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PREFACE

Ever since its foundation during the Peace Conference at
Paris, the British Institute of International Affairs has had
in view the publication of an annual survey of the chief events
in international relations. It was, however, determined that
a History of the Peace Conference should first be produced.
The sixth and final volume of the History of the Peace Confer-
ence of Paris appeared in March 1924, and the Executive Com-
mittee of the Institute then decided to make preparations for
issuing the first volume of the annual survey, for the year 1924,
and at the same time for connecting this volume with the
History of the Peace Conference of Paris by a separate survey
designed to cover the intervening years.

The Committee was fortunate in securing the services of
Mr. Arnold J. Toynbee to carry out the very arduous and
difficult task of writing this introductory volume—the Survey
of International Affairs, 1920-3—and to bring out the first
volumes of the annual survey. The first of the series—the
Survey of International Affdirs for 1924—will be published
during the autumn.

The volume entitled The World after the Peace Conference,
which is appearing simultaneously with the present volume,
was originally written as an introduction to this volume, but
owing to limitations of space it was found necessary to publish
it separately.

A word may be added as to the objects which the Institute
has in view in issuing the History of the Peace Conference, the
present volume, and those of the annual survey which will
follow it for the year 1924 and onwards. Speeches and articles
are the main factors in moulding public opinion on foreign
affairs. They are usually prepared at short notice by political
leaders and publicists, who thus discharge, under heavy
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pressure, a function of vital importance. Without such aids
as the Institute is now trying to give them they are left to
collect or verify their facts by reference to the files of news-
papers. Their greatest need is not to discover the secrets of
diplomacy, most of which have to be revealed in due course,
but rather to obtain access to and keep track of the information
which is published in overwhelming quantity. The primary
object of these publications is to enable speakers and writers
to gather in the time available for their task the factual material,
carefully checked. upon which to base the advice which they
offer to the public.

The Institute will be greatly assisted in the task it has under-
taken if those who make use of the volumes already published
will suggest any improvements by which their needs can be
better met in the volumes to be issued in future years.

The Institute includes representatives of every school of
thought and is therefore precluded under its constitution from
expressing an opinion on any aspect of international affairs.
These volumes are confined to facts. But facts cannot be stated
within manageable space except by means of a careful selection,
which may of course be influenced by the personal views of
those by whom the selection is made. In issuing these volumes
the responsibility of the Institute is therefore limited to the.
appointment of the writer and the provision of the necessary
funds. The final responsibility for what they include or omit
is assumed by the writer. In this respect the position of the
Institute is analogous to that of the publishers. ‘

The Committec take this opportunity of acknowledging the
invaluable assistance rendered by the officers of the Oxford
University Press in issuing thesc volumes to the public.

G. M. GATHORNE-HARDY

HONORARY SECRETARY,
Britisir INSTITUTE OF INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS



NOTE BY THE WRITER

THIS book is a survey of international affairs, not of the foreign
affairs of the British Commonwealth nor, again, of human affairs
in general during the four years 1920 to 1923.

The object aimed at, as far as space and time have allowed, has
been a comprehensive survey of relations between states, and this
has determined the arrangement. Not states but relations between
states have been chosen as the units, except in the few cases (e. g.
Belgium and China) in which the status or internal condition of
a country was itself an international affair.

For this reason the reader will find no special part entitled the
¢ British Commonwealth ’; for, while the relations of the several
members of the Commonwealth with one another were not inter-
national affairs and so do not come within the scope of this work,
the relations of different members, or of the Commonwealth as a
whole, with other parties covered so wide a field that, although
they were not coextensive with international affairs in general, it
would be impossible to abstract them from their context and assemble
themin one place without rendering the rest of the book unintelligible.

The book is intended to carry on the record begun in the History
of the Peace Conference of Paris. One technical difficulty, however,
has arisen from the fact that the peace settlement was not simul-
taneous in every region. In Western Europe it had been practically
completed by the beginning of 1920 and in Eastern Europe before
the end of that year, but in the Middle East it was delayed until the
latter half of 1923, and in consequence the History of the Peace Con-
ference of Paris, which in one region stops short at the 10th January,
1920, is carried down to the 23rd August, 1923, in another. This
has created a problem for which a satisfactory solution has not
been easy to find. One conceivable course would have been to
take the 10th January, 1920, as the starting-point of the narrative
in every part of the present survey, but this would have been
doubly wasteful. It would have meant reduplicating work which
had been done better elsewhere and at the same time redncing by
that much the space allotted for the new work, when the space
was very narrow as it was. In this volume, therefore, all events
which have been dealt with in more than an incidental way in the
History of the Peace Conference of Paris have been passed over,
however great their importance for the general history of the period
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under review, and strictly the volume should be entitled a ‘ Survey
of International Affairs in 1920-3 so far as they have not been
surveyed in the History of the Peace Conference of Paris’. For the
reader’s convenience the references to the * H. P. C.” have been made
as full as possible, and these will indicate very clearly the debt which
the present writer owes to the first work published under the auspices
of the British Institute of International Affairs.

His other debt is to the Institute itself. From the outset he has
had the constant assistance and collaboration of the members and
the staff, and has been able to draw upon the fine collection of
official documents and carefully classified press-cuttings in the
library. If this great fund of information had not been at his disposal
it would have been impossible to undertake the work, but for this
very reason it is equally impossible to make individual acknowledge-
ments. The bare list of names would fill many pages, and the
members and staff will be the first to understand that the omission
to mention their names implies no lack of gratitude on the writer’s
part and no failure to appreciate the extent of the assistance which
he has received from them. While the writer bears the responsibility
for the statements made in the book and the light in which they
are presented, he could not have attempted the survey without
those resources with which the Institute, as a body, has provided him.

He has also acknowledgements to make non-members. For
instance, M. Zourab Avaloff (author of The Independence of Georgia
in International Politics, 1918-21) has furnished numerous additions
and corrections to the section dealing with the Transcaucasian
Republics.

The Royal Geographical Society has kindly helped to obtain the
material for maps ; and the draughtsman, Mr. J. W. Addison, has
put this material together with the skill and patience that only come
with long experience.

An exhaustive bibliography would probably fill several volumes
of this size, and even a classified list of the official documents cited
in the text would have occupied more space than it was possible to
spare. A select list has therefore been given of collections of docu-
ments and important books, as well as a description of various
periodicals and serial publications to which reference has been
constantly made.!

! Any student of international affairs during this period must admire the
enterprise shown by L’ EBurope Nouvelle in obtaining and publishing official
texts. It is a good rule to turn to L’ Europe Nouvelle whenever Blue Books,
White Books, and Yellow Books fail, for in nine cases out of ten you will find
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In the present volume the texts of a few documents are printed
in extenso in the Appendix, but it must not be assumed that no texts
of equal or even greater importance have been omitted. The docu-
ments printed have been chosen as specimens of the published
material at the historian’s disposal, and that is all. In the forth-
coming Survey of International Affairs for 1924 it will be possible to
print a more or less comprehensive collection of piéces justificatives
for that year.

In the Survey for 1924 the history of two subjects—the Security
and Disarmament Question and the Problem of Emigration and
Immigration—for which no space has been found in this volume,
will be given for the six years ending on the 31st December, 1924.
Otherwise the volume will deal, as its title indicates, with the events
of a single year, except in the section on the Reparation Problem,
in which the entry of the French and Belgian troops into the Ruhr
on the 11th January, 1923, has been found a more convenient point
for making a break than the appointment of the two Committees
of Experts towards the close of the year. In the Survey for 1925
three other subjects—the international relations of the American
Continent (as far as these do not fall under the head of Immigra-
tion), the affairs of the Islamic’ World, and the activities of inter-
national organizations in the social and economic spheres—will be
brought up to date in a similar way. Thereafter it is hoped to
survey the affairs of each year in an annual volume without arrears.

The first two volumes are necessarily of an experimental nature,
in regard both to the arrangement of the contents and to the
relative length at which the different subjects are treated. In a
survey of this kind, arrangement and proportion are of capital
importance, and the writer therefore looks forward to receiving
criticism on these heads, as well as on matters of fact, which will assist
him in the preparation of the volumes that are to follow.

A J.T.

there the text of documents of which you are in search. As for official
publications, it would be superfluous to praise British parliamentary papers
or League of Nations documents; but it may perhaps be permit to
mention the illuminating report on the Washington Conference by Sir Robert
Borden, the Canadian delegate, and also the numerous and most efficiently
compiled White Books of the Czéchoslovak Government, without which the
history of the Danube Basin and the Balkan Peninsula during these four
years could hardly have been written. In presenting the dossier of a con-
troversial question, the Czechoslovak Government often commends itself to
the historian by the admirable practice of printing documents on the other
side as well as those on its own.



‘ The coincidence by which all the transactions of the world have been
oriented in a single direction and guided towards a single goal is the extra-
ordinary characteristic of the present age. . . . The unity of events imposes
upon the historian a similar unity of composition in depicting for his readers
the operation of the laws of Fortune upon the grand scale, and this has been
my own principal inducement and stimulus in the work which I have under-
taken. Thestudy of general contacts and relations and of general resemblances
and differences is the only avenue to a general perspective, without which
neither profit nor pleasure can be extracted from historical research.’—
Polybius, Book I, Chapter 4.
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PART I

ORGANS OF INTERNATIONAL AUTHORITY AND
THEIR PROCEEDINGS, 1920-3

(i) The Execution of the Treaties.

A cHARACTERISTIC feature of the period immediately following
the ratification of the Treaty of Versailles was the coexistence of
several organs of international authority with powers derived from
different sources and with functions theoretically separate but more
and more overlapping in practice as time went on.

T the first place the four Treaties between the Allies of the
one part and Germany, Austria, Hungary, and Bulgaria of the
other had provided for the establishment of a number of inter-
Allied bodies to perform temporary or permanent executive duties.
-As soon as the Treaty with Germany had been signed a list was
drawn up of the Commissions which had to be appointed under its
terms. They included five Delimitation Commissions, four Plebiscite
Commissions, Commissions for the navigation of the Rhine, Danube,
Elbe, and Oder, Commissions for such matters as the repatriation
of prisoners of war and the distribution of railway material, and
Commissions for the government of Danzig and for the provisional
government of Memel. Among these Commissions there were some
which stood out because of their political importance. These
were the Inter-Allied Commission in control of the Occupied
Territories in Germany,! the Commissions for the Military Control
and Disarmament, of Germany (Naval, Military, Aerial %), and the
Reparation Commission.®> Each of the other Treaties included
a similar list. It was clearly necessary, however, to set up some
permanent organization to which these Commissions could report
and which could come to decisions on the innumerable questions
that would (no doubt) arise. It had already been determined,
during July, 1919, to establish for this purpose a Commission which
should sit in Paris and should be the official representative of the

1 See II (iii) 4 below. 2 See II (iii) 5 below.
3 See II (iv) below.
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Principal Allied and Associated Powers for the purposes of the
interpretation and execution of the Treaties. Tt was eventually
decided that the members of this Commission should be the Allied
Ambassadors to France, and in consequence it received the name
of the Conference of Ambassadors. This Conference came into
existence immediately after the exchange of ratifications, but there
has not been published, and there does not in fact appear ever to
have existed. any formal instrument setting up the Conference and
determining its functionis and limitations. It held its first mecting
on the 26th January, 1920. From that time onwards it continued
to hold meetings, ax a rule once a week, and it established a secre-
tariat and offices of its own. Unfortunately, information is not
available for giving a consecutive account of its activities, since,
except for brief comnuniqués to the French press, there has been
no svstematic and regular publication cither of its agenda or of
its decisions. None the less, it is possible to give some general
indication of its functions and methods.

In addition to the French representative, the Conference consisted
of the Ambassadors in Paris of Great Britain, Italy. and Japan.
The American Ambassador was generally present, at any rate during
the first months, but he was there for the information of his Govern-
ment and took no formal part in the proceedings. The French
representative was the Chairman ; at the first meetings M. Millerand,
the Prime Minister, was present ; afterwards his place was taken
by M. Cambon.

In order to understand the duties of the Conference, it is necessary
to consult the texts of the Peace Treaties. In these texts it is laid
down repeatedly that certain action shall be taken by the Principal
Allied .and Associated Powers. The plebiscite regulations, for
instance, will be found in every case to lay down that, after a
plebiscite has been taken, the frontier shall be fixed by the Principal
Allied and Associated Powers. The articles regarding Danzig set
forth that the Principal Allied and Associated Powers undertake
to establish the town of Danzig as a Free City, and also to negotiate
a treaty between the Polish Government and the Free City of
Danzig. The military clauses ordain that the manufacture of
arms and other war material in Germany shall only be carried out
in factories or works the location of which shall be communicated
to and approved by the Governments of the Principal Allied and
Associated Powers. The chapter on penalties gives to the Allied
and Associated Powers the right to bring persons accused of having
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violated the laws and customs of war before military tribunals.!
In fact, it may be said that almost every chapter of each Treaty
contains provisions of this kind, the characteristic feature of which
is that the Treaty cannot be carried out without a formal decision
made by the Allies in co-operation with one another. Briefly, it
may be said that the Ambassadors’ Conference was the organ set
up to carry out all these and any other clauses of the Treaties ;2
and, so far as can be ascertained, they confined themselves almost
exclusively to these definite functions. They did not deal, and never
claimed to deal, with such questions as that of the Aaland Islands
or the recognition and treatment of the Baltic States or of Soviet
Russia, which were outside the province of the four European Peace
Treaties. More than this, they appear, by a tacit agreement, to
have refrained from interfering in any way regarding Ncar Eastern
affairs, since, inasmuch as the Treaty of Sévres had never been
ratified and nearly four ycars were to elapse before the Treaty of
Lausanne was even signed, the affairs of Turkey and the other
countries of the Middle East did not come into the category of the
execution of a Treaty until the close of the period under considera-
tion.?

With regard to the methods of the Conference there are two points
which must be explained. The first is that most of the business
with which the Conference had to deal was referred to special
Commissions.  The most important of these were the Military,
Naval, and Aerial Commissions of Control in Germany; they
reported to corresponding Committees, which sat in Paris and for
these purposes continued the work of the Supreme Military Council
of.the Allies; on any political matter, however, the Paris Com-
mittees reported to the Governments not directly but through the
Conference of Ambassadors, and from time to time their Chairmen—
for instance Marshal Foch, the Chairman of the Military Committee
—attended the meetings of the Conference and explained to it the
points of difficulty which had arisen. In the same way every one

! See II (iii) 2 below.

* With the important exception that the Reparation Commission was an
independent body reporting directly to the Allied Governments, while there
also seems to be some doubt as to the extent to which the Conference of
Ambassadors controlled the Rhineland High Commission.

3 The Treaty of Lausanne also differed from the four preceding Peace
Treaties in being freely negotiated between equals ; and since, in practice, its
text could only be executed by mutual agreement, it was evidently not
susceptible of effective execution by a body representing only one of the two
parties.

B2
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of the new frontiers had to be fixed by a special Commission estab-
lished for the purpose. These Boundary Commissions were appointed
by and reported to the Conference of Ambassadors, and it was the
approval of the Conference which gave the final sanction to the
arrangements proposed. It follows that a large part of the business
of the Conference consisted in the routine work of receiving from
these numerous Committees reports which would be accepted and
endorsed if they were unanimous and if they presented no obvious
difficulty.

The other point to be considered is that, in accordance with general
international custom, the decisions of the Conference required
unanimity. There could be no majority vote ; each of the members
was directly responsible to his own Government; and on any
matters of difficulty he was bound to refer home for instructions.
In fact, the Conference was a convenient clearing-house through
which co-operation between the Allies for important specific purposes
was maintained. by the traditional diplomatic procedure, during
the period when the text of the four European Peace Treaties was
being put into effect.

It will be seen that the activities of the various inter-Allied bodies
reporting to the Conference of Ambassadors or acting independently
ranged from work of a purely routine character, such as the marking
out of the new frontiers, to questions ascending in importance
from the holding of plebiscites to the disarmament of Germany
and the exaction of Reparation. When it is remembered that,
in the conduct of international affairs at this time, every decision
had to be unanimous except where it was expressly provided to
the contrary, it will be realized that a frequent reference back from
these organs of delegated authority to their principals was inevitable
from the outset, even in matters for which the text of the Treaties
prescribed a definite procedure. There were also, however, a number
of questions left over by the War upon which no agreement had been
reached in Paris and which remained to be settled not by the inter-
pretation or execution of ratified treaties but by those processes
of negotiation which precede the drafting of diplomatic instru-
ments. The most urgent of these outstanding international questions
of a * political ’ as distinct from a merely  executive ’ or * administra-
tive ’ kind was the conclusion of peace with Turkey and the disposal
of the territories to be detached from her ; ! while perhaps the most

1 This has been dealt with in vol. vi, Ch. I, ‘* The Near and Middle East ’,
of A History of the Peace Conference of Paris (hereafter quoted as H. P. C.).
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important was the problem created by the Bolshevik Revolution
which had overtaken an ex-Allied Power, the former Russian
Empire. There were claims on the part of the Baltic States to
recognition ; ! there wére vast border territories in debate between
the Soviet Union on one side and Poland and Rumania on the
other ; > there were the relations of Soviet Russia with her Asiatic
neighbours (Turkey, Persia, Afghanistan, Outer Mongolia, China,
and Japan) which affected the interests of other Powers;® and
there was the absence of any defined relations between either the
Allies or Germany and Soviet Russia.® Both the Russian and the
Turkish questions were legacies of the War, but already there were
appearing above the horizon a number of other international
problems, such as that of naval competition in the Pacific, which
were only remotely connected with the War and were essentially issues
between the Allied and Associated Powers themselves, but which
were nevertheless of first-class importance.

(ii) International Conferences.

This array of major political questions could not be delegated
to subordinate bodies but could only be dealt with by direct negotia-
tions between the Governments concerned, and at times the pressure
of this important business became so great (or the state of negotia-
tions so delicate) that it could not be passed through the ordinary
channels of diplomatic correspondence. Any serious divergence
of policy, open dissonance or even prolonged friction might have
incalculable consequences, for the peculiarity of the situation was
that there was no definite alliance between the Powers. Great
Britain and France had entered the War and fought for over four
years without any definite written agreement except the Treaty
of London, by which they had pledged themselves not to make
peace separately. This agreement came to an end as soon as peace
was signed. There was no definite statement as to the objects and
aims of policy ; even during the negotiations of 1919 everything
had been left to the impulse and improvisation of the moment.
1t could easily be seen that grave divergence of policy and serious
friction must inevitably arise in the future. It would be the constant

! See H. P. C., vol. vi., Ch. 111, Part 1.

* For Russo-Polish relations see H. P. C., vol. vi, Ch. III1, Part 2; and for
the Bessarabian question the present volume III (ii) 4 below

3 See the present volume : FV (m) and (iv); and VI (i) and (ii) below.

4 See H. P.C., vol..vi, Ch. III, Part 2. Germany had renounced the
Treaty of Brest thovsk under the Versaxlles Treaty, Arts. 116, 259, 292, 433.
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endeavour of both sides to prevent the discussions from leading to
anything in the nature of a diplomatic rupture.

