 

mortar resurrected and ordered in large numbers by the 

Ministry. Production of this weapon was financed with an 
3 4 

Indian maharajah's gift of twenty thousand pounds. 

Wormwood Scrubs was also the site of another 

demonstration which impressed the Minister of Munitions. 

The machine-gun destroyer, landship, or "tank," as it came 

to be known, had been a pet project of Winston Churchill's, 

while he was in charge of the Admiralty. The development of 

an armored vehicle on caterpillar tracks, which could break 

through tangled lines of barbed wire on the stalemated 

battlefields, had been in stages of discussion and 

development since October 1914. Several failed designs had 

33 
Ibid., 1:364-6. 

34 
Ibid., 1:369-70. 



105 

quickly discouraged War Office interest in further research, 

and when Churchill was removed from the Admiralty to the 

Duchy of Lancaster, in May 1915, the entire project came 

close to being shelved and forgotten. Late in June, 

Churchill invited Lloyd George to watch as one of the early 

prototypes was put through its halting paces. Recognizing 

the potential of such a machine, Lloyd George and the 

current First Lord, Arthur Balfour, arranged for the 

Ministry of Munitions to take charge of the tank's further 

development. This technological rescue was rewarded in 

February 1916, when H.M.S. Centipede successfully passed 

trials at Hatfield Park. As Lloyd George described the 

event, 

I can recall the feeling of delighted amazement 
with which I saw for the first time the ungainly 
monster . . . plough through thick entanglements, 
wallow through deep mud, and heave its huge bulk 
over parapets and across trenches. At last, I 
thought, we have the answer to the German machine-
guns and wire. Mr. Balfour's delight was as great 
as my own, and it was only with difficulty that 
some of us persuaded him to disembark from H.M. 
Landship, whilst she crossed the last test, a 
trench several feet wide.35 
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Tanks, which ultimately proved themselves so invaluable in 

the field, were first put into use on September 15, 1916, at 
36 

the Battle of the Somme. 

In the meantime, Lloyd George had become convinced 

that the War Office would never give sufficient attention or 

consideration to new inventions or developments, and he 

arranged for the Ministry to assume responsibility for 

design, as well as production. A new department of the 

Ministry, which would handle munitions inventions, was 

established under the direction of Ernest Moir, an 

engineering expert from the firm, S. Pearson and Sons. Moir 

quickly found that the Ordnance Board, which was expected to 

pass on to the Munitions Inventions Department information 

on all new designs, was only prepared to turn over the 
37 

obvious failures. 

The Ministry's continuing problems in dealing with 

the War Office had led Lloyd George, on October 31, to 

notify Asquith that he would resign if Kitchener were not 

removed as Secretary of State for War. Kitchener, Asquith 

informed Lloyd George, was leaving for the Dardanelles, and 

during his extended absence, the Prime Minister would assume 

36 
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control of the War Office. On November 16, Frances 

Stevenson recorded. 

The P.M. has promised that now he is at the W.O. 
the Munitions Dept. shall have a much freer hand. 
I hope that will be so, for up till the present D. 
[David Lloyd George] has had to fight every inch 
of the way, although the work he is doing is vital 
to the successful prosecution of the war. The War 
Office are so terribly afraid we shall have too 
many big guns and too much shell!38 

In Kitchener's absence, Lloyd George finally 

convinced Asquith that the Ordnance Board, directed by 

Master-General Sir Stanley von Donop, was a continual source 

of hostility, delay, and obstruction. On December 1, 

members of the Ordnance Board were instructed to hand in 
39 

their resignations. The Board was suspended as of 

December 4, 1915, and was recreated as the Ordnance 

Committee, to act as an advisory body to the Admiralty and 

the Ministry of Munitions. The Ministry of Munitions 

finally assumed complete control of munitions production and 

distribution, including authority to determine the designs, 
40 

specifications, and quantities of weapons to be produced. 
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On November 30, the day of Kitchener's return, Frances 

Stevenson wrote in her diary, 

. . . the P.M. has handed us over the Ordnance 
Board. . . . [Lloyd George] made up his mind that 
he would get rid of Von Donop, and Von Donop is 
now without a job. It has been a silent duel 
between these two for months, the W.O. on their 
side continually trying to discredit our Dept. in 
petty little ways.41 

Asquith had taken advantage of his time at the War 

Office to make other changes in the aftermath of the British 
42 

disaster at the Battle of Loos. He replaced the 

cumbersome twelve-member War Council with a War Committee, 

comprising himself, Lloyd George, First Lord of the 

Admiralty Arthur Balfour, Chancellor of the Exchequer 

Reginald McKenna, and Colonial Secretary Andrew Bonar Law, 
43 

but excluding Lord Kitchener. Sir John French was removed 

from his post as Commander-in-Chief at the Western front and 

was replaced by Sir Douglas Haig, and Sir William Robertson 

41 
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was appointed Chief of the Imperial General Staff, with 

complete authority to direct matters of strategy. Thus, 

Kitchener returned to a position from which control had been 

drastically cut, leaving the Secretary of State for War only 
44 

in charge of War Office administration and recruiting. 

Within a few months after the Ministry of Munitions 

was established, munitions production in Great Britain had 

increased drastically. As early as September 1915, Lloyd 

George was able to report to the War Policy Cabinet 

Committee that shell deliveries for several types of 

artillery would "be up to requirements" by October, while 

"all heavy gun ammunition" would reach sufficient levels by 

the following March: "As far as the defensive is concerned 

I think we shall be all right in October. As far as the 
45 

offensive is concerned we shall not be ready until March." 

The Ministry had placed orders amounting to * 600,000 in 

America for tool-making machines, though the waiting period 

for such machinery could be as long as two years. By June, 

1916, however, Lloyd George explained, rifles would be 

coming in at the rate of 361,000 per month, reaching a total 
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of 4,501,000 by the following September. By the same time, 
46 

total machine-gun deliveries should have reached 28,800. 

Lloyd George remained at the Ministry of Munitions 

until July 1916. Asquith retained Kitchener at the War 

Office because of his continuing popularity with the public, 

as well as his value in the recruiting effort and as one of 

Asquith's ever-shrinking number of allies in the Cabinet. 

On June 5, 1916, Kitchener was aboard the cruiser H.M.S. 

Hampshire, on his way to visit the Russian front at the 

invitation of the Czar, when the ship hit a mine and sank 

within a few minutes. Kitchener drowned, meeting a 
4 7 

"Viking's death." His body was never recovered. 

Ironically, when Asquith, who was again Acting 

Secretary of State for War, approached Lloyd George about 

taking over the War Office, the latter wavered in his 

decision because the authority of the position had become so 

attenuated—a result for which he had, himself, labored so 
4 8 

long and so diligently. When he finally agreed to accept 

the position, a week later, his place at the Ministry of 
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Munitions was filled by Edwin Montagu. Lloyd George only 

occupied his new office for a few months, for he replaced 

Asquith as Prime Minister when the latter resigned in 

December 1916. 

Lloyd George's long campaign to organize munitions 

production brought to the forefront all the best and the 

worst characteristics of his brash, aggressive style of 

leadership. Where Asquith and others among his Cabinet 

colleagues were repeatedly exasperated and, as time passed, 

angered by Kitchener's secrecy and his iron grip on the War 

Office and on the information he refused to share with his 

political associates, Lloyd George waged a continuous battle 

to wrest control from this military giant. In the course of 

the struggle, he drew attention to the failures inherent in 

traditional methods of supply acquisition, forced the 

creation of a government department to take industry and 

production in hand, courted and coerced the trade unions, 

led the campaign for conscription, and effectively removed 

his chief adversary, Kitchener, from a position of power. 

And in so doing, he elevated himself to the most prominent 

position in the British government, where victory would find 

him. 



CHAPTER V 

J. P. MORGAN AND COMPANY 
AND THE COMMERCIAL AGENCY AGREEMENT 

The British War Office placed its first large orders 

for shells and explosives from American manufacturers in 

October 1914, during the brief existence of the Shells 

Committee. Large orders for American-made rifles followed 

in November. The difficulties in monitoring the placement 

and progress of large orders in a foreign market were 

immediately apparent, clearly establishing the need for a 

centralized purchasing system. Other belligerents, 

including France, Belgium, Serbia, and Russia, were bidding 

for American supplies, as well, driving prices higher, and 

contractors and suppliers took advantage of the competition. 

In one instance, when the War Office balked at paying $1.40 

per pound for the explosive, T.N.T., reluctant to go above 

$1.20, the Belgian government purchased the entire supply 
1 

for $1.55 per pound. As a further problem, in the crush of 

American businesses which rushed to offer all types of goods 

1 
Great Britain, Ministry of Munitions, History of the 

Ministry of Munitions, 12 vols. (London, 1922) , 2-IIl"7 p7~37 
(hereafter cited as HMM). 

112 
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and services, it was nearly impossible to determine which 

might be legitimate suppliers and which were simply 

opportunists. 

When J. P. Morgan and Company agreed to act as Great 

Britain's commercial agents in the United States, the 

British gained an invaluable ally and extricated themselves 

from the worst of the growing chaos of the race to acquire 
2 

American-made supplies. For the next two and one-half 

years, until the summer of 1917, after the United States had 

entered the war, American manufacturers and suppliers 

accepted orders and sold goods to the Allies through this 
3 

prominent New York banking house. By the time the U. S. 

entered the war, forty percent of British war expenditures 

were used to purchase supplies from the United States and 

Canada, and approximately sixteen hundred British agents 

spent eighty-three million dollars weekly on American 
4 

goods. 

2 
Over the course of the war, Italy, Portugal, Holland, 

Greece, Spain, and China also entered the competition for 
supplies from American sources, ibid., p. 37n. 

3 
The British War Mission took over the responsibility 

for American contracts in September, 1917, though J. P. 
Morgan and Company continued to act as financial agents for 
the Allies, ibid., p. 14. 

4 
Kendrick A. Clements, Woodrow Wilson, World Statesman 

(Boston: Twayne Publishers, 1987), p. 153; Kathleen Burk, 
(Footnote Continued) 
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J. P. Morgan's firm, the preeminent bank of Wall 

Street, was a reasonable choice for the British. Where the 

Bank of England and the British Treasury were not equipped 

to handle trans-Atlantic business dealings, J. P. Morgan was 

a partner in the London bank, Morgan, Grenfell and Company, 

and E. C. Grenfell was a partner in Morgan's New York 
5 

organization, as well as a director of the Bank of England. 

Both men were on the board of directors of Morgan, Harjes 

and Company, in Paris. Besides being notably clear of 

connections with German concerns, this network of Morgan-

affiliated banking houses could provide additional links 

between Great Britain, her allies, and their most important 
6 

foreign supplier. Another factor, and quite a crucial one, 
7 

was that J. P. Morgan was an outspoken Anglophile. 

On November 26, 1914, Morgan sent his partner, Henry 

Pomeroy Davison, to Great Britain to discuss the manner in 

(Footnote Continued) 
Britain, America and the Sinews of War, 1914-1918 (Boston: 
George Allen & U n w m , 1985) , p. 6. 

5 
Kathleen Burk, "The Mobilization of Anglo-American 

Finance During World War I," in Mobilization for Total War: 
The Canadian, American and British Experience 1914-1918, 
1939-1945, edited by N. F. Dreisziger (Waterloo, Ontario: 
Wilfred Laurier University Press, 1981), pp. 23-42. 

6 
Kathleen Burk, "The Diplomacy of Finance: British 

Financial Missions to the United States 1914-1918," 
Historical Journal 22(1979), p. 352. 

7 
Burk, "Mobilization," p. 27. 



115 

which the company could provide financial assistance to the 
8 

Allied Powers. While Davison was in London, David Lloyd 

George, who was Chancellor of the Exchequer at the time, 

suggested that Morgan's take control of Great Britain's 

purchases from American suppliers, as well. Though 

initially skeptical that the Morgan banking house was suited 

by experience or inclination to such a mammoth task, Davison 

agreed, entering into negotiations to set up an agency 

agreement between J. P. Morgan and Company and the British 
9 

government. According to another Morgan partner, Thomas W. 

Lamont, 

To many American men of affairs it was . . . 
becoming clear that the Allied purchasing was not 
being conducted systematically nor economically. 
Britain's helter-skelter and at times almost 
frantic buying, lacking method and system, failed 

8 
John Douglas Forbes, J^ Morgan, Jr.; 1867-1943 

(Charlottesville: University Press of Virginia, 1981), p. 
89. 

9 
John Douglas Forbes, Stettinius, Sr.: Portrait of a 

Morgan Partner (Charlottesville, Virginia: University Press 
of Virginia, 1974), p. 46. According to another version of 
these events, Morgan actually sent Davison to London to 
offer the firm's services as purchasing agents for the 
allies, which would have been entirely in character for 
Morgan, who was an astute businessman, as well as a staunch 
supporter of the Allied cause, Roberta A. Dayer, "Strange 
Bedfellows: J. P. Morgan & Co., Whitehall and the Wilson 
Administration During World War I," Business History 18/2 
(July 1976) , 132. 
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to serve her own purposes, and was calculated to 
upset the markets generally.10 

Less than two months later, on January 15, 1915, 

J. P. Morgan and Company were appointed purchasing agents in 

the United States for the War Office and the Admiralty, 

under the terms of the British Commercial Agency Agreement. 

The agreement was signed by Sir Reginald Brady on behalf of 

the Army Council, Sir William Graham Greene for the 
11 

Admiralty, and H. P. Davison for J. P. Morgan and Company. 

Shortly afterward, Morgan's agreed to a similar undertaking 
12 

for France. 

Joint purchasing plans had been discussed between 

the Great Britain and France, without any firm result, in 

early February. Just as Morgan's prepared to sign 

agreements to act as purchasing agents for France and 

Russia, Lord Kitchener suggested that these contracts be 

delayed until joint purchasing could be arranged on a formal 

basis. J. P. Morgan and Company assured the War Office that 

"their first aim was to serve Great Britain satisfactorily 

and they would deplore any undertaking which would 

10 
Thomas W. Lamont, Across World Frontiers (New York: 

Harcourt, Brace & Company, 1951), p. 59. 
11 

HMM, 2-III, p. 6. 
12 

J. D. Forbes, Morgan, p. 89. 
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jeopardise this." Morgan's added that their responsibility 

to Great Britain included the duty of informing the War 

Office of the details and prices of any purchases the 

banking firm made for France. This promise, as well as the 

French government's assurance that all American orders would 

be placed through J. P. Morgan and Company, assuaged the 

British, and Morgan's became the agents for France, as well 

as for Great Britain. Later in 1915, Great Britain assumed 

responsibility for purchasing supplies for Russia, so 
1 3 

Morgan's ultimately represented the major Allied Powers. 

According to the Commercial Agency Agreement, Morgan 

and Company agreed to purchase goods and supplies as 

instructed by the British government, using their "best 

endeavors" to gain the most favorable prices, quality, 

delivery, and to "aid and stimulate by all means at their 

disposal sources of supply for the articles required." The 

British were to provide complete specifications for all 

items ordered, either through their own representatives in 

the United States, or through Morgan, Grenfell and Company, 

who would, at all times, "have authority to act in London on 
14 

behalf of the Commercial Agents." 

13 
HMM, 2-III, p. 38. 

14 
Commercial Agency Agreement, January 15, 1915, copy 

(Footnote Continued) 
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The banking house was indemnified against liability 

for the quality, successful delivery, or prices of all 

goods, and the British Government accepted responsibility 

for the inspection of all items, though Morgan's was to be 

entirely responsible for arranging shipment. In addition, 

the British government agreed to supply Morgan's with a list 

of all buyers who had been or might be acting on behalf of 

the Army Council in the United States, as well as detailed 

information on pending or pre-existing contracts placed in 

the U. S., for which the banking house would assume control 
15 

and shipping responsibility. Among the American and 

Canadian firms which already had received orders from the 

British War Office were Bethlehem Steel Company, Winchester, 

Remington Arms, DuPont, Washington Ordnance Company, Carbon 

Steel Company, Crucible Steel Company, Ingersoll Rand, and 
16 

the Baldwin Locomotive Company. 

(Footnote Continued) 
of document in Lloyd George Papers, D/12/2/1, House of Lords 
Record Office (hereafter cited as HLRO), London. 

15 
Many of these pre-existing orders were for "forage 

and foodstuffs and certain types of motor vehicles which 
could only be procured through particular firms of agents," 
according to a June 1915 memorandum from the Director of 
Army Contracts, cited in HMM, 2-III, p. 35. 

16 
Lloyd George Papers, D/l/3/1, HLRO; Alice M. 

Morrissey, The American Defense of Neutral Rights 1914-1917 
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1939), pp. 16-7. 
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After January 15, 1915, all further American orders 

from the British government's buyers were to be placed 

through the Commercial Agents. With the exception of the 

Army Remount Commission and its agents, the Army Council and 

the Admiralty were to make use of Morgan's services, unless 

these bodies could demonstrate some acceptable reason for 
17 

doing otherwise. 

J. P. Morgan and Company agreed that all direct and 

indirect profits made from their purchases, as well as any 

financial interests the company might hold in any of the 

sources, would be fully disclosed to the British government. 

Morgan's also agreed to keep thorough records of each 

transaction, providing complete access to this material to 

the British government or to agents or accountants of the 

British. Either Morgan's or the British could terminate the 

Commercial Agency Agreement by mail or cable at any time, 

with termination effective at the estimated time of delivery 

of notification, though Morgan's would complete any 
18 

outstanding orders. 

17 
Commercial Agency Agreement, Lloyd George Papers, 

D/12/2/1, HLRO. On January 26 and 27, 1915, the Commercial 
Agency Account and the Special Stores Account were opened 
with Morgan's, and an account was opened shortly thereafter 
for the Remount Commission, as well, HMM, 2-III, p. 34. 

18 
Commercial Agency Agreement, Lloyd George Papers, 

D/12/2/1, HLRO. 
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In return for their services, Morgan and Company 

would receive a,£l0,000 retainer, plus a commission of two 

percent of the net price of goods. Upon reaching an 

aggregate of irl0,000,000 in commissions, Morgan's commission 
19 

would be reduced to one percent. 

Because J. P. Morgan and Company had no pre-existing 

machinery or specialists for purchasing, the firm's vast new 

responsibilities demanded the creation of a special Export 

Department to handle supply acquisition and shipping. These 

tasks were turned over to the exceptionally-capable 

president of the Diamond Match Company, Edward R. 

Stettinius, who agreed to work with Morgan's on a part-time, 

advisory basis. In 1917, in an interview with B. C. Forbes, 

Stettinius described the situation he found at J. P. Morgan 

and Company, when he arrived to take up his advisory post: 

The Morgan office was overrun, not with hundreds, 
but thousands of people anxious to sell all kinds 
of things. There were manufacturers, both 
responsible and irresponsible, of clothing, 
machinery, hardware, chemicals, surgical 
instruments, automobiles and what not; there were 
merchants, commission agents, horse dealers, 
inventors, and war brokers by the score. After 
listening to the stories of the typical war 
broker, you would have thought that four or five 
million rifles, one or two billion rounds of rifle 
cartridges, and millions of pounds of picric acid 
and powder could be picked up almost anywhere for 

19 
Ibid. 
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immediate delivery. Everything was in a state of 
chaos.20 

Stettinius immediately found himself working on 

agency matters to the exclusion of all others, and on 

September 25, 1915, he resigned his position at Diamond 

Match. On the first of January 1916, Stettinius's efforts 

were rewarded, when he became a partner at the Morgan 
21 

bank. 

The Commercial Agency Agreement granted Morgan's 

full discretionary powers concerning "buying corporations" 

or brokers, but the firm was plagued by these middlemen and 

soon decided to deal only with principals. According to 

Stettinius, the Export Department of Morgan's operated under 

the belief "that any company that was not strong enough to 

rely on its own position and its own record to come and get 
22 

business was not likely to merit confidence." 

