
1 
 

The Order, The Group and the 
Rothschild’s return 

 
(Part 3)  

 
The Order 
 
Robert Minor’s cartoon (fig. 1) published in the U.S. in 1911, in 
St. Louis Post-Dispatch illustrates Karl Marx standing in Wall 
Street and accepting the congratulations of 
prominent financiers as J.P. Morgan and his partners (George 
W. Perkins at the left), John D. Rockefeller and his partner 
John D. Ryan of the Rockefeller’s National City Bank, and 
Teddy Roosevelt in the background. Wall Street is crowded and 
decorated by red flags suggesting that Karl Marx is a welcome 
fairly popular person.  
 

      
 

Fig. 1 
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Prof. Antony Sutton (1925–2002) comments on this cartoon in 
his book Wall Street and the Bolshevik Revolution considering 
these “banking gentlemen” having a financial stake in and 
"rooting for, the success of the Bolshevik Revolution”. He taught 
economics at California State University, and was a researcher 
at Stanford University's Hoover Institution. His book reveals 
how this group of Western financiers as well as the Lord 
Milner’s group and the London’s City financiers have supported 
and financially backed the creation of Soviet Russia starting 
with the 1917 Bolshevik Revolution. Drawing on State 
Department documents and personal papers and biographies of 
Wall Street figures, he shows their intervention to free the 
Marxist revolutionary Leon Trotsky, whose aim was to topple 
the Russian government. Trotzky was financed by them and 
allowed to return to Russia with an American passport, at the 
same time as Lenin transited to Russia as planed by the German 
Supreme Command. After the 1917 February Revolution ousted 
the Tsar and established a Provisional Government, both of 
them returned to Russia to play a leading role in the October 
Revolution in which the Bolsheviks overthrew the new regime. 
 
According to Sutton (fig. 2), the contradictions suggested by the 
Minor's cartoon have been brushed under the rug of history. 
They do not fit the accepted conceptual spectrum of political left 
and political right: the Bolsheviks are at the left end of the 
political life and Wall Street financiers are correspondingly at 
the right, therefore, these two groups are not supposed to have 
anything in common and “any alliance between the two is 
absurd.” Sutton tries to explain this absurd by the question: 
What is the motivation behind such coalition between 
capitalists and Bolsheviks? He finds an answer in the fact that 
Russia was the largest untapped market in the world and 
constituted the greatest potential competitive threat to 
American industrial and financial supremacy and thats why it 
was to be converted into a captive market and a technical colony 
“to be exploited by a few high-powered American financiers and 
the corporations under their control.” Above all else “these men 
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wanted markets, preferably captive international markets-and a 
monopoly of the captive world market as the ultimate goal”. 
This is how there was “no single segment of the Soviet economy 
which was not a result of the transference of Western 
technology” providing an economic system fully dependent on 
the West for continuous infusions of capital and technology for 
Russia to be both exploited and contained. 
 

 
 

Fig. 2  
 
At that point Sutton suggests that it was all done in the name of 
profit, but ten years later in the preface of his last work (and 
most important, according to him)  America's Secret 
Establishment, he confessed that the situation was still an 
“insoluble puzzle” for him. He did not understand why all this 
was done, “why did we build the Soviet Union, while we also 
transferred technology to Hitler's Germany? Why does 
Washington want to conceal these facts? Why have we boosted 
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Soviet military power? And simultaneously boosted our own?” 
Sutton acknowledges that his previous books raised more 
questions rather than answers and that he has more or less 
arrived at the conclusion that “there was no rational 
answer” that could be proven. 
 
In America's Secret Establishment Sutton changes his approach 
to the matter, looking at it from a different angle. His thesis this 
time is that basically since 1833 to present day the evolution of 
American society is not being dependent on voluntary 
development reflecting individual opinion, ideas and decisions, 
but on a secret Order with an enormous influence. This is the 
Skull and Bones (The Order) which was founded at Yale 
University in the United States. This is a German order the 
American chapter of which was founded in 1833 by General 
William Huntington Russell and Alphonso Taft.  
 
