     “The Rockefeller Foundation and the Council on Foreign Relations . . . intend to prevent, if they can, a repetition of what they call in the vernacular “the debunking journalistic campaign following World War 1.” Translated into precise English, this means that the Foundation and the Council do not want journalists or any other person to examine too closely and criticize too freely the official propaganda and official statements relative to “our basic aims and activities” during World War II. In short, they hope that, among other things, the policies and measures of Franklin D. Roosevelt will escape in the coming years the critical analysis, evaluation and exposition that befell the policies and measures of Woodrow Wilson and the Entente Allies after World War 1.”

Professor Charles Austin Beard
Saturday Evening Post, October 4, 1947

  “The ‘Smearbund’ has not only condemned my books to the silent treatment, barred me from all leading periodicals, and sought to dissuade publishers from accepting my books on any subject, but its members have also carried on extensive subterranean intrigue seeking to discourage the use of my textbooks in the fields of the history of civilization and sociology, where the content of my tomes does not touch even remotely on the issues of revisionism.
  History has been an intellectual casualty in both World Wars, and there is much doubt that it can be rehabilitated during the second half of the century. Indeed, there is every prospect that it will become more and more an instrument and adjunct of official propaganda—a supine instrument of our “Ministry of Truth.”

Professor Harry Elmer Barnes
Perpetual War For Perpetual Peace, 1953

“What we had to have was no mere surface unity, but a passionate belief in the justice of America’s cause that should weld the people of the United States into one white-hot mass instinct with fraternity, devotion, courage, and deathless determination.”

The Committee of Public Information (The Creel Commission)


 




 PROLOGUE




“H
istory,” so said Napoleon, “is a fable agreed upon.”  Even if Napoleon didn’t say it, the point is well made and was especially applicable to the period after the Great War of 1914-18.
  The “fable agreed upon” was that Germany had initiated the War and had been (along with Austria-Hungary) “solely” responsible. Historians—then as now—were mightily puzzled as to what great object Germany might have to gain by starting a perilous two-front war against two strong and well-prepared opponents with England thrown in for good measure. As Montgelas described it:
“On the one side, three States, vastly superior in strength on land and on sea, having a total of over 700,000,000 inhabitants of all parts of the world at their disposal, including Japan and Italy, over 800,000,000. On the other, two States in the center of  Europe, which would immediately be cut off from all overseas communications in a war in which England took part as an enemy, and which could barely reckon on a total of 120,000,000 subjects.” 
  In 1919, Germany was the first to publish her pre-War diplomatic correspondence now known as the “Kautsky Documents.” Austria soon followed suit with the Austrian “Red Book” and the “fable” began to unravel.
  In 1926, Professor Harry Elmer Barnes established his leadership among American revisionists with his milestone book, The Genesis of the World War. American clergyman John Haynes Holmes reviewed the book in Unity, July 12, 1926. I cite it here because it is a brief and accurate summary of the cause(s) of World War 1:

[bookmark: _GoBack]               “Professor Barnes’ interpretation of pre-War events is perfectly simple. The immediate causes of the War, as distinguished from the remote and basic causes which Professor Barnes amply recognizes, he finds in their inception at the joining of hands of Poincaré and Isvolsky, respectively French premier and Russian ambassador at Paris, in January, 1912. From this time on we have a plan, a plot, a conspiracy, for the isolation of Germany, the acquirement of Constantinople and the Straits by Russia and of Alsace and Lorraine by France, with the fomenting of Balkan disturbances as the occasion for launching war against Germany for her destruction. Into this plot were dragged England and later Italy. The necessary Balkan crisis was precipitated at the favorable moment by the murder of the Austrian Archduke with the connivance of the Serbian military and civil authorities. The conspiracy unfolded itself with awful rapidity in the next three weeks, with Russia casting the die of conflict by her mobilization on July 30th. It is the opinion of no less a scholar than Professor Ferdinand Schevill, of Chicago University, that Professor Barnes’ ‘case must in all its essential features be held as proved. The bulk of the book,’ he concludes, ‘will probably stand the test of time.’ What a whirligig of change in a few short years! Recall the days, if you can, when Germany was the ‘mad dog of Europe,’ when Germans were ‘Huns,’ when the Kaiser was Satan returned to hurl his black legions against the shining ramparts of heaven. ‘No single document of the hundreds brought to light since 1918,’ says Professor Schevill, ‘has given the least substantiality’ to this picture. On the contrary, we know now that just the opposite was true—that Germany was the victim and France and Russia, the arch-conspirators.”


I
n 1928, Professor Sidney B. Fay weighed in with a two-volume revisionist study: The Origins of the World War, which agreed substantially with that of Barnes. The following year, both Barnes and Fay published new editions of their work with additional evidence. 
  In 1930, the “traditionalists” struck back. First came The Immediate Origins of the War by the French historian and Poincaré apologist Pierre Renouvin, followed by the two-volume study, The Coming of the War by Professor Bernadotte E. Schmitt—an all-out attempt to resurrect the Entente mythology. Schmitt’s work was published to rave reviews and high praise, but revisionists were not impressed. In 1931, Professor Michael Cochran published a devastating critique of Schmitt’s study entitled Germany Not Guilty In 1914. Mincing no words, Professor Cochran writes:  
  
                 “For a number of years much argument has been spent on the question as to which book on the origin of the World War is the best, and which is the worst. With the publication of Professor B. E. Schmitt’s The Coming of the War one of these arguments is settled definitely, for there can no longer be any doubt as to who has written the worst.
               This is not a matter of ‘opinion’ but of scholarship. The glaring mistranslations, the unpardonable slashing of documents, the rank errors of interpretation in reckless defiance of the accepted canons of historical method, and, finally, the eccentric judgments stated in partly extravagant, partly evasive, and always inadequate English, place this book beyond the historical pale.
               That such an unsatisfactory book could be published and receive high commendation in this country is a phenomenon that requires explanation.”