20 
B. C. Forbes, "The Biggest Buyer in the World," The 

American Magazine (September, 1917), pp. 15-82. 
21 

In addition to J. P. Morgan, Henry P. Davison, E. C. 
Grenfell, and Thomas W. Lamont, other Morgan partners were 
William P. Hamilton, Charles Steele, and William H. Porter 
in New York, and Arthur E. Newbold, Edward T. Stotesbury, 
and Horatio Gates Lloyd in Philadelphia, J. D. Forbes, 
Stettinius, pp. 25-7, 57. 

22 
B. C. Forbes, "The Biggest Buyer in the World," pp. 

15-82. 
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The British Admiralty continued to rely largely upon 

its own established sources for supplies, while the Army 

Contracts Department of the War Office grew increasingly 
23 

dependent upon J. P. Morgan and Company. The Contracts 

Department staff gave daily verbal instructions to Charles 

F. Whigham of Morgan, Grenfell, and Whigham cabled this 

information to Stettinius, in New York. The intervention of 

David Lloyd George, then Chancellor of the Exchequer, 

enabled the banking houses to make use of a separate, 

uncensored cable, bypassing the normal procedure of 

transmitting information through the British Embassy at 
24 

Washington, D. C. Stettinius also received information 

from War Office military inspectors who were stationed at 

various manufacturing centers throughout the United 
25 

States. 

Shortly after taking on the direction of the newly-

formed British Ministry of Munitions, in May 1915, David 

Lloyd George established an American branch of the 

organization, sending his fellow Welshman, David A. Thomas 

(later Viscount Rhondda), a former Member of Parliament who 

23 
J. D. Forbes, Stettinius, p. 52-3. 

24 
Burk, "Mobilization," p. 28. 

25 
HMM, 2-III, p. 15. 
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had extensive business experience with American firms, to 
26 

the United States. J. P. Morgan and Company was 

responsible for orders, but not for start-to-finish 

monitoring on contracts, so Lloyd George wanted his own 

representative to take on the task of expediting orders. 

Because international law prohibited belligerents from 

operating supply bases in neutral countries, official 

British attention to American orders had to be conducted as 

quietly as possible, a condition which made it impossible 

for the task to be undertaken by British ambassador Sir 

Cecil Spring Rice. An additional consideration was the 

existence of divided sympathies among large sectors of the 
27 

population of the United States. Any overt activities by 

British officials in the United States were likely to add 

fuel for the groups clamoring for an American embargo on 

munitions to use. 

David Thomas had been aboard the Lusitania when the 

ship was torpedoed, so he was understandably reluctant to 

return to the United States, but Lloyd George was insistent, 

writing, 

26 
Great Britain, Parliament, Parliamentary Debates, 

(Commons), 5th series, 72:1203-4. "Munitions of War Supply 
Bill," June 23, 1915. 

27 
Burk, Britain, America and the Sinews of War, p. 7. 
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I really want you to go to America. After the 
nerve-racking experience which you have had I know 
that I am demanding a tremendous sacrifice in 
asking you to face the same voyage so soonr and I 
should certainly not have been unreasonable enough 
to do so had it not been that the work done in 
America is of a most important character. . . . 
This afternoon I saw the First Lord of the 
Admiralty and pressed him to afford special 
protection. . . . He was prepared to afford the 
necessary escort to your boat out of the zone of 
danger.28 

Lloyd George requested that the Royal Arsenal at 

Woolwich provide an expert on shells, cartridge cases, 

fuses, primers, and machine gun manufacture to accompany 

Thomas to the United States. In response, the Chief 

Superintendent, H. F. Donaldson, suggested that inspection 

staff already in the U. S. would suit the purpose, 

recommending Lieutenant Colonel C. E. Phipps, Chief of the 

U. S. Inspection Staff, who was at Bethlehem Steel Company 

in South Bethlehem, Pennsylvania; Captain B. C. 

Smyth-Piggott, at the Winchester Rifle Company in Newhaven, 

Connecticut; and Major W. L. Farmer, at The Remington Arms 

Company's 299 Broadway, New York, address. Donaldson 

assured Lloyd George, "All Military Officers at present in 
29 

the United States suppress their military rank, . . ." 

28 
Letter to D. A. Thomas, June 14, 1915, Lloyd George 

Papers, D/12/1/3, HLRO. 
29 

Letter, June 16, 1915, Lloyd George Papers, D/12/1/7, 
HLRO. 
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Thomas's assignment in the United States resulted in the 

establishment of the British Munitions Board to monitor the 

progress of American contracts. As Stettinius explained, 

the Munitions Board also helped "in the selection of 

contractors, in the investigation of the facilities and 

organizations of bidders, and subsequently to speed up 
30 

production after contracts had been closed . . . ." 

In addition to Colonel Phipps, who became Vice 

Chairman of the Board, Lieutenant-General L. T. Pease was 

appointed Chairman, F. Carrington Weems was named Secretary, 

and members included James P. Sneddon, H. Japp, and F. W. 

Abbott, as well as Captain Smyth-Piggott. The Board 

comprised three sections: the Record Section, which kept 

statistics and records of progress and compiled formal 

progress reports; the New York Section, under Sneddon, an 

American consulting engineer, which investigated new firms 

proposing to manufacture goods for the British; and the 

Follow-Up Section, under Abbott, "an experienced practical 

business manager," to monitor progress on orders with a 

30 
B. C. Forbes, "The Biggest Buyer in the World," pp. 

15-82. 
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staff of four district inspectors, plus assistant inspectors 
31 

and "tracers". 

At the end of 1915, Ernest W. Moir travelled to New 

York to assume direction of the Munitions Board. Moir 

operated from an address in Equitable Buildings, on 

Broadway, working with Morgan's, but without any outward 

identification with the British War Office, since Spring 

Rice "thought it unwise to identify [the Munitions Board 

staff] with the British government, owing to the existence 

of strong feeling against the supply of munitions to Great 

Britain." After Lieutenant-General Pease returned to Great 

Britain, military inspector headquarters were moved to the 

Broadway address. By this time, the inspection staff 

monitored orders with over three hundred American 

contractors and between five and six hundred 
32 

subcontractors. 

From March 2, 1915, Morgan's cabled an estimated 

weekly total of payments required for suppliers. Upon 

receipt of this notice, the War Office immediately paid the 

equivalent sum, in pounds sterling, to Morgan, Grenfell in 

31 
Memorandum, October 19, 1915, Lloyd George Papers, 

D/1/3/9, HLRO; HMM, 2-III, pp. 43-4. 

32 
HMM, 2-III, pp. 43-6. 
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London, which transferred the money to the New York bank. 

After the end of each month, Morgan's sent the War Office a 

statement of all cash transactions, along with invoices and 

receipts from the vendors and contractors. This system of 

thorough documentation enabled the War Office to waive the 

requirement for local audits, which had been included in the 

Commercial Agency Agreement. Thus, the War Office remained 

in charge of accounting duties for their purchases through 

Morgan's until 1917, when these tasks were transferred to 
33 

the Ministry of Munitions. 

By March, however, shipments of supplies already 

were creating unforeseen problems by congesting U. S. ports, 

and American railroads threatened to withhold additional 

cars unless they received assurances that steamers would be 

waiting at the wharves to relieve them of their freight. 

Otherwise, valuable railroad cars were tied up for long 

periods as temporary storage containers. The War Office 

requested that Morgan's arrange for the storage of freight 

at the points of embarkation, but on March 23, 1915, 

Morgan's strongly urged the British government to save time 

and money by establishing its own shipping organization or 

by employing a reputable firm of shipping agents. After 

33 
Ibid., 2-III, p. 34. 
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consultation with shipping experts, the British Admiralty 

accepted Morgan's recommendation that the American shipping 

firm, Lunham and Moore, be retained to make rail freight 

arrangements, procure temporary storage facilities, and 

arrange ocean transportation. A contract was negotiated 

with the firm at the customary freight brokerage fee of one 
34 

and one-quarter percent of the cost of the freight. Even 

before the final agreement was reached, rumors that 

saboteurs were plotting to destroy the Remington factory at 

IIion, New York, reached J. P. Morgan and Company, and 

Lunham and Moore's role was expanded to cover security 

arrangements. The shipping firm hired a special force of 
35 

private detectives to protect shipments in transit. 

The War Office refused to provide a complete list of 

orders placed in the United States to Lunham and Moore, 

considering it "undesirable that an outside firm should know 

the extent of the British Government's munition contracts in 

America." Morgan's, therefore, could only notify Lunham and 

Moore of the amount of tonnage required, where to have 

34 
Ibid., 2-III, p. 31. 

35 
Ibid., 2-III, p. 33. 
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shipments picked up, and where to forward them, whenever 
36 

supplies were ready for shipment. 

Until the spring of 1916, Lunham and Moore 

transported ninety percent of the ninety thousand tons of 

freight ready for shipment through New York. By 

mid-February, however, twenty thousand tons had accumulated 

in the city. The Ministry of Munitions sent its 

representatives to visit a number of other American ports on 

the Atlantic coast, and shortly afterward, when the 

Admiralty began to provide additional ships to Lunham and 

Moore, the shipping firm was able to redirect supplies so 

that only forty percent of the total tonnage was shipped 
37 

from New York. 

Before the end of 1915, the British government had 

placed106,948,000 in orders with J. P. Morgan and Company, 

and the other Allied governments had placed orders totaling 
38 

another Jt 95,380,000 with Morgan's. The position of 

Morgan's firm, however, did not extend to dealings with 

Canadian companies. On April 15, 1915, the bank was 

informed that the Canadian Pacific Railway had been 

36 
Ibid., 2-III, p. 31. 

37 
Ibid., 2-III, p. 56. 

38 
Ibid., 2-III, p. 11. 
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appointed purchasing agents in Canada, an arrangement which 

fostered enormous competition between agents who were 
39 

bidding on behalf of the same principals. 

Initially, Morgan's refused to place orders with 

manufacturers unless they could promise delivery by the end 

of 1915, in order to encourage these firms to enlarge their 

factories at their own expense. Before long, however, the 

War Office instructed Morgan's to extend this deadline into 

1916 for a number of orders. The enormous demand for 

supplies finally led the British government to agree to 

provide money for additional plant and equipment for 

American manufacturers, without provision for later 
40 

deductions from payments for the goods being manufactured. 

American firearms had been popular internationally, 

for years. American industry characteristically produced 

large quantities of inexpensive products on machinery which 

could be adapted to a variety of manufacturing purposes, 

unlike British factories, which often manufactured precision 
41 

goods, particularly in the production of military weapons. 

39 
Ibid., 2-III, p. 24. 

40 
Ibid., 2-III, pp. 25-7. 

41 
Burk, Britain, America and the Sinews of War, p. 4. 
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After Colt, Winchester, and Remington products were shown at 

Britain's Great Exhibition in 1851, their makers gained 

large foreign markets for their guns and gun-making 

machinery. Samuel Colt had even opened a London factory in 

1851, occupying buildings on the banks of the Thames until 
42 

1857. After the end of the American Civil War, these 

foreign markets gained new importance, and aggressive 

marketing by U. S. arms makers found success in new orders 

from the governments of Great Britain, Russia, Sweden, 
4 3 

Turkey, and Prussia, among others. The traveling salesmen 

of the Winchester Repeating Arms Company were particularly 

aggressive: 

The Winchester repeating rifle, a new marvel in 
the sixties, became so famous that the Arab tribes 
of Africa later demanded Winchesters even from 
their second-hand dealers. When Winchesters were 
not available in sufficient numbers, the merchants 
of used guns at times forged the Winchester label 
. . .and thus satisfied their customers.44 

While the Remington Arms Company served as American 

agents for France during the Franco-Prussian War, the 

directors purchased 37,000 second-hand 1866 Springfield 

42 
Joseph G. Rosa, Colonel Colt, London (London: Arms & 

Armour Press, 1976). 
43 

H. C. Engelbrecht and F. C. Hanighen, Merchants of 
Death: A Study of the International Armament Industry "(New 
York: Dodd, Mead & Company, 1934), p. 38. 

44 
Ibid., p. 174. 
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breechloaders for their clients, even managing to convince 

U. S. ordnance officials to produce the appropriate 

cartridges at the Frankford government arsenal, buying 
45 

17,000,000 for resale to the French. The Remington 

Company had made ammunition for the belligerents on both 

sides, during the 1877-78 war between Russia and the Ottoman 

Empire. When inspectors from both sides were simultaneously 

stationed at the Remington factory, the officers "treated 

each other with formal courtesy" as each examined millions 
46 

of rounds to be used against the countrymen of the other. 

When Great Britain turned to the U. S. as a source of 

wartime supply, however, much of what the British needed 

"had never been produced in the United States before, 

outside of our own arsenals, except to a very limited 
47 

extent," according to Stettinius. The initial task, 

therefore, was to transform a large proportion of American 

industry from manufacturers of consumer and peacetime 

industrial goods to manufacturers of wartime materiel. 

45 
Remington Official History (no year given), cited in 

ibid., pp. 48-9. 
46 

Remington Official History, cited in ibid., p. 47. 
47 

B. C. Forbes, "The Biggest Buyer in the World," pp. 
15-82. 



133 

Stettinius explained that in order to accomplish this 

gargantuan feat, 

We went on the principle that a man who could 
successfully manufacture sewing machines or 
locomotives or railroad cars could successfully 
manufacture munitions, even though he might never 
have seen a shell in his life. Experience soon 
proved that this was the only workable system.48 

Stettinius followed the same principle in the selection 

of his staff. Besides drawing upon the employees of J. P. 

Morgan and Company, he also hired a number of businessmen 

from other concerns, to assume important roles in the Export 

Department's acquisition of supplies for the British and, 

increasingly, for the other Allied Powers. Associates hired 

by Stettinius included the hardware merchant, George A. 

Graham, of John H. Graham and Company, who supervised 

hardware purchases; Thomas J. White, of Yale and Towne 

Manufacturing Company, and Leland L. Summers, a consulting 

engineer, who supervised shell manufacture; and George B. 

French, an executive from the Pacific Northwest Railroad, 
49 

who took on livestock and food purchases. Individual 

character was of crucial importance, in Stettinius's 

criteria for selection. As he explained it, "First of all, 

we made sure of a man's absolute integrity, loyalty, and 

48 
Ibid. 

49 
J. D. Forbes, Stettinius, pp. 49-50. 
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50 

ability to keep his mouth shut." The last characteristic 

was paramount, in the face of the continuous threat of 

sabotage against manufacturers working with the Export 

Department, as well as the ongoing and clamorous domestic 

campaign to force the United States government to embargo 

arms sales. 

An embargo on munitions was always a possibility which 

loomed over the Export Department and its contractors. Many 

manufacturers insisted that the War Office accept delivery 

at their factories, in the event that an embargo be passed 

and export prevented. The War Office had little choice but 

to agree to such terms, until J. P. Morgan and Company began 

to write its contracts with a proviso limiting War Office 

liability in case of embargo. To protect the War Office 

from losses caused by any failure of a contractor to 

complete an order after receiving funds in advance of 

delivery, Morgan's often required that the contractor obtain 

a surety bond from a major corporation, such as the Guaranty 
51 

Trust Company of New York. 

Morgan's activities on behalf of Great Britain 

frequently went beyond those enumerated in the Commercial 

50 
B. C. Forbes, "The Biggest Buyer in the World," pp. 

15-82. 
51 

HMM, 2-III, pp. 28-9. 
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Agency Agreement. When British military representatives 

were not available to carry out technical inspections of 

goods, J. P. Morgan and Company arranged to provide 

inspectors for such items as aeronautical stores, bromine, 

machine tools, and rails. The Export Department also 

forwarded communications between the War Office and Captain 

Jenkins, the British government's buyer of aeronautical 

equipment, which fell outside the Commercial Agency 

Agreement, as well as communications between the Admiralty 
52 

and its representative, Sir Trevor Dawson. 

Morgan's also assisted the War Office in monitoring 

German "influence or connections" in the United States, 

investigating rumors that DuPont had received contracts from 

Germany for explosives, that Germans had purchased large 

amounts of stock in Bethlehem Steel Company, or that the 

Guaranty Trust and the National City Bank of New York were 

"doing a large business with Germany." In each of these 

cases, Morgan's notified the War Office that the rumors were 
53 

false. 

J. P. Morgan, himself, became synonymous with the 

Allied war effort among pro-German and pacifist groups in 

52 
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the United States. On July 3, 1915, Erich Muenter, a German 

sympathizer and former instructor at Harvard University, 

forced his way into Morgan's country home while the Morgans 

were having breakfast with their guest, the British 

ambassador, Sir Cecil Spring Rice. Tackled by Morgan, his 

wife, Jessie, and the family butler, Henry Physick, the 

intruder shot the banker twice in the lower abdomen, before 

he was disarmed. Morgan was not seriously injured, but for 

the rest of his life, he and his family were protected by 
54 

bodyguards. 

One of the heaviest responsibilities which fell to 

J. P. Morgan and Company was in financing Allied purchases 

in the United States. Morgan's acted as financial agents 

for Great Britain even before the negotiation of the 

Commercial Agency Agreement. While Edward Stettinius and 

Charles Whigham coordinated the work of the Export 

Department with the needs of the War Office, Thomas Lamont, 

in New York, and E. C. Grenfell, in London, communicated 

daily to coordinate British finances in the United States. 

54 
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In the first months of the war, the British sold American 

securities through Morgan's to raise funds for supplies, and 

the Treasury issued its first War Loan to the British 

public, followed by a second in July 1915. The problem of 

acquiring enough U. S. dollars to pay for American goods 

manifested itself by mid-1915, however, and the volume of 

the transactions carried out by Morgan's constantly 

threatened the exchange rate, lowering the value of the 

pound against the dollar from $4.86 in January, to $4.61 in 
55 

August. 

Initial inquiries on the Wilson Administration's 

attitudes towards arranging U. S. loans to cover Allied 

purchases were met by the warning of the Secretary of State, 

William J. Bryan, that such loans were inconsistent with the 

country's neutral position. Still, the administration 

refused to forbid Americans to manufacture or sell supplies, 

and by late 1915, as the United States economy reflected the 

resurgence brought about by wartime needs of the Allies, the 

Wilson Administration relaxed its stand against American 
56 

loans to the belligerents. 
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In September 1915, an Anglo-French Joint High 

Commission, headed by Lord Reading, visited the United 

States to try to raise a large unsecured loan from American 

bankers. By the end of the month, the Reading Commission 

had secured a loan for five hundred million dollars through 

Morgan's, underwritten by a syndicate of sixty-one New York 

banks, comprising fifteen hundred members across the United 
57 

States. From the negotiation of this loan until the 

Americans entered the war in 1917, Great Britain financed 

purchases in the United States by making large private loans 

in the American banking community and by accumulating an 

enormous overdraft, finally reaching over four hundred 
5 8 

million dollars, with Morgan's banking syndicate. Had the 

United States not entered the war when it did, bringing the 

Allies' American finances under the sponsorship of the 

United States Treasury, Morgan's ability to continue to 

finance the British, and, therefore, the Allied war effort 

would have been enormously impaired. 

For several months after the United States entered the 

war, Morgan's worked furiously to reduce the amount of 

57 
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British debt held by the American banking syndicate. 

Initially unable to convince Secretary of the Treasury 

William G. McAdoo to absorb the existing financial burden 

with the proceeds of subscriptions to the U. S. Liberty 

Loan, Morgan's worked with the British government on a 

number of proposals to make to the Wilson Administration. 

These included an unsuccessful scheme in which the U. S. 

Treasury would make a loan of two hundred million dollars to 

France, the proceeds of which would be turned over to Great 

Britain as reimbursement for supplies ordered for the French 

government, and Great Britain would use the funds to pay a 

portion of its large American debt. Fortunately for J. P. 

Morgan and Company, McAdoo finally relented about assuming 

control of British collateral held by Morgan's, using 

Treasury funds to reduce the load by $150,000,000, with a 

complex agreement involving the sale of British ships being 

built in American shipyards providing another $80,000,000 to 
59 

reduce the debt. 