Based on “an eight-inch batch of documents” Sutton has 
received he had a glimpse in the membership lists of this Order 
enabling him to figure out a detailed list of personalities, firms 
and organisations involved in penetrating every significant 
segment of American policy, opinion-making organizations, 
including the Church, business and law. He found out that this 
is a secret society whose members are sworn to silence, it has 
strict rules, special selection procedure of only 15 new members 
per year and certain ceremonial rites. Just as in the Matrix, 
juniors are invited to join and “are given two options: accept or 
reject”. In Sutton’s findings, in certain sense The Order is a 
family business since during the almost 200 year interval since 
1833, active membership has evolved into a core group of 
perhaps 20-30 families. They fall into two major groupings: 1) 
An old line American families who arrived on the East coast in 
the 1600s, e.g., Whitney, Lord, Phelps, Wadsworth, Allen, 
Bundy, Adams and so on; 2. Families who acquired wealth in 
the last 100 years and sent their sons to Yale - Harriman, 
Rockefeller, Payne, Davison and so on. “In the last 150 years, a 
few families in The Order have gained enormous influence in 
society and the world.” 
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In relation to this, Sutton found out that the creation of the 
Soviet Union stems from people belonging namely to this Order. 
Especially, the early survival of the Soviet Union was to a high 
degree dependent on their support as well as the whole further 
development of the Soviet Union. They have forcefully 
encouraged both revolutionary Marxism and national socialism 
in Germany, retaining certain control over both of them. 
 
 
The Group 
 
Before drawing some conclusions on the Sutton’s findings, we 
will take a look at another secret - in Sutton's criteria - society 
he mentioned only briefly. This is the Round Table Group, also 
known as The Rhodes secret society, the Lord Milner Group - in 
short The Group. It was founded by Cecil Rhodes (1853-1902) 
who was a British mining magnate, coloniser, financier and 
politician. He was the prime minister of Cape Colony in South 
Africa running the diamond-mining company De Beers 
Consolidated Mines, Ltd. He devoted his life and wealth to 
establishment, promotion and development of the idea of 
extension of British rule throughout the world. 
 
This Group was investigated by another American Professor, 
Carroll Quigley (1910-1977) who dedicated to it The Anglo-
American Establishment (1981). He attended Harvard 
University, taught at Princeton University, at Harvard, and then 
at the School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University. In 
addition to his academic work, Quigley was a consultant to the 
U.S. Department of Defense, the U.S. Navy, the Smithsonian 
Institution, and the House Select Committee on Astronautics 
and Space Exploration in the 1950s.  
 
In some respects the society he investigates is an English 
analogue of the American Skull and Bones order, especially in 
terms of its political goals. Just as in the case of The Order, 
Quigley has received an assistance of a personal nature from 
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persons close to The Group. And just like Sutton, he also did not 
reveal the names of these persons. Unlike The Order, The Group 
was “made” after the example of the Freemasons society - a 
member of which Rhodes was for a while. He joined the 
Freemasonry while studying at the Oxford University but soon 
after that he was disappointed by its rites considering them 
meaningless. On this base, however, he constituted his Group 
which consisted of three classes: Junta of Three, the Elect, and 
the Helpers. Unlike also The Order, The Group does not use any 
oaths of secrecy nor any formal procedure of initiation, nor is it 
limited to one and the same place of holding the meetings.  
 
The Group is composed of imperial federalists, organised in the 
period between 1873 and 1889 on the Cecil Rhodes's economic 
wealth in South Africa to extend and perpetuate the British 
Empire. As with The Order, they come from upper-class, titled 
families, among which Carnarvon, Shippard, Stead, Brett, 
Milner, Rothschild, Johnston, Hawksley, Pickering, Rosebery, 
Jameson, Parkin, Michell, Grey, Maguire, etc stand out.  
 

       
 

Fig. 3 Rhodes and Milner 
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Oxford university was the place where Rhodes first thought of 
uniting all the English-speaking world into a single mega-
federal structure world centred in Great Britain. And again after 
the Freemason’s model he thought this would be best achieved 
“by a secret band of men united to one another by devotion to 
the common cause and by personal loyalty to one another”. In 
his words also this band “should pursue its goal by secret 
political and economic influence behind the scenes and by 
the control of journalistic, educational, and propaganda 
agencies.”  
 