  So saying, Cochran proceeds to deconstruct Schmitt’s work almost line for line. The controversy continued unabated throughout the twenties and thirties in books, magazines, pamphlets, and editorials.
  Of course, every historical event produces its own particular and sometimes conflicting interpretations; English historians say that Wellington was the hero of Waterloo, German historians say it was von Blücher, while Dutch/Belgians credit the Prince of Orange. Attila the Hun, Genghis Khan, and Vlad the Impaler were god or devil depending on who is asked – and so it goes. But the nature of the political events in our own time are so singularly traumatic that the clash of opinion over their interpretation and meaning has been particularly bitter, divisive and acrimonious.

T
he twentieth century has experienced three events, the combined effects of which are so catastrophic in terms of human blood and treasure that together, they represent a high-water mark of human folly unprecedented in the history of the world. These three events are World War 1, the Communist coup d’etat in Russia, World War II, and the various conflicts of the Cold War. The combined toll simply defies description: 150,000,000 dead, some 300,000,000 wounded, maimed, scarred, bereaved or dispossessed, wholesale destruction and a lasting legacy of division and bitterness.
  The first link in this tragic chain of events was forged in the Franco-Prussian War of 1870. Napoleon III had foolishly picked a fight with Prussia over the issue of the Spanish throne succession. Contrary to all expectations, Prussia won a brilliant military victory. Germany was unified and displaced Imperial France as the leading power of Europe.
  Shattered and humiliated by the loss, determined to recover the lost provinces of Alsace-Lorraine as well as her dominant position in Europe, France schemed to get even. For the next forty-three years, the normal ebb and flow of European politics would increasingly swirl and eddy around the vortex of Franco-German hostility.
  A major turning point was reached in 1894 with the signing of the fateful Franco-Russian Alliance. Not an alliance in the normal sense, the Franco-Russian alliance was actually an agreement whereby France and Russia agreed to attack Germany and Austria at the first propitious moment. A brazen, top-secret clause provided for simultaneous “mobilization without prior consultation.” This lethal clause was the real heart and purpose of the Alliance as it lent to each new political crisis, big or small, the potential to trigger a general European war. It had the effect of dividing Europe into opposing camps as Germany began to develop the Schlieffen Plan in response.
  Periodic disagreements among the Powers served to sharpen the Continental divide and gradually turned Europe into a powder-keg. The 1904 Entente Cordiale between England and France breathed new life into the moribund Franco-Russian alliance and its long-dormant ambitions [for the recovery of Alsace/Lorraine and conquest of the Straits] were resurrected and infused with renewed hope and promise of success. 
  War was narrowly averted any number of times as during the two Moroccan crises, or the Annexationist Crisis of 1908. But after the Balkan Wars, (1912-1913) when Serbia had proven her military prowess to the satisfaction of France, and British participation seemed assured by verbal promises of support given in 1912 by Lord Grey, the  stage was finally set.
  With the assassination of Franz Ferdinand in 1914a murder in which French president Poincaré and Russian ambassador Isvolsky may have been complicit, as we’ll see laterancient, imperial Europe began to self-destruct.
  In 1917, after three years of bloody stalemate an exhausted Germany, faced with the threat of American intervention, made a momentous decision to end the war in Russia by financing a small, obscure group of ultra-Leftists headed by Vladimir Lenin. In return for many millions of German goldmarks, Lenin, once in power, would sign a separate peace treaty with Germany. This would enable the transfer of battle-hardened German army divisions from Russia to France and bring the War to a victorious end.
  Lenin’s coup was successful and Germany might well have defeated the Anglo-French armies but for the nick-of-time American intervention, engineered by Britain and President Wilson.
  Through a sinister organization called the Comintern (Communist International), Lenin proceeded to establish subversive Communist cadres in the industrial nations of the world - especially Germany, England, France, Spain, and the United States. Lenin’s insistence that the various Internationalist Communist parties be subservient to Moscow produced the inevitable nationalist reaction.
  For the next three decades, the struggle between International and National Socialism would produce Mussolini in Italy, Hitler in Germany, Franco in Spain, and Tojo in Japan; not to mention the various National Socialist movements which proliferated wherever Comintern subversion had brought the local culture to the very precipice of revolution. In the case of Germany, the searing injustice of the Treaty of Versailles would lend additional impetus and cohesion to the forces of National Socialist reaction. Throughout the twenties and thirties, the polarization of Socialist movements throughout the world caused by Comintern subversion gave rise to the Fascist, Phalangist, Nazi, and other reactive hyper-nationalist movements which in turn led, first, to the formation of various “Popular Front” governments, then to vicious civil wars in Germany (1919-22) and Spain (1936-39), and finally to the most destructive world war in human history.
 At the conclusion of that war in 1945, Communism extended its control over China, Eastern Europe, Southeast Asia and the Balkans (facilitated in good part by the prior policies of Franklin Roosevelt) and for the next forty yearsuntil the advent of Yeltsin/Gorbachev/Putina universal and central fact of life would be the Cold War – the nightmare nuclear confrontation between the United States and the “Soviet Union.”

***
  



[image: OUR%20CENTURY%20]
iii
image1.png
H(