By March 1916, J. P. Morgan and Company had placed 

totals of more than one billion dollars in orders for the 

British War Office, the Ministry of Munitions, the 

Admiralty, and Britain's allies, and by the end of the war, 

59 
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6 0 

this figure was multiplied several times. Morgan's firm 

and its European affiliates made huge profits from their 

endeavors, but their overall success entailed enormous 

costs, as well. During the post-war years, when the 

embittered American public joined the widespread efforts to 

eliminate warfare from the future, J. P. Morgan and Company 

were frequently accused of profiteering. In the 1930s, the 

banking firm and many other American corporations would be 

subpoenaed to give testimony in a congressional 

investigation into the munitions trade, in which they were 

called upon to answer allegations that they had manipulated 

the United States into war in order to protect their 
61 

investment. Though these charges were never proved, from 

the first year of the war, American industry and finance 

were increasingly entangled with the Allied war effort. 
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CHAPTER VI 

MUNITIONS FOR RUSSIA 

During the summer of 1902, in his first month as 

Prime Minister of Great Britain, Arthur Balfour wrote to 

Alfred de Rothschild, 

There are now at work in the English press 
foreign, especially Russian, agents who endeavor 
to make the English people think that Germany is 
only waiting for the moment, when her fleet will 
be strong enough, to attack England. This idea is 
absurd for many reasons, the most obvious being 
that America would alone be the gainer by such a 
war. . . . It can truthfully be said that all 
insinuations against Germany spread by her enemies 
are inventions.1 

Whether diplomacy or denial caused Balfour to 

discount the warnings of Germany's enemies in 1902, the 

threat of German militarism grew within the next few years 

until it occupied a central position in the attentions of 

Balfour and the other makers of British foreign policy. 

Great Britain's uneasy awareness of German intentions and 

the need to preserve the naval, commercial, and colonial 

strength which guaranteed her position of leadership among 

the great powers led, in 1904 and 1907, to new agreements 
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with Germany's adversaries, France and Russia. Though 

careful, as always, to protect her autonomy, Great Britain's 

loose pre-war understanding with these countries ultimately 

made her a member, in 1914, of the Allied alliance against 

the Central Powers. In this role, during the years of war 

with Germany, Great Britain was forced to assume 

responsibility for providing her Russian ally with the 

armaments necessary for war. As the neutral supplier of 

munitions to the Allies, the United States profited, though 

not as Balfour had predicted. 

Unlike Great Britain, whose recent wars had not 

adequately impressed upon her the necessity for 

modernization, Russia's defeat by Japan in 1904-5 and her 

subsequent revolution of 1905 had established that she 
2 

suffered an "inadequacy of means." However antagonistic 

were her relations with Austria and Germany, Russia would 

have to rely upon diplomacy while recovering her strength. 

When, in 1908, Russia's prime minister Peter 

Stolypin called for a period of rebuilding, the Third Duma 

gave overwhelming support to a massive plan for military 

reorganization and rearmament. Military reconstruction was 

2 
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3 

to be completed in 1917. Diplomacy proved an ineffective 

weapon for the protection of Russian interests in the 

volatile Balkans or in Turkey, however, and for the next 

several years, Russians observed the weakening of their 

international standing with each successful Austrian or 

German encroachment. With an uneasy awareness of her 

fragile position as a great power, or perhaps because of it, 

Russia reacted to Austrian aggression in July 1914, by 

mobilizing for war. 

In response to Russia's mobilization, Germany 

declared war on August 1, 1914, following with a declaration 

of war upon Russia's ally, France, two days later. When 

Germany invaded Belgium in an attempt to strike at France 

before Russian forces could assemble, Great Britain, 

guarantor of Belgium's neutrality under the terms of 

treaties signed in the 1830s, entered the conflict on the 

side of France and Russia. 

As a belligerent, Great Britain found herself in a 

peculiar partnership with Russia. Britain's centuries of 

antagonism with France had long been resolved; Russia, 

however, continued to symbolize barbarism and the excesses 

of oriental despotism to the liberal British. Russia's only 

3 
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redeeming factor in their eyes, beyond her geographical 

position on the eastern borders of the Central Powers, was 

her legendary Imperial Army, believed, since the time of the 
4 

Napoleonic Wars, to be immense and invincible. In the 

early weeks of the war, British political and military 

leaders counted Russia's strength as a major determinant 

against German aggression, thus illustrating their colossal 

ignorance of the military weakness of their ally. British 

knowledge of Russia's internal political problems was only 

slightly more realistic: the Foreign Office recognized the 

inevitability of upheaval but believed that the unifying 
5 

effect of war with foreign enemies would postpone changes. 

In the late summer of 1914, Great Britain's leaders 

assumed that the British contribution to the short 

Continental war they envisioned would be primarily naval and 

economic. The burdens of military engagement would fall to 

France and to the Russian "steamroller," which would "crush 
6 

the Germans between them." Almost immediately, the 
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powerful new spirit of camaraderie transformed their Russian 

allies, in British opinion, into "the handmaidens of 
7 

righteousness against the fiendish Hun." British belief in 

the mystical superhuman attributes of the Russian army led 

to rumors among the British public during the winter of 

1914-1915 that Imperial troops had been seen in England, 

passing through the country on their way to the Western 

front. 

They were in trains with the blinds down, on 
platforms stamping the snow off their boots; they 
called hoarsely for "vodka" at Carlisle and 
Berwick-on-Tweed, and they jammed the penny-in-
the-slot machine with a rouble at Durham. The 
number of troops varied according to the 
imaginative powers of the witness.8 

As the British Expeditionary Force and the French 

came to be entrenched and at a virtual standstill on the 

Western front, Allied hopes had turned increasingly to 

Russia. During the fall of 1914, however, the War Office 

realized that earlier assumptions had seriously 

overestimated Russia's strength, especially since, by all 

appearances, the war was going to last well into 1915. By 

this time, as well, the British Expeditionary Force faced 

acute shortages of ammunition and other supplies. Only 
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weeks after the BEF went to France, the managing director of 

the British armaments concern, Armstrong's, retired Rear 

Admiral Charles Ottley wrote to Sir Maurice Hankey, 

Secretary of the Committee of Imperial Defence, "with a 

gloomy forecast." Ottley warned Hankey that since the 

French were almost certain to lose valuable production 

sites, they would have to depend increasingly upon Britain, 

"while the Russian position was already known to be 
9 

deplorable." 

The British found it extremely difficult to know 

anything about the Russian position. Internally, Russia was 

divided into two parts. The war zone, controlled from 

Russian military headquarters, was virtually free from 

control by the Imperial government, and the reluctance of 

either side to communicate with the other was exacerbated by 

personal animosities between the War Minister, V. A. 

Sukhomlinov, and the Supreme Commander of the Imperial Army, 
10 

the Grand Duke Nicholas Nikolaevich. The head of the 

British Military Mission in Russia was Lieutenant-General 

Sir John Hanbury Williams, whose breeding made him an 

acceptable liaison between Lord Kitchener and the Grand 

9 
Stephen Roskill, Hankey, Man of Secrets, vol. 1: 

1877-1.918 (Annapolis: Naval Institute Press, 1970), v. 149. 
10 

Neilson, Strategy and Supply, pp. 53-4. 



147 

Duke, despite his complete ignorance of the Russian 

language. From the first, the Grand Duke was suspicious of 

collusion between the British and the French, and he refused 

to provide Hanbury Williams with any but the most general 

information. Nor was Hanbury Williams aided by Lieutenant-

Colonel Alfred Knox, the British military attache at the 

front, who had been in Russia since 1911. Knox, whose 

fluent Russian and intimate knowledge of the Russian army 

made him invaluable to Great Britain as a source of 

information, resented Hanbury Williams's presence and was 
11 

unwilling to help him. 

In October 1914, Great Britain's Prime Minister, 

H. H. Asquith, wrote to an intimate friend, describing David 

Lloyd George's frustration at the problems of communications 

with Russia: 

LI. George, who generally has a point of view of 
his own, is very down on the Russians for not 
taking us more into their confidence both as to 
the actual & potential strength of their armies, & 
as to their real plan of campaign. He says quite 
truly that for aught we know the Germans may be 
holding them back by a mere screen of troops, 
while they are massing their real attack upon the 
allies in Belgium & France. It is difficult, but 
we must try to get them to be less secretive, and 
to throw more of their designs into the common 
stock. There is the greatest difference of 

11 
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opinion as to the actual quality & equipment of 
their troops.12 

Russian generals were no more reticent in their 

dealings with their allies than they were with each other, 

and throughout the war, the extent of Russia's weaknesses 

remained obscure to Russian military leaders, as well as to 

Russia's allies. The limitless supply of men, however, upon 

which their allies had placed so much hope, was almost a 

reality. 

The vast size of Russia's population, plus her 

policy of compulsory military service for men between the 

ages of twenty and forty-three, enabled her to maintain a 

peacetime army twice the size of Germany's. In August 1914, 

Russia mobilized an army of well over one million, and this 
13 

number eventually reached six million. Unfortunately, the 

huge pool of available manpower was not matched by the 

pre-war output of Russian industry, which had never reached 

production capacity comparable to that of the Western 

European powers. During wartime, the efficient deployment 

of Russian troops was hindered further by the country's 

12 
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inadequate roads and railways, so even if supplies had 

existed in ample quantities, the means of transporting them 
14 

to the front were insufficient. 

The government's program for rebuilding and 

rearmament, still incomplete in 1914, was designed in 

accordance with turn-of-the-century standards to bring the 

country out of its industrial backwardness. At best, the 

early completion of this rebuilding and rearmament program, 

which might have accomplished the marvellous feat of 

establishing reasonably efficient employment of her 

resources, would only have put Russia on technological 

footing comparable to that of the industrialized nations of 

Western Europe. 

Yet none of those governments was prepared to meet 

the technological requirements of war on the modern scale. 

The Russians, no less than the British or the French, turned 

to external sources of armaments to compensate for their 

shortages. Traditional markets were overrun with agents and 

enterprising "middle men," spurred on by their individual 

national or entrepreneurial interests. The Allies found 

themselves facing the real danger of harming their own 

efforts by an intense competition for arms. 
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Attempts by the czarist government to increase 

domestic production of munitions before the war had involved 

a variety of Russian and foreign investors and syndicates. 

Among the companies which competed for contracts to build 

factories in Russia were the British company Vickers 

Limited, the French makers Schneider-Creusot, and the Krupp 

Works of Germany. In May 1913, the war department chose 
15 

Vickers to build a large new artillery works in Tsaritsyn. 

The agreement between Vickers and the Russian government, 

registered in September 1913 as the Russian Artillery Works 

Company Limited, was to be "a convenient marriage," 

combining " . . . British entrepreneurial skill and technical 

expertise, native Russian financing and the government 

policy of establishing military-industrial production 
16 

facilities at home." 

Arms were to be produced at the Tsaritsyn plant for 

Russian use only, though exceptions would be considered for 

Bulgaria, Serbia, and Montenegro. Russia would place no 

future orders with Vickers in Great Britain, except in 

wartime, though the Russian Artillery Works would be 

15 
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required to order all components from that company's British 

factories. The coming of war derailed the success of this 
17 

late-blooming joint venture. Plans for a similar 

arrangement with Krupp were under negotiation early in 1914, 

though the Russian government ended this association when 
18 

the French foreign ministry objected to the collaboration. 

In September 1914, Russia called upon her 

association with Vickers, placing orders for large 

quantities of supplies, including twenty anti-aircraft guns. 

The British Foreign Office granted permission for the 

placement of this contract at the request of Count 

Benckendorff, the Russian ambassador, after Vickers 

representatives gave their assurances that the orders would 

not jeopardize the fulfillment of the firm's contracts with 
19 

the British government. Russian contracts were also 

placed with a number of other British firms. 

In the United States, the only major industrial 

nation not at war, British, French, and Russian agents 

scrambled over each other in chaotic attempts to purchase 

all available inventory and place contracts with American 

17 
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arras makers. In October, Great Britain's ambassador to 

Washington, Sir Cecil Spring Rice wrote the Foreign 

Secretary that Allied competition for contracts and 

financing was responsible for great confusion in the United 

States. Spring Rice suggested that consideration be given 
20 

to coordinating the Allies' demands. A member of the 

Foreign Office staff noted 

. . . the possibility of our being able to use the 
offer of our credit in America to oblige Russia to 
enter into a decent arrangement with us as to her 
orders in the U. S., where she is now bidding 
against us without scruple.21 

Sir George Paish, a Treasury representative then in 

the United States, had advised Spring Rice that while Great 

Britain's credit balance in the U. S. currently totalled 

about $300,000,000, France had "no credit balance here worth 

talking about," and Russia had "no credit balance here and 
22 

moreover no means of creating one. . . . " 

Competition for American supplies was not limited to 

the Allies. On October 18, the Foreign Office received a 

20 
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telegram from Petrograd, sent by Sir George Buchanan, the 

British ambassador to Russia since 1910. Buchanan had been 

warned by the Japanese ambassador that despite Japan's 

efforts to provide aid to the Russian army at the urging of 

the British, powder and ammunition were in short supply. 

The Japanese ambassador added that Russian officials had 

applied to the DuPont Company in the United States for 

additional quantities of powder, only to be told that 

another belligerent power had already submitted a proposal 

to buy all of the powder the company could supply. He 

suggested that if the power in question were neither Great 

Britain nor France, then it must be Germany, in which case 

it might be worthwhile for the British to intercept the 
23 

supply in transit. 

While the British were already aware that Dupont's 

product had been reserved, they had assumed that Dupont's 

mysterious customer was the Russian government. Major-

General Sir Stanley von Donop wrote from the War Office that 

if Germany had secured all of DuPont's output, " . . . even 

if she could not get the powder shipped across, none of the 

23 
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24 

Allies could get it either." By October 23, Spring Rice 

reported from Washington that DuPont was willing to sell 

powder to the Allies, though "demand is increasing." Dupont 

apparently remained unwilling to disclose the identity of 
25 

its secret client. 

American arms manufacturers had supplied their 

products to the Russians in earlier conflicts. The 

Remington Arms Company was one of several American firms 

which had made ammunition for both belligerents in the 1879 

war between Russia and the Ottoman Empire. When military 

inspectors from both sides were simultaneously stationed at 

the Remington factory, the officers "treated each other with 

formal courtesy," as each examined millions of rounds to be 
26 

used against the countrymen of the other. 

In 1914, Russian contracts were placed 

indiscriminately, frequently going to unreliable sources. 

In one instance, the Russian government awarded a contract 

24 
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for one million rifles to a concern operating as the Garland 

Corporation. Later investigation by British agencies 

revealed that the Garland Corporation actually was made up 

of four separate companies: the first made conduits for 

electrical wiring, the second made silk, the third produced 

nuts and rivets, and the fourth "owned land near the plants 

of the other three." The corporation had no experience at 

manufacturing rifles, and though their agents made emphatic 

promises to acquire other factories if awarded a contract, 
27 

they had "no particular plants in mind." 

In August, the French ambassador to London, Paul 

Cambon, had suggested that an Anglo-French committee be 

established in London to coordinate French purchases of 

supplies in Great Britain. This committee, the Commission 

Internationale de Ravitaillement, or CIR, was created two 

weeks later, to operate under the direction of the Board of 

Trade. Later that month, when Russia made inquiries about 

making purchases in Great Britain, the Foreign Office 

consulted with the Admiralty, the War Office, and the 

Treasury and suggested that the Russian government nominate 

representatives to the CIR. Russia accepted the offer on 

27 
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September 22, but arrangements to appoint members to the 

committee were not completed until December 1914, by which 

time the CIR had begun to coordinate French and British 

purchases in the United States, as well. The principal 

Russian representatives to the CIR were M. V. Rutkovsky, the 

commercial attache in London, and Lieutenant-General N. S. 
28 • 

Ermolov, the military attache. 

Their entry into the CIR did little to change the 

haphazard status of Russian orders. Departmental jealousies 

in Russia meant that many Russian agencies refused to 

cooperate with each other, and these continued to place 

orders independently of the others. Nor did these agencies 

keep their CIR representatives informed of their purchases 

in Great Britain and the United States, a problem which 

continued throughout the war. The lack of cooperation of 

these departments made the Russians easy victims for 

unscrupulous dealers, would-be entrepreneurs, and larcenous 

middlemen who charged enormous fees for their contacts. 

By the end of 1914, the British recognized that the 

war was likely to last for quite some time, and their 

confidence in Russia was badly shaken. In August and 

September, the Russian Second Army had been defeated at 

28 
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Tannenberg and the First Army had failed to secure the 

Masurian Lakes. From late September, a substantial area of 

Russia's territory along the German border was lost. 

It was increasingly apparent that Great Britain 

would have to become Russia's main supplier of arms, and 

this ally's weak credit status abroad meant that Britain 

would have to finance the war, too. Still, the importance 

of fighting the Central Powers on two fronts meant that the 

British had no option but to sustain Russia's war effort. 

In December, Kitchener warned that if Russia lost Warsaw to 

Germany, the Germans would be able to move approximately 

eight hundred thousand men to the Western front. Asquith 

wrote that he considered this "an almost ridiculous over-

estimate," but he added, "On the other hand, we & the 

French have now 20 rounds a gun compared with the Russian 

3 1/2, & no one knows what is the corresponding figure for 
29 

the Germans." 

The obscurantism of the Russian generals fostered 

rumors and led to vacillation and disagreement in the 

British Cabinet. A week after making the statement above, 

Asquith complained, 

Russian supplies—we must have a really well-
informed & responsible agent of the Russian Govt 

29 
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here. It would seem that they have been (what is 
vulgarly called) pulling our leg over the whole 
business. They can (it now appears) turn out in 
Russia . . . 1,000,000 shells a month.30 

In reality, Russia's shortages were already reaching 

disastrous levels. During the November campaign, while 

Russian troops used forty-five thousand shells per day, 

Russia's factories had only reached production levels of 

thirty-five thousand shells per month. The number of guns 

in Russian infantry divisions had been reduced from 
31 

forty-eight to thirty-six. In London, however, one view 

held that the Russians exaggerated their shortages to press 
32 

the British for loans. 

From the perspective of Stavka, the Russian military 

headquarters, the British were not doing their fair share 

against the Central Powers, militarily or financially. They 

notified the British that any Russian offensive in the near 

future would depend upon whether the Allies provided 
33 

munitions support immediately. 

The crisis worsened with the new year. Early in 

1915, Vickers was still unable to fill the orders placed by 

30 
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31 
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the Russian government early in the war, and negotiations 

with another British firm, Kings Norton, were unproductive 

so far. Russian firms were unable to produce enough shells 

to supply the Imperial troops. Since Russian shells were 

made with British fuses, which were scarce even in British 

factories, it was easy for the Russians to blame Britain for 

these shortages. Vickers's failure to fulfill their 

obligations, seen as disloyal in light of their profitable 

relationship with Russia before the war, resulted in 

3 4 

Russia's increased antagonism toward the British. 

At the request of Lord Kitchener, the Russians sent 

General Timchenko-Ruban to England late in January, to act 

as their representative in charge of munitions procurement. 

Timchenko-Ruban became head of the Russian Government 

Committee in London, a group which included Rutkovsky and 

the other Russian members of the CIR. Kitchener agreed to 
35 

help Timchenko-Ruban place orders in the United States. 

In London, the Prime Minister was slow to take 

Russia's entreaties seriously. In February, as the Russians 

were pushed back by the Central Powers, Asquith wrote: 

Kitchener takes rather a gloomy view of the 
Russian situation. The Germans have undoubtedly 
given them a bad knock & taken a large number of 

34 
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prisoners: happily the weather there is still 
very wet, and the country being sodden as well as 
naturally swampy & wooded, the German pursuit will 
be hampered, & the Russians may be able to get 
back into cover. They tell us they have 900,000 
men in reserve at this moment, ready to fight, and 
clothed & equipped—except that they have no 
rifles. You remember a similar tale of woe about 
2 months ago. One never knows what to believe of 
what they say, or what to expect they are capable 
of doing.36 

Of 6,250,000 Russian troops, approximately 

thirty-three percent were without rifles, at the beginning 

of 1915. Russian commanders reportedly faced court martial 
37 

if they failed to limit shells to three per gun, per day. 