The ultimate aim of The Group is the creation of political 
organization that can insure the continued existence of  the 
ethical values achieved by the British Empire population and 
the preservation of these values by organizing the whole world 
around them on the base of the almost unlimited financial 
resources of the Rhodes Trust. One of the main arguments 
supporting the closer Imperial union was based on the growing 
Anglo-German rivalry, as well as the effort to halt its decline. 
 
Quigley found out the following three ideas, supported by The 
Group. These are the creation of:  
 
1. Common ideology and world outlook among the peoples of 
the United Kingdom, the Empire, and the United States;  
2. Instruments and practices of cooperation among these 
various communities in order that they might pursue parallel 
policies;  
3. Federation on an imperial, Anglo-American, or world basis.  
 
The Group’s ideas were ardently followed for decades, even 
though they were fanatical and very remote, and even though 
they were considered as being achieved "not in our lifetime" or 
"not in the present century”. Local groups of influential men 
were formed to agitate for imperial federation and to keep in 
touch with each other by personal correspondence and by the 
circulation of a periodical. This is the journal, issued quarterly, 
The Round Table. Quigley underlines that the very first article 
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of the first issue was called "Anglo-German Rivalry" and it was a 
very anti-German. It concerned the problem of the Empire 
which was raised in 1909 “by the problem of what role South 
Africa would play in a future war with Germany.” Later on the 
paper could not help “being a propagandist organ, propagandist 
on a high level.”   
 
By 1915 most members of the Group began to believe that the 
federation they dreamed of was impossible, and, as a 
compromise, took what it is to-day, the Commonwealth of 
Nations — a group of nations with common ideals and 
allegiances without a fixed political organization. The evolution 
of the British Empire into this organisation is to a very great 
extent a result of the activities of this Group and first of all of 
Lord Alfred Milner. He played major role in it as well as in the 
Prime Minister David Lloyd George's five-person War Cabinet 
from December 1916 to November 1918. In 1917 he led the 
British delegation on the mission to Russia aiming to keep the 
Russians holding down, boosting their morale and providing 
them with equipment in a view to coordinating attacks. It is a 
matter of fact that 13 days after his return to England the 
Russian Tsar was toppled. Milner was involved in every major 
policy decision taken by Prime Minister George's Government 
in the war. 
 
Quigley concludes that “the ultimate goal of the Group was 
quite different from the present (Commonwealth of Nations) 
system, since they wanted a federation of the Empire, but this 
was a long-run goal, and en route they accepted the present 
system as a temporary way station.” As a real representative of 
the western Peoples of the Lodges (in Rudolf Steiner’s terms) 
the Group was considerably able to wield an immense power in 
administration and politics, as well as almost complete control 
over the publication of documents relating to its actions. 
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The Rothschild’s return  
  
Significant for the economic ideology of The Round Table 
Group was the program “to isolate the British economy from 
the world economy by tariffs and other barriers and 
encourage the economic development of the United Kingdom 
by a system of government spending, selfregulated capital and 
labor, social welfare, etc.” According to Quigley, this program 
was based on "monopoly capitalism" or even "national 
socialism" rather than financial capitalism. It was embraced by 
most of the Group after September 1931, “when the ending of 
the gold standard in Britain proved once and for all that Brand's 
financial program of 1919 was a complete disaster and quite 
unworkable. As a result, in the years after 1931 the businessmen 
of the Milner Group embarked on a policy of government 
encouragement of self-regulated monopoly capitalism.” This 
has to do with Lord Milner’s letter to his friend Parkin written 
30 years ago in 1901, which says:  
 
“The existing Parliaments, whether British or Colonial, are too 
small, and so are the statesmen they produce (except in 
accidental cases like Chamberlain), for such big issues. Until we 
get a real Imperial Council, not merely a Consultative, but first 
a Constitutional, and then an Executive Council with control of 
all our world business [!], we shall get nothing.”  
 
