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PREFACE

TrIs work owes its origin to the suggestion of
Mr. H. W. C. Davis, Fellow and Tutor of Balliol
College, who has given every assistance in carrying
it out. It aims at showing the development of
international relations among the Powers of Europe
up to the year 1916. It does not deal with questions
of the Law of Nations arising out of the conduct of
war, such as are contained in the Hague Conventions.

In the reprinting of the treaties the articles dealing
with purely technical or ephemeral matters have
been omitted. Many of the texts may be found in
full in the great work of Sir Edward Hertslet, The
Map of Europe by Treaty (quoted in this work as
¢ Hertslet *), or in the classical collection of G. F. von
Martens, the Nouveau Recueil général de traités, as
continued by Stoerk and by Triepel.

The other texts are taken chiefly from the Parlia-
mentary Papers. It is a pleasant duty to acknow-
ledge the courtesy of the Proprietors and Editor
of The Times, who generously gave permission to
reproduce some of the most recent documents.
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INTRODUCTION

THE General Act of the Congress of Vienna! (June 9,
1815), which came at the end of the great Napoleonic
Wars, resettled the map of Europe on lines which,
it was hoped, would provide a lasting peace. The
history of the Congress had marked a stage in the
growth of a sense of international obligations based
upon contracts, and in the further development of the
¢ States-system ’ of Europe, which the foreign policy
of the French Revolutionary Governments had done
so much to break up.

The hundred years following have brought many
changes in the frontiers laid down by the Congress of
Vienna. These changes were sometimes the result
of mere force, sometimes of mutual arrangement
between the Powers who were responsible for the Act
of the Congress. The various changes in the Act,
and the principles on which they were based, are regis-
tered in the great treaties of the nineteenth century.
International affairs in Europe have thus been to
a large extent a commentary upon the work of the
Congress of Vienna. But while the territorial concerns
of Europe formed the main business of that body, the
later history of the continental Powers has shown an
increasing interest in colonial affairs. These have
reacted on the relations of the Powers towards each
other in Europe, and have thus led to more modifica-
tions in the Treaty of Vienna. Nevertheless, it is

! Hortslet, i, No. 27.
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territorial affairs in Europe, and not in the other con-
tinents, which have been the dominating concern of
the Great Powers.

Anglo- Portugal was one of the few European States whose

i:e':;" territories were not much affected by the Treaty of

Alliance, Vienna. This kingdom participated as a Power in the
Congress of Vienna, but its territories had alrcady been
settled by a treaty of the previous year (Paris, May 30,
1814).

The alliance between Great Britain and Portugal is
the oldest in our history. It has its roots far back in
the fourteenth century, for in 1353 there was a com-
mercial treaty between the Crown of Portugal and tho
merchants of London. But the connexion began still
earlier, for in 1147 English Crusaders had played a pro-
minent part in the capture of Lisbon from the Moors
by the heroic King Alphonso I, an event which marks
the real and final establishment of Portugal as an
independent Power.

During the period of the great discoveries in the
early sixteenth century, the energy of the Portugucse
won a vast empire in India, Africa, and South America.
By acquiring a portion of this great empire at the
renewal of the Anglo-Portuguese alliance in 1661, we
made one of the most important steps in the establish-
ment of our own power in India. By the Treaty of
Whitehall, June 23, 1661 (p. 34), previous alliances
were renewed, Great Britain engaged to defend Portu-
guese independence and territorial integrity, while
Portugal ceded Bombay and Tangier. Charles II
married the Princess Catherine of Portugal. Tangier
was evacuated in 1684, but Bombay has remained to
become one of the greatest and most secure parts of
our Indian dominions.
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The alliance of Great Britain and Portugal endured
through the vicissitudes of the eighteenth century.
The long and honourable partnership which followed
between Great Britain and Portugal during the Napo-
leonic Wars is one of the brightest pages in the history
of the two countries. For the special objects com-
prehended in the Peninsular War a new treaty of
alliance was concluded at Rio de Janeiro in 1810 with
the royal house of Braganza, which had been expelled
by Napoleon from Portugal. The objects of this treaty
being happily attained, a new treaty was made in
January 1815 renewing the ancient treaties of alliance,
friendship, and guarantee.

The subsequent history of Portugal, its civil wars
and revolutions, have not affected this ancient alliance.
There have been disputes over colonial questions, and
in 1890 Great Britain even presented an ultimatum.
But the alliance stood the strain. The expulsion of
the royal line of Coburg (closely related to the English)
and the establishment of the Republic in 1910 made no
difference. The original treaty of Whitehall and its
subsequent rencwals remain in force. Great Britain
is obliged to defend Portugal ; Portugal is not obliged
to defend us. But she has honourably fulfilled the
obligation of friendship, which is prized by Great
Britain because of its ancient associations and present
sympathy and encouragement.

Switzerland in 1798 had been organized, under the
influence of the French Directory, as the Helvetic
Republic. It became practically a dependency of
France, and was used by Napoleon as if it was part
of his own dominions. After the fall of the Emperor,
the Powers who concluded the First Peace of Paris
(May 30, 1814) decreed by Article VI that ‘ Switzerland,

Neutrality
of

Switzer-
land.
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‘Independent, shall continue to govern herself’.! Tho
Congress of Vienna settled the frontiers of the Swiss
Confederation, and confirmed the declaration contained
in Article VI of the First Treaty of Paris. The Second
Peace of Paris, November 20, 1815 (p. 48), further
defined the international position of the Confederation.
By this Act, Switzerland was declared to be perpetually
neutral, and the inviolability of her territories was
guaranteed by the protecting Powers. No obligation was
imposed upon Switzerland to defend her own neutrality,
but she has organized her strength and made clear .her
determination to do so.

Since 1815 the position of Switzerland among the
nations of Europe has been satisfactory, and has been
marked by very few difficulties. The Congress of
Vienna had recognized Neufchitel as a principality of
the King of Prussia, but within the Confederation of
Switzerland. The position of Neufchétel as the only
non-republican member of the Swiss Confederation was
rather anomalous, and in the critical year 1848 a blood-
less revolution took place there. But the establishment
of a republican constitution under the prince was difficult
to maintain. At last,in 1857, a treaty was entered into
by Great Britain, Austria, France, Prussia, Russia,and the
Swiss Confederation, by which King Frederick William v
of Prussia renounced his sovereignty over Neufchatel 2

In 1860, events took place which the Swiss Confedera-
tion regarded as & violation of their neutrality. The
kingdom of Sardinia, as a return for the support of
Napoleon III, agreed to cede Savoy and Nice to France3
The former territory included the provinces of Chablais
and Faucigny, which, although belonging to Sardinia,

1 Hertslet, i, No. 1. ? Hertslet, ii, No, 281,
s Treaty of Turin, March 24, 1860 ; Hertslet, ii, No. 313,
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were included in the neutrality of Switzerland by
Article XCII of the Treaty of Vienna. Both before and
after the cession took place, the Swiss Government
made specific protests.! Both Sardinia and France
showed complete readiness to maintain the neutrality
of the ceded portions, and a condition to that effect
was inserted by Sardinia and accepted by France, in
the Tieaty of Turin (Article II). The Powers who had
signed the Treaty of Vienna evidently considered that
this stipulation was a satisfactory recognition of the
public law of Europe, and accordingly the protests of
Switzerland were disregarded.

In the Franco-German War of 1870-1 a more critical
situation arose. One of the last great efforts of the
French Government of National Defence was made
when Gambetta sent General Bourbaki with the ¢ Army
of the East’ to relieve Belfort and to cut the German
communications with the Upper Rhine. Bourbaki in
the middle of January made his great attempt to raise
the siege of Belfort by attacking the German army
which was defending lines on the River Lisaine. He
failed, and was compelled to retreat towards the Swiss
frontier. The Swiss Government was determined to
maintain its neutrality, and had called out the national
army, under General Hans Herzog. If the French
army was going to save itself from the Germans by
entering Switzerland, it would not be allowed to do so
and at the same time remain in being as a fighting
force. Accordingly, General Clinchant, who had taken
over the command after Bourbaki’s attempt to commit
suicide, signed the Convention of Verriéres, on Februaryl,
1871 (p. 50). The French army was then led across the
Swiss frontier at Pontarlier and interned.

1 Ibid. ii, Nos. 307, 315.



xvi SELECT TREATIES

Neutrality The Treaty of Campo Formio in 1797 separated

o
Belgium.

Belgium from the connexion with Austria (a connexion
which had existed since 1714), and incorporated it in
France. But by Article IV of the Treaty of Paris
(May 30, 1814), France was reduced to ‘its limits
entire, as they existed on the 1lst of January 1792°1
Belgium, however, was not given back to the Austrian
monarchy, but by an Act of June 14, 18142 was joined
in union with Holland under the sovereignty of the
Prince Sovereign of the Netherlands. This arrangement
was confirmed by Article LXV of the Gencral Ast of
the Congress of Vienna, and the Prince Sovereign was
thereby recognized as King of the Netherlands3

The union thus formed was never popular in Belgium,
and during the next fifteen years there were many
causes of friction at work, causes political, religious,
economic, and racial. The country was ready for
a struggle when the news of the Revolution of July
1830 reached Brussels and created a profound impres-
sion. On August 25, riots broke out in the city, and
were speedily followed by similar movements in all the
other large Belgian towns. By the end of Scptember
a provisional Government had been set up by the
Belgian national party, and the Dutch power disappearcd
from every town except Antwerp.

To prevent the continuance of the civil war in which
the feelings of both sides were becoming much inflamed,
a Conference (suggested by France) of the British,
French, Austrian, Prussian, and Russian Governments
met at London on November 4, 1830. While it was
deliberating a Belgian National Congress met at Brussels

1 Hertslet, i, No. 1.
3 Protocol of the Congress of Vienna, Ibid., No. 4.
3 June 9, 1815 ; Hertslet, No. 27.
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(November 10) and proclaimed the independence of
the country, under a ‘ constitutional and representative
monarchy ’, with the perpetual exclusion of the reign-
ing House of Orange-Nassau. In December the Powers
recognized the independence of Belgium under its
Provisional Government. Some difficulty was found by
the Belgians in selecting a monarch suitable to them-
selves and agreeable to the Great Powers, but at last,
in April 1831, the crown was offered to Prince Leopold,
of the house of Saxe-Coburg, who accepted it on con-
dition that the Powers would use their influence to
bring about a settlement with Holland.

The Dutch Government naturally objected to this
golution of the difficulty, and an active campaign was
undertaken by the Prince of Orange, which was in the
end rendered inoperative by the intervention of a French
army. On October 24, the Powers in conference at
London issued a Protocol of 24 articles, which they
considered to form a just settlement. On November 15,
this Protocol was embodied in the well-known treaty
between CGreat Britain, Austria, France, Prussia, Russia,
and the new kingdom of Belgium.! Holland was not
a party to the treaty, and refused to recognize it.