The Germans and Austrians continued to push the Eastern 

front deeper into Russian territory. On February 21, 

Asquith wrote: 

The news from Russia is better; they claim to have 
extricated the Army wh. the Germans had beaten & 
wh. was in retreat, and declare that the German 
account of their losses is grossly exaggerated, 
and that they are now quite safe. Nous verons: 
hitherto they have always got well out of their 
scrapes, but their casualties in men & rifles must 
be very heavy, and one cannot feel sure that there 
are enough rifles in reserve to arm the men who 
are to fill the vacant places. . . .38 

36 
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Reports of munitions shortages were unceasing, and 

Russian officials continued to place orders for supplies 

without coordinating these with the British. Despite 

warnings from Buchanan, in Russia, and Rutkovsky, with the 

CIR in London, the Russians placed an order for two million 

shells with J. Wesley Allison and Colonel Herbert J. Mackie, 

two Canadians widely thought to be unscrupulous 
39 

adventurers. The British War Office finally agreed that 

the Russian government's "ignorance of American industrial 

conditions," as well as "reasons of finance and exchange" 
40 

required their immediate intervention. 

In May, Kitchener sent Colonel William E. Ellershaw, 

an artillery expert from the War Office, to Russia to try to 

work out a better system of procurement with the hierarchy 

at Stavka. Grand Duke Nicholas authorized Kitchener to act 

as Russia's purchasing agent in Britain and the United 

States, "to place on behalf of the Russian Government orders 

for shell, rifles, small arm ammunition and machine guns up 

39 
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to a considerable maximum and at the earliest possible 
41 

date." 

The following month, Kitchener established a 

committee at the War Office, including representatives of 

that department, the newly-created Ministry of Munitions, 

the CIR, and the Russian Supplies Commission in Great 

Britain. The chairman of the Committee for the Purchase of 

Russian Supplies was U. F. Wintour, the British Director of 

Army Contracts. Russian members of the committee were 

Major-General E. Hermonius, Colonel N. Beliaev, and 

Rutkovsky. The other British members were Ellershaw; George 

Macauley Booth, of the Ministry of Munitions; and Sir Edmund 
42 

Wyldbore Smith, of the CIR. 

American firms were reluctant to advance credit to 

the Russians, so orders were placed in the name of the 

British government, through their agents in the United 

States, Messrs. J. P. Morgan & Company. Because of the 

difficulties in obtaining accurate technical specifications 

from Stavka, the committee determined that Russia must 
43 

provide her own military inspectors. 
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Despite the committee's efforts, the Russians 

remained unwilling to disclose the details of their 

circumstances. Grand Duke Nicholas and the Russian Chief of 

Staff, General N. N. Ianushevich, claimed that it was 

"useless" to discuss orders, when it would take months to 
44 

see results. Nonetheless, within a few months, orders 

totalling 2,300,000 rifles and 1,000,000,000 rounds of 

small-arm ammunition were placed with the Winchester 

Repeating Arms Company, Remington, the Westinghouse Electric 

and Manufacturing Company, and the New Westinghouse Company. 

Contracts for 22,000 machine guns were awarded to the Marlin 

Arms Corporation, the Savage Arms Company, and the Colt 
45 

Patent Firearms Manufacturing Company. 

At the request of the Russian government, the 

Admiralty arranged for shipping to be handled by the firm of 

Messrs. Lunham and Moore, which served in the same capacity 

for transporting British supplies ordered in the United 

States. Russian purchases could only be shipped to 

Archangel during summer, with deliveries made to Vladivostok 

during the remainder of the year. The first of the supplies 

ordered under the direction of the War Office Committee were 

44 
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46 

scheduled to be ready for shipping in late 1915. With the 

aid of British engineers, in 1915 the Russians established 

Murmansk, an additional port on the Barents Sea. As 

Russia's only ice-free port, Murmansk became important for 

the delivery of supplies provided by the Allies, even though 

its rail connection with Petrograd, begun in 1915, was not 

completed until January 1917, just before the outbreak of 
47 

revolution. 

To finance these purchases, as well as the 

procurement of other war materiel needed by the Russians, 

Great Britain and France each advanced twenty-five million 

pounds. By August 1915, the volume of orders forced the 

British government to make arrangements to grant that amount 
48 

each month, for a period of one year. 

In London, Kitchener was buffeted from both sides by 

demands for armaments. When the Ministry of Munitions was 

established, its first priority was to equip British 

recruits and supply the BEF. Suddenly, the War Office and 

the Ministry of Munitions found themselves debating whether 

46 
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the needs of the Russian army should be satisfied before 
49 

those of the British army. 

Kitchener was convinced of the importance of arming 

Russia, while maintaining a program of defense on the 

Western front. Throughout the summer of 1915, the Russians 

continued to retreat. In his memoirs, Stanley Washburn, an 

American war correspondent who had been posted to the 

Eastern front, described his conversation with Lord 

Northcliffe, the British newspaper magnate, during this 

time. Northcliffe asked Washburn, "How can Russia possibly 

come back?" 

I replied, "If Russia can get eight hundred 
thousand rifles by March [1916], she will start an 
offensive in the spring which will surprise you 
and all the rest of the world." He looked at me 
curiously and said, "There are not eight hundred 
thousand rifles to spare in all of Europe."50 

At the same time, General Sir John French was 

pressing for additional men, guns, and ammunition, claiming 

that only these shortages kept him from breaking through the 

German lines on the Western front. Success in such an 

offensive, French argued, would force the Germans to 

transfer troops from the Eastern front and would, thereby, 

49 
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lessen the Russian burden. The debate continued throughout 

the summer, until early August, when the fall of Warsaw and 

the failure of the Dardanelles campaign convinced Kitchener 

that an offensive in the West would support both France and 
51 

Russia. Even after Kitchener was swayed, British 

leadership was divided over the conduct of the war, but with 

the final months of 1915, the remaining expectations that 

Russia could single-handedly defeat the Germans were finally 

relinquished, and the Western front became the primary focus 

of the Allied effort. The Allies continued in their efforts 

to provide material support to the Russians through 1917, 

though the Eastern front was relegated to a position of 

secondary importance after 1915. 

The establishment of the War Office Committee for 

the Purchase of Russian Supplies was Great Britain's most 

successful achievement in the attempt to provide munitions 

to the Russian armies. As Stanley Washburn recalled, 

. . . in the campaign of 1916 there were certainly 
hundreds of thousands of new rifles. I personally 
saw on the road the Second Siberian Army Corps, 
forty thousand strong, all equipped with 30-40 
Winchesters, the type that I had used for years to 
kill big game in British Columbia.52 
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Despite their British allies' continuous struggle to 

arm the Russians, the disorganization of the Imperial 

government, the lack of communication among Russia's 

officials, and the Russian generals' reluctance to provide 

information to the British doomed all efforts to 

inefficiency and frustration. 

The withdrawal of Russia from the war, in 1917, and 

the ensuing civil war have made it difficult to determine 

the percentage of Russian orders which were completed and 

delivered. It is certain that the existence of stockpiled 

supplies at Murmansk, Archangel, and Vladivostok were a 

major factor in the Allied intervention during the Bolshevik 

Revolution. The fear that these materials would fall into 

the possession of the Germans led to direct actions at 

Vladivostok and Archangel by Allied troops, including, by 

that time, those of the United States. The Bolsheviks 

ultimately inherited the majority of the supplies provided 
53 

to Russia by the Allies. 
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CHAPTER VII 

THE WAR IN THE UNITED STATES: 
BRITISH PROPAGANDA 

Though officially neutral between August 1914 and 

April 1917, the United States effectively became a third 

battle front in World War I, as Great Britain fought Germany 

for hegemony over U. S. public opinion. The outcome of this 

contest was crucial to the Allied war effort. Even if the 

United States were never to enter the war against the 

Central Powers, American goods, especially munitions, were 

increasingly vital to Allied plans as the armies on the 

European battlegrounds exhausted available supplies on an 

unprecedented scale. In its incipient state, United States 

neutrality served the Allies with its concomitant refusal to 

curtail exports to belligerents; the British Navy protected 

American goods bound for Allied ports while its blockade of 

the Atlantic Ocean denied the Central Powers access to trade 

with the United States. The British recognized that they 

must foster American neutrality carefully, if they could not 

transform it into pro-Allied belligerence. If American 

opinion were left to the manipulation of pro-German or 

anti-British interests, Great Britain's enemies might 

successfully influence the United States to cut off this 

168 
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one-sided commerce, with catastrophic results for the Allied 

Powers. Unless the United States adhered to an 

interpretation of neutrality which favored the Allies, Great 

Britain, France, and Russia would lose a valuable source of 

supply and a crucial advantage against the Central Powers. 

Thus, it was American neutrality which forced Great 

Britain to resort to institutionalized propaganda. The 

British leadership understood the fragile, complex anatomy 

of this American neutrality which was so crucial to their 

national interests. In order to ensure the United States 

government's continued acquiescence over any question of 

British maritime activities, they were willing to adopt a 

campaign of ideological warfare. 

Among European nations, Great Britain was a late-

comer to the use of propaganda. Germany had engaged in such 

campaigns as early as the 1870s, when the Imperial 

Chancellor, Prince Otto von Bismarck had employed a special 
1 

press agent to enhance the German image abroad. The 

British Foreign Office, however, had traditionally conducted 

its affairs away from public view. The finer points of 

diplomacy were not designed for public scrutiny, and the 

1 
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Foreign Office was reluctant to divulge its secrets for the 

nation's journalists to dissect. During the last decades of 

the nineteenth century, as the proliferation of newspapers 

and periodicals conferred new power upon the news industry, 

some members of Britain's Old Guard became alarmed at the 

possibility that the press might exercise its influence over 

the populace to sway opinion in favor of some insidious 
2 

scheme. The press leaders, too, determined to avoid 

becoming a vehicle for political uses, were reluctant before 
3 

1914 to work too closely with the government. 

When government officials came to recognize the 

prudence of entrusting information to selected journalists, 

they did so to avoid trouble, rather than to shape public 

opinion. By the opening of hostilities with Germany, Sir 

Edward Grey had already begun to make use of the press. 

Throughout Grey's tenure as Foreign Secretary from 1905 to 

1916, his private secretary, Sir William Tyrrell, maintained 

a careful relationship with a number of British journalists, 

parceling out authorized interpretations of the government's 
4 

conduct of foreign policy. 
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Controlling the public's access to information was a 

defensive measure, and British officials were more willing, 

therefore, to employ censorship than to engage in 

propaganda. After the Agadir crisis of 1911, for example, 

the British formed the Joint Consultative Committee with 

representatives from the War Office, the Admiralty, and the 

press to formulate plans for censorship. This committee 

existed until August 1914, when it was replaced by the Press 
5 

Bureau under the direction of F. E. Smith. 

Early on the morning of August 5, 1914, only hours 

after Britain entered the war, the British cable ship 

Telconia dredged up and cut the telegraph cables which 

connected Germany to Spain, France, Africa, and the Western 
6 

Hemisphere. This act was in accordance with a decision 

made by the Committee of Imperial Defense in 1912 to cut 

Germany's overseas telegraph cables in the event of war. 

Germany was left to depend upon the international mails and 

the recent invention of wireless telegraphy for 
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communication with all but its eastern allies and a few 

nearby, neutral European countries. The mails were slow and 

were susceptible to interception, even before August 29, 

when the British started a program of mail censorship with a 
7 

staff of fourteen. And though the Germans could transmit 

messages in code to wireless stations at Tuckerton, New 

Jersey, and Sayville, Long Island, within four months of the 

outbreak of war, the British Admiralty had acquired copies 
8 

of the three primary codes the German Navy used. The 

Admiralty's staff quickly became experts at intercepting 

German wireless transmissions, ultimately managing as many 
9 

as two thousand within a twenty-four-hour period. 

Throughout the war, British reports reached the 

American public several days before the German versions 

arrived. Thus, in the earliest stage of the war. Great 

Britain's leaders positioned themselves to control the flow 

of news from Europe, while eliminating Germany's ability to 

communicate quickly and secretly with German agents in the 

United States. In the 1930s, Germany's former ambassador to 

Washington recalled the results of Britain's wartime control 
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over all means of direct intercourse, stating that 

communication between the government in Berlin and his 

embassy in Washington "could only be established by devious 
10 

ways and was thus extraordinarily slow." 

On August 31, 1914, H. H. Asquith reported to King 

George V that in the day's Cabinet meeting, 

Mr. Lloyd George argued the importance of . . . an 
organisation to inform & influence public opinion 
abroad and to confute German mis-statements & 
sophistries. Mr. Masterman was requested to take 
the matter in hand.11 

Charles F. G. Masterman was Chancellor of the Duchy 

of Lancaster and Director of the National Insurance 

Commission when he was invited to create an organization to 

coordinate British propaganda abroad. After meeting during 

the first week of September 1914 with eminent writers, 

publicists, and members of the press to discuss procedures, 

Masterman set up his War Propaganda Bureau at Wellington 

House, a building in Buckingham Gate, London, which had 
12 

formerly housed the National Insurance Commission. 
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The staff of Masterman's new organization included a 

number of the men from the Insurance Commission. The 

Commission had been created after the passage of the 1911 

National Insurance Act, and under Lloyd George's tutelage, 

it had employed a group of public speakers who toured Great 

Britain in an organized campaign to educate the population 

to the benefits of the Act. In their 1982 publication on 

British propaganda, Michael Sanders and Philip M. Taylor 

suggest that the choice of this agency, with its experience 

at conducting a large-scale public relations enterprise, as 

the foundation for an international propaganda bureau, was a 
13 

coincidence "too great to resist speculation." 

Under Masterman's guidance, the Bureau's work was 

divided into linguistic categories. The Dutch and German 

departments, the Spanish and Portugese departments, and the 

French, Italian, and Swiss departments formed three 

sections. A separate section was responsible for the 

Scandinavian countries, while another, the American Ministry 
14 

of Information, handled United States propaganda. Sir 

Gilbert Parker, a Member of Parliament and native Canadian 

who had traveled extensively in the United States, was 
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appointed to direct the American section, with assistance 

from Macneile Dixon of Glasgow University and Arnold J. 
15 

Toynbee of Balliol College, Oxford. 

Each division of the War Propaganda Bureau, which 

became known as "Wellington House," was responsible for 

monitoring the press of the countries in its charge, thereby 

becoming familiar with trends in public opinion. Each 

section was also to provide materials to the foreign press, 

including specially-commissioned articles, official 

documents, and transcripts of speeches which might 

positively influence popular sympathies. In addition, such 

materials were circulated to influential citizens in each 

country, and representatives were stationed abroad to report 
16 

on trends and problems. 

The foremost principle under which Wellington House 

operated was for all contact to be handled with discretion, 

so that neither the governments nor the citizens of the 

targeted countries were aware of an organized propaganda 

campaign. Wellington House was so successful in the secrecy 

of its operations, in fact, that only a few highly-placed 

15 
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British government officials were even aware of its 
17 

existence. Secrecy was especially crucial to Wellington 

House's campaign in the United States, as Sir Gilbert Parker 

explained in a report to the British Cabinet after the first 

few months of activity: 

At the start the experiment had its dangers for 
there are no people so jealous of their 
intellectual independence as those of the United 
States; none so likely to resent electioneering 
methods in relation to a case where they feel 
themselves, through the force of circumstances, in 
a sense judges or arbiters.18 

From the beginning, Wellington House was anxious to 

avoid the "boisterous" activity which characterized pro-

German propaganda in the United States. In contrast to 

British efforts, Parker reported that no campaign could have 

been conducted "with greater energy, audacity and 

determination" than the efforts of the German Press Bureau 

to influence American sentiment. The results, he noted, 

"have been small, so far as it affects intelligent and 

educated opinion." 

The business was greatly overdone in any case. 
Articles were poured into the press, interviews 
appeared daily, and copies of Germany's so-called 
Official Paper, with many other documents 
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attacking the Allies, were distributed to millions 
of homes throughout the States. Of late, 
photographs showing German soldiers wounded by 
dum-dum bullets used by the British Army have been 
sent to innumerable households in the country, are 
spread indiscriminately on the counters of shops 
and enclosed in the business letters of commercial 
firms having German sympathies.19 

The pro-German campaign, Parker wrote, "has reproduced 

rather coarsely the gaucherie and the secluded qualities of 

German diplomacy" and was an undignified affair which had 

only managed to create a deleterious effect upon American 

opinion. He warned that the British must court the United 

States "persistently, carefully, and discreetly," if the 

nation's sympathies were to be kept "sweet for our cause." 

They would not gain success, Parker emphasized, "by 

splashing about," but only by the most meticulous efforts to 

influence "those in the country who in turn influence the 
20 

masses." 

Writing from London in the guise of a private citizen 

of Great Britain, Parker sent British White Book and "other 

Official Papers" with his personal cover letter to "several 

hundred newspapers and to about 300 heads of Universities 

and Colleges in the Union." The enthusiastic response of 

these recipients encouraged him to create a special mailing 
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list of educated, influential Americans who might be useful 

in shaping the attitudes of larger segments of the 

population. Parker assembled his original mailing list of 

five hundred prominent citizens by drawing upon his personal 

acquaintance in the United States, as well as by culling 

entries from the American edition of Who's Who. The list 

included university professors, labor leaders, former 

diplomats, financiers, economists, historians, authors, and 
21 

scientists. Each "person of consequence" was chosen 

according to specific criteria: 

. . . the test was, apart from his other 
qualifications, that in his profession he should 
have held some position to which he had been 
elected or appointed, so representing the 
confidence of his fellow citizens.22 

Parker reported that after his initial contact, 

approximately seventy per cent of the recipients had 

requested additional materials, and many had volunteered the 

names and addresses of "other people of importance," with 

whom he should correspond, immediately adding another 460 
23 

names to the list. By early 1915, Parker's mailing list 
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had grown to include almost 1300 "public men, apart from 

Heads of Universities, Judges, Senators, and Members of 
24 

Congress." Among additions to his original 500 

influential contacts were 200 newspapers, 150 colleges, 531 

senators and congressmen, 109 Catholic cardinals and 

bishops, 150 Episcopal and Methodist Episcopal clergymen, 81 

Federal District Judges, and 36 State Superintendents of 
25 

Public Instruction. 

The responses elicited convinced Parker that "usually 

the most conservative and reticent of men are living in a 

state of almost feverish intellectual excitement." As he 

observed, 

The immensity of the issue, and the realisation of 
interlocked interests, have aroused millions in 
the United States who never before felt a close or 
responsible association with the world 
interests.26 

Also of considerable value in arousing the American 

public to "the prodigious nature of the struggle in Europe" 

were the outspoken pro-British sentiments of certain 

"distinguished public men" in the United States Among these 
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advocates, former president Theodore Roosevelt was a 

formidable figure, as were Charles W. Eliot, president of 

Harvard University, Nicholas Murray Butler of Columbia 

University, John Grier Hibben of Princeton, and David Starr 
27 

Jordan and John Caspar Branner of Stanford. 

Prominent Americans who supported Great Britain's 

interests were enormously helpful in circulating propaganda, 

and many of these came together in associations which 

inadvertently functioned as unofficial extensions of 

Wellington House. One of these groups was the "violently 

pro-Ally" Navy League, which listed among its members J. P. 

Morgan and his partner, Thomas W. Lamont; Harry P. Whitney 

of Guaranty Trust Company, agent of the Atlas and Hercules 

Powder companies; Cornelius Vanderbilt and Ogden L. Mills of 

the Lackawanna Steel Company; Percy Rockefeller; and L. L. 

Clark of the American Locomotive Company. Other such 

organizations included the National Security League, which 

promoted preparedness, and the American Defense Society, led 
28 

by General Leonard Wood. 

Soon after Great Britain's declaration of war, her 

ambassador in Washington, D.C., Sir Cecil Spring Rice, wrote 
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to the British Foreign Secretary about the sympathies of 

various members of Woodrow Wilson's administration. He 

reported that the American State Department was pro-British, 

except for Secretary of State William Jennings Bryan, 

". . . who is incapable of forming a settled judgment on 
29 

anything outside party politics." Bryan's commitment to 

peace was especially trying to the British. The following 

November, Spring Rice wrote to Sir Arthur Nicolson at the 

Foreign Office that Bryan "sighs for the Nobel Prize. . . ." 