Interestingly, in accordance with the Milner’s feelings, the 
members of his group have been motivated only slightly by 
materialistic incentives, and: 
 

“…their imperialism was motivated not at all by the desire to 
preserve or extend Capitalism [!]. On the contrary their 
economic ideology, in the early stages at least, was more 
socialistic than Manchester in its orientation. To be sure, it 
was an undemocratic kind of Socialism, which was willing to 
make many sacrifices to the well-being of the masses of the 
people but reluctant to share with these masses political 
power that might allow them to seek their own well-being. 
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This socialistic leaning was more evident in the earlier (or 
Balliol) period than in the later (or New College) period, and 
disappeared almost completely when Lothian and Brand 
replaced Esher, Grey, and Milner at the center of the Group.”  

 
The Milner program reminds of another, modern program, 
namely of the Rothschild’s ongoing work to create, promote and 
distribute a new, inclusive capitalistic system through the 
Council for Inclusive Capitalism (CIC). Its purpose is to prepare 
(at least a part of) the Anglo-American World to accept a kind of 
rebranded version of Socialism, which was announced first in 
2014. Today it is deliberately hushed up and attention is 
diverted from it, but its aims are clearly illustrated on the CIC 
official website.  
  

 
   

Fig. 4 
 
First of all it is supposed to benefit all stakeholders – 
businesses, investors, employees, customers, governments, 
communities, members of society, and even the planet as a 
whole. This sounds very socialistic as well as the aim of 
producing an equitable and sustainable growth that does not 
empower the capitalists but the others and society’s needs. This 
and other similar aims sounding like socialistic slogans as: “no 
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poverty”, “quality education”, “good health and well-being”, 
“reduced inequalities” and so on are listed on the website (fig. 
4). 
 
The statement from the same website: “What is Inclusive 
Capitalism? In short, business that profitably works for the 
common good” (fig. 5) speaks of itself of the essence of the 
economic system in question which clearly differs from the 
standards of the common Capitalism. By definition the latter is 
a privately centred economic system based on the private 
ownership of the means of production and their operation 
for private profit. This  means that the Rothschild’s system is 
NOT capitalistic in the strict sense of the word, but a mixed one: 
a combination between the prevailing capitalistic one and the 
past socialistic one. 
 
 

 
 

Fig. 5 
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The heart of new Inclusive Capitalism is its leadership which 
needs new ideas and bold leadership to address the growing 
inequality and climate change in the 21st century. The latter are 
the CIC leaders of large and super-large business represented by 
companies as Mastercard, Allianz, Dupont, Salesforce, 
Motorola, Brunello, EY, TIAA, Merck, Estee Lauder, Calpers, 
Johnson and Johnson, Visa, BP, Boston Consulting, Bank of 
America, State Street, Capital Partners, Ayala Corp. They are 
responsible for setting objectives as the following two: 
 

• Empowers everyone to partake in the economic system in 
a responsible way and to be fairly rewarded for their 
effort.  

• Ensures that one generation does not realise near-term 
gains at the cost of future generations, nor one actor 
unfairly garnering benefits at the expense of others. 

 
The question is WHO determines “responsible” and “fairly”, 
WHO monitors them, and WHO controls their implementation 
in the economic system? Obviously this is the “bold” CIC 
leadership, which to the moment of its launching includes 27 of 
some of the world’s most powerful business and investment 
leaders. This is a core group of global leaders, called “Guardians 
for Inclusive Capitalism”, representing the “stratospheric” more 
than $10.5 trillion in assets under management, companies with 
over $2.1 trillion of market capitalization, and 200 million 
workers in over 163 countries. Their names are as follows: 
 

Lady Lynn Forester de Rothschild, Founder, Managing Partner, Inclusive Capital 

Partners 

Ajay Banga, President, Chief Executive Officer, Mastercard 

Oliver Bäte, Chairman of the Board of Management, Allianz SE 

Marc Benioff, Chief Executive Officer, Founder, Salesforce 

Edward Breen, Executive Chairman, Dupont 

Sharan Burrow, General Secretary, International Trade Union Confederation 

Mark Carney, COP26 Financial Advisor to the Prime Minister, and United Nations 

Special Envoy for Climate Action and Finance 
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Carmine Di Sibio, Global Chairman, Chief Executive Officer, EY 

Brunello Cucinelli, Executive Chairman and Creative Director, Brunello Cucinelli 

S.p.A. 

Roger Ferguson, President, Chief Executive Officer, TIAA 

Kenneth Frazier, Chairman, CEO, Merck & Co., Inc. 