In consequence. the Peace Conference of Paris, which closed on
the 21st January, 1920.' wax followed by aif intermittent series of
ad hoc international conferences which continued until the beginning
of the yvear 1922, These conferences differed greatly in their dura-
tion and in the number of parties represented. They ranged from
the three days’ meeting of the French and British Prime Ministers
at Hythe on the I5th-17th May, 1920, or the meeting in London
between the same parties on the 18th-22nd December, 1921, to
the Conference of Genoa. which lasted nearly six weeks (10th April-
19th May, 1922) and was attended by representatives of thirty-four
states, including Germany, Russia, and a number of former neutrals.
An analysis of the participants in the different conferences perhaps
supplies the most useful classification. In the first place there
were formal reunions of the Supreme Council of the Allies, like the
London Conference of the 12th-23rd February, 1920, the San Remo
Conference of the 19th-26th April, 1920, and the Boulogne Con-
ference of the 21st-22nd June, 1920 ; but a new feature was intro-
duced at Spa (5th—16th July, 1920), where the Allied Prime Ministers
for the first time met leading members of the German Government
in conference in order to negotiate with them on at least nominal
terms of equality.? The two conferences held in London on the
21st February-14th March and the 29th April-5th May, 1921, were
also both attended by the Germans as well as the Allies.  On the other
hand, the mectings held in Paris on the 24th-30th January and the
8th—-13th August, 1921, were purely inter-Allied. On Mr. Lloyd
George’s initiative, however, a notable extension of range was
introduced at Cannes (6th-13th January, 1922) and Genoa (10th
April-19th May, 1922). The agenda were carried beyond the
execution of the Peace Treaties to the reconstruction of Europe ;
and while the Cannes Conference was confined to the Allies, at Genoa
(for which Cannes prepared the ground) all Europe was represented.
Indeed, these two conferences trenched upon a field which would
have been occupied more naturally by the League of Nations, if
only the United States, Germany, and Russia had become members.
These two conferences were peculiarly the achievement of Mr. Lloyd
George, whereas their successors (the London Conference of the

! On that date the Supreme Council held its last regular meeting and
formally empowered the Conference of Ambassadors.

2 The terms could not actually be equal owing to the complete disparity
of military force.
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7th-14th August, 1922, the London Conference of the 9th-11th
December, 1922, and the Paris Conference of the 2nd-4th January,
1923) bore the unmistakable stamp of M. Poincaré. They were
limited to the Principal Allied Powers and Belgium, they were
strictly concerned with the question of Reparation, and they were
the last of the series; for M. Poincaré avowed his preference for
communication by the ordinary diplomatic channels and he suc-
ceeded in getting his way. No more international conferences
were held so long as he remained in office.

These were the most important conferences of the series—-
omitting those concerned with particular questions (such as the
Anglo-Franco-Greek Conference of the 19th-20th June, 1920, at Hythe
on the Graeco-Turkish War, the Anglo-French Conference of the
8th August, 1920, at Hythe on the Russo-Polish War, or the Anglo-
Franco-Italian Conference of the 22nd--26th March, 1922, at Paris
on the Graeco-Turkish impasse), and also omitting several merely
preparatory meetings between two or more Prime Ministers. For the
sake of greater clearness, however. as complete a list of meetings as it
has been possible to compile is given below. in their chronological order,
with a note of the states represented and of the principal agenda.!

LisT or THE Prinxciral. ALLIED CONFERENCES, 1920-3
DLrincipal Subjects

Place. Date. States represended. discussed.
1920
Paris 8-16 Jan. Gireat Britain., France, Italy. Fiume ; war criminals ;
) trade with Russia.
London 12-23 Feh. (ireat Britain, France, Italy, Near East; Fiume.

Gireece.

San Remo  19-26 April  Great Britain, France, Italy, Near East ; Mandates ;

Belgium, Japan, Grecce. Anglo-French  rela-
tions and (German
disarmament.

Hythe 15-17 May  Great Britain, France. Reparation.
Hythe 19-20 June  Great Britain, France, Greece. Turkish offensive to-
wards the Straits.
Boulogne 21-2 June Gireat Bi.“sin, France, Itaiy, Disarmament ; Repara-
Belgium, Japan, Greece. tion.
Brusscls 2-3 July Gireat Britain, France, Italy, Reparation.

Belgium, Japan.

Spa 5-16 July Gireat Britain, France, Italy, Disarmament ; Repara-

Belgium, Japan. tfermany, tion ; war criminals ;

Poland. Near East ; Teschen ;
Russo-Polish War.

Hythe 8 Aug. Great Britain, France. Russo-Polish War.

1 T must here acknowledge my indebtedness to the table on p. 342 of
Old Diplomacy and New, 1876-1922, by A. L. Kennedy (1922, John Murray,

18s.)—A. J. T.
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Principal Subjects
Place. Date. States represented. discussed.
1921 .
Paris 24-30 Jan.  Great Britain, France, Italy, Reparation; disarma-
Belgium, Japan. ment ; Austrian re-
construction; Near
East.
London 21 Feb.—- Great Britain, France, Italy, Near East; Repara-
14 March Belgium, Japan, Greece, tion.
Turkey, Germany.
Lympne 234 April  Great Britain, France. Reparation.
London 29 April- Great Britain, France, Italy, Reparation.
5 May Belgium, Japan, Germany.
Paris 19 June Great Britain, France, Italy. Near East.
Paris 8-13 Aug. Great Britain, France, Italy, Upper Nilesia; Near
Belgium, Japan. ast ; war criminals ;
disarmament.
London 18-22 Dec.  (ireat Britain, France. Reparation ; security ;
reconstruction.
1922
Cannes 6-13 Jan. Great Britain, France, ltaly, Anglo-French  Pact;
Belgium, Japan, Germany. agenda for Genoa
Conference ; Repara-
tion.
Boulogne 25 Feb. Great Britain, France. Conditions for Genoa
Conference.
Paris 22-6 March  (ireat Britain, France, Italy. Near East.
Genoa 10 April- Twenty - nine Europcan European reconstruc-
19 May States and five British self- tion ; relations with
governing Dominions. Russia.
The Hague 26 June- European States and Russia Relations with Russia.
20 July (experts).
London 7-14 Aug. Great Britain, France, Italy, Reparation.
Belgium.
London 9-11 Dec. Great Britain, France, Italy, Reparation.
Belgium.
1923
Paris 2-4 Jan. Great Britain, France, 1taly, Reparation.

Belgium.

At the risk of repetition this table has been supplemented, in the

following pages, by a brief summary of what occurred at these
successive conferences so far as it was known at the date of writing.!
The procedure by conference was hardly less characteristic of the
years 1920-2 than of the period between the Armistice and the
coming into force of the Treaty of Versailles or of the years following
the war of 1792-1815. At irregular intervals a small number of
statesmen, still holding in their hands the abnormal power which

1 Large portions of the agenda—for examgle, those relating to the Near
and Middle East and to Russia—have been dealt with already in the sixth
volume of the History of the Peace Conference, while other portions are dealt
with elsewhere in the present volume, especially under the heads of the
Military Control and Disarmament of the German Reick (II (iii) 5) and
Reparation (II (iv) ).
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had accrued to them during the War, would meet to pick up from
other bodies a miscellany of current questions great and small,
and would then proceed rapidly to turn them over, settle them or
not as the case might be, and hand them back, sometimes unaltered
and sometimes transformed, to the Reparation Commission, the
Conference of Ambassadors, or the League of Nations, while the
stitesmen hurried home to their respective capitals in order to
attend to internal affairs.

1. CONFERENCE OF PARIis, 8TH-16TH JANUARY, 1920

This was a meeting of the Supreme Council (Mr. Lloyd George,
M. Clemenceau, and Signor Nitti), the delegates being assembled
in Paris for the ceremony of the ratification of the Peace Treaty,
which took place on the 10th January. The Adriatic question was
the principal subject of discussion, and there were frequent con-
versations with representatives of Jugoslavia, who rejected at this
Conference the proposals put forward by Mr. Lloyd George and
M. Clemenceau with regard to Fiume.! On the 12th January
a decision was taken concerning the organization of inter-Allied
military control of Germany. The list of war criminals was also
finally settled, and a note was dispatched to the Netherlands
Government demanding the extradition of the ex-Kaiser. Finally,
on the 16th January it was announced that the Council had decided
to grant facilities to Russian co-operative organizations to import
goods in exchange for grain and other commodities.

2. CONFERENCE OF LONDON, 12rH-23RD FEBRUARY, 1920

This was a meeting of the Supreme Council, at which the three
Principal Allied Powers in Europe were represented by their
respective Prime Ministers . (M. Millerand, Signor Nitti, and
Mr. Lloyd George). The principal business of the Conference was
to lay down the main lines of the Treaty with Turkey, now that it
was certain that the United States would not participate in the
Near Eastern settlement. A decision to allow ‘ the Sultan’s Govern-
ment ’ to remain at Constantinople was taken on the 16th February
and published next day. The Fiume controversy was also carried
one stage farther on the 17th by the joint memorandum which
Mr. Lloyd George and M. Millerand drew up in reply to President

1 See H. P. 0., vol. iv, p. 316.
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Wilson’s memorandum of the 10th.! The Conference also con-
sidered the objections of Hungary to the draft Treaty of Trianon,
as well as the general financial and economic situation of Europe?

3. CoNFERENCE OF SAN Rewmo, 19TH-261H ApPRIL, 1920

This was a meeting of the Supreme Council (MM. Millerand,
Nitti, and Lloyd George), including, this time, a Japanese repre-
sentative (M. Matsui). M. Venizelos took part in the discussions
on the Turkish Treaty, and several mectings were attended by an
American observer, while the Belgian representatives (MM. Hymans
and Jaspar) were called in on the 25th when the (Conference turned
its attention to questions concerning Germany. The Turkish
Treaty was the first and principal business considered, and in six
sessions (19th-24th April) the framework of the future Treaty of
Névres was construcied. The Conference also considered the
problems of Batum and Armenia. The most important permanent
results of this meeting of the Supreme Council in the Near and
Middle Eastern ficld were the assignment (25th April) of the man-
dates for Mesopotamia, Palestine, and Syria and the drafting of
an Anglo-French oil agreement (signed by Sir J. (adman and
M. Ph. Berthelot on the 24th and confirmed by MM. Lloyd George
and Millerand on the 25th) which covered not only the Middle
East but Rumania and the French and Briti<h non-self-governing
colonies.?

Meanwhile, on the 12th March, Lord Curzon. in the name of the
Supreme Council, had offered the mandate for Armenia to the
League of Nations in default of the United States. On the 11th April
the Council of the League had declined the task in a reasoned
memorandum,® but the incident was important as being the first
case in which the Supreme Council had invited the participation
of the League in a matter arising out of the War of 1914, since
it had been understood in a general way that the scttlement after
the War was to be exclusively the concern of the Allied Powers and
their organs.

The most delicate questions, however, were those relating to
Germany, over which tension had already arisen between France
and Great Britain. In the section on the Military Control and
Disarmament of the German Reich (II (iii) 5 below) some account

L Op. cit., vol. iv, p. 324. 2 Op. cit., vol. iv. Ch. IIIL, Part 2.

8 Text in op. cit., vol. vi, p. 603.
¢ Text in L’ Europe Nouvelle, 8th May, 1920.
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is given of the reactionary Putsch which drove the Republican
Government from Berlin on the 25th March ; the defeat of the
movement by a general strike ; the swing of the pendulum which
produced an armed collision in the Ruhr between the Republican
Government (now restored to Berlin) and the Communists ; the
independent action of France in occupying Frankfurt, Darmstadt,
and several other places in Germany beyond the Treaty line, on
the ground that Germany had violated the Treaty by sending more
troops than the permitted maximum into the Neutral Zone ; and
the sharp note of protest from the British to the French Govern-
ment, to which France replicd by disclaiming any intention to
act, in inter-Allicd matters, without the previous assent of her
Allies. These were the immediate antecedents to the San Remo
Conference, and the German problem was brought to a head by
the receipt of a note, dated the 20th April, 1920, from the German
Minister of War, asking that the maximum strength for the German
Army, which had been fixed by the Treaty at 100,000, should be
doubled. To this the Supreme Council replied, on the 26th, by an
important joint declaration,! in which they refused the German
request and charged Germany with default in respect of disarma-
ment and Reparation, laying particular emphasis on her omission
to exercise her option of making a proposal for a *lump sum’
payment in licu of the Treaty procedure.* At the same time the
Allies formally disclaimed any intention to annex German territory
and announced their purpose ‘to invite the heads of the GGerman
Government to a direct conference with the heads of Allied Govern-
ments ’.

Accounts of the Conference were given to the French Chamber
by M. Millerand on the 27th April and to the House of Commons
by Mr. Lloyd George on the 29th.* M. Millerand insisted that
direct negotiations with Germany were only permissible on certain
conditions. All idea of revising the Treaty of Versailles must be
formally excluded, and the Allies must come to a previous agreement
regarding both the terms to be demanded and the eventual sanctions
to be imposed. Mr. Lloyd George argued that the Ruhr incident
was not connected with the execution of the Treaty; spoke out
strongly against ‘ making another Alsace-Lorraine ’ of the Rhine-

L Text in loc. cit.

* This option had been conceded by the Allies in § 5 of their covering
letter to their reply to the German observations on the draft treaty (16th June,

1919).
3 Texts in L' Europe Nouvelle, 8th May. 1920.
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land ; and emphasized the importance of the new departure entailed
in the project for a ‘ free conference ’ with Germany.

4. CONFERENCE OF HYTHE, 15TH-17TH May, 1920

This meeting between the British and French Prime Ministers,
accompanied by the Chancellor of the Exchequer and the French
Minister of Finance, was concerned entirely with Reparation and
is dealt with under that head below.

5. CoNFERENCE oF HyYTHE, 19TH-20TH JUNE, 1920

This was an emergency meeting occasioned by the offensive
of the Turkish Nationalists against the inadequate Allied detach-
ments holding the Asiatic shores of the Black Sea Straits. It was
attended by Mr. Lloyd George, M. Millerand, M. Venizelos, Marshal
Foch, General Weygand, and Sir Henry Wilson. M. Venizelos
proposed that the Greek army in the Smyrna district should strike
north-eastwards in order to interpose between the Straits and the
Turkish forces. His proposal was supported by Mr. Lloyd George
and somewhat doubtfully accepted by the military experts. It was
executed with complete success.

6. CONFERENCE OF BouLoGNE, 21sT-22nd JUuNE, 1920

This was a meeting of the Supreme Council, attended by the three
Principal Allied Powers in Europe and by Japan, while Greece and
Belgium participated in the particular discussions that concerned
them. Turkey, Russia, Reparation, and the disarmament of
Germany were on the agenda. The Powers agreed to accredit
Ambassadors to Berlin, sent a note to the German Government
requiring the disbandment of the Sicherheitspolizer, and postponed
the date of the Conference with the Germans which was to be held
at Spa. At the time of writing the inner history of the Boulogne
Conference had not been disclosed, but it was believed to have
reached important results on the question of Reparation. The
Allies appear to have agreed in principle that Germany should pay
minimum annuities, to be increased on a sliding scale in the ratio
of Germany’s economic revival. It was suggested that there should
be thirty-five such annuities at a minimum of three milliard gold
marks each.



AND THEIR PROCEEDINGS, 1920-3 13

7. CONFERENCE OF BRUSSELS, 2ND-3RD JULy, 1920

This was merely a preliminary meeting of the Allied Prime
Ministers, attended by their experts, to settle their programme for
the forthcoming Conference with the Germans at Spa.

8. CONFERENCE OF SPA, 5TH-16TH JULy, 1920

The important feature of this Conference was that Herren Fehren-
bach (the Chancellor of the German Reick), Simons (Foreign Minister)
and Wirth (Finance Minister) for the first time met the heads of the
Allied Governments on a formal footing of equality, while at the same
time there were longer and perhaps more fruitful meetings between the
expertson both sides. The critical questions were the disarmament of
Germany and the deliveries of coal due under the Treaty of Versailles.
These are dealt with in detail under other heads.! It is sufficient
here to mention that in either case the negotiations broke down
and the German delegates were compelled to sign protocols
(a disarmament protocol on the 9th and a coal protocol on the
16th July) dictated by the Allies under threat of military sanctions.
The sanctions, which were set out in the text of the protocols,
included in both cases an eventual inter-Allied occupation of the
Ruhr Basin. The crisis over the coal question was the more seriovs
of the two. The representatives of the Allies were exasperated b
the pugnacious tone adopted by Herr Stinnes (who appeared before
them on the morning of the 10th, though merely as a spokesman of
the private German coal interests, for whose action the official
representatives of the Reich disclaimed responsibility) and by the
inadequacy of the German scheme of Reparation which was handed
to them by Dr. Simons on the 11th. On the 13th the Conference was
actually suspended, after the rejection by the Allies of the German
schedule for future deliveries of coal ; and Marshal Foch, Sir Henry
Wilson, and General Degoutte were summoned to Spa to discuss
immediate measures of military coercion. On the 15th the Allies
handed to the Germans a definitive protocol concerning coal
deliveries which the Germans signed the next day; but they
reserved their assent to Article 7 (sanctions) and the text contained
a substantial concession from the side of the Allies. The larger
deliveries which Germany was required to make, as compared with
her offer, were to be compensated by what was in effect (though not
in form) a partial cash payment by the Allies for value received.?

1 11 (iii) & and (iv). 2 See below, p. 123.
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Agreement was also reached between the Allies and Germany
regarding the trial of war criminals ;' and at the same time the
Allies, sitting as the Supreme Council, settled a number of questions
among themselves, the most important being the distribution of the
Reparation eventually to be recovered from Germany. The agree-
ment reached on this question was embodied in the inter-Allied
protocol of the 16th ; but it was remarkable that this agreement
and the coal agreement (which merely determined the amount of
deliveries in kind under a single head for a period of six months)
were the only positive contributions of the Clonference towards the
settlement of the Reparation Question. The rejection of the
inadequate German scheme was not followed up on this occasion
by any Allied counter-proposals envisaging the problem as a whole.

On the 7th July the Supreme Council took occasion to examine
and reject the objections of Damad Ferid Pasha, the Grand Vezir
of the Sultan’s Government at Constantinople, to the draft Treaty
of Sévres ; and on the 12th they cancelled the plebiscite to be held
in the Teschen district and entrusted the Conference of Ambassadors
with the task of delimiting the. Polish-('zechoslovak frontier in this
sector—the two parties agreeing in advance to accept the Ambas-
sadors’ award.®

The Supreme Council had also to deal with an appeal for inter-
vention in the Russo-Polish War ® on the part of the Polish Prime
Minister (M. Grabski) and Foreign Minister (M. Patek), who came
to Spa in person, at a stage in the struggle when the fall of Warsaw
and the collapse of the Polish armies seemed not impossible. Sugges-
tions for an Armistice, to be followed by a Peace Conference in
London between Russia and all the western border states, were
made by the Supreme Council to both belligerents in a note
dispatched on the 11th July. Though the terms suggested included
the withdrawal of the Poles within their linguistic frontiers, the
Soviet Government was tempted—by the prospect of a decisive
nilitary victory—to let this opportunity slip, and they sent an
evasive reply.

9. CONFERENCE oF HYTHE, 8TH AvcGuUsT, 1920

This was an emergency Conference called to deal with the Russo-
Polish War, and it was thus parallel to the Conference which had
met at the same place on the 19th of the previous June to deal with

11T (iii) 2. * H.P.C., vol. iv, Ch. VI, Part 1.
3 See H. P. C., vol. vi, Ch. III, Part 2.
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the military situation in Asia Minor. It was attended by M. Mil-
lerand, Mr. Lloyd George, Lord Curzon, Marshal Foch, Earl Beatty,
and Nir H. Wilson, and it was agreed that the Allies, who in the
meantime had advised Poland to treat directly with Russia, should
intervene in Poland’s favour if the Russian terms involved any
infringement of Polish independence. This decision resulted in
divergent action. On the basis of an incomplete outline of the draft
Russian terms, communicated on the 10th August by the head of
the Russian Trade Delegation, M Kamenev, Mr. Lloyd George
decided that the necessity for intervention had not arisen ; whereas
M. Millerand recognized General Wrangel, the Russian ¢ White’
leader in the Crimea,! and instructed General Weygand to place
himself at the service of the Polish Government for the organization
of a counter-offensive--an intervention which turned the tide and
scettled the result of the campaign.