As his report continued, 

He has just given me a sword beaten into a 
ploughshare six inches long to serve as a paper-
weight. It is adorned with quotations from Isaiah 
and himself. No one doubts his sincerity, but 
that is rather embarrassing for us at the present 
moment, because he is always at us with peace 
propositions.30 

Spring Rice was indignant at Bryan's statement that 

the United States government's failure to prohibit the 

export of arms to Great Britain appeared to Germany to be a 

most un-neutral act. Spring Rice wrote to the Foreign 

Secretary that this was "astonishing," since Germany had 

29 
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exported over twenty million dollars worth of arms to Russia 

during the Russo-Japanese war of 1904-1905, while the 

Germans had exported "probably a still greater amount" to 

Turkey and the Balkan states during the Balkan Wars of 
31 

1912-1913. 

One British observer, G. M. Trevelyan, reported to 

the Cabinet after traveling in the United States that the 

American president, Woodrow Wilson took no personal advice 

and that "he has made a rule to see no foreigners till the 

war is over. . . ." According to this dispatch, Wilson 

would not even discuss the war with members of his own 

family. 

No one, American or foreign, enjoys free and 
intimate entry to him, not even Sir Cecil Spring 
Rice, who appears to be on very friendly and easy 
terms with the rest of the Administration.32 

Spring Rice wrote that "the President will be with us 

by birth and upbringing, but he is very much in the hands of 

some of our worst enemies. . . . " It was important that 

Wilson remain "rather conspicuously neutral, and that he is 

trying to be." The British diplomats in the United States 

made every effort to show their respect for Wilson's 

31 
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reserve. Spring Rice continued, "Our line is to say that we 

are confident he will favour neither one party nor the 
33 

other, and that we only ask a fair field and no favour." 

Wilson regularly read a number of newspapers, 

including the Springfield Republican, the New York World, 

the New York Times, and the Washington Post. On occasion, 

he also read the New York Sun, the New York Herald, the 

Indianapolis News, the Brooklyn Eagle, the Chicago Herald, 

and the Louisville Courier-Journal. Except for the 

Washington Post, Wellington House considered all of these 

papers to be friendly to British interests, and the 

publications received the bureau's careful attention. In 

addition, the president read the Manchester Guardian and the 
34 

London Weekly Times. If they could not convince Wilson by 

formal contact, the British were willing to use more subtle 

methods. 

Wellington House called upon the talents of a large 

number of celebrated writers for the articles and interviews 

which they furnished to American newspapers and magazines. 

Among these useful literary figures were G. K. Chesterton, 

Arthur Conan Doyle, E. J. Trevelyan, Mrs. Humphrey Ward, 

33 
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Hillaire Belloc, Joseph Conrad, Rudyard Kipling, and H. G. 
35 

Wells. American readers accepted information thus 

presented as accurate, results that Wellington House had 

insured, Peterson claimed, by using the names of as many 

famous men and women as the bureau could enlist. "It did 

not matter what was the nature of the fame of the 

individual, for to the public an authority on one thing is 
36 

an authority on all things." 

Parker and his staff realized that any prominent 

Americans who might be valuable friends to Great Britain 

were also those most likely to recognize propaganda and to 

resent overt efforts to influence their opinions. For this 

reason, the American Ministry of Information was careful, in 

addition to disguising the official source of these items, 

to avoid the use of polemics in the materials distributed. 

By issuing well-reasoned arguments emphasizing the 

similarities between American and British interests, 

Wellington House capitalized on the view held by many 

Americans, that the two countries were the traditional 

champions of democracy. Working from behind the scenes to 

conduct a massive psychological campaign as unobtrusively as 

35 
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possible, the British were able to represent themselves as 

the upholders of Good in a war against Evil. 

In 1939, warning that Americans must "develop a 

cooler approach to disturbing events and individuals in 

other parts of the world," H. C. Peterson examined the 

successful British propaganda campaign carried out in the 
37 

United States during World War I. He wrote, 

In developing the idea that this new war was a 
holy war the British were very fortunate. The 
struggle between weary old England and boisterous 
new Germany readily adapted itself to the 
stereotype of virtue versus inequity.38 

Germany had acquired the reputation of a brash, 

pugnacious newcomer among the major powers, Peterson 

explained, because German territorial gains could only be 

made at the expense of British, French, and American 

opposition to change. After the war began, Great Britain 

exploited the prevailing negative image of her enemy while 

pressing Americans to remember their cultural and political 

bonds with the British: 

Every possible point of similarity between the two 
countries was stressed and re-stressed. . . . A 
vital part of these arguments was the contention 
that Great Britain and the United States were 
sister democracies. This later developed into the 
argument of democracy versus autocracy. . . . In 

37 
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other words, the British captured the American 
flag and waved it in front of themselves.39 

Voluntary and unofficial groups operating from Great 

Britain also produced propaganda. Among these groups were 

the Parliamentary Recruiting Committee, the Cobden Club, the 

Council of Loyal British Subjects of British, Austrian, or 

Hungarian Birth, the United Workers, the Victoria League, 

the Union of Democratic Control, and the Central Committee 
40 

for National Patriotic Organizations. Faculty members of 

Oxford University published a series of pamphlets in which 

41 

scholarly arguments furthered Great Britain's cause. The 

Foreign Office, inconspicuously aided by Wellington House, 

watched to insure that these unofficial agencies also 

distributed their materials by informal, personal methods of 

contact. When the Committee for National Patriotic 

Organizations failed to adhere to this approach, Wellington 

House filed a complaint with the Foreign Office, which 

subsequently instructed the Committee to limit its future 
42 

work to the British Empire. 
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The British government authorized other propaganda 

agencies, in addition to Wellington House, to educate 

readers internationally. In September 1914, G. H. Mair, 

former Assistant Editor of the Daily Chronicle, established 

the Neutral Press Committee at Whitehall House. Mair, who 

reported to the Home Secretary, was responsible for the 

exchange of news between Great Britain and foreign newspa-

pers; the increase of foreign sales of British newspapers; 

the distribution by mail of articles explaining British and 

Allied attitudes; news transmission by telegraph; and the 

production of daily analytic summaries of articles appearing 

in the newspapers of enemy and neutral countries, for 
4 3 

circulation to the Cabinet and Government offices. 

The Foreign Office News Department was initially 

responsible for censoring the press, but as the war went on 

and the Foreign Office gave up this task, the News 

Department became more directly involved in propaganda. 

This agency provided regular information to foreign 

journalists; sent daily wireless and cable reports to 

representatives abroad; supervised contact with the Reuters 

news service; and, in concert with the War Office, organized 

visits to the Western front for distinguished visitors and 

43 
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members of the foreign press. The Foreign Office News 

Department also sent sample propaganda materials to its 

agents abroad, following with larger shipments if the agents 

judged the samples acceptable for the targeted populations. 

The News Department also monitored the movement of people 
• 44 
into and out of Great Britain. 

Wellington House, the Neutral Press Committee, and 

the Foreign Office News Department operated independently of 

each other through 1914 and 1915, with much duplication of 

effort. By late 1915, the three official propaganda 

agencies, together with the Admiralty and the Intelligence 

Division of the War Office, were issuing six regular press 

summaries,^several of which addressed the same news 

articles. m January 1916, all three propaganda bureaus 

were reorganized under the auspices of the Foreign Office. 

This arrangement changed again in February 1917, when all 

propaganda activities came under the control of a new 

46 
Department of Information, headed by John Buchan. 

However subtle their methods of approaching American 

citizens, the British propagandists skillfully exploited a 

44 
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number of sensational tales in their efforts to educate 

American public opinion about German aggression, German 

plans for world domination, and German guilt in the origins 

of the war. One especially useful myth, which had a 

powerful effect upon the American public, was Great 

Britain's claim that she had entered the war solely to 

protect the neutrality of "poor little Belgium." The 

British took full advantage of Germany's violation of the 

"scrap of paper" which guaranteed Belgian neutrality, by 

"ignoring the whole series of events between 1901 and 1914," 

including the escalating arms race between the Western 

European powers; the economic rivalry between England and 

Germany; the series of alliances among England, France, and 

Russia and their implications for Germany; and the crisis in 

the Balkans. Great Britain employed the German invasion of 

Belgium, which took place on August 2, after the general 

mobilization of Russia, Austria-Hungary, France, and 

Germany, as evidence that Imperial Germany had started the 
47 

war. This argument was taken up by British and American 

citizens, though, as the radical, Irish-born playwright 

George Bernard Shaw commented, "If our own military success 

47 
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were at stake, we would violate the neutrality of heaven 
48 

itself." 

Reports of atrocities committed upon the Belgian 

populace by German soldiers also gained wide circulation in 

the United States. Though some atrocity stories began to 

appear in late 1914, these accounts reached their most 

horrific levels after May 1915, when the British published 

the report compiled by Lord Bryce's committee to a public 

already outraged over the fate of American passengers who 

had gone down with the Lusitania. According to the Bryce 

Report, German invaders had cut the hands off Belgian babies 

and had bayoneted children while forcing their mothers to 

watch, they had boiled human corpses to make glycerine, and 

they had routinely raped and dismembered innocent Belgian 
49 

women. 

To a large extent, these fantastic stories consisted 

of fabrications, embellishments, and in many cases, recycled 

atrocity tales which had resurfaced during wartime for 

centuries. As Peterson explained, "Removed from the shelves 

48 
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where they had been placed after previous wars, they were 
50 

dusted off, newly labeled, and advertised as new stock." 

Few people accepted the atrocity stories as entirely 
51 

factual, even in Great Britain. As propaganda, however, 

the accounts were enormously useful, since even the most 

skeptical listener was left wondering to what extent they 

might be true. 

One of England's propagandists was Sir Arthur 

Willert, Washington correspondent of the London Times. In 

December 1914, Willert's article on Anglo-American relations 

appeared in The World's Work. Willert explained that since 

the beginning of the war, Americans had been "awakened to 

the fact that Germany in this war is trying to consummate 

ruthlessly her ambitions in world politics," and realizing 

that this aggression would have an unacceptable effect upon 

their own national interests, they had stopped looking upon 

Great Britain as their traditional foe. He wrote, 

Undoubtedly the gallantry of the British army in 
France has stirred the blood of all who speak its 
tongue; undoubtedly American opinion has been 
shocked by the destruction of Louvain, by the 
damaging of Rheims cathedral, and by the aerial 
bombardment of places without the war zone; but 
when all is said and done it has not been Louvain 
and such things that have influenced American 

50 
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opinion, so much as the fact that to be in Belgium 
at all the Germans avowedly sacrificed to 
expediency their treaty obligations to a weak 
neighbor.52 

In contrast, Willert explained, neither the United 

States nor Great Britain was "territorially ambitious." 

Americans had acquired "various colonial and imperial 

responsibilities" through the nation's practice of 

international altruism, without any national self-interest 

behind the assumption of their burdens. The United States 

and England were alike in their hatred of "uncontrolled 

authority," and both countries shared Anglo-Saxon beliefs in 

"free representative government," the "expression of the 

individual," and "the sanctity of treaties, the open door in 

trade, and a 'square deal' for weaker states." The American 

public understood clearly that the Allies were fighting 

against "the evil genius of Prussia . . . , not the genius 

of Germany or its people." If victory should go to this 

evil genius, Willert argued, 

The United States would stand almost alone as the 
representative of liberty, of the aims and 
aspirations of twentieth century enlightenment. 
At best, . . . it would have to pay an insurance 
premium in the shape of a conscriptive army and a 
government run primarily in the interest of 
military efficiency. And what would become of the 
Anglo-Saxon ideals of democracy? Could their 

52 
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promise be worked out amid the restless 
materialism of armed camps?53 

It was highly beneficial to the efforts of writers 

like Willert thatr in common with England's Lord Kitchener, 
54 

the German Kaiser made "a great poster." The haughty 

bearing and magnificent uniforms of Wilhelm II were traits 

which readily lent themselves to caricature, as were his 

passionate ambition and fervent nationalism. Featured in 

pictorial propaganda which was reproduced in magazines and 

newspapers across the United States, the Kaiser became the 

bloodthirsty embodiment of German savagery. Americans who 

were otherwise uninformed could not fail to note the 

colossal discrepancy between these threatening images and 

the comparatively familiar, dignified regality of King 

George of England. By exaggerating qualities which the 

American public found admirable in their own leaders, the 

British were easily able to recreate the German emperor as 

the villain behind the war. 

To a a large extent the German Emperor was a 
European version of Theodore Roosevelt. His chief 
fault, that he was a man before he was an emperor, 

53 
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made it possible to picture him as the emblem of 
aggression. By ridiculing his conceit in such 
phrases as me und Gott, it was easy to imply that 
he was personally responsible for the war. His 
up-turned mustaches were a Godsend to British 
propagandists. They came to be the symbol of 
militarismus.55 

British propaganda manifested itself in a variety of 

forms, including pamphlets, articles, transcribed speeches, 

illustrated periodicals, photographs, maps, cartoons, and 
56 

"magic lantern" slides. And though, at first, the War 

Office and the Admiralty were convinced that cinematic 

propaganda could only divulge military secrets to enemy 

agents, the British finally adopted the powerful new 

educational weapon in late 1915 with the wide circulation of 

Britain Prepared. The film, a three-hour extravaganza, was 

screened commercially in order to disguise its official 

source. The movie drew enormous audiences wherever it 
57 

played. 

On its surface, the British perspective which 

circulated throughout the United Kingdom was virtually 

55 
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identical in makeup to that which was propagated upon the 

United States. The populations of both countries ingested 

and repeated the same litany of fables, proofs, and 

rationalizations. In the United States, British propaganda 

was used to sustain the advantage of a neutrality policy 

which favored the Allies in allowing them access to American 

goods and munitions. In Great Britain, however, this 

wartime ideology was initially an organic extension of 

popular imperialism, rather than the result of any 

deliberate propaganda. The flourishing growth of the 

British Empire and the long reign of Queen Victoria had 

coincided neatly with widespread increases in public 

literacy and the production of inexpensive popular 

literature. For decades, the British public had been awash 

in a spirit of victorious imperialism so pervasive that it 

extinguished the "explosion of indignant commonsense" which 

H. G. Wells had so eagerly anticipated at the beginning of 
58 

the war. Regardless of any design on the part of their 

government, in August of 1914, King George's subjects would 

have followed the battle-standard of their nationalism. By 

the time they were exhausted and heartsick over the 

immeasurable toll of war, their leaders were able to sustain 
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them with the expertise so recently acquired and so 

carefully polished in Great Britain's clandestine invasion 

of the United States. 



CHAPTER VIII 

THE WAR IN THE UNITED STATES: 
AGENTS OF KING AND KAISER 

During the first years of World War I, the United 

States government adhered to a definition of neutrality 

which allowed unrestricted American trade with the Allied 

nations, while Britain's control of the Atlantic excluded 

the Central Powers from access to the same sources. The 

Central Powers' only hope for eliminating the Allied 

advantage was to convince the United States to change its 

policy to forbid trade with all belligerents. To achieve 

this end, German agents inside the United States resorted to 

a campaign of propaganda which was as visible as its British 

counterpart was restrained. Isolated from their government 

by the British Navy's presence in the Atlantic, German 

agents conducted their activities with the help of an 

erratic assortment of individuals, whose lack of experience 

and lack of concerted direction fostered a program noted for 

its brash claims and impassioned arguments. The blatant 

nature of German propaganda left it open to the censure of 

American officials, pro-Allied groups, and British 

propagand ists. 
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Dominant among the Central Powers, Germany was in a 

better position than Austria-Hungary to appeal to American 

sympathies. The Hapsburg Empire was infamous for its 

autocratic rule over the diverse, quarrelsome ethnic groups 

inside the Dual Monarchy. Germany's Imperial government 

recognized the difficulty of arousing American compassion on 

behalf of "all sorts of strange non-German, Slavic as well 

as non-Christian communities." The Central Powers were also 

aware of the sentiments of expatriate members of these 

groups in the United States, so Austria-Hungary was 

dependent upon the success of Germany's propaganda campaign. 

As Charles Roetter explained in 1974, in The Art of 

Psychological Warfare 1914-1945, 

Poles, Greeks, Slovaks, Croats, Slovenes, Serbs, 
Montenegrins and others who had settled in the 
United States, could hardly be expected to be any 
better disposed towards the Habsburgs than Jews or 
Ukranians towards the Romanovs.1 

All German activity in the U. S. was directed and 

financed by Count Johann von Bernstorff, ambassador to the 

United States and Mexico since 1908. Von Bernstorff, a 

popular figure in Washington society, always denied any 

connection with or knowledge of the activities of German 

agents in the Western Hemisphere, though intercepted 
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documents repeatedly implicated him in their actions. Only 

in the 1920s was von Bernstorff's dual role of diplomat and 

chief of German intelligence established. The evidence and 

official records surfaced when claims for reparations were 

filed with the Mixed Claims Commission established as a 

provision of the 1921 Treaty of Berlin between the United 
2 

States and Germany. 

The post-war testimony of a number of German agents 

strongly supports the theory that von Bernstorff received 

his instructions concerning clandestine operations after he 

was summoned to Berlin in July 1914. Because Germany's 

department of military intelligence, commonly called 

"Section 3B," had posted its experienced agents to England, 

France, and Russia before the war, trained operatives were 

not available for assignment to the United States. When von 

Bernstorff returned to the U. S. in early August, 

accompanied by Dr. Heinrich Albert, he was carrying $150 

million in German treasury notes. Also a passenger on the 

2 
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same voyage, made aboard a Dutch liner, the Noordam, was Dr. 
3 

Bernhard Dernburg. 

As head of the German Information Service, which was 

established in New York in August 1914, Dernburg was 

director of German propaganda in the United States. A 

former secretary of state for Germany's colonies, he had 

entered the U. S. as an official representative of the 
4 

German Red Cross. Dernburg was assisted by Dr. Heinrich 

Albert, head of the German Purchasing Commission; Anton 

Meyer, a former Imperial privy councillor; M. B. Claussen, a 

New York press agent of the Hamburg-American Steam Packet 

Company; Dr. Alexander Fuehr; and George Sylvester viereck, 

a German-American journalist who was editor of the weekly 
5 

English-language newspaper, The Fatherland. 
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Covert activities were in the hands of Captain Franz 

von Papen, the German military attache at the embassy, and 

Captain Karl Boy-Ed, the naval attache. Dr. Albert 

disbursed funds for their operations from the joint account 

he shared with von Bernstorff at the Chase National Bank in 
6 

New York. 

The German Information Service issued daily 

bulletins to the American press, printed and distributed 

propaganda materials, and granted subsidies to publications 

and writers considered sympathetic to Germany. In 1915, the 

organization established a press agency, the International 

Press Exchange, and purchased a controlling interest in the 
7 

New York International Monthly. Dernburg and his 

associates also maintained close association with Irish 

Nationalists and the German-American groups which formed the 

Literary Defense Committee, a body which distributed over 

one million copies of pro-German publications within the 
8 

first year of the war. 

6 
Henry Landau, The Enemy Within: The Inside Story of 

German Sabotage in America (New York: G. P. Putnam's Sons, 
1937), pp. 4-5; Witcover, Black Tom, pp. 56-7; Beesly, Room 
40, pp. 227-8. 

7 
In 1916, the group acquired control of the New York 

Evening Mail, as well, Link, Neutrality, p. 32. 
8 
Ibid., pp. 21, 32. 



202 

In the beginning, it was Dernburg's goal to 

influence the American public and Woodrow Wilson's 

administration to pursue a policy of strict neutrality. 

Since the British naval blockade eliminated Germany's access 

to American-made munitions and other goods, German interests 

argued that in order to remain genuinely neutral, the United 

States must also deny these materials to Great Britain and 

her allies. The Wilson Administration refused to accept 

this interpretation of neutrality, claiming that by 

curtailing trade with the British, the United States would 

be committing an unneutral act in favor of Germany. German 

propagandists then began to organize a massive campaign for 

the adoption of an embargo on exports of munitions, 

carefully directing their appeals to German-American and 

Irish-American ethnic groups. 