Fabrizio Freda, President, CEO, The Estée Lauder Companies 

Marcie Frost, Chief Executive Officer, CalPERS 

Alex Gorsky, Chairman and CEO, Johnson & Johnson 

Angel Gurria, Sec. General, Organization for Economic Cooperation and 

Development (OECD) 

Alfred Kelly, Chairman and Chief Executive Officer, Visa Inc. 

William Lauder, Executive Chairman, The Estée Lauder Companies 

Bernard Looney, CEO, BP 

Fiona Ma, Treasurer, State of California 

Hiro Mizuno, Member of the Board, Principles for Responsible Investment 

Brian Moynihan, Chairman of the Board, CEO, Bank of America 

Deanna Mulligan, President and CEO, Guardian Life Insurance Company of America 

Ronald P. O’Hanley, President and Chief Executive Officer, State Street Corporation 

Rajiv Shah, President, The Rockefeller Foundation 

Tidjane Thiam, Board Member, Kering Group 

Darren Walker, President, Ford Foundation 

Mark Weinberger, Former Chair and CEO of EY, and Board member of J&J, MetLife 

and Saudi Armco 

 

These are the Inclusive Capitalism Guardians, in addition to 
whom there are two other categories: “Stewards” and “Allies” 
who support the Guardians with a varying degrees of autonomy. 
Such form of organisation resembles the three level 
organisation of The Group as well as the one of the Freemasons 
(and the ancient Manicheans).  
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Judging by the people and organisations listed above, CIC is an 
Anglo-American based and Anglo-American orientated 
organization similar to The Group which was British orientated. 
Its ultimate aim was to subordinate the world’s economy to the 
British part of it by isolating it from the rest and it was expected 
that such British isolation would encourage its economic 
development. To that purpose a British central federal political 
organization was planned. CIC apparently strives for the same 
but by different means which seem purely economical. The aim, 
however, is the same: an Economy within an Economy which 
would be a realisation of The Group’s dream for a British 
(Anglo-American in this case) monopoly capitalism, or national 
socialism, the ideal for a self-regulated British, or Anglo-
American economy, as well as the Lord Milner’s vision for an 
“Executive Council with control of all our world business”! As it 
appears, CIC is going to play the role of the latter in the present 
conditions evidenced by the open suggestion of its members 
that they don’t need governments to cooperate in order to meet 
their economic and social engineering goals. (Another 
ideological similarity between the Rothschild’s Inclusive 
Capitalism and The Round Table group is the propaganda 
element, which in the former case is being played by the journal 
The Economist, which belongs to the E.L. Rothschild and is 
generally regarded as one of the world’s preeminent one of its 
kind. The Group had its The Round Table journal which was 
devoted entirely to Imperial affairs. It was the Group’s tool to 
inflict the consolidation of a political culture aiming at Atlantic 
and European unification. Every general article was an editorial 
— an unsigned editorial speaking for the group as a whole! 
Quigley says about this that by the 1920s these articles were 
declaring, in true editorial style, that "The Round Table does not 
approve of something or other, or, "It seems to The Round 
Table that" something else.”” The Economist’s editorial 
anonymity reminds of this situation, although it has taken this 
long-standing tradition from the original owner, James Wilson 
(1805–1860), who founded The Economist weekly. The new 
owner, Economist Group Ltd, preserved this tradition. The 
Rothschild’s paper, as it is often called, serves today as  a 
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propagandist organ of the new Inclusive Capitalism regardless 
of the fact that it is being considered in a small number of 
articles. However, there are other ways to support this direction, 
such as the often appearing suggestion that the present 
Capitalism is “ending”, “failing”, or becoming “less 
competitive”! 
 
To this moment CIC embraces 348 organisations which do 639 
so called policy “actions”, defined by the leadership, both of 
which are steadily growing in numbers. Theoretically any 
organisation can join the CIC through signing the application 
form on the website, but practically this is impossible for many 
of them because of the CIC’s Anglo-American orientation, not to 
speak about its religious one which is Catholic. It appeals for all 
religions to unite with the leaders of capital to build a society 
and an economy that is “fair for all” but there are national and 
religious barriers which make that impossible. This explains 
why there is not a single “guardian”, "steward" or "ally" from 
Russia and China in it. 
 
