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INTRODUCTION : THE PEACE SETTLEMENT

THE duration of the first world war was rather more
than four years and three months—from July 28th,
1914, when Austria-Hungary declared war on Serbia,
to November 11th, 1918, when the Allies granted
Germany an armistice. After the armistice, five more
years were required to complete the general peace
settlement. In 1919 the Allied and Associated Powers
concluded the Treaty of Versailles with Germany
(June 28th), the Treaty of St. Germain with Austria
(September 1oth) and the Treaty of Neuilly with
Bulgaria (November 27th), and in 1920 the Treaty
of Trianon with Hungary (June 4th). It was not
until July 23rd, 1923, that the final treaty of peace
with Turkey was signed at Lausanne; and with the
coming into force of this treaty on August 6th, 1924,
peace was at last formally re-established throughout
the world. In the meanwhile the Powers interested in
the Pacific had assembled at Washington in the winter
of 1921-22 and concluded a series of treaties designed
to establish on a firm basis the status quo in the Far
East. All these treaties, together with a host of minor
treaties and agreements arising out of them, may be
said to constitute the peace settlement. Almost every
important political event of an international character
in the period between the first and second world wars
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INTRODUCTION

was the direct or indirect product of this settlement;
and it is thercfore necessary to begin our study with
a brief survey of its most outstanding features.

THE EUROPEAN SETTLEMENT

The Treaty of Versailles had certain special charac-
teristics which determined much of its subsequent
history.

In the first place it was, in a phrase made familiar
by German propaganda, a ‘‘ dictated peace”. It was
imposed by the victors on the vanquished, not negoti-
ated by a process of give-and-take between them.
Nearly every treaty which brings a war to an end is, in
one sense, a dictated peace; for a defeated Power
seldom accepts willingly the consequences of its defeat.
But in the Treaty of Versailles the element of dictation
was more apparent than in any previous peace treaty of
modern times. The German Delegation at Versailles
were allowed to submit one set of written comments on
the draft treaty presented to them. Some of those
comments were taken into account; and the revised
text was then handed to them with the threat that war
would be resumed if it were not signed within five days.
No member of the G€rman Delegation met the Allied
delegates face to face except on the two formal occa-
sions of the presentation of the draft and the signature
of the treaty. Even on these occasions the ordinary
courtesies of social intercourse were not observed. At
the ceremony of signature, the two German signatories
were not allowed to sit with the Allied delegates at the
table, but were escorted in and out of the hall in the

4



THE PEACE SETTLEMENT

manner of criminals conducted to and from the dock.
These unnecessary humiliations, which could only be
explained by the intense bitterness of feeling still left
over from the war, had far-reaching psychological con-
sequences, both in Germany and clsewhere. They
fixed in the consciousness of the German people the
conception of a ‘“‘dictated peace ”’; and they helped to
create the belief, which became universal in Germany
and was tacitly accepted by a large body of opinion in
other countries, that the signature extorted from Ger-
many in these conditions was not morally binding on her.

Secondly, the 'I'reaty of Versailles, unlike any
previous treaty of peace, was professedly based on a
number of general principles enunciated during the
war, the most famous of these, President Wilson's
Fourteen Points, having been formally accepted by
Germany before the armistice as the basis of the settle-
ment. Thanks mainly to Wilson’s insistence on these
principles, the treaty was founded on a substructure of
genuine idealism. It provided for the creation of a
League of Nations, whose primary purpose was to
ensure the maintenance of peace; of an International
Labour Organisation for the regulation of labour con-
ditions ; and of a mandatory system of government for
the colonies to be ceded by Germany. These institu-
tions became after 1919 a regular and essential part of
the new world order. Other results of the attempt
of the trcaty-makers to blend idealism with the ex-
igencies of the victorious Powers were, however, less
fortunate. It was not difficult for critics to discredit
certain parts of the treaty by comparing them with
the text of the Fourtcen Points. It was perhaps

5



INTRODUCTION

open to question whether the territories ceded by Ger-
many to Poland included only those ““inhabited by
indisputably Polish populations ”’, or whether the taking
away of all Germany’s overseas possessions was *“ a free,
open-minded and absolutely impartial adjustment of all
colonial claims ”; and the prohibition of a union
between Germany and Austria was indefensible once
the Allies had announced the self-determination of
peoples as the guiding principle of the territorial settle-
ment. These and other discrepancies between principle
and practice gave an easy handle to those who wished
to argue that the Versailles Treaty was a tainted docu-
ment and that the Allics had violated the conditions on
which the armistice was concluded.

The scrvitudes imposed on Germany in the Treaty
of Versailles were eventually, with few exceptions,
abrogated cither by agreement, or by lapse of time, or
by repudiation on the part of Germany. The most
important of them (penalties, reparation, demilitarised
zone, disarmament) will be discussed in later chapters.
Here it is only necessary to summarise the European
territorial provisions. In the west, Germany restored
Alsace and Lorraine to France, ceded two tiny frag-
ments of territory at Eupen and Malmédy to Belgium,
and renounced her former customs union with Luxem-
burg. The coal-mining area of the Saar was placed
under the administration of a League of Nations Com-
mission for fifteen years, at the end of which time its
fate was to be decided by a plebiscite. The mines
were transferred to French ownership by way of com-
pensation for French coal-fields devastated during the
war. In the south, Germany ceded a small strip of

6
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INTRODUCTION

territory to the new state of Czechoslovakia, and was
debarred from uniting with Austria except with the
unanimous consent of the Council of the League. In
the north, a part of the former Grand-Duchy of Schles-
wig, which had been seized by Prussia from Denmark
in 1864, was made the subject of a plebiscite. The
plebiscite was held in February and March 1920 and
resulted in a satisfactorily clear-cut decision. In the
northern sector, 75 per cent of the votes were cast for
Denmark; the southern sector voted by an even larger
majority for Germany.

In the east, Germany ceded to the Principal Allied
and Associated Powers, for eventual transfer to Lithu-
ania, the port of Memel and its hinterland. To Poland
she ceded the province of Posen and the greater part of
the province of West Prussia with a seaboard of some
forty miles—the so-called ““ corridor ”” which divides
East Prussia from the rest of Germany. Danzig, a
German town, but the natural port of Poland (which
had been promised, in the Fourteen Points, “ a free and
secure access to the sea ), became a Free City in treaty
relations with Poland, entering the Polish customs area
and entrusting the conduct of its foreign relations to
Poland. In addition, plebiscites were to take place in
the Marienwerder district of West Prussia, in the Allen-
stein district of East Prussia and in the whole of Upper
Silesia. The Marienwerder and Allenstein plebiscites
were held in July 1920, and resulted in overwhelming
German majorities, a few villages only in each case
showing a Polish majority and being transferred to
Poland. The plebiscite in Upper Silesia was postponed
until the following year, and provoked intense feeling



THE PEACE SETTLEMENT

and serious outbreaks of violence on both sides. Un-
like the other plebiscite districts, Upper Silesia was rich
in coal and iron and contained a large, densely populated
industrial area. The vote proved inconclusive. About
6o per cent of the votes were cast for Germany, about
40 per cent for Poland. But apart from certain clearly
defined rural areas, the result was a patchwork which
rendered a decision extremely difficult. The British
and Italian Commissioners on one side, and the French
Commissioner on the other, submitted widely divergent
recommendations. The Supreme Council of the
Allied Powers failed to agree and, by an unhappy
inspiration, referred the matter to the Council of the
League. The Council, after another threatened dead-
lock, made an approximately equal compromise between
the line proposed by the French Commissioner and that
proposed by the British and Italian Commissioners.
Since the British-Italian line had been a careful attempt
to reproduce as closely as was practicable the results of
the vote, whereas the French line showed a marked
partiality for Polish claims, the decision of the Council
was not defensible on grounds of strict equity. It was
received with indignation in Germany, and did much to
prejudice German opinion against the League during
its early years. The territorial clauses of the Versailles
Treaty involved the loss by Germany in Europe of more
than 25,000 square miles of territory and nearly seven
million inhabitants.

The other European peace treaties can be more
briefly dealt with.

The collapse of the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy in
November 1918 left German Austria an isolated and ill-
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INTRODUCTION

proportioned remnant. Of its 7,000,000 inhabitants
more than 2,000,000 were congregated in Vienna.
Bohemia, Moravia and Austrian Silesia had broken
away to form the nucleus of Czechoslovakia. Slovenia
had joined Serbia and Croatia to form the Yugoslav
state. Italy had occupied Trieste and its immediate
hinterland. The Treaty of St. Germain did little
but register these accomplished facts. Its only two
provisions which conspicuously contradicted the
principle of self-determination were the prohibition,
repeated from the Treaty of Versailles, on union between
Austria and Germany, and the cession to Italy of the
purely German-speaking South Tyrol, which was
designed to give Italy the strategic frontier of the
Brenner. But Austria’s economic plight was so dire
(for many months Vienna was literally starving) that
the political humiliations of the peace were scarcely felt.
The Allies, fearing that the movement for union with
Germany would assume uncontrollable dimensions,
made no serious attempt to apply the non-territorial
provisions of the treaty ; and the Austrian Reparation
Commission transformed itself into a relief organisation.

The ancient kingdom of Hungary, of whose
17,000,000 inhabitants little more than half were Hun-
garian, had also dissolved into its ethnic components.
The Treaty of Trianon confirmed the transfer of Slo-
vakia to Czechoslovakia, of Croatia to Yugoslavia and
of Transylvania to Roumania. In the main these
decisions were just. But the frontiers of Hungary,
even more markedly than the eastern frontier of Ger-
many, bear witness to a certain eagerness on the part of
the treaty-makers to stretch their principles wherever

10



THE PEACE SETTLEMENT

possible to the advantage of the Allied and the detri-
ment of the enemy country. The cumulative effect of
this elasticity was considerable ; and full use has been
made by Hungarian propagandists of these minor
injustices.

The losses of Bulgaria were almost as severe as those
of Hungary. But most of them dated, not from the
peace settlement of 1919, but from that of 1913 which
ended the second Balkan War  In the first Balkan War
of 1912, Bulgaria had combined with Serbia, Greece
and Roumania to expel Turkey from the Balkans and
drive her back to a line some fifty miles from Con-
stantinople. But the victors fell out over the division
of the spoil. In the second Balkan War, Bulgaria was
simultaneously attacked by her three former Allies and
by Turkey, and in the resulting treaty was compelled to
cede territory to all four of them. The Treaty of
Neuilly in 1919 confirmed Bulgaria’s losses. It modi-
fied still further to her disadvantage the frontiers with
Serbia and Greece, and left untouched the palpably
unjust 1913 frontier with Roumania. The most keenly
felt of all Bulgaria’s grievances was the loss of Mace-
donia, which had been the price promised to her for her
participation in the first Balkan War; and here we
touch on a territorial problem different in character
from any hitherto discussed. It might be difficult to
fix an equitable frontier between Germany and Poland,
or between Hungary and Roumania; but there was at
least no doubt about the racial character of the popula-
tions involved. In Macedonia, this preliminary point
was the subject of bitter controversy. The Macedon-
ians were a people of Slav stock, whose national con-

11
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sciousness was weak or non-existent and whose dialect
shaded off into Serbian on one side and into Bulgarian
on the other. In time they could be made indifferently
into good Serbs or good Bulgarians. The settlement
of 1913, confirmed in 1919, had given the greater part
of Macedonia to Serbia, and most of the remainder to
Greece. But the Macedonians were a primitive people
among whom brigandage was held in honour. The
stalwart among them fled to Bulgaria and formed there
a Macedonian Revolutionary Organisation, which con-
ducted periodical raids in Yugoslav or Greek territory,
terrorised the population on both sides of the frontier,
and embittered relations between Bulgaria and her
neighbours for more than ten years after the war.
During this period, life and property were probably less
secure in Macedonia than in any other part of Europe.

The only other provision of the Treaty of Neuilly
which requires mention here is the clause by which the
Allies undertook ““ to ensure the economic outlets of
Bulgaria to the Aegean Sea”. The Bulgarians inter-
preted this to mean, as in the case of Poland, a terri-
torial corridor. The Allies offered a free zone for
Bulgaria in one of the Greek ports. The Bulgarians
preferred no bread to half a loaf; and nothing was ever
done to carry this disputed clause into effect.

Lastly, it should be mentioned that the newly created
states—Poland and Czechoslovakia—as well as other
states which had received large accessions of territory—
Yugoslavia, Roumania and Greece—were required to
conclude with the Principal Allied and Associated
Powers treaties under which they guaranteed to the
* racial, religious and linguistic minorities "’ residing in

12



THE PEACE SETTLEMENT

their territories political rights, religious freedom, the
provision of schools, and the use of their language before
the courts and in their dealings with the authorities.
Similar provisions were included in the treaties of peace
with Austria, Hungary, Bulgaria and Turkey. Ger-
many was not asked to subscribe to any minority
obligations. Ironically enough, this was almost the
only respect in which the peace-makers of Versailles
recognised Germany’s equality of status with the
other Great Powers.

- p;}THE NEArR EasT AND AFRrICA
~

The Treaty of Lausanne, concluded with Turkey in
July 1923, is the only one of the peace treaties which,
for thirteen years, was accepted as valid and applicable
by all its signatories and which, even in 1936 (see p. 214),
was modified only by voluntary agreement and in one
particular. Historically it owed this advantage to several
factors which distinguished it from the other peace
treaties. It came into being nearly five years after the
end of hostilities when bitter passions had had time to
abate ; it was not imposed, but negotiated by a long
process of bargaining between the parties ; and it was
signed, not in an Allied capital, but on neutral territory.
It may be well to recapitulate here the long and com-
plicated series of events by which this happy conclusion
was reached.

In May 1919, while the Peace Conference, in the
intervals of its more pressing preoccupation with Ger-
many, was discussing the future of Turkey, Venizelos,
the Greek Prime Minister, persuaded the Allies to allow

13



INTRODUCTION

Greek troops to occupy Smyrna in Asia Minor. The
Turks bitterly resented this violation of their territory,
long after the armistice, by the most implacable and
most despised of their enemies. From this resentment
a widespread movement of national revolt was born,
and found a capable and powerful leader in Mustapha
Kemal. Within a year the Kemalists had swept the
whole country, and only the presence of an Allied
garrison kept a puppet Turkish Government in being
at Constantinople. Undeterred by this warning, the
Allied Powers signed at Stvres in August 1920 a treaty
of peace with the Constantinople Government. It was
constructed on the Versailles model, and provided inter
alia that Smyrna should remain in Greek occupation
for five years, its fate thereafter being determined by a
plebiscite.

Any faint chance which remained of the enforce-
ment of the Treaty of Sévres was, however, destroyed by
events in Greece. In October 1920 King Alexander
died of the bite of a pet monkey. In the ensuing general
election Venizelos was swept from power ; and ex-King
Constantine, who had been expelled from Greece
during the war for his pro-German leanings, was re-
called to the throne. This step alienated the sympathy
of the Allies—a sympathy largely due to Venizelos’
magnetic personality. In the following year, first the
French, and then the Italians, made private agree-
ments with the Kemalist Government which had now
established itself in An;})ra. In Great Britain Lloyd
George’s Greek policy came in for severe criticism ;
and though the Greek army had boldly advanced from
Smyrna into the interior of Asia Minor, it became clear

14
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that it could no longer count on the effective support of
the Allies. In these conditions, a débdcle was inevit-
able. The Greeks were slowly driven back ; and in
September 1922, after some particularly savage fighting,
Kemal drove the last Greek troops from the soil of Asia.
Flushed with victory, the Kemalists now turned their
attention to Constantinople. The French and Italian
Governments hurriedly withdrew their contingents.
The situation was critical. A resumption of hostilities
between Great Britain and Turkey seemed for a
moment inevitable. But Mustapha Kemal stopped in
time. An armistice was concluded, and the way paved
for the peace congress of Lausanne, where the treaty
was signed in the following summer.

The armistice of 1918 had found the Ottoman
Empire, like the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, in a
state of dissolution, its vast Arab dominions being in
the occupation of British and French forces. Fortun-
ately, however, the Kemalist movement had from the
outset rejected the ancient Islamic basis of the Ottoman
Empire, and proclaimed the modern secular principle
of national self-determination. The new Turkish state
explicitly renounced all claim to territories containing
Arab majorities ; and the conclusion of peace therefore
presented no insuperable difliculties. The frontier of
Turkey in Europe was pushed forward beyond Adrian-
ople at the expense of Greece ; and no more was heard
of a plebiscite at Smyrna. The clauses of the Sévres
Treaty regarding penalties, reparation and disarmament
disappeared. But the Turkish Government rather
surprisingly accepted the establishment on Turkish
territory of two demilitarised zones, in Thrace and in

15
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the area of the Straits. The National Assembly at
Angora, well pleased with what it had secured, pro-
claimed Turkey a republic with Kemal as its president,
embarked on a vigorous programme of secularisation
and, in the spring of 1924, abolished the office of the
Ottoman Caliph, the religious head of Islam, who for
four and a half centuries had had his seat at Con-
stantinople.

The fate of the Arab provinces of the old Ottoman
Empire may serve as an introduction to the mandatory
system. The Covenant of the League provided that
those territories, ceded by the defeated Powers, *“ which
are inhabited by peoples not yet able to stand by them-
selves under the strenuous conditions of the modern
world ”, should be placed under the tutelage of * ad-
vanced nations ”’, and that “ this tutelage should be
exercised by them as Mandatories on behalf of the
League of Nations ”. The extent to which the Man-
datory Powers could besaid toacton behalf of the League
was, indeed, doubtful. The territories in question were
ceded by Germany and Turkey to the Principal Allied
and Associated Powers, who were responsible for the
selection of the Mandatory Powers. The League
approved the terms of the mandates, and received annual
reports from the Mandatories on the territories under
their tutelage. But its function was limited to friendly
criticism.  Since it did not grant the mandates, it clearly
could not revoke them. Where the sovereignty over
the mandated territories resided was an insoluble legal
conundrum,

The Covenant provided for three classes of mandates
(commonly known as “ A ”, “ B ”” and * C ”” mandates)

16
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graded according to the stage of development of the
populations to which they are applied.

In “ A” mandates, under which the ex-Turkish
provinces were placed, the role of the Mandatory was
defined as “ the rendering of administrative advice
and assistance . . . until such time as they are able
to stand alone ”; and it was explicitly laid down that
*“ the wishes of these communities must be a principal
consideration in the selection of the Mandatory . It
cannot be said that the last condition was fully complied
with. The destination of the Arab territories had been
settled during the war by a secret agreement between
Great Britain and France ; and though, after the war,
there was much haggling over the application of this
agreement, the argument did not turn on the wishes of
the inhabitants. The mandate for Syria was assigned
to France, the mandates for Iraq and for Palestine and
Transjordania to Great Britain, the mandate for Pales-
tine being conditioned by an undertaking given by the
British Government in 1917 to establish in Palestine * a
national home for the Jewish people . The remaining
Arab provinces of the Ottoman Empire secured their
independence. The coastal strip of Arabia bordering
on the Red Sea—an important territory in the eyes of
all Moslems, since it contains the holy places of Mecca
and Medina—became the independent kingdom of the
Hedjaz. In the rest of Arabia Turkish sovereignty had
never been more than nominal; and in so far as these
regions were inhabited by settled populations, authority
was exercised by a number of autonomous Sultans,
Sheikhs and Imams.

In “ B ”” mandates, which were applied to the greater

17



INTRODUCTION

part of Germany’s African possessions, the population
was recognised to be unfit for any form of administra-
tive autonomy. But the Mandatory Power was under
an obligation, not only to prohibit the slave trade and
arms traflic, and to refrain from recruiting natives ** for
other than police purposes or the defence of territory ”’
(a somewhat equivocal phrase), but to give equal rights
to the trade and commerce of other members of the
League. In East Africa the whole of the former Ger-
man colony of Tanganyika was mandated to Great
Britain, except for the two western provinces which,
adjoining the Belgian Congo, were mandated to
Belgium, and the port of Kionga in the south, which
was ceded outright to Portugal. In West Africa the
Cameroons and Togoland were both divided between
British and French mandates.

The category of ‘“ C” mandates was created for
German South-West Africa, which was mandated to the
Union of South Africa, and the German Pacific Islands,
which were mandated to Australia, New Zealand and
Japan. Territories under “ C” mandates were ‘‘ ad-
ministered under the laws of the mandatory ”’; and the
essential practical difference between “ B and *“ C”
mandates was that holders of the latter were under no
obligation to grant equal rights in the mandated terri-
tory to the trade and commerce of other states. -

AMERICA AND THE FAR East

In its attitude to the settlement made after the war,
the people of the United States swayed, in a manner
which appeared to be characteristic at this time of

18
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its attitude towards foreign affairs, between extreme
idealism and extreme caution. At first, through the
mouth of its President, it insisted on the insertion of the
Covenant of the League in the Treaty of Versailles ;
and then, through the mouth of Congress, it rejected
the treaty on account of the obligations imposed by the
Covenant. The ultimate consequences of this with-
drawal of American co-operation were incalculable and
far-reaching. But it had no immediate effect on the
European settlement. Separate treaties, mainly of a
formal character, were concluded by the United States
with Germany, Austria and Hungary (the United States
had not been at war with Bulgaria or Turkey); and
peace was thus restored without involving America in
unwelcome European obligations.

In the Far East the United States could not afford
to preserve the same attitude of serene detachment.
The close of the war had left Japan, whose own military
exertions had been little more than nominal, the domi-
nant Power in the Pacific. By the Treaty of Versailles
she had acquired from Germany the * leased territory ”
of Kiaochow in the Shantung province of China—a
decision which caused China to refuse her signature to
the treaty. She had at the same time obtained the
mandate for Germany’s former island possessions in
the Northern Pacific. By the eclipse of Russia, she
had become the only Great Power on the borders of
China; and by the simultaneous destruction of the
Russian and German navies, she had been left, not only
the greatest naval Power in the Far East, but the third
naval Power in the world. The Japanese threat to
China and the Japanese bid for naval supremacy in the

19
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Pacific were highly disquieting to American observers ;
and in the latter part of 1921 the United States Govern-
ment invited the other Great Powers (the British Em-
pire, Japan, France and Italy), together with the three
other Powers having territorial interests in the Pacific
(China, the Netherlands and Portugal) and Belgium
(whose claim to inclusion was purely sentimental), “‘ to
participate in a conference on the limitation of arma-
ments, in connexion with which Pacific and Far Eastern
questions would also be discussed ’.  The Conference
assembled at Washington in November 1921.

The Washington Conference resulted in the signa-
ture of three treaties. The first, known as the Four-
Power Treaty, was concluded betweeh the United
States, the British Empire, France and Japan, who
agreed to respect each other’s rights in relation to their
insular possessions in the Pacific, and to consult to-
gether in the event of any controversy between them
regarding these rights, or any threat to them through
the aggressive action of any other Power. 'The import-
ance of this simple document was twofold. It drew the
United States for the first time (since their rejection of
the Covenant of the League) into a limited system of
consultation with other Great Powers on matters of
common concern ; and it provided a decent pretext for
bringing to an end the now superfluous Anglo-Japanese
Alliance, which had become highly unpopular in the
United States, in the Dominions, and among a large
section of public opinion in Great Britain. The second,
or Five-Power, Treaty provided for an extensive
measure of naval disarmament, its essential features
being the establishment of naval parity between the
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British Empire and the United States and the fixing of
the strength of Japan in capital ships at 6o per cent of
the British and American figures. The French and
Italian quotas were 35 per cent. No limitation was
placed on light cruisers, destroyers, submarines or other
auxiliary craft. The signatories further agreed to
maintain the status quo, in respect of fortifications and
naval bases, in a specified area of the Pacific. By the
third, or Nine-Power, Treaty all the Powers represented
at the Conference pledged themselves to respect the
independence and integrity of China, and “ to refrain
from taking advantage of conditions in China to seek
special rights or privileges which would abridge the
rights of subjects and citizens of friendly states ”. In
addition to these treaties, yet another document was
signed at Washington ; and though it formed no part
of the official proceedings of the conference, agreement
was certainly not reached without strong pressure from
the British and American Delegations. Under this
agreement, concluded between Japan and China alone,
Japan undertook to return to China the Kiaochow terri-
tory which had been ceded to her by Germany in the
Versailles Treaty.

The Washington Conference was hailed, not without
reason, as an outstanding success. It had to all appear-
ances restored the pre-war balance in the Pacific.
Intimidated by a firm Anglo-American front and by the
moral pressure of world opinion, Japan had accepted,
if not an open defeat, at any rate a serious check to her
ambitions. She had been persuaded to abandon her
sole war gain on the mainland of China. She had not
ventured to claim naval parity with the British Empire
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and the United States ; and her demand for 70 per cent
of British and American naval tonnage had been cut
down to 6o per cent. The Japanese menace to the
integrity of China and to Anglo-American naval supre-
macy in the Pacific had been removed. Yet the situa-
tion created by the Washington treaties was insecure in
so far as it depended on the unwilling renunciation by
Japan of her forward policy on the Asiatic mainland.
Sooner or later, Japan, conscious of her strength, would
resent the loss of prestige involved in the Washington
settlement. The fundamental question whether the
dominant influence in the Far East was to be Anglo-
Saxon or Japanese was still undecided. But thanks to
the Washington Conference, it remained in abeyance
for almost exactly ten years.
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CHAPTER 1: FRANCE AND HER ALLIES

THE most important and persistent single factor in
European affairs in the years following 1919 was the
French demand for security: In the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries France rightly regarded herself as
thestrongest military Powerin Europe; and this tradition
survived the Napoleonic wars, when she succumbed
only to a general European coalition against her. In
1870 the illusion of her strength was abruptly shattered
by the Franco-Prussian war. A new Power had arisen
in Central Europe whose national feeling was as strong
and united as that of France herself, and whose natural
resources were far greater. 'The mineral wealth of
Germany gave her an industrial development and a
capacity for the production of war material which
France could not hope to rival. The population of
France was almost stationary at something under forty
millions. The population of Germany was increasing
by five millions a decade, and by 19o5 had exceeded
sixty millions. Moreover, the Germans displayed a
genius for military organisation. 'The German military
machine was not only better equipped and better
manned, but better run than the French. In 1914 the
French, as they were well aware, would once more have
been a beaten nation in six weeks but for prompt British
intervention ; and that intervention had hung on a
25 c
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thread. The jubilation of 1918 was short-lived. Be-
neath the rejoicings a deep note of anxiety soon made
itself heard. Since 1870—and still more since 1914—
France had been morbidly conscious of her weakness in
face of Germany. She had turned the tables on the
victor of 1871. What could be contrived to prevent Ger-
many one day turning the tables on the victor of 1918?

France’s first answer to this question was clear and
emphatic. U She wanted what she called a * physical
guarantee ’—the possession in perpetuity of the Rhine
and its bridges, across which any invader of France
from the east must pass. ( *“ The danger comes ”’, ran a
French memorandum presented to the Peace Conference
in February 1919, “ from the possession by Germany
of the left bank and of the Rhine bridges.). . . The
safety of the Western and Overseas Democracies makes
it imperative, in present circumstances, for them to
guard the bridges of the Rhine.” To her keen dis-
appointment, her Allies refused to give France the
security of the Rhine frontier, on the ground that
this arrangement would have involved the separation
from Germany of more than five million Germans
living on the left bank of the Rhine. After a bitter
struggle, France was obliged to abandon her claim.
She secured in exchange—

(r) the inclusion in the Versailles Treaty of
clauses providing for the occupation of the left bank
of the Rhine for fifteen years by Allied forces, and
for its permanent demilitarisation (i.e. prohibition
to maintain troops or construct fortresses west of the
Rhine) ; and
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(2) the conclusion, simultaneously with the Ver-
sailles Treaty, of treaties with the British Empire
and the United States, under which these Powers
undertook to come immediately to the assistance of
France ““ in the event of any unprovoked movement
of aggression against her being made by Germany .

The failure of the United States to ratify the treaties
signed at Versailles rendered both the British and the
American undertakings void. France felt herself
cheated. She had abandoned her claim on the strength
of a promise which was not honoured ; and this griev-
ance was an underlying factor throughout the subse-
quent discussions between France and Great Britain on
the question of security.

Having thus been compelled to abandon her hope
of a “ physical ” guarantee, France worked feverishly
during the next four years to find compensation for her
natural inferiority to Germany, and to allay her fear of
German vengeance. She followed two separate and
parallel methods : a system of treaty guarantees, and a
system of alliances.

THE SYSTEM OF GUARANTEES

When it became clear, about the beginning of 1920,
that the Anglo-American guarantee against unprovoked
aggression would never come into force, France was left
without any treaty protection against Germany other
than that contained in the Covenant of the League of
Nations. France had decided from the first that this
was insufficient. It was true that, under Article 10 of
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the Covenant, members of the League undertook “ tc
respect and preserve as against external aggression the
territorial integrity and existing political independence
of all members of the League ”, and that Articles 16
and 17 provided for sanctions or penalties against
any state which resorted to war in disregard of its
obligationsy But Article 10 had been accepted by Great
Britain (the Power which counted for most) with reluc-
tance; and the French proposal to create an inter-
national army, which alone could make sanctions effect-
ive, had been emphatically negatived by Great Britain
and the United States. Under Article 16 members
of the League were bound to break off financial and
economic relations with an aggressor. But military
action (and nothing less would stop Germany) depended
on a ‘“ recommendation ” of the Council, which re-
quired a unanimous vote, and which, when voted, could
be accepted or rejected by individual states as they
pleased ; and the American defection cast serious
doubts on the efficacy, or even the possibility, of a
financial and economic blockade.

French scepticism about the efficacy of the Cove-
nant was enhanced when the League actually came into
being. When the first Assembly met in Geneva in
December 1920, Articles 10 and 16 were the subject
of an immediate attack. Canada wanted to suppress
Article 10 altogether; and the Scandinavian delegations
desired to provide for exceptions to the automatic
application of economic sanctions under Article 16.
Both these proposals gave rise to long deliberations. In
the following year, the Assembly voted a resolution
which prescribed inter alia that the Council would,
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when need arose, “ recommend the date on which the
enforcement of economic pressure under Article 16
is to be begun ”, the effect being to give the Council
latitude to postpone and modify the application of
economic sanctions.i In 1923 a resolution was pro-
posed declaring that the decision what measures were
necessary to carry out the obligations of Article 10 must
rest with * the constitutional authorities of each mem-
ber . The cffect of this resolution was to leave the
whole matter of military assistance to the discretion of
individual governments§ and its adoption was blocked
only by the adverse vote of one minor state. Although
neither Article 10 nor Article 16 had been formally
amended, it was clear from these discussions that their
practical application in time of crisis would lag con-
siderably behind the strict letter of the Covenant. The
machinery of Geneva was evidently not likely to set in
motion that prompt military action which alone could
save France from invasion.

In these circumstances it is not surprising that
France continued to press Great Britain for some
additional guarantee of assistance against German
aggression. 'The conclusion of these efforts was, how-
ever, paradoxical. In January 1922, the British Govern-
ment at length plucked up courage to offer France a
guarantee in approximately the same terms as those of
the abortive treaty of 1919. It so happened that the
French Prime Minister of the day was the obstinate and
short-sighted Poincaré, who believed in a policy of all
or nothing. Poincar¢ demanded that the guarantee
should be supplemented by a military convention de-
fining the precise nature of the assistance to be rendered
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by the British army, and declared that, failing this, a
mere guarantee treaty was worthless to France. The
British Government was not prepared to commit itself
so far. It had discharged its debt of honour; and it
now abandoned for some time to come the apparently
hopeless task of satisfying the French appetite for
security.

THE SYSTEM OF ALLIANCES

Poincaré’s high-handed attitude was explained in
part by the success which France had meanwhile
achieved in the other aspect of her quest for security :
the building up of a system of alliances. A policy of
military alliances was more congenial to French tem-
perament and French tradition than the more abstract
security of guarantees against aggression. It was this
policy which had gained for France her supremacy in
Europe in the eighteenth century, when she contained
Austria by alliances with Austria’s smaller neighbours.
It was this policy by which she now sought to encircle
Germany. ; In the west, the position was made secure
in September 1920 by a military alliance with Belgiuml|
Elsewhere fresh ground had to be broken. Russia had
ceased to exist as a military power. But in her place
the new republic of Poland had appeared on Germany’s
eastern frontier. In the south there had arisen, thanks
to the victory of the Allies, the three new or much
enlarged states of Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia and
Roumania,§ who were France’s natural friends and
slientsy Out of this material France built up, in the
‘hree years after the war, an effective and closely knit
system of alliances.
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-
PoLaND

The Polish republic which came into being at the
end of the war was not a new state, but the revival of an
old one. From the tenth to the eighteenth century,
Poland had been a large and powerful kingdom. In
the latter half of the eighteenth century, she incurred
the joint enmity of Russia, Prussia and Austria; and
after three ‘‘ partitions ”’, in which larger and larger
slices of territory were taken from her, she lost her
independence in 1791. The simultaneous eclipse in
1918 of the Russian, German and Austrian Empires
was a stroke of luck which made her re-birth certain.
But the first years were a period of great difficulty.
The Russian, German and Austrian Poles, who now
united to form a single state, had for a century and a
quarter lived under different laws and different systems
of administration, had served in different armies and
fought on opposite sides, and had acquired different
traditions and different loyalties. It required no small
stock of common patriotism to override these diver-
gences of outlook. Moreover Poland, set in the midst
of the great European plain, had no clearly marked
geographical frontiers except on the south, where the
Carpathian Mountains divided her from Slovakia. Her
western and northern frontiers with Germany were
settled, in the manner already described, by the
Versailles Treaty. Everywhere else, the limits of the
new Poland were the subject of acrimonious debate
with her neighbours.

In the south-west the little district of Austrian
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Silesia, an important coal-field inhabited by a mixed
Czech-Polish population, provided an apple of discord
between Poland and the new state of Czechoslovakia.
Early in 1919 Polish and Czech forces came to blows in
the disputed area ; and a pitched battle was only averted
by the mediation of French and British officers. It was
decided to settle the dispute by a plebiscite. But as the
time for the vote drew near, passions ran so high that
the plan was dropped ; and under strong French press-
ure, both sides agreed to a settlement. By this scttle-
ment, Czechoslovakia obtained the coal mines and
Poland the principal town of Teschen (though not its
railway station which remained in Czechoslovakia). It
was a compromise which had no virtue except that of
being a compromise; and both sides continued to
regard themselves as deeply injured parties.

In Austrian Poland a different problem arose. Of
the two provinces of West and East Galicia into which
Austrian Poland was divided, the former was purely
Polish in character. In East Galicia the landed gentry
and most of the intellectuals (other than the Jews, who
were here particularly numerous) were Poles. But the
peasantry belonged to the same stock which peopled
the whole of south-western Russia — being variously
described as Little Russians, Ukrainians or Ruthenes.
It is probable that the landless Ruthene peasant of East
Galicia hated the Polish landowner rather because he
was a landowner than because he was a Pole. But of
the depth of the hatred there was no doubt. In the
early months of 1919 East Galicia was the scene of a
stubborn civil war between the ruling Polish minority
and the subject Ruthene majority. Polish reinforce-
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ments were soon brought in; and in May the resistance
of the Ruthenes, supported by nothing more effective
than mild protests from the Allies in Paris against Polish
high-handedness, came to an end. The Allies, helpless
to alter the accomplished fact, offered Poland a mandate
over East Galicia for twenty-five years, after which time
the fate of the territory was to be decided by the League
of Nations. The Poles rejected the proposal and re-
mained in possession. In 1923 the Allies at last formally
recognised Polish sovereignty over East Galicia in return
for a promise (which was never carried out) to set up
an autonomous régime there.

On the eastern frontier of Poland the same problem
presented itsclf on a far larger scale. In the days of its
greatness the kingdom of Poland had not been confined
to lands where the indigenous population was Polish.
It had embraced the whole of Lithuania, most of White
Russia, and the whole of the Ukraine as far as the Black
Sea. In these territories, vast tracts of country were in
the possession of Polish landowners—a state of affairs
which continued right down to the Russian revolution
of 1917. After the revolution, these landowners took
refuge in Poland. They not unnaturally put strong
pressure on the Polish Government to reconquer their
lands for them; and perfervid patriots dreamed of a
restored Polish empire stretching from the Baltic to the
Black Sea. A proposal from the Allies in Paris that
the eastern frontier of Poland should be so drawn as to
include only territories where the Polish population was
in a majority was received as a bitter insult.

It was in such a mood that Marshal Pilsudski, the
head of the Polish state and the commander-in-chief of
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the army, set out in the spring of 1920 to conquer the
Ukraine for Poland. 'The Soviet army, disorganised by
the civil war, made feeble resistance; and Polish
troops quickly reached Kiev. In June, however, the
Soviet forces were able to launch a mass counter-
offensive, which not only drove the Poles helter-skelter
out of the Ukraine, but brought Soviet troops within a
few miles of Warsaw. Here the fortunes of war under-
went another sudden reversal. The Soviet offensive,
like the Polish offensive before it, was exhausted. The
Polish army advanced once more. This time, avoiding
the Ukraine, they marched due east into White Russia ;
and when the armistice was at last sounded, the line
was some 150 miles east of the so-called *“ Curzon line
proposed by the Allies. But the Soviet Government
was prodigal of territory and needed peace. In 1921
the Treaty of Riga confirmed the armistice line as the
permanent frontier between Poland and Soviet Russia.
Poland abandoned her claim to the Ukraine, but received
a large, though sparsely populated, tract of White Russia.

Next came the turn of Lithuania. Here the chief
bone of contention was the city and district of Vilna.
Vilna had been the capital of the mediaeval empire of
Lithuania (which in the sixteenth century had been
united with Poland by a convenient royal marriage) ;
and when in 1918 an independent Lithuania was re-
vived, it promptly proclaimed Vilna as its capital. Un-
happily, Vilna had an equally strong sentimental attrac-
tion for Poland. It was the seat of a famous Polish
university and an ancient home of Polish learning. From
the ethnographical standpoint, neither the Lithuanian
nor the Polish claim was strong. The population of
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the city was Jewish (the Jews had an absolute majority),
Polish and White Russian ; of the surrounding district,
White Russian and Lithuanian. But where so many
passions were excited, the wishes of the populations
concerned (if indeed they had any) were unlikely to be
decisive.

In July 1920, during the Soviet advance towards
Warsaw, Lithuania had signed a treaty with the Soviet
Government by which the latter recognised her claim
to Vilna. But the subsequent Polish advance cut off
Lithuania altogether from her Soviet friends, and she
was left to face the Poles alone. Fighting soon began
in the neighbourhood of Suwalki. It went less well for
the Poles than might have been expected; and in
October an armistice was signed which left Vilna and
district in Lithuanian hands. Three days later, an
independent Polish general named Zeligowski collected
some troops and, taking the Lithuanians completely by
surprise, occupied Vilna. Officially, the Polish Govern-
ment deplored this flagrant breach of faith. But it
unblushingly stuck to the prize; and Pilsudski admitted,
some years later, that the coup had been carried out
with his knowledge and approval. Long negotiations
conducted by the League of Nations failed to dislodge
the Poles; and in 1923, when the Lithuanians had
put themselves out of court by their seizure of Memel
(which had been occupied by the Allies since the Ver-
sailles Treaty), the Allies formally recognised Vilna as
part of Poland.

The Polish state, thus constituted, had a population
of over thirty millions—a figure which almost entitled
it to the rank of a Great Power. It was rich in natural
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resources, possessing an abundance of coal and iron in
the south-west, oil in East Galicia, extensive forests
in the east, and good agricultural land almost every-
where. But it also had conspicuous weaknesses. Not
less than 25 per cent of its population was non-Polish,
inciuding four million Jews ; and most of the minorities
were actually or potentially hostile. Furthermore,
Poland was, in these early days, on bad terms with all
her neighbours without exception. There was con-
stant friction with Germany over the treatment of the
German minority and over Danzig; and it seemed
doubtful whether any German Government would
stomach indefinitely the separation of East Prussia from
the rest of Germany by the Polish corridor. Soviet
Russia might some day regret her generosity. Czecho-
slovakia was sullenly resentful, Lithuania noisily in-
dignant ; and there might be trouble again in East
Galicia. Poland was the strongest Power in eastern
Europe. But she could scarcely face the world alone.
\ In these circumstances, the French policy of alliance
with the neighbours of Germany coincided perfectly
with Poland’s own needs.\ The Franco-Polish treaty
of alliance of February 1921 was an instrument of close
political co-operation. It was accompanied by a secret
military convention, and was followed by the supply
from France on easy terms of large supplies of war
material for the equipment of the Polish army.
Some cautious Frenchmen complained that so quarrel-
some an ally was more of a liability than an asset, and
that no French soldier would be willing to die for
Poland.\ Some Poles grumbled at the patronising
attitude of their French associates, and at the number
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and costliness of the French Military Mission in War-
saw. But the alliance was founded on a too solid basis
of common interest to be shaken by any trivial dis-
contents. In every important issue of international
politics, France and Poland ranged themselves side by
side. At Geneva, the French and Polish delegates
were hand-in-glove in every private negotiation, and
spoke and voted together in every public debate.

THE LITTLE ENTENTE

The Little Entente was the unofficial name for the
alliance between the three states which profited most
by the break up of the Austro-Hungarian monarchy :
Czechoslovakia, Roumania and Yugoslavia.

Czechoslovakia, as the name (a recent coinage)
indicates, was formed by the union of two neighbouring
peoples. The Cpﬂﬁs an{ Slovaks are two branches of
the same Slav.efock, spea% closely related dialects of
the same larfguage. 'The h¥tory of the two peoples is,
however, quite different. The Czechs, who formed in
the Middle Ages the nugleus of an independent King-
dom of Bohe?ﬁfdpas d from 1620 onwards under
the Germanic'infNenc the Austrian Empire. The
old Czech aristocracy completely Germanised ;
and the modern Czechs are thrifty, hard-working, well-
educated middle-class agg#¥orking-class people. Slo-
vakia, on the other hand, h§ghfor a thousand years prior
to 1918 been part of Hungd¥y. The Slovaks were an
illiterate peasant race ; and Slovak culture was repre-
sented by a handful of intellectuals living abroad,
mainly in the United States. These conditions made it
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inevitable that the army officers, the civil servants and
the teachers of the new Czechoslovak state should be
drawn principally from the Czechs. But this inequality
was resented in Slovak circles ; and the most representa-
tive Slovak party persistently demanded “ national auto-
nomy " for Slovakia.

The greater part of the soil of Czechoslovakia was
agricultural ; and the new state strengthened itself by
an extensive agrarian reform, involving the expropria-
tion of the larger landowners, mainly German or
Hungarian, and the distribution of their land to Czech
or Slovak small farmers and peasants. But Czecho-
slovakia was also a highly developed industrial state, and
a large manufacturer, of war .faterial. Her former
Austrian provinces coktainegt some 8o per cent of the
production of coal andlirg#l and the heavy industry of
the pre-war Austrian Epire. These advantages were
in part set off by the weakness of her geographical
position and the mixed character of her population. Of
her population of more than fourteen millions the
Czechs, who formed ruling class, accounted for six
and a half million§ and the Slovaks for two millions
more. The balandg was made up of a compact and in-
dustrious German sfinority of more than three millions
living on the fringas of Bohemia, and of Hungarian,
Ruthene and Poligh minorities. The Slovaks would
be of uncertain e in a crisis ; and the minorities
would be hostile 1 almost any war in which Czecho-
slovakia might find herself engaged. Prague, the
capital, was situated so near the frontier that it could be
occupied by German troops within days, or perhaps
hours, of an outbreak of hostilities with Germany ; and
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the long, narrow territory of Slovakia would be difficult
to defend against an attack from Hungary. Of all the
states of Central Europe, Czechoslovakia was the most
heterogeneous and, from the military standpoint, the
most vulnerable.