10. CONFERENCE oF PaRs, 24TH-30TH JANUARY, 1921

This was a meeting of the four Principal Allied Powers and Belgium
to discuss Reparation.  Although M. Millerand had passed from the
Premicrship to the Presidency in September, 1920, and had been
succeeded as Premier by M. Briand (after a short tenure of the
office by M. Leygues), there was a growing opposition in France
to a settlement of the Reparation Question along the lines of agree-
ment left open by the letter of the 16th June, 1919, as contrasted
with a rigid application of the Reparation Chapter of the Treaty.
M. Briand was therefore compelled to advocate a less liberal proposal
than that which had (apparently) been agreed upon at Boulogne
in June, 1920, or than the more detailed suggestions which had been
worked out on the Boulogne basis at the Conference of Allied and
German experts which had met during December, 1920, at Brussels.®
The outcome was a proposal to Germany from the parties to the
Conference, dated the 29th January ; ® but while this was the main
work of the Conference, it also dispatched to the German Govern-
ment a detailed note on disarmament ;  laid down monthly figures
for deliveries of coal after the expiry of the Spa Agreement ; received
a report from M. Loucheur on the possibilities of reconstruction in
Austria, which it referred to a comité d’études; granted de jure

! The French Government signified shortly afterwards that recognition
in this case did not imply material assistance.

* See below, p. 125. # See below, p. 127.

4 See 11 (iii) 5 below.



16 ORGANS OF INTERNATIONAL AUTHORITY

recognition to Latvia and Esthonia; and decided to invite Greek
and Turkish delegations to a Conference to be held in London
during February, in order to reconsider certain parts of the Treaty
of Sévres. '

11. CoONFERENCE OF LoNDoON, 21sT FEBRUARY-14TH MaARcH,
' 1921

In this Conference the Principal Allied Powers carried on alter-
nately two distinct series of negotiations—with the representatives
of the Athens, Constantinople, and Angora Governments on the
one hand, and with the German Foreign Minister, Dr. Simons,
on the other. The Turkish settlement has been dealt with in the
Hustory of the Peace Conference,! and it need only be mentioned
here that the Allied Powers failed to bring the Greeks and Turks
to an agreement. The Greeks launched a new offensive on the
23rd March, and the single definite result of the Conference, so far
as the Near and Middle East was concerned, was the separate
agreement of the 9th March between M. Briand and Bekir Sami
Bey, which put an end to hostilities between France and the Turkish
Nationalists along the Turco-Syrian Frontier.?

The negotiations with Germany opened on the lst March, when
Dr. Simons presented his counter-proposition to the Paris proposals
of the 29th January. This document (discussed below under the
heading of Reparation) was an attempt to scale down the Paris
figures while nominally accepting them as a basis, and the offers
contained in it were also contingent (which was more reasonable)
upon the result of the Upper Silesian plebiscite being favourable
to Germany and upon the removal of artificial restrictions and
inequalities affecting international trade. This document provoked
the Allies into drawing up a schedule of alleged German defaults
under all heads of the Versailles Treaty and deciding upon the
immediate application of sanctions unless Germany accepted the
Paris proposals as they stood. This ultimatum was formally
presented to the German delegation on the 3rd March by Mr. Lloyd
George, who addressed Dr.- Simons in very severe terms; and,
after several days of energetic but fruitless negotiations, he announced
on the 7th March that the sanctions which he had threatened were
to be applied. There was to be a military occupation (actually
carried out on the 8th March) of Diisseldorf, Duisburg, and Ruhrort,

! Vol. vi, Ch. I, Part 2.
# Text in L’Europe Nouvelle, 26th March, 1921.
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three places just outside the area of occupation under the Treaty
and on the threshold of the Ruhr Basin ; a tax was to be levied upon
payments for German imports into Allied countries, the proceeds
being payable to the account of Reparation ;! the customs receipts
along the German frontiers within the occupied area were to be
impounded ; and a new customs cordon was to be established
provisionally along the boundary between the occupied and unoc-
cupied parts of Germany. On the 10th March the German Govern-
ment appealed to the League of Nations in a reasoned statement,
in which they argued that the occupation of additional German
territory as a sanction was not permissible under the Treaty of
Versailles, and claimed the intervention of the League as victims
of an aggression constituting a threat to peace. The Council of
the League does not appear to have taken any action in this matter,
but at the same time the action taken by the Allies was of doubtful
legality. The letter of the 16th June, 1919, had not obliged, but
merely permitted, Germany to make an offer in lieu of the terms
laid down in the Reparation Chapter of the Treaty. A fortiori, she
was under no obligation to accept an alternative proposal presented
to her, as a definitive text, by the Allies. If she did not choose to
.exercise her option, she simply remained bound by her obligations
under the Treaty, which prescribed no specific instalment of pay-
ment before the 1st Mav, 1921. Nevertheless, the Allied sanctions
were applied. Not only was additional German territory occupied
on the 8th March, but the customs cordon between occupied and
unoccupied territory was established on the 9th April.

12. CONFERENCE OF LYMPNE, 23RD-24TH APRIL, 1921

This was a preliminary meeting between M. Briand and Mr. Lloyd
George to prepare for a meeting of the Supreme Council. The
occasion was the failure of previous conferences to reach a settle-
ment of the Reparation Question outside the terms of the Treaty
of Versailles. It had become evident that the Treaty would take
effect, and probable that Germany would be found in default on
the total payment of twenty milliard gold marks, in cash or kind,
which was due from her, under the Treaty, by the 1st May. Fresh
sanctions were discussed, including an occupation of the Ruhr
Basin. :

1 The British Government acted on this decision by carrying through
Parliament the Reparation (Recovery) Act of the 24th March, 1921.

(o]
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13. CoXFERENCE 0¥ LoNpoN, 291H ArriL-5tH May, 1921

This was a meeting of the Supreme Council. attended by Belgium
and Japan as well as the thnree Principal Allied Powers in Europe.
Since it was entirely concerned with Reparation, in the history of
which it marked a critical stage. it is dealt with below under that
head ; but it should be mentioned here that the sanctions liid
down in the Alliex’ ultimatum of the 5th May (which Germany
accepted on the 11th) were threatened in case of default in respect
not only of Reparation but of disarmament. the trial of war criminals,
and Articles 264-7. 273, 321, 322, and 327 of the Treaty of Versailles.

14, CONFERENCE OF Panrts. Stu-131H AversT, 1921

This was a mecting of the Supreme Council, the most important
business on the agenda being the action to be taken in consequence
of the results of the plebiscite in Upper Silesia.  On the 12th August,
when the Supreme Council, after four days of discussion and con-
sultation with their experts. had failed to agree upon a line of
partition between Germany and Pokind, it was unanimously decided
to refer the guestion. under Article 13 of the Covenant, to the
Council of the League of Nations. The Council accepted the task
and made a recommendation on the 12th October, 1921, which was
adopted by the Conference of Ambassadors on the 21st.  This
gettlement of the Upper Silesian question was historically important,
not merely in itself, but ax being the first case in which action
arising out of a Peace Treaty, which fell within the province of the
Ambassadors’ Confercnce and their principals the Supreme Council,
was transferred to, and undertaken by, the League of Nations.

The Conference also considered the situation in Anatolia, where
the Graeco-Turkish War was at its height : * the Russian famine ;
the trial of war criminals : the disarmament of Germany ; and the
sanctions imposed upon her during the precceding March. It was
decided that the additional occupation of territory should continue,
but that the cconomic sanctions should terminate on ‘he
15th September, if Germany had fulfilled the obligations incum-
bent on her up to that date.

1 See H. P. C., vol. vi, Appendix 111.
2 The Greeks had captured Eski SheRr on the 19th July and started to
advance against Angora on the 14th August. .
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15. (CONFERENCE OF LoNDON, 18TH-22ND DECEMBER, 1921

This was a meceting between Mr. Lloyd George and M. Briand,
who was accompanied by M. Loucheur. The immediate occasion
was a declaration by (Germany that she would he unable t¢ make
the payments due on the 15th January and 15th February, 1922,
under the schedule imposed upon her by the ultimatum of the
5th May, 1921, which she had accepted on the 11th May. It was
decided to call a meeting of the Supreme Council at Cannes,
and a memorandum of suggestions on the Reparation Problem, to
he laid before this meeting, was drawn up in agreement by the
French and British Prime Ministers. These arve dealt with below
under the head of Reparation, but the official communiqué made to
the Press on the 22nd December announced a new departure :

Although no definite decision was reached, a line of action was agreed
upon, and representatives of British industry and tinance are con-
ferring with the Prime Minister and his colleagues to-morrow, to discuss
in fuller detail the proposals with which the conversations have bheen
dealing. The French Government will have similar conversations with
business men and financiers in Paris, at which probably some Ministers
will be present. The result of these negotiations will come up for review
at the forthcoming conference. It is probable that the proposals of
the two Governments to be submitted at Cannes will include one for
the summoning of a general European economic conference, to enable
the European nations to co-operate in building up their economic
system and generally restoring the welfare of their people. The Allies
will decide what nations are to be represented at this conference.?

Since the ultimatum of the 5th May, the British Government
had taken the measure of Germany’s capacity to pay. The collapse
of the mark under the strain of the cash payment which the German
Government had actually made in August had convinced Creat
Britain that relief from her own burdens was to be looked for not
so much in prospective receipts from Germany as in a general
reconstruction of the economic life of Europe, leading to a revival
of Great Britain's foreign trade. Reconstruction, however, would
be impossible without the co-operation of France, and there was
no apparent prospect that France would abandon any of her
Treaty rights to Reparation in consideration of the actual financial
situation of Germany. The French public still believed that the
Treaty was susceptible of execution, and every month’s delay was
increasing the influence of M. Poincaré and his supporters, who

1 The Times, 28rd December, 1921.
Cc2
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maintained that, in case of German default, the Allies were entitled,
under Section 18 of Annex II of the Reparation Chapter of the
Versailles Treaty, to take additional military sanctions, and, further,
that each Allied Power was entitled to act in this matter indepen-
dently. At several previous conferences, when sanctions had been
discussed. the French Government had suggested the military
occupation of the Ruhr Basin, which would give the occupying
Power a strangle-hold upon Germany’s economic life ; and, if once
France were to take this step, it was by no means certain that she
would withdraw even if il failed to bring about the payment of
Reparation. In her policy towards Germany, France had two
distinct ends in view : economic Reparation for the damage which
Germany had done to her in the War of 1914 and military security
against a future German invasion. A sanction which was ineffective
for the former purpose might still be turned to account for the
latter ; and indeed a French statesman who had promised and
failed to procure Reparation for his fellow countrymen might be
driven to forestall their disappointment by presenting them, instead,
with a ‘security’ based upon the virtual dismemberment of
Germany. Thus the British Government, in bringing forward
their policy of European reconstruction, found it advisable to
dissociate it very distinctly from the problem of executing the
Reparation Chapter of the Treaty ; and at the same time they
were anxious to satisfy France, if possible, on the question of her
security by action of their own, in order to remove any temptation
which France might have to seek security in the dismemberment of
Germany through the indirect channel of sanctions taken for
German defaults in the payment of Reparation. This was the
situation on the eve of the Conference of Cannes.

16. CONFERENCE OF CANNES, 6TH-13TH JANUARY, 1922

This was a meeting of the Supreme Council, to which the Repara-
tion Commission and the representatives of the German Govern-
ment were successively summoned. The principal agenda were
a project for an Anglo-French Pact, plans for a European Economic
Conference to be held at Genoa, and Reparation.

The meeting of the Supreme Council was preceded by conversa-
tions in Paris between French and British econorhic experts. At
Cannes on the 4th January, before the formal session of the Supreme
Council began, Mr. Lloyd George submitted to M. Briand a memoran-
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dum! setting forth the British view of the relations between the
problems of Reparation, Security, and Reconstruction ; insisting
that a scheme for European veconstruction must include Russia ;
recalling the sacrifices in favour of France to which Great Britain
had assented in the joint memorandum on Reparation drafted
at the recent Conference of London ; and making an unconditional
offer to conclude an agreement by which Great Britain would under-
take to assist France with all her forces in the event of unprovoked
German aggression upon French so0il.2 The memorandum went on,
however, to warn France that the British Empire would not be
willing to incur military commitments in Central and Eastern
Europe, and to urge that the suggested treaty should be accom-
panied (like the accord of 1904) by a complete entente on all issues
outstanding between the two countries. The importance of avoiding
submarine competition was cmphasized, and the memorandum
concluded with an outline of conditions to which all nations partici-
pating in a European scheme of reconstruction should subscribe, with
evident reference to the difficulties of collaboration with Sovict
Russia. In the final paragraphs, the idea of reconstruction was
linked with those of disarmament and non-aggression.

At the first formal meeting of the Conference on the morning of
the 6th January, Mr. Lloyd George introduced a resolution ® to the
effect that

The Allied Powers in conference are unanimously of opinion that
an Economic and Financial Conference should be summoned in

February or carly March, to which all the Powers of Europe, including

Germany, Russia, Austria, Hungary and Bulgaria, should be invited

to send representatives. They regard such a Conference as an urgent

and essential step towards the economic reconstruction of Central and

Eastern Europe. . . . ! A united effort of the stronger Powers is necessary
to remedy the paralysis of the European system.

This resolution (which further laid down ‘ fundamental conditions ’
of participation, designed to overcome the difficulty of dealing
with Soviet Russia) was unanimously adopted, with slight modifica-
tions, at an afternoon session on the same day, at which it was

! Text in L' Europe Nouvelle, 218t January, 1922.

2 The whole question of security and the reduction of armaments in
Europe (which had little connexion with the problem of the limitation of
naval armament, dealt with in Part VI of the present volume) will be
discussed in the Survey of International A ffairs for 1924.

3 Bee British White Paper, Resolutions adopled by the Supreme Council at
1032”2';“' January 1922, as the basis of the Genoa (?onference (Omd. 1621 of
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also decided to invite the United States! The outline agenda
drawn up by the Supreme Council for the (renoa Conference werc
as follows :

1. Examination of the methods of putting into practice the principles
contained in the resolution reached at Cannes on the 6th January,
1922
2. The establishment of Eyropean peace on a firm basis.
3. Essential conditions for re-cstablishment of confidence without injury
to existing treaties.
4. PFinancial subjects.
(a) Currencies.
(b) Central banks and banks of issuc.
(¢) Public finance in relation to reconstruction.
(d) Exchanges.
(€) Organization of public and private credit.
. Economic and commercial subjects.
(a) Facilities and guarantees for the import and export of com-
mercial products.
(h) Legal guarantces for the re-establishment of commerce.
(¢) Protection of industrial property and copyrights.
(d) Status of consuls.
(e) Admission and position of foreigners in regard to the conduct
of business.
(f) Technical assistance to industrial reconstruction.

[ ]

6. Transport.

For the preparation of the detailed agenda and draft resolutions,
the Supreme Council, on the 13th January, appointed a committee
of one representative each from the four Principal Allied Powers
and Belgium. In one respect they had already anticipated the
agenda for Genoa in a resolution ? passed on the 10th January
declaring that ‘ the Supreme Council approves the establishment of
an international corporation with affiliated national corporations
for the purpose of the economic reconstruction of Europe’, and
providing for the immediate appointment of an organizing com-
mittee.?

Meanwhile, Mr. Lloyd George and M. Briand had been discussing
the proposed British guarantee to France, and M. Briand had

! The formal issue of the invitations on the 10th January was anticipated
by the arrival of two telegrams from Moscow—the first announcing willing-
ness to participate and the second proposing that the meeting-place should
be London instead of Genoa.

% Text in Cmd. 1621 of 1922.

8 The main object of forming this consortium was to facilitate the economic
reconstruction of Russia, but the plan never led to practical results.
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demanded two modifications : the guarantee must be reciprocal.
and it must be supplemented by a technical military convention.!
A unilateral pact was considered in France not only as a humiliation
for a Great Power but as a limitation upon the French Government’s
freedom of action which might even amount 1o a measure of control
over Krench policy on the part of the guarantor. A technical
military convention. again, was regarded as essential if the
guarantee wasx to be of practical value. since, unless the plans for
military cosoperation had been worked out beforehand and could be
put into effect at any moment, it was felt. in the light of 1914, that
British assistance might fail to arrive in time.  Although M. Briand
was insisting on these French views in his negotiations with
Mr. Lloyd George, the information which wax reaching Paris in
regard both to the projected Anglo-French Pact and to the pro-
gramme for Genoa was raixing a storm.  On the 10th January,
M. Briand reccived the text of two motions. one emanating from
the Gauche L publicaine group in the Senate and the other from the
Finance Commission of the Chamber of Deputies. which were
virtually votes of censure on the policy which he was pursuing at
Cannes.? M. Briand replied in conciliatory telegrams to the chair-
man of the Gauche Ripublicaine group and the President of the
Finance Commission, and on the same day he gave an interview to
the Press in which he declared that the proposed Anglo-French Pact
entailed no diminution of the rights of France under the Treaty of
Versailles and that, as regards Reparation, France would not be
asked to accept one centime less for 1922 than would normally have
been her duc® The next day, however, he received a personal
telegram from President Millerand recalling him to Paris, and he

! British Blue Book : Papers vespecting Negotiations for an Anglo-French
Pact (Cmd. 2169 of 1924), p. 123. )

2 Motion du Groupe de la Gauche Républicaine du Sénat :

Le groupe de la gauche républicaine du Sénat, demeurant attaché a I'accord
des alliés, en présence des négociations engagées pour la conclusion d'une
alliance franco-anglaise, compte que le gouvernemenut mettra au premier
rang de ses préoccupations la conservation d'une =olide armée nationale et
des gages existants qu'il estime indispensables pour la protection immédiate
du territoire frangais et I'exécution des traités.

Motion de la Commission des Finances de la Chambre :

La Commission des Finances. inquidte des atteintes que la Conférence de
Cannes parait devoir apporter aux droits de la France concernant les répara-
tions ; émue des répercussions si graves qui pourraient en résulter pour la
reconstitution des régions libérées et le relevement de nos finances, rappelle
au gouvernement 'engagement qu’il a pris de ne consentir aucun nouveau
sacrifice.

3 For the texts of this interview and of the two telegrams, see L'Europe
Nouvelle, 21st January, 1922,
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left Cannes that afternoon, with the British draft of the Pact in
his pocket,! four hours after the arrival of Herr Rathenau at the
head of the German delegation. Next morning (the 12th January)
he met his Cabinet, in the afternoon he met the Chamber, and by
the evening the news of his resignation had reached the representa-
tives of the other Powers at Cannes before they had risen from
their sitting.

Next day (the 13th January) the Supreme Council held its final
meeting, with France represented no longer by a delegation but
(like the United States) by an observer without executive power.
The Council proceeded to examine the situation created by the
departure of the French delegation. It was decided that decisicns
in regard to which complete unanimity had been attained should
become operative—for example, the arrangements for the Confer-
ence of Genoa—while decisions which did not possess a definitive
character would have to be reconsidered. On the same duy,
President Millerand entrusted the task of forming a new Govern-
ment to M. Poincaré.

Concurrently with the projected Franco-British Pact and the
plans for the Genoa Conference, the Supreme Council at Cannes
had been dealing with Reparation. Both the Reparation Commis-
sion and the representatives of Germany had been summoned to
the spot, Herr Rathenau and his colleagues had been given audience
on the 11th and 12th January, and on the 13th the Reparation
Commission had granted Germany a moratorium for cash payments
in respect of the instalments due on the 15th January and 15th
February, on condition of certain interim monthly payments.
These negotiations are discussed in a later section under the head of

Reparation.

17. CONFERENCE OF PARIS, 22ND-26TH MARcH, 1922

This was a meeting of the Foreign Ministers of the three Principal
Allied Powers in Europe > which was solely concerned with the
Graeco-Turkish War. Since the failure of the Greeks to secure
a military decision during the previous summer, it had become
evident that their position in Anatolia was not permanently tenable,
and that the alternatives were an agreed evacuation or an eventual
military disaster. The object of the Conference was to secure an

1 Text in Cmd. 2169, p. 127.
¢ Lord Curzon, Signor Schanzer, and M. Poincaré (who combined the

Foreign Ministry with the Premiership).



AND THEIR PROCEEDINGS, 1920-3 25

agreed solution, and its first act was to propose an Armistice to both
belligerents with a view to the ultimate evacuation of Anatolia by
the Greek forces and the restoration of full Turkish Sovereignty.
It was further proposed that Eastern Thrace should be partitioned
between the two parties along a line running south and north from
a point on the Sea of Marmara west of Rodosto to a point on the
Bulgarian frontier. These proposals broke down because the
Angora Government demanded that the Greek evacuation should
begin from the moment of the Armistice instead of being delayed
until the peace terms had been settled in detail, while they also
refused to accept anything less than the whole of Eastern Thrace,
including the Gallipoli Peninsula and Adrianople. Thus the state
of war continued until a military decision in Turkey’s favour was
reached in the following August. The Armistice of Mudania, the
two sessions of the Peace Conference at Lausanne, and the Lausanne
Treaty (signed on the 24th July, 1923) have been dealt with in the
History of the Peace Conference.