The main organising force of the CIC is Lynn de Rothschild who 
in 2014 first presented the idea of Inclusive Capitalism  on the 
forum organised by her and her husband (fig. 6) family 
investment office E.L. Rothschild and the City of 
London. E.L. Rothschild was established in 2003 after Evelyn 
de Rothschild retired from his banking group. Since then they 
dedicated their efforts “to make Capitalism an engine for broad-
based prosperity” through the founding and ongoing work, 
firstly, of the Coalition for Inclusive Capitalism in 2014, and 
secondly, of the Council for Inclusive Capitalism (with the 
Vatican in 2019). Lynn de Rothschild became the founding CEO 
of both of them. 
 
According to the website of the Rothschild Archive, Evelyn 
Robert Adrian de Rothschild (recently died at age of 91) was 
born in London on Aug. 29, 1931, to Anthony Gustav de 
Rothschild and Yvonne Lydia Louise de Rothschild. In 1957 he 
joined N M Rothschild & Sons to be trained in the family's 
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business, following in the steps of his father. In 1976 he took 
over as Chairman of N M Rothschild & Sons Limited and in 
1982 became Chairman of Rothschilds Continuation Holdings 
AG, the co-ordinating company for the merchant banking 
group. He served until 2003 when he oversaw the merger of the 
family's French and UK houses, whereby his French cousin, 
Baron David de Rothschild took the Chairmanship. 

 

 
 

Fig. 6 
  

Like his forebears, he promoted strong ties with Britain’s 
government, news media and financial and business 
communities. He became chairman of The Economist and 
director of Lord Beaverbrook’s newspaper group, chairman of 
the British Merchant Banking & Securities House Association 
and a financial adviser to Queen Elizabeth II. He helped the 
Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher, from 1979 to 1990, to fulfill 
her policy of privatization, selling state-owned industries and 
other assets to private companies, including British Telecom 
and British Gas. He was later also closely connected with the 
government of Tony Blair.  
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Evelyn de Rothschild was known for his strong sense of family 
history and special attitude towards the legacy of his ancestors 
prioritising family control over expansion. “The first important 
strength of the family is unity,” he told The New York Times in 
1996. His great-great-grandfather, Nathan Mayer de 
Rothschild, had founded the London bank in 1811, financing the 
British Army in the Napoleonic Wars in 1815 and later the 
purchase of the Suez Canal. Its banking dynasty dates to back to 
the mid-18th century in Frankfurt, Germany, where Mayer 
Amschel Rothschild started his financial services firm and sent 
his five sons to establish four more businesses in London, Paris, 
Vienna and Naples.  

As a result the Rothschild’s banking family became a dominant 
driving force first of all of the British economy but also of the 
whole world, which is something which follows from Nathan de 
Rothschild own words to the Bank Committee in 1832 quoted 
by the Rothschild’s biographer Niall Ferguson:  
 

"This country in general is the Bank for the whole world… 
all transactions in India, in China, in Germany, in the whole 
world, are guided here, and settled through this country." 
 

The Rothschild’s framework for a financial empire was laid in 
the 19th century, but in the 20th century it dominance was 
disrupted. First the Naples house was closed in 1863 after Italy’s 
revolution, the Frankfurt bank closed in 1901 for lack of a male 
heir and the Austrian bank was taken over by the Nazis in 
World War II. The two remaining houses, in London and Paris, 
each sought to pick up the pieces and namely Evelin de 
Rothschild was the one to rebuild the old world banking 
partnership under a Swiss-based canopy, called Rothschilds 
Continuation Holdings. The London and the Paris banks came 
together in 2003 and Evelin sold his shares to his French 
cousins David René de Rothschild in 2007. The two banks were 
fully merged in 2012 just two years before he started his new 
and promising Inclusive Capitalism initiative. 
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As a senior colleague at NM Rothschild & Sons recently told the 
Financial Times, Evelyn de Rothschild pursued a career in 
banking out of a “sense of family responsibility”. As mergers 
swallowed up smaller financial institutions in a growing 
concentration of global banking power in the 1980s, he 
protected the Rothschild name from what he regarded as 
unsavory business and preserving its prized independence, 
which had been threatened by outside pressures and internal 
disunity. His Economist noted that it wasn’t always easy to keep 
the N.M. Rothschilds bank afloat: “He kept it small…immune 
from the big-time-investment-banking model copied from New 
York.” He told the same paper in 1996: “We’re the last of the 
Mohicans.” 