Roumania had more reason to congratulate herself
on the peace settlement than on her experiences during
the war. She changed sides twice in the course of the
fighting ; and at the end of it she acquired the greater
part of Transylvania from Hungary and Bessarabia, in
spite of the protests of the Soviet Government, from
Russia, thereby doubling her territory and increasing
her population from seven to seventeen millions. Like
Czechoslovakia, she carried out an extensive measure
of agrarian reform and redistribution of land to small-
holders. Her minorities—Hungarian, Russian and
Jewish—were not sufficiently important to be a menace
to her national security. But Roumanian administra-
tion had a bad name for corruption; and the quality of
the Roumanian army, judged by Balkan standards, was
not high. Roumania was the largest oil-producing state
in Europe next to the Soviet Union ; and oil and wheat
were her principal sources of wealth.

Internally, Yugoslavia was called on to solve the
same problem as Czechoslovakia : the fusion of cognate
races. Of the three elements which united to form the
Yugoslav state, the Serbs had enjoyed independence
since the final withdrawal of the Turkish garrisons in
1867. The Croats had been under Hungarian, and the
Slovenes under Austrian, rule until 1918. The Serbs,
who were from the first the dominant partners in the
union, were excellent fighters, and had a rough-and-
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ready gift for organisation. But politically and cultur.
ally they were inferior to the Croats and Slovenes, who
looked down on them as semi-barbarians. The friction
between the three partners became a serious handicap
to the new state and, combined with the political
immaturity of the Serbs themselves, made any parlia-
mentary system unworkable. The Croat leaders per-
sisted in the demand for autonomy; and many of
them, in consequence, spent years in prison or in
exile—an unhappy condition of affairs the blame for
which must be shared by both parties. The prosperity
of the country depended mainly on its sturdy and
industrious peasantry, though its mineral resources
were also considerable.

Externally, Yugoslavia was the member of the Little
Entente with the most varied and extensive interests.
While Czechoslovakia belonged primarily to Central
Europe and Roumania to the Balkans, Yugoslavia
belonged equally to both. In the north her frontier
reached within a hundred miles of Vienna, in the south-
east within fifty miles of the Aegean. This multi-
plicity of interests gave her an exceptional position in
the partnership. jThe Little Entente was devised for
the purpose of common protection against Hungary #
and Hungary was the only country mentioned by name
in the treaties which constituted the alliance. | But, for
Yugoslavia, Hungary was never the first concern. The
portion of Hungarian territory which had fallen to her
share was smaller than the portions allotted to Czecho-
slovakia and Roumania | and she had less to fear from
Hungarian irredentism. | On the other hand, she was
intensely jealous of Italy’s dominant position on the
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Adriatic.V Italy had appropriated far more Slav terri-
tory than was, in Yugoslav eyes, her due; and it was
notorious that Italy hoped, and was perhaps intriguing,
for the disruption of the Yugoslav state. The Yugo-
slavs were good haters. 'The enmity of Yugoslavia for
Italy was one of the most persistent of all European feuds
in the period between the two wars.

\ The Little Entente came into being through treaties
of alliance concluded in 1920 and 1921 between each
pair of its members. It was not until much later that
France concluded political treaties with the Little
Entente states. But there were frogh the outset formal
or informal military understandifigs providing, as in
the case of Poland, for the appointment of French
military missions and for the s@pply of war material to
the Little Entente armies #§ afld Czechoslovakia, Rou-
France’s faithful satellites
, Geneva and elsewhere} France’s
stle Entente rested on a different
er relations with Poland.* The basis
b.Loland was a direct common interest
in checky The understandings
with the Little P¥ftgnte, on the other hand, implied a
tacit bargain. The $hree Little Entente Powers would
assist France to enforce the Versailles Treaty, in which
their own interest was negligible. France would sup-
port the Little Entente as a whole against Hungary, and
Yugoslavia in particular against Italyy The importance
of this move was that it enlarged France’s conception
of her own security3She was now definitely committed
to the maintenance not only of the Versailles Treaty,
but of the whole European peace settlementy It was
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no longer her concern merely to keep Germany at bay
on the Rhine and prevent her from strengthening her
position in the east. } It became a recognised French
interest to support Poland against Lithuania, Czecho-
slovakia against Hungary, and Yugoslavia and Roumania
against Bulgaria, and even to save her friends from the
inconvenience of a too rigorous interpretation of their
obligations towards their minorities.\ In view of the
powerful influence which she could exercise in all these
questions, France was a patron well worth having.

During the penocﬁ 1920~24 France, the possessor
of a large, well- equ1 ed-and victorious army and of
enormous stocks of 1tions, reached the summit of
her prestige d power'in Europe. She was the cham-
pion of th s quo and the sworn enemy of what came
to be kno nias “ revisionism ”. Her position was
compaiable toithat of Metternich after the peace settle-
ment of T8¥44f{d by her agreements with Poland and
the Little #ptente she had bu1lt up a modern counter-
part of thé'Hygly Alliance.
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CHAPTER 2 GERMANY IN DEFEAT

THE years of French supremacy were also the years of
Germany’s deepest humiliation. Home politics are not
within the scope of this book. But the internal affairs of
Germany had, in the period between the wars, so direct
an influence on the international situation that a few
words must be said about them here. Before 1914
Germany had lived under a combination of parliament-
ary democracy and military autocracy, which was per-
haps well adapted to the stage of political development
reached by the German people. After the war, the
universal enthusiasm for democracy swept over Ger-
many ; and the form of government which emerged
from the chaos of November 1918 was a republic with
a Social-Democrat Government, the President being an
ex-cobbler named Ebert.

The  Weimar Republic ” (so called from the town
of Weimar, where the National Assembly met in 1919
to approve its constitution) started life in the most dis-
couraging conditions. It was faced everywhere with
disorder, disorganisation and destitution. Its first task
was to ratify the Versailles Treaty; and its name
was thus associated in German minds with a national
disgrace. In 1815 the Powers who had overthrown
Napoleon perceived that if they wished the restored
monarchy to survive in France, they must treat it with
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consideration and respect. 'The victors of 1918 showed
no such wisdom. It was in their interest that the
pacific Weimar democracy should firmly establish itself
in Germany. But instead of doing everything in their
power to enhance its prestige, they exposed it to such
constant humiliations that it could never hope to win
the loyalty and affection of the German people. The
territorial clauses of the Versailles Treaty have been
described in the Introduction. The present chapter
deals with those other provisions of the Treaty which
played the largest part in Germany’s international rela-
tions during the years 1920-24.

WaR GuiLT AND WAR CRIMINALS

The articles of the treaty relating to ‘‘ war guilt ”
and “ war criminals >’ were not less eagerly approved
in Great Britain than in France. The victors of pre-
vious wars, however ruthless in their treatment of the
defeated foe, had thought it superfluous to pronounce
any moral condemnation. But war propaganda’both in
Great Britain and in France had so persistently stressed
the moral delinquencies of Germany (in particular, the
violation of Belgian neutrality, the wanton devastation
of the occupied territories, and the killing of civilians by
bombing from the air and by unrestricted submarine
warfare against merchant ships) that public opinion
demanded some formal condemnation of her acts ; and
insistence on Germany’s guilt provided a justification,
which was felt both in British and in American circles
to be needed, for the severity of the peace terms. By
an article placed at the head of the reparation chapter,
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Germany was obliged to ““ accept the responsibility of
Germany and her allies for causing all the loss and
damage to which the Allied and Associated Govern-
ments and their nationals have been subjected as a
consequence of the war imposed upon them by the
aggression of Germany and her allies ”’.  'The position
of the article was significant. The reparation provi-
sions of the treaty were those which had excited most
misgiving in American, and in some British, circles.

The origins of the first world war will probably
be debated by historians for centuries to come. The
verdict of history may well be that, of all the belli-
gerent Powers, Germany and her allies bore the largest
share of responsibility. But historical truth cannot be
established by international treaty—least of all by a
treaty imposed by victors on vanquished. The Allied
Governments, in the passion of the moment, failed to
realise that this extorted admission of guilt could prove
nothing, and must excite bitter resentment in German
minds. German men of learning set to work to de-
monstrate the guiltlessness of their country, fondly
believing that, if this could be established, the whole
fabric of the treaty would collapse. In Allied countries
the futility of the war-guilt clause soon came to be
recognised. But it was never formally annulled, and
was left to perish with the treaty itself.

The articles of the treaty relating to war criminals
(the chapter is entitled “ Penalties ’) were of more
immediate practical import. In the first of them, the
Allies * publicly arraign William II of Hohenzollern,
formerly German Emperor, for a supreme offence
against international morality and the sanctity of

46



GERMANY IN DEFEAT

treaties . The ex-Kaiser was to be tried by a court of
five judges, American, British, French, Italian and
Japanese, who were to “ fix the punishment ”. Im-
mediately on the coming into force of the treaty, the
Allies officially requested the Government of Holland
(where the ex-Kaiser had taken refuge in November
1918) to hand him over to them. That Government
replied, as was expected, that it would be contrary to
“international usage for them to surrender a “ political
refugee ”’; and within a few months one of the most
notorious articles of the treaty was consigned to oblivion.
It was a fortunate ending. A public trial by the Allies
might well have revived the ex-Kaiser’s lost prestige in
Germany, and turned him into a German national hero
and martyr.

By the following articles Germany agreed to hand
over to Allied military courts for trial any persons in
Germany accused by the Allies of having *“ committed
acts in violation of the laws and customs of war 7, It
is doubtful whether this provision, however reasonably
interpreted, could have been put into effect without
causing a revolution in Germany. But when it was
discovered that the lists prepared by the Allies included
the names of the Crown Prince, of Hindenburg, of
Ludendorff, and of almost every prominent figure on
the German side during the war, there was so fierce an
outburst of indignation that compliance with the demand
was out of the question. After a long wrangle between
the German and Allied Governments, a compromise
was reached by which the German Government agreed
to bring twelve of the accused (against whom definite
and flagrant breaches of the laws of war were alleged)
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before the German Supreme Court at Leipzig, the
Allied Governments acting as prosecutors. The trials
took place in 1921. Six of the accused were convicted,
and sentenced to terms of imprisonment. Thereafter
nothing more was heard of these clauses of the treaty.
Had the passions of the time permitted the Allied
Governments to make the arrangement reciprocal, and
had they themselves been willing to bring to trial any
of their own nationals accused of similar offences by the -
German Government, the whole procedure might have
been a valuable innovation and an earnest of the desire
of mankind to make international law an effective
reality.

DISARMAMENT AND DEMILITARISATION

It was a natural and necessary consequence of their
victory that the Allies should desire to render their
defeated enemies incapable for as long a time as possible
of military action. Under the armistice Germany had
surrendered the greater part of her fleet and her heavy
artillery. The treaty imposed permanent restrictions
on her military strength. Her army was limited to
100,000 men recruited by voluntary enlistment (con-
scription being prohibited), and her navy to six battle-
ships with a corresponding number of cruisers and
destroyers. She was to possess no submarines, no
military aircraft, and no heavy guns, and to build no
fortifications. 'The amounts of war material of every
kind, and the number of factories capable of producing
it, which she was allowed to retain, were strictly.limited.
Allied Naval, Military and Air Commissions, whose
officer personnel numbered at one time nearly 2000,
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were stationed in Germany to see that these provisions
were carried out, and were not finally withdrawn till
1927. The Germans made every effort to evade a
strict application of these measures. A considerable
amount of war material was probably saved from
destruction by concealment ; and secret preparations
were everywhere made to rebuild Germany’s military
strength once the control was relaxed. But it may on
the whole be said that, by 1924, Germany had been
subjected to a measure of disarmament more rigorous
and complete than any recorded in modern history.

It will be remembered that, under the Treaty of
Versailles, the Rhineland was to be not only permanently
demilitarised, but occupied by Allied troops for a period
of fifteen years. The civil administration of the occu-
pied area remained with the German authorities. But
an Inter-Allied High Commission, consisting of French,
Belgian, British and American representatives, had
power to issue ordinances *“ so far as may be neces-
sary for securing the maintenance, safety and require-
ments ”’ of the Allied troops ; and these ordinances had
the force of law. In spite of the failure of the United
States to ratify the treaty, American troops remained in
the Rhineland till 1923, and the American Commis-
sioner continued to attend the meetings of the High
Commission, though without the right to vote.

The joint occupation of the Rhineland first brought
to the surface that underlying divergence between the
French and British attitudes towards Germany which
has been so unsettling a factor in European politics
since 1920. At the close of the war, anti-German
feeling had been quite as bitter in London as in Paris ;
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and some of the most invidious clauses of the Versailles
Treaty were whole-heartedly approved, if not inspired,
by the British Government. But passions on the
British side abated rapidly. While France feared even
a defeated Germany, the destruction of the Ger-
man fleet gave the British Empire a sense of perfect
security. British reluctance to see any one Power
dominate the continent of Europe is notorious ; and it
would have been contrary to this tradition to allow
France to trample Germany utterly in the dust. Time-
honoured British conceptions of fair play and chivalry
to a beaten foe came into conflict with the legally precise
French mind, anxious to extort the last ounce of flesh
stipulated in the bond. While the French army
occupying the southern sector of the Rhineland assumed
the high and mighty airs of conquerors in a hostile land,
the British troops, whose headquarters were at Cologne,
soon established the friendliest relations with the Ger-
man inhabitants. The British soldier, though in
theory an unwelcome guest, made himself on the whole
extremely popular; and it was frequently remarked
that he in turn found the company of his ex-enemies
more congenial than that of his ex-allies. Conditions
were thus ripe for a series of episodes which would
drive a wedge between French and British opinion
about Germany.

The first of these episodes was the employment
in the French army of occupation of a detachment
of coloured troops. French tradition recognises no
colour bar, and it is unlikely that the French authorities
deliberately sent coloured soldiers to the Rhineland in
order to inflict on the German people a fresh humilia-
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tion. But the Germans regarded it as such; and
knowing that their own colour prejudice was shared in
an even stronger degree by British and American
opinion, they lost no opportunity of pressing this griev-
ance. The * black shame ”, and the alleged misdeeds
of the coloured troops, provided German propagandists
with a fruitful theme. For the first time since the war,
British and American opinion sided emphatically with
Germany against France.

The second episode was the encouragement given
by France to the so-called “ separatist” movement in
the Rhineland. Having failed in the peace negotiations
to secure the forcible separation of the Rhineland from
Germany, certain French generals and officials, with
the tacit approval of the French Government, now
sought to achieve the same object by inducing the local
population to throw off the authority of Berlin and
proclaim an independent German state of the Rhine-
land. The movement was almost purely fictitious.
It was more than a century since the greater part of the
Rhineland had been incorporated in Prussia, and few
Rhinelanders coveted a spurious autonomy under
French patronage. But the French discovered or
imported a handful of German renegades who, in return
for liberal subsidies, were prepared to play the French
game ; and the semblance of a separatist movement was
kept alive for three years. 'Then in the autumn of 1923
events took an ugly turn. In the Palatinate, which
formed part not of Prussia, but of Bavaria, the local
French representative of the High Commission recog-
nised the separatists as an independent government ;
and the separatists, armed for the purpose by the French
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military authorities, expelled the German officials and
took over the administration. In January 1924 the
High Commission by a majority vote (the French and
Belgian against the British) officially recognised the
‘“ autonomous government ”’ of the Palatinate. This
was too much for British opinion and the British
Government. Strong pressure was brought to bear on
the French Government, which sent orders to its re-
presentatives in the Rhineland to abandon their support
of the separatists. The result was shattering. The
whole movement collapsed in a few hours. There
were riots in the principal towns of the Palatinate ; and
a score or more of the separatists were lynched by the
population before the troops could intervene. After
February 1924 no more was heard of the separatist
movement in the Rhineland.

The third and most important episode in the rela-
tions between Germany and the Allies, and between
France and Great Britain, at this period, was the tangled
question of Reparation, to which we now turn

/3 .

< REPARATION
During the war, democratic opinion in many coun-
tries had expressed itself against the practice embodied
in most peace treatics of imposing a  war indemnity ”
by way of penalty on the defeated state. The Allied
Governments bowed to this opinion and, in the Treaty
of Versailles, limited their demands on Germany to
“ compensation for all damage done to the civilian
population of the Allied and Associated Powers and to
their property ”. This was, however, a concession of
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no practical consequence ; for it soon became clear that
Germany’s resources would not be adequate for the
payment even of this compensation. The important
difference between the Versailles Treaty and previous
peace treaties providing for a payment to be made to
the victors by the defeated Power was that, on this
occasion, no sum was fixed by the treaty itself. It was
left to an Allied Commission, called the Reparation
‘Commission, both to draw up the bill and to decide on
the manner in which it should be paid. The assess-
ment was to be made by May 1st, 1921 ; and prior to
that date Germany was to pay on account the sum of
£1,000,000,000. It was contemplated that the eventual
payments would have to be spread over a period of at
least thirty years.

In the exchange of notes between the Allied and the
German Delegations prior to the signature of the Ver-
sailles Treaty, the Allies had undertaken to consider any
offer which Germany might make of “ a lump sum in
settlement of her whole liability ”—such an offer to
take the place of the proposed assessment by the Repara-
tion Commission. Discussions of the possible terms
of this offer, and of the * deliveries in kind ” (par-
ticularly coal) by which Germany hoped to discharge
the preliminary payment of £1,000,000,000, were the
principal features of 1920. At a Conference held at
Spa in July of that year, the German Chancellor and
Minister for Foreign Affairs for the first time met the
leading Allied ministers round a table on equal terms.
But the only agreement reached between them was one
fixing deliveries of coal for the next six months; and
the chief decision taken by the Spa Conference in the
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reparation question was the allocation, as between the
Allies themselves, of the hitherto non-existent receipts.
France was to take 52 per cent, the British Empire
22 per cent, Italy 10 per cent and Belgium 8 per cent,
the balance being left for distribution between the
minor Allies. Belgium, in view of the special severity
of her sufferings, was to have priority up to the amount
of £100,000,000.

The divergence between the views of the German
Government and of the Allied Governments about the
“lump sum ” which Germany might reasonably be
expected to offer was too wide to permit of an agree-
ment ; and in March 1921, on the ground of Germany’s
failure to complete the preliminary reparation payment
and to carry out certain of the disarmament provisions,
Allied troops occupied the three towns of Diisseldorf,
Duisberg and Ruhrort on the east of the Rhine. tOn
April 27th, 1921, in pursuance of the treaty, the
Reparation Commission fixed Germany’s total liability
at £6,600,000,000. By this time saner opinion in the
Allied countries had come to understand that Germany
was in no position to foot more than a small proportion of
this enormous bill. While the Allied Governments had
not yet sufficient courage publicly to renounce any part
of their claims, the German debt was divided into three
sections, represented by three classes of bonds “ A *,
“B”and “C?” The “ C?” bonds, which accounted
for £4,000,000,000, were to be held by the Reparation
Commission until such time as Germany’s capacity to
pay was established ; and two-thirds of the whole debt
was thus shelved indefinitely. For the rest, the Allied
Governments drew up a ‘“ schedule of payments ”
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under which Germany was to pay £100,000,000 a year
plus 25 per cent of the value of her exports. The
schedule was communicated to the German Govern-
ment with an ultimatum that, if it were not accepted by
May 12th, Allied troops would occupy the valley of the
Ruhr, the centre of Germany’s metallurgical industry,
and the seat of more than 8o per cent of her production
of coal, pig-iron and steel. 'There was a Cabinet crisis
in Germany; and on May 11th the demand was
accepted.

By August, Germany had paid the first instalment
of £50,000,000 due under the schedule ; and this was
destined to be her last cash payment for more than
three ycars. Before long, Germany was in the throes
of a currency crisis. Already, by the middle of 1920,
the mark had descended from its normal value of 20
marks to the pound sterling to a figure of about 250 to
the pound. Here it remained for some time, being
largely supported by foreign speculators who rashly
assumed that it must some day return to its original
value. But in the summer of 1921, when it was clear
that Germany would require large amounts of foreign
currency to meet her obligations under the schedule, the
mark resumed its downward course. In November it
had reached 1000 to the pound ; and in the summer of
1922 its fall became rapid and catastrophic.

By this time financial experts everywhere recognised
that Germany’s capacity to pay reparation in cash was
completely exhausted. Marks were valueless to the
Allies ; and the German Government, even if it had
had the will to pay, had no means of purchasing other
currencies. The British Government pressed for a
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two years’ moratorium for all cash payments by Ger-
many. In France, public opinion refused to admit that
the debtor should thus evade his just obligations, while
the victorious Allies were left to bear the crushing
burden of the costs of war and reconstruction. The
appetite of the French Government had been whetted
by the 1921 ultimatum. If the Ruhr were occupied by
the Allies, not only would French security be increased,
but the profits of German industry could be forcibly
transferred to the Allied LX(,IIC(]UCI‘S This plan, plaus-
ibly referred to as a policy of * productive guarantees ”,
proved irresistibly attractive to a number of French
politicians, Poincaré among them. In December
1922 Germany failed by a small margin to fulfil the
agreed programme of deliveries in kind; and the
Reparation Commission, against the vote of the British
representative, declared her in ““ voluntary default ”,
The significance of this step lay in the article of the
treaty which entitled the Allies, ““ in case of voluntary
default by Germany ”, to take * such measures as the
respective governments may determine to be necessary ”’.
The way was now clear for the experiment on which
the French had set their heart. On January 1ith,
1923, after a vain effort to secure the co-operation, or at
least the approval, of the British Government, French
and Belgian troops entered the Ruhr. The German
Government declared a policy of passive resistance.
Germans were forbidden to co-operate in any way with
the invaders; and all voluntary reparation payments
and deliveries were stopped. 'The French replied with
a counter-boycott, drawing a line between occupied and
unoccupied German territory across which nothing was
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allowed to pass. Recalcitrant officials and industrialists
in the occupied area were expelled or imprisoned ; and
an organisation was set up to extract reparation from
the output of the Ruhr industries.

The British Government took the view that this
isolated action of France and Belgium, taken on an
inadequate pretext and without agreement between the
Allies, was a contravention of the treaty; and it had
no belief in the efficacy of this method of obtaining
reparation payments. Franco-British relations were
distinctly strained. In the Rhineland the position
Yecame most difficult. Nearly all the decisions of the
High Commission in 1923 were taken by a majority
against the British vote; and in so far as they arose out
of the Ruhr occupation, the authorities in the British
zone refused to apply them.

The occupation brought the whole economic life of
Germany to a standstill. On the French side, the
deliveries of coal and iron from the Ruhr were in-
sufficient to cover the costs of the operation. On the
German side, the most immediate result was the com-
plete bankruptcy of the German exchequer.  The mark,
on the eve of the occupation, had already fallen to
35,000 to the pound. Throughout 1923 the decline
was continuous, its value being sometimes halved from
one day to the next. The foreigner who exchanged his
“ good " currencies at these fantastic rates could live
sumptuously in Germany on a few pence a day, or
travel all over the country for a few shillings. Before
the end of 1923, 50,000 milliards of marks could be
obtained for one pound.

There is no doubt that the original decline in the
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mark was the result of causes beyond the control of the
German Government—the economic chaos of the war,
the disorganisation of the state machine and, finally,
the claims of the Allies. But once the process was
under way, the German authorities soon abandoned all
cfforts to arrest it. 'The vast and undefined reparation
debt not only made it impossible for Germany to put
her financial house in order, but paralysed her will to
make any scrious effort to do so; for the sounder her
finances, the more she would be able to pay. The
downward race of the mark was watched with grim
complacency by the German authorities, who reflected
that it was carrying away with it the last Allied hopes
of reparation. 'The last stages of the process provided
a classic instance of inflation in the strict sense of the
word, i.e. the unrestricted printing of paper money
without regard to any consideration save the immediate
needs of the exchequer.

The inflation was a greater disaster for Germany
than the Treaty of Versailles. Every mortgage, every
investment bearing fixed interest, every banking account
in marks, was rendered valueless. All savings were
wiped out at a stroke. 'The blow fell most crushingly
on the large middle class. The aristocrat, though im-
poverished, still had his land, his stock and his houses.
A handful of industrialists and speculators made their
fortunes out of the inflation. 'The working class, used
to living from hand to mouth, had at any rate nothing
to lose ; and the wages of the worker were adjusted to
the rise in prices more rapidly than the salaries of clerks
and officials. The middle class, deprived of its savings,
forfeited that small margin which raised it above the

58



GERMANY IN DEFEAT

proletariat, and suffered all the humiliations of a loss
of caste. It despised the working class, to whose level
it had sunk, and the Jews, whom it regarded (in most
cases, wrongly) as the profiteers of the inflation. From
this dispossessed and degraded middle class, National
Socialism would one day draw the great mass of its
recruits.

The Ruhr occupation, which completed Germany’s
ruin, was however a turning-point in the post-war
history of Europe. By September 1923, German re-
sistance was broken. A new ministry had just taken
office in Berlin, Gustav Stresemann, a politician hither-
to unknown abroad, being Chancellor and Minister for
Foreign Affairs; and to Stresemann fell the task of
bringing ‘‘ passive resistance ”’ to an end. But this
retreat did not solve the problem of the Allied Govern-
ments. Before reparation payments on any serious
scale could be resumed, Germany’s finances would
obviously have to be overhauled ; and at the end of the
year the United States agreed to join with the British,
French, Belgian and Italian Governments in appointing
a committee of “ experts > who were to examine, from
a purely business and non-political standpoint, ways and
means of putting Germany’s financial house in order.
In order to spare French susceptibilities, no mention was
made, in the committee’s terms of reference, of the
necessity of considering Germany’s capacity to pay re-
paration. But everyone knew what was meant. The
American ‘“ expert ”’, General Dawes, was the chair-
man of the committee, which was known after him as
the Dawes Committee. It began its work in Paris in
January 1924.
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The appointment of Stresemann as German Foreig:
Minister (he soon laid down the Chancellorship, anc
devoted himself entirely to foreign affairs) and the
setting up of the Dawes Committee were two of the
three events which heralded the coming change of spirit.
Thethird event happened inFrance. 'There, too, people
had come to realise that the occupation of the Ruhr had
been a costly mistake, and that the bankruptcy of
Germany meant also the bankruptcy of the policy of
* productive guarantees .  France, threatened with a
financial crisis of her own, had more need than ever of
substantial reparation payments from Germany; but
some other method of obtaining them must clearly be
tried. The French elections of May 1924 resulted in a
victory for the Left. 'The ministry of Poincar¢ fell, and
was succeeded by a radical ministry under Herriot;
and the date of this occurrence—May 11th, 1924—may
be taken as marking the end of the first post-war period
of trying to establish peace by force. Some French-
men regretted afterwards that Poincaré’s policy of
enforcing the treaty at all costs was ever abandoned.
But in 1924 it was recognised by general consent to
have failed ; and its continuance would have brought
about an open breach between France and Great Britain.



CHAPTER 3: OTHER STORM-CENTRES IN EUROPE

WHILE the duel between France and Germany occupied
the centre of the European stage, other conflicts, which
had little or no connexion with this main issue, were
being fought out in the wings. These may be grouped
under three headings : the Danubian States, Italy and
Soviet Russia.

THE DANUBIAN STATES

Before 1914, Central Europe, which may be more
closely defined as the basin of the middle Danube, was
occupied by the composite state of Austria-Hungary
with 55,000,000 inhabitants, separated from the Black
Sea by the small state of Roumania. After the war the
Danube basin was occupied by five states, namely
(in order of population) Yugoslavia, Roumania,
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Austria. This drastic re-
arrangement resulted in a multiplication of customs
barriers and a dislocation of economic life from which
the Danubian countries never fully recovered. During
the period 1920-24 Yugoslavia, Roumania and Czecho-
slovakia were saved by French patronage from the
worst consequences of this upheaval ; and thanks to
French armaments and French loans, they remained
throughout this time relatively strong and prosperous.

61



THE PERIOD OF ENFORCEMENT

'These states, which formed the Little Entente, have
been described in Chapter 1. It remains to give some
account of the two ex-enemy states of the Danubian
basin : Austria and Hungary.

The republic of Austria had from the first an arti-
ficial character which rendered its permanent survival
dubious. It had no national unity and no national will
to exist. It was coraposed of the German-speaking
populations of the old Austrian Empire. But these
Germans, who had been loyal subjects of the Hapsburgs
so long as Vienna was the capital of a polyglot Haps-
burg Empire, had never desired to see German Austria
a tiny independent state. 'The new republic was split
into two sections : its overgrown capital, containing
nearly one-third of its whole population, predominantly
socialist and anti-religious, and its strongly Roman
Catholic countryside, with a few provincial towns which
tended to follow the lead of Vienna. The strength of
Austria’s position lay in the almost universal desire of
her inhabitants, manifested from time to time in un-
official “ plebiscites ", to join Germany. This acted on
the Allies as a kind of silent blackmail.  Since the Allies
(particularly France and Italy) were determined to pre-
vent union between Austria and Germany, it was
necessary for them to give an independent Austria
sufficient inducement to exist.

It was, therefore, policy rather than pity which made
Austria the pensioner of the Allied Governments.
First, an International Relief Committee, in which
neutrals were invited to co-operate, was set up ; and
the Austrian Reparation Commission abandoned the
“first charge on all assets and revenues of Austria "’
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conferred on it by the St. Germain Treaty, in order to
permit of the issue of ‘‘ relief bonds ” secured on these
assets and revenues. Between 1919 and 1921 the
Austrian Government received about [25,000,000 in
the form of “ relief credits . Then the Allied Govern-
ments had the idea of referring the whole matter to the
League of Nations; and after further large advances
from the British, French, Italian and Czechoslovak
Governments to keep Austria afloat for a few months
longer, a complete scheme for the financial recon-
struction of the country, the stabilisation of its cur-
rency, and the issue of an international loan, was
drawn up by the Financial Committee of the League,
and accepted by the Austrian Government in October
1922. The loan protocol included a significant political
condition. Austria not only reiterated the obligation
assumed under the St. Germain Treaty not to “ alienate
her independence >’ without the consent of the Council
of the League, but undertook to enter into no economic
agreements with other Powers which might compromise
that independence. On the basis of this protocol, an
Austrian loan of a nominal amount of £30,000,000 was
offered to the investing public of ten countries in the
spring of 1923. It was guaranteed in certain propor-
tions by the British, French, Italian, Czechoslovak and
some neutral governments, and was everywhere heavily
over-subscribed. This brilliant success not only solved
the Austrian problem for several years, but provided a
precedent for the loans to other European countries
which were issued under League auspices at a later date.

Hungary was left materially in a better position than
Austria. She had lost nearly half her pre-war popula-
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tion and more than half her territory. But this was in
one sense a source of strength; for she had now no
disaffected subjects of alien race. Economically, Hun-
gary was a rich agricultural country, whose town popula-
tion was not proportionately excessive. Politically, most
of the forms of democracy were kept up. But the real
power was in the hands of a ruling caste of large and small
landowners, which controlled both the army and the
administration. The peasant in Hungary lived in con-
ditions more nearly approaching serfdom than in any
other modern European state. The working class in
the towns was small and unorganised ; and after an
abortive communist revolution in 1919, when Bela Kun
held Budapest for nearly five months, any form of
revolutionary propaganda was rigorously suppressed.
Hungary had, since the peace settlement, been
second only to Germany in her resentment of the terms
imposed on her and in her determination to reverse
them at the first opportunity. This determination
made her an object of apprehension to the three states
which acquired Hungarian territory by the Treaty of
Trianon—Czechoslovakia, Roumania and Yugoslavia—
and was, as we have seen, the cause of the formation of
the Little Entente. But the Little Entente states were
also haunted by another fear. The abdication of the
last Hapsburg, Karl IV, in November 1918 had not
destroyed the traditional devotion of the Hungarian
people to its monarch. The new constitution of Hun-
gary was in form a monarchy; and the head of
the state assumed the title of Regent, which implied the
hope of a future restoration. On the other hand, the
inhabitants of the ceded territories of Slovakia, Tran-
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sylvania and Croatia, while they might have no love for
their former Hungarian masters, were also believed
to retain a lingering loyalty to the Hapsburg dynasty ;
and a Hapsburg restoration in Hungary was therefore
dreaded by the Little Entente governments as a poten-
tial source of unrest among their new subjects.

The nervousness of the Little Entente was not alto-
gether unfounded. Twice during 1921 the impul-
sive and ill-advised Karl made an attempt to regain his
Hungarian throne. Each time he arrived unannounced
in Hungary from his home in Switzerland, apparently
convinced that the whole country would rise in his
favour. In fact, the Hungarian Government was in no
state to face the war with the Little Entente which a
Hapsburg restoration would have entailed ; and Karl’s
presence was a serious embarrassment to them. On
the first occasion he was induced quietly to leave. On
the second he was arrested, handed over to the Allies
and conveyed to Madeira, where he was henceforth
to live. The Hungarian Government was compelled,
under Allied pressure, to pass a law excluding the
Hapsburgs for ever from the throne of Hungary ; and
the only result of Karl’s escapades was a striking de-
monstration of the power and solidarity of the Little
Entente. Six months later Karl died in Madeira,
leaving as his heir a boy of nine, the Archduke Otto.
It was clear that the Hapsburg question would cease to
trouble Central Europe for several years to come.

The way was now open for financial reorganisation.
The success of the League loan to Austria suggested a
similar measure of assistance to Hungary, whose financial
position, though less desperate than that of Austria, had

65



THE PERIOD OF ENFORCEMENT

also been dislocated by war and revolution. In 1923 a
reconstruction scheme was drawn up by the Financial
Committee of the League ; and in the following spring
a Hungarian loan of /12,000,000 was successfully
issued to the public of eight countries. It differed
from the Austrian loan in one important respect. There
was no international guarantee ; and the sole security
for the loan was the credit of the Hungarian Govern-
ment.

ItaLy

Italy had been one of the five ““ Principal Allied and
Associated Powers ”” who dictated the terms of peace.
Yet her appetites, like those of Japan, were whetted,
not satisfied, by the results of the war ; and throughout
the subsequent period she must be ranked, like Japan
and like the ex-enemy countries, among the discontented
and “ troublesome > states. 'This discontent became
so disturbing a factor in international affairs that some
explanation must be given of its causes.

In the first place, Italy, like Germany, only attained
her present political shape in 1870. In 1848, the
Italian peninsula was still divided between eight differ-
ent states, and Italian unity was the dream of a few
enthusiasts. Italy in the nineteen-twenties was still in
the period of turbulent and adventurous youth. She had
not yet acquired the respectable, peace-loving traditions
of the old-established nations. She remembered that
she won her unity by fighting for it; and she still looked
to war to extend her power and her territory. If it be
asked why Italy proved less loyal to the League of Nations
than the other Great Powers, one answer is that, if the
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THE PERIOD OF ENFORCEMENT

League had existed in the nineteenth century, and if its
Covenant had been observed, Italy could never have
become a nation.

Secondly, there were particular reasons for Italian
discontent. When Italy joined the Allies in 1915 she
exacted her price. By the secret Treaty of London it
was agreed that she should receive from Austria in the
peace settlement the South Tyrol, which was inhabited
by Germans, and Trieste with its hinterland and the
Dalmatian coast, which (except for the town of Trieste)
were inhabited mainly by Slavs. This bargain was in
flagrant contradiction with the principle of self-deter-
mination, which was propounded by President Wilson
and accepted by the other Allies in 1918 as the basis
of the peace. Wilson refused to recognise the secret
Treaty of London. France and Great Britain were
divided between loyalty to Wilsonian principles and
loyalty to their signature ; and a long altercation ensued
at the Peace Conference. Wilson gave way about the
South Tyrol, where the bargain had been made at the
expense of an enemy. But he was obdurate where
the rival claimant was the new Yugoslav state. Italy
spoiled her case by extending her claims to Fiume, which
the Treaty of London had not promised to her ; and in
September 1919, when this claim had been rejected
in Paris, an unoflicial Italian army under the poet
D’Annunzio took possession of Fiume with the tacit
connivance of the Italian Government. Early in 1920
the Allied Powers washed their hands of the whole
frontier dispute, leaving Italy and Yugoslavia to seitle
it between them. The negotiations dragged on for
years, and passed through many phases. France in-
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curred keen Italian animosity by her support of Yugo-
slavia. It was not till 1924 that a final settlement was
reached. Italy abandoned to Yugoslavia the whole
Dalmatian coast except the port of Zara, but elsewhere
obtained rather more favourable terms than those of
the London Treaty, including possession of the town of
Fiume.

In the meanwhile, Italy and Yugoslavia, whose rela-
tions were by this time chronically embittered, had
found a fresh bone of contention in the Albanian ques-
tion. In 1913 Albania had been recognised as an
independent state. But during the war it fell into
complete chaos. By the London Treaty it was agreed
that Italy should receive the port of Valona and should
be charged with the conduct of Albania’s foreign rela-
tions ; and at the end of the war Italian troops were in
occupation of almost the whole country. This position
they were unable to maintain in face of opposition both
within the country and from the Yugoslavs, who re-
garded the presence of an Italian army on the east coast
of the Adriatic as a menace to their own security. In
1920 the Italian troops were withdrawn, and Albania
was admitted as an independent state to the League of
Nations.

There remained, however, one delicate question.
Italy claimed that, in return for the abandonment of
her rights under the London Treaty, the Allies should
recognise her ““ special status ”’ in Albanian affairs. In
November 1921 the Ambassadors’ Conference in Paris,
which had succeeded the Supreme Council as the prin-
cipal organ of the Allied Governments, passed a resolu-
tion in which it was declared that, in the event of any
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threat to the independence of Albania, the British,
French and Japanese Governments would instruct their
representatives on the Council of the League of Nations
to propose that the task of maintaining that independ-
ence should be entrusted to Italy. In form, this
resolution had no immediate application whatever. It
was, indeed, something of an absurdity, since the only
Power likely to threaten Albania’s independence was
Italy herself. But Italy interpreted it as a recognition
of her right to intervene in Albanian affairs to the ex-
clusion of any other Power; and this claim was a source
of constant irritation and apprehension in Yugoslavia.

A third article of the Treaty of London contributed
to Italy’s discontent and encouraged the feeling that she
was not being fairly treated by her Allies. It provided
that in the event of Great Britain and France increasing
their colonial territories in Africa at the expense of
Germany, Italy should obtain “ equitable compensa-
tion” by a favourable adjustment of the frontiers be-
tween her existing African colonies and the contiguous
colonies of Great Britain and France. This promise
was sufficiently vague to account for a wide latitude of
interpretation. It was not until 1924 that Italy and
Great Britain were able to reach an agreement; the
territory of Jubaland was transferred, in settlement of
this obligation, from the British colony of Kenya to
Italian Somaliland. Agreement between Italy and
France proved still more difficult. A frontier rectifica-
tion in North Africa in 1919 failed to satisfy Italy’s
extensive claims under this article; and the Italian
grievance continued until 1935 to inject a further ele-
ment of poison into Franco-Italian relations.

70



OTHER STORM-CENTRES IN EUROPE

In October 1922, while the Italo-Yugoslav frontier
was still unsettled, an important change took place in
the form of government in Italy. The democratic
régime, which had been discredited by its failure to
maintain internal order, was overthrown by the Fascist
party; and Italy passed for more than 20 years under
the personal dictatorship of the Fascist leader, Benito
Mussolini. This event had international repercussions
of two kinds. 'The change from democracy to dictator-
ship was soon to be imitated by several other European
states, the first to follow suit being Spain; and the
advent of Mussolini to power heralded a more aggress-
ive Italian foreign policy. Restless discontent had
been characteristic of Italian policy under the post-
war democracy. Under Mussolini, this discontent
became more ambitious, more self-assertive, more
calculating in its determination to turn the needs
and embarrassments of other Powers to Italy’s ad-
vantage.

Mussolini soon gave Europe a taste of his quality.
In August 1923 the Italian representative on the com-
mission which was marking out the frontier between
Albania and Greece was shot, together with three
of his assistants, by Greek bandits. The Italian fleet
at once bombarded Corfu, killing several civilians,
occupied the island, and demanded an indemnity—a
demand which was endorsed by the Ambassadors’ Con-
ference in Paris. Greece, thoroughly frightened and,
since the fall of Venizelos, without a friend in Europe,
rashly appealed both to the League of Nations ard to
the Ambassadors’ Conference. This division of author-
ity enabled Mussolini to declare that he would not
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recognise the jurisdiction of the League. By private
negotiations an agreement was reached under which
Greece would deposit a sum of 50,000,000 lire with the
Permanent Court of International Justice at the Hague,
pending an award by the Court on the validity of the
claim. At the last moment, however, the Italian
Government rejected this solution; and Greece, under
pressure from the Ambassadors’ Conference, was com-
pelled to pay the indemnity direct to Italy. The moral
of these proceedings appeared to be that the Allied
Governments were not prepared, through the League
of Nations or otherwise, to take action against one of
their number in defence of a small Power.

THE Sovier UNION

The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, which
became in 1923 the official name of the country formerly
known as Russia, must also be reckoned, in the years
after 1918, among the disturbing forces in European
politics, though for quite different reasons. It was not
till 1920 that the civil war, in which the anti-Soviet forces
had received the active support of the British, French
Japanese,and (for a short time) American Governments,
came to an end; and relations between the Soviet
Government and the Allies continued for many years
after to be marked by mutual hostility and mistrust.
This hostility was natural and inevitable. European
states since the Reformation had regarded themselves
and one another as complete and independent national
units. To undermine the security of another state by
spreading disaffection among its subjects was an ex-
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pedient which might be justified in time of war, but
which was altogether contrary to the idea of normal
relations. Soviet theory boldly rejected these funda-
mental assumptions. It denied that the Soviet Union
was a national unit. It regarded the state as a tran-
sitory form of political organisation incompatible with
the realisation of the communist ideal. The duty of
every good communist was to spread throughout the
world the same revolution which had been successful
in Russia ; and since the first Soviet leaders believed
that the revolutionary government would be unable to
maintain itself in Russia unless capitalism were over-
thrown elsewhere, there was a certain element of self-
interest in their missionary zeal.

So long, however, as the capitalist states continued
to exist, it was necessary for practical purposes to build
up a system of relations between them and the Soviet
Union. While the Communist International (* Com-
intern ’ for short), whose headquarters were at
Moscow, worked through its local branches to over-
throw the capitalist governments of other countries, the
Soviet Government, whose directors were also the
directors of Comintern, endeavoured to establish
normal diplomatic relations with these same govern-
ments. This dual policy seriously embarrassed the
Soviet authorities in their dealings with foreign Powers
during the whole of this period.

At the outset, it was only with its smaller neighbours
that the Soviet Union was able to establish official
relations. The sincerity of the Soviet Government’s
disclaimer of national ambitions was shown by its
readiness to recognise the newly formed states which
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had broken away from the Russian Empire. In 1920,
it concluded treaties of peace with Finland (which had
been a semi-autonomous Grand Duchy under the
Empire) and with Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania (whose
territories had been an integral part of Russia); and
these were followed by the treaty with Poland (see
p- 35) in the next year. The three Caucasian states—
Georgia, Azerbaijan and Armenia—fared less well.
None of them, except perhaps Georgia, possessed any
of the elements of independence. The withdrawal of
the Allied troops, under whose patronage they had
come into being in the last year of the war, sealed their
fate ; and their territories reverted to the Soviet Union
and Turkey. Early in 1921 the Soviet Union signed
treaties of friendship with Turkey, Persia and Afghani-
stan. The treaties with Persia and Afghanistan had the
result, if not the intention, of encouraging those coun-
tries to resist the pressure of British influence ; and it
seemed for a time as if the nineteenth-century rivalry
between Russia and Great Britain in Asia was about
to be resumed.

The Great Powers still shunned official relations
with the Soviet Government. But the possibilities of
trade with the Soviet Union (even though the latter
refused to acknowledge the debts of Tsarist Russia)
could not be neglected. In 1921 Great Britain made a
commercial agreement with the Soviet Government
and sent a ‘ trade mission ”’ to Moscow. This example
was followed by Italy ; and by the next year the Soviet
Union was sufficiently recognised as a member of the
family of nations to be invited to an economic confer-
ence of all the European Powers, including Germany,
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which was held at Genoa in April 1922. Lloyd
George hoped to use the conference to bring about
an agreement between the Soviet Union and the other
Powers. But this hope was checkmated by the intran-
sigeance of the French and Belgian Delegations, which
insisted on recognition of Russia’s pre-war debts as a
condition of any parleying with the Soviet Government;
and the only result of the conference was one which its
conveners neither expected nor desired. A week after
the conference assembled, the German and Soviet
Delegations met quietly at Rapallo, a seaside resort a
few miles from Genoa, and signed a treaty of friendship
between the two countries. The terms of the treaty
were unimportant. But its signature was a significant
event, It secured for the Soviet Union its first official
recognition by a Great Power; and it was the first
overt attempt by Germany to break the ring which the
Versailles Powers had drawn round her. The indigna-
tion with which this treaty was greeted by the Allied
Powers was understandable. But it was the direct
consequence of their own policy of treating Germany
and the Soviet Union as inferior countries. The two
outcasts naturally joined hands; and the Rapallo
Treaty established friendly relations between them for
more than ten years.