Neither were the Belgians on their part pleased. In
dividing the two countries, the treaty followed natural
and historical lines, except with regard to Luxemburg.
This province had formed part of the Austrian Nether-
lands (Belgium) in the eighteenth century. The Congress
of Vienna in 1815 had erected it into a Grand Duchy
under the King of the Netherlands. It was now divided
into two parts : the western part was given to Belgium,
the eastern, with the city of Luxemburg itself, was left
as the Grand Duchy to the King of the Netherlands.

1 Tondon, November 15, 1831 ; Hertslet, ii, No. 1563.

1743.96 b
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In return for the loss of part of Luxemburg, the
Dutch were secured in an important portion of Limburg.
This province had in the eighteenth century been held
in separate parts: the southern portion, containing
the city of Limburg, had been part of the ¢ Austrian
Netherlands’. The northern portion, with the fortress
of Maastricht, on the left bank of the Meuse, had belonged
to Holland. The Treaty of 1831 kept Limburg divided,
though not quite in the same way. Of the old Dutch
enclaves the parts on the left of the Meuse were given
to Belgium, except the fortress and district of Maastricht,
which was left with the Dutch. On the other hand, all
Limburg to the east of the Meuse was given to the
Dutch, and in addition a considerable piece on the left
bank, to the north of the old enclaves, between Wessem
and Stevenswaardt.

But the most striking feature in the territorial arrange-
ments in this treaty is that the extreme mouth of the
Scheldt was left in the Dutch power, although the rest
of the river was Belgian as far as the French frontier.
Yet this was perfectly natural and just on historical
grounds. The mouth or estuary of the Scheldt, up
to but not including the fortress of Lillo, had, in the
early heroic days of the Dutch Republic, been part of
‘ the Generality’, that is, the federal as distinct from
the provincial government of the United Netherlands.
The Peace of Westphalia or Munster in 1648, in that
part of it which defined the relations of Spain and the
Dutch, had recognized the Dutch power on either side
of the Scheldt estuary, and had, moreover, declared
that the river was ‘closed from the side of the Estates’.
This gave the Estates-General (or Dutch Government)
full control of the estuary: no ships could pass, or
commerce of any kind take place, through the estuary
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to Antwerp. The Dutch control and the closure of the
Scheldt were reconfirmed by one of the treaties arising
out of the Peace of Utrecht. By the treaty made
between the Emperor Charles VI on the one part and
Great Britain and the Estates-General on the other
part, on November 15, 1715, it was declared that the
Spanish Netherlands should be placed under the Austrian
domixfion, but that ¢the limits of the States-General
in Flanders shall hereafter begin at the sea between
Blankenberg and Heyst, at the place where there are
no Downs’. From there the frontier ran east and
south to a point on the Scheldt near where stood the
fortress of Lillo (which for a time was left in Dutch
hands), eight miles north of Antwerp. Subsequent
rectifications changed this frontier slightly, but since
1814 the Dutch power on the lower Scheldt has been
unchanged (except that the river was declared open to
commerce in 1814). The province of Zeeland included
the old district on the south and west of the Scheldt,
and at tho separation of 1831 this, of course, remained,
as it had been, Dutch.

On April 19, 1839, Holland joined the Powers in
making a definite treaty (p. 37), embodying the terri-
torial provisions of the Treaty of 1831. By Article II,
the ‘ Annex’ to the Treaty of 1839, containing the
territorial provisions and the condition concerning
Belgium’s neutrality, was ¢ placed under the guarantee
of their said Majesties’ (i.e. the Five Powers—Great
Britain, Austria, France, Prussia, and Russia). This
guarantee was meant to be ‘individual’, as contrasted
with ‘ collective ’ (as in the case of Luxemburg, p. 42).
Referring to the guarantee in the Treaty of 1831 and the
similar one in the Treaty of 1839, the Earl of Clarendon
said : ‘the Powers who were parties to that Conference

b2
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of 1831 bound themselves to uphold, not collectively
but severally and individually, the integrity of the
treaty . And again in the same speech, he declared :
‘I look upon our guarantee in the case of Belgium as
an individual guarantee ’. This was the accepted view
in Europe.

Besides Article II of the main treaty, the most
important article, from the point of view of subsequent
history, is No. VII (of the ‘ Annex’) which declares
that Belgium °shall form an Independent and per-
petually neutral State. It shall be bound to observe
such neutrality towards all other States’. The Powers
who concluded the treaty did not only thereby bind
themselves to observe Belgium’s neutrality, and by all
possible measures to maintain it, but they also imposed
upon Belgium the obligation of herself observing’
her neutrality. Such an obligation, which also lies
with the ncutral State of Luxemburg, involved in the
case of & populous and wealthy, though small, State
like Belgium, an active determination and preparation
to defend its neutrality.

During the war of 1870 between France and Germany,
it was feared that Belgium might again become the
cockpit of Europe, by reason of the easy road which
lay through it between the two belligerent countries,
Great Britain, as one of the parties to the Treaty of
1839, specially interested in keeping Belgium neutral,
concluded two treaties, specifically for the purposes of
the Franco-German War. The neutrality of Belgium
had since the seventecnth century been an object of
European statesmen, not to prevent aggression from
Germany, but to prevent aggression on the part of
France, which at any rate until 1815 was the most

1 Hansard, June 20, 1867,
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military and aggressive State in Europe. Accordingly,
the first of the two treaties made in 1870 with regard
to Belgian neutrality by Mr. Gladstone’s Government
was concluded with Prussia. This treaty arranged for
an alliance, and for military and naval co-operation
between Prussia and Great Britain, if France should
violate Belgium’s neutrality. The second treaty, con-
cluded two days later, was with France, and arranged
for & similar contingent alliance and military and naval
co-operation, in case the German forces should enter
Belgium. The contingent alliance of Prussia and
Great Britain in order to prevent any violation of
Belgian neutrality on the part of France is a close
parallel to the alliance of 1914 between France and
Britain to deal with such a violation by Germany. The
promised co-operation of Britain with the continental
Powers in 1870 and in 1914 is equally the consequence of
these very Powers having themselves been the authors
of the Treaty of 1839. The only Power signatory to
that treaty which took no part in the war of 1914
was the Netherlands, which was definitely excluded in
the treaty from being a guarantor of it.! It has already
been mentioned that, by Article VII of the ¢ Annex’
to the Treaty of 1839, Belgium was ‘bound to observe’
her neutrality °towards all other States’. But the
only way in which Belgium could be said really to be
observing her own neutrality was if she allowed no
foreign army to have a way through. TFor this purpose
she must have an army and must defend her fortresses.
There is only one point which by the Treaty of 1839
she cannot and must not fortify. This is the port of
Antwerp, which by Article XIV was declared to be,

1 Article II of the Treaty of 1839 mentions the guarantee of the
five Great Powers only.
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and to continue to be, simply a port of commerce.
The Treaty of Paris (May 30, 1814) had not restored
the old system of closing the Scheldt above the Dutch
frontier, to sea-borne commerce. But while declaring
the Scheldt open to commerce, it had enacted further
that this openness should not be jeopardized by the
establishment of port fortifications. The Treaty of
1839 confirmed this stipulation, as Antwerp was con-
sidered sufficiently protected from the side of the sea
by the fact that the Dutch held the mouth of the Scheldt
and were one of the parties to that treaty. .

The kingdom of Poland, including the Grand Duchy
of Lithuania, was in its great days in the seventeenth
century a country of enormous extent, reaching from
the frontiers of Pomcrania and Silesia on the west
to the Dnieper river, and almost to the Crimea on the
east and south. Though always growing feebler in power
of cohesion, its extent had not very greatly diminished
in 1772, when the Empress Catherine II of Russia,
Joscph II of Austria, and Frederick the Great of Prussia,
undertook the °First Partition’. This and the two
subsequent Partitions of 1793 and 1795 did away with
Poland as a political unit on the map of KEurope.

After Napoleon had crushed Prussia by the battle
of Jena, in 1806, and had made peace with Russia at
Tilsit in 1807, he created the Grand Duchy of Warsaw
out of Warsaw and district, which had been held by
Prussia since 1795, and out of °Prussian Poland’,
which the Hohenzollerns had acquired at the Partition
of 1772. The Grand Duchy was put under the King
Frederick Augustus of Saxony, but it was practically
a province of the Napoleonic Empire.

With the fall of the Napoleonic Empire in 1814,
and the readjustment of State boundaries at the
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Congress of Vienna, the Grand Duchy of Warsaw
disappeared. The liberal Tsar Alexander I had hopes
of reuniting the parts of old Poland held by Prussia
and Austria as a restored kingdom wunder his own
rule. But it was impossible then to bring about any
territorial rearrangement which would satisfy Austria
and Prussia for the loss of their Polish provinces.
Accordingly, Poland was left partitioned between Russia,
Prussia, and Austria, except that the city of Cracow,
in the Austrian province of Galicia, was, by Article VI
of the Congress of Vienna Act, made into an inde-
pendent free city, under the protection of Austria,
Russia, and Prussia. Article I of the same Act also
stipulated that the Poles under foreign rule should
be given ‘a Representation and National Institutions’
(p. 54).

Russia went furthest in carrying out this latter
article, for Russian Poland (Lithuania) was made into
the ‘ Congress Kingdom ’, under the Tsar as sovereign,
with a constitution of its own. This constitution con-
tinued to exist till the outbreak of the Polish Rebellion
in 1830, an unfortunate movement stimulated by the
successful revolutions in France and Belgium during
that yecar.

The independent Republic of Cracow lasted sixteen
years longer. The whole of Germany from 1830 was
much affccted by liberal views, which were suspiciously
regarded by the Austrian and Prussian administrations.
Cracow was a standing encouragement to these views,
even if its inhabitants had been quite passive. Natur-
ally, however, men of pronounced views took up their
abode within its friendly walls. In 1846 a revolt took
place in Galicia, and the Austrians declared that the
Republic of Cracow bad not maintained complete
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neutrality. Accordingly, by arrangement with Prussia
and Russia, on November 6, 1846 (p. 56), they annexed
the city and suppressed the republic. Against this act,
Great Britain (p. 60) and France issued vigorous and
decided protests.

Since that time, with the exception of a futile rebellion
in Russian Poland in 1863, there have been no striking
events in Polish history. With the outbreak of the
great European War in the beginning of August 1914,
a prospect was opened up to Russia, if successful, of
winning from the German Empire and from Austria
their Polish provinces. The Russian Government,
through the Commander-in-Chief of their field armies,
the Grand Duke Nicholas, promised, on August 15,
that when all the Polish provinces should be brought
under the Tsar’s power, they would be joined together
and granted a constitution (p. 65).