Rothschild considered himself an old-fashioned banker 
accustomed to decorous transactions. His bank could not match 
the biggest world banks but it regularly ranked among the top 
10 firms advising on important mergers and acquisitions deals. 
When Evelin joined N.M. Rothschild Bank in 1957, it had only 
600 employees and assets of $7 billion in a globalized world of 
financial institutions, some with 200,000 employees and 
trillion-dollar assets. According to him, however, in modern 
times the investment finance had become 
“almost unrecognisable” in an era of hedge funds, computer 
transactions and offshore tax havens. “It has, I think, 400 
banks,” he told the Canadian magazine Maclean’s in 1998, using 
the Cayman Islands as an example, “and you get all these people 
offshore paying no taxes, getting lines of credit — billions of 
dollars — and speculating against some poor country.” “These 
computer systems now are dealing in trillions and trillions of 
dollars,” he added. “It’s a gambling casino.” Asked if tighter 
international regulations were needed, he said:  

“Absolutely. But no one knows how to do it. How do you 
regulate someone sitting in the Bahamas or in Barbados 
with a satellite transmission system? You can be clobbered 
by a 16-year-old in a garage moving $5 billion from one 
account to another.” 
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All this has to do with what Evelin de Rothschild was concerned 
with and disappointed - namely the “humanistic side of 
banking”. He thought it was gone out, as he told the Financial 
Times in 2017: “You know the name of your doctor but not the 
name of your bank manager. There are certain things in life 
where you have to have a human relationship.” When he took 
control of his family bank, he is known to has operated it taking 
a more cautious route, executing corporate deals forged through 
personal relationships at time when global banking 
conglomerates emerged with faceless bankers engaging in risky 
hedging operations. He told the Mail newspaper in 2017 in an 
interview: “I don’t think banking is as amusing as it was, and I 
don’t think banks have behaved all that well.” Generally he had 
a kind of a sentimental longing of the past times. “Maybe we 
should go back to the days of semaphore,” he told the Financial 
Times in 2017, referring to a system of sending codes by flags. 
“Think how lovely a time it was, with horse and cart.” 
Rothschild’s biographer Niall Ferguson wrote “that the 
Rothschilds could combine the traditional virtues of the family 
firm with a genuinely global reach by constructing a modern 
version of the Old Rothschild system: at the center a closely 
knit group of family-controlled companies with an expanding 
network of agencies and associates with varying degrees of 
autonomy.”  
 
From all these communications taken from the English and the 
American press after Rothschild’s death on 7 November 2022, 
two things become clear: 1) his nostalgia for the past when his 
family banking dynasty was domineering the financial sector of 
the British Empire and the World in general, and 2) his 
displeasure caused by the financial system dominated by the 
new “big-time-investment-banking model”. Especially the latter 
proved a disappointment to him  summarised in his 
memorandum address dated from Aug 8, 2016. It was 
contributed to the press after the establishment of the new and 
already not (only) Jewish family Coalition for Inclusive 
Capitalism (fig. 7):   
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It is a memorandum address which could consider the last 
testament of Evelin de Rothschild. It was written two years after 
the start of the promotion of the Inclusive Capitalism initiative 
in this world and six years before his passing into the other. It is 
a short, official announcement of, as it turns out, first of all his 
idea of promoting such kind Capitalism replacing the prevailing 
one today. 
  
From the very beginning of this address it becomes clear that 
Rothschild considers his idea to be the only saving one for the 
worlds financial system which he considers outdated, corrupted 
and not beyond repair on account of its “ethical pathology” and 
“failure to constrain appetite with moral consideration”. It lacks 
long-term concern, sense of participation and sense of collective 
pride which are heavy accusations, along with the, “tactical 
hunger for a slice of annual profit share”, as it is formulated. All 
these are directed to the current leaders of banks and financial 
institutions, the majority of whom undoubtedly 
were Rothschild's former colleagues and friends, who he 
unceremoniously calls "old dogs" and unprecedentedly appeals 
to "unlearn" their tricks. None of them responded..   
  