The policy of Great Britain in regard to the Soviet
Union now unfortunately became a shuttlecock of party
politics. The fall of Lloyd George, which occurred
soon after the Genoa Conference, was attributed in part
to his policy of *“ coquetting with the Bolsheviks ”. The
Conservative Government which followed thought it
necessary to take a stiffer line; and, by way of reaction,
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the Labour Government, which came into power in
February 1924, at once granted official recognition to
the Soviet Government. Throughout the summer
negotiations proceeded in London ; and in August an
agreement was signed between the British and Soviet
representatives providing for the mutual cancellation of
outstanding claims and for a guaranteed loan to the
Soviet Government.

In the meanwhile, opposition to the Labour attitude
towards the Soviet Union became the principal plank
in the Conservative programme. The trade agreement
of 1921 contained a clause by which the Soviet Govern-
ment had undertaken to refrain from any form of re-
volutionary propaganda in the territories of the British
Empire. Neither Conservative nor Labour Govern-
ment had accepted the Soviet contention that the Soviet
Government and Comintern were two entirely in-
dependent entities, and that the activities of the latter
could not be held to constitute a breach of this pledge.
During the summer of 1924 the Conservatives con-
stantly embarrassed the Labour Government by draw-
ing attention to Comintern propaganda in the British
Empire; and on the eve of the general election of
October 1924, a Conservative newspaper published
what purported to be a letter from Zinoviev, the presi-
dent of Comintern, giving instructions to British com-
munists for the conduct of communist propaganda
in Great Britain. The Soviet Government stoutly
denied the authenticity of the letter. But it was
generally believed in, and helped to give the Con-
servatives a large majority. This incident, and the
return to power of a Conservative Government,
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destroyed all chance of the ratification of the agreement
negotiated during the summer. Relations between
Great Britain and the Soviet Union once more became
strained, though there was no actual breach.

This tension was, however, not typical of the inter-
national situation of the Soviet Union at the end of
1924. The ofhicial recognition of Great Britain had
been followed by that of Italy, France, and Japan and
of most European states. The United States was
the only Great Power which still refused to have any
relations with the Soviet Government. Moreover on
the Soviet side there had been, since the death of Lenin
in January 1924, a distinct tendency to relegate world-
revolution to a secondary place in the party programme.
The most significant aspect of the *“ Zinoviev letter ”
affair had been the eagerness of everyone in the Soviet
Union to deny its authenticity ; for there was nothing
in the letter, whether genuine or not, which conflicted
with the hitherto declared policy of the Soviet leaders.
The struggle for leadership between Trotsky and Stalin
which began in 1924 turned on this very point. Trotsky
maintained the traditional thesis that the Soviet Govern-
ment could not maintain itself indefinitely in the midst
of a capitalist world, and that the spread of revolution
was therefore the primary aim of Soviet activity. Stalin
stood for the new policy which came to be known as
“building up socialism in a single state . The expul-
sion of Trotsky from the Communist Party in 1927
proclaimed to the world that this policy had won, and
that hopes of world-revolution, while not formally
abandoned, would not in future be allowed to interfere
with the establishment of normal relations between the
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Soviet Government and capitalist states. The Soviet
Union had thus at length accepted the fundamental
basis of international relations, and its full return to the
international community of states was only a matter
time.
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CHAPTER 4: THE FOUNDATIONS OF PEACE

THE second period of European history between the
wars—the period of pacification—began with a solution
of the two questions which had caused most trouble
during the first period : the problem of reparation, and
the problem of French security. The solutions of
these problems which were found in 1924 and 1925--
the ‘“ Dawes Plan ”’ and the Locarno Treaty—were in-
complete and, as we now know, short-lived. But for
half a decade they were accepted as definitive; and
these years, with all their uncertainties and imperfec-
tions, were the golden years of post-war Europe.

THE DAwEs PLAN

On May 11th, 1924, the date of the gencral election
which made Herriot Prime Minister of France, the
Dawes Committee had just presented its report to the
Reparation Commission. In Germany Stresemann,
the Forelgn Minister, was already the most influential
figure in political life. In Great Britain the Labour
Government of Ramsay MacDonald was in power.
These three statesmen now set to work to settle the
reparation problem on the lines of the Dawes report.

The first preoccupation of the Dawes Committee had
been the re-establishment of the German currency,
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without which foreign payments by Germany were
clearly out of the question. By the end of 1923 the
German mark had in effect lost all value. The German
Government had provisionally brought into existence a
new currency at the old parity of 2o to the pound, which
it called the Rentenmark. But the position of the
Rentenmark was precarious unless some solid reserve
of gold or foreign assets could be formed to back it.
The Dawes Committee recommended the creation of a
new currency at the same parity, the Reichsmark, which
would be controlled by a Bank of Issue independent of
the German Government. |

Assuming the establishment of a stable currency, the
Committee considered that Germany could pay to the
Allies, on reparation account, annuities beginning at
£50,000,000 and rising, from the fifth year onwards, to
a standard maximum of [125,000,000. The security
for these payments was to take three forms : bonds of
the state railways, bonds of German industrial enter-
prises, and revenue receipts from the customs and the
taxes on alcohol, sugar and tobacco. Lest, however,
these payments should once more disturb the exchange,
it was proposed that they should be made by Germany
in marks, and that the responsibility for the transfer of
these sums into foreign currencies should rest with the
Allied Governments. In order to ensure the fair
working of these arrangements in the interest of the
creditors, the Reparation Commission was to have the
right of appointing Allied commissioners to the board
of the Bank of Issue, to the railways and to the manage-
ment of the * controlled revenues ” (i.e. of the ear-
marked tax receipts) ; and there was to be an *“ Agent
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for Reparation Payments "’ in charge of the whole plan.
Finally, there were two indispensable conditions for
the success of the scheme : that the Ruhr occupation
should be abandoned, and Germany restored to full
economic control of her whole territory; and that
Germany should receive a foreign loan of £40,000,000
for the double purpose of providing a currency reserve
and of helping her to pay the first annuity which would
fall due before the benefits of the plan would have had
time to mature.

After preliminary discussions between MacDonald
and Herriot, the “ Dawes Plan” was submitted to
a conference held in London in July and August,
which was also attended by Stresemann. In the
new atmosphere of conciliation, the plan was ac-
cepted without much difficulty, though many compli-
cated details required settlement, and the Germans,
mindful of the Ruhr, sought and obtained an under-
taking that penalties would not again be imposed except
in the event of deliberate large-scale default. In
October the German loan was issued and (except in
France, where it was taken up privately by the banks)
everywhere over-subscribed. Rather more than half
the total amount was subscribed in the United States,
and more than a quarter in Great Britain. France,
Belgium, Italy, Switzerland and Sweden took the
balance. Though the Dawes loan was not issued under
the auspices of the League of Nations, there is little
doubt that the precedent of the League loans to Austria
and Hungary contributed materially to its success. In
the middle of November the last French and Belgian
troops were withdrawn from the Ruhr.
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The Dawes Plan had many merits. It limited its
demands to sums which Germany, in favourable con-
ditions, might be able to pay, though the necessity of
satisfying French expectations had perhaps encouraged
the experts to err on the side of optimism. It separated
the question of payment from the question of transfer,
and left the latter for the creditors to deal with. It
gave the creditors the security of certain specified
revenues—instead of a vague general charge on Ger-
many’s resources. Above all, it removed reparation
from the sphere of political controversy, and treated it
like an ordinary commercial debt. It took the whole
problem out of the hands of the unsatisfactory Repara-
tion Commission, and ensured that it would be handled
from an impartial, non-political standpoint, more
especially as the ““ Agent for Reparation Payments
was to be an American citizen.

In these points the Dawes Plan represented so
immense an advance on anything that had gone before
that its enthusiastic reception is not difficult to under-
stand. But it had serious flaws. It provided for
annual payments, but it failed to prescribe their dura-
tion or to make any pronouncement on Germany’s total
indebtedness ; for no French Government at this
period would have dared to confess that it had formally
abandoned any part of the full reparation claim of
£6,600,000,000. Germany was still, therefore, in the
hopeless position that any increase in her financial well-

ing would entail an increased obligation, and she was
deprived of any incentive to accumulate savings, which
would merely pass into the Allied exchequers. Worse
still, the Dawes Plan set up the fatal precedent of
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lending Germany the wherewithal to pay reparation.
The success of the Dawes loan was followed by an orgy
of German borrowing. During the next five years
every important German municipality, and nearly every
important German business concern, raised large loans
or credits in the United States, and sometimes also in
Great Britain, This influx of capital seemed provi-
dential. It created a wave of prosperity which enabled
Germany to pay the Dawes annuities without undue
strain on her resources, and solved the transfer problem
by placing an abundance of foreign currency at her
disposal. The Dawes Plan appeared throughout these
years to have been an unqualified success. Few people
had the insight to realise that Germany was paying her
debts out of American money, and that her solvency
depended on the continued popularity of German loans
in Wall Street.

INTER-ALLIED DEBTS

This is the most convenient place to mention another
set of claims which, though different in origin, became
inextricably intertwined with the reparation problem
and eventually shared its fate. During the war Great
Britain had lent vast sums to her European Allies in-
cluding Russia, and had in turn borrowed more than
half the total amount from the United States, from
whom some of the Allies had also obtained loans direct.
This complex of indebtedness soon threatened to
become a burden as unwicldy and intractable as that of
reparation. In the matter of inter-Allied war debts,
America was only a creditor, the Continental Allics
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were only debtors (France was also creditor for a small
sum), and Great Britain occupied an intermediate
position, being part debtor, part creditor.

When in 1922 the United States Government began
seriously to press for repayment, France declared that
she could only pay her war debts if and when Germany
paid reparation ; for it was intolerable that victorious
France should pay her Allies if defeated Germany failed
to pay her. Great Britain, balanced between debit and
credit, would have liked to see a complete cancellation
of all war debts. In August 1922, she addressed to
her European Allies a communication (commonly re-
ferred to as the * Balfour note ”’) declaring that she
would expect to receive from them in settlement of
their debts only such amounts as she herself was obliged
to pay to the United States in settlement of hers. This
over-clever attempt to place the whole odium of debt
collection on the United States was widely resented in
that country, and further hardened American opinion
against cancellation.

In view of the American attitude, the British
Government considered that they had no option but
to honour their obligation. In December 1922 an
agreement was concluded under which the British debt
to the United States, together with interest, would be
discharged by sixty-two annual payments of about
£33,000,000. Until 1926 Great Britain received
nothing from the European Allies. Then, following
the Dawes settlement, agreements were reached, on the
same lines as the British-American agreement, for
the payment by annual instalments of the debts due
from France, Italy, Roumania, Yugoslavia, Greece and
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Portugal to Great Britain and to the United States.
A detailed account of these transactions cannot be given
here. But it is worth noting that, while the American
settlement with Great Britain represented (reckoning
interest at a standard rate of 5 per cent) a reduction of
less than 30 per cent of the original debt, the British
settlements represented reductions, in the case of Italy,
of more than 8o per cent and, in the case of the other
Allies, of more than 6o per cent. Moreover, the com-
bined receipts of Great Britain from inter-Allied debts
and from reparation never reached the level of her debt
payments to the United States; so that in effect all
debt payments, wherever made, found their way into
the American exchequer.

The vast transfers of funds provided for in these debt
settlements, like the transfers under the Dawes Plan,
were rendered possible by loans and credits from the
United States to the debtor countries. 'The League
of Nations continued the policy which it had so happily
inaugurated in Austria and Hungary. Between 1924
and 1928, loans were raised under League auspices by
Greece, Bulgaria, Estonia and the Free City of Danzig,
and were mainly subscribed in the United States and in
Great Britain. The abundant flow of credit across the
Atlantic, both to Germany and to other European
countries, not only supported the whole cumbrous
structure of reparation and war debt payments, but
created a general atmosphere of prosperity and well-
being in Europe ; and this prosperity was an essential
condition of the improvement in political relations
between the principal European states, which was the
most striking feature of the period.
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Tue GENEVA ProTOCOL

Having concluded in London, in August 1924, the
agreement to adopt the Dawes Plan for the settlement of
German reparation, MacDonald and Herriot attended
in the following month the Assembly of the League
of Nations at Geneva; and here they made an im-
portant attempt to settle the other outstanding problem
of French security.

Since the French rejection in 1922 of the British
proposal for a guarantee pact (see p. 29), the search
for French security had been diverted into different
channels. In 1921 the League had begun its efforts
(which will be described in a later chapter) to tackle
the vexed question of disarmament; and in 1922 the
French Government first put forward the thesis,
which it maintained with the utmost tenacity,{ that
France could only reduce her armaments if her
security were increased§The French point of view had
widened since the demand for security had first been
heard in 1919. France now had clients in Eastern and
Central Europe whose safety had become part of her
own. What was required was a general guarantee of
additional security both for France herself and for her
allies. The Geneva discussions about disarmament
gave an excellent opportunity for demanding such a
guarantee. If it were obtained, French policy would
have secured a notable success. If it were not obtained,
France and her allies would admit no obligation to
disarm.

The British Delegation at Geneva, without perhaps
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realising the full implications of its action, tacitly
accepted this assumption ; and the Temporary Mixed
Commission (the body appointed to investigate the
disarmament question) submitted to the 1923 Assembly
a draft ““ Treaty of Mutual Assistance ”’, which con-
tained somewhat vague provisions for future disarma-
ment and extremely precise guarantees for present
security. Any outbreak of hostilities was to be followed
within four days by a decision of the Council of the
League which party was the aggressor, and members of
the League were then to be under an automatic obliga-
tion to render military assistance against the aggressor.
The effect was therefore not merely to counteract the
whittling-away process which Article 16 of the Covenant
had undergone in the Assembly resolutions of 1921 (see
p. 28), but to strengthen that Article by making military
sanctions automatic and obligatory.

The 1923 Assembly, which was not attended by
responsible ministers of any of the Great Powers, could
do nothing but refer this draft to the governments for
consideration. It was enthusiastically approved by
France, by most of her allies and by the smaller states of
Eastern Europe, but decisively rejected by Great Britain,
by the British Dominions, and by the Scandinavian
states and Holland—countries which were more con-
cerned to avoid an increase in their commitments than
to obtain an increase in their security. But when in
the following year MacDonald and Herriot appeared
together at the Assembly, the atmosphere had so much
improved all round that a compromise between the
two opposing views seemed in sight; and the 1924
Assembly drafted, and unanimously recommended to
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the governments for their acceptance, the agreement
which came to be known as the “ Geneva Protocol . Its
full title was the “ Protocol for the Pacific Settlement
of International Disputes ”.

The principal novelty of the Protocol was its attempt
to improve on the Covenant and to provide additional
security through compulsory resort to arbitration. The
Covenant left the door open for war, not only in cases
when the Council, voting without the parties, failed
to pronounce a unanimous judgment on a dispute, but
also in cases where the subject of the dispute was ruled
to be a matter within the domestic jurisdiction of one
of the parties. The Protocol sought to close these two
“gaps”. It provided that all disputes of a legal
character should be submitted to the Permanent Court
of International Justice, whose decision would be bind-
ing. In other disputes, the procedure of the Covenant
was maintained. But should the Council fail to reach
a unanimous conclusion, this would not entail, as under
the Covenant, liberty for the disputants to go to war.
The Council was to refer the dispute to a committee of
arbitrators whose decision was binding. As regards
the second gap, the Protocol provided (the proposal had
come from the Japanese delegates) that disputes about
matters of domestic jurisdiction, though excluded by
the Covenant from a formal judgment of the Council
under Article 15, should be submitted to the procedure
of conciliation under Article 11, and that no Power
should be judged an aggressor in such a dispute if it
had brought the matter before the League under that
Article. Finally, in order to keep the balance between
security and disarmament, the Protocol proposed that
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the Disarmament Conference should meet on June 15th,
1925, provided sufficient states had ratified it by that
time.

The Geneva Protocol did nothing to strengthen the
powers of the Council under Article 16 of the Covenant
or to make military sanctions obligatory ; and it there-
fore went less far to satisfy the French demand than the
draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance. The fact that it
was accepted as adequate by the French Government
of 1924 was strong evidence of the conciliatory note
which had found its way into French policy since the
fall of Poincaré. The Protocol did, however, satisfy the
one vital interest of France and her allies—the main-
tenance of the peace settlement of 1919 and, in par-
ticular, of its territorial arrangements. A demand for
the revision of a treaty provision was not a * dispute ”’
to which the procedure laid down in the Protocol (or,
indeed, in the Covenant itself) would apply ; and lest
there should be any doubt on this point, it was specific-
ally emphasised in the report of the committee which
had drafted the Protocol. In other words, the Protocol
accentuated what was afterwards attacked as one of
the weaknesses of the Covenant: its tendency to
identify security with the maintenance of the 1919
settlement, and its failure to provide adequate machinery
for the revision of that settlement. But in 1924 this
criticism was scarcely heard. Germany was not yet a
member of the League. The lesser ex-enemy states
still had more fear of suffering aggression than hope ot
being strong enough to commit it; and they gladly
signed the Protocol.

General enthusiasm over the Protocol prevailed until
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the end of the Assembly. Then reaction set in. The
first trouble came over the clauses providing that dis-
putes on matters of domestic jurisdiction might be
brought before the League under Article 11 of the Cove-
nant. The motive of Japan in bringing forward this
proposal was well known. Canada, Australia and New
Zealand had recently followed the example of the
United States in excluding Japanese immigrants from
their territories (see p. 153); and Japan wished to
establish her right to protest against these restrictions at
Geneva. The text of Article 11 seemed sufficiently
wide in itself to confer that right. But the British
Dominions were most reluctant to admit in terms that
their domestic legislation on immigration questions
could in any event be discussed or challenged by the
League; and it soon became clear that on this
ground, if on no other, they would refuse to ratify the
Protocol.

Study of the other provisions of the Protocol also
provoked reflexion, both in the Dominions and in
Great Britain. Compulsory arbitration was a novelty
to which British public opinion did not easily reconcile
itself ; and though successive British Governments
proclaimed their unalterable loyalty to the Covenant,
sanctions had never been popular in any part of the
British Empire. The Protocol had, it was true, not
modified Article 16. But there was no escaping from
the argument that an increase in the number of disputes
in which the Council could determine the aggressor
meant an increase in the number of disputes in which
sanctions might have to be imposed.

In these circumstances, the opposition of the
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Dominions, combined with the well-known reluctance
of the House of Commons to agree to any increase of
Great Britain’s obligations under the Covenant, might
well have prevented the acceptance of the Protocol even
if the government which signed it had remained in
power. Butin November, after the “ Zinoviev letter ”
election, the Labour Government of MacDonald was
succeeded by the Conservative Government of Baldwin.
This sealed the fate of the Protocol. In March 1925
Austen Chamberlain, the new Foreign Secretary, for-
mally announced to the Council of the Ieague that
Great Britain had decided not to accept it.

THE TREATY OF LOCARNO

The Geneva Protocol was dead. The French quest
for security had once more run into a dead end ; and
once more it was, in French eyes, the fault of Great
Britain. The way out could only be found in a return
to the original plan of a specific guarantee by Great
Britain of France’s Rhineland frontier. But this
guarantee was to take a new form. The solution was
found, surprisingly enough, in a proposal which had
first emanated from the German Government two years
before.

At the end of 1922 the German Government had
proposed to the French Government to enter into a
mutual pledge, in which Great Britain and Belgium
would be included, not to resort to war against one
another for a generation. The proposal was made
through the United States Government, which was
invited to act as “ trustee ”’ of the arrangement. The
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scheme seemed, on the eve of the Ruhr occupation,
more advantageous to Germany than to France (for
there was more danger of France attacking Germany
than wvice versa); and it was unceremoniously rejected
by Poincaré. The German Government persisted,
without success, during the next two years. Then the
rejection of the Geneva Protocol, combined with the
feeling that it was time to have a political, as well as a
financial, scttlement with Germany, gave the scheme a
new attraction. ‘The co-operation of the United States
in a political question affccting Europe was indeed no
longer to be thought of. But Great Britain, whose role
as a mediator between France and Germany had been
clearly established by her independent attitude at the
time of the Ruhr occupation, was ready to step into
the breach. She was prepared, acting alone (for the
Dominions would not, in this matter, associate them-
selves With her), to guarantce the Franco-German
frontier against aggression by Germany (which was
what France had always asked). She was also pre-
pared, in order to keep the balance even, to guarantee
the same frontier against aggression by France.

Such was the basis of the famous Locarno Treaty.
Throughout the summer of 1925 negotiations proceeded
through diplomatic channels, and the details of the
scheme slowly took shape. The frontier between
Germany and Belgium was placed on the same footing,
and was to enjoy the same guarantee, as the frontier
between Germany and France. The guarantee was
to apply not only to the frontiers, but to the de-
miljtarised zone in which Germany was forbidden to
maintain troops or construct fortifications. Italy came
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in as an additional guarantor. It was stipulated that
after the signature of the treaty Germany should join
the League of Nations and obtain a permanent seat on
the Council.

There were two main difficulties. The first arose
over Germany’s frontiers with Czechoslovakia and
Poland. Germany, while willing to reaffirm her accept-
ance of the Versailles frontiers in the west, was not
prepared to do the same for the other Versailles fron-
tiers. She frankly admitted that she did not regard her
eastern frontier as final, though she disclaimed any
intention of attempting to alter it by force. 'The atti-
tude of Germany in this respect corresponded with that
of Great Britain, who was ready to guarantee Ger-
many’s western, but not her other, frontiers. The
difficulty was met, in so far as it was possible to meet
it, by the conclusion of arbitration treaties between
Germany and Poland, and between Germany and
Czechoslovakia, and of guarantee treaties between
France and these two countries.

The second difficulty arose out of Germany’s friend-
ship with the Soviet Union dating from the time of the
Rapallo Treaty (see p. 75). Germany feared that the
Western Powers might one day desire to take military
action against the Soviet Union under Article 16 of the
Covenant, and call on Germany to participate in such
action. This fear was met by a letter in which the
other Locarno Powers informed Germany that, accord-
ing to their interpretation, a member of the Leagug was
bound to co-operate in support of the Covenant only
“to an extent which is compatible with its military
situation and takes its geographical position into
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account ”’. This was understood to mean that Ger-
many, as a disarmed state, would not be expected to
take any part in military sanctions against the Soviet
Union.

In October the ministers of all these states assem-
bled at the Swiss lakeside town of Locarno, where, on
October 16th, the following agreements were drafted
and initialled :

(1) the treaty guaranteeing the Franco-German
and Belgo-German frontiers (the ““ Locarno Treaty
properly so called) ;

(2) arbitration treaties between Germany on the
one hand and France, Belgium, Czechoslovakia and
Poland on the other ;

(3) treaties of mutual guarantee between France
on the one hand and Czechoslovakia and Poland on
the other.

The whole scries of treaties was formally signed in
London on December 1st, 1925.

The treaties thus concluded contained certain im-
portant implications which none of the signatories
would have cared to admit, but which became more
apparent as timc went on. In the first place, there was
a tacit assumption that the voluntary endorsement by
Germany of her western frontier gave that frontier a
more sacrosanct character than had hitherto attached
to it, or than now attached to her other frontiers ; and
this implied that obligations imposed by the Ver-
sailles Treaty were morally, if not legally, less binding
than obligations voluntarily accepted. Secondly, the
readiness of Great Britain to guarantee certain frontiers
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and her refusal to guarantee others had the practical
effect of grading frontiers, from the point of view of
security, into first and second class; and while the
British Government firmly protested that all its obliga-
tions under the Covenant would be honoured, the
impression resulting from the Locarno Treaty was that
Great Britain was not prepared to take military action
to defend frontiers in Eastern Europe. In the long run,
the Locarno Treaty was destructive both of the Ver-
sailles Treaty and of the Covenant. It encouraged both
the view that the Versailles Treaty, unless confirmed by
other engagements of a voluntary character, lacked
binding force, and the view that governments could
not be expected to take military action in defence of
frontiers in which they themselves were not directly
interested. Ten years later, nearly all governments
appeared to be acting on these assumptions.

Amid the spirit of universal good-will and optimism
prevailing in 1925, these implications could safely be
ignored ; and it would be difficult to exaggerate the
contribution of the Locarno Treaty to the pacification
of Europe. It struck, for the first time since the war,
a fair and impartial balance between French and Ger-
man needs. It completed the work which the Dawes
Plan had begun by bringing Germany back into the
family of Great Powers, not indeed on terms of com-
plete equality (for the servitudes of disarmament and
demilitarisation remained), but as a full and respected
member. Austen Chamberlain described it, with
pardonable pride in his achievement, as * the real
dividing-line between the years of war and the years of
peace "',
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CHAPTER 5 THE LEAGUE AT ITS ZENITH

THE years 1924 to 1930 were the period of the League’s
greatest prestige and authority. Prior to 1924, mem-
bers of the League had been normally represented at
Geneva by dclegates who, however distinguished, had
not been the ministers responsible for the foreign policy
of their countrics. When MacDonald and Herriot
came in person to Geneva for the Assembly of 1924,
they set a precedent of far-reaching importance.
Thereafter the foreign ministers of Great DBritain,
France and (during her period of membership) Ger-
many normally attended some part of every session
of the Assembly, and of nearly every session of the
Council. This example was soon followed by the
foreign ministers of most other European Powers, so
that Geneva in September came to be a recognised
meeting-place for the statesmen of Europe. In one
year (1929), the Assembly was attended by every Euro-
pean Foreign Minister. The non- European countries
were perforce represented on most occasions by their
diplomats resident in European capitals or by pro-
fessional delegates stationed at Geneva.

THE LLEAGUE AT FuLL STRENGTH

When the Locarno Treaties were signed, a special
session of the Assembly was summoned for March
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1926, at the same time as the regular session of the
Council, in order that Germany might be formally
admitted to membership of the League and to a per-
manent seat on the Council. The occasion was felt to
be a turning-point in the history of the League. Hither-
to, the influence of the neutral members, and of the
lesser ex-enemy states which had been admitted in the
first years of the peace, had not been strong enough to
refute the common charge that the League was an
association of the victorious Powers designed primarily
to uphold the terms of the settlement of 1919. The
election of Germany as a member of the League and a
permanent member of the Council would redress the
balance, and give the League a fresh start on a more
impartial basis.

At this crucial moment, by a grave error of judgment,
a hitch was allowed to mar the arrangements. Under
the original text of the Covenant, the Council was to
consist of the five victorious Great Powers—Great
Britain, France, Italy, the United States and Japan—as
permanent members, and four non-permanent members
elected by the Assembly. Additions to the permancnt
membership of the Council could be made by a un-
animous vote of the Council approved by a majority of
the Assembly. The defection of the United States
reduced the number of permanent members to four;
and in 1922, as the result of pressure from the lesser
Powers, the number of non-permanent seats was in-
creased to six. There matters stood when, in March
1926, the Council assembled to pronounce on Ger-
many’s application for a permanent seat.

The provision in the Covenant for an eventual
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increase in the number of permanent members of the
Council was admittedly designed for the benefit of the
absent Great Powers—Germany and Russia. During
the Locarno discussions the possibility of the admission
of another Power to a permanent seat had never been
mooted. When, however, the German application was
known to be pending, Poland, Spain and Brazil all put
forward claims to permanent seats on the Council. The
demand of Poland, in particular, was not devoid of
plausible foundation. Poland, though not within the
magic circle of Great Powers, occupied a key-position
in European politics, and was not far inferior to Italy in
population or wealth. The Locarno Treaties had shown
that France was ready, if necessary, to subordinate
Polish interests to her own ; and Poland felt that she
needed a seat on the Council in order to counteract any
tendency on the part of France and Great Britain to
come to terms with Germany at her expense. On the
other hand, Germany could plead that the promise of a
permanent seat had been made to her alone as part of
the Locarno bargain. If the value of that seat was now
debased by the admission to the same privilege of a
Power whose vote on all important issues would
neutralise her own, the bargain was not being carried
out in the spirit in which it had been struck.

There is no doubt that public opinion in Great
Britain, as well as the majority of delegates at Geneva,
regarded the German plea as well-founded, and was
opposed to any other addition to the permanent
membership of the Council. Unfortunately, Austen
Chamberlain committed himself to support the Spanish
claim; and thus encouraged, Briand, the new French
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Foreign Minister, espoused the cause of Poland.
Both Spain and Brazil (unlike Poland) were non-per-
manent members of the Council, whose vote was there-
fore necessary for Germany’s admission; and they
refused to give that vote unless their own claim were
admitted. The imbroglio was complete. The Council
could reach no decision, and the Assembly dispersed
without having done anything at all. Germany, in
spite of Locarno, remained outside the League.
During the summer of 1926, feverish efforts were
made by a committee of the Council to clear up the
situation. 'The solution eventually found was to in-
crease the number of non-permanent members from
six to nine, and to make three of the non-permanent
members re-eligible at the end of their triennial term by
a two-thirds vote of the Assembly. Thus a new cate-
gory of semi-permanent members of the Council was
created to meet the needs of states occupying an inter-
mediate position between major and minor states. Both
Poland and Germany accepted this compromise, the
former on the understanding that she would receive one
of the new semi-permanent seats. Spain and Brazil
rejected it, but, unwilling to face the odium of using
their votes to block Germany’s admission, withdrew
from the League. At the Assembly of September 1926
Germany entered the League amid scenes of enthusiasm
and took her place as a permanent member of the
Council. Nevertheless, an unpleasant impression re-
mained in German minds that Germany could not
count on a square deal at Geneva. For the moment,
Stresemann’s influence sufficed to heal the wound. But
encouragement had been given to the already strong
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anti-League party in Germany. It was significant that
in April 1926, at the height of the controversy about the
permanent seat, Germany concluded a fresh treaty with
the Soviet Union, in which parties reaffirmed their
loyalty to the Treaty of Rapallo, and each undertook to
remain ncutral in the event of an attack on the other.

"The admission of Germany brought the League up
to its maximum strength ; and the occasion may be
taken for a brief review of its membership in the later
‘twenties. In North and South Amecrica, the three
largest countries—the United States, the Argentine and
Brazil—wecre all absent; and the bevy of smaller
Central and South American states contributed little
materially (for their subscriptions were almost always in
arrears), and nothing morally, to its support. In the
Far East, Japan, China and Siam, as well as India, were
members, and in the Middle East, Persia; but Turkey
held aloof. In Africa, the Union of South Africa
usually sent active delegates to the Assembly; but
Liberia and Abyssinia were members with somewhat
dubious qualifications. Australia and New Zealand
represented the fifth continent. But Europe was the
kernel of the League ; and hcre, when Spain returned
to the fold in 1928, its membership was complete except
for the Soviet Union—the only Great Power which was
still openly hostile.

Theattitude of the Soviet Government to the League
of Nations was a reflexion of its attitude to the capitalist
states which composed the L.eague. Relations between
the Soviet Union and Great Britain continued from
1924 onwards to deteriorate.  In 1926 indignation was
caused by the support received from the Soviet Union
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for the general strike. In the next year the British
Government high-handedly raided the premises of
Arcos, the official Soviet trading organisation ; and
having discovered there documents proving Soviet
intrigues against the British Empire, they cancelled the
trade agreement of 1921 and broke off diplomatic rela-
tions with the Soviet Government. 'This quarrel was,
however, an exception to the general course of Soviet
relations during this period. Relations with France
and Italy underwent a gradual improvement. Relations
with Germany had not been seriously impaired by
Germany’s entry into the Lecague. In 1927, though
Soviet spokesmen continued to pour ridicule on the
League itsclf, the Soviet Government began to follow
the example of the United States by regularly co-operat-
ing in the economic, humanitarian and disarmament
activitics of the lL.eague. During that year, Sovict
representatives came to Geneva for the first time to
attend the mcetings of a general economic conference
(see p. 110) and of the Preparatory Commission for the
Disarmament Conference (see p. 177).

THE LEAGUE AS PEACEMAKER

The principal business of the League was, and was
bound to remain, the prevention of war by the peaceful
settlement of disputes. Its jurisdiction was, indeed,
even in the days of its greatest power, not universal.
When in 1926 the Nicaraguan Government appcaled to
the League against Mexico, whose government was
alleged to be assisting its political enemies, the United
States Government hurriedly sent a squadron of ships
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to Nicaragua “ for the protection of American and
foreign lives and property ”’ ; and the League accepted
this intimation that the maintenance of peace and order
in Central America was not a matter in which it need
interest itself. The peculiar relations between Great
Britain and Egypt (which had been recognised as an
independent state in 1922) excluded Egypt from mem-
bership of the League, and prevented differences of
opinion between Great Britain and Egypt from being
treated as international disputes. Disputes between
China and the Great Powers over the treaties which
gave foreigners special rights in China were not con-
sidered proper matters for submission to the League.
But notwithstanding these exceptions, the sphere of
action of the League was far-reaching; and during
these years disputes were referred to it from many
quarters of the world. By way of illustration, three of
these disputes, all of them involving possible danger of
war, will be described here.

The first arose under the treaty of peace with Turkey,
which provided that the frontier between Turkey and
the mandated territory of Iraq should, in default of
agreement between the British and Turkish Govern-
ments, be determined by the Council of the League.
In the autumn of 1924 the Council, on which Turkey
(though not yet a member of the League) was repre-
sented for this purpose, appointed a neutral boundary
commission to recommend a frontier line. The dis-
puted area was the vilayet or district of Mosul, which
was inhabited by a mixed Kurdish, Turkish and Arab
population, and which had been in British occupation
since the armistice. While the boundary commission
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was at work, the Kurds in Turkey, a hardy race of
mountaineers, revolted against the Turkish Govern-
ment. The revolt was put down with traditional
Turkish ferocity. Many Kurds fled into the Mosul
area, and there were serious clashes on the existing
provisional frontier. The situation seemed so men-
acing that the Council of the League, early in 1925,
sent out a second commission to report on these dis-
turbances. The report was extremely unfavourable to
Turkish methods of administration, and may have
assisted the Council to fix a frontier which included
practically the whole vilayet of Mosul in the mandated
territory. During the last stage of the proceedings
Turkey withdrew her reprcscnmtxve from the Council,
and went back on her previous undertaking to accept
the Council’s decision as final. The Permanent Court
of International Justice, to which the matter was re-
ferred, gave its opinion that, under the Jausanne
Treaty, the votes of the parties were not required to
make the decision of the Council binding. After some
hesitation, Turkey made the best of a bad job, and
accepted the new frontier, which was confirmed by a
treaty between Great Britain, Turkey and Iraq in June
1926.

The next dispute came from the Balkans. For
many years after the war, the frontier between Greece
and Bulgaria had been the scene of minor raids and
disturbances, principally the work of Macedonian
brigands (see p. 12). In October 1925 one of these
incidents culminated in the murder of the commander
of a Greek frontier post and one of his men. By way
of reprisal, a Greek army marched into Bulgarian
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territory. 'The Bulgarian Government appealed to the
League under Article 11 of the Covenant. The Council
promptly met in Paris, exhorted the Greek Government
to withdraw its troops, and requested the British,
French and Italian Governments to send military
officers to the spot to see what was happening. These
mcasures exercised a deterrent effect on the Greek
Government. The Greck forces retired from Bulgarian
soil, and Greece was condemned to pay compensation
to Bulgaria for the violation of her territory on a scale
fixed by a League commission. Greece accepted the
verdict,  But there was some bitter comment on the
different conception of justice which had prevailed two
years before, when Greece suffered aggression, in pre-
ciscly similar circumstances, at the hands of Italy
(see p. 72).

The third dispute was one which had its roots in
events already described.  The Lithuanian Govern-
ment, refusing to recognise the decision of the Allied
Governments by which Poland had been left in posses-
sion of Vilna (sce p. 36), severed relations with the
Polish Government and proclaimed a *‘ state of war ”
between the two countries. The frontier had ever
since remained closed to traffic by road, rail or river;
and this unnatural situation was aggravated by frequent
frontier incidents and provocative pronouncements
on both sides. In the autumn of 1927 Voldemaras,
the stubborn little dictator of Lithuania, seized the
occasion of an expulsion of some Lithuanians from
Vilna to refer the whole matter to the League under
Article 11 of the Covenant. On December 10th there
was a memorable mecting of the Council at which the
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dictators of Lithuania and Poland (it was Pilsudski’s
only appecarance at Geneva) confronted each other.
This confrontation produced an agreed resolution of
which the most notable feature was the declaration that
‘“ a state of war between two members of the League
was incompatible with the spirit and the letter of the
Covenant ”’, and that Lithuania in consequence no
longer considered herself in a state of war with Poland.
The rest of the resolution was less promising. The
* difference of opinion ” about Vilna was not affected
by it. The recommendation to the two governments
to ““ enter into direct negotiations ”’ on the other ques-
tions was not carried out, and there was no resumption
of diplomatic or commercial relations. Nevertheless,
the ventilation of this long-standing Polish-Lithuanian
quarrel at Geneva did in fact lead to a lasting re-
laxation of tension, if not to a reconciliation, between
the two countries; and it constituted a substantial
success for the League.

The trcatment of these three disputes by the League
provokes some gencral reflexions. Both the Mosul
and the Polish-Lithuanian disputes were disputes
between states of very unequal strength. In both
cases, the stronger state was not only in possession of
the disputed territory, but had at any rate formal right
on its side. In both these cascs, the League performed
the useful function of cnabling the weaker state to
climb down from an untenable position without loss of
amour-propre. 'The Greco-Bulgarian dispute was be-
tween weak and equally matched states, ncither of
which had powerful fricnds on the Council. These
factors made it particularly suitable for Leaguc action.
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It was easy for the Council to take an impartial decision
and to secure its acceptance by the parties. No such
fortunate conjunction of circumstances thercafter
occurred in a dispute threatening an outbreak of hos-
tilitics ; and this incident therefore remained the high-
water mark of League achicvement in preventing
war.

The most noteworthy fact about all these successes
of the League was, however, that they were achieved
by methods of conciliation. In the two last cases,
the procedure was governed by Articles 4 and 11 of
the Covenant.  Both parties to the dispute sat at the
Council table, as provided by Article 4, with the full
rights of members, including the right to vote; and
this meant, under the unanimity rule, that no de-
cision could be taken without the assent of the parties
themsclves. In the earlier stages of the Mosul dispute,
exactly the same procedure was applied, though Turkey
was not a member of the League ; and though, in the
final stage, this procedure was altered by the somewhat
unexpected verdict of the Permanent Court based on
the terms of the Lausanne "I'reaty, there was never any
question of enforcing a decision. In all these cases it
was recognised that the Council could proceed only by
methods of persuasion. During this period of its
greatest power and prestige, the League relied solely on
its moral authority ; for Article 11 of the Covenant
conferred on it no other powers. Before 1932, no
attempt was ever made to resort to the procedure of
Judgment and penalty provided in Articles 15 and 16.
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OTHER ACTIVITIES OF THE LEAGUE

But though the preservation of peace was the League’s
most important and conspicuous function, no history of
international relations after 1919 would be complcte
without some mention of what may be called the routine
activities of the Lcague, many of which became a
recognised part of international life.

Some of these activities were political.  The Man-
dates Commission, a body composed of cleven experts
in colonial government, met twice a year at Geneva to
receive annual reports from the Mandatory Powers on
the territories administered by them, and to submit
these to the Council with its comments and recom-
mendations. The Council considered them and, if
necessary, made recommendations on them, the
Mandatory Power (whether a regular member of the
Council or not) being represented on the Council for
this purpose. A procedure of a different character had
been devised for the execution of the minorities treaties
(see p. 12). Petitions on behalf of minorities were sub-
mitted, together with the reply of the government
against whom the complaint was made, to a committee
of three members of the Council. The committee dis-
cussed the matter with the government (but not with
the minority, which had no right to be heard), and
generally concluded either by exonerating the govern-
ment or by obtaining from it an undertaking to remedy
the grievance complained of. If the committee failed to
obtain satisfaction, it could refer the petition to the
Council, on which the defendant government was, of
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course, represented. Thus both mandates and minori-
ties procedures were based on the same principle as
Article 11 of the Covenant, 7.e. that decisions were reached
by methods of persuasion and with the consent of the
government concerned.

The League had other occasional political functions.
It successfully administered the Saar territory, through
a governing commission, from 1920 to 1935, and in
January 1935 conducted the plebiscite there. No other
territory was ever placed under direct I.eague administra-
tion. § But the League guaranteed the constitution of
the Free City of Danzig, and was represented there by a
High Commissioner, whose function was to arbitrate
on disputes between the Free City and Poland. Both
parties had the right of appeal to the Council against
the High Commissioner’s decisions. Before 1934,
when the German-Polish agreement altered the position
(see p. 200), no question appeared more frequently on
the agenda of the Council than disputes between Poland
and Danzig ; and the League machine achieved a high
degree of efficiency in dealing with these disputes.

The League provided a new and elaborate machin-
ery for international co-operation in the economic
sphere. Financial and economic committees composed
of experts from various countries met annually at
Geneva, and directed the work of the financial and
economic sections of the League secretariat. The
financial committee was responsible for the issue and
supervision of the various League loans. A general
financial conference was held at Brussels in 1920, and
an economic conference at Geneva in 1927, the former
being concerned with post-war financial reconstruction
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and the latter with the reduction of tariffs and other
trade barriers.

The social and humanitarian work of the League
was in part a co-ordination of sporadic international
activities which had begun before the war, and in
part broke fresh ground. The campaign against
slavery was the most ancient of all thesc activities. A
Slavery Convention was concluded at Geneva in 1925 ;
and in 1932 the League decided to set up a Permanent
Slavery Commission. Other League organisations dealt
with the traffic in dangerous drugs, the traffic in women,
the protection of children, the relief and settlement of
refugees, and health and disease in their international
aspects.

Finally, there were two international organisations
which, though borne on the League budget, were ad-
ministratively independent of the League : the Inter-
national Labour Organisation and the Permanent
Court of International Justice.

The International Labour Organisation, which had
its seat at Geneva, was created by the peace treaties to
provide for the improvement of labour conditions by
international agreement. Its constitution was modelled
on that of the League, its Annual Conference, Govern-
ing Body and Office corresponding respectively to
the Assembly, Council and Secretariat. The Inter-
national Labour Organisation was now composed of all
the members of the League, together with the United
States and Brazil. Each national delegation to the
Annual Conference consisted of four delegates, two
appointed by the government, one by employers’
organisations and one by workers’ organisations
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A large number of international conventions dealing
with various aspects of labour were concluded, but not
all of them were generally ratified.