The question of the Danish duchies is one of the
most complex in the history of the treaty relations of
the States of Europe. From 1459 the Kings of Denmark
had also, in their personal capacity, been dukes of
Schleswig and of Holstein. These two duchies were
not quite the same in history or in race, the people of
Holstein being predominantly German, those of Schleswig
mainly Danish. But they desired to be kept together,
and in 1460 King Christian I of Denmark issued
the Charter of Ribe, which promised that Schleswig
and Holstein should never be divided from each other.
In addition to these duchies the Crown of Denmark
acquired another in 1815, Lauenburg, which it received
from Prussia in exchange for Swedish Pomerania,
acquired in the previous year by Denmark. The
Congress of Vienna lost an opportunity for a final
solution of the question of the Danish duchies, which
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it was undoubtedly strong enough to have made. It
merely included Holstein (and Lauenburg) in the new
¢ Germanic Confederation’, leaving Schleswig outside
(Article LVI, June 9, 1815).

There were two matters which brought on the crisis
that finally ended in the loss of the duchies to the
Danish Crown. One was constitutional : the Schleswig-
Holsteiners after 1815 desired to keep their separate
constitution, and not to be incorporated in constitu-
tion with Denmark. The Danes, on the other hand,
who, were strongly national, desired one common con-
stitution for all the dominions of the Danish Crown.
The second point of difficulty was the succession: the
reigning line of Denmark might become extinct, and in
this case the sovereignty of Denmark would be held
by heirs through females, but the duchies would, under
their Salic law, go to a more distant branch in the
male line.

The efforts of the liberal Danish party to establish
a common constitution for all the dominions of the
Danish Crown produced great disturbances in the
duchies, and excited much indignation in Germany.
In 1848, Prussia, acting as mandatory of the Germanic
Confederation, intervened with armed force to protect
the autonomy of the duchies. It was clear that the
separatist tendencies there would constitute a grave
danger if the reigning Danish house became extinct.
The Powers accordingly stepped in, and a congress
of representatives of Great Britain, Austria, France,
Prussia, Russia, Sweden, Norway, and Denmark met
at London in 1852. On May 8, a treaty was signed
(p. 66), guaranteeing the integrity of the Danish
monarchy ; the undivided succession of the domi-
nions of the Crown, in default of heirs male from
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the hereditary prince (Frederick VII), was secured

to Prince Christian of Schleswig-Holstein-Sonderburg-

Gliicksburg, a great-grandson of the former King

Frederick V, through females. This treaty was an

absolute guarantece of the Danish succession, and con-

tained no proviso about the manner in which the

duchies were to be governed. All the claimants to the

duchies were satisfied, including Christian, Duke of ‘
Augustenburg, the nearest in succession by the Salic

law, who received a financial compensation.

When Frederick VII died, in 1862, and was succoeded,
in accordance with the Treaty of 1852, by Christian IX,
the ¢ Schleswig-Holstein question * was again prominent,
For the late king, while giving up the common con-
stitution for his dominions, in so far as Holstein and
Laucenburg were concerned, had retained it for Schleswig,
thus constitutionally separating that duchy from Hol-
stein. This seemed to be against not merely the Charter
of Ribe, but also against a declaration of the Danish
Crown in 1851, that the constituent States of the
monarchy would be kept in a condition of equality, not
unity. As the Danish Government had not kept to this,
Austria and Prussia interfered to protect the inhabitants
of the duchies in the liberties which they claimed.

The two invading Powers were not compatible yoke-
fellows, for Austria desired only to uphold her position
as the natural head of Germany, while Prussia (as
Bismarck acknowledged 1) really aimed at annexation.
But on October 30, 1864, after the Danes had been
defeated in the field, a treaty was arranged between
the three countries, by which the King of Denmark
renounced his claim to the duchies of Schleswig, Holstein,

t Reflexions, vol. ii, chap. xix (trans. 1898), p. 10, ‘ From the
very beginning I kept annexation steadily before my eyes.’
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and Lauenburg, which were ceded to Austria and
Prussia jointly (p. 70).

From this point the °Schleswig-Holstein’ question
ceases to bo one particularly affecting Denmark, and
becomes merged in the great duel between Austria
and Prussia. The Danish Crown lost the duchies in
direct contravention of the Treaty of 1852, which both
Austria and Prussia had signed. The Danes, on their
part, had not fulfilled promises made, at other times,
with regard to the constitution of the duchies. This,
as Earl Russell said in his instructions to the British
representative (p. 68), was fair cause of complaint, and
severe pressure might justly have been brought to
bear on the Dancs, to make them fulfil the promises
which they were so obstinately and blindly contraven-
ing. But the fault of the Danes did not release Austria
and Prussia from the considered decision which they,
along with the other Powers, had made with regard
to the integrity of Denmark in 1852. The Prussian
Government, when faced with the question, had to
acknowledge that the Treaty of London was a reason-
able and necessary obligation, as may be seen from
Bismarck’s communication to Earl Russell (p. 70).
A similar acknowledgement was made by the Austrian
Government.!

By the Treaty of Vienna, October 30, 1864 (p. 70),
Denmark lost the duchies of Schleswig, Holstein, and
Lauenburg, but they still had to be fought over between
Austria and Prussia. Their joint occupation by the
two great German Powers was an obviously unsatis-
factory arrangement which could not be final, and was
bound to lead to friction. Austria, the presiding State
in the Germanic Confederation, was being rapidly

1 Hortslet, iii, p. 1646 (Vienna, January 31, 1864).
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outdistanced in prestige by Prussia, which aimed at
still greater power by annexing the Danish duchics.
Austria advocated the claim to Holstein of the Duke
Frederick of Augustenburg, the son of the Christian
Duke of Augustenburg, who had renounced his claims
in 1852. Prussia opposed this. After much corre-
spondence, neither side being apparently ready for
war, the two Powers concluded the Convention of
Gastein on August 14, 1865 (p. 71), by which the joint
administration of the duchies was to cease, and instead
they were to be divided: Holstein was to be given
over entirely to the administration of Austria,Schleswig
and Lauenburg to that of Prussia. Other interesting
and significant points in the Convention were the
proposal to establish a German federal fleet at Kiel,
with the harbour to be under the command of Prussia,
and the right of Prussia to make a canal through Holstein
from the North Sea to the Baltic. The Convention of
Gastein, as it further unfolded the Prussian design,
“only served’, as Earl Russell sadly but ineffectively
observed in the British Circular (p. 74), ‘to increase
the regret’ which Her Majesty’s Government had
expressed over the Treaty of Vienna in the previous
year. The action of Austria and Prussia in 1864, in
seizing the duchics from Denmark had been declared
by them to be just and necessary, because the Danish
Crown had not fulfilled its promises, made at various
times, with regard to the conmstitutional government
of the duchies. The Convention of Gastein, by separat-
ing Schleswig from Holstein, was itself a violation of
the condition with respect to their being kept united.
The breach of this condition by the Danish Crown
had been one of the grounds of Prussian and Austrian
interference in 1864.
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The Convention of Gastein was never meant to be
lasting. Austria was to make one moro effort to keep
her predominance in Germany; Prussia on her side
meant to get Holstein. Meanwhile Bismarck strengthened
the Prussian position by an alliance, signed on April 8,
1866, with the kingdom of Italy, which was itself about
to declare war on Austria, in order to gain Venetia.
War between Prussia and Austria was now only a ques-
tion of days. Both sides believed themselves to be
adequately prepared, and on April 26 Austria sent her
ultimatum to Berlin, demanding a final settlement of
the Schleswig-Holstein question. Prussia was ready
to settle it now by the final arbitrament of war.

The war lasted only for seven weeks, and was settled
by the defeat of Austria at Koniggritz on July 3. On
August 23, 1866, peace was signed between the two
countries at Prague (p. 76). This treaty is the most
important event in the development of modern Germany.
Just before the war started, Prussia had signified her
withdrawal from the Germanic Confederation, of which
Austria had been president. It was universally under-
stood by this that if Prussia was successful in the appeal
to war, a new constitution, which Bismarck had already
outlined, would be arranged for Germany. Accordingly,
Article IV of the Treaty of Prague proclaimed that the
Germanic Constitution was dissolved, and that a new
organization, in which Austria should have no part,
would be established north of the river Main, under
the King of Prussia. The natural consequence of this
Article was the establishment within six months of the
North German Confederation, under the hereditary
headship of the King of Prussia, and with a federal
constitution which was easily converted four years
later into the German Empire.
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Other Articles of the Treaty of Prague showed the
trend of events. Austria had no power to protect
the other German States which had sided with her.
Article VI stipulated that the integrity of Saxony should
not be infringed. Others had already made their peace
—Wurtemberg, Bavaria, Hesse-Darmstadt. But Han-
over, Hesse-Cassel, Nassau, and the free city of Frank-
fort were annexed by Prussia by a decree issued within
one month of the Treaty of Prague.

By Article V, Austria gave over to Prussia the rights
she had acquired in Holstein after the war they-had
both waged in common against Denmark in 1864.
Thus Prussia had all the Danish duchies : for by the
Convention of Gastein she had got Schleswig and
Lauenburg completely to herself, by giving over Holstein
completely to Austria; and now by the Treaty of
Prague she got Holstein too.

Article V contained the reservation that the northern
districts of Schleswig should be given back to Denmark,
if the inhabitants by a free vote should cxpress a wish
for this. But in 1878 Austria and Prussia agreed to
rescind this clause in their treaty.

One other Article (II) is of special interest, as it
discharged the obligation which Prussia had entered
into with the kingdom of Italy, her ally in the war
against Austria. By Article II the Emperor of Austria
declared his consent to the union of the Lombardo-
Venetian kingdom with the kingdom of Italy.

The course of events which led up to the Treaty of
Vienna, October 3, 1866 (p. 100), is one which shows
the House of -Savoy acquiring, lcaf by leaf, the °arti-
choke’ of Italy. Since the seventh century the land
of Italy had been divided up under various sovereignties.
Between that time and the eighteenth century, the
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individual sovercignties had changed, but their number
had only increased. Of those the chief were Naples
and Sicily (under Spain), the Papal States, Milan (also
under Spain), the Grand Duchy of Tuscany, the Republic
of Venice, and Piedmont (under the House of Savoy).
At the Peace of Utrecht in 1713-14, Naples and Milan
and Sardinia were given up to Austria, and Sicily to the
Duke of Savoy, who thereby also got the title of King
of Sicily. Five years later, however, he was forced to
accept Sardinia, exchanged for Sicily with Austria, at
which time his title was also changed to King of
Sardinia,

The next important change which took place was in
1735. The ¢ War of the Polish Succession ’ had involved
Austria and Spain, and brought about a change in the
Augstrian dominions in Italy. Naples and Sicily were
ceded to Don Carlos, a younger son of Philip V of
Spain. In 1759, Charles of Naples succeeded to the
throne of Spain, and accordingly abdicated in favour
of his youngest son, Ferdinand, in whose line Naples
and Sicily remained ¢ Bourbon’ for another hundred
years.