On December 1, 1914, sixteen thousand of these 

"hyphenated" Americans converged upon Chicago, forming the 

German-Irish Central Legislative Committee for the 

Furtherance of American Neutrality. When Congress convened 

a few days later, embargo bills were introduced by Senator 

Gilbert M. Hitchcock of Nebraska and by Representatives 

Richard Bartholdt of Missouri, Henry Vollmer of Iowa, and 
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9 
Charles 0. Lobeck of Nebraska. On December 16, von 

Bernstorff reported to his Foreign Office, 

Before Congress and the House of Representatives 
are the Hitchcock and Vollmer resolutions, 
concerning prohibitions on the export of arms, 
munitions, etc. . . . On account of the great 
importance of the matter, I took it upon myself to 
give financial support to the movement, and 
provisionally supplied the 5,000 dollars requested 
from responsible quarters.10 

Ultimately, the campaign for an arms embargo was a 

failure. This outcome was insured by Germany's conduct in 

the war, as surely as it was caused by the Wilson 

Administration's interpretation of neutral rights or the 

steady growth of pro-Allied sympathy throughout the American 

population. U. S. munitions-makers would have served both 

sides quite willingly, had the Central Powers been in any 

position to complete such transactions. Similarly, if 

German-American and Irish-American groups, which were unable 

to muster the necessary power themselves, had been able to 

sway more of the uncommitted among their fellow citizens, 

Congress almost certainly would have been pressured into 

stopping the export of arms. As it happened, however, 

Germany's desperation led her to employ submarine warfare 
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against Allied ships, despite the presence of Americans on 

many of these carriers. 

Berlin's readiness to pursue any advantage and to 

make use of all the technological advances of the age was, 

ironically, an enormous handicap to the Germans, since the 

use of these horrific new weapons continuously shocked and 

offended the civilian American public. Every time the 

Kaiser's army might have impressed the world with its 

superior military strength, it only appeared that Germany 

was breaking the rules of honorable warfare. 

Plainly, the Germans hoped to gain significant 
victories by striking down a small country so as 
to seize a strategic advantage over France; by 
introducing poison gas to the battlefield; by the 
use of underwater attack against non-military 
vessels, including neutral vessels; and by the 
bombardment of civilian targets in Britain by 
warship, airship, and aeroplane. But in so doing 
they were undermining the notion that war was a 
contest between warriors in which a clear 
distinction was preserved between combatants and 
civilians, and in which victory went to the braver 
and more skilful.11 

Berlin's claim, that the British blockade was an act 

of barbarism, appeared ridiculous in light of the war waged 

by the German army. Several years after the war, when he 

wrote his memoirs, von Bernstorff continued to argue the 
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German position, claiming that anyone who did not recognize 

"the moral reprehensibility" of the British blockade "loses 

the right to pronounce judgement on the moral justification 
12 

of the U-Boat war." The prevailing opinion in the United 

States, however, was that "both belligerents were behaving 

atrociously, but there was an important difference in that 

German policy threatened lives while Allied action only 
13 

jeopardized property." 

German agents in the United States used every 

possible method to limit the availability of munitions. To 

further their political aims, the members of Dernburg's 

organization even attempted to employ the grievances and 

biases of the numerous ethnic and minority factions in the 

United States. This strategy was repeatedly derailed, 

however, because Dernburg and his agents apparently 

possessed only the most superficial understanding of the 

tribulations of these groups, and subsequently, the Germans 

were unable to avoid a number of outrageous errors. The 

pitfalls were multiplied by obstructed communications with 

12 
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Berlin, and the propagandists often found themselves at 

cross-purposes with their own government. 

When the German Information Service tried to garner 

the sympathy of black Americans, for example, the 

propagandists' misadventures reached a preposterous level. 

Attempting to represent Germany as the staunch opponent of 

racial oppression, Dernburg's agents engaged in widespread 

circulation of reports concerning lynchings in the American 

South. Almost simultaneously, the government in Berlin 

raised an outcry of indignation over the Allies' alleged use 

of black soldiers against the white European troops of the 
14 

Central Powers. 

German agents overlooked other elements in the 

composition of American public opinion, as well. According 

to their own estimates, the United States population 

included twenty million Americans of German ancestry. 

Dernburg's organization made an enormous investment in their 

appeal to the hereditary loyalties of this group, apparently 

without much forethought. They operated in amazing oblivion 

to the factors which had caused thousands of Germans to 

emigrate to the United States during the second half of the 

nineteenth century. These factors included the reactionary 

14 
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climate which followed the failure of the 1848 liberal 

reform movement and the frightening escalation of German 
15 

military development, which began later in the century. 

Berlin's representatives in the United States 

demonstrated a surprising ignorance of even the most 

fundamental aspects of American history. To refute the 

circulating stories about the atrocities suffered by 

Belgium's population, Dernburg and his associates argued 

that German soldiers had been provoked to brutality by 

Belgian franc-tireurs, hidden civilian snipers who had fired 

upon the invading troops. This was an especially poor 

rationale to use in the United States; the civilian snipers 

of the American Revolution had long been upheld as the 

embodiment of patriotism and democracy after their similar 

attacks upon an invading army. The agents of Imperial 

Germany repeatedly entangled themselves in such blunders, to 

the immense satisfaction of their watchful British 
16 

counterparts. 

Despite the misadventures of their adversaries in the 

United States, the British Foreign Office was meticulous in 

15 
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adhering to unobtrusive methods of propaganda, mindful that 
17 

American public opinion was "a very unstable factor." 

Early in the war, the British began to develop an extensive 

network of representatives throughout the major cities of 

the United States. They relied upon these agents to 

increase good will, make additional friendly contacts, 

provide regular reports, monitor currents in public opinion, 

and when necessary, to engage in espionage. Government 

representation was extended beyond the usual diplomatic 

corps as early as October 1914, when the British sent the 

first contingent of War Office personnel to the United 
18 

States. After the creation of the Ministry of Munitions 

in 1915, David Lloyd George established a resident war 

mission in the United States. By the end of 1917, the 

British War Mission employed as many as ten thousand 

operatives, 

who purchased munitions, raw materials, food and 
clothing, saw to its transport and shipment, 
trained soldiers and airmen, made propaganda 
forays into the wilds of deepest America, kept an 
eye on German agents and financed the lot.19 
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Many British agents disguised the actual nature of 

their work by claiming to be employees or representatives of 

commercial enterprises. Others, such as correspondents of 

the British press, were able to combine their official and 

unofficial duties with less subterfuge. Great Britain's 

new-found status as the major purchaser of American-made 

goods, especially munitions, provided a reasonable excuse 

for the presence of countless British buyers and technical 

advisors in the United States. British agents were careful 

to avoid any appearance of attempting to influence American 

public opinion. On October 21, 1914, the British 

ambassador, Sir Cecil Spring Rice, wrote to one of his 

compatriots, who had volunteered to make a speaking tour: 

Public speaking would be fatal. . . . If you came 
out and talked to people, I am sure you would have 
an effect on them if you did it in the ordinary 
way of accidental conversation. But if they 
thought you came out to preach at them, they would 
immediately suspect you of imposing your opinions 
on their free and unbiased minds. . . . But on the 
whole I should say—Stay at home.20 

An especially important figure in British 

intelligence was Captain Guy Gaunt, the naval attache at the 

embassy in Washington, D.C. A native Australian, Gaunt was 

20 
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a dashing individual with a reputation as a skilled 

equestrian and yachtsman. Among his circle of friends were 

a number of prominent Americans, including Colonel Edward 

House, Theodore Roosevelt, and Edward Stettinius, now a 

partner and head of the Export Department at J. P. Morgan & 
21 

Company. 

In his 1982 publication, Room 40; British Naval 

Intelligence 1914-18, Patrick Beesly noted that Spring Rice 

was probably less aware of Gaunt's "hidden talents" than the 

attache's master at the Admiralty, British Rear-Admiral Sir 

Reginald "Blinker" Hall, Director of Intelligence. 

Like his chief, Blinker Hall, [Gaunt] took to the 
murky world of counter-espionage like a duck to 
water. He is alleged to have been adept at 
disguising himself and an expert at street 
fighting, and even to have personally disposed of 
more than one German agent. . . .22 

In his covert activities, Gaunt made use of the 

extensive infrastructure of agents and informants assembled 

and placed at his disposal by Emmanuel Voska, a Czech 

nationalist affiliated with Thomas Masaryk. Voska's 

nation-wide syndicate included numerous Slavic- and Czech-

Americans who provided Gaunt with detailed information of 

21 
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amazing depth about Austro-Hungarian and German operations 

in the United States. 

At various times, Voska had four agents placed in 
the Austrian consulate in New York, one in the 
German embassy in Washington and another working 
as a wireless operator at the Sayville radio 
station used by the Germans on Long Island. Even 
the superintendent at the building where a group 
of Hindu revolutionaries met was one of Voska's 
men.23 

Gaunt passed on the reports he received from Voska's 

agents to Blinker Hall. When this information was 

especially sensational or outrageous, Gaunt also relayed it 

to his friend, John Rathom, whose position as editor of the 

Providence Journal and ties to the New York Times were 

especially useful in publicizing the subversive activities 

2 4 

of the Central Powers' agents. 

In January 1916, William Wiseman arrived in the 

United States as a member of the American purchasing and 

transport division of the Ministry of Munitions. In 

reality, Wiseman was the head of British military 

intelligence in the United States. His primary 

responsibility was counter-espionage against German agents 

23 
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24 
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who encouraged American ethnic groups to engage in sedition 

or in sabotage of the munitions trade. Wiseman and his 

assistant, Norman Thwaites, also used Voska's services to 
25 

monitor the activities of Irish and Hindu organizations. 

Secrecy was not limited to Great Britain's 

traffickers in counter-espionage. In December 1915, shortly 

before Wiseman's arrival, Ernest W. Moir arrived in New York 

to take up his post as director of the American branch of 

the Ministry of Munitions. Moir had left the engineering 

firm of S. Pearson and Sons, to direct machine-gun 

production for the Ministry, before assuming control of the 
26 

Department of Munitions Inventions in late July 1915. A 

few months later, he agreed to go to the United States to 

direct the Ministry's operations there and in Canada. 

Upon his arrival in the United States, Moir called 

upon Spring Rice in Washington to discuss "under what title 

it would be best for me to work in the best interests of the 

25 
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27 

position I hold. . . . " The two agreed that it was 

inadvisable for Moir to establish openly a Ministry office 

in the U. S. or to operate publicly as the Ministry's 

representative. As Moir wrote to Lloyd George from his 

offices in Equitable Building, 120 Broadway, New York, 

I therefore run my office as an individual and a 
civil Engineer, and simply sign myself "E. W. 
Moir", without any reference to my representing 
yourself or a Government Department. . . . I am 
glad to say there has never been a single line in 
the papers about my presence, or about my mission, 
and I trust there may not be.28 

Moir's supervision was as diligent as it was 

secretive. Writing to the Ministry a few months later, Moir 

emphatically recommended that in the future, the department 

should dispatch only "gentlemen" to the United States as 

their representatives. "Their influence goes much further," 
29 

he explained. 

Sir Cecil Spring Rice, the British ambassador, was 

apparently unaware of the full extent of his government's 

activities in the United States. In his dispatches to the 

Foreign Office, he frequently discouraged any attempt to 

27 
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sway the sentiments of the American public, even when he was 

reporting some of the more bizarre activities of Germany's 

agents. As late as January 1917, Spring Rice warned Arthur 

Balfour, Edward Grey's successor as Foreign Secretary, that 

"it is doubtful whether we can change the weather by rigging 

the barometer," though, he wrote, many in the United States 
30 

urged "more active propaganda." 

During the previous year, Spring Rice had explained 

to a Foreign Office staff member, ". . . w e wrongly suppose, 

because [Americans] talk our language, they are an Anglo-

Saxon people." He continued, 

As a matter of fact they are a foreign nation, or 
rather several foreign nations. None of these 
nations is particularly friendly to us, and those 
of them who are of our race have very particular 
reasons for disliking us. It would be wiser to 
bear this in mind and to treat the American people 
not as cousins, still less as brothers, an 
attribution they would greatly resent, but as 
English-speaking foreigners, some of whom make 
most agreeable companions and talk a most 
sympathetic language.31 

As Great Britain's official representative to the United 

States government, Spring Rice understandably favored the 

30 
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use of diplomacy in maintaining a favorable climate of 
32 

opinion. 

British agents in the United States provided their 

most essential services in monitoring public opinion and 

reporting to their respective organizations in Great 

Britain. With practical sensitivity to the democratic 

process, the British were well aware of the role popular 
33 

opinion played in the evolution of government policies. 

American newspapers, of course, provided a great deal of 

information and enabled Wellington House, the Neutral Press 

Committee, and the Foreign Office Press Department to 

compile the summarized reports which they circulated to 

cabinet members, government officials, and selected 
34 

others. These summaries were useful in formulating 

32 
In fact, after Lord Northcliffe became head of the 

British War Mission in May 1917, the newspaper magnate's 
tendency to view propaganda "as an alternative to diplomacy" 
set him at odds with Spring Rice and created such a rift 
over the direction of British representation in the United 
States that both men were finally recalled to London. In 
February 1918, they were replaced by Lord Reading, who 
combined the roles of ambassador and High Commissioner of 
the British War Mission. The War Mission, itself, continued 
to operate until July 1919, Sanders and Taylor, British 
Propaganda, p. 206; Burk, Sinews of War, pp. 9-10. 

33 
Sanders and Taylor, British Propaganda, p. 1. 

34 
Among the summaries prepared by the propaganda 

bureaus were the Daily Review of the Foreign Press and its 
Confidential Supplement, the Summary of the British Press 

(Footnote Continued) 



216 

directions for propagandists in Great Britain and the United 

States. 

Early in 1915, Sir Gilbert Parker compiled 

information received from his American contacts and agents 

of his bureau into a confidential report entitled "Opinions 
35 

of Public Men in the United States concerning the War." 

While Parker stated that "Everything considered, there is 

good reason to be satisfied with the state of American 

opinion" in the press and the population, he warned of 

certain sensitive issues which were easy subjects for German 

exploitation. One of these controversial subjects was 

England's alliance with Russia, 

. . . against which country there is a very 
powerful prejudice in the United States, owing to 
a view, sedulously fostered by lecturers and 
writers dependent upon sensation for their 
existence, that Russia is an enemy of progress, 
that she treats her population barbarously, and 
makes wholesale use of Siberia as a penal 

(Footnote Continued) 
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settlement which has the characteristics of a 
glacial inferno.36 

Jewish rabbis and editors had raised another 

question, Parker explained, asking for "some clear 

statement" of the Allies' intentions for post-war policies 

concerning Russian Jews. In addition, he continued, the 

widely-held perception that " . . . Jews are practically 

excluded from the British Army and received unfriendly 
37 

treatment there, has caused much bitter feeling." Still 

another issue, Parker reminded his readers, was "a very 

natural prejudice on the Pacific slope particularly against 

Japan," with which nation Great Britain had been allied 
38 

since 1902. 

In February 1915, Charles Masterman forwarded to the 

Cabinet a series of letters and reports written during the 

previous month by Lancelot Smith and Kenneth Durant, two of 

his correspondents in the United States. Smith and Durant 

had made "careful and quiet scrutiny" of the effect made 

"upon the American mind" by Anglo-American disagreement over 

such issues as contraband and neutral shipping rights. 

Smith, a British subject, had conducted an informal survey 

36 
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among various business and financial leaders in New York, 

Boston, Washington, Philadelphia, and Chicago. Durant, an 

American citizen, had observed "General Conditions" among 
39 

the populations of Cincinnati, St. Louis, and Kansas City. 

Smith reported that in the eastern cities he had 

visited, "the feeling is more anti-German than pro-Ally." 

In Boston, anti-German sentiment was "stronger than any 

other place I have visited." Of Boston's Irish population, 

Smith wrote that "except for a few violent irreconcilables, 

they have not declared themselves." In Chicago, where he 

had expected to find "an appreciable amount of pro-German 

feeling among the class of people I had to see," Smith found 

strong pro-Ally sympathies, but, he explained, citizens of 

Chicago "are not antagonistic to their German fellow 

countrymen. They say they are good citizens, and they 
40 

respect them." 

Smith reveals a streak of chauvinism and the 

resulting limitations of his field of inquiry, however, with 

his declaration that 

It is a curious fact that apart from the brewers, 
no German has obtained financial or commercial 

39 
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eminence in Chicago. All the leading men are of 
British descent.41 

The men he consulted were opposed to the Ship 

Purchase Bill, which would have allowed Americans to 

purchase the German ships at anchor in U. S. harbors, but 

which also would have increased the incidence of 

confrontation between American trade interests and the 

British Navy. Smith's American friends, many of whom owed 

their "leading" positions to the affluence that successful 

commerce created, considered the bill "a mad scheme." Smith 

explained, however, that American businessmen had a 

long-standing tradition of suspicion toward any type of 
42 

government intervention in commercial matters. 

A growing source of irritation had cropped up, Smith 

warned, in open British criticism of American conduct since 

the outbreak of war, and he had heard complaints "that our 

papers accuse the Americans of having no ideals beyond the 

dollar." He commented, "However true, it really does great 

harm." To illustrate the problem, Smith forwarded a letter 

he had received in New York from Martin Egan, whom he 
43 

identified as "Mr. Morgan's confidential man." 
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In his letter, dated January 13, Egan warned that 

criticism in the British newspapers of "our motives and 

character" was reaching American citizens through personal 

letters and travellers coming from England. These remarks 

were creating "a sharp wave of resentment, capable, in my 

humble judgment, of important consequences." Further 

negative editorial comment upon America's insufficient 

outrage over Germany's invasion of Belgium or her failure to 

enter the war against Germany, Egan cautioned, would 

"alienate a large part of American sympathy which heretofore 
44 

has been so splendid." 

Later in 1915, Spring Rice echoed these warnings in a 

dispatch to Grey, stating, "I hope that the British press, 

and especially Punch, will refrain from criticising the 

President." The criticism was "quite unjust," he wrote, and 

"very impolitic." The American people were determined "to 

hold aloof if they possibly can," and the United States 

government could not operate without the support of the 
45 

voters. 

Americans were interested in the European war, but 

bloody events on remote battlefields had little effect upon 

44 
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45 
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their daily lives. On January 22, 1915r Lancelot Smith had 

written, "I think I told you that I had seen signs of the 

public being bored with the war. The proof came last week 

when [an] earthquake was reported and the war went to the 
46 

second or third page." 

Kenneth Durant reported that the citizens of 

Cincinnati, St. Louis, and Kansas City displayed great 

respect for the large German-American populations of their 

cities. This esteem had "naturally resulted in a more 

scrupulous neutrality in public expression" than in the 

eastern cities of the United States, though the pro-German 

attitudes of these groups had made "little effect" upon the 

opinions held by the general public. Anti-German sentiment, 

where it existed, was directed most often at the "Prussian 

Government" or at "the diplomatic system which precipitated 

the war." While the German-Americans in "the Middle West" 

undoubtedly supported the Fatherland, Durant wrote, "the 

process of assimilation and Americanisation has been far 

more successful and effective among these people than the 
47 

more noisy of them would have us believe." 
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According to Durant, the citizens of the Midwest 

favored the Ship Purchase Bill, since the purchase of idled 

German ships waiting out the war in American harbors would 

"rid this country of an intolerable handicap." These 

citizens were most concerned about the need for an American 

merchant marine. The Byzantine international implications 
48 

of such a program, Durant wrote, "do not interest them." 

Durant reported a great deal of irritation over 

British interference with American trade, though he 

commented that this reaction arose from the Americans' 

traditional sensitivity to questions of foreign relations, 

always sharper where American commerce was concerned. 