The Permanent Court of International Justice was
established by the League under Article 14 of the
Covenant for the purpose of deciding “ any dispute of
an international character which the parties thereto
submit to it ”’, and of giving ‘‘ advisory opinions ” on
questions referred to it by the Council or the Assembly.
It had a panel of fifteen judges appointed every nine
years by the Council and the Assembly, and sat at the
Hague. The statute of the Court contained a so-called
“ Optional Clause ”, signatories of which bound them-
selves to submit to it for decision any international dis-
pute of a legal character between themselves and other
League members; and about fifty states, including
most of the Great Powers, signed this clause, some
some of them with certain reservations. The American
Government twice made a move to adhere to the
Permanent Court (on which there was always an
American judge). But the proposal on each occasion
fell through. Between 1922 and 1939, the Court pro-
nounced more than fifty decisions and opinions.
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CHAPTER 6: THE CAMPAIGN AGAINST WAR

THE Locarno Treaties had not brought to an end the
quest for security. France was not prepared to rely
on Locarno to the extent either of abandoning her
continental alliances or of disarming herself. Security
remained in the forefront of her programme. It was
necessary to her allies, for whom Locarno had done
nothing; and the need of it was used by France her-
self as a bulwark against growing pressure to disarm.
The tactics which the French Delegation at Geneva
had first pursued in 1922 now became a regular
part of French policy. Every time the British (or,
after 1920, the German) Delegation reminded the
League or its organs of the importance of disarmament,
the French, Polish and Little Entente Delegations
harped no less emphatically on the need for security as
a prior condition of disarmament. Members of the
League tended to split into two camps : lthose who
thought that disarmament would bring about an in-
crease of security, and those who thought that increased
security must precede disarmament; But nobody con-
tested the doctrine of the close interdependence of dis-
armament and security ; and this doctrine, which had
been the implied basis of the draft Treaty of Mutual
Assistance and of the Geneva Protocol, continued to
dominate the proceedings of the League in the post-
Locarno period.
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The disarmament negotiations, which were set on
foot by the creation in 1926 of a Preparatory Commis-
sion for the Disarmament Conference, will be discussed
in a later chapter. But the simultaneous efforts of the
League to tackle the security problem must be dealt
with here; for these theoretical attempts to provide
fresh procedure for the settlement of disputes and to
prevent war were characteristic of the period of optimism
which followed Locarno, and were the pendant of the
practical activities of the League described in the last
chapter.

LeaGUE CONVENTIONS

The years 1926 to 1929 were particularly fertile in
schemes for strengthening security against war, each
Assembly hailing the birth of some fresh proposal.

In 1926, the Finnish Delegation produced a plan,
obviously suggested by the success of the League loans,
for enabling states which might be attacked to obtain
financial support on favourable terms from their fellow
members of the League. Such support would be the
positive counterpart of the refusal of financial facilities
to the attacking state prescribed by Article 16 of the
Covenant. The proposal eventually took shape as the
Convention on Financial Assistance which was adopted
by the Assembly of 1930. Since, however, its coming
into force was made conditional (in accordance with the
principle of the interdependence of disarmament and
security) on the conclusion of a disarmament conven-
tion, it remained no more than a project.

When the Assembly of 1927 met, the Preparatory
Commission for the Disarmament Conference was
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already in sight of rocks ahead, and a limited naval
conference at Geneva during the summer had suffered
shipwreck. These untoward events drove the Assembly
heavily back on the security problem. For the first
time since 1924, whispers were heard of an attempt to
resuscitate the Geneva Protocol ; and the Netherlands
Delegation invited the Assembly “ to resume the study
of the principles of disarmament, security and arbitra-
tion which are expressed in the Covenant”. 'The
Assembly accordingly invited the Preparatory Com-
mission to set up a Committee on Arbitration and
Security, * whose duty would be to consider the
measures calculated to give to all states such guarantees
of security as will enable them to fix the level of their
armaments at the lowest possible figure in an inter-
national disarmament treaty ”.

In the interval between the 1927 and 1928 Assem-
blies, the Committee on Arbitration and Security
pursued its work with untiring enthusiasm. It found
inspiration in a suggestion which had been put forward
during the Assembly by the Norwegian Delegation.
The experience of 1924 had shown that all members of
the League were not prepared to travel equally far along
the path of arbitration. More progress might, it was
now suggested, be made by drafting, not a general con-
vention like the Geneva Protocol for acceptance by the
League as a whole, but a series of ““ model treaties ”’ to
be accepted by pairs or groups of states as applicable
between themselves. Thus the most advanced states
could conclude agreements for the arbitration of all
disputes between them. The less advanced might
agree on the submission to arbitration of all disputes of
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a legal character. Those who were not yet ready to
accept compulsory arbitration at all, might agree to
procedures of conciliation or to other methods of
minimising the danger of war. The Committee pre-
pared for the use of the 1928 Assembly no less than ten
such “ model treaties ” of varying degrees of stringency.

Faced with this plethora of material, the Assembly
chose a course which seemed calculated to combine the
advantages of the “ model treaty ” with those of a
general convention. It took three of the most promis-
ing drafts and converted them into the three first
chapters of a General Act for the Pacific Settlement of
International Disputes. The first chapter provided
that each pair of signatories of the Act should set up
a permanent conciliation commission, whose duty it
would be to recommend an amicable, though not bind-
ing, settlement of disputes between them. The second
chapter prescribed the submission of all legal disputes
to the Permanent Court of International Justice, whose
decision would be binding. The third chapter pre-
scribed the submission of non-legal disputes to a com-
mittee of arbitrators whose president, failing agreement,
would be chosen by the Permanent Court of Inter-
national Justice. A fourth chapter provided that
members of the League could subscribe to one or more
chapters of the Act, and could if they liked make re-
servations excluding particular categories of disputes
from those to be dealt with under the Act.

This seemed elastic enough to suit all tastes. But
the Act had no great success. Chapter I was felt to
have little value in itself. Provision for conciliation
commissions had been made in treaties between the
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United States and other countries before the war and in
the Locarno Treaties between Germany and her neigh-
bours. But no use had ever been made of them.
Chapter II was already covered by acceptance of the
Optional Clause of the Statute of the Permanent Court.
Chapter III revived one of the chief stumbling-blocks
of the Geneva Protocol with the surprising difference
that it completely short-circuited the Council of the
League, which was not even called on (as under the
Protocol) to appoint the committee of arbitrators.
Within two years of the approval of the General Act by
the 1928 Assembly, only Belgium, Norway, Denmark
and Finland had accepted the whole of it, while Holland
and Sweden had subscribed to the first two chapters.

THE Pact OF Paris

In the meanwhile, a fresh initiative had come from
another quarter. A few days before the 1928 Assembly
met, Paris was the scene of a striking and important
ceremony : the signature of a pact for the renunciation
of war, commonly known as the Pact of Paris or the
Briand-Kellogg Pact. It is a little unfair that none of
the immense public applause which greeted this event
should have been bestowed on the League. For during
the Assembly of 1927, which had already devoted so
much thought to the problem of preventing war, the
Polish Delegation had proposed a solemn declaration
“ that all wars of aggression are, and shall always be,
prohibited ”; and this declaration was unanimously
adopted. Historically, however, the Pact of Paris had
a different ancestry. In April 1927, inspired by a body
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of influential American citizens, Briand proposed to the
American Government the conclusion of a pact between
France and the United States renouncing war as an
instrument of national policy between the two countries.
Since it was difficult to imagine any national interest
which could possibly lead to war between France and
the United States, such a pact would have had little
practical importance. But it would have conferred a
certain prestige on France as the particular friend and
associate of the United States in Europe ; and it was
perhaps for this reason that the American Secretary
of State Kellogg, after a long delay, replied with a
counter-proposal that the suggested pact should be of
universal application. This proposal was in due course
accepted. On August 27th, 1928, the representatives
of the six recognised Great Powers (the United States,
Great Britain, France, Germany, Italy and Japan), the
three other *“ Locarno Powers ”’ (Belgium, Poland and
Czechoslovakia) and the British Dominions and India,
assembled in Paris to sign the pact. Every other
independent state in the world was invited to accede
to it.

The sense in which the signatories interpreted their
undertaking to renounce war ‘“as an instrument of
national policy in their relations with one another ” is
explained in the correspondence between them which
preceded its signature. The original authors of the
pact had already declared that it did not ban war in
self-defence. It was not an acceptance of the pacifist
doctrine of non-resistance. Great Britain further made
it clear that the right of self-defence included, in her
case, the right to defend ‘‘ certain regions of the world
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the welfare and integrity of which constitute a special
and vital interest for our peace and safety ”. In the
case of the United States, self-defence included any
action required to prevent an infringement of the
Monroe Doctrine. These explanations (for they were
not treated as formal reservations) threw into relief the
general character of the pact. It was regarded by many
as a declaration of principle rather than a contractual
obligation. Each state remained the sole judge of its
own actions. No machinery for the interpretation or
enforcement of the pact was set up or contemplated.
Imperfect though it was, the Pact of Paris was a con-
siderable land-mark. Itwas the first political agreement
in history of almost universal scope. The Argentine,
Brazil, Bolivia and Salvador, aggrieved by the
reassertion of the Monroe Doctrine, held aloof.
But every other state, with insignificant exceptions,
hastened to accede. 'The Soviet Union, after an initial
moment of hesitation, was so enthusiastic that it pro-
posed and concluded a special agreement with its
neighbours to bring the Pact of Paris into force as
between themselves in advance of the general rati-
fication. No less than sixty-five states accepted the
pact—a number excceding by seven the current
membership of the League of Nations. It is indeed
probable that some states acceded rather from a desire
to conform than from any belief in the utility of the
pact. Flagrant_violations of it were soon committed
by Japan_and Italy, the one thinly disguised as
a police operation, the other, still more thinly, as a
defensive war. But this did not destroy the signific-
ance of the fact that the nations, acting together, had
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been prepared to pronounce a ban on war as a normal
and legitimate method of settling international disputes.
The term “ outlawry of war ” used by the American
sponsors of the Pact implied the existence of a universal,
unwritten law against which war was declared to be an
offence. No authority existed to punish violations of
the law, or even to pronounce that the law had been
violated. But the conception itself struck root in the
political thought of the world.

The enthusiastic reception of the Pact of Paris
naturally looked like a challenge to the League. The
Covenant contained no absolute ban on the use of war
as an instrument of national policy. It only circum-
scribed within the narrowest limits which appeared
practicable to its authors the conditions in which a
member of the League might legitimately go to war.
Now that practically every member of the League had
accepted an obligation not to go to war at all (except in
self-defence), common sense seemed to demand that
the Covenant should be strengthened by the incorpora-
tion in it of this new obligation. Nobody was surprised
when the British Delegation submitted to the Assembly
of 1929 a series of amendments to the Covenant
designed to effect this result. The Labour Govern-
ment, which had just come into power in Great Britain,
was eager to reverse the negative policy of its
predecessor.

The process proved, however, far less simple than
it looked. 'The Pact of Paris was a moral declaration,
based on a general sense of the sinfulness of war.
The Covenant was a political treaty based, in its essen-
tial provisions, on what the statesmen of 1919 deemed
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practicable and expedient. The Pact condemned all
wars, but_punished none. The Covenant allowed
some wars, and prohibited others;” but prohibited wars
it punished. To fuse together instruments so different
in spirit, and to make a neat job of the fusion, was a
superhuman task. If you merely pitchforked the
articles of the Pact into the Covenant, you produced a
document of which one part prohibited war altogether,
and another part allowed it in certain conditions—a
flagrant contradiction. If you attempted a more
organic fusion, you were left with an amended Covenant
which prohibited all wars, but made only some wars
punishable—an unwelcome admission that some parts
of the Covenant could be violated with impunity.
Both these courses seemed pusillanimous and un-
worthy of the League. The remaining alternative was
to make the sanctions of Article 16 apply not only to
wars prohibited by the existing Covenant, but to all
wars prohibited by the Pact of Paris. This would not
only strengthen the Covenant by making the prohibi-
tion of war absolute, but would give new force to the
Pact of Paris by making violations of it, as between
members of the League, punishable. Such was the
proposal put forward in 1929 by the British Delegation
and heartily supported by the French Delegation,
which saw in it a welcome contribution to security.
The strongest objection was one of those which had
proved fatal to the Geneva Protocol, i.e. that any
extension of the incidence of Article 16 automatically
increased the obligations of those Powers who would
be most concerned in the application of sanctions.
But this time the British Government, the principal
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objector in 1925, had not allowed itself to be deterred
by this fear; and the proposed amendments seemed
likely to have an easy passage.

It is indeed possible that, had the amendments been
put to the vote in 1929, they would have met with
unanimous approval, though this might not have pre-
vented them from sharing afterwards the fate of the
Geneva Protocol. But the discussion of them in
committee was postponed till the Assembly of 1930;
and by this time a breath of scepticism was already in
the air. The British and French Delegations stood to
their guns. But strong opposition came from the
Scandinavian countries and Japan. The amendments
could still have been carried by a handsome majority.
But there was serious doubt about the ratification of
amendments adopted by a majority vote; and the
prudent decision was taken to postpone the question to
the next Assembly. By September 1931 Great Britain
was in the throes of a financial crisis and a change of
government. The period of optimism was over ; and
the proposed amendments were talked out.

The valiant attempt led by the British Delegation to
incorporate the Pact of Paris in the Covenant was the
last important episode in the quest for increased security
through the League, which had begun in 1922 and had
been resumed, after the fiasco of the Geneva Protocol,
in 1927. After the Assembly of 1930 the clouds
gathered rapidly. The ratification by the British and
French Governments in the summer of 1931 of the
General Act, and the signature at the 1931 Assembly of
a not very important Convention to Improve the Means
of Preventing War (which had started life as one of the
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‘“ model treaties ”’ of the Committee on Arbitration and
Security) were flashes which no longer kindled the old
enthusiasm. The Assembly of 1930 was the last at
which it was possible to feel (as many people had felt
since Locarno) that the world was becoming year by
year a safer place, and that the League was slowly
building up machinery which would prove effective in
preventing war.

THE YouNG PLAN

The tranquillity and optimism of the pcriod of inter-
war history which we have called “ the period of
pacification ”> were, as we have already seen, due prin-
cipally to the sudden improvement in Franco-German
relations brought about by the Dawes Plan and the
Locarno Treaty. The trio of Locarno statesmen—
Stresemann, Briand and Austen Chamberlain—con-
tinued to direct the foreign atlairs of their respective
countries till the summer of 1929. 'The mutual confid-
ence and friendship which grew up between these three
men was an important element in the stability of Europe
during these years ; and this asset must be credited to
the League, since it was the regular meetings of the
Council and Assembly which alone made these personal
relations possible. The inveterate hostility between
France and Germany was suspended, and was scarcely
visible at Geneva except in the discussions about
disarmament.

Nevertheless, the Franco-German problem, though
momentarily out of sight, was never forgotten. During
the Assembly of 1926, which saw the admission of
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Germany to the League, Briand and Stresemann had a
long private meeting at the village of Thoiry, near
Geneva. A communiqué was issued to the elfect that
the two ministers had discussed all matters of common
interest to the two countries, had *“ brought their points of
view into agreement in regard to the general solution”,
and were referring to their respective governments for
approval. 'The nature of this provisional agreement
was not officially disclosed. But it was understood
thay Stresemann begged for the immediate evacua-
tion of the Rhineland: and the return of the Saar to
Germany, offering in return concessions in the form
of reparation payments, and that Briand was personally
disposed to close with this offer. } The French Govern-
ment was, however, not prepared for this drastic
anticipation of the time-limits fixed by the Versailles
T'reaty for the Allied occupation of the Rhineland and
League control of the Saar ; and Stresemann’s offer of
a large capital payment on reparation account was
financially impracticable. The Thoiry conversation
had no sequel. But this disappointment caused no im-
mediate set-back in Franco-German friendship.l In De-
cember agreement was reached to bring Allied military
control in Germany to an end; and the Inter-Allied
Commission was withdrawn on January 31st, 1927.(
The two principal topics of the Thoiry conversation
—the Rhineland and reparation—dominated Franco-
German relations for the next two years. The Treaty
of Versailles had divided the occupied Rhineland into
three zones, to be evacuated respectively in five, ten and
fifteen years after the coming into force of the Treaty.
The first zone had been evacuated, several months late,
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at the end of 1925. The second and third zones were
not due for evacuation till 1930 and 1935. Now that
relations had improved, it became a cardinal object of
Germany to secure the immediate liberation of the
whole of the Rhineland from Allied occupation; and
a subsidiary point in the programme was to induce the
French Government to restore the Saar at once to
Germany without waiting for the plebiscite in 1935.
Stresemann still hoped to purchase these concessions
by a new reparation agreement. 'The Dawes Plan was
admittedly provisional. {It was in the interest of both
sides that there should be a final settlement of
Germany’s obligations, the total of which was still un-
defined{ and now that payments were being made
regularly and easily, Germany also hoped to secure the
removal of the galling control over her finances involved
in the Dawes Plan.

Time worked on the German side. Public opinion
in Great Britain was impatient to see the occupation
of the Rhineland wound up; and even in France it
came to be recognised that the occupation was a wasting
asset which should be disposed of as soon as possible
for what it would fetch. A During the Assembly of 1928,
the delegates of Germany and of the five principal
reparation Powers came to an agreement that negotia-
tions should be opened for ‘‘ the early evacuation of the
Rhineland ”’ and that a committee of financial experts
should be appointed to prepare (‘a complete and definite
settlement of the reparation problem’}. The terms of
the agreement might have suggested that two questions
were to be discussed simultaneously. But the French
Government made it clear from the outset that the
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evacuation could only follow the reparation settlement ;
and it was on this. therefore, that attention was first
concentrated.

The * committee of financial experts ”’ met in Paris
in February 1929. It was composed of two experts
drawn from each of the countries which had concluded
the Geneva agreement and two from the United States
(for whose appointment, however, the United States
Government disclaimed official responsibility). The
senior American expert, Owen Young, was elected
chairman ; and the committee was known after him as
the “ Young Committee . Its deliberations, which
were arduous, lasted for four months. On June #th,
1929, it adopted and submitted to the governments the
‘“ Young Plan .

The ““ complete and definite solution of the repara-
tion problem " devised by the Young Committee was
to take the form oflthirty-seven annual payments
averaging [£100,000,000 (as against the maximum
Dawes annuity of £125,000,000) followed by twenty-
two smaller annual payments sufficient to cover the
war-debt payments of the Allies to the United States,
which were due to continue till 1988. The foreign
control imposed on Germany by the Dawes Plan was
removed. The responsibility for transferring the sums
paid would rest no longer on the creditors but on the
German Government. One safeguard against exchange
difticulties was, however, introduced. About one-third
of each annuity (£33,000,000) was to be treated as an
‘“ unconditional " obligation. The balance was subject
to a proviso which allowed Germany, in the event of
exchange difficulties, to postpone transfer for a maximum
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of two years. Finally, the Plan recommended the estab-
lishment of a Bank of International Settlements, whose
role was to receive and distribute reparation payments,
to issue an international loan secured on the uncondi-
tional annuities, and in general to perform the functions
of an international central bank.

It now remained to secure the adoption of the ex-
perts’ report by the governments and to settle the
details of the evacuation of the Rhineland. A confer-
ence for these purposes was convencd at the Hague
in August 1929. The principal British delegates
were the new Labour Chancellor of the Exchequer,
Philip Snowden, and the new Labour Foreign Secre-
tary, Arthur Henderson.

The adoption of the Young Plan was not achieved
without serious and unexpected difficulties. They
came not from Germany, but from Great Britain. In
recent years British policy had shown a marked in-
clination (for which Austen Chamberlain had been
criticised in some quarters) to fall in with the French
view of international questions. 'The British experts
on the Young Committee seemed to have been unduly
affected by this tradition. In order to make the scheme
palatable to France, they had agreed to a substantial
increase, at the expense of Great Britain, in the percent-
age of reparation payments allocated to France by the
Spa agreement of 1920 (see p. 54). Of the uncon-
ditional annuities, more than three-fourths were to go
to France; and though arrangements were made to
compensate Great Britain for this sacrifice in the event
of the conditional annuities not being transferred, these
arrangements were complicated and unsatisfactory.
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Snowden showed no tenderness for these French
privileges. He demanded a return to the Spa per-
centages ; and he fought his case with a pugnacity and
stubbornness which made him for a few weeks the béte
noire of French politicians and the most popular man in
Great Britain. He obtained the greater part of his
demands ; and the conference ended by endorsing a
revised version of the Young Plan.

Meanwhile the negotiations for the evacuation of
the Rhineland were conducted by Stresemann, Briand
and Henderson in the political commission of the Con-
ference. The advent of the Labour Government to
power in Great Britain had intensified the general desire
to bring the occupation to an end ; and a public state-
ment by Henderson that the British troops would be
withdrawn in any event virtually settled the issue. An
attempt by the I'rench Government to make the evacua-
tion dependent on the setting up of a committee to
“ verify " the obscrvance of the permanent restrictions
on the militarisation of the Rhineland, was rejected.
The Conference reached an agreement that all Allied
troops should be withdrawn from the Rhineland by
June 30th, 1930f(nearly five ycars in advance of the due
date), assuming that the Young Plan had been put into
force by that time.

There was no further hitch. Hjalmar Schacht, the
Governor of the Reichsbank, who had been the senior
German expert on the Young Committee, warned the
world that its requirements would prove to be beyond
Germany’s capacity. But this prognostication was not
taken very seriously. A second conference was held at
the Hague in January 1930 to clear up a few outstand-
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ing points and reach a similar settlement of what little
was left of Hungarian and Bulgarian reparations. On
May 17th the Young Plan came into effect. Six weeks
later, the last Allied troops left German soil,

The evacuation of the Rhineland, and the * final ”
settlement of the reparation question which was destined
to be so soon undone, were the last important events of
the period of pacificationd Before passing on to the
next period, it remains to note a few of the landmarks
which announced the transition from one to the other.
Of the trio of statesmen whose co-operation had been
responsible for so many of the successes of the years
1925-29, Austen Chamberlain was the first to go,
resigning with the Conservative Government in May
1929. In October, five wecks after the end of the first
Hague conference, and before any of its fruits had been
garnered, Stresemann died. Almost at the same
moment a panic occurred on the New York Stock
Exchange. Its effect in Europe would have been more
immediate if it had been realised how utterly the whole
structure of reparation and Allied debt payments
depended on the willingness of the American investor
and speculator to send dollars across the Atlantic. For
some months longer, the world continued to live in a
fool’s paradise. A successful Naval Conference was
held in London from January to April 1930 (see p. 181).
In the summer of the same year, as the last French
troops were preparing to leave the Rhine, Briand de-
clared that the time had come to create the United
States of Europe, and circulated a memorandum on
the subject, which was politely referred by the League
Assembly to a committee.
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But the illusion did not last much longer. During
the Assembly of 1930 the results of the German
Reichstag elections were announced ; and the gain of a
hundred seats by a hitherto insignificant party, the
National Socialists or Nazis, led by a magnetic orator
named Adolf Hitler, caused general astonishment. In
December the Preparatory Commission for the Dis-
armament Conference produced a draft convention of
which almost every clause was the subject of profound
and bitter disagreement. By 1931 the storm had
broken with full force over Europe; and * crisis ”
became the most familiar word in the vocabulary of
international affairs.

130



PART III

THE PERIOD OF CRISIS: THE RETURN
OF POWER POLITICS

(1930-1933)






CHAPTER 7: THE ECONOMIC BREAKDOWN

THE causes of the economic crisis which reached its
culminating point in 1931 are still a matter of debate
among economists. This chapter will deal only with
its symptoms and effccts in the international sphere.
The first international manifestation of the crisis was
the complete cessation of American loans to Europe in
the autumn of 1929 ; and this was rapidly followed by
a drying-up of purchasing power all over the world,
resulting in a general and catastrophic fall in prices.
The European debtor countries were doubly hit.  They
could no longer borrow from America the dollars with
which to pay their debts; and the commodities with
which they might have paid them now possessed only a
fraction of their value before the slump. Only onc
possibility remained. ¥ Most of the 1930 reparation and
debt payments were made by transfers of gold ; and
these transfers once more doubly aggravated the situa-
tion.y In the first place, this abnormal flow to the
United States created an artificial scarcity of gold,
which (since gold is the measure of value) still further
depressed commodity pricesl Secondly, it compelled
countries subject to this drain on their gold reserves to
prohibit the export of gold#; and this step was taken
by the majority of European states in the course of
1931. Moreover, these countries, in a desperate effort
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to keep their own agriculture and industry alive and to
maintain a favourable balance of trade, were driven to
every kind of expedient in the form of tariffs, import
restrictions and quotas, export subsidies and exchange
restrictions, amounting in some cases to a complete state
control of foreign trade. 'The normal flow of commerce
was almost completely interrupted. Unemployment
figures rose everywhere by leaps and bounds. Ilalf
Europe was bankrupt, and the other half threatened
with bankruptcy.

THE CRrisis IN GERMANY

In Germany, for several reasons, the crisis was
particularly acute. Germany was the largest dcbtor
state, and had been during the past five ycars the largest
recipient of foreign loans. 'The Dawes Plan, which did
not remove the threat of undefined liabilitics when the
debtor could afford to pay, had given Germany little
inducement to pursue a thrifty and cautious financial
policy ; and the opportunity to borrow lavishly, coming
ontop of a period of privation, was an irresistible tempta-
tion. Itwas calculated that, during the five years of the
Dawes Plan) Germany had paid barely £500,000,000
on reparation account and received about £g00,000,000
in foreign loans and creditsp  The surplus was spent on
vast programmes of building and reconstruction by the
state, by the municipalities and by private enterprise.
No serious attempt was made to balance the budget,
since deficits could easily be covered by short-term
borrowing. Germany’s finances, public and private,
floated on a constant stream of borrowed money.

134



THE ECONOMIC BREAKDOWN

The crash therefore found Germany in a particularly
vulnerable condition. She was left for the first time to
face, without the aid of foreign loans, a reparation debt of
£100,000,000 a year, other public and private obligations
abroad whose annual charge did not fall far below that
sum, and a budget deficit of £60,000,000. The country
had no internal capital resources on which to fall back.
Savings and reserves had been wiped out by the infla-
tion of 1923, and had never been built up again. Ger-
man industry was in no position to come to the rescue
of the government. I, too, lost the stimulus of plenti-
ful credit from abroad; and simultaneously, it was
deprived of its best foreign markets by the general
slump and the raising of tariff and quota barriers.
German exports, the value of which had reached
£630,000,000 in 1929, fell by 1932 to £280,000,000 ;
and German imports fell still more steeply during the
same period from £670,000,000 to £230,000,000. The
number of registered unemployed rose from under
2,000,000 in 1929 to a peak figure of over 6,000,000 in
March 1932.

In a country where the political balance was always
precarious, so great an economic upheaval was bound
to have drastic consequences. In March 1930 a govern-
ment was formed which, for the first time in the history
of the Weimar Republic, contained no Social-Demo-
crats. Briining, a member of the Centre, became
Prime Minister, whilst Curtius, who had succeeded
Stresemann, retained the portfolio of Foreign Affairs,
In the following month, all-round tariff increascs and
agrarian subsidies were introduced—Germany being
one of the first countries to experiment in these dubious
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specifics against economic depression. At the general
election of September 1930, the National Socialists or
Nazis, whose policy consisted of bitter denunciation of
the Jews, the Social-Democrats and the Versailles
Treaty, increased the number of their seats in the
Reichstag from 12 to 107. The ministry remained un-
changed. But democracy had now virtually broken
down ; and Germany was governed for many months
by a system of presidential decrees which could be
reconciled with the letter, but hardly with the spirit, of
the Weimar constitution.

Early in 1931 there was a fresh shock to German
political stability. 'The committee appointed by the
League Assembly of 1930 to consider Briand’s scheme
of Luropean Union (see p. 129) held its first business
meeting in January 1931. The original scheme had
been predominantly political. But the crying need of
the moment was clearly economic co-operation ; and
the committee began to discuss plans for the lowering
of trade barriers between European countries. It
achieved no concrete result. But the discussions started
a new train of thought in an unexpected quarter.
It occurred to Curtius and the Austrian Chancellor
(who had come to Geneva for the committee) that a
close economic union between Germany and Austria
would not only contribute to the lowering of trade
barricrs, but would do something to satisfy those ambi-
tions for political union between the two countries
which had been vetoed by the peace treaties. The
conversations were conducted in profound secrecy ;
and on March 21st a surprised world learned that Ger-
many and Austria had signed a treaty providing for the
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establishment of a customs union between them. Other
neighbouring countries were to be invited to join the
union.

The principle of regional economic agreements had
already been commended at the 1930 Assembly by sup-
porters of European union. But this application of the
principle was in the highest degree distasteful to the
French Government and to the Little Entente. It was
notorious that a customs union between a large and a
small Power inevitably led to the political domination
by the former of the latter. If the scheme went
through, the independence of Austria would become
a myth. Moreover, Czcchoslovakia, whose principal
markets were Germany and Austria, could scarcely
afford to remain outside the union. Other Danubian
states might follow ; and Germany would secure eco-
nomic, and in the end political, control of the Danube
basin. France and her partners prepared to resist
this conclusion at all costs. Legal ground for their
objection could be found, not only in the treaty veto on
the alienation of Austria’s independence, but in the
undertaking which Austria had given in the loan pro-
tocol of 1922 (see p. 63) to enter into no economic
agreements likely to compromise that independence.

The attitude of the British Government was hesi-
tant. Generally speaking, Great Britain had everything
to gain from the removal of customs barriers in the
Danube basin. Neither the scheme itself nor the
extension of it to other Powers would have been inimical
to British interests. But it seemed likely that the pro-
ject would cause grave political disturbances, if not war,
in Central Europe ; and the appeal to treaty obligations
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could not be ignored. In May, the Council of the
League unanimously decided to refer to the Permanent
Court of International Justice the question whether the
proposed customs union between Germany and Austria
was contrary to the terms of the peace trcaties and of
the 1922 protocol.

The matter was, however, not eventually settled by
a legal decision.  The point of law was doubtful ; and
France was not prepared to risk the possibility of a
decision in favour of the union. She redoubled her
cfforts to induce Austria to abandon the scheme ; and
these efforts were assisted by a serious financial crisis in
Austria which will be described later in this chapter.
Exactly what passed between the French and Austrian
Governments during the summer can only be guessed.
But on September 3rd the Austrian Chancellor an-
nounced to the Committee on European Union, the
German delegate assenting, that the project had been
abandoned. Two days later the Permanent Court
issued its judgment. By a majority of eight votes to
seven, it had decided that the customs union would be
contrary to the treaties and to the protocol. The fact
that the majority included the French, Italian, Polish
and Roumanian judges, and the minority the British,
German and American judges, gave the judgment a
certain political colour, which did not enhance the
prestige of the Court as an independent legal tribunal.

In its immediate consequences the veto on the Ger-
man-Austrian customs union was a misfortune for
Europe. In Central Europe the rejection of the pro-
Ject ushered in a long period of political uncertainty
and economic chaos from which no escape could be
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found. In Germany it precipitated the final collapse
of the Weimar Republic. Between 1920 and 1933 the
prestige of every German Government depended in the
last resort on the success or failure of its foreign policy.
When the customs union project fell through, Curtius,
the last representative of the policy and principles of
Stresemann, retired in disgrace. Brining, the Chan-
cellor, touk over the portfolio of foreign atlairs; and the
Nazis redoubled their propaganda against the humilia-
tions of the Versailles Treaty.

THE YEAR OF DISASTER

Throughout 1930, it was still possible to believe that
the crisis was a disagreeable, but passing, phase in the
economic life of the world which would be surmounted
without any fundamental disturbance of the organism.
But the winter of 1930-31 shattered the last defences
of optimism ; and serious people began to talk of the
impending collapse of civilisation. In 1931 critical
events rained so thickly on a distracted world that the
history of the ycar is an almost uninterrupted catalogue
of disaster.

By the spring of 1931 the overloaded machinery of
international payments was lumbering to a standstill,
the only uncertainty being the precise point at which
the mechanism would break down. The point proved
to be Vienna ; and the crash came at the height of the
customs union Jdispute, though there is no evidence to
connect the two events. In May the most important
private Austrian bank, the Kredit-Anstalt, was found to
be insolvent. In order to prevent a genceral panic, the
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Austrian Government passed a decree guaranteeing
the foreign obligations of the Kredit-Anstalt ; and the
Bank of England advanced £6,000,000 to the Austrian
State Bank in a vain endeavour to stem the tide. The
Bank of France, in view of the customs union project,
refused to help.

But by this time the collapse of the Kredit-Anstalt
was seen to be only one symptom of world-wide bank-
ruptcy and failure of confidence. The panic spread
across the frontier to Germany. Foreign creditors
hastened to call in their short-term loans, and in three
weecks the Reichsbank lost gold to the value of
£50,000,000. ‘The smaller states of Central and South-
East Europe, with the exception of Czechoslovakia,
were all faced with default on their foreign debts,
including the loans which Hungary, Greece and Bul-
garia had obtained with the help of the League of
Nations.

In the southern hemisphere, Australia and the
Argentine had been forced by the calamitous fall in
agricultural prices to suspend gold payments at the end
of 1929 ; and Brazil, bankrupted by the collapse of the
market in coffee, followed suit in the following year.
These misfortunes were a serious blow to Great Britain,
who had large financial interests in all three countries.
For months past there had been a constant outflow of
gold from the Bank of England, mainly to France, now
the strongest financial Power in Europe; and in the
summer of 1931 this process was accelerated. In June
it was calculated that 6o per cent of the world’s supply
of gold (excluding that held in Soviet Russia) was either
in the United States or in France. Further payments in
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gold would soon become impossible.

A general default seemed imminent when, on June
20th, President Hoover of the United States, issued
to the world an offer to postpone for one year all pay-
ments due from foreign governments to the United
States Government on condition that a similar post-
ponement was applicd to all other inter-governmental
debts including reparations. This tacit recognition of
the part played by Allied war debts in the economic
crisis was an act of great courage and statesmanship.
The recognition was belated ; and one of the motives
of the proposal was admittedly to restore the credit and
purchasing power of Germany, and of Europe in
general, for the benefit of the American bondholder
and exporter. But these considerations do not diminish
the credit due to Hoover. The Allied Governments
had been equally slow in facing the realitics of the
international financial position, and far less intelligent
in appreciating where their true interest lay.

Hoover’s offer evoked widespread enthusiasm.  Its
moral effect was so great that for a few days it
looked as if confidence might be completely restored.
But France was once more the obstacle. France had
a larger excess of reparation reccipts over war-debt
obligations than any other Power. She was far more
interested in the continuance of reparation payments,
and far less in Germany’s financial and commercial re-
covery, than Great Britain or a fortiori than the United
States. Alone in Europe, France demurred to the
Hoover moratorium. When she at last agreed, it was
on condition that the unconditional annuities of the
Young Plan should be formally paid by Germany to the
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Bank of International Settlements, but immediately re-
lent to the German State Railway Company, and that
interest should be charged on the whole of the post-
poned annuities. It took a fortnight of hard bargaining
to achicve even this result; and the delay was fatal
to the momentary confidence which Hoover’s offer
had generated. 'The atmosphere of crisis grew thicker
than ever. On July 13th, just a week after the Hoover
moratorium had been accepted by all concerned, one of
the largest German banks suspended payment.

The Hoover moratorium had disposed for the time
being of the debts of governments to one another. But
even when this stumbling-block was removed, private
debts remained and presented an insoluble problem.
Germany was in a state where any further transfer ot
marks abroad would bring about a repetition of the
catastrophe of 1923. ler foreign creditors had no
option but to agree to a moratorium on all German
debts; and this caused serious embarrassment to
financial concerns in London which had large sums
locked up in Germany in short-term obligations.

Great Britain herself was now in the throes of an
acute financial crisis.  In April 1925, at the beginning
of the boom period, the DBritish Government took
what experience has shown to have been the foolhardy
step of re-establishing sterling on a gold basis at its pre-
war rate. Some time later, France, Italy and several
other European countries also reverted to the gold
standard, but on terms which represented a substantial
reduction of the original gold value of their currencies.
Thus French francs, which before the war were worth
25 to the pound sterling, were now worth only 125 to
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the pound. There is little doubt that France and some
other countries, though probably not by design, stabil-
ised their currencies at an unduly low rate. The result
of this proceeding was to keep wages and other costs
of production in most European countries substantially
lower than in Great Britain, and to stimulate the export
trade of these countrics at the expense of British ex-
ports. Moreover, every important country except Great
Britain followed the policy of penalising imports by
high tariffs. The recommendations of the economic
conference of 1927 (sce p. 110) for a reduction of tariffs
and removal of other trade barriers were ignored ; and
a proposal made by the British Government in 1929
for a “ tanff truce ”, 1.e. an agreement not to increase
existing tariffs, received scant support.

So long as prosperity lasted and world trade con-
tinued to expand, Great Britain still managed to pay
her way. DBut she shared less than any other important
country in the trade boom of 1925-29. Her adverse
trade balance increased ycar by year. In 1930 Ger-
many for the first time outstripped her (by some
£30,000,000) as the biggest exporting Power ; and the
United States, the third Power on the list, was ahcad of
Great Britain in all markets except those of the British
Empire, the British Dominions (other than Canada)
and Scandinavia. When the crisis broke, this decline
in compcetitive power proved fatal to Great Britains
stability; and the collapsc of world trade hit particularly
hard a country which had always derived a large revenue
from the transporting and financing of other people’s
commerce. The balance of payments became increas-
ingly unfavourable. Confidence was further sapped by
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the rapid falling off of tax receipts, which produced, by
July 1931, a budget deficit of £100,000,000. Foreign
creditors took fright. In one week at the end of July
£21,000,000 of gold were withdrawn from Great Britain.
A large credit from the Bank of France barely arrested
the flight from sterling, which continued throughout
August. On August 24th the Labour Government
resigned and was succeeded by a National Government,
which introduced a supplementary budget designed to
cover £70,000,000 of the budget deficit by economies in
expenditure and by increased taxation. But a minor
outbreak of discontent in the fleet over the pay cuts
shattered confidence once more; and on September
21st the government prohibited the export of gold. In
the familiar phrase, sterling “ went off gold ”; and
within a few days its value had fallen, in terms of gold
and gold currencics, by about 25 per cent.

The position of sterling as one of the great inter-
national currencies was so strong as to produce a para-
doxical and unexpected result.  The fall of sterling,
instead of raising the price level in Great Britain (the
normal and natural consequence of a decline in the
national currency), carried the world price level down
with it.  While therefore its effect in Great Britain was
entirely beneficial, giving an impetus to a flagging ex-
port trade and laying the foundation of a slow but sure
recovery, its first effcct abroad was still further to
aggravate the evil of low and unremunerative prices.
Moreover, the general clection of October 1931, which
gave the National Government an overwhelming
majority, paved the way for the abandonment by Great
Britain of her traditional free-trade policy and the intro-
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duction of an all-round tariff on manufactured goods
and quotas for many agricultural products; and in
1932, at the Ottawa Conference, Great Britain and the
British Dominions concluded a number of preferential
tariff and import quota agreements, from whose benefits
foreign states were excluded. 'These measures were in
all probability a necessary condition of the revival of
British trade. But the fact that Great Britain had
adhered, though belatedly, to the now almost universal
policy of economic nationalism placed a new and for-
midable obstacle in the way of a return to normal
conditions as hitherto understood.

The abandonment of the gold standard by Great
Britain, whose example was quickly followed by the
Scandinavian countries, by New Zecaland and (some-
what later) by South Africa, was the culminating
point of the crisis; and the winter of 1931~32 was
perhaps the darkest period since 1918. It had its
political as well as its economic preoccupations. On
September 19th, Japan embarked on the military ad-
venture which made her in less than a year mistress
of the fertile Chincse province of Manchuria. On
February 2nd, 1932, the Disarmament Conference
opened at Geneva; and few well-informed people
could regard its prospects with anything but profound
pessimism. The Japanese action in Manchuria and
the Disarmament Conference will form the subject of
the next two chapters. The remainder of this chapter
will trace the further course of the economic crisis down
to the middle of 1933.
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THE END OF REPARATION

The countries of Europe were now divided into
three categories : those which maintained free export of
gold and were effectively on the gold standard—France,
Italy, Poland, Belgium, Holland and Switzerland (some-
times called “ the gold bloc ) ; those which had form-
ally abandoned the gold standard—Great Britain,
Sweden, Norway, Denmark, Finland and Estonia
(sometimes referred to as “ the sterling dloc ”’), together
with Spain, Portugal and Greece ; and the remainder,
which had effectively abandoned the gold standard by
prohibiting the export of gold, but maintained their
currencies at an artificial gold parity by controlling all
transactions in foreign exchange.

Of the last and most numerous category, Germany
was the outstanding example; and the final step in
the long reparation controversy presented the creditor
governments with a new bone of contention. The
German Government, through the Reichsbank, now
had a virtual monopoly of Germany’s foreign exchange.
France argued that the German Government was under
an obligation to transfer the unconditional annui-
tics of the Young Plan in advance of all other foreign
payments. Great Britain answered, firstly, that this
argument, if logically applied, was absurd, since essential
German imports must clearly be paid for first; and
sccondly, that it was more essential for the restoration
of Germany’s credit that she should discharge her
commercial debts (in which Great Britain was far more
intercsted than France) than that she should pay repara-
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tion. Agreement might never have been reached on
this delicate point of priority. But in January 1932,
before the Hoover moratorium expired, Briining solved
the problem by declaring that Germany  neither
could nor would in any circumstances resume pay-
ment of reparation. This attitude was dictated partly
by considerations of internal politics. The National
Socialist campaign against the Versailles I'reaty was
gaining ground ; and no government could now atford
to take a less “ patriotic” line on the reparation question.

This being the case, the essential point was to reach
some agreement before the Hoover moratorium came
to an end on July 1st, 1932. The French Government,
though privately reconciled to the inevitable, could not
yet face a public admission that reparation was dead
It was not till June that a conference assembled at
Lausanne and agreed to cancel all reparation claims in
return for a single payment by Germany of £ 150,000,000
in the form of 5 per cent redeemable bonds. T'he
creditor governments signed a scparate agreement
cancelling war debts as between themselves, and
made their ratification of the main agreement condi-
tional on a satisfactory settlement of their debts to the
United States.  But the position was now such that the
ratification or non-ratification of the Lausanne agree-
ment (it was, in fact, never ratified) was of little practical
account. It was unthinkable that anyone would re-
new the attempt to make Germany pay reparation.
A long chapter of history had been closed once and
for all.

The expiry of the Hoover moratorium did, however,
reopen in a practical form the question of Allied debts
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to the United States. Fortunately the next instalments
were not payable till December 15th; but unfortun-
atcly a presidential election was due in the intervening
November. Although the rumblings of the economic
crisis had first been heard in the United States, the full
force of the storm was felt there somewhat later than in
Europe ; and it scarcely reached its height before the
autumn of 1932.  The clection took place in an atmo-
sphere of profound pessimism. The majority of the
electors found it diflicult to believe that anything which
President Hoover had done was right. It was at any rate
clear that the Hoover moratorium had not helped
America; and it was no time, when the United States
T'rcasury was faced with a deficit of £800,000,000, to
talk of cancelling the debts of Europe. Whatever the
result of the election (in fact, Franklin Roosevelt
won a sweeping victory), the request of the Allied
Governments for a revision of their obligations could
only have met with a blank refusal. In these circum-
stances, Great Britain, with some hesitation, paid the
Dccember instalment.  The French Government pro-
posed to do likewise. But the Chamber of Deputies
rejected the proposal ; and France, together with the
other principal debtor states, defaulted.

‘The payment by Great Britain in December 1932
was the last to be made in full by any debtor state. In
June and December 1933 Great Britain made nominal
payments of £2,000,000 each, which were treated by
the United States Government as sufficient to avoid an
admission of default. Before the next instalment was
due, fresh legislation in the United States prevented a
repetition of this fiction ; and nothing more was ever
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paid. In effect, the year 1932 saw the last act in that
confused drama of reparation and inter-Allied debts
which had tormented the world for more than ten
years. ‘'The Lausanne Conference buried them both in
the same unhonoured grave.

Tue WorLp Ecoxomic CONFERENCE

It was decided at Lausanne to hold in the follow-
ing vear a gencral economic conference—the first since
the Geneva conference of 1927; and the United States
Government accepted an invitation to participate on
condition that inter-Allicd debts were not discussed.
Before the conference met, much happened in America.
During the winter of 193233 the crisis rcached its peak
in the United States with a conjectural figure (for no
official records were kept) of 15,000,000 unemployed.
When Franklin Roosevelt was installed as President in
March 1933, the whole financial system was on the verge
of a breakdown. In the following month, the United
States abandoned the gold standard, and the value of
the dollar quickly depreciated by about 30 per cent.