The period of Napoleon brought many great changes
to Italy, but the territorial changes were the least
pcrmanent ; for the Congress of Vienna restored most
of the former Italian sovereignties, except Venice,
which had been ceded to Austria by Buonaparte in
1797. After 1815, Venice, the Milanese, and the other
North-Italian possessions of Austria, formed the ‘ Lom-
bardo-Venetian kingdom ’ of the emperor.

1848, the year of revolutions in Europe, brought new
movements to a head also in Italy. Charles Albert,
King of Sardinia, led an Italian League against Austria
in Lorabardy and Venetia ; but the war was a failure,
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and ended with the abdication of the king. But the
House of Savoy was still the natural leader of Italian
agpirations, and was worthily represented by King
Victor Emmanuel, Charles Albert’s son. The next
war, in 1859, was more successful for Italian hopes,
and resulted in the cession of Lombardy by Austria,
which, however, still retained the Venetial As the
price of Napoleon III's assistance in this war, the
kingdom of Sardinia had to cede Nice and Savoy to
France. But she was then suffered to annex Tuscany,
Romagna, and the central Italian duchies, where the
peoples were all in favour of union.

The next year saw the wonderful descent of Garibaldi
and his volunteers upon Sicily and his amazing conquest
of the whole Neapolitan kingdom. Sardinia accepted
the fait accompli, announced the annexation of the
Neapolitan provinces to ‘Italy’; and on March 17,
1861, at Turin, Victor Emmanuel assumed the title of
King of Italy,

All that remained to complete the unification of
Ttaly were the central portions still held by the Pope
and the northern portions held by Austria. There
could be no doubt about the wishes of the inhabitants.
When the duel between Austria and Prussia was
imminent, in 1866, the kingdom of Italy naturally
agreed to make common cause against the Hapsburgs.
Accordingly, the alliance of April 8, 1866, was con-
cluded, and although the Italian part of the war of
that year was conspicuously unsuccessful, Victor
Emmanuel received the reward for his sacrifices and
his faithfulness to his ally, by Article II of the Treaty
of Prague (p. 76). Six weeks later the final treaty

1 Treaty of Zurich, November 10, 1859; Hertslet, ii, Nos, 301,
302, 303.
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between Austria and Italy was concluded at Vienna,
on October 3, 1866 (p. 100). Victor Emmanuel gained
the Venetia. He would gladly have received the
Trentino too, which Italian troops had occupied. But
the kingdom of Italy was no match at this time for the
entire Austrian forces, and Prussia, Italy’s ally, had
already withdrawn from the war. The acquisition of
the Trentino had not formed part of the convention
of alliance between Prussia and Italy. But though
baulked of the Trentino, the kingdom of Italy soon
extended in another direction, for in 1870 it entered
Rome, and put an end to the Temporal Power.

The international position of the Grand Duchy of
Luxemburg is similar to that of the kingdom of
Belgium. They have each been made neutral by
treaty of the Powers, and each is bound to observe
its own neutrality. But while Belgium has sufficient
resources to ‘observe’ her neutrality in the sense of
defending it, the resources of Luxemburg are too in-
significant for such a task. So clearly was this recog-
nized by the Powers, that they expressly bound the
Grand Duchy not to have any fortifications. It was
therefore never contemplated by the Treaty of 1867
that Luxemburg should fight for its own defence. It
was better that there should be no prepared fortifica-
tions for an enemy to seize. And as it was prevented
from ever defending itself, the Powers collectively
guaranteed its neutrality.

Luxemburg came down from the Middle Ages as part
of that famous Burgundian inheritance which Louis XV
characterized as ‘ the origin of all our wars’. In the
seventeenth century it belonged to the Spanish Haps-
burgs, but after their extinction it was, along with
the rest of the Spanish Netherlands, handed over to the

1743.08 ¢
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Austrian Hapsburgs, at the Peace of Ulrecht in 1714.
This arrangement lasted till 1795, when Luxemburg
was conquered by the army of the French Republic.
At the rearrangement of Europe by the Congress of
Vienna, in 1815, Luxemburg was given, as a separate
Grand Duchy, to the new King of the Netherlands, the
head of the House of Orange-Nassau, in return for his
resignation of the German possessions of his house,
which were annexed to Prussia. Thus the Grand
Duchy remained, along with Belgium, dependent on
the Dutch Crown till the Revolution of 1830, when it
threw in its lot with the Revolutionaries. This union
of Luxemburg with Belgium formed one of the groatest
obstacles to peace: for King William I of Holland
naturally refused to give up his Grand Duchy, and in
this he was fully supported by the Dutch people. The
Treaty of London, November 15, 1831, betwcen Great
Britain, France, Austria, Prussia, and Russia, provided
for the independence of Belgium and for the inclusion
in it of the western part of Luxemburg, the Dutch
Crown retaining the rest, with a compensation for
what had been thus lost, in Limburg. The Dutch
Government refused to accept this arrangement, and
for seven years the whole of Luxemburg remained
under the Belgian Government. In 1839, however, an
agreement was arrived at, and the Netherlands acceded
to a new Treaty of London (p. 37), on April 19, by which
she recognized the independence of Belgium, and the
partition of Luxemburg, with compensation to herself
in Limburg. The portion of the Grand Duchy thus
left to the Dutch Crown is much smaller than that
retained by Belgium (999 square miles as against 1,725),
but it is richer and more populous, and contains the
city of Luxemburg itself. The parts of Limburg given
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as compensation were incorporated in the State of the
Netherlands in 1867, and not retained (as Article IV
of the Treaty of 1839 permitted) as part of the Grand
Duchy personally dependent on the Dutch king.

For the next twenty-five years the history of the
Grand Duchy was uneventful. Although dependent
upon the Crown of Holland, it nevertheless formed part
of the Germanic Confederation (by Article LXVII of
the Treaty of Vienna, 1815), and the King of Holland,
in his capacity as Grand Duke, was thercfore a member
of that body. Moreover, although he was sovereign
Grand Duke, his capital, the city of Luxemburg, was
garrisoned by Prussia.2

In 1866 events occurred which rendered more difficult
this somewhat complicated constitution of the Grand
Duchy. The war between Austria and Prussia divided
and broke up the Germanic Confederation, which was
finally dissolved by Article IV of the treaty of peace
between those two countries, at Prague, on August 23,
1866 (p. 76). In its place was established the North
German Confederation, under Prussian headship; but
into this new confcderation Luxemburg did not enter.
Instead, the Grand Duke, King William IIT of Holland,
seemed ready to sell Luxemburg to the French Empire.
Prussia, naturally anxious to prevent France from getting
control of such an important strategic country, pro-
tested and prepared for war. A way out of the diffi-
culty was found by the Congress of Powers which met
at London in 1867. There Great Britain, Austria,
Belgium, France, Italy, the Netherlands, Prussia, and
Russia, agreed that Luxemburg should remain an
independent Grand Duchy in the House of Orange-

1 Article VI of the Treaty of London, May 11, 1867.

¢ Treaty of Frankfort, July 20, 1819 (Hertslot, i, p. 251 note).

c2
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Nagsau. By Article IT of this treaty, May 11, 1867
(p. 42), Luxemburg is to be ‘ perpetually neutral ’, and
‘to observe the same neutrality towards all other
states . The Powers ‘ engage to respect the principle
of neutrality’, and this principle ‘is and remains
placed under the sanction of the collective guarantee
of the Powers’. The insertion of the word * collective ’
rendered the guarantee practically empty of worth.
The Earl of Derby explained it at the time, in these
words : ‘a collective guarantee is one which is binding
on all the parties collectively; but [of] which, if-any
difference of opinion should arise, no one of them can be
called upon to take upon itsclf the task of vindication
by force of arms.’ !

The ‘Kingdom of Italy’, which had been constituted
six years before (March 17, 1861), had not been at
first invited to the Congress, but with the reasonable
desire to mark her rise as a Great Power had requested
to take part in the conference. Accordingly, the
preamble of the Treaty of London states that the
Powers ‘resolved by common consent, to respond to
the desire manifested by His Majesty the King of Italy
to take part in a deliberation destined to offer a new
pledge of security for the maintenance of the general
tranquillity °.

The Treaty of London, May 11, 1867, thus made
Luxemburg a neutral state, under a collective guarantee.
It also provided for the evacuation of the fortress of
Luxemburg by the Prussian garrison, and for the
demolition of the defences. The historical reason for
the neutrality of Luxemburg, as also of that of Belgium,
was to prevent French aggressions on Germany.

The care with which Prussia looked after the neutrality

1 Hansard, July 4, 1867,
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of Luxemburg is strikingly shown by the correspondence
laid before the British Parliament in 1871 (p. 44).
Bismarck vigorously protested against certain alleged
violations of the Luxemburg neutrality on the part of
France, particularly the transit of French wounded,
and also the dispatch of provisions for Thionville over
the Luxemburg railways. Bismarck announced that
violations of Luxemburg neutrality by the enemy
relieved Prussia during that war and with regard to
France, from the stipulations of the Treaty of 1867.
The violations were denied, and the German threat
was not carried out by Bismarck, who gave notice at
the end of the war that the King of Prussia adhered
to the principle of ncutrality contained in the Treaty
of 1867 (p. 47).

Luxemburg, in 1890, on the death of King William ITT
of Holland, by the Salic Law passed from the reigning
Dutch House to Adolphus, Duke of Nassau, whose
German duchy had been annexed by Prussia after the
Austro-Prussian War of 1866.

The Treaty of Frankfort, May 10, 1871 (p. 104),
finally settled the peace betwcen France and Germany
which had been broken by the war of 1870-1. But
although the Treaty of Frankfort was the final act, the
Preliminaries of Versailles, February 26, 1871, had
really settled all the outstanding questions.

Paris had capitulated a month before (January 28).
Ten days previously, while the sicge still continued, tho
princes of the North German Confederation, the states-
men and generals, had proclaimed King William of
Prussia as the German Emperor William I. When
Paris capitulated, on January 28, it was felt by all the
wiser spirits of France that resistance must now end,
and the inevitable be accepted. Gambetta, south of

Alsace-
Lorraine,
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the Loire, was still proclaiming resistance to the death,
and protesting that not an inch of French territory
should be ceded. But saner, though less idealistic,
counsels prevailed, and the Assembly, which the Govern-
ment of National Defence had arranged to be elected
and summoned to Bordeaux, by appointing Thiers to
be the head of the executive power, declared for peace.
The price of peace, which was a hard one, was contained
in the Preliminarics of Versailles, which were accepted
by the Assembly at Bordeaux on March 2, 1871 : °the
National Assembly, submitting to consequences of
which it is not the author, ratifies the Preliminaries of
peace . . . which have been signed at Versailles, on
February 26, 1871

The terms stripped France of Alsace and Lorraine,
as they were delimited on the geographical and statis-
tical map of the Prussian General Staff. Over this
a certain amount of bargaining took place. Finally,
the frontier of Lorraine to the west of Melz was slightly
extended in favour of Germany, while France was left
with the important fortificd city of Belfort. In addition,
France agreed to pay an indemnity of five milliards of
francs, and to pay the cxpenses of the German army
of occupation until the indemnity had been acquitted
in full.