Durant wrote that he had also found "a lack of understanding 

and appreciation of the work and object of the British 

Navy." To correct this ignorance, he recommended "a 

cautious publicity." The Germans were winning admiration 

for their navy, among the American public, by their 

clamorous advertisement of "certain surprising and 

spectacular successes." The well-ordered, 

superbly-disciplined British Navy successfully discharged 

its staggering tasks in silence, and, therefore, it had 

48 
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"failed to win in the public mind due appreciation of its 

magnitude." Durant warned, 

We scarcely ever hear of it except when some 
British ship is blown up by a German torpedo, or 
when a British ship holds up an American cargo. 
You can readily see the dangerous psychological 
effect of this.49 

Early in April 1915, hundreds of American newspapers 

carried an appeal to the public to use all the weight of 

their influence to stop the manufacture, sales, or shipment 

of munitions to belligerent nations. This entreaty 

ostensibly was sponsored and paid for by 450 "editors of the 

foreign press," including Italian, Chinese, French, Dutch, 

Finnish, Greek, Hungarian, Swedish, Bohemian, Bulgarian, 

Jewish, Croatian, Lithuanian, Polish, Russian, Ruthenian, 

Serbian, Slovak, and Slovene journalists. According to 

Louis N. Hammerling, the advertising agent responsible for 

placing the appeal in the American press, the broadside was 

financed by "small contributions from the foreign population 
50 

actuated by a sense of humanity and justice." 

On April 6, the New York World, a newspaper the 

British considered sympathetic, published a response to the 

appeal, calling Germany "the greatest of all traffickers in 

49 
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munitions of war." As evidence, the World cited Germany's 

sales of munitions to the Russian army during both the 

Crimean War and Russia's 1905 war against Japan, as well as 

Germany's sales to the Turks during the Balkan War, in which 

"the Turkish army fought with German guns and German 
51 

ammunition, and had been drilled by German officers." 

The following day, the World published Hammerling's 

photograph under the caption, "Anti-Munition Appeal 

Promoter, Ex-Muledriver." The accompanying article reported 

that when the editors listed as sponsors of the appeal were 

questioned, a few had acknowledged signing the mimeographed 

form they had received from Hammerling, but none had 

admitted to having donated money for publication of the 

item. Hammerling had "hotly denied" that the World had any 

right to make such inquiries. As the World reported, 

He said The World did not represent the people, 
and consequently he would answer no questions, but 
he added that if The World would produce the 
people en masse before the Woolworth Building he 
would satisfy their curiosity.52 

Spring Rice wrote to Edward Grey that Hammerling had 

confessed to having paid $100,000 of his personal funds to 

publish the petition in 200 U. S. newspapers. The 

51 
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ambassador described Hammerling as "an Austrian Jew who has 

made his fortune in connection with the foreign press of 

this country," and who also was president of the American 

Association of Foreign Language Newspapers. According to 

the British ambassador, Hammerling had "acquired some 

notoriety" several years earlier. In 1912, a Senate 

committee had investigated allegations that Hammerling was 

responsible for "delivering the foreign language press 

exclusively to the Taft managers" during the 1908 

presidential campaign. Spring Rice claimed that German 

agents operating in the United States had paid all expenses 
53 

for the recently-published appeal. 

A few days after Hammerling's infamous petition 

appeared, von Bernstorff committed a serious breach of 

diplomacy. Without the consent of the Wilson 

Administration, the German ambassador published an official 

note, which he had written to the State Department, in 

newspapers across the country, attempting to apply pressure 

to the United States government by appealing to the American 

public "to observe true neutrality." Von Bernstorff wrote, 

"Conditions in the present war are different from those in 

any former wars. . . . " He continued, 
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. . . it is not justified to point at the fact 
that perhaps in former wars Germany furnished 
belligerents with war material. . . . in those 
former cases the question was not whether any war 
material was to be furnished . . . r but merely 
which one of the competing countries would furnish 
it. In the present war, with the exception of the 
United States, all the countries capable of 
noteworthy production . . . are either at war 
themselves or completing their armaments, and have 
accordingly prohibited the exportation of war 
material. Therefore the United States of America 
is the only country in a position to export war 
material.54 

According to von Bernstorff, "This fact ought to give a new 

meaning to the idea of neutrality, independent of the formal 

law." The German ambassador argued that his government 

recognized the United States' technical right to export 

munitions, but, he explained, Berlin deplored the nation's 

acquiescence as the British withheld food from Germany, 
55 

while shipments of arms to the Allies went unmolested. 

Von Bernstorff's note and its unauthorized appearance 

created a tidal wave of indignation. 

On April 13, the New York Sun published an article 

which offered two motives behind von Bernstorff's "improper" 

54 
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and "insulting" action. According to the Sun, Germany 

either sought to involve the United States in the war, so 

the Americans could "exercise a restraining influence on 

Germany's enemies" during post-war negotiations, or the 

Imperial government was trying to "discredit the United 
56 

States Government in the eyes of the German people." 

On April 16, Spring Rice reported to Grey, "Old 

fashioned people object to this manifestation of the new 

diplomacy" and were calling upon Washington to demand von 

Bernstorff's recall. The Wilson Administration, however, 

appeared to be "in no hurry . . . and is supposed to be 

actuated in this delay by the desire not to embitter the 

relations between the two governments. . . Upon reading 

Spring Rice's report, Sir Edward Grey noted, sardonically, 

"The irritation of the Americans at the new diplomacy is 
57 

amusing considering their own record in such matters." 

The U. S. Government's official reply was delivered 

to von Bernstorff on April 21. Spring Rice reported that 

the note, which was signed by William Jennings Bryan as 

Secretary of State, "was finally penned by President Wilson, 

56 
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58 

himself." Restating the position of the United States and 

upholding the government's refusal to allow any belligerent 

to interfere with the nation's neutral rights, Wilson had 

written in Bryan's behalf, 

I must admit that I am somewhat at a loss to 
interpret your excellency's treatment of these 
matters. . . . I regret to say, the language which 
Your Excellency employs in your memorandum is 
susceptible of being construed as impugning the 
good faith of the United States in the performance 
of its duties as a neutral. I take it for granted 
that no such implication was intended. . . .59 

The content of Wilson's note was also published in American 

newspapers. 

In the meantime, Spring Rice had telegraphed the 

Foreign Office in London for information on behalf of a 

certain "Dr. Gregory of Washington, a noted authority on 
60 

international law." Gregory was preparing an address in 

which he planned to refute von Bernstorff's arguments. 

Spring Rice asked, 

. . . whether Krupp did not, during Boer War, 
supply arms to His Majesty's Government at a time 
when Boers were shut off from supplies by sea. 
This would offer analogy to present German case 
which is being much agitated here by German 

58 
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agents. If it is so, it might be discreetly 
communicated to Press.61 

The successful use of this data led officials at the 

British Foreign Office to scour their archives againr early 

the following month, searching for proof that Austria and 

Germany had supplied munitions to Spain during the Spanish-

American War. In this instance, however, they were unable 

to find corroborating documentation in their files for an 

eyewitness report, filed in 1898, that Germany had shipped 
62 

cannon to Spain during the war. 

Where Germany's propaganda was always a clamorous 

project, Berlin's representatives also occupied themselves 

in more clandestine activities, as well, including attempts 

to interrupt the flow of arms by money, and where necessary, 

by sabotage. Spring Rice reported to the British Foreign 

Office that German agents sought to "obtain bogus 

concessions, to buy patent rights and to injure the works 
63 

manufacturing munitions." 

On April 30, Spring Rice reported to Grey that since 

the Wilson/Bryan response to von Bernstorff's publicized 

61 
April 17, 1915, file #1755, FO 372/735, PRO, London. 

62 

Foreign Office memoranda, May 5-6, 1915, file #1755, 
FO 372/735, PRO, London. 

63 
Gwynn, Spring Rice, p. 263. 
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appeal, "the German organisers appear to have resorted to 
6 4 

new expedients." Among these attempts were the activities 

of a certain "General Pearson," whom Spring Rice described 

as a "former Boer General." Pearson had filed suit in the 

Circuit Court of Milwaukee County, Wisconsin, listing as 

defendants in the case the Allis-Chalmers Company; Otto 

Falk, the company's president; Richard Roe, "alias;" and 

John Doe, "alias," who allegedly were manufacturing and 

shipping shrapnel shell, "under the direction of the 
65 

Bethlehem Steel Company of Pennsylvania." 

According to Pearson's deposition of April 29, the 

plaintiff sought to "prevent the continuation" of a 

conspiracy between the defendants "and other persons," which 

would cause "irreparable injury" to his "valuable property 

interests located within the boundaries of the German 

Empire." Pearson contended that under "Sections 5281 and 

5291 of the Federal Statutes," sales of munitions 

constituted a breach of neutrality, and that such actions by 

the defendants were "of the immoral type and character of 

64 
Spring Rice to Grey, April 30, 1915, file #1755, FO 

372/735, PRO, London. 
65 

Copy of deposition enclosed by Spring Rice in 
dispatch to Grey, June 1, 1915, file #1755, FO 372/735, PRO, 
London. 
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the ghoul, grave diggers and camp followers, familiar to the 

Civil War of the United States." As the plaintiff argued, 

. . . the only motive of a non-belligerent whose 
country is committed to neutrality in furnishing 
death dealing instruments, made for and intended 
to be used for the sole purpose of destroying 
human life, is the motive of profit of money, and 
is equivalent in moral debasement to a deliberate 
accessoryship to murder.66 

The New York Times reported that Pearson planned to file 
67 

similar lawsuits in Pennsylvania and Illinois. 

On June 1, Spring Rice reported to Grey that a 

federal judge had dismissed Pearson's suit, declaring that 

the plaintiff sought "political rather than legal" relief, 

and that the matter was exclusively under the jurisdiction 

of the Federal Government. Spring Rice also explained that 

during the Boer War, Pearson had filed a similarly 

unsuccessful lawsuit in the Eastern District of Louisiana, 

trying to prevent the export of horses and mules from New 
68 

Orleans. 

Pearson's failure to enlist the American legal system 

for his purposes did not terminate official British interest 

66 
Ibid. 

67 
"Invoke State Law to Aid Germany," April 30, 1915. 

Copy in Foreign Office file #1755, FO 372/735, PRO, London. 
68 

Spring Rice to Grey, June 1, 1915, file #1755, FO 
372/735, PRO, London. 
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in the matter. On August 24, a staff member at the War 

Office reported to the Foreign Office that the "individual 

known as %General' Samuel Pearson" was "a former resident of 

the Transvaal who was deported from South Africa after the 

war" and subsequently, had become a naturalized American 

citizen. The British Colonial Office, which had had 

extensive dealings with Pearson, claimed that he was 

engineering strikes among munitions workers in the United 

States. According to the information the War Office 

gathered, Pearson had gone to Amsterdam in early 1913, where 

he established a business which had operated as the 

"American Importing Company." In March 1915, he had 

returned to the United States, and as of July 3, he had been 

associated with "Republican House" of Milwaukee, "the 

proprietors of which are Alvin P. Kletzsch and Herman 0. 

Kletzsch, who are believed to be active German agents in 

that part of the U.S.A." 

When in Amsterdam, he is believed to have paid 
frequent visits to Berlin and, on returning from 
there, was seen to be well supplied with money. 
When in London he has always associated with the 
German element. . . . His hostility to England is 
unquestionable.69 

69 
D. D. Cubitt to the Under Secretary of State at the 

Foreign Office, August 24, 1915. Notations on the file 
cover of this report show that a copy was forwarded to 
Washington on August 31, though it is unclear whether the 
information was sent to Spring Rice or to the United States 
government, File #1755, FO 372/735, PRO, London. 
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By this time, however, all of Germany's efforts to 

shift the course of American opinion had been abrogated by 

several serious concussions. The most compelling of these 

occurred on May 7, when the Lusitania was torpedoed by a 

German U-boat, drowning 1195 passengers, including 94 
70 

children and 140 Americans. Though British and American 

officials quickly suppressed information about the ship's 

cargo, on this fateful voyage the Lusitania carried 1250 

cases of shrapnel from Bethlehem Steel, as well as 2400 

cases of rifle cartridges manufactured by the Remington Arms 

Company and containing between 10 and 11 tons of black 

powder, all of it shipped by J. P. Morgan & Company to the 
71 

British Royal Arsenal at Woolwich. According to estimates 

H. C. Peterson issued in his 1939 publication, Propaganda 

For War, this cargo would have provided ample ammunition to 

70 
Figures vary in the numerous accounts of the tragedy. 

The ones used here appear in Beesly, Room 40, p. 85. 
71 

These figures also vary by account. In their 
splendid book, The Lusitania Disaster; An Episode in Modern 
Warfare and Diplomacy (New York: The Free Press, 1975) , pp. 
75, 96, Thomas A. Bailey and Paul B. Ryan state that the 
cargo held 4200 cases of Remington .303 cartridges, 1250 
cases of empty "and hence nonexplosive" shrapnel shells, and 
18 cases of nonexplosive fuses. 
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kill "a probable" 1600, and "a possible" 3,150,000 men, had 
72 

it ever reached the Western front. 

Just before the Lusitania had left the United States, 

the German embassy published a warning to Americans about 

the danger of traveling on belligerent vessels. Many u. S. 

citizens considered the admonition proof that Germany had 

planned to sink the ship, so the United States would be 

forced to declare war and would be unable to continue to 
73 

sell supplies to the British. 

German interests in the United States suffered 

several additional blows, following the sinking of the 

Lusitania. Making a speech in Cleveland, Dernburg argued 

72 
Peterson, Propaganda for War, p. 120. Despite their 

own losses in the disaster, the British did not overlook the 
resulting opportunities to turn the event to their 
advantage. An especially bizarre example took place in 
1916, when a German company struck a medal commemorating the 
event. Designed to mock Great Britain's grief over the 
tragedy, the medal depicted, on one side, a ship sinking 
with her cargo of guns and airplanes, along with the words, 
"No Contraband." The other side showed a skeleton selling 
tickets to passengers in a Cunard office, with the slogan, 
"Business above everything." In order to amplify public 
outrage at this evidence of German bestiality, and to create 
the impression that the German Government was responsible, 
the British Foreign Office began to issue replicas. The 
demand for these copies was so enormous, that Selfridge's, 
the prominent department store, took over their manufacture 
on a non-profit basis, Wilson, Myriad Faces of War, pp. 
735-7. 

73 
Alice M. Morrissey, The American Defense of Neutral 

Rights 1914-1917 (Cambridge: Harvard University-Press. 
1939), p. 62. 
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that the ship was a legitimate target, since, he claimed, it 

was armed and was carrying munitions. If the presence of 

American citizens on British ships meant that German U-boats 

must hold their fire, what would stop the British from 

hiring one of these "guardian angels" to accompany each 

shipment of armaments? Dernburg's statements aroused such 

fury that he was asked to leave the country; Meyer Gerhard 

followed, the next month. Dernburg was succeeded at the 

German Information Service by Dr. Fuehr, but public sympathy 
74 

for Germany was already evaporating. 

Germany suffered a further loss in June 1915, when 

William Jennings Bryan resigned his position as Secretary of 

State, in protest against Wilson's refusal to forbid 

Americans to travel on belligerent ships. Though Bryan was 

a pacifist, he was the only member of the Wilson 

Administration to recognize the logic of Germany's position 

towards the lopsided neutrality the United States upheld. 

His departure was costly to the Germans. When Robert 

Lansing took over as Secretary of State, Bryan and his 

"equalizing influence upon policy" were "replaced by a man 

who was convinced that, in the interest of civilization, 

74 
Bailey and Ryan, Lusitania, p. 97; Roetter, 

Psychological Warfare, pp. 58-9. 
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75 

Germany must be defeated." On June 10, Spring Rice 

reported to Grey, "The Germans who till late were loud in 
76 

abuse of Bryan have accepted him as a Heaven-born leader." 

Germany's next embarrassment was allegedly the result 

of human error. According to the traditional account, on 

July 24, 1915, Dr. Albert dozed off, while traveling on an 

elevated train in New York, waking just as the train reached 

his station. In his hurry to get off at the correct stop, 

he failed to pick up the briefcase he had been carrying, 

discovering his mistake only moments later. Albert dashed 

back to the car he had occupied, but his briefcase was gone. 

It had been retrieved by Frank Burke, an American Secret 

Service agent. 

Burke and a colleague, W. H. Houghton, had seen 

Albert in the company of viereck, earlier in the afternoon, 

and had followed the men when they boarded the train. When 

Viereck got off at his stop, Houghton followed him; Burke 

stayed with Albert and was watching when the German agent 

forgot his briefcase. Burke immediately took the case to 

his supervisor, William Flynn, who, in turn, delivered it to 

his superior, William McAdoo, Secretary of the Treasury. 

75 

76 
Morrissey, Defense, pp. 94-5. 

Quoted in Gwynn, Spring Rice, p. 272. 
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The documents within Albert's briefcase provided a wealth of 

evidence about German sabotage and implicated a number of 

people, some of whom were attached to von Bernstorff's 

embassy. 

Because Woodrow Wilson and his advisors supposedly 

were reluctant to acknowledge that a Secret Service agent 

had been tailing a German diplomat or that the agent had 

taken Albert's property, the documents were "leaked" to the 

New York World, shortly afterward. The newspaper promptly 

printed a number of articles about Germany's covert 

activities in the United States, including a scheme to 

establish a bogus munitions factory in Bridgeport, 

Connecticut. This factory was intended to provide a front 

of apparent legitimacy, enabling German agents to tie up 

already-scarce materials and otherwise subvert the munitions 
77 

industry. The news further enraged the public. 

At about the same time that Albert's briefcase came 

into American hands, another piece of amazing good fortune 

delivered valuable intelligence to the United States 

Government. In mid-August, a young waiter supposedly 

overheard a dinner conversation between von Bernstorff, the 

Austrian ambassador, Count Constantin Dumba, and a 

77 
Witcover, Black Tom, pp. 120-1; Sanders and Taylor, 

British Propaganda, p. 182. 
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pro-German American journalist, James J. Archibald. 

Archibald was about to leave for Europe, and von Bernstorff 

and Dumba had entrusted him with a packet of sensitive 

documents, which he was to take to Vienna. According to the 

account, the waiter contacted American authorities, who 

cabled the British Government to stop Archibald. Patrick 

Beesly writes, however, that the information came into the 

possession of Guy Gaunt, who contacted Blinker Hall about 

Archibald's role as courier. When Archibald's ship reached 
78 

England, Hall had him arrested. 

Among the papers in Archibald's care was evidence 

that Dumba had been instructed by his government to agitate 

American munitions workers to strike, and that he was being 

assisted in this work by Franz von Papen, the German 
• > 

military attache, and Karl Boy-Ed, the naval attache. Also 

discovered in this cache were financial records which 

implicated von Bernstorff as the source of funds for a 

network of saboteurs. Early in September, Wilson demanded 

that Dumba be recalled. Though the president also wanted to 

have von Bernstorff, von Papen, and Boy-Ed recalled, the 

State Department discouraged this step on grounds that the 

newly-acquired evidence was not substantial proof of their 

78 
Beesly, Room 40, pp. 228-9; Witcover, Black Tom, pp. 

124-5. 
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complicity in Dumba's schemes. In fact, if the adventures 

involving Dr. Albert's briefcase and the patriotic waiter's 

timely intervention were fictitious concoctions designed to 

shield the successful work of British intelligence, the 

State Department may have been reluctant to compromise this 

valuable source of information. After these events, 

however, a dramatic increase in surveillance of German 

diplomats led to the exposure of many more plans for 

sabotaging American munitions factories. By the end of 

1915, Wilson was able to have von Papen and Boy-Ed recalled 
79 

to Berlin. 

Ironically, the series of events which undermined 

Germany's bid for American sympathy through the summer of 

1915 forced that belligerent's operatives to become more 

discreet and surreptitious in their activities. German 

agents also were forced to rely more upon acts of sabotage, 

since Americans had come to regard their presence with open 

skepticism and hostility, and the British were winning the 

battle over public opinion, even if much of their success 

was achieved by default. From late 1915, there was a 

drastic increase in explosions at munitions plants across 

79 
Beesly, Room 40, p. 229; Sanders and Taylor, British 

Propaganda, p. 182; Witcover, Black Tom, pp. 124-5. 
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the United States and on ships transporting American-made 
80 

supplies to Great Britain. 