18. CONFERENCE OF GENOA, 10TH APRIL-19TH May, 19222

This Conference was attended by representatives of the British self-
governing Dominions and of twenty-nine European States, including
Russia and all the ex-enemy countries except Turkey, whose claim
to participation was not admitted on the ground that she was an
Asiatic Power.® This time the dominant issue was not the exaction
of Reparation from Germany by the Allies but the renewal of
relations between the countries of Europe and Russia. The principal
result, however, which was achieved at Genoa was the Russo-
German Treaty of Rapallo (16th April, 1922). The history of the
Conference may be divided chronologically into the preliminary
negotiations between various groups of prospective participants ;
the activities of the Conference itself (the most important of which
were extraneous to the official programme), and the Conference of
Experts at The Hague (26th June-20th July, 1922) to which the
Genoa Conference remitted its agenda after failing to reach agree-
ment.

1 Vol. vi, Ch. 1, Part 2, Epilogue. :

2 See H. P. (., vol. vi, Ch. III, Part 2, §§ 15-16, for the part played by
Soviet Russig. See also the League of Nations publication: The Genoa
Oopferse;oe and the League of Nations (Memorandum by the Secretary-General,
price 6d.).

8 The claim was made by the Angora, not the Constantinople, Government.
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(a) Preliminaries.

(a) The Attitude of M. Poincaré. M. Poincar¢ had been carried
into power by the wave of opposition which had arisen in France
against the policy of M. Briand at Cannes, but he found the kFrench
Government already committed to the Conference of (Genoa. He
therefore concentrated his efforts upon preventing any extension
of the agreed outline agenda, upon interpreting their contents in
the narrowest possible sense, and upon diminishing the prestige
of the Conference by refusing to attend it in person. He defined
his attitude in a memorandum dated the 1st February, 192271
in answer to the official invitation of the 16th January from the
Italian Government. France, he declared. could only participate
if the Soviet Government accepted completely. and in advance, the
conditions specified in the Supreme Council’s resolutions of the
6th January : the reservation of existing Treaticx in Article 3 of the
outline agenda * s’applique a tout 'ensemble de ce programme et
doit dominer toutes les discussions de Génes . The Treaties were
not to be called in question by ex-ncutral participants ; the Confer-
ence must not usurp the functions assigned by the Treaties to the
League of Nations; the resolution against foreign interference
in the internal affairs of states must not apply to the veto upon the
restoration of the Hohenzollerns and the Hapsburgs ; the principles
of respect for private property and the legal execution of contracts
would (presumably) involve, in Soviet Russia, a system of capitula-
tions for foreigners; and the proposed pledge of non-aggression
‘ would not have power to deprive the Allies of the right conferred
on them by the Treaty of Versailles, in the case of default by Germany
in her Reparation obligations, of taking measures of coercion, which
Germany would not have the right to consider acts of war’ (§ 18
of Annex II to Part VIII of the Treaty). In this document, the
main lines of M. Poincaré’s policy during his tenure of office were
already apparent.

~ On the 31st January he had addressed a memorandum of a similar
character to the British Government. On the 25th February the
two Prime Ministers met at Boulogne and announced their agree-
ment ‘ on the political guarantees to be secured in order to prevent
encroachments either on the rights of the League of Nations or on

1 Text in French Yellow Book: Documents diplomatiques : Confirence
économique internationale de Génes, 9 avril-19 mai, 1922. (1922, Paris,
Imprimerie nationale.)
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the treaties signed in France?! after the Peace or on the rights of the
Allies to Reparation ’. The date of the Genoa Conference was post-
poned to the 10th April, and there was to be a preliminary meeting
of Allied economic experts in London. The experts duly met.
from the 20th to the 28th March and presented a detailed report *
in the form of draft resclutions under the following headings :

Part I.—Russia.

Section I.-—Preamble.
Section II.—Conditions under which foreign enterprise and capital can
be enlisted for the restoration of Russia.
Chapter 1.—Liquidation of past obligations.
Chapter 1I.—Provisions for the future.
Section 1IT.—Measures by which the specdy recovery of Russia would
be facilitated.

Part 1I.—Restoration of Europe.

Section I.—Financial provisiouns.
Section II.—Economic provisions.
Section 11I.—Transport provisions.

On the 6th April, M. Poincaré repeated and reinforced his stipula-
tions in a memorandum of instructions to M. Barthou, the head of
the French delegation to Genoa.> The question of disarmament
was not to be raised ; ¢ therc must be no attempt to reconstitute
a Supreme Council with the inclusion of Germany ; there must be
no political committee specially entrusted with the study of Russian
affairs.

1f, on any one of the important questions which I have mentioned,
your protests had no effect and the Conference went on its way, you
would be good enough to refer the matter immediately to the Govern-
ment and we should have to consider whether you can continue to
take part. In this case it will be your business, by the influence which
you may be able to exercise on foreign delegations, to act in such a
way that our enforced gesture is not isolated.

(3) The Attitude of the East European Stales. Meanwhile, the
members of the Little Entente had held a preliminary mecting of

1 M. Poincaré’s memorandum of the 1st February shows that this limitation
was designed to exclude the treaties between Russia and the Border States,
which might contain awkward precedents in regard to the recognition of the
new state of affairs in Russia.

? Text in French Yellow Book., Doc. 4 ; and in British Blue Book : Pegm’a
relating to International Economic Conference, Genoa, April-May 1922 (Cmd
1667 of 1922), p. 5.

3 French Yellow Book, Doc. 6. .

¢ *M. Lloyd George s'est engagé a Boulogne, de la maniére la plus formelle,
& ne pas la poser.” - :
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their own at Belgrade, after which M. Bene§ had proceeded to Paris
and London and had conferred with M. Poincaré and Mr. Lloyd
George. He recorded the results of these negotiations in a memo-
randum,! in which he first incorporated M. Poincaré’s provisos that
neither Reparation nor the Peace Treaties should be discussed, and
that the participation of Soviet delegates at Genoa should not imply
the recognition of the Soviet Government, and then went on to
envisage (in agreement with Mr. Lloyd George) the prompt resump-
tion of trade with Russia, and a general resolution, or better still
a convention, pledging the members of the Conference to non-
aggression. Czechoslovak, Jugoslav, Rumanian, and Polish repre-
sentatives were to participate semi-officially in the Conference of
Experts in London.

In March, Poland and the three Baltic states of Latvia, Esthonia,
and Finland held another preliminary meeting in Warsaw, and
concluded a convention 2 in which they reciprocally confirmed the
recognition of their respective Treaties of Peace with Soviet Russia,
promised to communicate to one another the text of any future
treaties concluded between any one of them and another party,
provided for the settlement of all disputes among themselves by
arbitration, and agreed that this convention should run, in the
first instance, for five years from the date of the latest ratification.
This Conference at Warsaw was followed up by a meeting at Riga
between the Governments represented at Warsaw and the Soviet
Government of Russia. In the °conclusions’ of this meeting
(embodied in a protocol ® dated the 30th March, 1922) the sanctity
of the local Peace Treaties was reaffirmed, the restoration of com-
mercial relations was advocated, and the establishment of neutral
zones along the frontiers was suggested as a first step towards
disarmament.

(v) The Attitude of Russia. The Soviet Government was anxious
to resume economic relations with the countries of Europe, partly
under pressure of the internal economic and financial crisis and
partly because it hoped, as M. Poincaré feared, that economic agree-
ments might lead on to political recognition. On the 15th March
M. Chicherin addressed a note * to the Italian, British, and French
Governments in which he declared that the world could not dispense
with the economic co-operation of Russia; that all Governments

1 Résumé in L’ Europe Nouvelle, 4th March, 1922.

* Dated the 17th March. Text in L’ Europe Nouvelle, 8th April, 1922.
3 Text in loc. cit. See also 111 (ii) 2 (d) below.

¢ English text published as a British White Paper (Cmd. 1637 of 1922).
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participating in the Genoa Conference ought to meet on an equal
footing ; that the European Governments, in their preliminary
conferences, appeared to be prejudging the issues; and that
a campaign of anti-Soviet propaganda was being carried on in
the Western Press. The note concluded, however, with an attempt
to show that the Soviet Government had recently brought its
legislation into conformity with the essential requirements of trade
on the Western basis of private enterprise ; and this was set forth
in greater detail in a second note of the 30th March.!

(8) The Attitude of the United States. The decision to invite
the participation of the United States at Genoa had been taken on
the 6th January by the Supreme Council. In a note dated the
8th March,> the American Government declined on two grounds :
that it would not be found possible to prevent the proposed Confer-
ence from trenching upon political questions, and that the economic
recovery of Russia depended less upon international action than
upon the internal policy of the Soviet Government.

(b) The Proceedings ai Genoa3

At the first Plenary Session of the Conference held on the
10th April, 1922, it was decided to appoint four Commissions to
deal with the various questions set out in the agenda.* The subjects
were allotted to the several Commissions as follows : No. 1 Commis-
sion, items 1, 2, and 3—examination of the methods of putting into
practice the principles contained in the resolution reached at
Cannes on the 6th January, 1922, establishment of European peace
on a firm basis, essential conditions for re-establishment of confidence
‘without injury to existing treaties; No. 2 Commission, item 4—
financial subjects ; No. 3 Commission, item 5—economic and com-
mercial subjects ; No. 4 Commission, item 6—transport.

The three last Commissions, whose terms of reference were of
a technical character, all reported in due course ; ® but whether
their labours would be fruitful depended upon the fortunes of the
First Commission, to which the crucial problems of general interest

1 Text in L' Europe Nouvelle, 8th April, 1922.

z Text in I’ Europe Nouvelle, 18th March, 1922.

3 See H. P. C., vol. vi, Ch. III, Part 2, §§ 15-17.

¢ The agenda referred to is the outline agenda approved at the Cannes
Conference and published in Omd. 1621 of 1922, pp. 4 and 5.

® The report of the Second Commission was_formally adopted by the
Conference on the 3rd May. The report of the Fourth Commission, which
was little more than an endorsement of the results of the Barcelona Confer-
ence on Communications and Transit (10th March-20th April, 1921), was
qualified by a series of reservations on the part of different states.
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had been assigned. This First Commission met and appointed
a Sub-Commission on Russian Affairs (upon which Sweden, Switzer-
land, Poland, and Rumania were represented, besides Russia,
Germany, Belgium. and the three Principal Allied Powers). On the
11th April this Sub-Commission received the report of the pre-
liminary London Conference of Experts, but on the demand of the
Russian delegation the examination of this report by the Nub-
C'ommission was adjourned, and it was thereafter pursued in
informal discussions between the three Principal Allied Powers
and Belginm on the one side and the Russians on the other.

These negotiations were interrupted by the signature of a separate
Russo-German Treaty at Rapallo on the 16th April, which was
made public the next day.! The terms of this Treaty were not
technically incompatible with the agenda of the Conference, and
might be regarded theoretically, as the Germans contended, in the
light of a contribution to the objects for which the Conference
had been convened. The principal points were a mutual renuncia-
tion of Reparation ; a renunciation on the German side of com-
pensation for losses incurred by German nationals in Russia in
consequence of the socialization of private property ; 2 a resumption
of consular and diplomatic relations ; a mfitual application of the
*most favoured nation * principle ; and a mutual facilitation of trade.
On the 18th April the Russian delegation denied in terms that
there were any unpublished articles or that the Treaty had been
accompanied by a secret military convention ; but, from the point
of view of the Allied Powers, the sting lay in the fact that a separate
Russo-German agreement should have been negotiated at all. Tt
seemed like the first positive step towards that ¢ reversal of alliances ’
which was to be expected @ priori after a general war with a decisive
military issue, and it at least portended, if it did not actually con-
stitute, a counter-move to the military conventions between
France, Belgium, and Poland which had been negotiated since the
coming into force of the Treaty of Versailles.® There therefore
followed a somewhat acrimonious exchange of notes between the
Allied Powers represented at the Conference and Germany.* The
Allies accused the Germans of having broken the spirit if not the
letter of the Cannes invitation by having, ‘ behind the backs of their
colleagues, concluded in secret-a treaty with Russia on the very

! English translation of text in Cmd. 1667 of 1922, p. 51.

* ¢ Provided that the Soviet Government does not satisfy similar claims
of other states.’ 3 See II (i) 2, and III (i1) 3  f) below.

¢ Printed in Omd. 1667 of 1922, pp. 53 sq.
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questions which they had undertaken to consider in loyal conjunc-
tion with the representatives of other mations’. The (lermans,
on their side, accused the Allies of having °initiated separate
negotiations with Russia on the basis of the London Experts’
propusals ’, the acceptance of which ‘ would have led to oppressive
demands (upon Germany) for Reparation from Russia’. The
incident was closed by the withdrawal of the German delegation
‘from deliberations on questions similar to those already settled
between Germany and Russia’, and by a reservation (inserted at
M. Buarthou’s instance in the concluding note from the Allies) of
‘ the right {0 declare null and void any clauses in the Russo-German
Treaty which may be recognized as contrary to existing treaties —
a gesture which conld hardly affect the validity of the Treaty of
Rapallo as between the contracting parties themselves.!

This incident adversely affected the fortunes of the Conference
by increasing the intransigeance of M. Barthou, who had been
spurred on from the outset by the instructions of M. Poincaré and
had had a sharp passage of arms with M. Chicherin at the first
plenary session.  Thus the atmosphere was most unfavourable
when, on the 25th April, Mr. Lloyd George broached to the French
delegation his project for a Pact of Non-Aggression ; but the crisis
of the Conference arose in the Sub-Commission on Russian Affairs
over the attempt {o secure a common’ draft of proposals to be
presented to the Russian delegation. The Belgians insisted upon
the integral restitution of foreign-owned private property in Russia ;
and, as a demonstration of solidarity with Belgium, the Irench
delegation reserved definitive approval of the draft until the receipt
of further instructions from their Government, though, subject to
this, they agreed that the document should be presented to the
Russians.?  On the 3rd May the memorandum was accordingly
presented, with the French reservation, in the name of the Powers
represented on  the Sub-Commission.  Meanwhile M. Barthou
visited Paris and returned fortified with a second memorandum of
instructions (dated the 5th May) from M. Poincaré, who identified
himself unreservedly with the Belgian standpoint in regard to
private property in Russia and fenced in the proposed Pact of
Non-Aggression with a new series of limiting conditions.® The
difficulties were increased by the terms of the Russian reply, although

1 In a communiqué of the 20th April. the Reparation Commission also
regerved its attitude towards the Rapallo Treaty.
2 Text, including M. Barthou’s reservation, in the French Yellow Book and
“in Omd. 1667, p. 28. 3 Text in the French Yellow Book.
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the British and Italian delegations had persuaded the Russians to
modify their first draft.! The document was considered on the
13th May by the Sub-Commission on Russian Affairs, and Mr. Lloyd
George made several proposals for extricating the Conference from
the ¢mpasse at which it had arrived. These proposals were opposed
by M. Barthou, but were carried against him by the combined
weight of Italy, Rumania, Switzerland, Japan, Poland, and finally
Belgium. They were given a more precise shape on the 14th May
at a meeting of the four Principal Allied Powers and Belgium.?
It was recommended that the agenda of the Genoa Conference
should be remitted to a Mixed Commission of Experts ;® that there
should be a preliminary meeting between the experts of the European
States before they negotiated with the Russian experts ; that the
United States should, and Germany should not, be invited ; and
that the two stages of the Experts’ Conference should begin on the
15th and the 26th June respectively at The Hague. On the
15th May these recommendations were endorsed by the Sub-
Commission for Russian Affairs of the First Genoa Commission,
and the next three days were spent in negotiations with the Russian
delegation, in which M. Barthou and his Belgian colleague did not
participate.? On the 18th the programme for the Hague Conference,
now drafted in a series of articles in agreement with the Russian
delegation, was approved by the First Commission in plenary
session (the French and Belgians again abstaining), and on the
19th the same text was approved orally in a plenary session of the
Conference as a whole, in which the French and Belgians took part.
Oral adhesion was given at the same time to the Pact of Non-
Aggression. .

During the six weeks that the Conference had lasted, a number of
local questions had been brought to its attention, but on the
10th May the representatives of the four Principal Allied Powers
and Belgium had dismissed all non-European petitions and had
referred two questions regarding Hungary and the Saar Basin to
the League of Nations. On the 21st April, however, a special
Committee of the Conference had considered the economic situation
in Austria, and the Conference also took note of a communication,

! Fihal text in the French Yellow Book and the British Blue Book.

2 Minutes in the French Yellow Book and the British Blue Book.

3 This had been suggested in the Russian note of the 11th May.

¢ On the 16th a telegram was received from Washington declining the
ilx;;i;;ztion to the Hague Conference (text in L’Europe Nouvelle, 27th May,
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dated the 9th May, from the Vatican requesting that any agreement
concluded between the European States and Russia should explicitly
guarantee liberty of conscience,! liberty of worship, and the restora-
tion of property belonging to religious corporations.

(c) The Experts’ Conference at The Hague, 26th June—
20th July, 19222

This Conference was no more successful than the Genoa Confer-
ence, of which it may be regarded as the last act, in bringing about
a settlement between the European States and Russia. The parties
eventually dispersed with a confession that, on the question of
foreign-owned private property in Russia, no agreement could
be reached.

The history of the Gienoa Conference has been given at relatively
greater length than that of its predecessors, partly because its
agenda do not fall under other heads such as Disarmament or
Reparation and partly because it marked the failure of the first
attempt to find an issue out of the blind alley into which the Repara-
tion Problem had led the statesmen of Europe during the course
of the year 1921. Mr. Lloyd George had hoped to place the Repara-
tion Problem on a new footing by restoring the prosperity of Europe,
without interfering with the provisions of the Treaty of Versailles
as they were interpreted by the British Government. M. Poincaré,
on the other hand, proposed to secure Reparation by coercing
Germany under the terms of the Treaty of Versailles as interpreted
by French, but not by British, jurists. As Mr. Lloyd George’s
efforts were gradually brought to a standstill, in spite of the energy
and initiative which he displayed in fighting this losing battle,
M. Poincaré began to unmask his batteries. A discordant note
was struck at Genoa by the report of the celebrated speech ® which
the French Prime Minister delivered on the 24th April at Bar-le-
Duc, in those war-stricken north-eastern marches of France where
the speaker himself had been born :

As for Reparation, on which depends the fate not only of the devastated

regions but, by repercussion, of the whole of France, we are approaching

a day of reckoning which, as M. Klotz indicated only yesterday in the

Somme, is of exceptional importance and may even prove decisive.
Before the 31st May next, Germany is under the obligation to conform

1 For all citizens of Russia and all foreign residents.
2 See H. P. (., vol. vi, Ch. III, Part 2, § 17.
3 Text in L’ Europe Nouwvelle, 20th May, 1922.

D
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to the programme drawn up by the Reparation Commission, that is
to say, she must commit herself to imposing a whole series of new taxes
and to accepting inter-Allied control of her finances. If Germany
resists and if at the appointed hour the Commission declares a voluntary
default, it will be the Allies’ right, and consequently their duty, to
take measures for the protection of their interests, which it would no
doubt be infinitely desirable to adopt and to apply by a common
agreement among themselves, but which by the terms of the Treaty
can, in case of need, be taken by each interested nation, and which
Germany is obliged by the Treaty not to consider as acts of war. We
ardently desire to maintain, on this vital occasion, the co-operation of
all the Allies, but we will defend the French cause in complete indepen.-
dence and we will not let fall one of the weapons given us by the Treaty.
We will not suffer our unhappy country to succumb beneath the weight
of Reparation, next-door to & Germany which would not consent to
make the necessary effort to free herself from her debt.