It was under the shadow of this event that the World
Economic Conference met in London in June 1933. It
was the largest assembly of states on record, sixty-four
countries being represented ; and it was a striking
tribute to the still persistent faith in the collective wis-
dom of mankind. But a strange parallel was soon
revealed between the economic problem and the dis-
armament problem. Just as France and her allies had
for years pleaded that security was a necessary prelude
to disarmament. so France appeared at the World
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Economic Conference as the leader of a group of nations
which insisted on currency stabilisation as a condition
of any agreement to reduce tariffs or abandon quotas.
The prospects did not at first seem quite hopeless.
The British Government, while pressing strongly for
tariff reductions, paid tributes to the desirability of
stabilisation and professed willingness to negotiate.
So did Cordell Hull, the American Secretary of State
and head of the American Delegation. But the United
States Treasury, new to the experience of a flexible
currency, was more keenly alive to its advantages than
to its drawbacks. President Roosevelt issued a state-
ment which amounted to a disclaimer of the conciliatory
attitude of the American Delegation; and an expert
hurried over from Washington to defend the Treasury
view against the assaults of the stabilisers. This rather
undignified incident was the death-blow of the confer-
ence. It dragged on till the end of July, concluding
subsidiary agreements about the marketing of wheat
and the price of silver, and adjourned sine die. It had
performed the important function of demonstrating
beyond any manner of doubt that the world economic
crisis could not be cured by any universal formula.

THe L.AsT PHASE

The World Economic Conference failed because the
delegates, whatever their opinions as to the next step,
were all seeking ultimately to bring back a now irrevoc-
able past—the régime of low tariffs and fixed curren-
cics. Its failure turned the thoughts of statesmen into
new channels. It was clear that economic nationalism
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and state regulation of trade had come to stay, and must
be faced as basic facts of the future world organisation.
In spite of these obstacles an improvement, scarcely
noticeable at first, then gathering force, set in. In
Great Dritain, the starting-point scems to have been the
successful conversion in July 1932, on a 3% per cent
basis, of the large mass of public debt represented by the
5 per cent War Loan. In the United States a rise in
commodity prices and a revival in foreign trade dated
from March 1933, and reccived a powerful stimulus
from the depreciation of the dollar and President
Roosevelt’s ““ New Deal ”. The revival began slowly to
spread elsewhere. It was confined at first to those
countries which had abandoned gold. But these, com-
prising as they did the sterling bloc, the United States
and Japan, accounted for considerably more than half
the world’s trade (Great Britain alone representing
about one quarter), and determined the prevailing
mood. Bilateral commercial agreements between pairs
of states based on direct bargaining took the place of
large-scale schemces of international co-opceration.  In-
ternational investment of capital was still wvirtually
suspended. Each state fended for itsclf. Economic
panaceas went out of fashion; and the financial and
cconomic organisations of the League devoted them-
selves to routine and rescarch.

Great Britain took the lead in the new policy of bi-
lateral agreements. In the year following the World
Economic Conference, agreements involving mutual
tariff reductions and undertakings to purchase were
concluded with the Argentine, with the Scandinavian
and Baltic countries, and with Soviet Russia and Poland.
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Agreements with France, Germany and Holland were
defensive measures designed to meet threatened dis-
crimination by these countries against British goods,
and did not lead to any substantial increase of trade.
In June 1934, President Roosevelt obtained from Con-
gress powers to conclude with other states trade agree-
ments involving reductions in the United States tariff ;
and such agreements were signed with many American
countries, including Canada, and with some European
states. Prosperity returned more slowly to countries
remaining on the gold standard. In 1934 and 1933,
Italy, Poland and Belgium all seceded from the gold
bloc, the two first by establishing exchange control, the
last by an official devaluation of her currency ; and the
gold standard finally ceased to exist in September 1936,
when France, Switzerland and Holland devalued their
currencies.

While, however, it cannot be claimed that economic
and financial stability was ever fully restored, the
year 1933 may be said to mark the end of that specific
period of contemporary history known as the world
economic crisis. For three years the world had been
brooding over its economic troubles and finding no
solution. In 1933, the first rift in the economic clouds
coincided with a fresh darkening of the political horizon.
Political preoccupations—the withdrawal of Japan and
Germany from the League and the imminent breakdown
of the Disarmament Conference—once more dominated
world affairs and, though themselves in large measure
due to economic causes, caused the purely economic
aspects of the crisis to take a subordinate place in men’s
thoughts,
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CHAPTER 8: THE CRISIS IN THE FAR EAST

THE position of Japan in the Far East could be compared
to that of Germany and Italy in Europe. ler native
resources were insufficient to maintain a rapidly growing
population. She felt that she was treated as an upstart,
and that the other Great Powers jealously resisted the
fulfilment of her aspirations. At the Washington
Conference, the Anglo-Saxon Powers oblired her by
joint pressure to relinquish her war-time gains in
China and to subscribe to the doctrine of China’s
integrity. In 1923 a disastrous carthquake further
compelled her to renounce any immediate thought of
military enterprise. But the Amcrican Immigration
Act of 1924, which virtually excluded Japanese settlers
from the United States, was felt as a grave insult ; and
American policy in this matter was imitated by several
of the British Dominions. In 1925 the decision of the
British Government to carry out a long-standing pro-
ject for a first-class naval base at Singapore scemed like
a further bar to Japanesc ambitions. The Asiatic main-
land remained the only field for Japanese expansion,
and the only place where Japanese could appear not
merely as equals, but as conquerors. But it was not
until September 1931 that Japan resumed the offensive
which the Washington Conference had induced her to
abandon ; and before arriving at this event, it is neces-
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sary to note the main outlines of China’s relations with
foreign Powers during the intervening years.

CHINA AFTER THE WASHINGTON CONFERENCE

The revolution of 1911 left China a prey to internal
dissension ; and by 1919 the province of Canton was
completely independent of the Peking Government,
which exercised a somewhat shadowy control over the
rest of the country. In 1922, within a few months of
the Washington Conference, civil war broke out over
the whole of northern and central China, which was
divided between the authority of rival Tu-chuns or
provincial governors. In the extreme north, Man-
churia became virtually independent under the energetic
Chang Tso-lin. In the centre, Wu Pei-fu was the
most powerful of several Tu-chuns, but never succeeded
in unifying the country. In the south, Canton was the
headquarters of the Kuomintang, or nationalist party,
led by young Chinese intellectuals who had been
educated in Western Europe or the United States, or
in American colleges in China, and had imbibed ideals
of democracy and self-determination. The president
of Kuomintang, Sun Yat-sen, was the most striking
personality in China, combining the qualities of a
visionary and a prophet with those of an astute
politician. In 1923 Sun Yat-sen became head of the
Canton Government, and took as his chief adviser a
Russian named Borodin, who soon concluded a working
alliance between Soviet internationalism and Chinese
nationalism.

These internal dissensions were closely bound up
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with the other main issue in Chinese politics—resistance
to foreign domination. During the nineteenth century
the Great Powers had imposed on China the so-called
“ unequal treaties ”, by which China conceded a
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number of special privileges to subjects of these Powers
living and trading in Chinese territory. Of these
special privileges, two were of outstanding importance.
Firstly, the Chinese customs tariff on imports and cx-
ports was limited by agreement to a maximum of 5 per
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cent. Secondly, the Great Powers enjoyed extra-
territorial jurisdiction in China. Their nationals were
not subject to Chinese law or to Chinese courts, and
paid no Chinese taxes except such as were levied
indirectly. Cases in which a foreigner was concerned,
either as accused or as defendant, were tried by judges
of his own nationality under his own national law.
Morcover, China had agreed to set aside in all the
principal ports areas for foreign residence; and in
scveral of the ports these areas had developed into
*“ concessions ' and  “‘ settlements ” under foreign
municipal administrations. At other places there were
*“ leased territories ” of considerable extent, the leases
amounting to a virtual cession of sovercignty for a
period of years to the foreign Power concerned.

Before the first world war, these privileges had been
keenly resented by the younger generation of educated
Chinese ; and when, at the end of the war, Germany
and Russia were deprived of their special rights in
China, the agitation for the cancellation of the other
““uncqual treaties ”’ grew apace. The Washington
Conference sought to meet this agitation by holding out
hopes of an early relaxation of these foreign privileges.
In particular, the Powers undertook to convene a special
conference for the purpose of authorising an immediate
2§ per cent surtax on the existing tariff of 5 per cent,
and eventually increasing the tariff to 124 per cent ; and
somewhat more vaguely, they promised to set up a com-
mission to investigate and report on the extra-territorial
rights of foreigners and the administration of justice in
China. Once, however, the Washington Conference
had dispersed, there was no great haste to implement
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these promises. The civil war provided ample reason
for delay ; and there seemed little chance in such dis-
turbed conditions of the suppression of li-kin (or duties
levied on goods in transit inthe interior), which had been
one of the conditions for raising the customs tariff.

The delay, however excellent the reasons that could
be found for it, played into the hands of Kuomintang,
which appeared as the champion of Chinese national
independence. In March 1925 Sun Yat-sen died.
But his death gave him a recognised status in China as
the patron saint of Chinese nationalism ; and his name
became a symbol of the national revolt against foreign
control. Under Soviet influence, anti-foreign fecling
developed into a bitter and implacable feud. Borodin
did his best to direct it primarily against Great Britain,
the original sponsor of the ‘“ unequal treaties "’ and the
principal enemy of his own country. The enormous
extent of British interests in China made her an casy
target. But Borodin’s influence might not have
availed but for an unhappy incident in the International
Scttlement at Shanghai in May 1925, when Chinese
students, engaged in a peaceful demonstration against
conditions of labour in the Japanese-owned cotton
mills, were fired on by the municipal police under
British officers.  The drastic action of the police scems
to have lacked justification ; and the subsequent hand-
ling of the affair by the British authoritics added fucl to
the flame. A further and still more serious shooting
incident occurred a few weeks later in the British
concession at Canton. A wave of indignation swept
through China; and a boycott of British goods was
instituted.
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Meanwhile, the spread of Kuomintang influence,
ably seconded by Borodin, was having a disintegrating
effect on the power of the northern Tu-chuns. The
special conference for tariff revision had at last set to
work at Pcking in the autumn of 1925. But early in
1926 it was compelled to abandon its task owing to
the absence of any authoritative government with
which to negotiate. Peking, though still the seat of
the foreign legations, had already ceased to be the
capital of China. The centre of gravity had shifted
southwards. In October 1926 the Nationalist Govern-
ment in Canton once more took the initiative by
beginning to levy the 2§ per cent surtax, in the ports
under its control, without awaiting the authorisation
of the Powers.

The British Government now had the wisdom to per-
ccive that it was time to come to terms with the rising
tide of nationalism—the only real force in China. In
December 1926 it took two steps which created a con-
siderable impression. The British Minister went to
Hankow to meet the Foreign Minister of the Nationalist
Government—a first move towards its recognition as
the Government of China ; and the British Legation in
Peking issued a memorandum empbhasising the sym-
pathy of the British Government with the Chinese
nationalist movement. The memorandum declared
that the idea of imposing foreign tutelage on China was
obsolete, expressed readiness to discuss treaty revision,
and proposed as a first step that the Powers should
forthwith authorise the levying of the 2§ per cent surtax
throughout China.

Before there had been time for this declaration
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of policy to produce its effect, the storm broke. On
January 1st, 1927, the Nationalist Government trans-
ferred its headquarters from Canton to Hankow, a
more central situation for a national capital. A few
days later, the British concession at Hankow was
overrun by a Chinese mob ; and a division of British
troops was hurried to Shanghai to protect the Inter-
national Scttlement there from a similar assault. In
February the British Government concluded with the
Nationalist Government an agreement legalising, under
certain conditions, the transfer of the concession at
Hankow from British to Chinese control. The policy
of conciliation, tempered by a determination to safe-
guard British lives and property, was soon justified by
its results. The year 1927 proved to be a turning-
point in two important respects.

In the first place, it saw the sudden and dramatic
end of Borodin’s influence. 'The alliance between the
revolutionary internationalism of Moscow and the
patriotic nationalism of Kuomintang had always bcen
to some extent artificial. They had worked well
enough together so long as the object was the liberation
of China from foreign control. But when, at the begin-
ning of 1927, the Nationalist Government established
itself in Hankow and developed pretensions to become
the central authority for the whole of China, Kuomin-
tang split into two factions. The left wing aimed at
continuing the revolutionary traditions of thc party in
co-operation with Borodin. The right wing, strongly
influenced by the new attitude of Great Britain, coveted
respectability and recognition by the Great Powers
It so happened that at this time the right wing found a
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vigorous leader in General Chiang Kai-shek, who had
no sympathy with communism and no desire for the
assistance of Russian advisers. Chiang Kai-shek set
up a rival Kuomintang Government at Nanking, and
sent a demand to the Hankow Government for the
expulsion of Borodin and the communists.  In July the
demand was complied with.  Borodin and his Russian
assistants were sent back to Moscow, and many Chinese
communists were thrown into prison. 'T'he seat of
government was transferred from Hankow to Nan-
king, which remained thereafter the capital of China.

Secondly, the year 1927 witnessed an important
change in China’s international relations. For two
years Great Britain had borne the brunt of China's
resentment of the foreigner.  Japan, true to the policy
of self-restraint accepted by her at the Washington
Conference, had remained in the background, and her
trade had profited by the boycott on British goods.
But the prospect of the re-establishment of a unified
national government in China reversed the position,
and brought out the fundamental ditference between
British and Japanese policy in China. Great Britain,
whose interests in China were purely commercial,
sincerely desired an orderly and united country where
trade could prosper. Japan, whose concern in her
neighbour’s affairs was above all political, preferred to
see China weak, divided and incapable of contesting
Japanese supremacy or thwarting Japanese ambitions.
In particular, Japan regarded with distaste any prospect
of North China coming under the effective control of
a central government,

When, therefore, in May 1927 Nationalist forces
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marched northwards and reached a point on the Yellow
River some 500 miles south of Peking, the Japancse
Government took alarm.  Japanese troops were landed
in the province of Shantung, and occupied certain
strategic points with the evident intention of barring
the Nationalist advance. 'T'his act, which showed that
Japanesc designs on Shantung, abandoned at Washing-
ton under the pressure of the Powers, were still alive,
produced a strong reaction throughout China. 'The
hostility displayed two years ecarlier against Great
Britain was now dirccted against Japan, and it was the
turn of Japanese goods to be boycotted by Chincse
patriots. In face of Japanese opposition, the whole of
North China as far as Pcking recognised the authority
of the Nationalist Government.  But about Manchuria,
Japan was adamant; and when in April 1928 Chang
T'so-lin showed signs of coming to terms with Nanking
he was killed in a mysterious bomb explosion which
many regarded as a Japanese plot.

Thus by the middle of 1928 the situation in China
had clarified itself, and the stage was sct for the
dramatic events of 1931. Civil war continued inter-
mittently. In some provinces of central China,
communism was still in the ascendant. The control
of the government was weak or non-existent in the
outlying provinces. In Manchuria Japancse influence
prevented any co-operation with Nanking. But in
name China was once more united under a central
government. Internationally, Japan resumed her role
as China’s principal bogey; the ever-present fear of
Japan had a sobering effect on China’s attitude to other
foreign interests. At no time since 1919 had there been
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less friction in the conduct of China’s international
relations than between 1927 and 1931.

fm,lg ct /w¢7f

JapAN cONQUERs MANCHURIA

Precisely what circumstances decided the date of
Japan’s first overt act of aggression is a matter for
conjecture. There had long been rivalry in Japan be-
tween the civil and the military authorities. Both were
equally anxious to establish Japan’s position as a Great
Power. But while the civilian political leaders believed
that this could best be achieved by conciliating British
and American opinion, the military party (whose posi-
tion was strengthened by the fact that the army was
responsible not to the civil government, but direct to
the Emperor) sought to found Japan’s greatness on a
policy of military conquest. The civilian party had
won at the Washington Conference, and for nearly ten
years were strong enough to restrain the army from
action. But since 1927 the provocative attitude of
China towards Japanese interests had tried Japanese
patience. The economic crisis, which between 1929
and 1931 cut the value of Japan’s foreign trade almost
in half, threatened serious internal unrest. In the
summer of 1931, the murder of a Japanese officer in
Manchuria by Chinese bandits was used to inflame
opinion ; and in September the army took the matter
into its own hands. The moment chosen was, by
accident or design, one at which Great Britain was in
the throes of a financial and political crisis.

By the treaty which ended the Russo-Japanese War,
Japan had acquired the right to maintain some 15,000
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soldiers in Manchuria for the protection of the South
Manchurian Railway, the line which runs southward
from the Trans-Siberian Railwayto Port Arthur. These
guards were confined to the railway zone, their head-
quarters being at Mukden. On the night of September
18th-1gth, 1931, a Japanese patrol near Mukden dis-
covered, or was alleged to have discovered, a detach-
ment of Chinese soldiers attempting to blow up the
main line. The Japanese guards were promptly called
out, and a minor battle ensued, as the result of which the
10,000 Chinese troops in Mukden were disarmed or
dispersed. Within four days, all Chinese towns within
a radius 200 miles north of Mukden, some of them far
outside the railway zone, were in Japanese occupation.
The Chinese Provincial Government, of which a son of
Chang Tso-lin was the head, was driven out of Mukden,
and maintained a shadowy existence at Chinchow. By
the middle of November the vast and thinly populated
territory of northern Manchuria was in Japanese hands.
The Japanese forces then turned southwards, bombing
aeroplanes being used in this phase of the operations.
Chinchow fell on December 28th, and on January 4th,
1932, the Japanese reached Shanhaikwan on the Great
Wall, the frontier station between Manchuria and China
proper. The Japanese conquest of Manchuria was
complete.

The Japanese plan of campaign had been carried
through without regard to the embarrassments of the
Council of the League of Nations, which had been in
almost continuous session during this time. The
Chinese Government had at once appealed to the
League under Article 11 of the Covenant—the Article
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under which decisions could be taken only by a unani-
mous vote, and under which the League had scored
all its past successes. The Japanese delegate disclaimed
on behalf of his government any intention of annexing
Chinese territory, and explained the operations of the
Japanese army by the necessity of protecting Japanese
lives and property from Chinese bandits. The Council,
recalling the methods by which it had triumphed in
the Greco-Bulgarian quarrel (see p. 105), drew up a
resolution designed to pave the way for a Japanese
retreat. 'The resolution recited an assurance given by
the Japanese delegate that his Government would
“ continue as rapidly as possible the withdrawal of its
troops . . . into the railway zone in proportion as the
safety of the lives and property of Japanese nationals is
effectively secured ”, and expressed the hope that this
and other measures for the ‘ restoration of normal
relations ” would be speedily completed. On Sep-
tember 3oth, 1931, this resolution was unanimously
accepted ; and the Council adjourned for a fortnight,
anxious but not despondent.

The Pact of Paris prohibited recourse to war ; and
the Nine-Power Treaty concluded at Washington
(see p. 21) bound its signatories to respect the in-
dependence and integrity of China. It was for this
reason that Japan so firmly insisted that her Manchurian
venture was to be regarded not as an act of war, but as
‘ police operations ”’, and that she had no intention of
annexing Chinese territory. As the days went on,
however, this pretence became more and more difficult
to keep up. When the Council reassembled on
October 13th, it was clear that Japan was in process of
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breaking not only the Covenant of the League, but the
Pact of Paris and the Nine-Power Treaty ; and this at
once brought the United States on the scene. The
leaders of American opinion were quick to realise
that the Japanese action had opened a new chapter in
the struggle for power in the Pacific. The American
Government not only applauded the efforts of the
Council with rare warmth, but supported them by
diplomatic representations at Peking and Tokyo; and
it was intimated to Briand, the President of the Council,
that an invitation to participate in the proceedings of
the Council would be not unwelcome at Washington.
The Council, carried off its feet by this flattering and
surprising offer, now made its first mistake. When
Briand laid before it the proposal to invite the American
Government to send a delegate to the Council, the
Japanese delegate at once objected to the proposal as
unconstitutional. Article 17 of the Covenant prescribed
the only condition in which non-members of the League
could be invited to be represented at the Council ;
and that condition was not present. After a long
debate, this objection was overruled. By a somewhat
sophistical argument, the other members of the Council
decided that the invitation to the United States was a
matter of procedure which could be carried by a
majority vote; and on October 16th an American
delegate took his seat at the Council table, declaring
that he would participate in the discussions only in so
far as they related to the upholding of the Pact of Paris.
The enthusiasm was enormous. Optimists whispered
that the League, if it had lost Japan, had won America.
But events soon showed that optimism was premature.
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The American Government was too frightened of anti-
League opinion in the United States to permit its
delegate to play any active part ; and when the Council
resumed its meetings in the following month, American
co-operation was once more confined to private and
unofficial conversations with individual members of the
Council.

Meanwhile the dispute about American participa-
tion had widened the rift between Japan and the other
members of the Council. The attitude of both sides
stiffened. Japan demanded direct negotiations with
China as a preliminary to withdrawal, and refused to
inform the Council what her terms would be. The
other members of the Council continued to insist on the
withdrawal of the Japanese troops into the railway zone
as a preliminary to negotiations. On October 24th a
resolution was put to the vote calling on Japan to com-
plete this withdrawal * before the date fixed for the
next meeting of the Council ”, i.e. November 16th, and
was rejected by the single adverse vote of the Japanese
delegate. Conciliation had definitely broken down.
The procedure of Article 11 was exhausted.

So great, however, was the prestige which Article 11
had acquired in the prosperous days of the League, and
so strong the reluctance to resort to the procedure of
Article 15, under which a verdict could be pronounced
against the vote of the parties, that this conclusion was
not immediately drawn. During a long session in
Paris, lasting from November 16th to December 10th,
the Council continued to wrestle with the problem
under the terms of Article 11. The deadlock was com-
plete. But an open admission of failure was postponed

166



THE CRISIS IN THE FAR EAST

by the unanimous decision to send to the Far East a
League Commission to investigate on the spot ‘‘ any
circumstances which, affecting international relations,
threatens to disturb peace between China and Japan .
The sole limitation on the competence of the Commis-
sion was that it was not to ‘‘ interfere with the military
arrangements of either party”. It was composed of
representatives of the five Great Powers (Great Britain,
the United States, France, Germany and Italy); and its
president was the British representative, Lord Lytton.

Before the Lytton Commission could start its work,
other striking developments occurred. The Chinese
had replied to Japanese aggression with their traditional
weapon—a boycott of Japanese goods; and feeling ran
so high that incidents were of frequent occurrence.
At the end of January 1932 one such incident, in which
a party of Japanese monks in Shanghai were attacked,
and one of them killed, gave the Japanese military com-
mand an excuse to teach the Chinese a lesson. A large
Japanese force was landed at Shanghai and, using the
International Settlement as its base, attacked the
Chinese troops in the suburb of Chapei, which was
bombed from the air and practically burnt out. But
the permanent occupation of Shanghai was no part of
Japan’s present programme; and the arrival of the
Lytton Commission in China early in March stimulated
Japanese anxiety to wind up this discreditable side-
show. After prolonged negotiations, in which the
British Minister acted as intermediary, the Japanese
troops were withdrawn from Shanghai in May. In
Manchuria Japan had meanwhile consolidated her
conquest by setting up a puppet Republic of Manchukuo
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and appointing as its president the last survivor of the
old Manchu dynasty, Pu Yi. Later in the year Japan
officially recognised the republic, which was in fact
administered by Japanese advisers, as an independent
state.

The situation at Geneva had also developed. On
January 29th, in the midst of the Shanghai fighting, the
Chinese Government had at last demanded the applica-
tion of Article 10 and Article 15 of the Covenant, and
had followed this up by requesting the convocation
of a special Assembly. The motive for transferring
the matter to the Assembly was clear. The smaller
Powers, who had most to fear from aggression, had
from the first shown greater eagerness for the coercion
of Japan than the Great Powers on whom would fall the
brunt of enforcing sanctions ; and in the Assembly, the
small Powers were in a large majority. The special
Assembly met in March and listened to a number of
excellent speeches. But it could not well pronounce its
verdict until it received the report of the Lytton Com-
mission, which could not be ready till the autumn.
During the summer Geneva was in the throes of the
Disarmament Conference, and reparation was being
disposed of at Lausanne ; and the Far Eastern problem
was half forgotten.

At the end of September the report of the Lytton
Commission reached Geneva, and in November it was
submitted to the Council. It was a long and exhaustive
document which dealt not only with the Manchurian
episode, but with almost every aspect of Chinese-
Japanese relations. It rejected unhesitatingly the
various pretexts on which Japan had endeavoured to
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justify her invasion of Manchuria, and declared the
independent Manchukuo state to be a complete fiction.
On the other hand, it did not deny that the Chinese
attitude towards Japan in the past had been incorrect
and provocative. It declared that neither the restora-
tion of the status quo nor the maintenance of the ficti-
tious Manchukuo state would be a satisfactory solution
of the dispute, and recommended that an autonomous
régime should be set up in Manchuria as the result
of negotiations between China and Japan under the
auspices of the League.

The Lytton report was successively considered by
the Council, by the Assembly and by an Assembly
Committee, which was charged with the task of drafting
the report required by Article 15 of the Covenant. This
report followed closely the lines of the Lytton report.
It recommended that China and Japan should negotiate,
under the auspices of a committee to be set up by the
Assembly, for the withdrawal of the Japanese troops
and the establishment of an autonomous régime in
Manchuria under Chinese sovereignty. It proposed
that members of the League should refuse to recognise
the existing régime in Manchuria ; but it equally re-
jected any return to the status quo.

The most significant feature of the report was, how-
ever, the skill with which it avoided any pronouncement
which might have entailed the application of sanctions
under Article 16 of the Covenant. It pointedly
recited the obligations of the Covenant, the Pact of
Paris and the Nine-Power Treaty. But it abstained
from drawing the conclusion that these obligations had
been violated by Japan. It did not formally accept the
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Japanese thesis that the Manchurian campaign had been
a mere matter of police operations. But it quoted and
endorsed the opinion of the Lytton report that ‘ the
present case is not that of a country which has declared
war on another country without previously exhaust-
ing the opportunities for conciliation provided in the
Covenant of the League of Nations, neither is it a
simple case of the violation of the frontier of one country
by the armed forces of a neighbouring country ”.  'The
importance of this passage was obvious. If Japan had
not resorted to war, she had not broken the Covenant,
and the application of Article 16 did not arise. Sanc-
tions were, in fact, never discussed. The only penalty
recommended in the report was one which had been
originally suggested by the American Secretary of
State, and in which the American Government was
prepared to co-operate : non-recognition of Man-
chukuo.

On February 24th, 1933, the report was voted on by
the Assembly. Of the forty-four delegations present,
forty-two accepted it. Siam abstained, and Japan voted
“no ”; but the adverse vote of one of the parties to
the dispute did not affect the unanimous adoption of
the report. As soon as the result was announced, the
Japanese Delegation left the hall in a body. A month
later, Japan gave formal notice to terminate her mem-
bership of the League.

After adopting its report, the Assembly appointed a
committee *‘ to follow the situation . . . and to aid the
members of the League in concerting their action and
their attitude among themselves and with the non-
member states ’. The Soviet Government still refused
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to have anything to do with the political organs of the
League. The American Government cordially agreed
to co-operate, and appointed a representative to the
committee. But the League effort was now virtually
exhausted. The deliberations of the committee were
limited to two specific points : the export of arms to
the Far East, and the practical consequences of the non-
recognition decision. As regards the first question,
nothing was achieved. The British Government
rather illogically placed an embargo on shipments of
arms from Great Britain to both China and Japan. But
when nobody followed this example, the embargo was
withdrawn ; and no further attempt was made to
limit the supply of arms to either party. As regards
the second question, the committee unravelled some of
the complications of postal and commercial relations
with an unrecognised state, and of the status of foreign
consuls resident there. Manchukuo enjoyed most of the
practical advantages of intercourse with the outside
world. Butits existence was not officially recognised by
any country of importance except Japan.

THE CONSEQUENCES TO THE LEAGUE

The Japanese conquest of Manchuria was one of
the most important historical landmarks since the first
world war. In the Pacific, it denoted the resumption
of the struggle for power which had been suspended by
the Washington Conference. In the world at large, it
heralded a return to *“ power politics ’, which had been
in abeyance, at any rate in this naked form, since the
end of the war. For the first time since the peace
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settlement, war had been waged (though under the
guise of police operations) on an extensive scale, and a
vast territory had been annexed (though under the guise
of an independent state) by the conqueror. For the
League of Nations, whose Covenant and whose ideals
had been flouted, the consequences were incalculable.
It was difficult to resist the conclusion that members of
the League (and in particular the Great Powers on
whom the main burden of upholding the Covenant
must necessarily fall) were not prepared to resist an act
of aggression committed by a powerful and well-armed
state.

Many excuses were urged in mitigation of this
failure. The test had come at a moment when the
whole world was suffering from a wholesale and dis-
astrous contraction of international trade. It was
plausibly argued that to break off financial and eco-
nomic relations with Japan, as the Covenant demanded,
would mean a gratuitous aggravation of the prevail-
ing economic distress. The British navy was the only
first-class fleet possessed by a League member other
than Japan ; and should Japan reply to economic sanc-
tions by attacking the possessions of sanctionist Powers
in China, the British navy, so far from its normal bases,
could scarcely provide an adequate defence. The
feeling grew up that this was an exceptional case which
could not be treated as a precedent. The distances
were too great. The framers of Article 21 of the
Covenant and the makers of the Locarno Treaty had
wisely recognised the regional character of security.
States could not be expected to apply sanctions on the
other side of the world ; and the abnormal status of
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China, carefully emphasised in the Assembly report,
justified the failure to apply strict League rules.
Because the Covenant had broken down in the Far
East, it did not follow that it would not prove an effect-
ive instrument nearer home. During the later stages of
the Manchurian dispute, this consoling reflexion seems
to have satisfied everyone except the Chinese delegate,
who pathetically remarked that China “‘cannot be
expected to admit that the operation of treaties,
covenants and the accepted principles of international
law stops at the border of Manchuria ™.

The League had, morcover, drawn one uncontest-
able advantage from the Manchurian affair: the good-
will of the United States. The participation of an
American delegate in the proceedings of the Council
had, indeed, been short-lived. It remained uncertain
whether the United States would have co-operated with
the League in economic sanctions, if these had been
applied. It was clear that American military co-
operation could not in any case have been counted on.
American membership of the League was as far off as
ever. But in spite of all these qualifications, a decided
change came over the attitude of American opinion
towards the League. The United States Government
publicly applauded every decision of the League on this
question—a novel departure in American politics.
The movement might have gone further but for the
discouraging effects of American participation in the
Disarmament Conference.

In the midst of the Manchurian dispute, the League
found itself with two other wars on its hands—both
in South America; and here too the United States
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Government encouraged and supported League action.
The first of these conflicts concerned the Chaco, a re-
mote uninhabited region which had for many years
been contested between Bolivia and Paraguay. In 1932
regular fighting broke out, and in the next year Paraguay
formally declared war. The dispute was dealt with by
the League, first under Article 11, then under Article
15, of the Covenant. Nearly all members of the
League, as well as the United States, imposed an
embargo on supplies of war material to both belliger-
ents. But every effort proved fruitless. The war ran
its course, and ended in 1935 in a victory for Paraguay.
The other dispute arose from the seizure by Peru of the
small Colombian settlement of Leticia with its adjacent
territory. Colombia appealed under Article 15 to the
Council, which, in March 1933, issued a report call-
ing on Peru to withdraw. At first Peru defied the
summons. Presently, however, internal events in Peru
produced a more reasonable frame of mind ; and later
in the year a League commission visited Leticia to
superintend the return of the district to Colombia.
But neither the League’s failure in the Chaco, nor its
success at Leticia, diverted public anxiety from the
graver problems of Manchuria and the Disarmament
Conference.
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CHAPTER 9: THE DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE

It is a matter for speculation whether the Disarmament
Conference would have succeeded if it had been con-
vened in the period between 1925 and 1930. What is
certain is that, when it finallly met in February 1932 at
the height of the economic crisis and of the Japanese
attack on Shanghai, its chances of success had almost
disappeared. Its failure, following hard on the Man-
churian fiasco, marked the culmination of the period of
crisis which had begun in 1930. The account of the
Conference itself must, however, be prefaced by a brief
review of the ten years of preparation which had led
up to it.

THE DISARMAMENT PROBLEM

In the Versailles Treaty, the Allied Powers had
declared that the purpose of the drastic disarmament of
Germany was “‘ to render possible the initiation of a
general limitation of the armaments of all nations ”;
and by Article 8 of the Covenant members of the
League recognised ‘‘ that the maintenance of peace
required the reduction of national armaments to the
lowest point consistent with national safety ”’.  On the
one hand, therefore, the Allied Governments had given
Germany a promise (which was morally, if not legally,
binding) to proceed to a general measure of disarma-

175



THE PERIOD OF CRISIS

ment when Germany was disarmed. On the other
hand, they had accepted *“ national safety *’ as an over-
riding factor in any reduction of armaments. The
conflict between these two principles constituted the
problem of disarmament.

Article 8 of the Covenant placed on the Council
of the League the duty of formulating plans for the
reduction of armaments ““ for the consideration and
action of the several governments”. In November
1920 the Council appointed a * Temporary Mixed
Commission ”, composed of civilians and representa-
tives of the fighting services, to assist it in this task.
But the first success in the field of disarmament was
won at the Washington Conference. There the navies
of the chief naval Powers were limited by a straight-
forward numerical scheme of tonnage and ratios (see
p. 20). Itremained for the League to apply the same
principle to the all-important matter of military estab-
lishments (for air power was still in its infancy) ; and in
1922 the British delegate on the Temporary Mixed
Commission proposed a numerical scheme for the
limitation of armies. Armies were to be divided into
imaginary units of 30,000 men ; and a certain number
of these units (like battleships) was to be allocated to
each Power. Thus France was to have six units, or
an army of 180,000 men, Italy four units, Great Britain
three and so on. Unfortunately this simple plan was
condemned by the military experts of nearly every
European country. It was plausibly urged that,
whereas a battleship of a certain tonnage was a more or
less standard article and its maximum complement of
guns was known, a unit of 30,000 men was not in itself
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a mcasurable force, and its strength could vary almost
indefinitely in proportion to its armaments. The first
concretescheme of land disarmament was ignominiously
shelved.

But Article 8 remained, and something must be
done about it. It was at this point that the French
Delegation, relying on the “ national safety ” stipula-
tion, introduced the thesis of increased security as a
necessary condition of disarmament, and won the
assent of the British Delegation to their view (sce p. 88).
The next three years were the years of the draft T'reaty
of Mutual Assistance, the Geneva Protocol and the
Locarno Treaties. During the whole of this period
nothing was done in the ficld of disarmament, except
for an unsuccessful attempt to limit the naval arma-
ments of the smaller Powers on the basis of the
Washington agreement, and a convention, which never
came into force, for controlling international trade in
arms.

It was the signature of the Locarno T'reaties and the
impending entry of Germany into the League which
once more galvanised the disarmament machine into
action. In the final protocol of the Locarno Confer-
ence, the signatories committed themselves to the view
that the conclusion of these agreements would ‘“ hasten
on effectively the disarmament provided for in Article
8 of the Covenant”; and from this time onward
Germany’s insistence on the disarmament of the other
Powers became a determining factor in the proceed-
ings. In December 1925 the Council appointed a
Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Con-
ference, which met for the first time in May 1920.
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Germany, the United States and the Soviet Union
were all invited to become members of this Commis-
sion. The first two accepted immediately, and the
Soviet Union in the following year.

Progress was nevertheless slow. The greater part
of 1926 was occupied by the work of two “ technical ”
sub-commissions labouring to define the nature of the
armaments which were to be limited and reduced. It
was not until March 1927, when the British and French
Delegations submitted draft disarmament conventions,
that the Preparatory Commission really came to grips
with its subject. These drafts were in fact only dummy
conventions. They contained no figures, but presented

framework designed to show what should be limited
and how. But even so they revealed wide differences
of opinion, and many of these were fundamental. In
the question of military personnel, the French Delega-
tion wished to limit only men on service ; the British,
American and German Delegations wished to limit all
trained personnel. Inthe question of military material,
the German Delegation demanded a specific numerical
limitation of all important categories of armament such
as had been imposed on Germany under the Versailles
Treaty ; the French Delegation wished to limit military
material by the indirect means of limiting budgetary
expenditure on it (the only form of limitation which had
not hitherto been imposed on Germany); the British
and American Delegations deemed any limitation of
military material impracticable. In the question of
naval material, the French and Italian Delegations
wanted only a limitation of the total tonnage of navies ;
the British and American Delegations wanted separate
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limitation of each category of ship. In the question of
budgets, the French Delegation wanted a limitation of
expenditure; the British and Italian Delegations wanted
detailed publicity of expenditure in an agreed form;
the American and German Delegations wanted no
budgetary stipulations of any kind. The Commission
recorded these divergent views and adjourned for
further reflexion.

In the meanwhile, the American Government had
made an unexpected proposal. Impatient of these
delays, it invited the other signatories of the Wash-
ington Naval Treaty to attend a conference for the
purpose of dealing with those classes of ships which had
not been limited by that treaty. France declined the
invitation. She was prepared in the last resort to make
naval concessions in return for counter-concessions on
matters more vital to her ; but it would be manifestly
disadvantageous for her to discuss naval disarmament
as a separate topic. Italy followed suit. But Great
Britain and Japan accepted ; and a Three-Power con-
ference accordingly assembled at Geneva in June 1927.

Both Amecrican and British Governments seem to
have seriously underestimated the difficulty of extend-
ing the Washington limitations to non-capital ships.
The American Delegation proposed a simple extension
of the Washington ratio of 5:5:3 (see p. 21) to
cruisers, destroyers and submarines, and put forward
limitation figures on this basis. The British case was
more complicated. The British Government main-
tained that, owing to the extent of Empire communica-
tions, the minimum British need in cruisers was seventy
—a number considerably in excess of those already built
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or building. They therefore proposed that cruisers
should be divided into two classes, divided according
to tonnage and calibre of guns—a larger class which
should be subject to the Washington ratios, and a
smaller which should be free from all limitation. They
also suggested a reduction in the size of capital ships.
In brief, the British Government wished to economise
by an all-round reduction in the size of ships, but
claimed a free hand, or at any rate a high limitation,
in respect of small cruisers. 'The American Govern-
ment saw no reason to reduce the size of ships of any
category. They refused to consider a limitation figure
for cruisers in excess of existing numbers, and
suspected a desire on the part of the British Govern-
ment to escape from the principle of equality accepted
at Washington. 'The Japanese Delegation occupied an
intermediate position and gave an impression of willing-
ness to accept whatever the two protagonists might
agree on. But the divergence on the cruiser issue
proved irreconcilable; and the conference ended with
a confession of failure. It was the first open defeat for
the causc of disarmament.

The failure of the Geneva Naval Conference cast a
gloom over the 1927 Assembly, which, adopting the
course now customary at Geneva whenever disarma-
ment prospects looked black, recommended a further
study of the problem of security. The autumn session
of the Preparatory Commission was enlivened by the
first appearance of a Soviet Delegation under M.
Litvinov, who made an eloquent plea for total and
universal disarmament. This proposal met with no
support; and progress on more orthodox lines was
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barred by the unresolved deadlock of the spring session.
In these conditions the Commission took its cue from
the Assembly resolution and appointed the Committce
on Arbitration and Security whose labours have already
been chronicled (see p. 115). TFor two years disarma-
ment once more receded into the background.

It was not till 1929 that the sky showed signs of
clearing. In March of that year Herbert Hoover
took office as President of the United States, and three
months later MacDonald’s second Labour Govern-
ment came into power in Great Britain. These changes
perhaps hastened a reconciliation which both sides
had long desired. In the autumn MacDonald visited
the United States ; and as the result of this visit it was
decided to convene another naval conference to meet
in London in January 1930. This time France and
Italy, as well as Japan, accepted the invitation, though
France reiterated her view of the interdcpendence of
naval, military and air armaments.

The course of the London Naval Conference was
very different from that of its predecessor. Great
Britain had reduced her requirements in cruisers from
seventy to fifty ; and this figure made agreement pos-
sible, though it represented, both for Great Britain and
the United States, a measure of rcarmament rather than
of disarmament. It was France who now succeeded to
the role previously played by Great Britain. Her
delegates insisted that the extent of her colonial posses-
sions made it essential for her to maintain a large fleet
of cruisers, and rejected both the Anglo-American pro-
posal for the extension to non-capital ships of the
Washington ratios, and the Italian claim to parity with
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France. More important, Japan for the first time
expressed open dissatisfaction with the inequality im-
posed on her by the Washington treaties, and put for-
ward a tentative claim to parity with Great Britain and
the United States in all categories. She was finally
persuaded, with considerable difficulty, to accept the
Washington ratio (which gave her 6o per cent of British
or American tonnage) for large cruisers, on condition
that she was granted 70 per cent in small cruisers and
destroyers, and parity in submarines ; and in April a
limitation treaty was signed on this basis. French
objections, however, proved intractable, and the agree-
ment was confined to Great Britain, the United States
and Japan. All five Powers agreed at the same time to
extend the Washington treaty for a further five years.
This partial success spurred the League to renew its
efforts. Germany, having secured the evacuation of
the Rhincland, was free to concentrate on disarmament;
and German pressure at Geneva for more rapid pro-
gress grew stronger month by month. It was decided
that the Preparatory Commission should hold a final
session in the autumn of 1930, and that, whatever the
issue, the long postponed Disarmament Conference
should then be convened. The final session did little to
remove those differences on the principles of limitation
which had dogged the earlier proceedings of the Com-
mission. But a dummy draft convention (from which
figures were still absent) was passed by majorities of
varying size, the dissentients recording their objections
and reservations in footnotes. Such a document was
of little practical value ; and it was in fact not used by
the Conference when it met. But it served to register
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and explain those fundamental divergences of opinion
about disarmament which the Conference would have
had to face. So much had been achieved by the five
years’ labour of the Preparatory Commission. The
way was now clear. The Conference was summoned
for February 2nd, 1932.

THE Di1SARMAMENT CONFERENCE

The Conference was attended by representatives of
sixty-one states, including five non-members of the
League of Nations, and presided over by Arthur
Henderson. At the time of his appointment in the
summer of 1931, Henderson was Foreign Secretary in
the British Labour Government. But in August the
Government resigned, and in the ensuing general elec-
tion Henderson lost his seat in Parliament. It was
therefore as a private individual that he presided over
the Conference. This was an unforeseen misfortune.
A president holding high office in the British Govern-
ment would have been in a strong position to oblige the
Conferenceto face the issues and take its decisions. The
ultimate result would probably have been the same.
But the prolonged falterings and evasions which dis-
credited the Conference might have been avoided. Both
the French and British Governments aggravated the
difficulties by failing to appoint ministerial delegates to
reside at Geneva and assume continuous direction of
policy. The internal situation in Germany exercised
a still more untoward influence; for in May 1932
the weak and conciliatory government of Briining
was succeeded by the sly and truculent Papen, who
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was keenly conscious of the importance of stealing
the thunder of the National Socialists. These minor
handicaps, added to the graver disasters of the ecunomic
crisis and Japan’s invasion of Manchuria, scaled the fate
of the Conference.

The Preparatory Commission had provided more
signposts to the pitfalls of disarmament than to promis-
ing lines of advance ; and it is not surprising that the
Conference, though it passed a resolution adopting the
Commission’s draft convention as a *‘ framework ” for
its labours, should in fact have steered an altogether
different course. The French Delegation secured the
initiative by proposing, in a memorandum circulated to
the Confcrence, the creation of a League of Nations
police force. Powers possessing capital ships, large
submarines or heavy artillery were to hold them at the
disposal of the League force, which was also to have a
monopoly of bombing acroplanes. This proposal was
supported by several minor European Powers. But it
was highly distasteful to Great Britain and the United
States, who had always opposed the idea of a super-
national military force, and to Germany, who regarded
the plan as yet another manceuvre to shelve the real
issue of disarmament. France did not attempt to press
the proposal for a League force. But whenever the
Conference embarked on the discussion of some con-
crete measure of disarmament, the French Delegation
could be relied upon to remind it that some addition to
French security was an unalterable condition of French
approval.