The ineptitude of German agents in the United States 

and the strident machinations which accompanied their crude 

propaganda campaign in 1914 and 1915 finally damaged 

Germany's cause irreparably. Their follies were embellished 

and advertised before the American population by the agents 

of Great Britain, who maintained a fastidiously subdued, 

though powerful, presence in the United States. The British 

protected their access to vital supplies of American goods 

by a combination of diplomacy, propaganda, 

counter-espionage, and exposure, as well as by naval 

blockade. 

As M. L. Sanders and Philip M. Taylor have explained, 

So many sacred cows concerning the traditional 
relationship between government and governed and 
the rules of conduct in foreign policy were 
slaughtered along the way that it was almost 
impossible to keep count of them. Even so, by the 

80 
Munitions plants and ships carrying munitions were 

dangerously volatile under ordinary circumstances, so it 
would be difficult to identify all such explosions as the 
work of German agents. Nonetheless, German agents in the 
United States manufactured "cigar" bombs, or lengths of lead 
pipe in which such chemicals as picric acid and sulphuric 
acid were separated by thin copper discs. With the help of 
longshoremen recruited for the purpose, these pipes were 
easily hidden in a ship's cargo. By the time the ship was 
at sea, the acids had eaten through the copper partition, 
and the combination of chemicals burst into flame, damaging 
the cargo at least, if not causing an explosion aboard the 
ship, Witcover, Black Tom, p. 126. 
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end of the war, Britain had developed the classic 
model on which other governments were subsequently 
to base their own propaganda machinery. Between 
1914 and 1918, therefore, the British government 
was responsible for opening a Pandoran box which 
unleashed the weapon of propaganda upon the modern 
world.81 

Thus, the United States was drawn into World War I 

long before she abandoned her cherished commitment to 

neutrality. On the American front, Great Britain and 

Germany were engaged in an entirely different sort of 

warfare from the technological nightmare they wreaked upon 

the European battlefields, but the contest was no less 

revolutionary and no less genuine. 

81 
Sanders and Taylor, British Propaganda, p. 1. 



CHAPTER IX 

CONCLUSION: 
THE INSTRUMENTS OF WAR 

In August 1914, Great Britain had gone to war with a 

small professional army, a vague but general idea that the 

war would be over by Christmas, and an outdated assumption 

that the nation's small number of experienced arms 

manufacturers would provide whatever supplies were necessary 

for the troops in the field. Though a European war had 

loomed over the horizon for several years, the British had 

considered their own military intervention unlikely until 

the last minute. The recognition that Great Britain was 

unprepared for the technological demands of twentieth-

century warfare escaped even Field-Marshall Lord Kitchener, 

whose initial recommendation as Secretary of State for War 

created the massive recruiting campaign which raised the 

army's manpower to an unprecedented level. While the 

military hierarchy continued to rely upon traditional 

sources of supply, thousands of young men, caught up in 

patriotic fervor and the romantic splendor of Britain's 

history, overwhelmed the recruiting stations. Once in 

training, however, these new soldiers were forced to drill 

with iron pipes or wooden dummies instead of rifles, because 

242 
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supplies of the real thing were too scarce to waste upon 

recruits. 

In his position of Chancellor of the Exchequer, 

David Lloyd George, the nation's chief of finance, observed 

that War Office expenditures quickly fell behind the 

projected needs of an immense increase in military manpower. 

In the earliest stages of the war, Lloyd George delivered 

warnings about munitions shortages to his fellow Cabinet 

members, incurring the wrath of Kitchener by his open 

criticism of War Office methods of procurement. Not until 

valuable months had been wasted did the subsequent 

hostilities between Kitchener and Lloyd George, as well as 

the scandalous reports of men returning from the front, 

force the British leadership to turn its attention to the 

inherent weaknesses of traditional methods of supply. 

During these first months of the war, however, the 

industrial potential of the neutral United States began to 

surface as an alternative source of supply. The economic 

opportunities of supplying munitions to the nations at war 

had an enormous appeal for American manufacturers, who 

bombarded the belligerents with offers, even before the War 

Office was prepared to consider any but their usual 

suppliers. With the creation of the short-lived Shells 

Committee, in October, 1914, the British placed their first 

large orders with American firms. Other orders followed, 
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but the overwhelming volume of offers and the vast 

difficulties in dealing with manufacturers in a foreign 

market led the British government to the decision to appoint 

a purchasing agent in the United States. Thus, with the 

Commercial Agency Agreement, the British government placed 

the responsibilities for purchasing in the United States 

with the American banking house of J. P. Morgan and Company. 

Ultimately, Morgan's would not only take on purchasing 

duties for the French and, through the British, for Russia, 

as well, but the banking firm would also assume the 

responsibility for financing these nation's purchases. 

As American manufacturing, labor, and economics were 

increasingly entangled with the war effort of the Allies, 

the issue of neutrality became an increasingly divisive 

factor within the United States. The Wilson Administration 

cautioned the American public to remain strictly neutral and 

refused to interfere with the growing traffic in arms. The 

Central Powers, cut off from the U. S. by the British navy, 

did not have access to American suppliers. The neutrality 

of the United States, under such circumstances, heavily 

favored the Allies. The resulting outcry from pacifists, 

ethnic groups, and others created enormous pressure upon the 

United States government to adopt an embargo on arms and 

launched a widespread public campaign that was fueled, 
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publicly and covertly, by diplomats and agents representing 

Germany and, to a more limited extent, Austria-Hungary. 

As Great Britain came to rely increasingly upon the 

industries of the United States to relieve the crippling 

shortages in the field, the British were forced to take 

unprecedented measures to influence the internal climate of 

opinion in the U. S. The threat of an arms embargo led the 

British government to create a massive propaganda machine, 

directing a clandestine but powerful network of agents which 

carried out its work within American borders, as well as 

from London. 

The first large shipments of American-made 

ammunition began to reach delivery in Great Britain in early 

1915. Though large contracts for rifles had initially been 

scheduled for delivery in September 1915, the first of these 
1 

reached Great Britain in early 1916. With the endless 

production problems which arose, American shipments remained 

unreliable until well into 1916. The mass production of war 

supplies in the United States was accomplished with many of 

the same technological and labor problems suffered by 

British industry, though with one important difference: the 

Americans were not at war. 

1 
Michael Baldwin, "Pattern '14 Postcript," Army Museum 

'84 (1984): 48. 
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Early in 1916, shortly after Ernest W. Moir took up 

his post as the Ministry of Munitions representative in the 

United States, he reported to David Lloyd George upon the 

status of the Ministry's American orders: 

The contracts here are loosely drawn, without 
penalties, and with extension of time claim 
clauses, which are exceedingly easy to act upon, 
but very difficult to combat, and in view of the 
fact that it is not incumbent upon the Contractor 
to report the alleged delays at the time they 
occur, and no full note has been kept of these 
things, as far as I can yet see, to actually 
determine what is the date of completion of 
contracts. Then again, there have been a great 
many changes in details of design, which are most 
unfortunate.2 

Even those American factories with experience at 

manufacturing weapons had difficulties in mastering the 

technical specifications of the British orders. American 

industry was more adept at producing large quantities of 

goods than at producing goods of any precise or uniform 

quality, and for this reason, large portions of any American 

order were likely to be unacceptable to Great Britain's 

military inspectors. Ammunition, especially small-arms 

cartridges, which were manufactured quickly and in enormous 

batches, was suspect even after delivery. As one British 

soldier recorded about his experiences at the front, "One 

2 
Ernest W. Moir to David Lloyd George, Letter, January 

28, 1916, MUN 5/167/1141/10, Public Record Office (hereafter 
cited as PRO), London. 
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day we had orders to sort through our ammunition, and to 

pick out pieces marked *B.' This appeared to be 
3 

American-made ammunition that was faulty." 

The efforts Moir supervised, working closely with 

the staff at J. P. Morgan and Company, were enormous and 

frustrating. As he reported to Lloyd George early in 1916, 

"The number of factories to be visited, may be gauged from 

the fact, [sicl that there are some 300 contractors, and 
4 

between 500 and 600 sub-contractors." These numbers 

increased as the British representatives in the United 

States identified additional manufacturers to take on 

contracts. 

Moir's initial status reports reveal the wide range 

of problems his staff faced in their dealings with American 

manufacturers. In January 1916, he reported that the 

Remington factory at Bridgeport, Connecticut, had been 

"temporarily suspended," since the cartridges manufactured 

there had failed to pass the machine gun and rifle firing 

tests. The report continued, "Considerable trouble has been 

experienced at the factory and it is suggested that machines 

A. Stuart Dolden, Cannon Fodder: An Infantryman's 
Life on the Western Front 1914-18 (Poole, Dorset: Blandford 
Press Ltd., 1980) , p"̂  24. 

4 
Moir to Lloyd George, Letter, March 4, 1916, MUN 

5/167/1141/10, PRO, London. 
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have been tampered with." The status of small-arms 

ammunition contracts at the Winchester Repeating Arms 

Company was described in the ominously vague words, "A very 

unsatisfactory report, which combined with outside knowledge 

in the possession of the Ministry makes the situation 

serious." The United States Cartridge Company, on the other 

hand, was "making good progress," already producing its 

"promised daily output" of one million cartridges daily, and 
5 

was expanding in order to double that figure. 

Rifle production was equally troublesome. According 

to the same report, Winchester was claiming that unless the 

Ministry immediately exercised its option for 1917 

contracts, there would be an unavoidable break of four 

months in deliveries, because of the factory's difficulties 

in acquiring high-speed steel for rifle components, as well 

as seasoned wood of the proper thickness for stocks. Though 

sample weapons produced by Winchester and Remington were 

satisfactory, Moir complained that "The Manufacturing 

Companies in U.S.A. do not show any consideration for us, 

they do not offer reduced prices for 1917, even though by 

"Synopsis of Mr. Moir's Report," February 1, 1916, MUN 
5/167/1141/10, PRO, London. 
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then the cost of all their machinery will have been 
6 

amortized." 

An additional concern for Moir was the competition 

for workmen which was carried on between Canadian and 

American manufacturers. As Moir reported to Lloyd George, 

Sir Charles Ross of the Ross Rifle Company of Canada was 

luring workmen, especially "Barrel straighteners," away from 

Winchester and Remington "by advertisement and canvass." 

When questioned about his activities, Ross had explained 

that he was being "pushed and threatened" by the Canadian 

government and had no choice but to hire skilled workmen 

from any source possible. Moir wrote, 

I am quite confident of the stealing of employees 
and the passing of them backwards and forwards 
across the frontier, and I am equally confident 
that this procedure will not add to their 
efficiency or to the production of rifles to equip 
our men.7 

Despite the ongoing problems in dealing with 

hundreds of separate manufacturing concerns, the British 

contracts created a boom in American manufacturing which 

enabled the United States to assume the central industrial 

and financial role formerly held by Great Britain. As 

6 
Ibid. 

7 
E. W. Moir to David Lloyd George, Letter, March 4, 

1916, MUN 5/167/1141/10, PRO, London. 
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British purchases of munitions, machinery, horses and mules, 

and food grew to as much as ten million dollars per day in 

1916, the British were forced to liquidate their American 

investments, as well as to ship huge sums in gold to pay for 
8 

their purchases. Though Great Britain ran short of funds 

by 1916, and from this point, Morgan's financed British 

orders in the U. S., American business entered a period of 

immense profits with the outbreak of the European war. In 

addition, the munitions trade created jobs and higher 

salaries for American workers. American exports to Great 

Britain, British colonial possessions, France, and Russia 

increased dramatically, while exports to Germany and 

Austria-Hungary dwindled to almost nothing (see tables 1 and 

2) . 

American neutrality ended in April 1917, when the 

United States Congress declared war on Germany. Because 

American industry had been mobilized through the direct 

efforts of J. P. Morgan and Company and, indirectly, by the 

British Ministry of Munitions, the United States was spared 

8 
Kathleen Burk, "The Mobilization of Anglo-American 

Finance During World War I," in Mobilization for Total War: 
The Canadian, American and British Experience 1914-1918, 
1939-1945, edited by N. F. Dreisziger (Waterloo, Ontario: 
Wilfred Laurier University Press, 1981), p. 31. 
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the more radical emergency measures to which Great Britain 

had been forced to resort in order to redress the scarcity 

of munitions in 1914 and 1915. By early 1917, American 

manufacturers had become much more adept at producing the 

instruments of war, and when the United States entered the 

conflict, much of the machinery which had been turning out 

weapons according to foreign designs were re-tooled to 

American specifications. The American war effort suffered 

its share of chaos, but in the United States, the problems 

encountered on entering the war were created by the push to 

coordinate American military needs and acquisition methods 

with those of the Allies, and not because the U. S. did not 

have enough experienced factories to produce the required 
9 

goods. 

After the war ended, the traditional isolationist 

sentiments of both Great Britain and the United States, set 

aside by the events of the previous years, reasserted 

themselves. In addition to the renewed determination never 

again to be swept into war by the entanglements of foreign 

nations, these countries were equally affected by the 

post-war international belief that war could and must be 

9 
Edward Robb Ellis, Echoes of Distant Thunder: Life in 

the United States 1914-19X13 (New York: Coward, McCann & 
Geoghegan, Inc., 1975), pp. 372-89. 
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eliminated as an instrument of policy. The intention to 

renounce war ultimately led many of the world's nations to 

the signing of the Pact of Paris, or Kellogg-Briand Pact, on 

August 27, 1928, though international idealism did not go so 

far as to leave national-defense escape clauses out of the 

covenant. 

Still, the experiences of World War I left a wake of 

disillusionment and suspicion among the populations of the 

participating nations, and the decades which followed were 

characterized by embittered attempts, in Great Britain and 

the United States, to identify and eliminate the interests 

which had lured these nations into the conflict. The search 

for scapegoats led again and again to the industrial 

concerns which, in making enormous profits from the 

production of weapons, apparently had the most to gain from 

war. After a war in which as many as nine million had died, 
10 

that anyone had profited seemed intolerable. 

In the 1930s, fed by the publication of sensational 

books such as H. C. Engelbrecht's and P. C. Hanighen's 

Merchants of Death and George Seldes's Iron, Blood and 

Profits, which "exposed" the evil intentions of the 

international munitions trade and the existence of 

1 0 

Martin Gilbert, First World War Atlas (London: 
Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1970; reprint ed., 1985), p. 158. 
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subversive munitions "rings," long-festering suspicions 

crystallized into formal investigations of the munitions 

industries of Great Britain and the United States. 1 1 m 

1934, the United States Senate launched an inquiry under the 

direction of Senator Gerald p. Nye of North Dakota. Nye's 

panel also included Senators Arthur H. Vandenburg of 

Michigan, W. Warren Barbour of New Jersey, J. Bennett Clark 

of Missouri, James P. Pope of Idaho, Homer T. Bone of 

Washington, and Walter F. George of Georgia. 

In investigating the connections between American 

banking interests and industrial concerns and their 

individual and collective roles in engineering the United 

States into the war, the Nye Committee subpoenaed the 

principals of fifty of the major entities which had 

conducted business with the Allies throughout the war, 

including J. P. Morgan and Company, the Winchester Repeating 

Arms Company, Colt's Patent Fire Arms Manufacturing Company, 

Remington Arms Company, E. I. du Pont de Nemours and 

Company, and many others. The indignation of the witnesses 

at the implications of such an investigation is best 

H ; S: ? n9 el br?cht and F. C. Hanighen, Merchants of 
Sff,: • J ^ t u d y of the International Armament Industry Tnpw 

S 2® & C o n ,P a ny' 1934); George Seldes, Iron 
Blood and Profits: An Exposure of the World-Wide Munitions 
a c e - (New York: Harper & Brothers Publishers, 1934)# 
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illustrated by the testimony of Irenee du Pont, Vice 

Chairman of the Board of the du Pont company: 

. . . I cannot see anything particularly wicked 
about having served those people over there who 
later became our allies. They were very glad to 
get the help, and we made money in doing it, and 
we served them well. I take exception to your 
idea that this is just a bloody proposition of 
selling somebody else's life for money. It is 
outrageous.12 

Despite du Pont's disclaimer, during the same 

meeting, Lammont du Pont, president of the chemical 

manufacturers, admitted that wartime profits had risen as 

high as $250,000,000 or $300,000,000. Furthermore, Pierre 

du Pont, Chairman of the Board, affirmed that du Pont stock 

had risen over the four years of the war from a value of $20 
13 

per share to approximately $1,000 per share. In light of 

such revelations, it is not difficult to understand the 

resentment and distrust the populations of Great Britain and 

the United States, caught as they were in the Great 

Depression, felt toward industrial interests. In the glare 

of public scrutiny, the testimony of the witnesses did 

little to dispel the growing conviction that the entire war 

was forced upon the civilized world by the evil machinations 

12 
Testimony, December 11-12, 1934, U. S. Senate, 73rd 

Congress, 2nd Session, Special Committee on Investigation of 
the Munitions Industry: p. 2709. 

13 
Ibid., pp. 2708-9, 2714. 
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of profiteers. Though the Nye Committee did not prove that 

the American banking or industrial interests had fomented 

war to increase their profits, the isolationists were able 

to use the disclosures of the investigation to push a 

Neutrality Bill through Congress in August 1935. The 

legislation provided for a mandatory arms embargo during war 

between foreign nations, as well as a Munitions Control 
14 

Board to oversee American exports of weapons. 

Great Britain's watchful interest in the Nye 

Committee's investigation led to the creation, in 1935, of 

the Royal Commission on the Private Manufacture of and 

Trading in Arms, to consider "a prohibition of private 

manufacture of and trade in arms and munitions of war, and 

the institution of a State monopoly of such manufacture and 

trade." King George V appointed to the commission Sir John 

Eldon Bankes as chairman, Sir Philip H. Gibbs, Dame Rachel 

E. Crowdy, Sir Thomas W. Allen, Sir Kenneth Lee, Harold C. 

Gutteridge, and J. A. Spender. Besides considering the 

prohibition and government monopoly of the private munitions 

trade in peacetime, the commission also investigated the 

widespread allegations that armaments firms had actively 

encouraged war scares and were guilty of "persuading their 

14 
Anthony Sampson, The Arms Bazaar: From Lebanon to 

Lockheed (New York: The Viking Press, 1977) , pp. 79-80T~ 
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own countries to adopt warlike policies and to increase 
15 

their armaments." 

The Royal Commission examined seventy-three 

witnesses representing the League of Nations Union, the 

National Peace Council, the British Movement Against War and 

Fascism, and the Communist Party of Great Britain, as well 

as Vickers, Beardmore, Birmingham Small Arms, and other 

manufacturers. Witnesses included such experts as Lloyd 

George, Sir Eric Geddes, Major General Sir Stanley von 
16 

Donop, and Colonel Sir Maurice Hankey. Hankey's testimony 

was most compelling, as he insisted that private manufacture 

was crucial to national defense and, he reminded the 

commission, Great Britain's cause would have been lost, had 

it not been for the private arms trade of the United 
17 

States. The Royal Commission determined that "the most 

effective available means of removing or minimising the 

objections to the private manufacture of and trade in arms 

would be the limitation of arms by international agreement," 

15 
Great Britain, Royal Commission on the Private 

Manufacture of and Trading in Arms, 1935-1936, Report, 1936, 
p. 17. 

16 
Royal Commission, pp. 71-3. 

17 
Royal Commission Minutes, cited in Sampson, The Arms 

Bazaar, pp. 85-6. 
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while a State monopoly "is likely to be impracticable," and 
18 

the abolition of private industry "is undesirable." 

By the issue of both investigatory committee's final 

reports, however, the passage of time, the waning of the 

worst effects of the Depression, and the revitalization of 

Germany under Adolph Hitler had lessened public outrage over 

the munitions trade of World War I. By the end of the 

1930s, the official investigations of the international 

armaments industry had become important for an entirely 

different reason than that for which they were begun: the 

British and the American inquiries had produced valuable 

information about the munitions-production capacities of 

both nations, and once again, Europe was under the shadow of 

war. 

18 
Royal Commission, p. 53. 
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