That menace dominated the international situation during the
remainder of the year 1922, and the three following conferences
(held respectively in London on the 7th-14th August and the
9th-11th December, 1922, and in Paris on the 2nd-4th January,
1923) simply marked the final stages in a rearguard action fought
by the British Government in order to postpone the execution of
M. Poincaré’s threats. Since they were exclusively concerned with
Reparation, they are dealt with under that head below ; but they
must be mentioned here because they closed the series of inter-
national conferences that had succeeded the Armistice of 1918. The
remainder of the period treated in the present volume was occupied
by M. Poincaré’s attempt to settle the Reparation Problem on
his own lines, without British co-operation. It was not till the
30th November, 1923, that a unanimous decision of the Reparation
Commission to appoint two Expert Committees in order to inquire
into the financial condition of Germany marked the first approach
to an admission that the policy of M. Poincaré, like the policy
of Mr. Lloyd George, had failed.

(iii) The League of Nations.

1. SEssiIONS OF THE COUNCIL AND THE ASSEMBLY

The genesis and constitution of the League of Nations have been
described in the History of the Peace Conference,! and the activities
of some of its organs during a part of the period with which the
present volume is concerned have also been recorded in the same

! Vol. vi, Ch. VL.



AND THEIR PROCEEDINGS, 1920-3 . 35

place.! Other functions and activities of the League are dealt with
in the preceding introductory volume ? or later under different heads ;
but it may be convenient at this point to tabulate the sessions of the
Council and Assembly of the League from the beginning down
to the end of the year 1923 and to indicate the principal matters
dealt with on each occasion. These meetings resembled those
discussed above in section (ii) inasmuch as they were periodical
international conferences between the representatives of sovereign
states, but whereas the occasional Conferences of Prime Ministers
and the standing Conference of Ambassadors were concerned with
business arising out of the War of 1914 and the subsequent Peace
Treaties, the League was primarily designed as an organization for
dealing with certain permanent international problems which
would not cease to exist if and when the problems of the peace
settlement received their final solution.

So clear was this distinction in the minds of the statesmen in
Paris that questions arising out of the War and the peace settlement
were originally excluded, in principle, from the League’s field of .
operations ; ® and the Council of the League appear to have acted
on this principle in ignoring the appeal which was addressed to
them, on the 10th March, 1921, by the German Government against
the sanctions imposed on Germany by the Allies in connexion with
the Reparation Question. On the other hand, pre-war international
organizations of a permanent character, like the Postal Union, were
invited to affiliate themselves to the League, while the League
itself was to develop subsidiary organs to perform new permanent
international functions. Under the stress of the post-war situation,
however, this logical distinction broke down. The Supreme Council,
which had originally shown an inclination to restrict the field of
the League—partly, perhaps, out of jealousy on behalf of its own
prerogatives and partly in order to save the League from .being
unduly burdened in its infancy—was driven by the increasing
difficulties of its task to try every expedient and summon every

1 e. g. the history of the International Labour Organization is carried down
to the Geneva Conference of 1922 and that of the mandatory system down to
the second meeting of the Permanent Mandates Commission in July, 1922.

2 The World after the Peace Conference.

3 Theoretically the League, like the Reparation Commission or the Rhine-
land Commission, was a body brought into existence by the Peace Treaties
in order to carry out certain of their provisions, since each of the four European
Peace Treaties embodied the Covenant. Yet it was differentiated from such
bodies (i) by its terms of reference and (ii) by its membership. A number of
neutral states were original members, and thus the League was not an exclu-
sively inter-Allied body at any stage of its existence.

D2
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assistance. Already, in framing the Treaty of Versailles, the
Supreme Council had assigned to the League the responsibility for
supervising one permanent territorial administration in the Free
City of Danzig and another temporary régime in the Saar Basin,
although both these executive tasks arose directly out of the peace
settlement between the Allied Powers and Germany. The League
had hardly been in existence for three months when it was requested
by the Supreme Council to undertake direct responsibility for a
mandate in Armenia :! and its action in declining this impossible
task did not deter the Supreme Council in August, 1921, from
referring to the League the problem of partitioning Upper Silesia
between Germany and Poland on the basis of the plebiscite results.
This event was in some sense a turning-point in the relations
between the League and the Supreme Council ; for, whereas the
problem of Armenia had been an embarrassment to the Allied
Powers of which they were anxious to divest themselves, the
problem of Upper Silesia affected their vital interests and was
a touchstone of their relations with one another.

The transference of such business from the Supreme Council to
the League, which became more frequent as time went on, gave
rise to complicated diplomatic situations, but did not, as a rule,
involve any technical conflict of jurisdiction. The difference of
opinion regarding Upper Silesia, for example, while it certainly
arose over the execution of the Versailles Treaty, was not a difference
between the Allied Powers on the one hand and Germany on the
other (in which case it could have been settled by the Conference
of Ambassadors or in the last resort by the Supreme Council, unless
Germany had appealed to the Council of the League under Article 13
of the Covenant). 1t was a difference between the Allies themselves
which, ex hypothesi, could not be settled by an inter-Allied body,
and it was referred to the Council of the Leaguc under Article 11,
§ 2, and Article 13 of the Covenant, as any difference between any
Governments might have been in a case where no specific method
of settlement was available. In thus referring the Upper Silesian
problem to the Council of the League, the Supreme Council undertook
to accept the League’s award in advance ; yet that award, when given
and accepted, could still only receive juridical effect through being
adopted by the Ambassadors’ Conference—the organ of the Supreme
Council to which the task of executing the text of the Peace Treaties
had been assigned, and which had only required the assistance of

1 See above, p. 10.
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the League in this case because it had been unable to arrive at
a unanimous decision on its own account.

In some cases, however, the juridical position itself was obscure.
What, for example, was the respective competence of the Ambas-
sadors’ Conference and the League of Nations in regard to the
occupation of the Greek island of Corfu by Italian naval and
military forces in September, 1923 ? Was it for the Conference of
Ambassadors to deal with this incident on the ground that it had
arisen out of the murder of an officer belonging to one of the Principal
Allied Powers who was engaged in demarcating the frontiers of
Albania as the Conference of Ambassadors’ executive agent ? Or
did the incident fall within the province of the League of Nations
as constituting a threat to peace ? !

Some light may be thrown upon the relations between the League
of Nations, the standing Conference of Ambassadors, and the
occasional Conferences of Prime Ministers and Foreign Ministers
by a comparison of the following table with that printed on pp. 7-8
above.

SESSIONS OF THE ASSEMBLY AND THE COUNCIL OF THE LEAGUE
oF NATIONS, 1920-3

Session. Date. Place. Principal Malters dealt with.
1920
Council : 1st 16 Jan. Paris Commission for delimitation of Saar
frontiers appointed.

. 2nd  11-13 Feb.  London Appointment of Saar Governing Com-
mission, High Commissioner for
Danzig and Jurists’ Committee to
draft scheme for Permanent Court

of International Justice.

» 3rd 13 March Paris Typhus campaign in Eastern Europe ;
Commission of Investigation to
Russia.

» 4th  9-11 April  Paris Status of Armenia.

" 5th  14-19 May Rome (ierman protest regarding Eupen and

Malmédy ; Permanent Advisory
Commission on Military, Naval, and
Air Questions constituted ; Brus-
gels Financial Conference decided
on; Commission of Investigation

to Russia.

» 6th  14-16 June London Persianappealfor intervention against
Russian aggression refused.

» 7th 912 July London Aaland Islands (Jurists’ Commission
appointed).

! For further discussion of this particular problem see III (iii) 11 below.
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Session.

Council : 8th

”” 8th

" 10th

" 11th

Assembly : 1st

Council : 12th

» 13th

Council: Ex-
traordinary

Council : 14th

Assembly : 2nd b %erpt.-

Date.

1920
30 July-
5 Aug.

16-20 Sept.

20-28 Oct.

14 Nov.-
18 Dec.

15 Nov.-
18 Dec.

1921
21 Feb.—
3 March

17-28 June

29 Aug.-
1 Sept.
30 Aug.—
12 Oct.

Oct.

Place.

San Sebas-
tian

Paris

Brussels

Geneva

Geneva

Paris

Geneva

Geneva

Geneva

Geneva

Principal Matters dealt with.

Protest from Hijaz against alleged
French action in Syria; constitu-
tion of Permanent Court (Jurists’
report) ; League’s obligations re-
garding mandates.

Polish-Lithuanian dispute over Vilna ;
Asland Islands (Council compe-
tent); transfer of Eupen and
Malmédy to Belgium recognized.

League’s obligations regarding pro-
tection of minorities; Aaland
Islands (Commission of Investiga-
txon ggomted), Permanent Man-

mmission appointed.

[Mmmg held concurrently with As-
sembly.] Amendments to Cove-
nant; Permanent Court (statute
approved) ; ‘C’ mandates ap-
proved.

Assembly procedure ; amendments to
Covenant (special committee to be
appointed) ; relations between As-
sembly and Council, and between
Assembly, Council, and technical
organizations ; method of selection
of non-permanent members of
Council ; Permanent Court (draft
statuteapproved withamendments).

Amendments to Covenant (special
committee appointed); mandates
(U.S. objections); Vilna te
(passage of international force
across Switzerland ; direct negotia-
tion between IAthua.ma. and
Poland) ; appointment of commis-
sion of inquiry into deportations in
Near East and of Temporary Mixed
Commission on Disarmament.

Asland Islands (decision given);
Vilna dispute (preliminary basis for
discussion approved); Albanian
frontiers (competence of Conference
of Ambassadors) ; Saar Basin.

Upper Silesia (invitation to draw
boundary line acce ; special
committee appointed to make pre-
b investigations).

[Meeting concuryently with Second
Assembly.] Sear Basin (appoint-
ments to Governing Commission) ;
Vilna dispute (project for settle-
ment approved).

Permanent Court (Judges elected);
Armaments (draft treaty to be pre-
pared ; international conference on
private manufacture to be held ;
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Session. Date. Place. Principal Matlers dealt with.
1921
ratification of St. Germain conven-
tion recommended); amendments
to Covenant; election of non-
permanent Members of Council ;
allocation of expenses; Esthonia,
Latvia, and Lithuania admitted ;
Vilna dispute (project for settle-
ment recommended to the two coun-
tries) ; Tacna-Arica dispute (Boli-
via and Chile to reopen direct
negotiations) ; committee of in-
quiry to Albania ; status of Eastern

Galicia.
Council: Ex- 12 Oct. Geneva Upper Silesia (recommendations for
traordinary partition adopted).
Council: 15th 16-19 Nov. Paris Albania (advance of Jugoslav forces).

1922

2 16th 10-14 Jan.  Geneva Vilna dispute (withdrawal of military
mission of control) ; Albania (Com-
mission of Inquiry’sreport) ; Eastern
Karelia (Council prepared to ex-
amine question); Aaland Islands
%uamntee obligations accepted) ;

pper Silesia (progress of German-
Polish negotiations).

” 17th  24-8 March  Paris Genoa conference ; appointments to
Temporary Mixed Commission on
Armaments; Russian refugees ;
Warsaw Anti-Epidemic Confer-
ence ; Saar Basin (constitution of
consultative council and examining
committee).

» 18th  11-17 May Geneva German colonists in Poland ; minori-
ties in Upper Silesia ; Albania (one
member of Committee of Inquiry
to remain); Vilna dispute (pro-
visional line of demarcation and
amnesty for political offences re-
commended).

» 19th 17-24 July London Competence of International Labour
Office referred to Permanent Court ;
reduction of armaments; ‘ A’ and
‘B’ mandates approved; Bul-

: garian marauding bands.
» 20th~ 31 Aug.- Geneva [Meetings held concurrently with Third
22nd 4 Oct. Assembly.] Austrian reconstruc-

tion (scheme drafted; protocols
signed) ; non-permanent members
(number increased); permanent
representation on Governing Body
of International Labour Office;
Albania (financial adviser); Ger-
man colonists in Poland (Jurists’
Committee’s report); Jews in
Hungary ; Holy Places in Pales-
tine; Transjordania (Palestine man-
date) ; Hungarian frontiers.
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Session. Date.

1922
Assembly : 3rd  4-30 Sept.

1923
29 Jan.—
3 Feb.

Council : 23rd

» 24th  17-23 April

.  25th 27 July

» 26th 31 Ausg.—
29 Sept.

Place.

Geneva

Paris

Geneva

Geneva

Geneva,

Principal Matters dealt with.

Non-permanent members of Council ;

protection of minorities ; disarma-
ment ; amendments to Covena t;
Hungary admitted ; allocation of
expenses ; Bondelzwarts rebellion ;
Vilna dispute (treatment of non-
Polish population); cessation of
hostilitics in Near East.

Austrian reconstruction (progress);

Czechoslovak-Hungarian frontier ;
Vilna dispute (temporary demarca-
tion line); Greek refugees (loan);
questions regarding Polish Minori-
ties Treaty referred to Permanent
Court.

Austrian reconstruction (long-term

loan) ; mandated territories (ra-
tional status of native inhabitante ) ;
Hungarian-Rumanian  expropria-
tion dispute; Albania (financial
adviser appointed) ; Vilna dispute
(competence of Conference of Am-
bassadors to determine frontier);
Bulgarian armaments (dispute De-
tween Bulgaria and Conference of
Ambassadors) ; Czechoslova « -
Hungarian frontier (arbitral deci-
sion announced) ; Eastern Kan lia
(referred to Permanent Cour:);
Greek refugees (sub-committee
appointed).

Saar Basin (inquiry into administ ra-

tion); Hungarian-Rumanian exp -o-
priation dispute; German coloni sts
in Poland (question referred to
Permanent Court); Amendme its
to Covenant ; Greek refugees (c:n-
ditions for co-operation).

[Meeting held concurrently with Fourth

Assembly.] Italian occupation of
Corfu ; Czechoslovak-Polish bouyd-
ary dispute (legal questions re-
ferred to Permanent Court); ex-
change of Greek and Turksh
populations ; frontiers in British
and Belgian mandated ar:as
(Ruanda) ; mandates for Palest ne
and Syria (coming into force w:n-
nounced) ; German colonists in
Poland ; protection of minoriiies
(procedure modified) ; Greek refu-
gees (scheme approved); Hun-
garian reconstruction (collabora-
tion decided on).
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Session. Date. Place. Principal Matters dealt with.
1923
Assembly : 4th  3-29 Sept. Geneva Corfir; Irish Free State admitted ;

election of non-permanent mem-
bers of Council; Amendments to
Covenant; Armaments (Draft
Treaty of Mutual Assistance).
Council : 27th  10-20 Dec.  Paris Hungarian reconstruction (protocols
approved); Saar Basin (term of
office of Governing Commission
prolonged) ; German colonists in
Poland; Memel (Commission of
Investigation appointed); Czecho-
slovak-Polish frontier dispute (Per-
manent Court’s advisory opinion
accepted by both parties).

Note on the Arrangement in this Volume of Affairs in which the League
of Nations was concerned

From the proceding table it will be seen that, during the first four years
of its existence, the League extended its range of action over almost the
whole field of international relations, and therefore it has seemed best
in this Survey to treat its various activities as far as possible in the
context to which they belong, rather than to abstract them from other
international affairs as though they were something academic and apart,
with no vital relation to the common fortunes of Mankind.

On this principle the preceding calendar of the sessions of the Council
and the Assembly has been placed in juxtaposition to the review of other
international conferences, while an account of the International Financial
Conference held, under the auspices of the League, at Brussels follows
immediately below. The administration of the Saar Basin is dealt with
in Part II. The part played by the League in the problems of the right
of way through the Kiel Canal, the Aaland Islands, East Karelia, Vilna,
Memel, Danzig, Upper Silesia (since the partition), German West Hungary,
the reconstruction of Austria, the frontiers of Albania, and the Janina
Murders is noticed in Part III. The opinion of the Permanent Court of
International Justice on the status of British subjects in certain French
protectorates in North-West Africa is recorded in Part IV. The history of
Mandates is also treated regionally—though, since the history of the
Middle Eastern ¢ A’ Mandates and the Pacific ‘ C* Mandates during the
period under review has been given already in Volume VI of the History
of the Peace Conference of Paris, this is passed over in the present volume,
so that little will be found on the subject of Mandates here except in
Part V, which deals with Tropical Africa, and in which the activities
of the League for the suppression of slavery and of the Arms Traffic are
also described.

By the terms of the Covenant the League and its Members were required
to concern themselves with the reduction of armaments (Art. 8) and also
(Art. 23) with hygienic and humanitarian questions, and with problems
of communications and transit, which were permanent international
interests of a constructive kind. The field of action assigned to the
League under Article 23 of the Covenant was that in which organized inter-
national co-operation had been increasing most rapidly during the half-
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century immediately preceding the War of 1914, and the continuity of
the League with these older organizations for particular constructive
purposes was recognized in the provision (Art. 24) that not only ‘all
international bureaux and all commissions for the regulation of matters
of international interest hereafter constituted > should ‘ be placed under
the direction of the League ’, but also ‘ all international bureaux already
established by general treaties, if the parties to such treaties consent ’.
It was originally intended to include in the present volume three sections
dealing respectively with the Limitation of Armaments, the Hygienic
and Humanitarian Work of the League, and the International Organiza-
tion of Communications and Transit during the four years under review ;
but lack of space has made it necessary to postpone these subjects in
their entirety for treatment in the Survey of International Affairs for 1925.

2. THE INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL CONFERENCE AT BRUSSELS,
24TH SEPTEMBER-8TH OCTOBER, 1920

During its session of the 11th~13th February, 1920, the Council
of the League of Nations resolved that the League should convene
an international conference at the earliest possible date ¢ with a view
to studying the financial crisis and to look[ing] for the means of
remedying it and of mitigating the dangerous consequences arising
from it ’. - The organization of this conference was entrusted to an
advisory committee appointed by the Secretary-General of the
League ; and the scheme received the benediction of the Supreme
Council of the Allies, on the 8th March, in the form of an economic
declaration, in which, after a comprehensive survey of the actual
situation, a series of eight draft recommendations was presented for -
the Conference’s consideration. The last of these was framed as
follows : !

The Powers represented at the Conference have taken under con-
sideration Article 235 and cognate articles of the Treaty of Versailles,
and the passages in the letter addressed on the 16th June, 1919, by
the Supreme Council to the German Peace Delegates which contem-
plate that Germany shall make proposals for fixing the total of the
payments to be made by her by way of Reparation, and that facilities
may be given her to obtain necessary food-stuffs and raw materials
in advance of payments being made by way of Reparation. The
Powers are agreed that it is desirable in the interest alike of Germany
and of her creditors that the total to be paid by her for Reparation
should be fixed at an early date. They observe that under the Protocol
to the Treaty a period of four months from the signature of the Treaty
was provided during which Germany should have the right to make

proposals of the kind referred to, and they are agreed that in the
circumstances as they exist to-day such. period should be extended.®

1 Text in International Financial Conference, Brussels, 1920 : Paper No.Il.
? For the letter of the 16th June, 1919, see II (iv) below.
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A systematic co-operative effort for the economic reconstruction
of Europe could not, in fact, be set on foot until the Reparation
Question had been placed upon some reasonable basis, and this
truth was recognized at the outset by the organizers of the Brussels
Conference. ‘The financial situation could not adequately be
discussed without dealing with the situation of Germany. . .. On
the other hand, the Entente Powers were naturally unwilling to
permit the Conference to be used as a tribunal for a reconsideration
of the Treaty of Versailles.”! Hence the Conference, which it
had originally been intended to hold in May, was postponed until
after the meeting between Allied and German statesmen at Spa,?
in the hope that the Reparation Question would be settled on that
occasion. The disappointment of this hope, and of the similar
hopes which rose and sank so many times during the following
years,® inevitably reacted upon the fortunes of the Brussels Con-
ference and diminished its opportunity to achieve practical con-
structive results.