The course of the Conference was more directly
affected by a proposal made by the British Foreign
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Secretary in his opening speech.  Sir John Simon sug-
gested that the Conference should consider what came
to be known as ““ qualitative limitation ", 7.e. limitation
of armaments not by numbers (the main form of limita-
tion contemplated by the Preparatory Commission),
but by the complete abolition of certain forms of arma-
ment particularly lending themselves to offensive rather
than dcfensive warfare. This clear-cut proposal re-
ceived widespread support; and heavy guns, tanks,
submarines, bombing aircraft and gas were among the
weapons instanced by several delegations as specifically
offensive. When, however, the question was referred
to three commissions composed respectively of naval,
military and aeronautical experts, it became apparent
that no distinction between offensive and defensive
weapons would command general acceptance. Thus,
while the British and American Delegations thought
submarines offensive and battleships defensive, others
thought precisely the opposite, Many delegations re-
garded all tanks as offensive. But the French Delega-
tion attributed an offensive character only to a tank of
over seventy tons (a hitherto non-existent phenomenon),
and the British Delegation suggested a limit of twenty-
five tons. The German Delegation alone had a con-
sistent criterion : all armaments prohibited by the
Versailles Treaty were offensive, all others defensive.
But even this criterion did not save them from a glaring
inconsistency ; for while they maintained that all mili-
tary aircraft were offensive, they stoutly opposed any
suggestion for the control of civil aircraft, which had
been overlooked in the Versailles Treaty. Only the
Commission on Chemical Warfare unanimously re-
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commended that the use of noxious gases in war should
be prohibited (a result already achieved by an inter-
national convention of 1925). But no scheme could be
deviscd to restrict the manufacture or possession of
such gases.

It was not until June that the various commissions
reported these meagre results. A further delay was
caused by the diversion of interest to the Lausanne
Conference (sec p. 147). An American proposal based
on the principle of an all-round reduction of one-third
in existing armed forces and armaments was politely,
but coldly, reccived by Great Britain, who saw in it a
sinister design to reduce the number of British cruisers ;
and when in the middle of July the delegations began
to consider a resolution to report progress prior to the
summer recess, they were embarrassed by the absence
of any achievement to record. On July 20th a resolu-
tion was submitted to the Conference recording agree-
ment (1) to prohibit air bombardment, to limit the
number of aircraft and to regulate civil aviation, (2) to
limit heavy artillery and tanks above a maximum size
not yet determined, and (3) to prohibit chemical war-
farc. Forty-one delegations voted for this resolution,
eight (including Italy) abstained, and two (Germany
and the Soviet Union) voted against it. The German
delegate, who had throughout insisted on the principle
that the other Powers must either disarm down to the
Versailles level or recognise Germany’s right to rearm,
announced that Germany would participate in the
further work of the Conference only if there were ¢ a
clear and definite recognition of equality of rights he-
tween nations ",
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Negotiations during the recess led to no result ; and
when the Conference reassembled in October Ger-
many’s place was vacant. For two months the work of
the Conference was virtually suspended, the only note-
worthy features being a new French security plan, and
a French proposal to make the manufacture of arms in
all countries a state monopoly. The German issue
dominated everything else ; and at length, on Decem-
ber 11th, a formula was found. Great Britain, France
and Italy recognised Germany’s claim to *“ equality of
rights in a system which would provide security for all
nations ”’, and on these terms Germany agreed to
return to the Conference. The principle of equality
had been conceded, though the necessity for a ““ system
of security ” still left France with a trump card in her
hand. The first year of the Disarmament Conference
ended on this note of restrained hope.

The Conference resumed at the end of January
1933. But the only practical result of the December
compromise had been to bring the French demand for
security and the German demand for disarmament into
sharper opposition. In the middle of March, when a
complete deadlock had been reached, the British Prime
Minister came to Geneva and laid before the Conference
what came to be known as the ‘“ MacDonald Plan ”.
This plan put the Conference in possession for the first
time of a complete draft convention containing figures
of limitation of men and material for practically cvery
country in Europe. It was cordially reccived. But
faith in the possibility of a disarmament convention was
almost dead. The debates on the plan during the next
four weeks showed once more how little agreement

187



THE PERIOD OF CRISIS

existed on fundamental points ; and in June the Con-
ference adjourned with the now customary expression
of hope that private negotiations during the recess
would clear up the outstanding points of difference.

Hitler had been German Chancellor since the end
of January, and the Nazi régime was now firmly
established. 'This fact naturally increased the reluc-
tance of the French Government to concede German
claims. Yet it made it all the more imperative to come
to terms with Germany without further delay. Un-
fortunately the only scheme evolved during the summer
recess of 1933 was a French plan for dividing the dis-
armament convention into two periods. In the first,
or trial, period of four years, a system of international
supervision over armaments would be established, and
the reorganisation of national armies begun ; limitation
proper would take effect only in the second period.
The British and Italian Governments fell in with this
proposal. On October 14th Sir John Simon formally
endorsed it in the Bureau of the Conference; and
within a few hours Germany announced her with-
drawal from the Disarmament Conference and the
League of Nations.

The withdrawal of Germany was a grave blow ; for
Germany had become more and more the focal point of
the disarmament problem. The Conference came to
a standstill for six months, while the principal Powers,
including Germany, exchanged their views in diplo-
matic notes. In February 1934 Eden visited Paris,
Berlin and Rome. During his stay in Berlin, Hitler
made an offer to accept any limit for the German
army which was equally accepted for the French,
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Italian and Polish armies, and to fix the German air
force at 30 per cent of the combined strength of the
air forces of Germany’s neighbours or 50 per cent of
the strength of the French air force, whichever figure
was the lower. The French Government returned a
reply protesting against the proposed “ legalisation of
German rearmament ’, and insisting on guarantees and
penalties for non-fulfilment as essential conditions of
a disarmament convention. The British Government
enquired whether, in the event of satisfactory guarantees
being given, the French Government was disposed
to agree to Hitler’s offer. Finally, on April 17th,
the French Government answered that the recently
published German military budget showed the clear
intention of Germany to rearm and that France was
therefore not prepared to discuss the German proposals.

This answer was the real end of the Conference. It
dragged on for a few months longer, while its com-
mittees considered such subsidiary matters as the manu-
facture of and trade in arms and the publicity of military
budgets. But its sessions became intermittent, and its
whole existence fitful and unreal. After the end of
1934 it ceased to meet, though it was never formally
wound up, or even, like the World Economic Confer-
ence, adjourned. Its president died in the autumn of
1935.

The lingering death of the Disarmament Conference
was the final episode in the period of post-war history
which began with the onset of the economic crisis in
1930; and it overlapped by some months the new
period which began when Hitler scized the reins of
power in Germany. The two events stood, indced,

189



THE PERIOD OF CRISIS

in the closest relation to each other, and jointly marked
the transition from one period to the next. The failure
of the Allied Powers to carry out their promise to dis-
arm justified, or at any rate explained, the rearmament
of Germany. This rcarmament neccessarily led to
increased apprehension and increased armaments in
other countries ; and the vicious circle which the states-
men of 1919 had hoped to break was once more com-
plete. ‘The return to power politics, which had first
declared itself in 1931 in the Far Last, spread in 1933 all
over the world.

Tne Four-Power Pact

A brief postscript may be added here about an
event which, though it had only an accidental connexion
with the Disarmament Conference, also stands on the
border-line between the two periods and is significant
of Italian policy on the eve of the re-emergence of
Germany as a military Power.  When in March 1933
the British Prime Minister brought the * MacDonald
P'lan " to Geneva, he continued his journey to Rome,
accompanicd by Simon, to discuss the disarmament
problem with Mussolini. Mussolini himself had never
believed in disarmament, and preferred to talk of other
things. Immediately on their arrival in Ttaly, the
guests were presented with the draft of a proposed
Four-Power Pact to be concluded between Italy, Great
Britain, France and Germany.

‘The principal aim of Italian policy during the past
decade had been to assert Italy’s equality with France,
the other Latin Great Power. In particular, Italy
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resented France’s colonial superiority and the strength
in Europe which France drew from her alliances with
Poland and the Little Entente. Her colonial ambitions
must await a more convenient season. But in the
meanwhile she sought to counteract French influence
in Central Europe by supporting Hungary against the
Little Entente, and in the Balkans by supporting
Bulgaria against Yugoslavia. Her patronage of two
states whose whole foreign policy was directed to the
revision of the peace treatics made Italy a champion
of “ revisionism *'.  This gave her a common platform
with the greatest of the revisionist Powers, Germany
and since 1929 Italian relations with Germany had been
increasingly close. The aims of Italy in the spring of
1933 were therefore to restore Germany as rapidly as
possible to a position of equality with the other Great
Powers ; to weaken France’s satellites, Poland and the
Little Entente ; and to promote a revision of the peace
treaties.

These aims were apparent in the draft agreement
communicated to the DBritish ministers. Under the
terms of this draft, the four Powers declared their
intention of co-ordinating their Luropean policy in
such a manner as to secure its adoption ‘‘ in case of
necessity by other Powers as well ”.  They thus clearly
arrogated to themselves the hegemony of Europe ; and
France’s allies were relegated to a secondary role.
Secondly, the four Powers declared that one of the
points of their common policy would be to consider a
revision of the peace treatics. This was a further blow
to the Little Entente and Poland. Thirdly, the four
Powers agreed that, if the Disarmament Conference
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failed to find a solution of the problem, they would
recognise Germany’s right to rearm by stages. Lastly,
they undertook to co-ordinate their policy in all
‘“ extra-Iluropean questions ”’, as well as ‘“in the
colonial sphere ”. Since two of the four Powers had
colonial ambitions, this suggested an intention to study
the means by which these ambitions might be satisfied.

Except for the colonial clause, there was nothing in
this draft directly affecting any British interest. But
the British ministers perceived that much of it would be
highly distasteful to the French Government to which
(as well as to the German Government) it had been
simultancously communicated ; and they wisely re-
frained from committing themselves. T'he opposition
in Irance was, in fact, considerable, and was intensified
by the indignant protests of Poland and the Little
Entente. The French Government decided, however,
instead of rejecting the proposal outright, to work for
the elimination of its obnoxious features ; and this was
achieved by a series of diplomatic negotiations lasting
for more than two months. In the revised text, the
four Powers undertook to co-operate with all Powers
* within the framework of the L.eague of Nations ”.
They reaffirmed Articles 10 and 16 of the Covenant,
which protected the existing order, as well as Article
19, which spoke in guarded terms of revision. Any
questions particularly concerning them which might be
left outstanding by the Disarmament Conference they
would discuss together. The reference to colonial
questions disappeared altogether. The revised text
could hurt nobody. It was so harmless that, at the
last moment, Germany almost refused to accept it.
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But in the end it was safely initialled in Rome by repre-
sentatives of the four Powers on June 7th, 1933.

The Little Entente had declared itself satisfied with
the innocence of the final text. But an unpleasant
feeling remained in Little Entente circles that Italy
had attacked their vital interests and that France had
been unduly lukewarm in their defence. Polish amour-
propre was more gravely wounded.  Poland, the greatest
of the lesser Powers, bitterly resented the success of
Italy, the least of the Great Powers, in excluding her
from the select company of the leaders of European
policy. Her anger vented itself on France, who had
sacrificed Polish dignity to the vanity of Mussolini.
The Four-Power Pact, though it never came into
force (both France and Germany failed to ratify it),
did therefore achieve one of its objects by sowing
resentment between France and her allies and loosen-
ing the bonds between them. In so doing, it paved
the way for that new alignment of Powers which wa- to
result from the new direction of German policy.
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THE RE-EMERGENCE OF GERMANY:
THE END OF THE TREATIES

(1933-1939)






CHAPTER 1o0: THE NAZI REVOLUTION

ON January 30th, 1933, Hitler became German Chan-
cellor in a government composed of three Nazis
and eight Nationalists ; and the Reichstag was dis-
solved for a fresh general election. . At the election
of the previous July, the Nazi party, with 230 scats,
had become the largest single party in the Reichstag.
It now hoped to secure an absolute majority. On
February 27th, while the election was pending, the
Reichstag building was burned down in mysterious
circumstances; and this act was made the pretext for
a general round-up of alleged communists and com-
munist sympathisers, conducted partly by the police,
but mainly by irregular forces wearing the brown Nazi
uniform. The election increased the number of Nazi
deputics by 92 ; and from this point all pretence of
respect for legality and constitutional form vanished.
Jews, Social-Democrats and Communists were, in
effect, outlawed. I.arge numbers of them were driven
from their homes, confined in concentration camps or
subjected to great physical brutality. Many assassina-
tions took place without any attempt being made to
bring the perpetrators to justice. Similar treatment
was meted out to members of other parties who resisted
or criticised the new dictatorship ; and by the middle
of 1933 all non-Nazi partics and party organisations had
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been forcibly dissolved. The Reichstag had hence-
forth no function but to meet at rare intervals for the
purpose of applauding the Chancellor’s declarations
of policy. ' When Hindenburg died in August 1934,
Hitler was elected by an overwhelming vote to the
Presidency, combining this office with the Chancellor-
ship. ’

In the sphere of forcign policy, the first pronounce-
ments of the new rigime were reassuringly paciﬁc
Hitler empbhatically dlsdalmed any desire to revise the
treaty scttlement by force. | But it was not forgotten
that his spiritual autobiography, Mein Kampf, which
had been written in 1924, and which now circulated in
millions of copies, denounced France as Germany’s
irreconcilable foe, claimed to incorporate in Germany
all the scattered German minorities living beyond her
present borders, and treated Eastern Lurope as a suit-
able field for German colonisation. Morcover, the
secrct rcarmament of Germany, which had been going
on for some years, now proceeded at an accelerated
pace, and less care was taken to conceal it, an air
force being openly established in defiance of the
treaty prohibition. In one respect only Hitler showed
consistent self-restraint. \Conscious of the funda-
mental error of German policy which had made Great
Britain the cnemy of Germany, he firmly opposed any
repetition of the attempt to compete with British naval
power.

The Nazi revolution made a deep impression
throughout the civilised world. The impression was
of two kinds. In some countries, the predominant
feeling was one of moral indignation at the cruelties and
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excesses of the dictatorship ; in others, a not less pro-
found anxiety at this open challenge to the peace settle-
ment of 1919. "{The second kind of reaction seemed
more effective than the first. In Great Britain and the
United States, where the prevailing emotion was one of
indignation, not of fear, there was no marked change
of policy towards Germany. In Italy and the Soviet
Union, whose governments had themsclves risen to
power by violence, there was less room for moral
censure. But these countries, moved by keen ap-
prehension of the international consequences  of
Hitler’s assumption of power, exccuted an abrupt
reversal of policy. The present chapter will deal with
the striking changes brought about by the Nazi revolu-
tion in the political orientation of several of the more
important European Powers.

PoLaND AND THE Sovier UNION

The first of these changes was a surprising reconcilia-
tion. Nowhere in Europe since 1919 had animosity
been more bitter than between Germany and Poland.
The Polish corridor to the sea, separating East Prussia
from the rest of Germany, had supplied Germans with
their most dramatic grievance against the Versailles
Treaty.' No minority had been more persistent in
appeals to the League of Nations against the injustice of
its treatment than the German minority in Poland. No
question had been more frequently on the agenda of the
Council than disputes between Poland and Danzig. On
the morrow of the Nazi revolution, one of the most
serious of these disputes occurred when 200 Pulish
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soldiers were landed without authorisation at a point
in the port of Danzig. Yet within a few months of this
incident the first step towards a rapprochement had
been taken; and in January 1934, on the eve of the
first anniversary of Hitler’s Chancellorship, a German-
Polish pact was signed which completely transformed
Polish foreign policy and the diplomatic configuration
of Eastern Europe. Among the most conspicuous con-
sequences of the pact were the cessation of the cam-
paign of mutual vituperation conducted by the German
and Polish press for the past fifteen years, and the dis-
appearance from the agenda of the League of complaints
of the German minority in Poland and disputcs about
Danzig. .

The motives which led on both sides to the signature
of this pact require some explanation. Hitler had
shocked and antagonised Western Europe; and in
view of his persecution of the communists he could
not, like his predecessors at Rapallo (see p. 75), call in
the Soviet Union to redress the balance. He was in
danger of complete isolation. Moreover, he had come
to the conclusion—a conclusion which may have been
influenced by his own Austrian origin—that Germany’s
first advance should be southwards. Everything
pointed to a truce with his eastern neighbour. He
purchased Polish friendship by an undertaking to
refrain from any action against Poland, whether by
propaganda or otherwise, for a period of ten years.

The motives of Poland were equally cogent. For
fifteen years she had lived uncomfortably between two
hostile Powers. , Her one ally, France, was far away.
France had alreddy shown, in the Locarno Treaty, an
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inclination to subordinate Polish interests to her own
security ; and she had recently wounded Poland to the
quick by signing the Four-Power Pact (see p. 193).
The revival of Germany as a Great Power made French
help in time of trouble more uncertain than ever.
Poland could no longer afford to incur the enmity of
both her big neighbours. She must choose between
them ; and she chose the one which she judged to be
the stronger and more reliable. It was true that the
German-Polish pact only promised her a ten years’
respite.  But situations which can be stabilised for ten
years have a way of lasting. It was worth making the
experiment.

A more detailed account must be given of reactions
in the Soviet Union.] By 1927 official relations had
been established by the Soviet Government with
all the principal Powers cxcept the United States,
and in that year Soviet delegates appeared for the
first time at Geneva (sce p. 103). * The same ycar
saw the triumph of Stalin’s policy of * socialism in a
single state” (see p. 77). 'The adoption of the first
Five-Year Plan, which came into operation on October
1st, 1928, meant the initiation of a vast process of
industrialisation in which the practical interests of the
state must take precedence over the theoretical prin-
ciples of revolution. The re-establishment of official
relations between the Soviet Union and Great Britain
in 1929 was a further step towards normal conditions.
It only remained for the Soviet authorities to come to
terms with the United States and with the League of
Nations.

No further progress was made for three years. But
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in the autumn of 1932, the Soviet Union concluded
non-aggression pacts with Italy and France ;' and in the
first quarter of the following year two events occurred
which gave an entirely new turn to Soviet policy.
Hitler came to power in Germany, and Japan, con-
demned by the Assembly, left the League. These
events produced their appropriate reactions in Moscow.
The summer of 1933 witnessed a rapid rapprochement,
based on common fear of Germany, between the Soviet
Union and France; and a series of pronouncements
against treaty revision appeared in the Soviet press.
Simultaneously, the two Powers which had most to fear
from Japan—the Soviet Union and the United States
—drew closer together. In November 1933, Litvinov
visited Washington, and gave suitable pledges on behalf
of the Soviet Government to refrain from propaganda
in the United States, and to accord religious freedom
to American residents in the Soviet Union; and the
American Government officially recognised the Soviet
Government. Soviet diplomacy had thus secured two
potential allies—on the one side against Germany and
Kn the other against Japan.

One further retractation of its ancient prejudices was
required of the Sovjet Government ; its entry into the
League of Nations.\ France insisted on this step. A
Franco-Soviet alliance would have savoured too much
of pre-war diplomacy, and might have been disagree-
able to Great Britain. Common interest in defence
against German aggression must be expressed by
common membership of the League. In July 1934
France induced Great Britain and Italy to join with her
in canvassing the other members of the League for the
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admission of the Soviet Union ; and at the Assembly
in September, the admission duly took place, only three
states—Switzerland, Holland and Portugal—voting
against it./ Poland took two precautions. She obtained
a private undertaking from the Soviet Government
that the latter would not promote or support any
petitions to the League by the Russian minority in
Poland, and she publicly declared at the Assembly that
she no longer recognised the right of the League to
concern itself with Polish minority questions—a virtual
denunciation of the minorities treaty.

The security afforded by membership of the League
was inadequate to allay Soviet apprehensions of
Hitler ; and the Soviet Government continued to press
for a direct agreement with France. France was un-
willing to reject the request. She ascertained that
Great Britain would not object to a guarantee pact
between France and the Soviet Union, provided Ger-
many were invited to join it, and the guarantee made
applicable, on the Locarno precedent, in both direc-
tions. The French and Soviet Governments accord-
ingly prepared the draft of an Eastern Pact, under which
France and the Soviet Union would not only guarantee
each other against aggression by Germany, but would
each guarantee Germany against aggression by the
other. The plan seemed somewhat artificial ; for it
was difficult to imagine any circumstances in which
Germany would obtain the help of France against the
Soviet Union or of the Soviet Union against France.
The draft was, however, approved by the British
Government in February 1935 and submitted, with
other proposals which will be mentioned later, to the
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German Government. Germany raised objections
which were tantamount to a refusal. This was the
result which the French and Soviet Governments had
expected and perhaps desired. They took advantage
of it to sign, in May 1935, a Franco-Soviet Pact under
which each undertook to come to the assistance of the
other if attacked by any European Power. The result
of the Nazi revolution had been to reconstitute the
pre-war Franco-Russian Alliance.

AUSTRIA AND ITALY

Hitler’s decision to make Austria the first object
of his foreign policy proved in many respects unfor-
tunate. Never from 1919 to 1933 had there been any
doubt that the vast majority of the Austrian people
desired union with Germany; and no article of the
treaties could be more legitimately criticised than the
veto on this union, But the Nazi revolution had
alienated large sections of Austrian opinion. Neither
the Social-Democrats, who were the largest party in the
Austrian Parliament, nor the Jews, who were numerous
and influential in Vienna, wished to share the fate of
their comrades in Nazi Germany; and the Catholic
Church, which played a considerable role in Austrian
politics, had been antagonised by its treatment at the
hands of the German Nazis. Besides these particular
causes of mistrust, the traditionally easy-going Austrian
looked askance at the brutal and ruthless efficiency of
the new régime in Germany. It is probable that, at
any time since Hitler’s accession to power, a free
vote in Austria would still have given a majority for
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union with Germany. But the majority would have
been by no means as overwhelming and incontestable
as prior to January 1933.

The first Austrian reaction to the Nazi revolu-
tion was, however, one of imitation. In March 1933,
Dollfuss, the Austrian Chancellor, overruled Social-
Democrat opposition in the Chamber by suspending
the constitution. Henceforth, the Austrian Govern-
ment relied largely on the support of a private military
organisation, the Heimwehr, which had come into being
some years earlier as a make-weight to the armed
forces of the Social-Democrats. The German Govern-
ment then entered the field. Broadcasts attacking the
Austrian Government became a constant feature of
the Munich programme. German aeroplanes dropped
Nazi propaganda leaflets on Austrian territory. Money
and arms were smuggled across the frontier to Austrian
Nazis. A prohibitive visa fee was imposed on in-
tending German visitors to Austria. In June 1933,
the Austrian Government replied by suppressing the
Austrian Nazi party.

Notwithstanding the resistance of the Heimwehr
and of certain sections of the population, Austria might
soon have yielded to German pressure but for the inter-
vention of the Great Powers. 'The general indignation
against the excesses of the Nazi régime was now at its
height, and was intensified by the German campaign
against Austria. British opinion became scarcely less
insistent than French opinion on the importance of
maintaining Austrian independence. Diplomatic re-
presentations were made at Berlin without much effect.
In August, Austria obtained a further international
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loan guaranteed by Great Britain, France, Italy and
several smaller Powers.

From this point onwards, Italy became Austria’s
principal patron. For some years past Italy had been
a discontented and “‘revisionist” power (see p. 191);
and recently she had ranged herself on the German
side on nearly all important issues. Now, under the
stimulus of the Nazi revolution, the foreign policy of
Italy changed as dramatically as that of the Soviet
Union. Italy might want treaty revision in Africa or
in Eastern Europe. But if Germany were allowed to
acquire Austria, she might be a dangerous neighbour
for a Power which had annexed the German-Austrian
province of South Tyrol. During the winter of 1933~
34 the Italian Government began to pay secret subsidies
to the Heimwehr, which it regarded as the bulwark of
Austrian independence. As the price of these sub-
sidies, Mussolini demanded the overthrow of the
Austrian Social-Democrats, who still controlled the
municipality of Vienna, and the establishment in
Austria of a régime on Fascist lines. This demand was
complied with in February 1934. 'There was no serious
resistance. Several hundred leading Social-Democrats
were imprisoned, and all socialist institutions sup-
pressed. Austrian policy, both domestic and foreign,
passed under the control of Italy.

The result of these proceedings was to deprive
Austria of much of the sympathy she had hitherto
enjoyed in Great Britain, though the British Govern-
ment continued to declare its interest in Austrian in-
dependence. The Nazis were spurred to fresh effort.
On July 25th, 1934, a band of Austrian Nazis occupied
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the Federal Chancery and fatally wounded Dollfuss as
he tried to escape. The rebels failed, however, to win
over the troops or the bulk of the population ; and by
the end of the day the government was once more in
control of Vienna. Elsewhere there were only sporadic
outbreaks. It was generally felt that the rebellion could
not have been organised without German support;
and many regarded Hitler as morally responsible
for the death of Dollfuss. Italian reinforcements were
hurried to the frontier. There was much speculation
whether they would have marched into Austria if the
insurrection had succeeded.

The events of July 1934 proved to be another turn-
ing-point in Austrian affairs. Hitler became seriously
impressed with the discredit which his Austrian
policy had brought on him, and was perhaps afraid of
Italian military reprisals if it were pursued. Germany
changed her tactics. No further encouragement was
given to Austrian Nazis to commit acts of violence ;
and German attacks on the Austrian Government
were virtually suspended. Hitler more than once dis-
claimed any intention of threatening the independence
of Austria or interfering in her domestic affairs. This
policy was maintained for two years. In July 1936,
when Italy’s Abyssinian venture had weakened her hold
on Central Europe, Austria concluded a pact of recon-
ciliation with Germany; and shortly afterwards the
Heimwehr, which Italy could no longer afford to sub-
sidise, was disbanded. The result of these events was
to establish a sort of German-Italian condominium over
Austria. But as this was accompanied by an improve-
ment of relations between Germany and Italy, no
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occasion arose for some time to test which was the pre-
dominant partner.

FRANCE, ITALY AND THE LITTLE ENTENTE

The alienation of Italy from Germany in the winter
of 1933-34, and the establishment of an Italian quasi-
protectorate over Austria, had important repercussions
in Central and Southern Europe.

The first of these was a rapid improvement in rela-
tions between France and Italy. Franco-Italian rivalry
had flared up soon after the war as the result of French
support of Yugoslav claims. Since then, it had spread
to many other spheres. In Africa, France had failed to
satisfy Italy’s claim under the London Treaty of 1915
(see p. 70), and there was constant friction over the
status of Italians in the French dependency of Tunis.
In naval matters, Italy was mortified by France’s refusal
to concede her claim to parity (see p. 181). In general
European questions, Italy consistently supported the
grievances of the ex-enemy Powers and maintained her
hostility to France’s ally, Yugoslavia. Relations con-
tinued to deteriorate down to 1933. But Hitler’s de-
signs on Austria were a menace to which France and
Italy were equally sensible. Common interest in
Austrian independence drew them quickly together ;
and in September 1934, the possibility was canvassed
of an official visit by Barthou, the French Foreign
Minister, to Rome for the purpose of settling out-
standing difficulties.

But the solution was less simple than it appeared.
Both parties had their clients in Central Europe.
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Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia and Roumania wecre
France's allies. Italy had long supported Hungary ;
and in March 1934 a series of agrecments of a semi-
political, semi-economic character had been signed at
Rome between Italy, Austria and Hungary. Unless,
therefore, either France or Italy was prepared to aban-
don her clients, it was necessary to effect a reconciliation
between the rival groups in Central Europe before the
Franco-Italian rapprochement would be consummated.
Italy was in a position to put pressure on Austria and
Hungary. It remained to be seen what France could
do with the Little Entente.

The Little Entente had resented, though less keenly
than Poland, French participation in the Four-Power
Pact; and the present French move towards Italy was
also regarded with suspicion. But the suspicion was
not shared equally by all three members of the Entente.
In fact, Hitler’s threat to Austria had caused the
first serious rift in the partnership. Czechoslovakia
would be dangerously encircled if Germany annexed
Austria ; and she welcomed any steps which Italy and
France might take to ward off that event. Yugoslavia
had little to fear from the absorption of Austria by
Germany. But if Italy were mistress of Austria,
Yugoslavia would feel herself encircled by Italy ; and
she disliked a reconciliation between France and
Italy which was evidently designed to strengthen the
latter’s hold over Austria. Roumania was too far off
to be directly affected, and was concerned only to
preserve the solidarity of the Little Entente against
Hungary. In short, all three members of the Little
Entente could do lip-service to the maintenance of
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Austria’s independence. But once that independence
had ceased to be real, and Austria passed under the
directing influence of some other Power, Czecho-
slovakia preferred that that Power should be Italy, and
Yugoslavia that it should be Germany.

In October 1934, while the issue hung in the balance,
King Alexander of Yugoslavia paid an official visit to
France to lay his views before the French Government.
He was met at Marseilles by Barthou; and as they
drove away together from the ship, both men were
killed by the revolver of a Croat terrorist. It was
notorious that both Italy and Hungary had harboured,
and even subsidised, disaffected Yugoslavs, who might
some day be useful in fomenting a rebellion. It was
difficult to establish direct Italian or Hungarian com-
plicity in the Marseilles crime. But Yugoslavia decided
to protest to the League of Nations ; and the situation
might have been dangerous but for the firm resolve of
the two Great Powers concerned—France and Italy—
not to allow this tragedy to impede the incipient rap-
prochement between them. A tacit bargain was struck.
Yugoslavia was persuaded to direct her charges ex-
clusively against Hungary, and to make no mention of
Italy in her protest at Geneva. In return, Italy would
induce Hungary, who was helpless without Italian
support, to accept such measure of censure as could
suffice to appease Yugoslav indignation. The proceed-
ings at Geneva were conducted on this plan ; and after
arduous negotiations, the Council was able to declare
unanimously that ““ certain Hungarian authorities may
have assumed, at any rate through negligence, certain
responsibilities relative to acts having a connexion with
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the preparation of the crime of Marseilles ”, and that
it was the duty of the Hungarian Government to punish
any of its officials whose guilt might be established.
The assassination of King Alexander on French
soil had three main consequences. It increased Yugo-
slav suspicions of Italy; it produced a certain cool-
ness between Yugoslavia and France ; and it hastened
the reconciliation between France and Italy. In the
first days of January 1935 Laval, Barthou’s suc-
cessor, visited Rome, and signed with Mussolini a
series of agreements which marked the end of the long
Franco-Italian feud. As regards Germany, the two
Powers agreed to ‘‘ concert upon the attitude to be
adopted ” in the event of Germany pursuing a policy of
rearmament. As regards Central Europe, they agreed
to recommend to Austria and all her neighbours (other
than Switzerland) to enter into a pact undertaking
not to intervene in one another’s affairs and not
to support attempts to destroy the independence, or
overthrow the * political or social régime”’, of their
respective countries. (No attempt was, in fact, ever
made to negotiate the proposed pact.) In the mean-
while, they undertook to consult together with Austria,
and with such of her neighbours as might be willing, in
the event of a threat to Austria’s independence. As
regards Africa, France ceded to Italy, in settlement of
her claim under the London Treaty, a strip of French
Equatorial Africa adjacent to the Italian province of
Libya, and a small triangle of French Somaliland ad-
joining Eritrea ; the status of Italians in Tunis was
regulated; and Laval gave Mussolini to understand
that France disinterested herself in any concessions
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which Italy might obtain in Abyssinia. It was after-
wards stated from the French side that this under-
standing, the terms of which were kept secret, related
only to economic concessions.

The reconciliation between France and Italy was
the last important diplomatic volte-face directly inspired
by Hitler’s advent to power ; and the results of the
whole process may now be briefly summarised. Poland
had drawn away from France (though the Franco-
Polish alliance was not formally denounced), and
entered into a close association with Germany. The
Soviet Union had abandoned its traditional revisionist
attitude, and whole-heartedly embraced the French
policy of upholding the Versailles settlement. Italy
had also joined the anti-German front, though she
continued to use Austria and Hungary as her outposts
in Central Europe. In the Little Entente, Czecho-
slovakia shared the Franco-Italian position, and had
drawn nearer to Austria (though not to Hungary, whose
revisionist claims had not been dropped) ; Yugoslavia,
on the other hand, moving in the opposite direction to
Italy, had drawn away from France and was coming
rapidly nearer to Germany. In May 1935 this re-
grouping of the Powers was completed by the conclu-
sion of a pact between Czechoslovakia and the Soviet
Union in the same terms as the Franco-Soviet Pact
signed a fortnight earlier. This pact emphasised the
growing rift in the ranks of the Little Entente; for
Roumania declined an invitation to conclude a similar
agreement, and Yugoslavia was one of the few European
states which still refused even to recognise the Soviet
Government.
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THE BALKAN ENTENTE

The year 1934 also witnessed new groupings in the
Balkans, though here the Nazi revolution was not a
determining factor. Just as Czechoslovakia, Yugo-
slavia and Roumania had been drawn together after the
war by common fear of Hungary, so Yugoslavia, Rou-
mania and Greece were united by common hostility to
Bulgaria. Turkey, the fourth beneficiary of the parti-
tion of Bulgaria after the Balkan War of 1913, had her-
self been a defeated Power in 1918 ; and for many
years she remained aloof from her former Balkan
partners, cultivating close relations only with the Soviet
Union. But in 1930 she buried the hatchet with
Greece, her most implacable foe. In 1932, she joined
the League of Nations. In 1934, Turkey, Yugoslavia,
Roumania and Greece signed a pact mutually guarantee-
ing one another’s Balkan frontiers. Bulgaria refused to
accede to a pact confirming frontiers against whose
injustice she had never ceased to protest. Albania, in
whose affairs Italy continued to play a dominant role
(see p. 70), was not invited to join.

But the ““ Balkan Entente ” established by this pact
proved a fragile structure. For Yugoslavia the principal
object of the pact was to secure her against Italian
interference in Balkan affairs. Greece, on the other
hand, unable to risk a conflict with the Italian navy,
accompanied her ratification of the Pact with a declara-
tion that she recognised no obligation to engage in
hostilities with a non-Balkan Power ; and this led to a
coolness between Greece and Yugoslavia. Meanwhile,
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relations between Yugoslavia and Bulgaria took a turn
for the better. A new Bulgarian Government with
Yugoslav sympathies freed itself from the Italian
influence which had hitherto been paramount at Sofia
and, for the first time since the war, dealt firmly with
the Macedonian terrorists who infested the Yugoslav
frontier (see p. 12). The situation in the Balkans
remained thereafter fluid and undefined. 'The Balkan
Entente survived. But Yugoslavia stood closer to
Bulgaria, who was outside it, than to Greece, who was
amember of it. A civil war in Greece in March 1935,
followed by a restoration of the monarchy, did not
disturb the general tranquillity.

In June 1936, at a conference at Montreux, the
principal signatories of the Treaty of Lausanne agreed,
at Turkey’s request, to alter the articles of the treaty
providing for the demilitarisation of the Straits (see
p. 15). Turkey obtained freedom to fortify the Straits
and regulations were laid down for the passage of war-
ships through the Straits in time of peace and war.
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CHAPTER 11: THE REPUDIATION OF TREATIES

THE story unfolded in the last chapter shows how
promptly the world at large realised that the Nazi
revolution meant the return of Germany, after an eclipse
of fifteen years, to the ranks of the Great Powers. The
short but dramatic period of fifteen months which began
in March 1935 was marked by the open violation, on a
scale yet unknown in post-war history, of international
engagements. Hitherto provisions of the peace treaties
had been set aside by mutual agreement, by tacit con-
sent, or by silent evasion. Now Germany was strong
enough to adopt the method of formal repudiation, and
extended this repudiation not only to the dictated pcace
of Versailles, but to the freely negotiated Locarno
Treaty. Meanwhile, another European Great Power,
with an absence of excuse which distinguished this
operation even from the Japanese action of 1931, in-
vaded and annexed the territory of another member
of the League of Nations. Staggering blows were thus
dealt simultaneously from two quarters both at the
peace settlement itself and at the Covenant which
formed part of it. 'These fifteen months demonstrated
that the statesmen of 1919 had seriously overestimated
the possibility of imposing penal restrictions for a pro-
longed period on a defeated Power, and of constructing
a new world order on the basis of common action in
defence of the status quo.
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THeE GERMAN REPUDIATION

Before launching his attack on the Versailles Treaty,
Hitler had to wait for the settlement of one outstand-
ing question. Fifteen years after the coming into force
of the treaty the fate of the Saar was to be decided by
a plebiscite (see p. 6); and the fifteen years elapsed
in January 1935. The plebiscite was duly held, an
international force under British command being
stationed in the area to maintain order and guarantee
a free vote. The inhabitants were invited to choose
between return to Germany, union with France and the
continuance of the League administration. Of the
500,000 votes cast, go per cent were for Germany and
just under g per cent for League administration. The
return of the territory to Germany took place on March
1st. Germany had now, as Hitler more than once
declared, no further territorial ambitions in the West.
Germany had also nothing further to hope for from the
Versailles Treaty.

At the beginning of February, British and French
ministers met in London and issued a statement of
policy for the information of the German Government
and the other governments concerned. They expressed
the hope that the German Government would co-
operate in the proposed Eastern and Central European
Pacts (see pp. 203 and 211); and they suggested that
the Locarno Treaty should be supplemented by an Air
Pact, under which the Locarno Powers would agree to
give the assistance of their air forces to any one of
their number which was attacked by another from the
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air. The principal novelty of this suggestion was
that Great Britain would not appear, as in the Locarno
Treaty, only as guarantor, but would be guaranteed by
France and Belgium against air attack by Germany, and
by Germany against France and Belgium.

The German Government welcomed the Air Pact,
promised non-committally to examine the other pro-
posals, and suggested a meeting with the British
Government to discuss the whole matter. Somewhat
to the alarm of the French Government, the British
Government fell in with this suggestion ; and Simon,
the Foreign Secretary, and Eden, the Minister for
League of Nations affairs, accepted an invitation to
visit Berlin. But before the visit could take place,
much happened. The British Government had occa-
sion to issue a memorandum explaining to Parliament
the reasons for their rearmament programme; and
in this memorandum stress was laid, to the com-
plete exclusion of other factors, on the threat of
German armaments. Great indignation was expressed
in Germany at this attack. Hitler, on the plea of a
minor indisposition, cancelled the date fixed for the
British ministers’ visit. The French Chamber was at
the same time debating an increase in the French army.
Hitler decided on a dramatic counter-stroke. On
March 16th, 1935 he announced that Germany no
longer considered herself bound by the military clauses
of the Versailles Treaty, that the peace strength of her
army would be fixed in future at thirty-six divisions
or 550,000 men, and that it would be raised by
conscription.

This announcement caused considerable consterna-
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tion in France. In Great Britain, public opinion had
long discounted German rearmament as the inevi-
table result of the failure of the Disarmament Con-
ference. Hitler now renewed his invitation to Simon
and Eden; and the British Government saw no reason
to refuse it. The anxiety caused by this decision in
French, Italian and Soviet circles was barely allayed
by the fact that Eden was also to visit Warsaw,
Moscow and Prague. The visit to Berlin duly took
place on March 25th. But its practical results were
small. Hitler reiterated his welcome of the Air Pact
and his dislike of the Eastern and, in a lesser degree,
of the Central European Pacts. He reaffirmed his
pacific intentions. The size of the German army
was irrevocably fixed. But Germany would consent,
on land, to any limitation of material accepted by the
other Powers. In the air, she claimed parity with
France, though the rapid growth of the Soviet air
force might oblige her to reconsider this. On the
sea, she would be content with 35 per cent of British
naval strength in all categories of ships.

\ In the meanwhile, France had demanded a special
session of the League Council in April to consider
Germany’s action ; and by way of preparation for this
session, British, French and Italian statesmen met in
conference at Stresa. The Stresa Conference re-
affirmed its approval of the proposed Eastern and
Central European Pacts. It had an inconclusive dis-
cussion on the question whether the lesser ex-enemy
states should now be given formal permission to rearm,
Italy (prompted by Austria and Hungary) being in
favour of this step, and France (inspired by the Little
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Entente) against it. But the principal business of the
conference was to draft a resolution for submission to
the League Council condemning Germany’s repudia-
tion of her obligations under the Versailles Treaty.
The resolution was duly presented to the Council by
the three Powers and carried unanimously, only
Denmark recerding, by her abstention from the vote,
her opinion that Germany was entitled to share the
blame for what had happened with her accusers. The
resolution was an empty gesture, since no action fol-
lowed or was intended to follow. But it provoked
great anger in Germany. In particular, Germany was
puzzled that Great Britain, having appeared to condone
the German action by sending the Foreign Secretary
to Berlin, should now have taken the lead at Geneva
in proposing an unqualified vote of censure.

But a still greater surprise was in store. Scarcely
had the League Council dispersed when an intima-
tion was sent to Berlin that the British Government
was prepared to accept Hitler’s offer to limit German
naval strength in all categories of ships to 35 per cent of
British strength, and would welcome an agreement on
this basis. German delegates duly came to London,
and in June an Anglo-German naval agreement was
signed.) Thus the British Government, having con-
demned in strong terms Germany’s repudiation of the
disarmament provisions of Versailles, now explicitly
recognised her right to ignore (up to 35 per cent of
British strength) the navai restrictions imposed by the
treaty and to possess categories of ships, including sub-
marines, altogether prohibited by it. The agreement
in itself seemed a tribute to British common sense.
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For while France, by refusing every compromise, had
provoked unlimited German rearmament on land,
Great Britain, by her readiness to come to terms, had
secured an important limitation of German naval
strength. But the agreement seemed so inconsistent
with what had gone before that 1t caused in France,
Italy and the Soviet Union a bewilderment even greater
than that provoked in Germany by British sponsorship
of the Geneva resolution.

The vacillations of British policy towards Germany
in the first half of 1935 were indeed so conspicuous as to
call for comment. The explanation seems to have been
that two conflicting policies were at work. During the
first two years after the Nazi revolution, British opinion
as a whole was too deeply moved by Nazi excesses to
feel much sympathy for German grievances and aspira-
tions ; and the British Government, though unwilling
itself to undertake any commitments, had encouraged
the French, the Italian and the Soviet Governments in
their efforts to build up a system of defensive alliances
for the maintenance of the status quo, particularly in
Central Europe where it seemed most directly menaced.
But by January 1935, when this system of alliances had
been virtually completed by the Franco-Italian recon-
ciliation, indignation in Great Britain against the Nazi
régime began to subside. A growing body of opinion
came round to the view that the only effect of the
French understandings with Italy and the Soviet Union
was to isolate and encircle Germany and to perpetuate
the inequalities of the Versailles Treaty—in short, to
maintain those very conditions which had been largely
responsible for the Nazi revolution. Those who held
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this opinion, while not denying that Germany might
be a danger to peace, believed that French, Italian and
Soviet policy merely aggravated that danger, and that
the British Government’s first aim should be to break
the ring round Germany, to engage in friendly discus-
sion of her grievances, and to bring her back to the
League of Nations. Simon’s visit to Berlin was a
concession to this trend of thought. But the other
opinion, z.e. that the right way for Great Britain to
meet the German danger was to give all possible
support to other Powers which felt themselves
threatened, was still strongly held in many quarters ;
and this opinion prevailed in the attitude of the British
Delegations at Stresa and Geneva. Then the policy
of coming to terms with Germany again came upper-
most with the conclusion of the Anglo-German naval
agreement. The resulting uncertainty not only made
France and her associates gravely suspicious of British
intentions, but encouraged Germany to hope for a
reversal of British policy which did not materialise.

THE ITALIAN REPUDIATION

The final settlement of Italy’s claims under the
London Treaty left her with still unsatisfied colonial
ambitions. Nothing more was to be expected from
Great Britain or France. But Mussolini had for some
time contemplated the possibility of Italy fending
for herself. He had hitherto always reckoned on the
jealousy and opposition of France. Indeed his policy
of encouraging and assisting Germany may have been
partly inspired by the desire that France should have

221



THE RE-EMERGENCE OF GERMANY

too many anxieties in Europe to be an obstacle to Italian
designs elsewhere. But events turned out otherwise.
By the beginning of 1935, France stood so much in need
of Italian friendship in Europe that she was prepared
to make almost any concession in Africa. Mussolini
was quick to seize the opportunity and, at the Rome
meeting, secured Laval’s acquiescence in a forward
Ttalian policy (the scope of which was perhaps not
precisely defined at this stage) in Abyssinia.