The Treaty of Frankfort, May 10, 1871, embodicd
the Preliminaries of Versailles, with a further ‘reetifica-
tion’ of the frontier of Lorraine in favour of Germany,
and a corresponding addition to the French territory
in front of Belfort.

The Treaty of Paris (March 30, 1856),! which ended
the Crimcan War, admitted Turkey ‘ to participate in
the advantages of the Public Law and Concert of

1 Hortslet, ii, No, 264.
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Europe * (Article VII). By the same Article the Powers
engaged °to respect the Independence and Territorial
Integrity of the Ottoman Empire ’, and to ¢ guarantce
in common the strict observance of that engagement ’.
This treaty, concluded just over five hundred years
since the Turks had taken Constantinople, was supposed
to close the long period in which they had been the
enemy. of Europe. But Turkey within the European
States-system has proved to be a great deal more
troublesome than Turkey outside it.

Other important articles in the Treaty of 1856 were
(X) the closing of the Straits of the Bosphorus and
Dardanelles, and (XI) the neutralization of the Black
Sea. Article X reaffirmed the principle of a Convention
of 1841, but in a more stringent form. No foreign ships
of war were to be allowed to enter the Bosphorus or
Dardanclles, whether in time of war or peace. Article XI
declared the Black Sca  open to the Mercantile Marine
of every Nation’, and ‘interdicted to the Flag of War
either of the Powers possessing its Coasts or of any
other Power’, except with regard to certain light vessels
for police purposes.

It was impossible that a great empire like Russia
should for ever submit to have its flag forbidden from
the only ‘ warm-water’ sea which washed its shores.
Actually Article XI of the Treaty of 1856 lasted until
1871. In that year it was denounced by Russia, and
a new convention was entercd into by the Powers?
(p. 78). By this it was declared that the Sublime Porte
could open the Straits in time of peace to the Vessels
of War of friendly and allied Powers, but only ‘in
order to secure the execution of the stipulations of the
Treaty of 1856°. The Black Sca was to remain open

1 London, March 13, 1871,
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to the mercantile marine of all nations, but there was
no prohibition against Russia maintaining any naval
force there. The principle of the frce navigation of the
Danube (subject only to necessary and equal dues) was
again confirmed. Such a principle had been affirmed
in a more general way for ‘international’ rivers, in
the Congress of Vienna.! It had been specifically
affirmed for the Danube in the Treaty of 1856. -

By the end of the year 1878 great changes had
happened to Turkey. Article IX of the Treaty of 1856
had taken note of the Sultan’s ¢ constant solicitude for
the welfare of his subjects’, and of ‘his generous
intentions towards the Christian population of his
Empire’. These intentions, however, had not bcen
fulfilled by 1877, when the Russo-Turkish War broke
out. The Tsar Alexander II had pledged himself to
do something for the Christian subjects of the Porte, if
reform from within failed. By the end of January
1878, after much hard fighting, the Russians had
entered Adrianople, and Constantinople was at their
mercy. They were now in a position to dictate terms
which would secure some measure of prosperity for the
Christian subjects of the Porte. On February 19, the
Treaty of San Stephano? was signed between Turkey
and Russia. Its terms were drastic, and while they
would have opened up new problems, they would
certainly have prevented Turkey from doing much
more mischief in Europe. A ‘Big Bulgaria’ was to be
created, with the Black Sea on the east, the Danube
on the north, the Albanian Mountains on the west, the
Aegean on the south. Montenegro and Serbia were
recognized as independent; and the Porte promised
definite reforms in its Christian provinces. As an

1 Hertslet, i, No. 27; Arts, 108-17, t Hertslet, iv, No. 518.
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indemnity to herself, Russia was to get back the portion
of Bessarabia which she had ceded in the Treaty of
1856, and which had been added to the subject princi-
pality of Roumania. Roumania had been fighting
vigorously on the side of Russia in the war that was
just finished. Russia was also to get from Turkey
Kars, Ardahan, and Batoum in Transcaucasia.

The Treaty of San Stephano met with no acceptance
from the Powers of Europe. Austria could not tolerate
the ‘ Big Bulgaria ’, which would stand across her path
towards the Aegean; Great Britain feared the exten-
sion of Russian influence towards Constantinople and
in Asia Minor, Austria and Great Britain demanded
that the scttlement of the whole Russo-Turkish ques-
tion should be left to a congress. Russia agreed, and
the Congress of Great Britain, Austria, France, Germany,
Italy, Russia, and Turkey met under the presidency of
Bismarck on June 13, 1878, at Berlin.

Before the Congress of Berlin met, Disraeli had
already negotiated a treaty of alliance between Great
Britain and Turkey, June 4, 1878 (p. 78). Fearing
the advance of Russia over the Caucasus, and always
particularly sensitive to anything which seemed to
threaten her Eastern Empire, Great Britain, by this
¢ Convention of Constantinople’ (or ‘Cyprus’), agreed
to defend Turkey from further aggression by Russia
in Asia. In return Turkey promised to introduce
reforms for the protection and good government of her
Christian subjects. The necessary reforms were to be
agreed upon by the two Powers at a later date. In
addition, Turkey consented to ‘assign the island of
Cyprus to be occupied and administered by England ’.
Turkey reserved certain rights in the island, and Great
Britain agreed to make over to the Porte the excess
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of revenue over expenditure, calculated on the average
of the last five years.! Tho war between Turkey and
Great Britain in 1914 put an end to this convention,
and accordingly Cyprus was annexed by an Order in
Council on November 5, 1914.

The result of the labours of the Congress of Berlin
was the famous Treaty of July 13, 1878 (p. 79). It
contains sixty-four articles, and is for South-Eastern
Europe what the Great Treaty of Vienna of 1815 was
for the West ; and for thirty years its territorial arrange-
ments received comparatively small modifications. In-
stead of the large state contemplated by the Treaty
of San Stephano, a much smaller Bulgaria was estab-
lished between the Danube and the Balkans, and
tributary to the Sultan. Eastern Roumelia, lying
gsouth of the Balkans, was formed into a province
within the Turkish Empire, but under a Christian
Governor-General 2 But in 18863 the sovereign of Bul-
garia was entrusted with the Governor-Generalship of
Eastern Roumelia, and it is now part of that State.

Crete was to remain in the Turkish Kmpire, but
governed according to the Organic Law or Firman of
1868, by which the Sultan promised equal fiscal treat-
ment for Christian and Mahomedan inhabitants, and
the representation of Christians in the administrative
Council of the island.4 Similar laws were to be applied
to the other parts of Turkey in Europe.

Montenegro, Servia, and Roumania were recognized
as independent, although the Roumanians were dis-

1 Annex to the Convention of June 4 ; Hertslet, iv, No. 525,

4 Articles XITI-XXT.

3 Act for modifying Articles XV and XVII of the Treaty of
Berlin, April 5, 1886, Hertslet, iv. No. 611,

¢ Hertslet, iv, Appendix, p. 3229.
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appointed in their hope of keeping the part of Bessarabia
which had been ceded by Russia in 1856. But they
were given instead the territory of Dobroutcha, so that
they had a good coast line and the Delta of the Danube.

Austria-Hungary was given the occupation and ad-
ministration of Bosnia and Herzegovina, while Russia
acquired Kars, Ardahan, and Batoum, in Transcaucasia.
Batoum, however, was to be a free port, ‘ essentially
commercial ’—i.e. presumably unfortified. Finally, the
Sultan’s Government promised to mainiain the prin-
ciple of religious liberty, and to ‘give it the widest
scope .

The distrust felt by Great Britain for Russia was
shown in the Treaty of 1871, by which the Bosphorus
and Dardanclles were still kept practically closed to
ships of war ; by the ¢ Convention of Cyprus’, by which
Great Britain acquired control of that island, ¢ if Batoum,
Ardahan, Kars, . . . be retained by Russia ’ (as actually
happencd) ; and by Article LIX of the Treaty of Berlin
declaring Batoum to be an ‘essentially commercial’
port. The closing of the Dardanelles has been acquiesced
in by Russia, but the Article dealing with Batoum was
denounced on July 5, 1886. Great Britain protested
against this, although Russia vigorously contended
that it was no breach of the Treaty of Berlin, but an
administrative matter within the competence of the
Tsar.

On October 3, 1908, the Powers of Europe received
& note which was to prove the bezinning of the end
of the Treaty of Berlin. The Government of Austria-
Hungary declared an end to the suzerainty of Turkey
in Bosnia and Herzegovina, and proclaimed the full
sovercignty of the Austrian Emperor there (p. 83).

! Hertslet, iv, Nos, 615-17,
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Very disingenuously, Austria made no allusion to
Article XXV of the Treaty of Berlin, but only to a sub-
sequent Convention between herself and Turkey in
1879. The Porte, however, at once set the matter in
its true light, by pointing out the departure of Austria
from the Treaty of Berlin, and declaring that no change
in the sovereignty of Bosnia and Herzegovina could be
made ‘ without the unanimous agreement of Turkey,
the sovereign of these countries, and of the other High
Contracting Powers’ (p. 86). Nevertheless, this did
not prevent Turkey herself from coming to a separate
arrangement with Austria, four months afterwards, and
accepting a pecuniary compensation.! Two days after
Austria had declared the complete annexation of Bosnia
and Herzegovina, Bulgaria likewise denounced the
Turkish suzerainty, and her Prince was declared in-
dependent ¢ Tsar ’.2

These events had grown out of the ‘ Young Turk’
movement, which seemed to foreshadow a renewed and
reinvigorated Turkey, that might be able to make its
nominal powers only too real. But the ¢ Young Turk ’
movement miserably failed to rejuvenate Turkey, and
was indeed only the beginning of fresh troubles for the
Porte.

On September 29, 1911, the Italian Government
declared war upon Turkey over the question of Turkish
policy in the province of Tripoli. Considerable difficulty
was experienced by the Italians in their military opera-
tions, but by the summer of 1912 the war was prac-
tically over, and on October 18 the Treaty of Lausanne
or Ouchy (p. 116) was at last concluded and the Tripoli-
tana was annexed to Italy.