The representatives of thirty-nine states (including twenty-seven
Members of the League of Nations, eight ex-neutrals, four
ex-enemies—Germany, Austria, Bulgaria, and Hungary—and the
United States of America) eventually met at Brussels on the
24th September—8th October, 1920. The ample agenda which the
Advisory Committee had prepared were distributed among four
Commissions—the first on Public Finance, the second on Currency
and Exchange, the third on International Trade, and the fourth
on International Credits—and the Conference, before it dispersed,
adopted a number of resolutions which the Commissions submitted
to it.* The majority of these resolutions were simply authoritative
statements of recognized economic and financial truisms to which
no Government would have ventured to refuse lip-service, although
few Governments at that time were able or willing to put them into
practice. For example, the Public Finance Commission pointed
out, on the basis of the information laid before the Conference, that
three out of every four of the countries represented and eleven out
of twelve of the European countries anticipated a budget deficit
in the current year, and it was easy to demonstrate that inflation

1 See the Leas-ue of Nations publication, International Financial Oonference :
Ro?ort of the Advisory Commitiee. .
See I (ii) above. 3 See II (iv) below.
! Texts in League of Nations Document C. 10. M. 7, 1923, II, Brussels
Financial Conference 1920 : The Recommendalions and their Application :
A Review after Two Years, vol. i, Appendix 1.
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was a bar to increase of production and that increase of production
was essential for the restoration of prosperity. The practical problem
was to provide the technical and psychological bases for reform,
and the Conference succeeded in making several definite contribu-
tions towards solving it. In the first place it considered a scheme
for international credits which had been elaborated by a member
of the Advisory Committee, M. ter Meulen (Netherlands),! and
passed a resolution (iv. 8) in favour of carrying it out. It also
drew attention (iv. 12 (7)) to the desirability of an international
understanding for the avoidance of double taxation, which was an
obstacle to the placing of investments abroad ; and in its concluding
resolution it emphavized the fact that all, or almost all, of the
many proposals submitted for its consideration required at some
stage the active intervention of the League of Nations, and suggested
the desirability of extending to the problems of finance that inter-
national co-operation which the League.of Nations had inaugurated.

The object of the ter Meulen Scheme was to enable ¢ impoverished
nations, which under present circumstances are unable to obtain
accommodation on reasonable terms in the open market, to com-
mand the confidence necessary to attract funds for the financing
of their essential imports ’. For this purpose it was proposed that
an International Commission should be constituted under the
auspices of the League (the Council appointing the Commissioners)
to which the Governments of countries desiring to participate
should notify what specific assets they were prepared to assign as
security for commercial credits to be granted by the nationals of
exporting countries. The Commission was then, of its own authority,
to determine the gold value of the credits which it would approve
against the security of these assets, and the participating Govern-
ment was to be authorized to prepare bonds—the service of which
was to be secured out of the revenue of the assigned assets—to the
gold value approved and to loan these bonds to its own nationals
for use by them as collateral security for importations. When
making application to his Government for a loan of these bonds,
the importer must furnish proof that he had previously obtained
from the International Commission express permission to enter into
the transaction for which the bonds were to be given as collateral,
and he was then to pledge these bonds to the exporter in a foreign
country for the period of the transaction. On the completion of
the transaction, the exporter was to return the bond: to the
importer ; the latter was to return them to his Government ; and

1 Text in op. cit., p. 229.
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they were then to be cancelled and replaced by other bonds up to
an equivalent amount. In the event of the importer not fulfilling
the terms of his contract, the exporter would be free to hold the
bonds until maturity or to sell them, subject to a first option to
repurchase them being given to the issuing Government. The
consent of the Commission to the utilization of this machinery
was to be accorded as a rule only for the import of raw materials
and primary necessities, and a notification of each particular
transaction was to be registered with the Commission. The assigned
assets were to be administered in the first instance by the partici-
pating Government or by the Commission as the latter might
determine, and the Commission was to have the right at any time
to propose the transfer of assigned assets from the keeping of a
participating Government to its own hands or vice versa, the
decision in all cases lying with the Council of the League.

The report of the Brussels Financial Conference came before
the Council at its session of the 14th November-18th December,
1920. At the opening meeting, it was decided, on the proposal of
M. Hymans (Belgium), to proceed at once to the formation of the
Financial and Economic Sections of the League Organization, and
a Provisional Financial and Economic Committee was constituted
on the spot. This Committee held meetings at Geneva from the
25th November to the 10th December, and they were able to subn it
to the Council, before the termination of that session, a series of
reports,! in one of which they recommended certain experimental
steps for the execution of the ter Meulen Scheme. In presenting the
scheme they introduced several modifications, the most important
of which was that the question whether the assigned assets should
be held in the first instance by the participating Government or
by the proposed International Commission was to be decided not
by the Commission on its own authority but by a majority vote
of the Council on the proposal of the Commission. In order to
give practical effect to the scheme, they asked for authority to
secure the services of an organizer to carry out the preparatory
work, and this was sanctioned by the Council on the 14th December,
with the reservation that the organizer should not be given adminis-
trative powers at any stage, pending the constitution of the Inter-
national Commission.

In the sequel, the ter Meulen Scheme, in the form and on the
scale intended by its author, proved too ambitious to be brought

! Texts in League of Nations Official Journal (hereafter cited as L. N. 0. J.),
January-February, 1921.
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into practical operation ; but the principles contained in it provided
one of the bases for the successful reconstruction of Austria ! and
for the other international reconstruction schemes which were
carried out later on the Austrian model. The ter Meulen Scheme
was therefore fruitful in the long run, and the same may be said of
the work of the Brussels Conference in general. The Conference
may not (and indeed could not, in the adverse political circum-
stances) have achieved the immediate practical results which its
promoters had expected of it, but in several directions it broke
new ground. To begin with, it was the first conference after the
War of 1914 in which the representatives of Germany and her
allies were invited to meet those of the Entente and neutral Powers
on a footing of equality, and for this reason the knowledge that it
was shortly to meet stimulated the Allied Governments into taking
the Reparation Question in hand. Again, it served as a ‘ dress
rehearsal ’ for the First Session of the Assembly of the League of
Nations. At Brussels the League Secretariat gained its first experi-
ence of organization, and rules of procedure for international as
distinct from inter-Allied conferences were drawn up. In the third
place, the code of sound finance which the Conference promulgated,
and which at first sight appears to be little more than a string of
platitudes, was not without importance at a time when all precedents
seemed to have broken down and many financial heresies were
exercising an attraction even upon some of those Finance Ministers
who participated in the proceedings.

One concrete result of the Conference was the stimulus which it
gave to the collection of precise financial and economic information.
Before the Conference assembled in September, 1920, the Advisory
Committee had already taken the first step towards this by circulat-
ing two guestionnaires * to Governments ; and, in their first report
to the Council, the Finance Section of the Provisional Economic
and Financial Committee urged that the results of the Brussels
Conference should be given the utmost publicity, that special steps
for the purpose should be taken by the Press Section of the Secre-
tariat, that a publishing department of the Secretariat should be
established, and that information on public finance and currency
should be collected systematically and continuously. In this
connexion not only the ter Meulen Scheme but other proposals
of the Brussels Conference (for instance, the proposal for the
avoidance of double taxation) were taken up by the League and were
made the subject of expert research.

1 See III (iii) 5 below. 2 Texts in Report of the Advisory Committee.
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The work thus initiated by the Brussels Conference and taken
up by the Financial and Economic Organization of the League
was given a further stimulus by the Assembly during its second
session in September, 1921, when, ¢ in view of the continuing gravity
of the exchange crisis and its dangerous effects upon the economic
position and the conditions of labour of the working classes’, it
passed a resolution requesting the publication of information to show
how far the states participating in the Brussels Conference had
succeeded in putting its recommendations into practice. The
statements and figures furnished, in response to this resolution,
by a large number of Governments, including the Government of
the United States,! did not arrest the public attention like those
comprehensive schemes for immediate action which were put forward
at Cannes or Genoa, but it is possible that they were a more effective
contribution to the work of reconstruction, since in financial and
economic affairs it is pre-eminently true that exact knowledge is
"indispensable for effective action.

General Bibliographical Note.

In the present volume, owing to lack of space, the bibliography has
to be restricted to the narrowest possible limits. It has therefore seemed
best to insert a general note at this point, and thereafter to insert special
notes at the end of particular sections whenever this appears to be
necessary. In order to avoid unnecessary reduplication, there have been
omitted from these bibliographical appendices all references either to
individual official documents cited in the foot-notes to the text, or to
British Command Papers, even when these contain collections of docu-
ments, since Command Papers can be traced with the help of the foot-notes
toltho text and the general information regarding them which is given
below.

(i) OFFiciaAL COLLECTIONS OF DOCUMENTS AND SERIAL PUBLICATIONS

1. Publications of the League of Nations 2
(a) General.
Monthly Summary (Eng., Fr., Ger., It., Jap., Sp., in separate editions).
First issue, April 1921. Annual subscription: 1922, 6s.; 1923, 5s.,
post free. Single numbers, 6d.

[Contents : Summary of the work of the League of Nations
organizations (political, technical, economic and financial, adminis-
trative, social and humanitarian, &c.) and the Permanent Court of

! Published by the League of Nations under the title, Brussels Conference
1920 : The Recommendations and their Application. A Review after Two
Years. (Four volumes.)

? Published by the Publication Department of the League of Nations,
Geneva. British agents: Constable & Co. Litd., 10-12 Orange Street,
London, W.C. 2.
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International Justice ; occasional texts of draft treaties; diary of
forthcoming events; League of Nations publications.]

Official Journal (Fr. and Eng., since January 1922 separately). Monthly
from February 1920. Annual subsecription: 1922, £3; 1923,
£2 10s. Single numbers, various prices.

[Contents: Minutes of the sessions of the Council of the League
of Nations, texts of the reports and resolutions adopted by the
Council, as well as the principal official documents received or
dispatched by the Secretariat of the Leaguc.]

Special Supplements to the Official Journal (Fr. and Eng.). No. 5, Resolu-
tions adopted by the Council at its Thirtcenth Session in Geneva,
17th-28th June, 1921, 1s. 6d.; No. 8, July 1922, Index to the
Minutes of the Sessions of the Council, 1921. 5s.; No. 10, Index
to the Official Journal for the years 1920 and 1921 (First and Second
Years), 7s. 6d.;- No. 12, December 1923, Index to the Official Journal,
1923, 4s.

See also Bibliographical Notes to III (ii) 2 (¢) and III (ii) 3 (d).

Treaty Series and International Engagements registered by the Secretarial
of the League of Nations. 20 vols. to the end of 1923. Various prices :
average 12s. per vol.

Monthly Bulletin of Statistics (Fr. and Eng.). Monthly since July 1919.
Published till 1921, by the Supreme Economic Council. Annual
subscription, 18s. ; Single numbers, 1s. 6d.

League of Nations Pamphlets. Prepared by the Information Section
of the Secretariat. Price of each pamphlet, 3d.

The Covenant ; The Economic and Financial Work of the League ;
Transit and Communications ; Political Problems; Health and
Epidemics ; Disarmament ; Humanitarian Activities; Financial
Administration and Allocation of Expenses ; Mandates ; Minorities ;
Intellectual Co-operation.

See also Bibliographical Notes to II (ii), IIT (i), ITI (iii) 5.

(b) Council.

Minutes of the Sessions of the Council (Fr. and Eng.). Sessions 1-11,
not on sale ; 12th Session, 452 pp., 25s.; 13th Session, 568 pp.,
30s.; 14th Session, 2 Parts, 160 and 254 pp., 7s. 6d. and 13s.; Extra-
ordinary Session, 29th August—October 1921 (Upper Silesia), 52 pp.,
3s.; 15th Session, 88 pp., 5. 6d. [From the 16th Session onwards,
the Minutes arc issued as part of the Official Journal.]

(c) Assembly.
Rules of Procedure (Fr. and Eng.). 16 pp., ls.
Plenary Meetings of the First, Second, Third, and Fourth Assemblies.
Meetings of the Committees of the First, Second, Third, and Fourth
Assemblies.

Resolutions and Recommendations adopted by the Assembly during its
First, Second, Third, and Fourth Sessions, issued as special supple-
ments to the Officiac Journal, January 1921, October 1921 (No. 6),
October 1922 (No. 9), October 1923 (No. 11).
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(d) International Financial Conference, Brussels, 1920.

Brussels Conference. The Recommendations of the Conference and their
Application. A Review after Two years. Vol. I, 5s.; Vol. II, 2s.;
Vol. I1I, 1s.

Docum;‘nts prepared for the International Financial Conference (Eng.
and Fr.):
I. Memorial on the International Financial Situation.
II. Economic Declaration of the Supreme Council.
LJI. Currency Statistics.
IV. Public Finance.
V. International Trade.
VI. Report of the Consultative Food Committee to the Supreme
Economic Council.
VII. Official Statistics ot Retail Prices. Memorandum by Professor
Bowley.
VIIL. Coal Statistics.
IX. The European Transport Situation. A report compiled by the
Communication Section, Supreme Economic Council.
X. Relief Credits and the Promotion of Export. A summary of
Government measures.
XI. Exchange Control.
XII. Solutions proposed. A summary of schemes for remedying pre-
sent financial difficulties.
XIII. Monetary Problems. Memoranda prepared by Economic Experts.
XIV. Price of Silver. Memorandum by Mr. G. Findlay Shirras.

International Financial Conference. Report of the Advisory Commilttee.

International Financial Conference of Brussels, 1920. Verbatim Report.
5 Vols. 42s. complete.

(e) Permanent Court of Inlernational Justice.

Draft Scheme for the Institution of the Permanent Court of International
Justice. Special Supplement No. 2 to the Official Journal, September
1920. 1s. 3d.

Permanent Court of International Justice. Documents, Reports,
Discussions (Fr. and Eng.). 3 vols. 4to. £10 complete.

Publications of the Court : Collections of Judgements (Series A), Advisory
Opinions (Series B), Acts and Documents relating to Judgements
and Advisory Opinions given by the Court (Series C), Acts and
Documents relating to the organization of the Court (Series D).
Leyden : A. W. Sijthoff.

(f) International Labour Office.
Official Bulletin (Eng., Fr., Ger.). First issue, 8th September, 1920.
Annual subscription : 20s.

[Contents: Texts of official documents, reports of meetings of the
Governing Body and the various International Commissions (on
unemployment, emigration, &c.), general information on the progress

E
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of the work of the Bureau, together with particulars with regard
to the action taken by the different States Members of the Inter-
national Labour Bureau to give effect to the decisions of the Annual
Conference.]

Documents of the International Labour Conference: First Sessicn,
Washington. 1919 ; Second Session. Genoa, 1920 ; Third Session,
Geneva, 1921 ; Foyrth Session, Geneva, 1922 ; Fifth Session,
Geneva, 1923 (Eng. and Fr.). Annual subscription: £2.

[Contents : Questionnaires and Reports issued in preparation
for the Sessions, Director’s Report to the Conference, final record of
cach Session and authentic texts of Draft C'onventions and Recom-
mendations.]

2. Publications of the British Government

(a) Papers laid before Parliament. In the case of the Foreign Office
(as in that of other offices controlled by a Secretary of State) these
are entitled Command Papers.  Among these papers a special class is
called the Treaty Series, which is limited to treaties to which Great
Britain is a party, that have been ratified or have actually come into
force. There is not available any separate catalogue of such Foreign
Office papers, but the Stationery Office publish a monthly list of
all Government publications.

(b) British and Foreign State Papers. lssued annually by the Stationery
Office. This contains the text of all important treaties, conventions,
and other international documents.

(¢) Hansard. The official report of debates in the two Houses of
Parliament, published by the Stationery Office.

(d) Admiralty Handbooks. Compiled by the Geographical Section of
the Naval Intelligence Division of the Admiralty, and published
by the Stationery Office, 1918-20.

(e) Peace Handbooks. Prepared under the direction of the Historical
Section of the Foreign Office, and published by the Stationery Office,
1920.

3. Other Official Publications

Among the publications of the various Governments which were in
existence during the years 1920-3, the following stand out as the mcst
valuable to the historian : French Yellow Books, Belgian Grey Books,
Italian Green Books, German White Books, Czechoslovak White Books,
United States Congressional Documents. The following publications of
the Government of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics may also be
mentioned : Recueil des principaux traités, accords et conventions concius
par la R. 8. F. 8. R. avec les Puissances étrangéres (1923, Moscow) ;
Russian Information and Review (issued weekly from the 1st October, 1921,
by the Information Department of the irtussian Trade Delegation,
London). The German Reichsgesetzblatt (Berlin, Reichsdruckerei) is
also of importance, since the Treaty of Versailles had conferred an inter-
national character upon certain internal affairs of the:German Reich.
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(ii) UNoFFIcIAL COLLECTIONS AND SERIAL PUBLICATIONS

Annual Register, The. A Review of Public Events at Home and Abroad.
Edited by M. Epstein. London : Longmans, 30s.

British Year Book of International Law, 1920-1, 1921-2, 1922-3, 19234.
London : Henry Frowde and Hodder & Stoughton. 1924, Oxford
University Press. London: Humphrey Milford. 8vo. 1920-1,
15s. Subsequent volumes, 16s. |

CoLBY, Frank Moore : The New International Year Book. A com-
pendium of the world’s progress for the year 1923. 1924. New
York : Dodd, Mead & Co.

Statesman’s Y ear Book. Edited by Sir John Scott Keltie and M. Epstein.
London : Macmillan.

(iii) PERIODICALS

In addition to papers and journals such as The T'imes (London). the
Manchester Guardian, and Le Temps (Paris), the most important periodical
publications dealing with international affairs during this period were :
American Journal of International Law. (Quarterly.) Washington :
American Society of International Law. Subscription: $5 a year
(foreign, $6).

Bulletin de UlInstitut Intermédiaire International. (Quarterly.) The
Hague : Martinus Nijhoff. fl. 25 a vol. (foreign, fl. 26).

Current History. (Monthly.) New York:. New York Times Co.

25c¢. a copy.

Documentation Internationale des Bibliothéque et Musée de la Guerre.

Bulletin. Monthly since 1922.

[A bibliography of current publications dealing with the war, the
peace treaties and their ‘execution, and national and international
political, economic, and social questions.]

Economic Review. (Weekly.) London : 6 John St., Adelphi. 1s. a copy.

Europdische Gesprache. (Monthly.) Hamburg: Poststrasse, 19. Gm. 1
a vol.

L’Europe Nouvelle. (Weekly.) Paris: 53 rue de Chiteaudun. Sub-
scription : 80 fr. a year (foreign, 90 fr.).

Foreign Affairs; An American Quarterly Review. (Quarterly.) New
York : Published by the Council on Foreign Relations, 25 West
43rd St. 81.25 a copy.

Foreign Affairs ; A Journal of International Understanding. (Monthly.)
London : Union of Democratic Control, Great Smith Street. 3d.
a copy ; countries outside Europe, 6d.).

International Conciliation. (Monthly.) New York : American Associa-
tion for International Conciliation, 407 West 117th St. (till June
1924) ; Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (from July
1924).

Round Table, The : A Quarterly Review of the Politics of the British
Commonwealth. (Quarterly.) London : 175 Piceadilly. 5s. a copy.

E2
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(iv) Books AND PAMPHLETS
1. International Co-operation

Beurens, E. Beddington : The International Labour Office (League of
Nations). 1924. London : Leonard Parsons. 8vo. 220 pp. 7s. 6d.

Bourckeols, Léon : L’Buvre de la Société des Nations, 1920-3. 1923.
Paris : Payot. 8vo. 456 pp. 25 fr.

BiLow, B. W. von : Der Versailler Vilkerbund ; Ein Vorlaufige Bilanz.
1923. Stuttgart : Kohlhammer.

International Relations. Report presented to the Conference on Christian
Politics, Economics and Citizenship.at Birmingham, England, 5-12
April, 1924. New York : Longman.

JounstoN, G. A.: International Social Progress; The Work of the
International Labour Office of the League of Nations. 1924. London :
Allen and Unwin. 8vo. 10s. 6d.

KEeLLoR, Frances, and HaTvaNy, Antonia: Security against War.
Vol. I: International Controversies. Vol. II: Arbitration, Dis-
armament, Outlawry. 1924. New York : Macmillan. 8vo. viii+
435 pp., 436-851 pp. 28s.