The choice of Abyssinia was dictated by several
considerations. Abyssinia was the only independent
native state left in Africa, except Liberia. It lay be-
tween the existing Italian colonies of Somaliland and
Eritrea ; and it was reputed to possess mineral wealth in
the hitherto undeveloped interior. Moreover, a recent
incident, which may or may not have been due to
deliberate Italian provocation, gave a pretext for Italian
action in that quarter. In December 1934, a clash
occurred between Abyssinian forces and a detachment
of troops from Italian Somaliland near the village of
Walywal. A few Italians were killed in the skirmish ;
and the Italian Government demanded an apology and
a substantial indemnity from Abyssinia. Abyssinia
appealed to the League of Nations, and requested that
the dispute should be placed on the agenda of the
Council under Article 11 of the Covenant.

Apart from the Covenant and the Pact of Paris, two
other treaties stood in the way of warlike action by
Italy. In 19o6 Great Britain, France and Italy had
concluded an agreement in which they declared it to
be in their common interest to ‘ maintain intact the
integrity of Abyssinia ” ; and in 1928 Italy concluded a
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treaty with Abyssinia in which the two parties promised
each other * constant peace and perpetual friendship ”,
at the same time mutually undertaking to submit all dis-
putes to a ‘‘ procedure of conciliation and arbitration .
Italy had also been one of the principal supporters of
the admission of Abyssinia to membership of the League
in 1923. When, therefore, the Abyssinian appeal came
before the Council in January 1933, the Italian Delegate
deprecated discussion of the Walwal incident under
Article 11 of the Covenant, since he ““ did not regard it
as likely to affect the peaceful relations between the two
countries ’, and professed willingness to settle the dis-
pute by conciliation and arbitration under the 1928
Treaty. On this understanding, the Council adjourned
the question.

For the next three months the Italian Government
delayed the appointment of arbitrators; and large
reinforcements of men and material from Italy to the
troops in Eritrea and Italian Somaliland showed that
serious military operations were in contemplation. On
March 16th, the Abyssinian Government invoked
Article 15 of the Covenant. Three weeks later, British,
French and Italian ministers met at Stresa (see p. 218).
In spite, however, of the gravity of the African situa-
tion, no allusion was made to it by any of the delegates.
The “ final declaration ” of the Conference recorded
their opposition to ‘‘ any unilateral repudiation of
treaties which may endanger the peace of Europe 7}
and the addition of the last two words was, so far
at any rate as Mussolini was concerned, hardly
accidental. The British delegates, preoccupied with
Europe, were doubtless unwilling to sound a discordant
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note by mentioning the unwelcome Abyssinian prob-
lem. But their silence in face of undisguised Italian
preparations for war was interpreted by Mussolini to
mean that Great Britain, like France, was content to
regard his African venture with a benevolent, or at
least an indifferent, eye.

At the session which followed the Stresa Confer-
ence, the Council of the League was once more deterred
from examining the Abyssinian appeal by a further
assurance from the Italian Government of its readiness
to proceed to arbitration on the Walwal incident. 'This
time the arbitrators were, in fact, appointed ; and at
length, on September 3rd, the arbitrators reached a
unanimous conclusion. It was to the effect that neither
government could be held responsible for the incident
at Walwal. The incident was, in fact, of no intrinsic
importance. It had served its purpose by providing
the pretext for an extensive concentration of Italian
troops, and it could now be dismissed.

In the meanwhile, attempts had been made elsewhere
to discuss the real issue, i.e. Italy’s military threat
to Abyssinia. In June 1935 Eden visited Rome, and
made a proposal that Great Britain should cede to
Abyssinia the port of Zeila in British Somaliland, and
that Abyssinia should in exchange cede her southern
province of Ogaden to Italy. Mussolini rejected
this offer on the double ground that the proposed
cession to Italy was totally inadequate, and that Abys-
sinia would be strengthened by obtaining access to the
sea. In August, delegates of Great Britain, France and
Italy, in their capacity as parties to the 1906 agreement,
met in Paris. The result of the meeting was a Franco-
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British proposal that Abyssinia should be invited to
apply to the League for collaboration in promoting the
“ economic development and administrative reorgan-
isation of the country ”, and that, in according such
collaboration, the League should take ‘‘ particular
account ” of the “ special interests of Italy ”. This,
too, was rejected by the Italian Government. When,
therefore, on September 4th—the day after the Walwal
arbitrators issued their report—the Council of the
League at last began to examine the Abyssinian appeal
of March 16th, things had gone too far for any proceed-
ings at Geneva to affect the issue. The new British
Foreign Secretary, Sir Samuel Hoare, made at the
Assembly an unexpectedly emphatic declaration of the
British Government’s intention to carry out its obliga-
tions under the Covenant. A Council committee
drew up proposals, which were endorsed by the Council,
for a ““ scheme of assistance " for Abyssinia and “ terri-
torial readjustments ’ between Abyssinia and Italy.
On October 2nd the Italian invasion of Abyssinia
began.

The Foreign Secretary’s Assembly speech, and
the enthusiastic reception given to it by the smaller
states at Geneva and by public opinion in Great Britain,
made it plain that Mussolini had been wrong in an-
ticipating that the League would remain quiescent.
The prompt action of the Council, once hostilities had
begun, contrasted with its previous evasion of the
real issue and with its reluctance to pass an adverse
verdict on Japan in the Manchurian case. On October
#th a committee of the Council drafted a report pro-
nouncing that Italy had “resorted to war in disregard of
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its covenants under Article 12 of the Covenant > ; and
next day this report was adopted by the members of
the Council, Italy alone dissenting from it. Two days
later, the Assembly, having reminded members of the
League of their obligations under Article 16, recom-
mended them to set up a committee for the purpose of
co-ordinating the measures to be taken by them. By
October 19th the co-ordinating committee had invited
all members of the League (1) to prohibit all loans or
credits from their respective countries to Italy, (2) to
place an embargo on exports to Italy of war material of
every kind and of certain commodities especially neces-
sary for war purposes, and (3) to place an embargo on
all imports from Italy. These measures were approved
by all European members of the League except Austria,
Hungary and Albania and, with insignificant exceptions,
by members of the League outside Europe. France
was in the unhappy position of having to employ sanc-
tions against the new ally whom she had gained less
than a year ago. But she had so long protested her
loyalty to the League and her desire to make Article 16
a reality that she could not now resist. On November
18th, 1935, for the first time in the history of the League,
sanctions—though only of an economic character, and
these far from complete—came into operation.

The first three months of the war went less well
than had been expected for Italy. Italian forces pene-
trated far into Abyssinia and, supported by bombing
aeroplanes, broke Abyssinian resistance wherever it was
encountered. But the main Abyssinian armies re-
mained intact ; and military experts doubted whether
the two ltalian forces advancing from Eritrea and
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Italian Somaliland respectively could reach the one
railway in Abyssinia (the line from Addis Ababa to the
coast), and effect a junction there, before the rainy
season came on in June.

In December France became apprehensive that an
Italian failure in Abyssinia might react on the situation
in Central Europe. The British Government seems to
have shared this fear and, furthermore, to have been
afraid lest Mussolini, in a moment of desperation,
should launch an attack on Great Britain as the prin-
cipal author of sanctions. Hoare visited Laval in
Paris ; and terms of peace were worked out between
them for submission to the Italian and Abyssinian
Governments. The negotiators were principally con-
cerned to make the terms sufficiently attractive to
Mussolini to induce him to abandon the campaign.
It was proposed to cede to Italy considerably more
Abyssinian territory than had yet been invaded by
Italian troops, the pill being gilded for Abyssinia by
the offer of a corridor to the sea through British
Somaliland. The disclosure of these proposals caused
a storm of indignation in Great Britain. Public opinion
believed that the plan had been designed to help Italy
to extract herself with credit from a hazardous posi-
tion; and it was felt to be no part of the duty of
Great Britain, as a member of the League, to help an
aggressor reap the fruits of his aggression. Hoare
resigned, and was succeeded by Eden ; and no more
was heard of ““ the Hoare-Laval Plan ”.

It was not until March 1936 that the Italian advance
in Abyssinia became perceptibly more rapid. Before
the end of April the Eritrean army was within striking
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distance of the railway and the capital. Internal order
broke down ; and on May 1st the Emperor of Abyssinia
left the country. His flight meant the end of organised
resistance. Addis Ababa was occupied a few days later
by Italian troops. On May gth, the King of Italy was
proclaimed Emperor, and the whole country officially
annexed to Italy.

The Italian victory was a grave blow to the League
and an acute embarrassment for Great DBritain.
Although economic sanctions had paralysed Italy’s
trade and caused a drain on her gold reserve, they had
not sufficed to hamper her military operations. It was
clear that nothing short of war would compel her to
release her prize; and Great Britain was not less
firm than France in her resolve not to be drawn into
war with Italy. At a special meeting of the League
Assembly in July, the British Government proposed the
withdrawal of sanctions. In spite of a personal appeal
by the Emperor, this was unanimously agreed to ; and
a resolution was passed inviting members of the League
to submit to the next Assembly their views on the best
means of ‘ improving the application of the principles
of the Covenant ”.

TuHe ENp oF LocarNo

The apparently pusillanimous attitude of the other
Great Powers towards Italy was partly explained by
another German repudiation which coincided with the
later stages of the Abyssinian war. The Franco-Soviet
Pact of May 1935 (see p. 204) had from the first been
regarded by Germany as a military alliance directed
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exclusively against her and therefore incompatible with
the Locarno Treaty—a view not shared by the French
and British Governments. Germany protested against
it with increased vehemence ; and when, early in 1936,
it was presented to the French Chamber for ratification,
Hitler once more decided on a bold counter-stroke.
Under the Versailles Treaty, Germany was pro-
hibited from maintaining armed forces or constructing
fortifications in the Rhineland ; and under the Locarno
Treaty, the signatories * collectively and severally
guaranteed ” the observance of these provisions. In
March 1935, Hitler had repudiated the dictated Ver-
sailles Treaty, but had reaffirmed his loyalty to the
freely negotiated Treaty of Locarno. On March 7th,
1936, the German Government informed the British,
French and Belgian Governments that the Franco-
Soviet Pact, involving as it did obligations incompatible
with those undertaken by France under the Locarno

«

Treaty, had deprived that treaty of its * inner mean-
ing ”. Germany, therefore, no longer considered
herself bound by it, and was, on that very day, re-
occupying the Rhineland with German troops. The
memorandum conveying this information also contained
a number of proposals. Germany offered to agree to
the establishment of a new demilitarised zone extending
for an equal distance on both sides of the frontier (since
France and Belgium were known to be unwilling to
demilitarise any part of their territory, this was a
debating-point rather than a proposal) ; to negotiate
a new pact on the same lines as the Locarno Treaty,
but omitting the clauses relating to the Rhineland ; to
conclude non-aggression pacts with her eastern neigh-
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bours (and, as Hitler subsequently added, with Austria
and Czechoslovakia) ; and to return to the League
of Nations.

In France, although alarm was expressed, no
serious proposals were made for sanctions or reprisals.
In Great Britain public opinion was shocked by this
repudiation of a freely negotiated treaty, but was, on
the whole, more interested in considering Hitler’s pro-
posals for the future than in condemning his past
action. Negotiations between the British, French and
Belgian Governments took place in March. The
Council of the League, specially summoned in London,
pronounced that Germany had violated the Versailles
Treaty “ by causing . . . military forces to enter and
establish themselves in the demilitarised zone ”. In
order to allay French and Belgian anxieties, the British
Government consented to conversations between the
General Staffs on the steps to be taken in the event of
a German attack on France and Belgium. Germany
and France drew up * peace plans ’. But both these
documents were so vague and so comprehensive that
they were of little practical use. Early in May, after
consultation with the French Government, the British
Government addressed a questionnaire to the German
Government in the hope of further elucidating its pro-
posals. The tone of this communication seems to have
displeased Hitler, who left it unanswered. Through-
out the summer the political world was preoccupied
with the Abyssinian débdcle to the exclusion of the
Locarno negotiations ; and when, in September, an
attempt was made to reopen these negotiations, the
difficulties seemed insuperable. Germany, while ready
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to conclude a fresh guarantee pact for the west, would
enter into no agreement with the Soviet Union. A
Western Pact, unaccompanied by some kind of Eastern
Pact, was unacceptable to France.

Meanwhile, there was a fresh complication.
Belgium, like most of the smaller Powers, was deeply
impressed by the failure of collective security and the
growth of Germany’s power. She felt that her com-
mitments to France under the Franco-Belgian alliance
(see p. 30) and under the Locarno Treaty might be
more of a danger than a safeguard, particularly if
France were involved in a war with Germany as a result
of the Franco-Soviet Pact. On October 14th, 1936, a
declaration was issued stating that Belgium would in
future pursue an exclusively Belgian policy, would
enter no alliances and would, like Switzerland and
Holland, adopt an attitude of complete neutrality in the
disputes of her neighbours. The renewal of Locarno
in the old form was therefore precluded. Belgium was
ready to receive, but would no longer give, guarantees.
In November, Eden publicly stated that ‘ Belgium
could count on our help were she ever the victim of
unprovoked aggression”’, and a few days later he gave
a similar assurance to France. The French Minister
for Foreign Affairs replied by stating in the French
Chamber that France would, in the same circumstances,
come to the assistance of either Great Britain or
Belgium. These declarations could be regarded as
taking the place of the now unrealisable Western Pact.
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CHAPTER 12: THE NON-EUROPEAN WORLD

By the end of 1936 it was clear that the general
settlement imposed after the first world war had no
longer any accepted basis ; and we shall have to con-
sider how the repudiation of treaties was followed by
startling action to upset the order which the treaties
were designed to establish. But since this book, like
almost every other book on the subject, devotes what
may seem a disproportionate amount of attention to
European affairs, the present chapter may help to
redress the balance, before we come back to what is
still the focal centre ; for in international politics more
than in any other sphere the leadership remained
for good or evil in European hands. Some of the
countries now to be discussed have not yet received
more than a passing mention in these pages. Others
have already been dealt with at greater length ; and in
the case of these, it will only be necessary to bring the
story up to date.

THE MIpDLE EAsT

The complex of countries stretching from the
Eastern Mediterranean to the north-west frontier of
India, and conveniently known as * the Middle East ”,
became after 1919 the scene of constant effervescence
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and some striking changes. Of these countries,
Turkey deliberately discarded the religion and tradi-
tion of Islam and, by separating herself from the
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Moslem world, realised her ambition of becoming
a Near Eastern and European instead of a Middle
Eastern and Asiatic Power. Iran, fortunate in pos-
sessing one of the richest oil deposits in the eastern
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hemisphere, prospered under the rule of her masterful
Shah, Riza Khan, who usurped the throne in 1923.
Afghanistan, devoid of natural wealth and sandwiched
in between Soviet Central Asia and British India,
enjoyed a somewhat precarious independence, which
was, however, strengthened by her admission to the
League of Nations in 1934.

The other Middle Eastern countries were the former
Arab provinces of the Turkish Empire, whose fate
has already been described (see p. 17). In all these
countries Arab nationalism was the principal problem
of the years between the wars. The division of the
principal Arab territories between British and French
mandates was a keen disappointment to those Arab
leaders who had looked forward to the establishment of
a united Arab kingdom. The British Government did
something to mitigate this disappointment. One of
the sons of King Hussein of the Hedjaz became King of
Iraq, and another Emir of Transjordania. But the
problem was complicated by the wide divergence in
tradition and development between different sections
of the Arabs who ranged from civilised town-dwellers to
primitive nomads. Arab political unity was still a dream
of the future. But Arab nationalism, deliberately
fostered by the Allies during the war for the discom-
fiture of the Turk, on many occasions after the war
brought the Arab peoples into conflict both with the
Mandatory Powers and with non-Arab minorities living
in their midst.

The status of the first British mandated territory,
Iraq, was from the outset anomalous. No formal man-
date was ever granted, its place being taken by a treaty
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between Great Britain and Iraq, which was approved by
the League, and under which Great Britain promised
to afford Iraq ““such advice and assistance as may
be required . . . without prejudice to her national
sovereignty ”. The importance of Iraq to Great
Britain resided partly in her rich oil-wells and partly in
her favourable position on the direct air-route between
Europe and India. A considerable section of British
opinion was, however, opposed to an indefinite pro-
longation of British rule over an almost land-locked
territory in Asia; and Iraq was encouraged to look
forward to the time when she would be, in the words of
the Covenant, ‘‘ able to stand alone . This result was
achieved in 1932. The mandate was terminated, and
Iraq, having concluded a treaty of alliance with Great
Britain for twenty-five years, became a member of the
League of Nations. The most difficult problem raised
by Iraq’s independence was that of her non-Arab
minorities, of whom the Kurds and Assyrians were the
most important. Unhappily, within a year of Iraq’s
admission to the League, disturbances occurred among
the Assyrians, which resulted in the massacre of five
hundred of them by Iraqi troops. The continued
stability of this new recruit to the family of
independent states—the first Arab member of the
League—appeared to depend in large measure on the
retention of the experienced British advisers who
continued to assist the Iraqi Government in many
branches of the administration.

The second British mandated territory in Asia was
divided, geographically and administratively, by the
River Jordan, Palestine lying to the west of that river
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and Transjordania to the east. Transjordania was a
purely Arab state; and its international history was
limited to occasional frontier disputes with its neigh-
bours. Palestine, on the other hand, presented a
graver problem than that raised by any other man-
date.

The terms of the Palestine mandate (which were the
fulfilment of a promise made by the British Govern-
ment to the Jews in 1917) laid on the Mandatory Power
theobligation to ““ place the country under such political,
administrative and economic conditions as will secure
the establishment of the Jewish national home, while
at the same time safeguarding the civil and religious
rights of all the inhabitants of Palestine . This obliga-
tion might have been difficult to carry out even if the
Allied Governments had not during the war encouraged
Arab aspirations for national independence. But the
contradiction between the promise given to the Jews
and the vaguer undertaking given to the Arabs (which
was, rightly or wrongly, assumed to include Palestine)
laid up serious trouble for the future. In 1919 the
population of Palestine was almost entirely Arab, and
was estimated at something under 700,000. The
establishment of the mandate made Palestine the official
centre of world Jewry, and opened the country to
Jewish immigration. The influx of Jews, compara-
tively modest during the first years, increased rapidly
when the economic crisis broke over Europe, and still
more when the exodus of Jews from Germany began
after the Nazi revolution. By the end of 1934 the
number of Jews in Palestine had reached 300,000,
and would have been greater if immigration had not
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been rigorously limited by the authorities. The Jewish
immigrants brought Western civilisation to a backward
Oriental land. The cultivation of citrus-fruit became a
flourishing large-scale industry organised on modern
lines ; and Palestine bade fair to become the commercial
centre of the Middle East. The creation of the Jewish
city of Tel-Aviv and the development of the port of
Haifa were among the wonders of the modern world.
Palestine was the one country whose trade, both
domestic and foreign, increased by leaps and bounds
during the whole course of the economic crisis.

In this wave of prosperity the non-Jewish population
also shared. Between 1919 and 1934 its numbers rose
to 900,000, so that the Jews were still outnumbered by
three to one. DBut the Arab cultivator, untrained,
improvident and devoid of capital, was no match for
the Jew, and found himself reduced, in his own country,
to a position of galling inferiority. Leaving aside
minor incidents, grave disturbances of the peace, cost-
ing several hundred lives, occurred in 1921, in 1929,
and in 1936, the Arabs in each case attacking first the
Jews, and then the British police and troops engaged in
maintaining order. 'The most serious fact about these
disturbances was that they were directed, not against
incidental hardships inflicted on Arab interests by
Jewish immigration, but against the whole principle of
the Jewish national home in Palestine.

At the end of 1936 a Royal Commission was set up
to investigate the causes for the Arab outbreak and to
make recommendations. Their Report, issued in
July 1937, proposed a tripartite division of the country,
under which the Holy Places were to remain per-
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manently under British control, while Galilee and the
coastal plains were to form a Jewish sovereign state,
the remainder being joined to Transjordania in an
Arab state. The scheme was attacked from all
quarters, and found no favour with the Mandates Com-
mission of the League, to which it was submitted.
Mecanwhile outrages continued ; not only Jews and
British but Arabs were murdered, if they were thought
to be in favour of compromise. A further Com-
mission was appointed to enquire into the practic-
ability of the scheme; but this in the course of 1938
reported so decisively against partition that the project
was abandoned, and a Conference was summoned to
meet in London. Representative Jews and Arabs
were invited to state their case separately to the British
Government ; later, if it seemed possible, a settlement
should be worked out in a joint assembly. But no
agreement was reached, and the British Government
decided to impose its own solution, which laid the
foundations of a compromise by providing Jewish im-
migration should be limited to 10,000 annually for five
years. Meanwhile more vigorous military control was
successful in restoring order; and the Moslem world
in general was to some extent conciliated. To them,
Palestine was essentially part of the Arab fatherland.
Yet many in the western world, and specially
in the Protestant English-speaking nations, familiar
with Old Testament and New Testament history, but
little informed on the course of events in Asia Minor
since the days of Pontius Pilate, were equally sure
that Palestine naturally belonged to the Jews. Further,
the fierce and increasing persecution of that race seemed
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to make some place of refuge for them an international
necessity.

The French mandated territory was divided by the
mandate itself into two : Syria and the Lebanon., In
the Lebanon, a coastal strip on the confines of Syria and
Palestine, a group of Arab Christians formed the
majority of the population ; and this territory enjoyed
a republican form of government which, supported
by periodical interventions of the Mandatory Power,
continued to function. The Lebanese Christians,
estranged by their religion from the Arab national
movement, seemed content, in spite of minor griev-
ances, with the security assured to them by French
protection.

In Syria, on the other hand, Arab nationalism
proved as potent a force as in Iraq and Palestine. In
Iraq, Great Britain created a unified state at the expense
of the minorities. In Syria, France pursued the
opposite policy, and excluded from Syria proper three
areas inhabited mainly by non-Arabs. Two of these—
Latakia on the coast, and the Jebel Druse territory in
the south—were placed under direct French adminis-
tration. The third—the Turkish district of Alexan-
dretta in the north—became an autonomous province
under the nominal suzerainty of the Syrian Govern-
ment; and in June 1939, as a part of its general Medi-
terranean policy, France signed an agreement by which
the greater part of this district, the Sandjak of Alex-
andretta, was ceded to Turkey, on condition that the
Turks should abandon all other claims on Syria and
cease from propaganda in the country. This policy
of dismemberment was strongly resented by the
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Syrian Arabs. Serious rebellions occurred from time
to time, notably in 1925, when Damascus was bom-
barded by French troops; and from 1933 the Syrian
constitution was completely suspended. During 1936
fresh negotiations took place between the French
Government and the Syrian leaders, and resulted in
November in the signature of a treaty on the model of
the Anglo-Iraqi Treaty. Ratification of this was to be
followed by Syria’s application with French support
for admission to the League of Nations. But ratifica-
tion was delayed so long that in the beginning of 1939
nationalist disturbances broke out at Damascus, and
the High Commissioner decreed the dissolution of the
Syrian parliament and placed the executive power in
the hands of a Council of five Directors—military
defence being controlled from France.

In Arabia, the most striking event of the period
was the rise of Ibn Saud, formerly the Sultan of Nejd.
During the first world war, Ibn Saud assisted the Allies
against Turkey, and was subsidised by them. He was
not recognised in the peace settlement. But in this
region of nomadic populations and undefined frontiers,
he extended his domain by a process of gradual en-
croachment and vigorous administration ; and in 1926,
having defeated and expelled King Hussein of the
Hedjaz, he annexed the territory and proclaimed him-
self King of the Hedjaz and Nejd, the title of the whole
country being subsequently changed to Saudi Arabia.
Ibn Saud clearly established his claim to be regarded
as the most powerful independent Arab ruler. Saudi
Arabia did not apply for admission to the League
of Nations. But during 1936 she consolidated her
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international situation by concluding treaties with Iraq,
with Transjordania and with Egypt. These demon-
strations of Arab solidarity appear to have been inspired
in part by fear of Italian ambitions following Italy’s
success in Abyssinia; and the same circumstance
increased the cordiality of relations between Great
Britain and the Arab states.

Egypt, though not usually included in the term
“ Middle East ”, requires mention in this brief survey
of Arab-speaking countries. The construction of the
Suez Canal made Egypt a vital point in British Imperial
communications ; and for thirty years before the war
Egypt, though nominally under Turkish suzerainty,
was in British occupation. When Turkey entered the
war in December 1914, Turkish suzerainty was abro-
gated and a British protectorate proclaimed. After the
war the rising tide of nationalism made it difficult to
maintain the protectorate ; and in 1922, after a vain
effort to reach an agreement with the Iigyptian national-
ist leaders, Great Britain issued a declaration recognis-
ing the independence of Egypt, but reserving to herself
the defence of the country, the protection of foreigners
and of the minorities, and joint sovereignty with
Egypt over the Sudan. This declaration was followed
by a communication to foreign Powers intimating that
interference in the affairs of Egypt by any foreign
Power would be regarded by Great Britain as a menace
to her own security.

The anomalous situation resulting from the declara-
tion was full of embarrassments for both sides. On
more than one occasion attempts were made to
regularise the position by a treaty. But not until 1936,
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when the Italian success in Abyssinia inspired both
Great Britain and Egypt with a strong desire to improve
their mutual relations, were these attempts successful.
Under the treaty signed in August 1936, Great Britain
undertook, under certain conditions, to withdraw
British troops from the interior of the country, main-
taining them only in the Canal zone ; to help Egypt to
secure the abolition of the Capitulations, i.e. the extra-
territorial rights enjoyed by nationals of the principal
foreign Powers in the country ; to support Egypt’s claim
to membership of the League; and to give Lgyp-
tian officials a share in the administration of the Sudan.

These promises were fulfilled when, at a Conven-
tion held at Montreux on May 8th, 1937, the interested
Powers renounced their rights under the Capitulations ;
and on May 26th Egypt was admitted as a sovereign
state to the League of Nations. In 1938 an agreement
with Great Britain was negotiated concerning the
accommodation of British troops which under previous
agreements were stationed to protect the Suez Canal ;
and Egypt, while upholding her independent position,
remained fully loyal to her obligations to Great Britain.

Tue Far East

Japan’s withdrawal from the League in March 1933
created in the Far East a situation of growing tension.
Japan soon consolidated her conquest of Manchuria
and asserted her position as the dominant power in
East Asia. The first important declaration of her policy
was contained in a statement issued to the press by the
Japanese Foreign Office in April 1934. This state-
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ment, after referring to Japan’s ‘“ special responsibili-
ties in East Asia ”, declared explicitly that *“ there is no
country but China which is in a position to share with
Japan the responsibility for the maintenance of peace
in East Asia”, and that Japan “ objected ” to any
operations undertaken singly or jointly by foreign
Powers to assist China. The objection applied to
operations undertaken ‘“in the name of technical or
financial assistance ”’ (such as had recently been
accorded to China by the League of Nations) as well as
to military assistance in the form of the supply of war
material or the loan of instructors or advisers. This
declaration, which came to be known as ‘‘Japan’s
Monroe Doctrine ”, was repeated on several sub-
sequent occasions. In the summer of 1935 an
attempt to separate from the rest of China several of her
northern provinces broke down in face of the passive
resistance of the Chinese. But in the strip of Chinese
territory adjacent to Manchuria, the local Japanese
military authorities succeeded in setting up a puppet
administration under the name of the East Hopei
Autonomous Government ; further they subsequently,
by deliberate interference with the operations of the
Chinese customs authorities, encouraged an extensive
smuggling traffic through this important area—a clever
manceuvre designed to put illicit profits into the pockets
of Japanese traders and to sap the resources and the
prestige of the Chinese administration. During 1936
sporadic murders of Japanese in several parts of China
bore testimony to the bitter feelings which had been
aroused.

In China itself, fear of Japan acted as a unifying
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force, though its effects were slower and more par-
tial than might have been hoped. In Central China
numerous local Soviets continued, long after Borodin’s
departure, to be a thorn in the side of the Nanking
Government, and extensive areas remained under the
control of a so-called Chinese Soviet Government.
After 1933 most of these areas were reabsorbed by the
Nanking Government. Organised Chinese communist
forces still existed in North-West China; but in
accordance with the policy laid down at the 1935 con-
gress of the Communist International, these forces now
sought, not to overthrow the Nanking Government, but
to stiffen and support its resistance to Japan in North
China. In South China, a military rebellion against
the Nanking Government in the summer of 1936 met
with no support, and ended in the suppression of the
semi-independent Canton Government. Co-operation
between Nanking and Canton appeared to be closer
than at any time in recent years. Thus, at the end of
1936, the Chinese Government at Nanking, ably led by
General Chiang Kai-shek, was slowly strengthening
its hold in Central and South China, and tenaciously
maintaining its influence in North China against
Japan. In December there was a short-lived rebel-
lion on the north-western frontier; and Chiang
Kai-shek himself was held prisoner for several days by
mutinous troops. The submission of his captors, how-
ever, strengthened his position, and China appeared
on the way to be united, and united in resistance to
Japanese aggression.

But in July 1937 a clash between Japanese and
Chinese troops not far from Peking led to further
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incidents ; and, without declaration of war, war began.
Peking was evacuated and the Chinese, still resisting,
were gradually driven back to the line of the Yellow
River, while naval and air forces attacked Shanghai.
By the end of the year the Japanese had captured
not only this city but the capital, Nanking. Aerial
bombardment inflicted great slaughter on defenceless
multitudes, and, incidentally, whether by accident or
mistaken zeal, wounded the British Ambassador to
China and damaged an American and a British vessel
on the Upper Yangtse. But the course of events in
Europe forced Great Britain to limit resentment to
diplomatic protest, while the United States accepted
an apology. Meanwhile the League of Nations, before
which the facts were laid by Chinese representatives,
formally condemned Japan’s action as an unjustifiable
breach of treaty obligations, and members of the League
were invited to consider how far they could individually
help the victim of aggression.

China’s spirit of resistance remained unbroken,
though the Japanese armies, superior both in equip-
ment and discipline, everywhere succeeded in forcing
their way. First Hankow with its satellite cities,
which had become the temporary capital, fell in July
1938, and in October Canton was taken with unexpected
ease. Gradually Japan mastered all the ports and left
the Chinese armies dependent for supplies on what they
could obtain overland from the Soviet Union, or import
by rail from French Indo-China, or, by a newly created
motor road, from British sources in Burma. Towards
the end of 1939 the Japanese cut the rail to Indo-
China; the motor road was overburdened; and
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Soviet aid could no longer be counted on. But China
continued to resist.

On the Soviet side, Japan’s conquest of Manchukuo
had caused serious apprehension and provoked various
counter-measures. 'These were of several kinds. In
the first place, the Soviet Government sought and
obtained the official recognition of the United States
Government (see p. 202). Secondly, it sought to
lessen the occasions of friction by selling to Japan (or,
nominally, to Manchukuo) the Russian interest in the
Chinese Eastern Railway which crosses Manchuria.
Thirdly, it extended Soviet influence in Central Asia.
The westernmost province of China, Sinkiang or Chinese
Turkestan, inhabited by a mixed population of many
races, had for long been virtually independent of the
Nanking Government, and had been the scene of
periodical civil wars between rival authorities. In 1933
Soviet troops and aeroplanes intervened in one of these
local struggles, and enabled the local Chinese Governor
recognised by the Nanking Government to restore
order and re-establish his authority. For some time,
Soviet influence, political and economic, became para-
mount in Sinkiang. In March 1936 Outer Mongolia
which, though nominally under Chinese sovereignty,
had been in effect a Soviet republic since 1921, con-
cluded with the Soviet Union a treaty of alliance under
which each party promised to come to the other’s
assistance in the event of foreign aggression ; and about
the same time Stalin pointedly informed an American
journalist that any Japanese interference in Outer
Mongolia would mean war with the Soviet Union.
Thus the Soviet Union possessed in Sinkiang and in
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Outer Mongolia outposts similar to that established
by Japan in Manchukuo, though Soviet control of the
local administrations was less direct than that of Japan
in Manchukuo

AMERICA AND WORLD PoLiTiCS

In many countries the economic crisis of 1930-33
produced more disastrous results than in the United
States. But nowhere did it cause a more direct and
radical change in the prevalent conception of the func-
tions of the state. Before the crisis, the United States
had maintained almost undiluted, except for the single
item of tariff protection, the principles of laissez-faire
and unrestricted individual enterprise. State inter-
ference in industry and commerce was still widely
regarded as something undesirable, un-American and
evenimmoral. ‘The crisis showed up in glaring colours
the fallacy of this view. When the whole structure of
industry and finance tottered, and one-tenth of the
population were unemployed, both capital and labour
looked to the state for salvation; and the history of
President Roosevelt’s administration was one long effort
to rebuild American economic life on a new basis.
When recovery began, the forces of reaction tried to
reassert themselves against what had come to be known
as the “ New Deal ”. The American Constitution
gave Congress power ‘‘to regulate Commerce with
foreign Nations and among the several States . It
was only by a somewhat strained interpretation that this
could be made to cover such matters as price-control
and the fixing of labour conditions. Some of the
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administration’s more radical measures for the control
of industry and agriculture and the protection of labour
were ruled by the Supreme Court to be unconstitu-
tional, and had to be withdrawn. But the overwhelm-
ing majority by which President Roosevelt was re-
elected in November 1936 showed how whole-heartedly
the mass of the American people had accepted the new
principle of state regulation.

This peaceful domestic revolution engrossed the
main energies of the American Government during the
years after 1933, and foreign affairs took second place.
The first effect of Japan’s Manchurian venture had been
to stimulate American co-operation with the League
(see p. 165). In the summer of 1932 both Republican
and Democratic parties declared themselves in favour
of consultation between the American Government
and other governments in the event of a breach, or
threatened breach, of the Pact of Paris; and in May
1933 the American delegate at the Disarmament Con-
ference stated that, if a disarmament convention were
concluded, the American Government would agree, in
future emergencies, to consult with other governments
and not to obstruct any action which might be decided
on by them. But when the Conference broke down,
and the situation in Europe and in the Pacific grew
darker and more menacing, American opinion moved
rapidly in the direction of isolation. In December
1935 a naval conference met in London to consider the
situation which would arise when the London naval
treaty (see p. 182) lapsed at the end of the year. At the
end of 1934, Japan had given the prescribed two years’
notice to terminate the Washington Five-Power Treaty
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of 1921 ; and it proved impossible to secure Japan's
continued acceptance of the Washington ratio, or of any
other ratio which limited her fleet at a lower level than
the British and American fleets. The only result of
the London conference was an agreement between
Gteat Britain, the United States and France to give one
another advance information regarding ships of war
constructed or acquired by them, and to limit the maxi-
mum tonnage of different categories of war vessel. In
other respects, all parties regained their liberty at the
end of 1936.

Since the beginning of 1935 the principal aim of the
American Government in international affairs had been
to avoid any possibility of becoming involved in war.
In that year, in pursuance of the policy of reducing its
commitments, it decided to withdraw from the Philip-
pines, the only American base in the western Pacific,
and to grant full independence to the islands after a
probationary period of ten years. Equally significant
was the passage in the summer of 1935 of a Neutrality
Act which authorised the President, in the event of an
outbreak of war, to place an embargo on the export of
war material and key products to both belligerents.
This authority was exercised by the President in the
Italo-Abyssinian War ; and an amendment to the Act
in February 1936 made such an embargo not merely
optional, but obligatory, in future wars. It added an
embargo on loans to belligerents and, significantly,
exempted the American republics from the operation
of the Act.

This attempt on the part of the United States to
isolate themselves from the political troubles of Europe

249 R



THE RE-EMERGENCE OF GERMANY

and the Far East was accompanied by an equally
marked desire to draw nearer to the other American
countries. There had been for many years a tradi-
tional mistrust of the United States among the countries
of Central and South America. The Monroe Doctrine
was widely interpreted as implying that the United
States had the right and duty to intervene in Central
and South America where necessary in order to main-
tain order and protect foreign livesand property. Thus
the treaty between Cuba and the United States of
1903 explicitly gave the latter the right of intervention
for these purposes. United States marines had been
stationed in Nicaragua, with one short interval, ever
since 1912, and in Haiti since 1915; and there had
been less permanent interventions in other countries.
Periodical Pan-American congresses, of which the first
met in 1889, did not remove the ill-will produced by
what was freely described as the policy of the “ Big
Stick > and of “ Dollar Imperialism .

About 1930, partly as a result of the economic crisis,
American opinion began to set away from a policy of
intervention in Central and South America. At the
beginning of 1933, the United States marines were
withdrawn from Nicaragua ; and when, in his inaugural
address in March of that year, President Roosevelt
‘““ dedicated this Nation to the policy of the Good
Neighbour ”, the words were thought to herald a
definite reversal of the traditional attitude. In the
same year, the Argentine Republic promoted a fresh
pact providing for the renunciation of aggressive war
and the non-recognition of situations created by the use
of force. This was welcomed by the United States and
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signed by many American, as well as by some European,
states. 'The Seventh Pan-American Congress at
Montevideo at the end of 1933 was the occasion of a
conciliatory utterance by the United States Secretary
of State. The next year saw the final withdrawal from
Haiti and the abrogation of the 1903 treaty with Cuba.
In December 1936, immediately after his re-election,
President Roosevelt paid Latin America the signal
compliment of attending in person the opening meeting
of the Eighth Pan-American Congress at Buenos Aires ;
and the Congress adopted a treaty providing that, in
the event of a threat to the peace of any of the American
republics, the signatories would “ consult among
themselves for the adoption of measures of peaceful
co-operation . In spite of the two wars which dis-
figured South America during the nineteen-thirties (see
p. 174), international relations within the American
continents became more sincerely friendly than at any
previous time.

In the meanwhile, the double tendency to draw
the American republics into closer accord and to
prevent their involvement in the wars of other
nations continued under the leadership of the United
States, where legislation designed to preserve neutrality
had been further developed. The provisions of the
Act of 1935 and its later amendments were adopted
only for two years; and in 1937 a fresh Neutrality Act
was passed. It renewed the embargo on export of
arms and on loans. It forbade American merchant-
men to be armed, and American citizens to travel on
the vessels of any belligerent—since injury to them
might involve the United States. It gave the
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President discretion to prohibit the export of goods
in American vessels to belligerent States, leaving it
to be conducted, on the “ cash and carry ” principle,
by nationals of such States as could transport the
materials after paying for them. He was also
authorised to permit the transport of goods to * lands
bordering on the United States "—in other words, to
Canada—since no cause of conflict could arise from
interruption en route.

Determination to avoid political commitments in
Europe did not, however, involve complete isolation.
American opinion gave almost unanimous assent to
a policy of economic collaboration with Europe as
with other continents. Secretary Cordell Hull took
full advantage of the Reciprocal Trade Agreement
Act, first passed in 1934, renewed for a further
three years in 1937, to negotiate with twenty-two
countries, covering the larger part of America’s
foreign trade, trade agreements on the most-favoured-
nation basis involving reciprocal reduction of tariffs
and limitation of other restrictions upon trade. He
believed that economic nationalism had been a major
factor in the development of the political crisis
which led ultimately to war, and that the restoration
of multi-lateral trade, on the freest possible basis com-
patible with reasonable tariff protection, would do more
to prevent a recurrence of dictatorship, aggression and
wars, than mere political and territorial rearrangements.

In the Far East, moreover, the United States
showed signs of a reaction against the 1934-37 policy
of reduced commitments. The President deliber-
ately refrained from recognising that the Japanese
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operations in China constituted a state of war, since
such recognition would have brought into operation the
provisions of the Neutrality Act and cut off American
aid to China. Marked preference was displayed for
the Chinese in their struggle, and loans were
made available to them through the Import-Export
Bank. The United States Government resolutely re-
fused to surrender any of its traditional rights in
China, and maintained fully its naval and military
forces in Chinese treaty ports and waters. In July
1939 it issued notice of denunciation of the Japanese-
American commercial treaty, which thercfore was
finally terminated in January 1940. Commercial
relations between the United States and Japan con-
tinued on a day-to-day basis and the threat of an
embargo or of discriminatory duties on Japanese im-
ports, strongly urged by powerful groups in Congress
and in the country, remained as a deterrent to further
Japanese encroachment upon American rights. There
was also a growing movement in the Philippine
Islands and in the United States against the complete
independence legally due to take effect in 1946. 'The
period during which preferential advantages for Philip-
pine trade will continue was extended, and amend-
ment of the Act calling for political and military
withdrawal was frequently mooted.

Tue BriTisH COMMONWEALTH OF NATIONS

Relations between Great Britain and the self-
governing Dominions are not international relations in
the full sense of the term, and fall outside the scope of
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this book. But since the Dominions are members of
the League of Nations (as is also India) and have
independent foreign policies, some mention must be
made here of their position.

The first appearance of Canada, Australia, New
Zealand, South Africa and India as members of the
international community was in 1919, when they signed
the Versailles Treaty in their own right. The fact that
they did not figure in their proper alphabetical place
among the other signatories, but were grouped together
under the rubric of the ‘“ British Empire ", showed that
they were not regarded as independent sovereign states ;
and Article 1 of the Covenant, which throws the League
open to * any fully self-governing State, Dominion or
Colony ” was evidently designed to take account of
their special status. When the Irish Free State applied
for membership in 1923, its application was approved
by the Assembly on the ground that ‘‘ the Irish Free
State is a Dominion forming part of the British Empire
upon the same conditions as the other Dominions which
are already members of the League ”. No further
attempt was made to elucidate the status of the
Dominions till 1926. In that year the Imperial Con-
ference defined Great Britain and the sclf-governing
Dominions as ‘‘ autonomous communities within the
British Empire, equal in status . . . though united by
a common allegiance to the Crown, and freely associated
as members of the British Commonwealth of Nations ”’;
and in 1931 the Statute of Westminster, in which this
status was given a legal and constitutional basis, was
voted by the British Parliament and accepted by the
Dominions.
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The international situation resulting from this
definition was not free from ambiguities. The British
Government (whose official title, after 1926, was
“ His Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland ”’) always
maintained that neither the Covenant itself nor any
international agreement concluded between members of
the League of Nations was applicable to the relations
of members of the British Commonwealth with one
another. This view was, however, consistently attacked
by Irish politicians ; and the other Dominions for
the most part avoided any pronouncement on the
question of principle. The divergence was clearly
marked when, in 1929, all the members of the British
Commonwealth signed the Optional Clause of the
Statute of the Permanent Court (sece p. 112). Great
Britain, followed by Australia and New Zcaland,
made a reservation excluding from its acceptance
disputes between members of the British Common-
wealth. Canada and South Africa made the same
reservation, but accompanied it with statements imply-
ing that they did not subscribe to the view that such
disputes were 7pso facto outside the competence of the
Court. The Irish delegate made no reservation of such
disputes at all. Another aspect of the same problem
was the question (happily destined to remain academic)
whether, in the event of a member of the British
Commonwealth resorting to war in violation of the
Covenant, the other members of the Commonwealth
would be bound by the obligations of Article 16.

While these theoretical difficulties existed, there
were few important divergencies of opinion on funda-
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mental issues. The fears of those foreigners who
thought that the constitution of the League gave the
British Government six votes had, indeed, not been
justified ; for on points of detail—the only points which
weredecided at Geneva by a majority vote—the members
of the British Commonwealth were rarely all to be found
on the same side. In financial and economic matters,
the Dominions and India fully asserted their national
interests even against those of Great Britain. In
the political sphere India was precluded from indepen-
dent action ; and differences between other members of
the British Commonwealth proved to be differences of
emphasis rather than of substance. Canada, secure
herself and influenced by the proximity of the United
States, displayed a strong desire to restrict to a
minimum the obligation to defend the security of other
members of the League. Australia and New Zealand
seemed too remote to take a sustained interest in inter-
national affairs. But they from time to time were
apprehensive of Japan, and they were always sensitive
to any criticism of their policy of excluding coloured
immigrants. South Africa exhibited perhaps a keener
interest in the problems of security, and was one of
the few countries which expressed disapproval of the
withdrawal of sanctions against Italy in July 1936
(see p. 228). The Irish seemed more concerned to
establish the principle of their independence than to
pursue an international policy of their own. Three
Dominions—Australia, New Zealand and South Africa
—administered mandated territories (see p. 18) on
which they reported annually to the League. After
1927 a non-permanent seat on the Council was
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always held by one of the Dominions.