1 Treaty of February 26, 1909 (Constantinople).
¢ October 5, 1908.
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By this time Turkey was already involved in another
war, of much greater magnitude, with the Balkan
League. This great military alliance, between Bulgaria,
Serbia, Greece, and Montenegro, had been formed by
various conventions in the early part of 1912. Their
quarrel with Turkey was partly due to the misgovern-
ment of the Christian Balkan people of Macedonia, and
partly to the desire to extend their own territory over
the parts of Turkey occupicd mainly by Christians.
The war began on September 30, 1912, and was ter-
minated after marked successes on the part of the
Allies, by the Treaty of London, May 17-30, 1913
(p. 120), by which Turkey ceded to the Allied Balkan
States all her territory (except Albania, which was to
be made independent) north of the Enos-Midia line :
at the same time she ceded Crete. The Congress at
London was unable to arrange for the division of the
ceded territory among the Allied States. This question
was left to be scttled by the interested States them-
selves. The Kuropean Great Powers had, however,
authority, under the Treaty, to dispose of the Aegean
Islands and Peninsula of Mount Athos.

The question of the division of the ceded territories
gave rise to the short but terrible Second Balkan War,
between Serbia and Greece on the one part and Bulgaria
on the other. The war, which began on June 30, was
rendered hopeless for Bulgaria by the intervention of
Roumania against her on July 9. Turkey took advan-
tage of the situation to break her obligations under
the Treaty of London of May 17-30, by reoccupying
Adrianople on July 20. Bulgaria could resist no longer,
and under the influence of King Charles of Roumania a
Conference of the Balkan States was opened at Bucharest
on July 31. Peace was signed on August 10 (p. 121).
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Macedonia was shared out between Greece and Serbia.
Roumania gained from Bulgaria something over 3,000
square miles along the banks of the Danube, including
Silistria, and between there and the Black Sea.

Bulgaria might have hoped to keep at least Thraco
as her share of the territory ceded by Turkey at the
Treaty of London. But she was too exhausted to think
of expelling Turkey from Adrianople. On Septcmber
16-29 she signed a treaty with the Porte,! leaving to
Turkey 100 square miles of Thrace, including Adrianople
and Kirk Kilisse.

The Powers had called upon Turkey to observe the
Treaty of London. At the same time Turkey was endca-
vouring to have her economic and judicial relations with
the States of Europe put upon the basis of ordinary
International Law and custom, instead of the ‘Capitula-
tions’, by which her economic freedom was limited, and
foreigners were given special judicial rights. The Capi-
tulations had been made nocessary by Turkey’s former
consistent contempt for International Law, and appeared
equally necessary now owing to her recent violation of it.
In the Treaty of Lausanne (p. 118), it is true, by which
peace with Italy was established on October 18, 1912,
Turkey had stated her intention of negotiating with
the Powers for a legal abolition of the Capitulations, and
the substitution for them of the ‘ system of International
Law’. But before any arrangements had been made
in this respect, Turkey had herself first denounced tho
Capitulations (September 11, 1914), while peace still
existed between her and all the Powers; six wecks
later (October 29), on the initiative of Turkey, war,
which is the great solvent of treaties, was begun.

! (Constantinople, September 16-29, 1913, Nouveas Recucil, 3™
série, tome viii,
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The *Pashalik’ of Egypt was by a Firman of the
Sultan in 1841 (February 13) granted to the able Albanian
Mehemet Ali and to his descendants in the direct line.
For the next forty years Egypt was left practically
alone, subject to payment of tribute to Turkey. But
the reign of the ambitious and extravagant Ismail, the
grandson of Mehemet Ali, from 1863-79, involved the
population in a state of misery, and the Government
in difficulties abroad, which led to the intervention of
Great Britain and France. As a result, in 1876, two
international controlling agencies were established : the
Mixed Tribunals for justice, and the Caisse de la Dette
for finance. The financial frecdom of the Egyptian
Government was still further curtailed at the end of
the same year by the ‘Dual Control’, according to
which an English official was put over the revenue
system, and a French official over the system of expen-
diture.

Ismail was deposed by the Sultan of Turkey in 1879.
Under his son Tewfik, the insurrection of Arabi took
place, partly due to discontent with the Khedivial
misgovernment, partly to dislike of the foreign element
in Egypt. The massacre at Alexandria on June 11,
1882, led up to the bombardment of that city by the
British fleet one month later. The British Government
then proposcd a joint intervention by Great Britain,
France, and Italy, but the two latter Powers declined.
Accordingly, Great Britain alono landed a force under
Sir Garnet Wolsey, who defeated Arabi at Tel-el-Kebir
on Scptember 13, 1882. The Khedive Tewfik was
a refugee with the Dritish at Alexandria. Under the
British military occupation, the Khedivial Government
was re-established at Cairo.

Since then, the British power, which was meant at

Egyptian
Conven-
tions.
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first to be merely temporary, has never ceased. As the
result of conferences held on the affairs of Egypt by
the Great Powers, a ¢ Self-denying Protocol > had been
signed by Great Britain, Austria, France, Germany, Italy,
and Russia, at Therapia on the Bosphorus, on June 25,
1882 (p. 87). They bound themselves to seek no exclusive
privilege in any arrangement which might be made in
consequence of their concerted action. No concerted
action took place, but the principle of no exclusive
privilege or territorial advantage has been maintained.

After the Occupation in 1882 the Egyptian Govern-
ment, under the influence of British officials, notably
Sir Evelyn Baring (Lord Cromer), who became Her
Britannic Majesty’s Consul-General in 1884, became
purged of the abuses which had kept the country in
misery. But the very success of the joint administra-
tion, and the reforms which were only possible by
continuously sustained effort, made the withdrawal
of the British officials practically impossible. In
addition, the reconquest of the Sudan, which by the
end of January 1885 had been entirely lost to Egypt,
and which the Egyptian Government was extremely
anxious to recover, could not be accomplished without
British help.

In order to make the British position in Egypt
more regular, Sir Henry Drummond Wolff was sent on
a special mission to Constantinople in August 1885,
and arranged a Convention (October 24), according to
which one Turkish and one British High Commissioner
should proceed to Egypt, with a view to reforming the
administration and to tranquillizing the Sudan (p. 88).
Article VI stated that the two High Commissioners, after
finishing their work and assuring the good working
and stability of the Egyptian Government, would
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present a report to their respective Governments, and
would then ‘ consult as to the conclusion of a Conven-
tion regulating the withdrawal of the British troops
from Egypt in a convenient period’. The two High
Commissioners actually went to Egypt, made their
inquiries, and reported to their Governments. As
a result, on May 22, 1887, a Convention was signed by
Sir Heury Drummond Wolff, Kiamil Pasha, and Said
Pasha, in which Article V declared that ¢ at the expira-
tion of three ycars from the date of the present con-
vention, Her Britannic Majesty’s Government will
withdraw its troops from Egypt’.l The Article, how-
ever, contained the proviso that the Occupation might
be prolonged if ‘the appcarance of danger, in the
interior or from without, should render necessary the
adjournment of the evacuation ’, but that ‘ the British
troops will withdraw from Egypt immediately after
the disappearance of this danger’. Finally, Article V
authorized the Turkish and British troops to re-enter
Egypt, if the external or internal condition of the
country should again requirc intervention. France and
Russia objected to this ‘right of re-entry’, and pro-
tested. Accordingly, the Sultan did not ratify the
Convention. After the month allowed for ratification
had been usclessly prolonged by the British Govern-
ment, Sir Henry Drummond Wolff (who had been
refused a final audience by the Sultan) left Constanti-
nople on July 15. The anxiety of the British Government
to get the Convention ratified is one of the surprises
of history: the Convention was completed, signed, and
only awaited the Sultan’s scal. Accordingly, if, as
Lord Salisbury wrote from the Foreign Office on July 17,
1887, ‘the responsibility for the prolongation of our
1 Parliamentary Papers, 1887, vol. ii, p. 538 (Egypt, No. 7, 1887).
1743.96 d
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occupation must rest with the Turkish Government, as
we had done all in our power to shorten it ’,! we must
also give to Turkey some of the credit for enabling
the consequent development and prosperity of Egypt,
under our peaceful régime, to take place.

The British occupation remained with little change
till 1914. The dual control of the revenue and expendi-
ture system by one English and one French official
had been abolished by Khedivial decree on January 18,
1883, and an English Financial Adviser had been
established instcad. In 1904 the Anglo-French Entente
was signalized by a Convention respecting Egypt
(April 8), in which the Government of the French
Republic ‘declare that they will not obstruct the
action of Great Brilain in that country by asking that
a limit of time be fixed for the British occupation or
in any other manner’ (p. 1). The British Government,
on ils side, acknowledged that France should have
similar latitude with regard to Morocco? Secret
additional articles to this treaty were made public
by the Forcign Offices of Great Britain and Franco
in 1911 (p. 4). These articles contemplated the possi-
bility of further changes in the international status of
Egypt. The French Government only engaged that it
would °not refuse to examine any such proposals’.
In consequence of the war between Turkey and Great
Britain in 1914, and the adherence of the Khedive,
Abbas II, to the Turks, Great Britain declared (p. 96)
‘that the rights over the Egyptian Executive of the
Sultan or of the late Khedive are forfeited to His
Majesty >. A British Protectorate was declared, and

1 Parliamentary Papers, 1887, vol. ii, p. 582 (Egypt, No. 8).
* Franco strengthened her position with regard to Morocco by
a Treaty with the Government of that country in 1912.
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the Government of Egypt, with the title of Sultan,
under the Protectorate, was offered to and accepted
by Prince Hussein (December 19, 1914). At the same
time, the British Foreign Office announced that, ¢ His
Majesty’s Government, having been informed that the
Government of the French Republic have recognized
the British Protectorate over Egypt, his Britannic
Majesty’s Principal Secretary of State for Foreign
Affairs gives notice that his Majesty’s Government
adhere to the Franco-Moorish Treaty of March 30,
1912°.  As Great Britain had also recognized the
annexation of the Tripolitana by Italy in 1912, the
three Powers who along with Spain were chiefly
interested in North Africa, found themselves in com-
plete accord.