LevERrMORE, Charles : Year Book of the League of Nations (for 1919-20,
1921, 1922, 1923). Brooklyn: The Brooklyn Eagle. London :

P. S. King.

ScHtCKING, Walther, und WERBERG, Hans: Die Satzung des Vilker-
bundes. 1921. Berlin: F. Vahlen. 4to. xxiii+521 pp.

TemMPERLEY, Harold W. V.: The Second Year of the League. 1922.
London : Hutchinson. 7} x5. 223 pp. 6s.

WiLLiaMs, Roth : The League of Nations To-day : Its Growth, Record
and Relation to British Foreign Policy. 1923. London : Allen and
Unwin. 8vo. 223 pp. 6s.

Woolr, L. S.: International Government. 2nd ed. 1924. London:
Allen and Unwin. 8vo. xxiii+ 388 pp. 7s. 6d.

2. Political Movements (Democracy, Communism, and Fascism)

BriTisH GOVERNMENT : Soviet Russia. A description of the various
political units existing on Russian territory, to which is appended the
Constitution of the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics of July 6, 1923
(with two maps). 1924. 1ls. (1s. 1}d.). (Compiled from material
supplied by the British Commercial Mission in Moscow.)

BRUNET, René : The German Gonstitution. 1923. London : Fisher
Unwin. 8vo. 10s. 64d.

CaMBoON, Victor : L’Allemagne Nouvelle. 2°éd. 1923. Paris : P. Roger
et C'e. 8vo. 8fr.
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DEennNis, Alfred L. P.: The Foreign Policies of Soviet Russia. 1924,
London : J. M. Dent & Sons. 8vo. xiv+500 pp. 15s.

FERRERO, Guglielmo : Da Fiumes a Roma. 1923. Milano: Athena.
London : Truslove and Hanson. 143 pp. Lire 6. (Translation by
E. W. Dickes : Four Years of Fascism. 1924. London : P. 8. King.
8vo. xiv+138 pp. 7s. 6d.)

MoraGaN, J. H.: The Present State of Germany. A Lecture with an
Introduction. 1923. University of London Press. 7% x 5}. 107 pp.
2s. 6d.

OrPENHEIMER, Heinrich : The Constitution of the German Republic.
1923. London : Stevens & Sons. 8} x5%. 10s. 6d.

TirroNi, Tommaso: Modern Italy : Its Intellectual, Cultural and
Financial Aspects. (Publication of the Institute of Politics.) London :
Macmillan & Co  8vo. 9s.

TREVELYAN, G. M. : Historical Causcs of the Present State of Affairs in
Italy. 1924. Oxford University Press. London: Humphrey
Milford. 8% x53. 20 pp. 1ls.

VERMEIL, Edmond : La Constitution de Weimar et le principe de la
démocratie allemande. Essai d’histoire et de psychologie politiques.
1923. Universit¢ de Strasbourg, Fascicule 14. London: Oxford
University Press. 8vo. xii+474 pp. 8s. 6d.

ViLLari, Luigi: The Awakening of Italy : the Fascista regeneration.
1924. London : Methuen. 10s. 6d.

Young, G.: The New Germany. 1920. London : Constable. 8vo.
xiii + 333 pp.

3. Social and Economic Movements

Evaxns, Ifor L. . The Agrarian Revolution itn Rumania. 1924, Cam-
bridge University Press. 8vo. 12s. 6d.

Gipg, Charles (Ed.): Effects of the War upon French Economic Life.
(Publication of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.)
1923. London : Humphrey Milford. Svo. 197 pp. 6s.

Lerres, K. : Recent Economic Developments in Russia. (Publication of
the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.) 1922. London :
Humphrey Milford. 8vo. 240 pp. 7s. 6d. '

Prororovicz, S. M. : The Economic Condition of Sovielt Russia. 1924.
London : P. S. King. 8vo. 230 pp. 7s. 6d.
! See also Bibliographical Note to III (iii) 5.

4. Views and Records of Individuals

BAKER, R. S.: Woodrow Wilson and World Settlement. 3 vols. 1923,
London : Heinemann. 8vo. xxv+432, xii+ 561, xv +508 pp.

FERRERO, G.: La Tragedia della pace : da Versailles alla Ruhr. 1923.
Milano : Athena. 16mo. 302 pp.
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Haskins, C. H., and Lorp, R. H.: Some Problems of the Peace Con-
ference. 1920. Harvard University Press. London: Humphrey
Milford. 8vo. xii+ 305 pp.

Housg, E. M., and SEYMOUR, C.: What Really Happened at Paris.
1921. New York. 8vo. xiii+3+496 pp.

Jaspar, Henri : Belgium and Western Europe since the Peace Treaty.
Translation of an address given at the British Institute of Inter-
national Affairs on the 27th May, 1924. 1s.

KEssLER, Count Harry : Germany and Europe. 1923. Yale University
Press. 8vo. 10s. 6d.

Krotz, L. L.: Dela Guerre a la Paix ; Souvenirs et Documents. 1924.
Paris : Payot.

Nrrri, Francesco S. : Peaceless Europe. 1922. London : Cassell. 8vo.
xiv +292 pp.

Steep, H. Wickham : Through Thirty Years, 1892-1922. 2 vols.
1924. London : Heinemann. 9x6. xiv+412 pp, 418 pp. 32s.

TARDIEU, André : The Truth about the Treaty. 1921. London: Hodder
and Stoughton.

ZivMERN, Alfred E. : Europe in Convalescence. 1922. London : Mills
and Boon. 8vo. 308 pp.

5. General Surveys
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PART II
WESTERN EUROPE

Introduection,

Tne part played by Europe as a whole in international affairs
during the period before the War of 1914 has been touched upon
in a general way in the preceding volume. At that time the
European Concert of six Great Powers—four of whom (France,
Germany, Austria-Hungary, and Italy) were entirely European,
while the other two (the British and Russian Empires) moved
partly in the European orbit and partly outside it—constituted
a single organized system of international relationships which was
in fact the only system of its kind in the world. This European
system, however, was broken up by the War : and during the years
1920 to 1923 the main issues which determined the course of inter-
national affairs in Western and Eastern Europe respectively were
no longer the same. Eastern Europe is dealt with in Part 11T below.
The principal questions outstanding there were the definitive settle-
ment of the eastern frontiers of Germany and Italy and the western
frontier of Russia, and the establishment of new relationships
between the numerous states of smaller calibre which had come %o
occupy the space between these greater bodies. In Western Europe,
during the same period, the chief issue was the relationship between
France and Germany.

In the revolutionary transformation of the European landscape
which had occurred between 1914 and 1920 one earlier feature
seemed to have re-emerged. The German ascendancy on the
Continent which had existed between 1871 and 1914 had apparently
given place again to that French ascendancy which had been the
usual state of affairs for the greater part of the two centuries ending
in 1871. At the same time, the reappearance of this familiar
feature was as strange an event, in its way, as the obliteration of the
old landmarks in other parts of the Continent ; for although the
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traditional ascendancy of France had ‘lasted so long and had
come to an end so recently, its return had been expected
by few living Frenchmen, and by still fewer foreign observers of
international affairs, during the half-century which had followed
the foundation of the German Empire.

The fact was that the European system had gradually extended
its range and shifted its centre of gravity in the course of its existence.
In the Europe of 1672 France had occupied a central and therefore
a commanding position ; but the balance had been altered to her
disadvantage by the growing importance of Eastern Europe and by
the entrance of Russia into the European system as a new Great
Power. France was defeated in her attempt to secure a continental
hegemony at the height of her strength under Napoleon 1 because
Napoleon, unlike Louis X1V, had to reckon with Russia in addition
to the older members of the European system ; the centre of
gravity had already travelled towards the East; and from 1815
onwards the commanding position on the Continent was occupied
no longer by France, but potentially by Prussia and actually by the
German Empire after its foundation in 1871. During the half-
century between 1871 and the War of 1914, Germany, in her turn,
forged ahead of the other tive Powers in the European system.
The ascendancy had passed from France to her, and even when
France had received successive accessions of strength by securing
the support of Russia and Great Britain, the balance of power still
inclined to the German side. Indeed, Germany might have con-
quered the hegemony of Europe in the War of 1914 if that War
had been fought out exclusively between European forces; but
once again, as in the time of Napoleon 1, the Power aspiring to
hegemony was defeated by an extension in the range of the inter-
national system. Just because the hegemony of Europe was almost
within Germany’s grasp, and because at that time a European
hegemony would still have carried with it a general supremacy
throughout the world, France and her European Allies were rein-
forced, in their doubtful struggle against Germany, by the military
strength of the British Dominions and the United States and by
the economic resources of the entire world outside the fronts held
by the four states of the Central Alliance. The eventual defeat
of Germany on French soil was achieved neither by France alone
nor by a European Entente alone, but by the united forces of
society.

Thus, while France found herself on the victorious side at the
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end of the War, she was really farther than ever from holding the
commanding position in a system of international relationships
which had just expanded beyond Europe over the world as a whole.
At the time when the Peace Conference met in Paris, she was one
member in a world-wide coalition ; and if that coalition had lasted
the position of France in Europe during the years 1920 to 1923
would have been neither so dominant nor so precarious as, in the
actual circumstances, it came to be. The coalition, however, did
not outlast its reason for existence. It had been brought into
being, first as a European Entente and then as a world-wide associa-
tion, in order to meet the military menace from Germany. It served
.this purpose in the War; but even before the War had ended
in the overthrow of Germany the fabric of the anti-German coalition,
including its European nucleus, had begun to dissolve. The
Russian Empire, which for nearly a quarter of a century had been
the indispensable ally of France in Europe on Germany’s eastern
flank, was destroyed by the War itself and was replaced by Soviet
Russia, which ranged itself among the forces opposed to the Allied
and Associated Powers. This loss of her old continental ally in
1917 was a terrible blow for France, and she suffered a worse blow
in the last months of 1919 and the opening months of 1920, when her
hopes of a new and compensatory alliance with the English-speaking
Powers were disappointed.

The support of Great Britain, the Dominions, and the United
States had saved France from the defeat which she could not have
escaped if she had only had the broken reed of Russia to lean upon,
and during the Peace Conference French statesmen expected to
see this new Entente placed upon a permanent basis.! On the
28th June, 1919, when the Peace Treaty was signed at Versailles,
two agreements providing for ‘ assistance to France in the event of
unprovoked aggression by Germany’ were signed simultaneously
by the representatives of the United States and Great Britain.?
The ratifications of the Franco-British Agreement were actually
exchanged on the 20th November, 1919 ; but, although the idea
of a strictly defensive pact of this character between France and
Great Britain continued to be entertained by British statesmen

! The only written contract between France and Great Britain at that time
was. the Treaty of London, by which the British, French, and Russian
Governments had bound themselves not to make peace separately ; but this
terminated automatically as soon as peace was signed (see I (ii) above).
As for the United States, she was not bound to France or Great Britain by
any agreement at all, but was merely a ‘ co-belligerent ’.

Texts in H. P. C., vol. iii, pp. 337-40.
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during the next four years,! it was not realized on this occasion.
In the second Article of both the Franco-British and the Franco-
American Agreement of the 28th June, 1919, it had been provided
that either instrument should only come into force upon the ratifica-
tion of the other ; and on the 19th November, 1919, the very day
before the ratifications of the Franco-British Agreement were
exchanged, the Peace Treaty (to which both instruments were
corollaries) had been rejected by the Senate of the United States—
a rejection which was confirmed by a second and final vote of the
same body on the 19th March, 1920. Thus the Franco-American
Agreement was never ratified ; the exchange of ratifications of the
Franco-British Agreement remained without effect, in regard
either to Great Britain or to the Dominions ; 2 and France found
herself in an extraordinarily difficult and harassing position, which
determined her state of mind, and consequently her policy, during
the years which followed. As the invaded country in which the
most intense and the most devastating actions had been fought
in a military struggle which had focused the destructive energies
of Mankind upon French soil, France had been the principal victim
of the War. Her richest territorics had been laid waste and the
already serious decline in her birth-rate had been alarmingly
accelerated. She had thus been stricken by the War in her weakest
spot, which was her tendency to depopulation. Yet at the same time
the restoration of Alsace-Lorraine and the transfer of the coal-
mines in the Saar Basin had made France potentially one of the
leading industrial countries of Europe, while the disarming of
Germany and the reduction of the British and American military
establishments to approximately pre-war strength made her tem-
porarily the leading European military Power. In this perplexing
condition of uncertain strength and latent weakness she was now
left by her late Allies and Associates in the West to maintain against
Germany, and possibly against Russia as well, a new map of Europe
which she could never have brought into existence single-handed—
1 See 1 (ii) above for the revival of this idea at the Conference of Cannes.
The whole problem of security and disarmament in Europe, from the conflict
of policy between M. Clemenceau and Marshal Foch during the Peace Confer-
ence down to the adoption of the Geneva Protocol for the Pacific Settlement
of International Disputes by the Fifth Assembly of the League of Nations
on the 2nd October, 1924, will be dealt with in the Survey of International
Affairs for 1924.
In Article 5 of the Franco-British Agreement it was provided that no
obligation should be imposed by it upon any Dominion of the British Empire

unltss?1 and until it were approved by the Parliament of the Dominion con-
cerned.
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and this with less assurance of support from other European Powers
than she had been able to count upon in 1914.}

The withdrawal of Great Britain and the United States was
neither dishonourable nor irrational from the British and American
points of view. The possibility that Germany might win a world-
wide supremacy, which had forced both these Powers to concentrate
their energies upon the European Continent during the preceding
years, had been removed, for a long time to come if not for ever,
by the results of the War. TFor Powers with world-wide interests
Continental Europe had therefore ceased, for the moment, to be the
principal focus of international affairs; and their attention was
already being drawn away to the Far East and the Pacific. France,
however, could not detach herself with similar ease from a con-
tinent into which she had been welded indissolubly by Nature ; she
was thus thrown back upon her own resources ; and, as she brooded
over her isolation, she almost inevitably came to view her position
in a false perspective. Because she was the principal victim of
the War and also the principal representative of the vigtors remaining
under arms, she hegan (by an casy but a dangerous fallacy) to look
upon herself as the protagonist, if not the sole actor, in the world
tragedy of 1914. She was thus tempted to write * France ' where
she should have written * the world ’, and this confusion of ideas
tormented her mind with a paradox which might not have troubled
her if circumstances had made it easier for her to retain a truer
sense of proportion. Under the exclusive impression of her own
national experience as an invaded yet victorious country, she was
divided between the contrary emotions of victory and defeat. Her
state of mind was so peculiar that the historical parallels to it were
far to seek. Possibly the psychology of France in A.p. 1920 and

! It might perbaps be argued that, if France was isolated, Germany was
weakened, yet the application of the principle of nationality to the non-
German territories of the German Reich at the Peace Conference had not
appreciably diminished the disparity of numbers between France and
Germany. On the other hand. France had been successful in preventing the
application of the principle to Germany’s advantage outside the German
frontiers of 1914. The 3,500,000 Germans of Bohemia and Moravia, most
of whom lived in districts adjoining the frontiers of Germany, had been
incorporated in Czechoslovakia, and the union of the German-Austrian
Republic with Germany had been made impossible without the consent of the
French representative on the Council of the League of Nations ; but the fear
of this union reappeared in France at the time of the dispute over the Burgen-
land between Austria and Hungary. The sympathy for Hungary which was
shown in France over this affair was grounded in a desire to prevent one
German community (the Burgenlanders) from joining another German
community (German Austria) which might eventually succeed in uniting
with Germany herself ! (See I1I (iii) 3 below.) :
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the three following years can be appreciated best by comparing
it with the psychology of Athens after the Great Persian War
or with that of Rome after her struggle with Hannibal.! In 1920
she was at once self-confident and haunted by~ fear, self-centred
and oppressed by a sense of isolation, self-laudatory and unable
to show herself generous, although generosity was the traditional
French virtue in which she took most pride.

Her self-confidence was derived from the consciousness that she
had held out triumphantly against the most severe ordeal to which
a nation could be subjected. The country which had survived the
German invasion of 1914 was assuredly a rock against which the
waves of Bolshevism, or any other hostile force, would beat in vain.
In asserting against Germany her rights as a victor, need such a
country be deterred by the prospect that her vanquished neighbour
might fall into the abyss of social revolution ?

Those little know France who believe her capable of being terrorized
by those gloomy forecasts. Even supposing that Germany were
menaced by such catastrophes, we should have no reason whatever to
fear any reaction for ourselves. Our country is happily protected
from all danger of military or communist dictation. It isin a disturbed
continent the very model of a peaceful and ordered democracy ; it is
firmly attached to republican institutions and parliamentary liberties.
The earth might shake everywhere around her ; she would not tremble.
Peasants who have the taste for their work and the love of their soil ;
working men who, however justly they may long for social progress,
have an acute sense of realities ; a middle class which has its roots
in the people and draws from it its living force ; national unity con-
secrated by the centuries—these are decisive guarantees of good sense
and reason. We are immune against the contagion.?

! In 478 B.C. Athens, in co-operation with her Hellenic Allies, had gained
an overwhelming victory over Persia, after a war in which the territory of
Attica had been invaded and devastated by a Persian army and the national
monuments deliberately destroyed. In 201 B.c. Rome had gained a similar
victory over Carthage, after a war in which Hannibal had stood for sixteen
years on Italian soil and had left the South of Italy devastated and
dgpopnlated. In both instances, this legacy of a ‘ devastated area’ profoundly
affected the psychology of the victor during the post-war period, and a
number of the same symptoms reappeared in the psychology of France after
the victory of A.». 1918.

2 Quoted from a speech delivered by M. Poincaré at Bois-le-Prétre on
Sunday, the 23rd September, 1923. four days before Germany was brought
to her knees in the struggle over the Ruhr. A similar illusion of impregna-
bility obsessed the Athenians for many years after the Great Persian War
of 480-478 B.cC.

The constitution under which we live seeks no inspiration from abroad.

. . . Before the law, equality is assured to every citizen in his dealings with

his neighbour ; the recognition of personal distinction in any field and the

political advancement which is its reward are determined by merit and
not by social standing; and no stigma attaches to poverty which can



62 WESTERN EUROPE

France seemed indeed to have become immune against the con-
tagion of every foreign influence, from the subversive doctrines of
Bolshevism to the moderating counsels of her Allies. In December,
1921, when the British Government at last took up the problem of
French security at the point where it had been left in November,
1919, their overtures were coldly received ; and the presentation
of a British draft for a new Anglo-French Pact at the Conference
of Cannes was answered by the overthrow of M. Briand and his
replacement by M. Poincaré,’ whose overweening language, quoted
above, expressed the very mood of the France which had brought
him into power. Most people in France would have endorsed these
words at any time during the four years following the ratification
of the Treaty of Versailles; yet while Frenchmen were hoasting,
with genuine conviction, that their house was built upon the rock,
they could not shake off the haunting terror that the floods might
still return and sweep it away. The living monument of victory
was the French Army of Occupation on German soil, but few
Frenchmen had seen it with their own eyes except the troops them-
selves. A more powerful impression was made upon the majority
of the nation by the ineffaceable monuments of German invasion
in the devastated areas. The Germans had invaded France in 1914,
in 1870, in 1814, in the Wandering of the Nations, in the days of
Julius Caesar! They had always been invading France, and it
was inconceivable that they should not invade her again! It was
useless to point out that there were at least as many precedents in
history for the presence of French troops on or beyond the Rhine,
and that the last two German invasions before that of 1914 had not
been unprovoked aggressions but counter-strokes to previous
French invasions of German soil. Neither the facts of history nor
the proud consciousness of victory could exorcize this dread of
the future from the French mind. The fall in the birth-rate might
undo the work of Foch in a single generation, and the creeping
shadow of future defeat tortured France with the exasperating
doubt whether she were reaping the fruits of present victory to
the full.

This mental torment goaded France into treating her beaten

bar the career of any man capable of serving the state. . . . While our
private intercourse is free from constraint, this does not react to the
detriment of law and order, which are preserved by a wholesome respect
for the constituted authorities and for the laws of the land.