Rothschild supports his words with the vision of the situation of 
the Bank of England Governor, Mark Carney (fig. 8), which 
seems similar. He is one of the world’s most influential financial 
regulators and at the time he is a Chairman of the G20’s 
Financial Stability Board. Carney was one of the few high profile 
keynote speakers including King Charles, Bill Clinton and 
Christine Lagarde to deliver a speech to the opening Inclusive 
Capitalism Conference in London on 27 May 2014 in which he 
said that the new system is fundamentally about "delivering a 
basic social contract comprised of relative equality of outcomes, 
equality of opportunity and fairness across generations.” 
However, he accuses the prevailing system of having certain 
ethical drift, a sense of impunity and lack of personal 
accountability. Most significantly, Carney is important member 
and а leading CIC's Guardian, at the presentation of which in 
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2019 in the Vatican he stands on the right next of its founding 
CEO Lynn de Rothschild. 
 

 
 

Fig. 8 
 
With all this in mind, Evelin de Rothschild practically declares 
himself against the entire financial and economic system in 
general, openly demonstrating his intentions to change or 
replace it with another one which he calles Inclusive Capitalism. 
And it is about enforcing it by removing the old and “expired” 
one in a process started some years before. At first glance, the 
means for that look “economical” with no involvement of the 
other two elements - the political and the cultural, irrespective 
of Rothschild's common use of far-reaching political 
connections to promote his business interests. The rest of the 
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participants in the economic system are not informed in 
advance, except for those invited to the conference in 2014. 
They are expected to adapt to the system changes, which this 
time are not imposed by members and agents of the Rothschilds 
banking family, but by the masoniclike three level group of CIC 
members: Guardians, Stewards and Allies having $10.5 trillion 
in assets under management, companies with over $2.1 trillion 
of market capitalisation, 200 million workers in over 163 
countries and perhaps all available Global Rothschild 
family capital. This would be a renewed version of the Old 
Rothschild banking system, taking under control the entire 
Anglo-Saxon economy, which is “ending” and “failing”, 
including that part of the European economy, which these days 
due to the loss of resources as a result of the current conflict in 
Ukraine changes its location from Europe to America. 
  
All this inevitably will inflict major changes in the rest of the 
world’s economy, which would need to act accordingly. It 
signifies the separation of certain western world economic 
element from the other two: political and cultural one, which 
are left alone and geographically correspond to 
Europe and Аsia (Russia). They would also need to form as a 
independent social element, which in the case of the latter 
would be shaping in accordance with the appearance of new 
Mysteries. In such case it would develop its own economical 
element based of farming and would know only one 
dependence, which proceeds from the spiritual world of the 
higher Hierarchies, maintaining the connection with which it 
would give the only meaning of existence. 
  

This is how a new, megathreefold world order emerges, initiated 
by the Rothschilds, who consider it the only positive option for 
the future. As a matter of fact, Rudolf Steiner foresees such 
unfavourable pseudo threefold development in comparison with 
the one he proposed (see further on). However this is what King 
Charles suggests to his society in Charles’s opening address at 
the Annual International Conference on biodynamics in 2017 at 
the Goetheanum. Acting as a “biodynamic” agent of Rothschild, 
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he pointed to the shortcomings of “the prevailing economic 
system (which) fails to put a price on the benefits of such 
approaches, leaving the majority of farmers trapped on a 
treadmill of intensive production with little choice but to 
produce food whose apparent cheapness fails to reflect the true 
costs of its production”, asking whether anything can be done to 
change this situation and answering that what is needed is “a 
fundamental change of approach”! 

  

In the conclusion of his address Evelin de 
Rothschild summarises the "shortcomings" of this prevailing 
system: lack of ethics and ethical framework, which are unfit 
for “purpose in the 21st century”. He doesn't explain what 
exactly that purpose is, but offers an action. In the last sentence 
of his address - as a kind of last of the old capitalistic 
Mohicans and the first of the new “inclusive” ones he 
postulates: 

  
“The shaping of this inclusive capitalism has only just 
begun.” 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 