The Compagnie Universelle du Canal Maritime de
Suez was institutcd in consequence of a concession
obtained by Ferdinand de Lesseps from Said Pasha, the
son of Mehemet Ali, in 1856. The concession was for
the construction of a ship-canal from the Mediterranean
to the Red Sea, and a fresh-water canal, for the supply
of drinking-water, from the Nile to Suez. The company
was to have a lease of the Maritime Canal for ninety-
nine years from the opening of the canal. In 1866 the
capital of the company was subscribed, for the most
part in France; 176,602 of the shares (500 francs
each) were held by the Egyptian ruling family. In
November 1869 the canal was opened. In 1875
the British Government, to relieve the financial diffi-
culties of the Khedive Ismail, purchased his shares,
amounting to 176,602, out of a total of 400,000, for
£3,976,582,

The Concession of 1856 had stipulated that the canal
and its ports should be open to the ships of all nations.

d2

Neutrali-
zation of
Suez
Canal.
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After the British occupation began in 1882, it was
necessary to settle the international position of the
canal definitcly. The Final Act was drawn up in a con-
ference of the Powers, at Constantinople, on October 29,
1888 (p. 89). The fresh-water canal had been given
up by the company to the Khedivial Government by
agrecments, of which the last wasin 1863. The important
Article in the Convention of 1888 is number I, by which
the canal is declarcd open perpetually, in time of war
as well as peace, to every vessel of commerce or of
war, without distinction of flag. No hostile act, how-
cver, may be committed in the canal or within three
marine miles of its ports of access (Article IV). In
1904, by the Anglo-French Agreement of April 8, the
British Government formally undertook the guarantee
of the free passage of the canal, and accordingly gave
notice that the sentences of Article VIII of the Con-
vention of 1888, which related to annual meetings of
agents of the signatory Powers to watch over the due
execution of the Convention, should henceforth be in
abeyance (p. 3).

The Triple Alliance of Germany, Austria, and Italy
has never been published in its complete form, althongh
various indications have been given by responsible
statesmen. The main points about it arve, firstly, that
it is defensive only: the Marquis di San Giuliano,
Italian Minister for Foreign Affairs, declared on August 1,
1914 (p. 23), ‘the purely defensive character of the
Triple Alliance.” Secondly (a principle necessarily
following from the first), the Triple Alliance guaranteed
each country, if attacked, against any alteration in the
territorial status que. The maintenance of the status quo
as the object of the Triple Alliance was stated by
Tommaso Tittoni in the Italian Chamber of Deputies
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on December 4, 1909.1 Thirdly, there was a provision
for possible amendment in the territorial status quo,
probably with regard to the Austrian possession of the
Trentino, on the basis of mutual compensation.?

In 1879, Austria and Germany, in order to secure
themsclves from the power of Russia, formed a Dual
Alliance at Vienna on October 7 (p. 20). By this,
each of the two parties agreed to support the other,
if either was attacked by Russia ; if attacked by any
other Power, the one not attacked promised at the
least to observe a benevolent neutral attitude ’ towards
her ally. The treaty was kept secret till February 3,
1888, when Bismarck published it as a warning to
Russia, about whose military strength and policy he,
like all Germans, had always felt very uneasy.

This Dual Alliance was converted into the ¢ Triplice ’,
by the accession of Italy in May 1882. The new alliance
was to last for five years. It has since been renewed
three times, on the last two occasions, apparently, for
periods of twelve years, of which the final period was
calculated to last till May 20, 191563

The origins of the Triple Entente are to be found in
the Anglo-French colonial agreement of 1904 (p. 1).
Previously to that time there had been considerable
rivalry between Great Britain and France, almost
entirely in colonial affairs. The well-known ‘ Fashoda
incident’ in 1898, when Major Marchand planted the
French flag in the basin of the White Nile, is an
instance of such rivalry.

1 Tittoni, Italy’s Foreign and Colonial Policy, English translation
by San Severino, p. 130.

2 Frankfurter Zeitung, February 4, 1914, quoted in The T'imes,
February 6, 1914, This provision is heroe referred to as ¢ Article VII?,

3 P: Albin, Les Grands T'raités politiques, p. 61,

Triple
Entento,
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France is the greatest colonial Power in the world
after Britain. That she has been able to become so is
a proof that the existence of the British Empire has
not rendered impossible the growth of others. For—
if we set aside the occupation of Algiers—France did
not come into the ficld any earlier than Germany, in
tho pursuit of colonies. The first great colonial empire
of France was lost in the course of the cighteenth
century and the Napoleonic wars. Then came the
conquest of Algiers, between 1830 and 1847. But
apart from this, France made no marked advance in
the way of colonial cmpire till ten ycars after her
disastrous war with Germany, in 1870. It was not till
1881 that Tunis was occupied, Tonkin in 1884, Mada-
gascar in 1896. The French settlements in the north-
west of Africa had grown up at various dates, but it
was not till 1898 that by a Convention with Great
Britain, France was recognized as having for her own
appropriate sphere practically the whole north-west
of the continent, excluding Morocco.

The ‘entente’ of 1904 was doubtless actuated by
the recognition of the reasonable principle that the
world was wide enough to contain the colonial empires
both of France and Britain. Each empire, too, was
faced with the possibility of attack by Germany, which
desired not merely some of England’s colonial territory,
but also, as is proved by the statement of the German
Chancellor on the subject on July 29, 1914, desired
some of France’s, too.! To safeguard herself against

1 “The Imperial Government aimed at no territorial acquisitions
at the expense of France. . . . I questioned his Excellency about
the French colonies, and he said that he was unable to give a similar
undertaking in that respect.’—Sir E. Goschen to Sir E. Grey, July 29,
1914 (Great Britain and the European Crisis, No. 85).
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Cermany, and probably with the idea of some day
regaining her lost provinces, France had already con-
cluded a definite alliance with Russia, between the
yoars 1891 and 18971 Its terms have not been pub-
lished, but it was clearly a counterpart to the ‘ Triplice ’
of Germany, Austria, and Italy.

The advantages to Great Britain of friendship with
TFrance’ were obvious, as France was a naval power,
and her fleet, if it were ever united with the British
fleet, would render impossible any naval ascendancy by
Germany. But prejudices in both countries stood in
the way of any Franco-British understanding, and it
is generally believed now that the bringing together of
the two Governments and peoples was largely due to
King Edward VIL. The only diplomatic treaty signaliz-
ing the ‘ entente * in 1904 was the Convention of April 8,
regarding Egypt, Morocco, and Newfoundland (pp- 1, 6).
The French had for long been regretting their refusal
to intervene in Kgypt in 1882, and their consequent
loss of influence in that country as compared with the
progress of British influence there. But the success of
the French protectorate over Tunis, and the disorders
in Morocco which rendered some form of external
control incvitable, pointed to another sphere for French
colonial enterprise in this direction. The good work
which Great Britain was doing in Egypt would obviously
benefit by the withdrawal of French claims to interfere,
and similar benefits would be opened up to Morocco
by France being guaranteed freedom of action there
likewise. The Convention of 1904 gave to each Govern-
ment frecedom of action in the sphere in which each
had proved itself most efficient.

1 It was formally proclaimed in August 1897, although known
to have existed before.
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At the same time the question of fishery-rights off
Newfoundland, & question which had caused inter-
mittent heart-burning betwcen France and Great
Britain ever since 1713, was definitely settled by mutual
agrecement, and by compensation. By the Treaty of
Utrecht, in 1713, France had ceded to Great Britain
the Island of Newfoundland, but bhad retained tho
right ‘to catch fish and to dry them on land on that
part of the coast which stretches from Cape Bonavista
to the northern point of the island, and from thence
running down by the western side to Point Riche ’.
This right, with only a slight modification in the area
of the ‘Treaty Shore’ in 1783 (Treaty of Versailles),
remained as a cause of friction for one hundred and
ninety years. By the Convention of 1904, in return
for a pecuniary indemnity, and compensation in West
Africa, the French Government gave up once and for
all its rights of landing on the ‘ Treaty Shore ’. Oppor-
tunity was also taken in the Convention to adjust
British and French interests with regard to Siam,
Zanzibar, and Madagascar. But it was particularly
pointed out by Lord Lansdowne, the British Secretary
of State for Forcign Affairs, in forwarding these agree-
ments to Sir E. Monson, ambassador at Paris, that it
was ‘ important to regard them not merely as a series
of separate transactions, but as forming part of a com-
prehensive scheme for the improvement of the inter-
national relations of two great countries’.* Thus the
Anglo-French ‘entente’ was inaugurated. It rested
on no treaty of alliance, but on something which was
really stronger : namely, on the fact that when the
only causes of dispute between the two countries

1 Dispatch of April 8, 1904, in Parliamentary Papers, 1804, France,
No. 1.
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(colonial questions) could be removed, the causes of
friendship between them (safety against German
military and naval power) would keep them in unison,
without tying them down to a fixed course of action,
as a formal alliance would have done.

The accession of Russia to the Entente was a much
more difficult matter, for the prejudice against that
country, obvious in the Treaty of Paris of 1856, the
‘ Convention of Cyprus’, and the Treaty of Berlin,
1878 (pp. 78, 79), was still very strong in England.
But it was clear that for France to remain in the
Entente, while Russia, her ally, was outside it, might
lead in the future to grave difficulties. The position of
the ‘ Entente Powers’ was rendered still more delicato
by the renewal of Great Britain’s alliance with Japan in
1905 (p. 24), a Power which, at the time, was actually
at war with Russia.

As in the case of France, so in the case of Russia,
the Entente with England was brought about by the
removal of the great cause of friction between them.
The British and Russian Empires tended to clash in
Asia. Since the advance of Russian power into Bokhara
between 1860 and 1870, the British Empire in India had
only been scparated from it by the native State of Afgha-
nistan, Similarly, after the consolidation of British power
in Beluchistan in 1877, we were only separated from the
Russian power in Transcaucasia by the State of Persia.
Afghanistan and Persia kept the Russian and British
Empires from getting too close to each other; but this
would not be so if the two Great Powecrs were always
intriguing against each other in the two buffer states.
The sensible plan was to guarantee the independence of
the two intervening states, and to agree not to compete
against each other in them. Such a reasonable and
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excellent arrangement was concluded on August 31,
1907 (p. 9). With regard to Persia, the British and
Russian Governments mutually engaged to respect that
State’s integrity and independence. In the second
place, Persia was considered as being in three divisions :
a northern division, in which Great Britain agreed not
to compete with Russia in any way for concessions;
a southern sphere, in which Russia agreed not ‘to com-
pete with Great Britain ; between these two divisions
was a narrow zone, where Russia and Great Britain
promised to do nothing without previous arrangement
with each other.

In Afghanistan the two Great Powers were kept even
more strictly apart. Russia declared Afghanistan to
be completely outside her sphere of influence, and she
agreed to conduct all her relations with that country
through the intermediary of Great Britain. A third
agreement was made, with regard to Thibet. Both
Russia and Great Britain agreed to respect its terri-
torial integrity, and to conduct negotiations with it only
through the intermediary of the Chinese Government.

In this way Great Britain and Russia agreed to live
in harmony. Nothing was said about the future destiny
of Constantinople, the source of most of the former
suspicion of the two Powers. Possibly it was felt, that
with the consolidation of British power in Egypt under
the Anglo-French agreement of 1904, we could look
with equanimity apon the vicissitudes of Constantinople.
In one other part of the world—in China—Great Britain
and Russia might have found means of discord. But
already in 1899 they had stated their desire to maintain
China’s independence, and had agreed not to compete
with each other within certain zones: Great Britain
would not seek for railway concessions north of the
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Great Wall, and Russia would likewise withhold her
hand in the Yang-tsze Valley (p. 8).