The outbreak of war in 1939 finally showed that the
Dominions did not feel themselves bound automatically
to follow the lead of Great Britain and that each of them
acted in its own right, in obedience to a sense of its
own prestige and interest.
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CHAPTER 13: RELAPSE INTO WAR

It has been seen that by the end of 1936 the states
which were discontented with the settlement of 1919
had asserted their freedom from obligations under it;
they were now asserting claims to satisfaction, with
war implied as the alternative. Under this menace,
the British Government finally abandoned their attempt
to produce disarmament by example. In March 1937
Neville Chamberlain, as Chancellor of the Exchequer,
announced that expenditure on defence would no
longer be financed solely by taxation. He pro-
posed a loan of four hundred millions for the pur-
pose, and projected a total outlay of one thousand
five hundred millions in a space of five years.
Baldwin, the Prime Minister, defended these proposals
by saying that their purpose was to deter aggression,
and that the country, after some yecars of limited
expenditure, could now finance defence without affect-
ing the standard of living or the social services. Both
he and Eden, the Foreign Secretary, declined to
admit that Great Britain had abandoned the League
of Nations. But while Baldwin expressed a hope
that its action might be supplemented by * regional
pacts”’, offering a guarantee from certain Powers
for certain spheres, Eden had to allow that little
progress was made in this direction; and he defended
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British armament as the best guarantee of peace.

At the moment, the threat of war was indefinite ;
Germany’s energies were fully occupied in constructing
defences opposite the French Maginot Line. This
‘“ Siegfried Line ”’, when completed, would enable her
to hold the western front with a united force and
concentrate her effort to the East. But Europe at
large, and more specially France and Great Britain,
felt uncertain what might come out of a new theatre
of war.

THE SpanisH CiviL WaRr

By far the most important event of the latter half of
1936 occurred in a country which had, for many years
past, played an inconsiderable role in international
affairs. The dictatorship set up in Spain in 1923 (see
p. 71) was overthrown in 1930. In the next year,
King Alfonso XIII abdicated,and a democratic republic
was established. But the democratic tradition has never
been strong in Spain ; and from 1931 to 1936 demo-
cracy maintained itsclf by asomewhat precarious balance
between royalists and other reactionaries on the Right,
and anarchists and communists on the Left. State
finances were chaotic, and public order was frequently
threatened. In July 1936, General Franco, the com-
mander of the troops in Spanish Morocco, proclaimed
a military rebellion,and crossed into Spain with an army
composed largely of Moorish troops. He overran
without much opposition the extreme south and gradu-
ally conquered the whole of western Spain. In the
middle of November the insurgents were in the suburbs
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of Madrid, the government withdrew to Valencia,
and the fall of the capital seemed imminent. From
that point, the resistance of the government forces
stiffened ; and at the end of the year, the three possible
issues—a victory of the Left, a victory of the Right,
or a stalemate between them—seemed almost equally
likely.

The Spanish Civil War might not, in other circum-
stances, have been an international event. The causes
which made it one were of two kinds. In the first place
Italy, fresh from her Abyssinian victory, which had
thrown into relief the strategic importance of the Medi-
terranean, welcomed an opportunity to strengthen her
position in western Mediterranean waters. Secondly,
the notion had grown up since the first world war that a
country whose internal organisation was based on a cer-
tain political theory was expected to encourage and assist
the triumph of that theory in other countries. This
policy was pursued by the Soviet Union prior to 1927,
and was adopted later by other countries. In 1933-34
Germany supplied the Austrian Nazis with money and
arms ; and Italy, more successfully, insisted on the
establishment of a Fascist régime in Austria (see p. 206).
In 1936 Italy and Germany treated the Spanish
Civil War, on somewhat unconvincing grounds, as
a struggle between Communism and Fascism, and
thought it appropriate that they should support the
insurgents. In nearly all such cases, it seems difficult
to distinguish between the supposed interests of a poli-
tical theory and the national interests of the intervening
country.

There can be little doubt that Italy, at any rate, was
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privy to General Franco’s rebellion ; for the help of
Italian aeroplanes was forthcoming at the very outset to
transport his troops from Morocco. Within a few
weeks, the Spanish Civil War threatened to divide all
Europe into two camps, Italy, Germany and Portugal
openly sympathising with the insurgents, and the
Soviet Union with the government. On August 15th
the British Government, anxious at all costs to remain
neutral, placed an embargo on the shipment of war
material from Great Britain to Spain, and France
followed the British example. These two countries
then invited all European countries to enter into an
agreement not to supply war material to either side, and
to form a non-intervention committee in London to
supervise the working of the agreement. After some
delay, mainly due to Portugal’s reluctance, the agree-
ment was concluded. For a few weeks it seems to have
checked the supply of arms to Spain. But soon the
Spanish and Soviet Governments began to denounce
violations of the agreement by Italy, Germany and
Portugal ; and these charges were answered by ac-
cusations, which soon became equally well-founded,
against the Soviet Government. From October on-
wards, Italy and Germany were more or less openly
sending arms to the insurgents, and the Soviet Union
to the government ; and in November, when the fall of
Madrid seemed imminent, Italy and Germany officially
recognised the government set up by General Franco.
Considerable numbers of Italian and German troops
were fighting in the insurgent ranks, and contingents of
Russians, anti-Fascist Italians and anti-Nazi Germans,
as well as volunteers from other countries, on the side
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of the government. The Spanish Civil War assumed
many of the aspects of a European civil war fought on
Spanish territory.

RivaL GROUPING OF THE POWERS

| The second most striking event of the last months
of 1936 was an agreement between Germany and Japan.
Politically, this agreement was the consequence and
the counterpart of the Franco-Soviet Pact; and
the only cause for surprise is that it should not have
been reached sooner. But it was characteristic of the
period that the understanding should take the form, not
of a pact of alliance, but of an agreement for mutual
support in combating Communism.

The end of 1936 saw therefore a considerable part of
the world divided into two groups, one led by Germany,
Italy and Japan, the other by France and the Soviet
Union. The first group were sometimes called the
IFascist Powers, though the term was of doubtful
application to Japan. The second group cannot be
so easily labelled. For though the Soviet Union in
1936 adopted a constitution in which some of the ex-
ternal forms of democracy were observed, it remained
in essence as alien to western democracy as France
to communism. The current habit of classifying coun-
tries by the type of political theory professed by their
government became misleading. | The rival groups were
linked not so much by a common political faith as by
the fact that the first group was, for varying reasons,
dissatisfied with the territorial settlement of the world
made in 1919—a settlement which the second group
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desired to maintain.y The fundamental division was
between those who were in the main satisfied with the
existing international distribution of the world’s goods
and those who were not.

For the moment, the British Government refused to
commit itself to either group and maintained an attitude
of cautious neutrality, until forced out of it by the
disquieting action of other Powers. Early in 1937
anxiety was caused by a rumoured concentration of
Germans in Spanish Morocco; the fear was that
General Franco might bargain away this territory as
the price of help. 'The French Government recalled
publicly the agreement of 1922 by which Spain, after
receiving French assistance in the Riff war, debarred
itself from alienating this strategically important
territory. Germany, however, denied any such ambi-
tion; and General Franco declared that he was deter-
mined on maintaining the integrity of Spanish territory.
As the year advanced, Germany lcft the main réle in
Spain to Italy; her contribution was chiefly confined to
material and technicians, while Italian troops operated
as separate and distinctive units, whose achievements
were acclaimed in Rome as victories.  On the Govern-
ment’s side, the International Brigade was less clearly
identified with any country; but the material, much
of it probably furnished from Russia, came largely
through France.

The general European situation was still profoundly
affected by a political crisis in France which had be-
come acute in June 1936, when a government repre-
senting the Front Populaire—an alliance of Radicals,
Socialists and Communists—came into office under
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Léon Blum, and rapidly carried into law changes in
the relation between workers and employers which
were regarded by the wealthier classes as revolutionary.
In these circles Blum, a wealthy and cultivated Jew, was
denounced as an agent of Moscow. In Spain, victory
went to the side favoured by the so-called Fascist
Powers, very largely because Germany and Italy, while
officially members of the International Committee
pledged to see that there should be no interven-
tion, supplied material and reinforcements up to the
point which they thought necessary to turn the scale.
France might have been in a position to supply a
counter-weight. But Blum, whatever his feelings on
the Spanish question, thought, like all Frenchmen, that
the vital interest of France was to keep step with Great
Britain; and the British Government made every
effort,) if not to keep non-intervention a reality, at
least to prevent intervention from bringing about
general European war. | The tension persisted till the
spring of 1939, when, after the Republican stronghold
of Catalonia had been reduced, Madrid was finally
occupied by General Franco’s troops. + His govern-
ment was then formally recognised both by France and
Great Britain)

But the world situation did not grow less dangerous.
While the Spanish war was in full progress, Japan em-
barked on her operations in China (see p. 245), which
were none the less an aggressive invasion because there
was no declaration of war. [In November 1937 Italy
joined the ‘‘ Anti-Comintern pact” concluded be-
tween Germany and Japan ; and as a sequel to this she
announced on December rxth her withdrawal from the
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League of Nations{ Her solidarity with Germany had
been emphasised by a ceremonial official visit paid by
Mussolini in person to Hitler at Munich. It was
returned in 1938, when Hitler was received with great
ceremony at Rome; nothing was omitted that could
affirm the strength of the Berlin-Rome axis—to which,
at least in theory, Japan was attached. Action to gain
satisfaction for the unsatisfied Powers grew imminent ;
already the German elements in Czechoslovakia an-
nounced their discontent, and their desire to be included
in the Reich.! Henlein, leader of the Sudeten Germans,
becamei a European figure, and paid a propaganda
visit to Britain.

Meanwhile in the Soviet Union a remarkable purge
was in progress. During 1936 the Soviet Government
had brought to trial many of the politicians who had been
most prominent in Lenin’s band of revolutionaries ;
now, in 1937, a group of the best-known generals were
similarly liquidated. It became matter of speculation
whether the military value of the Franco-Soviet
alliance was not gravely lessened. There was also
increasing doubt whether Italy would maintain that
interest in the independence of Austria, which she had
demonstrated in 1934 by the appearance of her troops
on the Brenner (see p. 207).

But on the whole, 1937 was only a year of prepara-
tion for undisclosed events; and the threat of war
seemed most immediate in the Mediterranean where
Italy loudly asserted her dissatisfaction with the exist-
ing division of power. She claimed that her new
acquisition in Abyssinia entitled her to a share in
control of the Suez Canal, which led to it, and also that
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the preponderating Italian element in the population of
Tunis marked this colony as properly belonging to
Italy. Violent Italian propaganda was directed against
Great Britain, whose massive rearmament was re-
garded as indicating a new policy of positive resist-
ance both to Germany and to Italy. British military
preparation was described on January 16th, 1938,
before the Council of the League of Nations at Geneva
by Eden, the British Foreign Secretary. as a support
for those principles of co-operation to promote inter-
national security on which the League was based. But
debates in the British Parliament indicated a division
of opinion in the British Cabinet, and on February 2oth
Eden’s resignation was made known. He had been re-
peatedly denounced both by German and Italian organs
of publicity as an obstacle to the legitimate claims of
these countries, and in explaining his resignation to
the House of Commons he made clear his opposition
to opening any negotiations with Italy until she had
made good her pledges to cease from hostile propa-
ganda and to withdraw her troops from Spain. Neville
Chamberlain, who had succeeded Baldwin as Prime
Minister, declared his intention to open negotiations
with Italy, in concert with Lord Halifax, who replaced
Eden; and on February 22nd he remarked that it
would be wrong to encourage small countries in the
belief that they would be protected against aggression
by the League of Nations. Since Baldwin, a couple
of years earlier, had declared the League to be the
sheet anchor of British policy, there was plainly a
change of front; and Chamberlain admitted that he
had previously believed such protection to be possible,
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but had altered his opinion. In return for assurances
that British plans for the withdrawal of foreign troops
from Spain were accepted, Great Britain pledged itself
to advocate to the League of Nations the recognition
of Italy’s conquest of Abyssinia.

GERMANY BEGINS AGGRESSION

Meanwhile a new threat to internatinnal security
developed. Under an agreement signed at Stresa in
1935, Britain had declared her interest in the inde-
pendence and integrity of Austria, in concert with
France and Italy. ‘This independence was now gravely
challenged by the first of Nazi Germany’s aggressions
on other States.

Early in 1938 Hitler had assumed supreme com-
mand of all the armed forces of the Reich, thus
asserting his will against such officers as questioned his
general line of action ; and Ribbentrop, who had been
Ambassador to Great Britain, replaced Neurath as
Minister for Foreign Affairs. Then aggressive action
began. After turbulent demonstrations organised by
the Austrian Nazis, Schuschnigg, the Austrian Chan-
cellor, was summoned to interview Hitler at Berchtes-
gaden, and accepted some kind of ultimatum under
which Nazi representatives were included in his govern-
ment. This did not, however, save him. On March
12th, German troops marched in and occupied Vienna.
A detachment of them immediately presented itself on
the Brenner Pass and exchanged salutations with the
Italian posts; Italy’s attitude had changed radically
since 1934. There was no resistance in Austria and
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probably inclusion with the Reich was welcome to a
majority of the population. But it was evident that
aggression might follow in another country where it
would be passionately opposed. The effect on Czecho-
slovakia was that German power now faced her on
a greatly extended frontier. Part of this, facing
Germany along the Carpathians, was strongly for-
tified : the rest, opposite Austria, lay open. Her total
population was less than fifteen millions: of these
nearly three millions and a half were Sudeten Germans,
settled in compact groups along the frontier. To the
south towards the Danube were close on a million
Magyars, demanding reunion with Hungary : on the
east Poland claimed the important mining district of
Teschen which the Czechs had acquired in 1920
through a compromise imposed by the Allies (see p. 33).

In this condition of things, Germany made prepara-
tions to hold manceuvres on a grand scale along the
Czech border. The Czech Government called up
some of their reserves and meanwhile made anxious
attempts to reach a settlement with the Sudetens.
But they were not only able to maintain internal
order but also ready to resist invasion by force; and
France and the Soviet Union were pledged to assist
them if they were attacked. Britain was under no
direct obligation to act. But on March 24th Cham-
berlain had said in the House of Commons that, if
her ally France became involved in war for this cause,
the inexorable pressure of facts might well prove more
powerful than formal pronouncements. This utterance
was construed as conveying a pledge that Britain would
stand by Czechoslovakia if France did the same.
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Nevertheless, fears of European war were still mainly
connected with the struggle in Spain, where British
vessels, while delivering cargo in ports held by the
Republican Government, were repeatedly bombed by
insurgent aeroplanes, said to be manned by German or
Italian aviators; but a scheme for withdrawal of
foreign troops from both sides promoted by Great
Britain was under discussion. In order to allay the
growing signs of trouble in Central Europe, Lord
Runciman was despatched to Prague (nominally at the
request of the Czech Government) to act as conciliator
and adviser. But the Sudeten claims, put forward in
consultation with the German Government, grew more
and more insistent ; and though fresh concessions were
offered, on September 12th Hitler, before a great
gathering at Nuremberg, advised the Sudetens to insist
on their return to the Reich and promised them the
support of the German army. Since France and the
Soviet Union were pledged to support the Czechs,
this threatened war. Chamberlain, on behalf of Great
Britain, now took the initiative§ On September 14th
he proposed to go in person to Germany in pursuit
of a peaceful solution, and on the 15th he went by air
to Munich and was conducted to a meeting with Hitler
at Berchtesgaden. Thence he returned next day to
London, again by air, and on September 18th was
joined by Daladier, the French Prime Minister, and
Lis Foreign Minister Bonnet. At the same period
the League Assembly was in session; and Litvinov
publicly repeated the pledge which he had given to the
Czech Government and to the F rench—t—that if France
intervened on behalf of Czechoslovakia, the Soviet
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Union would use all its resources to help the Czechs.
But there was no consultation as to military co-
operation. Throughout this year, as throughout the
last, Stalin’s purge was still operating, and inspired
widespread mistrust of the efficiency of the Soviet
military machine.

Chamberlain and Daladier had agreed upon a plan
which they should jointly propose to the Czecho-
slovak Government. This involved cession of a con-
siderable area inhabited by the Sudeten Germans, which
Chamberlain described later as a drastic but necessary
surgical operation. The Czechoslovak Government an-
nounced that, under irresistible pressure from Britain
and France, they had been forced to acquiesce ; and
Chamberlain flew back to Germany for a second
interview at Godesberg on the Rhine. On this
occasion the Fiihrer formulated demands so startling
that Chamberlain refused to do more than transmit
a memorandum of them to Prague. It was decided
that, if Hitler carried out his threat of an immedi-
ate march on Czech territory, France and Britain
should support the Czechs in their resistance : the
British navy was mobilised and hasty measures against
an air raid were taken in London. But Chamber-
lain, still contending that the concessions already made
had left no differences outstanding which were worth
a war, appealed to Mussolini to bring about a new con-
ference ; and this appeal succeeded. On September
2gth a meeting of Hitler, Mussolini, Chamberlain
and Daladier settled the terms which were to be
imposed upon the Czechs. No representative of
the Czechs, nor of the Soviet Union, was present

270



RELAPSE INTO WAR

at the discussion ; and the Czechoslovak Government,
having submitted to the terms, resigned their offices,
unable to face an angry people. General Syrovy, who
had been a distinguished leader in the Czech Legion,
assumed the charge of government. A few days later
Benes, who had held the presidency since Masaryk'’s
death, also resigned and left the country. For the
moment it appeared that Chamberlain had triumphed.
Flying back, he was received with immense enthusiasm
and proudly displayed a document, signed by Hitler
and himself, which proclaimed the ardent desire of
both their countries to avoid all possible sources of
difference and to contribute to the peace of Europe.
Daladier, though without the addition of a similar
document, was equally well received in Irance.

It was made known later that llitler had assured
Chamberlain that the acquisition of the Sudeten
territories was the last of his territorial ambitions
in Europe, and that he had no wish to include in
the Reich people of other races than the German. He
himself, speaking on September 206th, 1938, at the
Sport Palast in Berlin, said, “ 1 have assured Mr.
Chamberlain, and 1 emphasise it now, that when this
problem is solved Germany has no more territorial
problems in Europe. I shall not be interested in the
Czech State any more, and I can guarantee it. We
don’t want any Czechs any more.”

The Czechoslovak State had undergone drastic
reduction. On the east, Poland demanded, under
threat of armed action, the Teschen area with its
important coal mines, and the demand was conceded.
On the south, Hungary claimed a large tract of territory
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in which were nearly a million Magyars, and this
also was ceded perforce. Slovakia, always an uneasy
and discontented partner in a Czechoslovak State,
demanded autonomy. It was by comparison a back-
ward region, and the administration had been chiefly
conducted by Czech officials; jealousies resulted,
which German agents had industriously fomented.
Slovakia became increasingly separated from the
Czech regions, which were now gravely disorganised.
According to the terms imposed at Munich, an in-
ternational commission on which Britain, France,
Italy and Czechoslovakia should be represented along
with Germany, was to decide the line separating
the Sudeten districts from Czech territory. But in
practice the German army, moving in, occupied what
it chose, including several towns where the population
was preponderantly Czech. There was no attempt to
secure a workable unit of administration for the Czech
State ; and meanwhile Poles and Hungarians sought
to make good claims by military occupation, which
Czech troops resisted. In particular, the backward
province of Ruthenia at the extreme eastern projection
of the long narrow Czechoslovakian territory was in
dispute. Hungary desired it because possession would
give her a common frontier with Poland ; but Germany
preferred that this wedge, stretching to the Roumanian
border, should remain nominally subject to Slovakia,
which was increasingly under German control. Thus
the settlement imposed by the Great Powers at Munich
had indeed avoided the outbreak of war, but had settled
nothing, except that three million Germans, and the
control of the great arms factory at Skoda, should be
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permanently attached to the Reich.  Great Britain and
France, recognising that a major diplomatic defeat had
been inflicted on them, took energetically in hand the
task of their own rearmament ; while the embarrassed
statesmen who succeeded one another as heads of the
Czech Government expressed on all occasions their
desire to conform to German policy.

But submission was not enough. Hitler professed
anxiety for the security of the Germans, number-
ing about a quarter of a million, who still remained
under Czech rule, and on March 15th, 1939, having
summoned to him Hacha, who had succeecded Benes
as President of the State, he forced him, under
threat of violent military action, to agree that the old
provinces of Bohemia and Moravia should come
under the protection of the Reich, and be occupied by
German troops. These indeed were already at that
moment on their march across the frontier and occupy-
ing certain Czech towns. Slovakia was left with a
nominal independence ; but six and a half million
Czechs were now brought once more under German
rule—a rule very different from that which they had
experienced as part of the Austrian Empire.

Tue OuTBREAK OF WAR

Immediately after making his entry into Prague
as a conqueror, Hitler presented an ultimatum to the
Government of Lithuania, demanding the cession of
Memel and the surrounding district. It was occupied
on March 21st and the re-militarisation of this
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Baltic port began at once. About the same time
Ribbentrop peremptorily dictated to the Polish
Ambassador terms which Germany proposed to
impose on the Polish Government. These were that
Danzig, commanding the mouth of the Vistula, should
return to the Reich, and that Germany should be
given a strip of territory connecting East Prussia
across the Corridor with the rest of Germany. The
Polish reply was a refusal to accept any dictated terms.

Since it was plain that Hitler’s personal under-
taking to Chamberlain had no value, and that the
same manceuvres were beginning in regard to Poland as
had been adopted towards Czechoslovakia, the British
Government now took the decisive step of declaring
that “in the event of any action which clearly
threatened Polish independence and which the Polish
Government accordingly considered it vital to resist
with their national forces ”’, Great Britain would lend
all support that was in its power. France was already
allied to Poland ; but Chamberlain was authorised to
say that he spoke for France as well.

Only a few days later Italy, not to be outdone, oc-
cupied the Albanian ports by a swift raid, and made
herself mistress of a country, the task of protecting
whose independence had, by an odd irony, been
specially delegated to her (see p. 70). Aggression
had thus declared itself in a fresh region; and Great
Britain extended her new departure so far as to join
France in a guarantee of support for Greece and
for Roumania, similar to that given to Poland,
though Poland, with a sense of her importance, made
the guarantee reciprocal and pledged assistance to
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France and Britain, should they be attacked. Yugo-
slavia, which might have seemed no less threatened
than Greece, declared that she felt in no need of assist-
ance. Her commercial relations with both Germany
and Italy were developing; and with the example of
Czechoslovakia present to the mind, it was not easy to
feel such a guarantee a very adequate protection,
Greece, however, with her harbours, could be reached
by British assistance; and Roumania, which held
territory that had belonged to Russia in Bessarabia,
territory that had belonged to Bulgaria in the Dobrudja,
and territory that had been Hungarian in Transylvania,
had reason to accept any offer of support. Further, at
this time the British Government succeeded in securing
a treaty with Turkey in which each Power was pledged
to support the other in case of any threat to its interests
in the Mediterranean area. A similar pact between
Turkey and France was concluded when Turkey’s
claims on the Sandjak of Alexandretta (see p. 239) had
been fully met.

These preparations were reinforced in Great
Britain by the introduction on April 20th of a Bill
making all men of military age liable to compulsory
military training ; and on its passing, one class of men
between nineteen and twenty was at once called up.
This formation of a conscript army on the Continental
model in time of peace was regarded as the strongest
proof of Great Britain’s determination to use all her
power to resist further aggression. The German
Government construed these actions of the British as
evidence * that the British no longer regard war by
Britain as an impossibility, but on the contrary as a
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capital problem of British policy ”; and on April
27th they denounced the Anglo-German naval agree-
ment of 1935, under which Germany had agreed to
limit its naval forces to thirty-five per cent of the
British. Hitler complained that Great Britain was dis-
regarding the agreement signed by him and Chamber-
lain after the Munich Conference, “ symbolical of the
desire of both people never again to wage war on one
another ”, and that Britain had returned to the policy
of encirclement.

This policy was indeed being actively pursued, and
with good reason; for it was plain that if Germany
should attack Poland, neither Britain nor France could
give any direct assistance. Their guarantee had only
the value of a possible deterrent. It was equally clear
that, if the Soviet Union joined with the two western
democracies, an army of immense numbers with a very
large air force would be arrayed within striking distance
of the aggressor. France was still allied to the Soviet
Union, and from March onward, negotiations for joint
action were in progress at Moscow, and a favourable
issue was confidently expected, especially after it was
announced that military representatives of France and
Great Britain had been sent out to join in the discus-
sion. But there were perplexing delays; and it became
known that the Soviet Union was unwilling to enter
into any pact unless it included a Soviet guarantee
of the integrity of the Baltic States, Lithuania, Latvia,
Estonia and Finland. These countries, however,
declared that they had no desire for such a guaran-
tee, which might seem to lessen their independence ;
they proposed to conclude non-aggression pacts with
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Germany, and did so. Poland also refused to con-
template under any conditions the entry of Soviet
troops into Polish territory. None the less, since the
main purpose of Hitler’s policy was always declared
to be a violent opposition to all that the Soviet Union
stood for, it seemed natural to expect Soviet support
for any action taken to repress the growing power of
the Third Reich. Then suddenly it became known
that Ribbentrop had arrived at Moscow to negotiate
a non-aggression pact between Germany and Russia.
It was signed on August 23rd. This not only limited
to Poland’s own resources the opposition which Ger-
many might meet in the East, but promised her a
source of supply which would greatly lessen the menace
of a maritime blockade.

Expectation that this announcement would deter-
mine Great Britain to withdraw from her commitment
in Poland was known to be so strong that Chamber-
lain wrote personally to the German Chancellor
warning him that “if the case should arise, the British
Government would employ without delay all the forces
at their command ”’. He added that in his judgment
no question was at issue between Germany and Poland
which “ could not and should not be resolved without
the use of force .

The immediate dispute concerned Danzig and the
so-called Corridor, which had been separated from
Germany by the Versailles Treaty (see p. 8). Division
of East Prussia from the rest of the Reich had been
always resented : on the other hand, Hitler himself
had admitted repeatedly that Poland needed access
to the sca. But Poland, by creating in the fishing
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village of Gdynia a new harbour in its own territory,
had not only interfered with Danzig’s monopoly as the
port for trade along the Vistula but had actually out-
stripped it in efficiency. Commercial rivalry as well
as political idealism entered into the matter. But the
desire to include Danzig in the Reich marked an
ambition to establish such a centre of military power as
would enable the Power holding it to cut off Poland’s
communications with the sea. The further claim for
an extra-territorial belt across the Corridor was repelled
by Poland as the first step to a much wider annexation.
On these grounds the Poles refused to give way ; and it
was left for Germany to open hostilities by a concerted
invasion of Polish territory on three separate fronts.
This took place on September 1st.  On September 3rd
war was declared by Great Britain, and a few hours
later by France.
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THE MONROE DOCTRINE

(Extracts from President Monroe’s Declaration of
December 2nd, 1823)

. . . The occasion has been judged proper for asserting,
as a principle in which the rights and interests of the United
States are involved, that the American continents, by the
free and independent condition which they have assumed
and maintain, are henceforth not to be considered as sub-
jects for future colonization by any European powers.

. . . It is only when our rights are invaded or seriously
menaced that we resent injuries or make preparation for our
defense. With the movements in this hemisphere we are
of necessity more immediately connected, and by causes
which must be obvious to all enlightened and impartial
observers. The political system of the allied powers! is
essentially different in this respect from that of America.
This difference proceeds from that which exists in their
respective governments; and to the defense of our own,
which has been achicved by the loss of so much blood and
treasure, and matured by the wisdom of their most en-
lightened citizens, and under which we have enjoyed
unexampled felicity, this whole nation is devoted. We owe
it, therefore, to candor and to the amicable relations
existing between the United States and those powers to
declare that we should consider any attempt on their part to

' Le. Austria, France, Prussia and Russia.
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extend their system to any portion of this hemisphere as
dangerous to our peace and safety. With the existing
colonies or dependencies of any European power we have
not interfered and shall not interfere. But with the
Governments who have declared their independence and
maintained it, and whose independence we have, on great
consideration and on just principles, acknowledged, we
could not view any interposition for the purpose of oppress-
ing them, or controlling in any other manner their destiny,
by any European power in any other light than as the mani-
festation of an unfriendly disposition toward the United
States.
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WILSON’S FOURTEEN POINTS

(Extract from President Wilson's Address to Congress of
Fanuary 8th, 1918)

I. Open covenants of peace, openly arrived at, after
which there shall be no private international understandings
of any kind, but diplomacy shall proceed always frankly and
in the public view.

11. Absolute freedom of navigation upon the secas, out-
side territorial waters, alike in peace and in war, except as
the seas may be closed in whole or part by international
action for the enforcement of international covenants.

I11. The removal, so far as possible, of all economic
barriers and the establishment of an cquality of trade con-
ditions among the nations consenting to the peace and associ-
ating themselves for its maintenance.

IV. Adequate guarantees given and taken that national
armaments will be reduced to the lowest point consistent
with domestic safety.

V. A free, open-minded, and absolutely impartial adjust-
ment of all colonial claims, based upon a strict observance of
the principle that in determining all such questions of
sovereignty the interests of the populations concerned must
have equal weight with the equitable claims of the govern-
ment whose title is to be determined.

VI. The evacuation of all Russian territory and such a
settlement of all questions affecting Russia as will secure the
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best and freest co-operation of the other nations of the world
in obtaining for her an unhampered and unembarrassed
opportunity for the independent determination of her own
political development and national policy and assure her of
a sincere welcome into the society of free nations under
institutions of her own choosing; and more than a
welcome, assistance of every kind that she may need and
may herself desire. The treatment accorded Russia by
her sister nations in the months to come will be the acid test
of their goodwill, of their comprehension of her needs as
distinguished from their own interests, and of their
intelligent and unselfish sympathy.

VIIL. Belgium, the whole world will agree, must be
evacuated and restored, without any attempt to limit the
sovereignty which she enjoys in common with all other free
nations. No other single act will serve as this will serve to
restore confidence among the nations in the laws which
they themselves have set and determined for the govern-
ment of their relations with one another. Without this
healing act the whole structure and validity of international
law is for ever impaired.

VIII. All French territory should be freed and the in-
vaded portions restored, and the wrong done to France by
Prussia in 1871 in the matter of Alsace-Lorraine, which has
unsettled the peace of the world for nearly fifty years, should
be righted, in order that peace may once more be made
secure in the interest of all.

IX. A readjustment of the frontiers of Italy should be
effected along clearly recognizable lines of nationality.

X. The peoples of Austria-Hungary, whose place among
the nations we wish to see safeguarded and assured, should
be accorded the freest opportunity of autonomous develop-
ment.

XI. Rumania, Serbia and Montenegro should be
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evacuated ; occupied territories restored ; Serbia accorded
free and secure access to the sea; and the relations of the
several Balkan states to one another determined by friendly
counsel along historically established lines of allegiance and
nationality ; and international guarantees of the political
and economic independence and territorial integrity of the
several Balkan states should be entered into.

XII. The Turkish portions of the present Ottoman
Empire should be assured a secure sovereignty, but the
other nationalities which are now under T'urkish rule should
be assured an undoubted security of life and an absolutely
unmolested opportunity of autonomous development, and
the Dardanclles should be permanently opened as a free
passage to the ships and commerce of all nations under
international guarantees.

XIII. An independent Polish state should be erected
which should include the territories inhabited by indisput-
ably Polish populations, which should be assured a free and
secure access to the sea, and whose political and economic
independence and territorial integrity should be guaranteed
by international covenant.

XIV. A general association of nations must be formed
under specific covenants for the purpose of affording mutual
guarantees of political independence and territorial integrity
to great and small states alike.
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EXTRACTS FROM THE COVENANT OF
THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS

(including all the clauses referred to in the text)

Article 1

. . . Any fully self-governing State, Dominion or Colony
not named in the Annex may become a Member of the
League if its admission is agreed to by two-thirds of the
Assembly, provided that it shall give effective guarantees of
its sincere intention to observe its international obligations,
and shall accept such regulations as may be prescribed by
the League in regard to its military, naval and air forces and
armaments. . . .

Article 4

. « . Any Member of the League not represented on the
Council shall be invited to send a Representative to sit as a
Member at any meeting of the Council during the considera-
tion of matters specially atfecting the interests of that
Member of the League. . . .

Article g

Except where otherwise expressly provided in this
Covenant or by the terms of the present Treaty, decisions
at any meeting of the Assembly or of the Council shall
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require the agreement of all the Members of the League
represented at the meeting.

All matters of procedure at meetings of the Assembly or
of the Council, including the appointment of Committees
to investigate particular matters, shall be regulated by the
Assembly or by the Council and may be decided by a
majority of the Members of the Lecague represented at the
meeting. . . .

Article 8

The Members of the League recognise that the mainten-
ance of peace requires the reduction of national armaments
to the lowest point consistent with national safety and the
enforcement by common action of international obliga-
tions. . . .

Article 10

The Members of the League undertake to respect and
preserve as against external aggression the territorial
integrity and existing political independence of all Members
of the League. In case of any such aggression or in cases ot
any threat or danger of such aggression the Council shall
advise upon the means by which this obligation shall be

fulfilled.
Article 11

Any war or threat of war, whether immediately affecting
any of the Members of the League or not, is hereby declared
a matter of concern to the whole League, and the League
shall take any action that may be deemed wise and effectual
to safeguard the peace of nations. In case any such emer-
gency should arise the Secretary-General shall on the request
of any Member of the League ferthwith summon a mecting
of the Council.

It is also declared to be the friendly right of each
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Member of the League to bring to the attention of the
Assembly or of the Council any circumstance whatever
affecting international relations which threatens to disturb
international peace or the good understanding between
nations upon which peace depends.

Article 12

The Members of the League agree that, if therc should
arise between them any disputc likely to lead to a rupture,
they will submit the matter either to arbitration or judicial
settlement or to inquiry by the Council and they agree in
no case to resort to war until three months after the award
by the arbitrators or the judicial decision, or the report
by the Council. . . .

Article 14

The Council shall formulate and submit to the Members
of the League for adoption plans for the establishment of
a Permanent Court of International Justice. 'The Court
shall be competent to hear and determine any dispute of
an international character which the partics thercto submit
to it. The Court may also give an advisory opinion upon
any dispute or question referred to it by the Council or by
the Assembly.

Article 15

If there should arise between Members of the Leagzue
any dispute likely to lead to a rupture, which is not sub-
mitted to arbitration or judicial settlement in accordance with
Article 13, the Members of the League agree that they will
submit the matter to the Council. Any party to the dispute
may effect such submission by giving notice of the existence
of the dispute to the Secretary-General, who will make all
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necessary arrangements for a full investigation and con-
sideration thereof. . . .

The Council shall endeavour to effect a settlement of
the dispute, and if such eflorts are successful, a statement
shall be made public giving such facts and explanations
regarding the dispute and the terms of settlement thereof as
the Council may deem appropriate.

If the dispute is not thus settled, the Council either
unanimously or by a majority vote shall make and publish a
report containing a statement of the facts of the dispute and
the recommendations which are deemed just and proper in
regard thereto. . . .

If a report by the Council is unanimously agreed to by
the members thereof other than the Representatives of one
or more of the parties to the dispute, the Members of the
League agree that they will not go to war with any party to
the dispute which complies with the recommendations of
the report.

If the Council fails to reach a report which is unanimously
agreed to by the members thereof, other than the Repre-
sentatives of one or more of the parties to the dispute, the
Members of the I.eague reserve to themselves the right to
take such action as they shall consider necessary for the
maintenance of right and justice.

If the dispute between the parties is claimed by one of
them, and is found by the Council to arise out of a matter
which by international law is solely within the domestic
jurisdiction of that party, the Council shall so report, and
shall make no recommendation as to its scttlement.

The Council may in any case under this Article refer
the dispute to the Assembly. The dispute shall be so
referred at the request of either party to the dispute, pro-
vided that such request be made within fourteen days after
the submission of the dispute to the Council. . . .
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Article 16

Should any Member of the League resort to war in dis-
regard of its covenants under Article 12, 13, or 15, it shall
ipso facto be deemed to have committed an act of war against
all other Members of the League, which hereby undertake
immediately to subject it to the severance of all trade or
financial relations, the prohibition of all intercourse betwecn
their nationals and the nationals of the covenant-breaking
State, and the prevention of all financial, commercial or
personal intercourse between the nationals of the covenant-
breaking State and the nationals of any other State, whether
a Member of the League or not.

It shall be the duty of the Council in such case to
recommend to the several Governments concerned what
effective military, naval or air force the Members of the
League shall severally contribute to the armed forces to be
used to protect the Covenants of the League. . . .

Article 17

In the event of a dispute between a Member of the
League and a State which is not a Member of the League,
or between States not Members of the League, the State
or States not Members of the League shall be invited to
accept the obligations of Membership in the League for
the purposes of such dispute, upon such conditions as the
Council may deem just. . . .

Article 19

The Assembly may from time to time advise the recon-
sideration by Members of the League of treaties which
have become inapplicable and the consideration of inter-
national conditions whose continuance might endanger the
peace of the world.
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Article 21

Nothing in the Covenant shall be deemed to affect the
validity of international engagements, such as treaties of
arbitration or regional understandings like the Monroe
doctrine, for securing the maintenance of peace.

Article 22

To those colonies and territories which as a consequence
of the late war have ceased to be under the sovereignty of
the States which formerly governed them and which are
inhabited by peoples not yet able to stand by themselves
under the strenuous conditions of the modern world, there
should be applied the principle that the well-being and
development of such peoples form a sacred trust of civilisa-
tion and that securities for the performance of this trust
should be embodied in this Covenant.

The best method of giving practical effect to this
principle is that the tutelage of such peoples should be
entrusted to advanced nations who by reason of their
resources, their experience or their geographical position can
best undertake this responsibility, and who are willing to
accept it, and that this tutelage should be exercised by them
as Mandatories on behalf of the League.

The character of the mandate must differ according to
the stage of the development of the people, the geographical
situation of the territory, its economic conditions and other
similar circumstances.

Certain communities formerly belonging to the Turkish
Empire have reached a stage of development where their
existence as independent nations can be provisionally
recognised subject to the rendering of administrative advice
and assistance by a Mandatory until such time as they are
able to stand alone. The wishes of these communities
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must be a principal consideration in the selection of the
Mandatory.

Other peoples, especially those of Central Africa, are
at such a stage that the Mandatory must be responsible for
the administration of the territory under conditions which
will guarantee freedom of conscience and religion, subject
only to the maintenance of public order and morals, the
prohibition of abuses such as the slave trade, the arms
traffic and the liquor traffic, and the prevention of the
establishment of fortifications or military and naval bases
and of military training of the natives for other than police
purposes and the defence of territory, and will also secure
equal opportunities for the trade and commerce of other
Members of the League.

There are territories, such as South-West Africa and
certain of the South Pacific Islands, which, owing to the
sparseness of their population, or their small size, or their
remoteness from the centres of civilisation, or their geo-
graphical contiguity to the territory of the Mandatory, and
other circumstances, can be best administered under the
laws of the Mandatory as integral portions of its territory,
subject to the safeguards above mentioned in the interests
of the indigenous population.

In every case of mandate, the Mandatory shall render to
the Council an annual report, in reference to the territory
committed to its charge.

The degree of authority, control, or administration to be
exercised by the Mandatory shall, if not previously agreed
upon by the Members of the League, be explicitly defined
in each case by the Council.

A permanent Commission shall be constituted to receive
and examine the annual reports of the Mandatories and to
advise the Council on all matters relating to the observance
of the mandates.
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CHRONOLOGICAL TABLE OF IMPORTANT

1918
Jan. 18

Nov. 11
1919
June 28

Sept. 10
Nov. 27

1920
Jan. 10

June 4

1921
March 16
18

”»

Dec. 13

1922
Feb. 6

» 28

April 16

1923
Jan. 11

July 24

EVENTS

President Wilson’s Fourteen Points
Armistice granted to Germany

Treaty of Versailles with Germany
Treaty of Saint-Germain with Austria
Treaty of Neuilly with Bulgaria

Exchange of Ratifications of Versailles Treaty :
League of Nations comes into existence
Treaty of Trianon with Hungary

T'rade agreement between Great Britain and
Soviet Russia

T'reaty of Riga between Poland and Soviet
Russia

Four-Power Pacific Treaty signed at Washington

Naval Treaty and Nine-Power Treaty concern-
ing China signed at Washington

Recognition by Great Britain of independence
of Egypt

Treaty of Rapallo between Germany and Soviet
Russia

Occupation of the Ruhr by French and Belgian
troops
Treaty of Lausanne with Turkey
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CHRONOLOGICAL TABLE OF IMPORTANT EVENTS

1924
Feb. 1

Aug. 30
Oct. 2

1925
March 10

Dec. 1

1926
Sept. 10

1927
Jan, 1

Dec. 18

1928
Aug. 27

1929
Aug. 31

1930
April 22
June 30

1931
March 21

June 20
Sept. 19
» 21

Recognition of Soviet Government by Great
Britain

Dawes Agreements signed in London
Geneva Protocol adopted by League
Assembly

Rejection of Geneva Protocol by Great
Britain
Locarno Treaties signed in London

Admission of Germany to the League of Nations

Establishment of Chinese Nationalist Govern-
ment at Hankow

Expulsion of Trotsky from Russian Communist
Party

Pact of Paris (Briand-Kellogg Pact) signed

Approval of Young Plan by the Hague
Conference

Naval T'reaty signed in London
Evacuation of the Rhineland by Allied troops

Customs Union Agreement between Germany
and Austria

President Hoover proposes a Moratorium

Japan begins military operations in Manchuria
Abandonment of gold standard by Great Britain
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CHRONOLOGICAL TABLE OF IMPORTANT EVENTS

1932
Feb. 2
July ¢
Aug. 20

Oct. 3

1933
Jan. 30
Feb. 24

June 12
Oct. 14

1934
Jan. 20
Sept. 18
Oct. 9

1935
Jan. 7

March 16

May 2
Oct. 2
Nov. 18

1936
March 7
May 9
July 4

., 18

1937
July 8

Opening of Disarmament Conference
Reparation Agreement signed at Lausanne
Trade Agreements between Great Britain and
Dominions signed at Ottawa

Termination of British mandate over Iraq

Herr Hitler becomes German Chancellor
League Assembly Resolution on Manchuria ;
Japanese Delegation withdraws

Opening of World Economic Conference
Germany announces withdrawal from Disarma-
ment Conference and League of Nations

German-Polish Agreement signed

Soviet Union admitted to the I.eague of Nations
King Alexander of Yugoslavia assassinated at
Marseilles

Franco-Italian Agreements signed by Signor
Mussolini and M. Laval in Rome

Germany repudiates military clauses of Versailles
Treaty

Franco-Soviet Pact signed

Italian troops enter Abyssinia

Economic Sanctions applied against Italy

Germany reoccupies the demilitarised zone
Annexation of Abyssinia by Italy
Withdrawal of Sanctions against Italy
Outbreak of Spanish Civil War

Japan begins undeclared war in China
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1938
March 12 Annexation of Austria by Germany
Sept. 29 Munich Agreement regarding Czechoslovakia

1939
March 15 German occupation of Bohemia and Moravia
April 1 End of Spanish Civil War

o 7 Italian occupation of Albania
May 26 Conscription adopted in Great Britain
Aug. 23 German-Soviet Pact signed
Sept. 1 German invasion of Poland
w 3 War declared on Germany by Great Britain and
France
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