Thucydides put these words into the mouth of Pericles in reporting a speech
delivered in 431 B. c. 1 Bee I (ii) above.
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enemy as Rome had treated Carthage after the Hannibalic War.
The policy of the French Government towards Germany tragically
postponed the urgent work of European reconstruction and recon-
ciliation ; and when, under M. Poincaré’s administration, that
policy reached its climax in the occupation of the Ruhr, it seemed
for the moment as though the Second Punic War might once again
be followed by a third and final war of extermination against a
broken and defenceless people.! Happily, however, it was not the

! 1f the France of these years, unnerved by the War, lacked the resolution
to hold up a mirror to herself, she would have done well to study the picture
presented by Rome in her conduct towards Carthage during the half-century
that followed the Battle of Zama (201-146 B. c.). In the Rome of that age,
almost every unlovely trait in the conduct of France after the War of 1914
was anticipated and exaggerated. Cato Major, who made it his principle
never to conclude a speech on any subject in the Senate without adding
‘T also move the destruction of Carthage ’, might have delivered the Sunday
orations of M. Poincaré; and the Roman strategists who created Greater
Numidia to prey upon their beaten enemy might have engineered the
aggrandizement of Poland in 1918-21. Rome was even faced, like France,
by the dilemma between security and reparation :

A graver responsibility than that arising out of their proceedings against
Hannibal attaches to the Roman Government for their persistence in
suspecting and tormenting the city after his removal. Parties indeed
fermented there as before, but after the removal of the extraordinary man
who had wellnigh changed the destinies of the world . . . the government
remained in the hands of the oligarchs friendly to Rome, who, 8o far as
they did not altogether renounce the thought of the future, clung to the
single idea of saving the material prosperity and the communal freedom of
Carthage under Roman protection. With this state of matters the Romans
might well have been content. But neither the multitude, nor even the
senators of the average stamp, could rid themselves of the profound
alarm produced by the campaigns of Hannibal ; and the Roman merchants
with envious eyes beheld the city even now, when its political power was
gone, possessed of extensive commercial dependencies and of a firmly
established wealth which nothing could shake. Already in 187 the Car-
thaginian Government offered to pay up at once the whole instalments
stipulated in the treaty of 201—an offer which the Romans, who attached
far more importance to having Carthage tributary than to the sums of
money themselves, naturally declined, and only deduced from it the
conviction that, in spite of all the trouble they had taken, the city was
not ruined and was not capable of ruin. Fresh reports were ever circulating
through Rome as to the intrigues of the faithless Phoenicians. At one time
it was alleged that Aristo of Tyre had been seen in Carthage as an emissary
of Hannibal to prepare the citizens for the landing of an Asiatic fleet
(193) ; at another, that the council had, in a secret nocturnal sitting in
the temple of the God of Healing, given audience to the envoys of Perseus
(173); at another there was talk of a powerful fleet which was being
equipped in Carthage for the Macedonian War (171). It is probable that
these and similar reports were founded on nothing more than, at most,
individual indiscretions ; but still they were the signal for new diplomatic
misrepresentations on the part of Rome, and for new aggressions on the
part of Massinissa, and the idea gained ground the more—the less sense
and reason that there was in it—that the Carthaginian question would
not be settled without a third Punic War. (Theodor Mommsen, History
of Rome, Book iii, Ch. VII. [English translation of 1888, p. 203.])
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destiny of France to guide the feet of Western society into those
paths of destruction down which implacable Rome had driven the
Ancient Mediterranean World. In one important respect the
circumstances were not the same. In the second century before
Christ, Rome had emerged from the life-and-death struggle which
had deranged her moral balance as the sole surviving Great Power
within the ambit of her world, and had therefore had licence to
indulge her fatal passions without any external restraint. In the
twentieth century after Christ France, driven by equal sufferings
into an equally dangerous state of mind, was placed by a kinder
Fortune in a world where she was not omnipotent to work her
momentary will. The policy of M. Poincaré and his supporters
was confronted by economic and political difficulties which were to
prove insurmountable, and, as the French nation re-examined that
policy under this searching test, the war-spirit began to subside
and the critical faculty of the French genius began to recover its
supremacy. To say that ‘ France * had been mentally sick and that
‘France’ gradually became herself again would of course be
a misleading statement ; for the crude anthropomorphic metaphor
which speaks of ‘ France ’, ‘ Great Britain’, ‘ the Uni%ted States '
‘Japan’, and other governments, peoples, and countries as though
they were personalities with that degree of mental unity which
exists in an individual human being, is a mere convenience of
language which slurs over the infinitely complex play of opinion in
a vast community. What really happened in France towards the
close of the year 1923 and the beginning of 1924 was that the more
generous and constructive thoughts and feelings in the minds of
most Frenchmen began to prevail over the thoughts and feelings
which had been stimulated by the War. But the influence of this
great psychological revolution in France upon the history of
Western Europe lies beyond the horizon of the present volume
and must be left for consideration in the Survey of International
Affairs for 1924.
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(i) Belgium and Luxembourg

1. THE STATUS OF BELGIUM AFTER THE WAR OF 1914

Before the War, the status of Belgium had been an international
question, because it had depended directly upon a group of inter-
national agreements. The terms of these agreements, which had
been violated by the German invasion in 1914, were not abrogated
at the Peace Conference of Paris by any formal act subscribed to
by all parties concerned.

The settlement of 1839 was based on twenty-four articles which
were drawn up by the five Great Powers of the time (Great Britain,
France, Prussia, Russia, and Austria) and by them imposed on
the Netherlands and Belgium-—the parties primarily interested.
These twenty-four articles defined the frontiers of Belgium (inciden-
tally restoring parts of Limburg and Luxembourg to Holland),
regulated the navigation of the Scheldt and other questions of water-
ways and transit, and included the article declaring that Belgium
should be a neutral state, which was a matter of general concern.
These twenty-four articles were incorporated in threc separate
treaties : between the five Powers and the Netherlands, between
the five Powers and Belgium, and between the Netherlands and
Belgium. In the first two, the five Powers gave their guarantee,
which applied not only to the neutrality clauses but to the whole
treaty, to the Netherlands and to Belgium respectively.

The experience of 1914 made the Belgian Government anxious
to alter the status which had thus been imposed upon Belgium in
1839. They naturally felt that the territorial sacrifices and the
restrictions on their right as a fully sovereign state to enter into
defensive alliances, to which they had submitted for seventy-five
vears, had not been compensated by the guarantee of their neutrality,
since that guarantee had not saved them from invasion when the
crisis arose. They argued that the system of 1839 was a connected
whole, that the frontiers then assigned to Belgium were contingent
upon her neutrality, and that if this neutrality disappeared (as had
already happened in practice, though not juridically) then the
frontier and other clauses must be revised.

The presentation of the Belgian case at Paris has been recorded
in the History of the Peace Conference.! The Principal Allied and
Associated Powers co-operated with Belgium in reopening the sett!e~

' Vol. ii, Ch. III, Section 4.
F
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ment of 1839. They caused two of the guarantor Powers, Germany
and Austria, to recognize, in the Treaties of Peace,! that the treaties
of 1839 no longer conformed to the requirements of the situation ;
to consent to their abrogation ; and to accept in advance whatever
arrangements might be made, in substitution, by the Principal
Allied and Associated Powers, or any of them, in concert with
the GGovernments of Belgium and the Netherlands.

The Supreme Council further invited the Dutch Minister for
Foreign Affairs to discuss the revision of the 1839 settlement with
them. At a meeting of the Council of Ten in Paris on the 19th May,
1919, M. van Karnebeek appears not to have exercised his right to
insist on the maintenance of Belgian neutrality, and to have agreed
in principle to co-operate in the revision of the 1839 treaties, on
condition that the territorial status quo was preserved. On the
4th June, 1919, a special commission was appointed, consisting of
representatives of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers,
Belgium, and the Netherlands, with terms of reference which
excluded the transfer of territorial sovercignty or the creation of
international servitudes. The question of Belgian neutrality then
passed into the background. without having received any formal
solution. Of the guarantor Powers, Germany and Austria alone had
formally relinquished their right to maintain the 1839 settlement.
Great Britain and France might also be held to have waived the
1839 settlement by their acts, at least in so far as the neutrality
clauses were concerned. No action had been taken, however, by
the fifth guarantor, Russia, and the Netherlands also had retained
a free hand. Juridically, the position of France and Great Britain
was the most obscure. The clearest statement seems to be that
made by the Under-Secretary of State in answer to a question in
the House of Commons on the 12th April, 1922 : ‘These two
[Powers | and Belgium are in mutual agreement that, in consequence
of past events, the treaty establishing the guarantee [i. e. presumably
that one of the three treaties of 1839 which was entered into by the
five Powers with Belgium) can no longer be regarded as in force.’

The principal remaining issue in regard to the status of Belgium
was that of the channel and estuary of the Scheldt below Antwerp.
This problem arose from the fact that part, at least, of these were
Dutch territorial waters, whereas the commercial use of the water-
way was almost wholly a Belgian interest, since these Dutch waters,

‘_ Treaty of Versailles, Art. 31 ; Treaty of St. Germain, Art. 83 ; Treaty of
Trianon, Art. 67.
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from the economic point of view, were simply the entrance to
Belgium’s principal port. The conservancy of this waterway had
been placed, and still remained, in the hands of a mixed Dutch-
Belgian Commission, and it was thought, in Belgium, that the
efficiency of this commission (on which the prosperity of Antwerp
ultimately depended) was impaired by the supineness of the Dutch
members—whether from mere indifference to the interests of a trade
which was not their own or from an active disinclination to promote
the prosperity of a port which was the principal foreign rival to
Rotterdam.

The special commission appointed at Paris in June, 1919, held
a number of meetings, but it reached no conclusions and presented
no report owing to the impossibility of reconciling the Dutch and
Belgian views. Thereafter, discussions regarding the Scheldt con-
tinued between the Dutch and Belgian Governments, but so far from
settling the existing issues they raised a new one, upon which the
negotiations finally broke down in May, 1920. The two Governments
found themselves in disagreement as to the actual limits of the
Dutch territorial waters. A great part of the estuary of the Scheldt
was t0o narrow to be navigable, and the section which was of chief
commercial importance was the so-called Wielingen channel, which
first skirted the coast of Dutch Flanders?! and then passed along the
coast of Belgian Flanders, within the three-mile limit, before it
reached the open sea. The Dutch Government claimed that the entire
channel was under Dutch sovereignty, even where it passed within
the three-mile limit from the Belgian coast, on the ground that it
was merely a prolongation of a Dutch waterway. This argument
was double edged, for on the same principle (and with more practical
justification) Belgium might claim sovereignty over the Dutch
portion of the Scheldt as being a prolongation of a Belgian navigable
river. Moreover, if the Dutch contention were accepted, it would
place the Belgian port of Zeebrugge in the same position as Antwerp,
of being isolated by a belt of Dutch waters from the open sea. The
Belgian Government therefore declined to continue the negotiations
unless the Belgian view were first accepted on this particular
question, and with this the negotiations came to an end without
reaching any conclusions.

! The enclave of Dutch territory south of the Scheldt,

F2



68 WESTERN EUROPE

2, BerciuM, FRANCE, AND LUXEMBOURG

Before the War of 1914, the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg,
though it had been a sovereign state politically since 1890, was
linked by a customs union and a railway agreement with the German
Empire. This was perhaps the most convenient connexion for
Luxembourg from the material point of view o0 long as the adjoining
territory of Alsace-Lorraine was under German sovereignty. Mean-
while the German invasion of Luxembourg in 1914, the restoration
of Alsace-Lorraine to France after the Armistice, and the uncertain
future of Germany under the Treaty of Versailles, had made it
inevitable that Luxembourg should secede from the German
Zollverein, and by a clause in the Treaty of Versailles! Germany
renounced the benefits of all the treaties by which Luxembourg
had been placed economically under German control. Yet at the
same time the Grand Duchy-—with its important metallurgical
industry depending on local ores but on imported coal—could not
attempt to stand alone economically any more than it had been
able to do in the past, and the choice before it was, therefore.
a new customs union with either France or Belgium. There was no
opposition, either in Luxembourg or outside it, to the economic
separation of the country from Germany or again to the maintenance
of its political independence ; but the Luxembourgers were divided
over the question whether they should maintain the dynasty (while
deposing the Grand Duchess Adelaide, who had shown complacency
to the Kaiser during the War) or establish a republic, and also as to
whether the economic connexion with Belgium or France offered
the greater advantage in the new situation. The second issue of
course affected the relations of Belgium and France with one another.

As the result of a plebiscite held in October, 1919, the dynasty
was maintained. the Grand Duchess Adelaide being replaced on
the throne by her younger sister Charlotte, and this decision was
a definite refusal to all suggestions for surrendering political indepen-
dence. On the other hand, on the question of economic affiliation,
which was also included in the plebiscite, a customs union with
France was demanded by 60,135 votes against 22,242 cast for
Belgium.? France, however, while she had made vigorous efforts,
during the months which had elapsed since the Armistice, to attract
Luxembourg into her economic orbit, had not yet declared the terms
upon which she would be willing to enter into the proposed customs

1 Article 40. * H.P.C., vol. i, p. 186.
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union ; and the Luxembourg Government stated officially, after
the plebiscite had been taken, that the vote was contingent upon
the French terms proving acceptable and had been taken in order
to elicit from the French Government what these terms were.
Luxembourg was also anxious not to alicnate her other neighbour
Belgium, and a hint was thrown out that some form of economic
rapprochement towards Belgium need not be excluded by the
proposed union with France. Belgium, however, was offended by
the preference shown in Luxembourg for France and was also
alarmed at the prospect of being partly  encircled °, since the main
railway line in Luxembourg, which would pass under French control
as a corollary to the customs union, was of great strategic as well as
commercial importance.! She marked her displeasure by with-
drawing her Minister from Luxembourg and suspending diplomatic
relations.

Up to this point the issue had lain in the hands of the Luxem-
bourgers themselves, and the result of the plebiscite, while partly
due to effective French propaganda and to the almost automatically
greater attraction of the larger mass, had perhaps mainly been
determined by the balance of local economic interests, some of
which (e. g. the agrarian interest) stood to gain more by association
with France and others (e. g. the vine growers) by association with
Belgium. Ultimately, however, the question was settled by con-
siderations of policy which lay beyond the local horizon. On the
19th November, 1919, a few weeks after the plebiscite in Luxem-
bourg had been taken, the United States Senate for the first time
rejected the Treaty of Versailles, and therefore by implication the
special agreement between the United States and France ensuring
American assistance to France in the event of unprovoked aggression
by Germany in the future.”? On the 20th November the ratifications
of the parallel agreement between Great Britain and France were
nevertheless exchanged ; but on the 21st Mr. Bonar Law declared,
in answer to questions in the House of Commons, that  so far as any
obligation of this country is concerned—I do not say that another
situation will not make a new condition of affairs—it is contingent
upon the United States Government undertaking the same obliga-
tion ’. Just four months later the Treaty of Versailles was rejected
finally by Congress ; all prospect of the separate Franco-American

! It was the shortest line between Metz and the Lorraine iron-field on the
one side and the valley of the Moselle on the other.
* Text in H. P. C., vol. iii, p. 339.
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agreement disappeared ; the parallel Franco-British agreement
automatically lapsed ; and the military and political position of
France on the Continent was fundamentally altered. Next month
the sharp divergence of view between the French and British
Governments regarding the temporary French occupation of Frank-
furt, Darmstadt, and other places in Germany beyond the treaty
line made it evident that France had not only lost the military
guarantee of her overseas allies but that her policy towards Germany
might bring her into positive opposition to Great Britain. From
this time onwards the friendship and support of Belgium became
of paramount importance to France, and she deliberately renounced
her prospects in regard to Luxembourg in order to secure this major
object. During April and May, 1920, negotiations proceeded between
France and Belgium for the divided control of the Luxembourg
railways, and an agreement was reached which was a prelude to
conversations between the two general staffs for a military conven-
tion. Luxembourg. however, who was the party most directly
concerned, objected to the proposed division of her railway system
into two spheres controlled by different foreign Governments, and
eventually France retired in favour of Belgium in this field as well
as in that of the customs union.

The withdrawal of France left Luxembourg no alternative except
that union with Belgium which had been rejected in the plebiscite
of October, 1919, and after long negotiations a treaty was signed
by the two Governments on the 25th July, 1921.) The customs
frontier between Belgium and Luxembourg was abolished, the
railway system unified,? and the former Luxembourg currency was
withdrawn progressively from circulation. Provisions were added
with a view to safeguarding the agrarian and metallurgical interests
in Luxembourg against Belgian competition; but, when the
agreement came before the Luxembourg Chamber of Deputies for

1 Text in Moniteur Belge, 11th March, 1922, as an annex to the Belgian law
approving the Convention.

* In Article 24 of the actual convention of the 25th July, 1921, the future
régime of the Luxembourg railways was left over for subsequent arrangement
between Belgium and the Grand Duchy. Previously, the Luxembourg
railways had been divided between a Luxembourg private company and the
German State Railways, while, since the Armistice, the place of the latter
had been taken by the Compagnie des Chemins de Fer de I'Alsace et de la
Lorraine. On the 15th May, 1924, a Belgo-Luxembourg convention was
signed, under which the Luxembourg railways were unified and their exploita-
tion was made over to the private company (Société Prince Henri) under the
joint control of the Belgian and Luxembourg Governments. The conven-

tion had still to be submitted to the Belgian and Luxembourg Parliaments,
by whom it must be ratified before it could come into force. :
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ratification, it met with violent opposition from both these groups.
Eventually the agreement was ratified in Luxembourg on the
22nd December, 1921, and in Belgium on the 2nd February, 1922, and
it entered into force (to run for fifty years) on the 1st May following.

Meanwhile, the political status of Luxembourg as a sovereign and
independent state had been confirmed by her admission to member-
ship in the League of Nations on the 16th December, 1920.

3. FrRANCO-BELGIAN RELATIONS AND THE FLEMISH QUESTION

The military conversations between the French and Belgian
staffs, which had begun in the carly summer of 1920, resulted on
the 7th September of that year in the signature of an agreement.
This agreement was ratified by the Belgian and French Governments
respectively on the 10th and 15th of the same month, and was duly
registered with the Secretariat of the League of Nations in accordance
with Article 18 of the Covenant ; but the publication of the contents,
which was prescribed in the same Article, did not follow, since the
parties claimed that the terms were purely defensive and that to
publish the technical details would be to destroy their efficacy in
advance.

Co-operation in the broader field of international politics between
Belgium and France was still hindered, however, by acute differences
of economic interest arising out of the restoration to France of
Alsace-Lorraine. Before the War, the German Government had
permitted complete freedom of trade between the Reichsland and
the Belgian port of Antwerp, because the Reichsland was too remote
from any German port to be served by it with at all comparable
cheapness or convenience. After the Armistice, however, France
set up a customs barrier between the three restored departments
and Belgium, in spite of Belgian protests, and imposed a surtaze
d’entrepét on goods transported through Antwerp, with a view to
diverting the trade from Antwerp to the French Channel ports.
This surtax was partially removed, towards the end of 1920, in the
case of goods forwarded direct by the water route from Antwerp
to Strasbourg ; but on the 1st January, 1921, Belgian opinion was
disturbed by a speech from the French Ambassador at Brussels
declaring that the surtax in general could not be abolished. On
the 5th February the Belgian Government retorted by formally
renouncing their right! to sequestrate the property of German

! Under the Treaty of Versailles, Part VIII, Annex II, § 18.
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nationals in Belgium in the cvent of a default by Germany in the
execution of her treaty obligations—a step which had already been
taken by the British Government on the 16th October, 1920, and
which in the case of Belgium made it possible for German traders,
shippers, and bankers to do business at Antwerp again as they had
done before the War without risking the confiscation of their
property. This was a logical effort on Belgium’s part to prevent
the volume of trade at Antwerp from diminishing still further ax
compared with the pre-war figures; but, for political reasons.
France could not afford to see Belgium establish better commercial
relations with Germany than with herself. On the 9th April, 1921,
the Belgian Minister<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>