All quostions of discord being thus put aside, the
¢ Triple Entente ’ formed a ¢ diplomatic group ’,! without
being bound by an alliance, for the next seven years.
In 1905, just one ycar after the inception of the Anglo-
French Entente, and two years before Russia joined it,
Germany and France had nearly come to blows over
the problem of Morocco. France aimed at establishing
a Protectorate there; Germany would not recognize it.
The question at once arose : if Germany went to war
with France, would England give military support to
her friend ? Tt was at this point that the Entente,
without becoming a binding alliance, took something of
the form of a military understanding. No promise was
given by Great Britain, but it was agreed to exchange
views on the method of armed co-operation, in case
the two countries should at any future time definitely
decide to fight on the same side. This was the origin
of the ‘conversations’ of French and British naval
and military experts. The British Secretary of State
¢ gave no promise ’, but ¢ authorized those conversations
to take place, but on the distinct understanding that
nothing which passed between naval or military experts
should bind either Government or restrict in any way
their freedom to make a decision as to whether or not
they would give that support when the time arose’3
The crisis of 1905 was smoothed over for a time by the
Algeciras Conference (January to April, 1906).

In 1908, after the friendship of Great Britain with
Russia had converted the Dual into a Triple Entente,

1 ¢The Triple Entente was not an alliance—it was a diplomatio
group.’—Sir E. Grey in the House of Commons, August 3, 1914,
# Sir E. Grey, loc. cit.
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an international difficulty arose owing to the annexa-
tion of Bosnia and Herzegovina by Austria, against
the agreement contained in Article XXV of the Treaty
of Berlin. But no military support was asked from
Great Britain.! In the next crisis in 1911, marked by
the sending of a German warship to Agadir as if pre-
paring the way for a German occupation of some part
of the Moroccan coast, the question of military support
by England was discussed, and, apparently, in certain
eventualities, offered? This crisis passed over with
the conclusion of two Conventions betwcen France and
Germany at Berlin, both on November 4, 1911. By
the Convention respecting Morocco, Germany recognized
France’s right to establish a Protectorate there. By
the Convention respecting Equatorial Africa, France
ceded a portion of the French Congo, and ‘rectified’
the frontier of the German colony of the Cameroons so
as to make easier the economic development of that
country. France was thus, owing to the solidarity of
the Entente, free to declare her Protectorate over
a great part of Morocco by the Franco-Moorish Conven-
tion of March 30, 19123

The relations between France and England were not
in any way modified by the exchange of Notes, on
November 22-3, 1912 (p. 15), but at the same time the
withdrawal of the French fleet to the Mediterranean,
which relieved the British naval concentration there,
but by which ‘the northern and western coasts of

! ‘More [than diplomatic support] was never asked from us,
more was never given, and more was never promised.’—Sir E. Grey,
loc. cit.

* See the well-known speech of Mr. Lloyd George at the Guildhall,
July 21, 1911,

3 In the same year, France made Conventions for adjusting interests
in North Africa with Italy and Spain.



INTRODUCTION Ixi

France are absolutely undefended ’,! seemed to suggest
that the British Government would not look with
equanimity upon the violation of these coasts by an
encmy.2 It was on this account that, when war between
France and Germany seemed certain on August 2, 1914,
the British Sccretary of State for Foreign Affairs gave
the assurance (subject to Parliamecntary ratification)
that ¢if the German fleet comes into the Channel or
through the North Sea to undertake hostile operations
against French coasts or shipping, the British fleot
will give all the protection in its power’ (p. 17). This
agreement between Great Britain and France, August 2,
1914, together with the purely Franco-Russian Alliance,
1897, constituted the only treaty-obligations within
the Entente Powers, with regard to the eventuality of
European war, up to August 3, 1914.

The remaining treaties in this volume are all of
comparatively recent dates, and the circumstances of
their conclusion are sufficiently well known. The
cession of Heligoland by Great Britain to Germany
on July 1, 1890 (p. 112), was not the chief object of
that treaty, which secured to Great Britain the Pro-
tectorate of Zanzibar, and also complete freedom from
German interference in Uganda and Witu. The German
public looked upon the treaty as a surrender of their
colonial aspirations, and the acquisition of Heligoland
barely consoled them, although it gratified their love
for the Fatherland, and has proved to be of great value
to the maritime power of Germany. The island had
been lost by the Danes to Great Britain in the Napoleonic

1 Sir E. Grey, loc. cit.

? But any legal obligation arising out of this disposition of the
French and British fleets was expressly disclaimed in the ‘ Notes’
of November 22-3, 1912,
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wars, and had been formally ceded to us in 1814. Its
condition under the British power was one of content-
ment and sufficient prosperity. After the annexation
to Germany, it was incorporated in the kingdom of
Prussia as part of the province of Schleswig-Holstein.

The terms of Vereeniging, May 28, 1902 (p. 114), are
given as an instance of a recent Treaty of Annexation,
which came at the end of a long and most obstinately
contested war. Thoe terms compare favourably with
other annexation treaties, as being both brief and
generous. The settlement, though not unchallenged,
has successfully stood the test of subsequent history.

The Anglo-Japanese Treaty of August 12, 1905
(p- 24), since renewed, was a confirmation of a similar
alliance made in 1902. Its object is to maintain the
territorial rights of Great Britain and Japan respectively
‘in the regions of Eastern Asia and of India’. This
object includes the maintenance of peace, the integrity
of China, and the principle of cqual opportunity for the
commerce and industry of all nations. The Treaty of
1905 was concluded actually while the Russo-Japancse
War was in progress. The conclusion of that war by
the Treaty of Portsmouth on September 5, 1905 (p. 28),
which defined the respective interests of Russia and
Japan on the mainland, not merely proved to be a last-
ing settlement, but actually resulted in Russia and
Japan, and England the ally of Japan, being drawn
closer together. Not mercly has the Anglo-Japanese
Alliance stood, but the Anglo-Russian Entente has
ensued (p. 9), while finally in 1911, Russia and Japan
adjusted their outstanding difficulties,! and have since
had the friendliest relations with each other.

1 July 25/ August 15, 1911, Nouveau Recueil, 3™ séric, tome viii
(abstract only).
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The agrcement of April 23, 1908 (p. 51), between the
Baltic Powers, for the status quo in the territories
washed by that sea, and a similar agreement of the
same date for the status gquo in the North Sea (p. 52),
are evidences of the desire for the maintenance of peace
and of existing rights, which always has been the basis
of the treaty-system of Europe. And now, at the end
of a somewhat long inquiry, in the midst of a great
war, when ‘the bond of the nations has been broken,
and the ancient edifice overthrown’, doubt may be
cast on the life of treaties, and on the value of interna-
tional sanctions. True it is that the life-period of Euro-
pean conventions has scarcely been commensurate with
the amount of trouble spent in bringing them into the
world, and the bright hopes that were formed of their
durable influence thercin. The word ¢ perpetual’ has
entered into most treatics, yot only a few have survived
ten yecars without change. Sometimes that change
has come by consent, rendered nccessary by changing
circumstances. Sometimes it has been violent, in
defiance of good faith. Yet though particular treaties
are made and are broken, the idea of treaty-obligation,
moral and political, persists throughout the centurics.
In the relations of individuals within the State, the rule
of law has been substituted for the rule of passion.
The persistence of the idea of treaty-obligation, amid
all its failures, points to a similar settlement of tho
relations between States.






SECTION I
TRIPLE ENTENTE

1. AGREEMENT BETWEEN GREAT BRITAIN
AND FRANCE RESPECTING EGYPT AND
MOROCCO. (LoNpoN) APRIL 8, 1904.

In English and French. (Parliamentary Papers, 1904.
France, No. 1.)

ArticLe I. His Britannic Majesty’s Government
declare that they have no intention of altering the
political status of Egypt.

The Government of the French Republic, for their
part, declare that they will not obstruct the action of
Great Britain in that country by asking that a limit of
time be fixed for the British occupation or in any other
manner, and that they give their assent to the draft
Khedivial Decree annexed to the present Arrangement,
containing the guarantees considered necessary for the
protection of the interests of the Egyptian bondholders,
on the condition that, after its promulgation, it cannot be
modified in any way without the consent of the Powers
Signatory of the Convention of London of 1885.

It is agreed that the post of Director-General of
Antiquities in Egypt shall continue, as in the past, to
be entrusted to a French savant.

The French schools in Egypt shall continue to enjoy
the same liberty as in the past.

ArriciLE II. The Government of the French Republic
declare that they have no intention of altering the
political status of Morocco.

1743.96 B
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His Britannic Majesty’s Government, for their part,
recognize that it appertains to France, more particularly
as a Power whose dominions are conterminous for a
great distance with those of Morocco, to preserve orderin
that country, and to provide assistance for the purpose
of all administrative, economic, financial, and military
reforms which it may require.

They declare that they will not obstruct the action
taken by France for this purpose, provided that such
action shall leave intact the rights which Great Britain,
in virtue of Treaties, Conventions, and usage, enjoys in
Morocco, including the right of coasting trade between the
ports of Morocco, enjoyed by British vessels since 1901.

ArticLE III. His Britannic Majesty’s Government,
for their part, will respect the rights which France, in
virtue of Treaties, Conventions, and usage, enjoys in
Egypt, including the right of coasting trade between
Egyptian ports accorded to French vessels.

ArricLE IV. The two Governments, being equally
attached to the principle of commercial liberty both
in Egypt and Morocco, declare that they will not, in
those countries, countenance any inequality either in
the imposition of customs dutics or other taxes, or of
railway transport charges.

The trade of both nations with Morocco and with
Egypt shall enjoy the same treatment in transit through
the French and British possessions in Africa. An
Agreement between the two Governments shall settle
the conditions of such transit and shall determine the
points of entry.

This mutual engagement shall be binding for a period
of thirty years. Unless this stipulation is expressly
denounced at least one year in advance, the period shall
be extended for five years at a time.
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Nevertheless, the Government of the French Republic
reserve to themsclves in Morocco, and His Britannic
Majesty’s Government reserve to themselves in Egypt,
the right to see that the concessions for roads, railways,
ports, &c., are only granted on such conditions as will
maintain intact the authority of the State over these
great undertakings of public interest.

Arricte V. His Britannic Majesty’s Government
declare that they will use their influence in order that the
French officials now in the Egyptian service may not
be placed under conditions less advantageous than those
applying to the British officials in the same service.

The Government of the French Republic, for their
part, would make no objection to the application of
analogous conditions to British officials now in the
Moorish service.

ArTicLE VI. In order to ensure the free passage of
the Suez Canal, His Britannic Majesty’s Government
declare that they adhere to the stipulations of the Treaty
of the 29th October, 1888, and that they agree to their
being put in force. The free passage of the Canal being
