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PREFACE 

IT is the aim of this work to trace the motives which have 
induced the German people, under the leadership of a man 
of disordered genius, to enter into a course of action aiming 
at world hegemony at the expense of the liberty of thought 
and action of other peoples, and to indicate the causes of the 
disintegration of the machinery which was created after 
the Great War in the hope that its operation would save 
the world from the recurrence of that grievous disaster. It 
is doubtless difficult, at a time when German atrocities in 
Poland and Czechoslovakia, and Russian aggression on 
Finland, have shocked the public conscience of Europe and 
America, to escape the tendency to deny or minimize the 
grievances of Germany, and to ignore or gloss over the 
errors of the Western Powers. But I have thought it more 
profitable to adhere to the judgments on the issues dealt 
with which I have expressed in other works and in corres
pondence to the Scotsman contemporaneously with the 
events themselves. It is, I think, plain that war might have 
been avoided, had western statesmen understood earlier 
and appreciated the candid revelation of himself given by 
Herr Hitler in Mein Kampf, and had realized that they must 
not judge him by the standards of everyday political life. 
It might also have been prevented, had Herr Hitler ever 
understood the British character in its fundamental sound
ness, instead of believing that it was expressed in the social 
groups frequented by Herr von Ribbentrop or even by the 
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PREFACE 

most determinedly pacifist of British Prime Ministers. 
Nor would it have been inevitable, if the British people 
had realized that great possessions entail great responsi
bilities; that a realm acquired by heroic activities cannot 
be retained by inerti a; and that, while peace may seem 
to the inhabitants of a satiated country the obvious ideal 
for man, dwellers in less happily sitnated lands may see in 
war the legitimate means of wresting from those unworthy 
to retain them the living spaces requisite for the life and 
expansion of a race with higher ideals. If historians ought 
to place on Germany the major responsibility for the present 
conflict, they ought nevertheless to add that, had Britain 
and France remained faithful to their traditions, and had 
they honourably fulfilled their clear obligations, the con
ditions which invited German aggression would never have 
been presented. The war will have heen fought in vain, 
if the peoples do not emerge from it determined that they 
shall never again allow themselves to surrender principles 
of international obligation for selfish reasons of immediate 
advantage. 

It would serve no useful purpose to endeavour to define 
principles to eliminate causes of war, for war is inherent in 
human nature, but 1 have noted sume of the fundamental 
difficulties which rule out as practicable solutions the current 
dogmas of Federal Union and the revival of the League of 
Nations. As we failed utterly by the peace treaties after 
the Great War to save the world from any future conflict, 
so nothing we can do now will assure us lasting peace. 
But if we consider carefully the causes of the present conflict 
we may at least hope to avoid in any settlement we achieve 
the most obvious of the defects of the past. 
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PREFACE 

Though much light has been cast on the causes of the 
war by the official publications of the British, Fr"nch, 
Polish, and German Governments, there remain serious 
lacuna: in our knowledge. The decision of the British 
Government not to publish papers dealing with relations 
with Germany as regards Czechoslovakia between Munich 
and March 1939 must be accepted as an admission that 
nothing passed calculated to impress on Herr Hitler the 
determination of Britain to secure the independence of that 
state within her new boundaries. This is confirmed by Lord 
Halifax's incautious admission on 20th January (promptly 
censored by the Bul/etin of lnternationai News) that all con
tentious points arising from the Munich accord were 
settled in favour of Germany, and by Sir Nevile Hender
son's confession in his Failure of a Mission (published after 
t!Iis work was written) that Germany did little to honour 
his friend Marshal GOring's promise to be generous. It 
was the duty ofBritai.tl to uphold Czechoslovakia's interests, 
and the failure of the Foreign Secretary and the Ambassador 
alike, and the similar negligence of France, clearly convinced 
Herr Hitler of the truth of his interpretation of Munich, 
as the withdrawal of Britain and France from intervention 
in eastern Europe, and led to his decision to act decisively 
against Poland. 

The decision to withhold the papers on the negotiations 
with Russia, which were originally promised, leaves no 
option but to accept the substantial truth of the Russian 
version, which incidentally is confirmed by the absence of 
any denial in the Polish White Book. That book and the 
other matter so far published leave us completely in the 
dark why Poland was left exposed to a German attack, 
~ ~ ~ 
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which she was patently unable to resist. without the making 
of Allied arrangements to afford her immediate assistance at 
least in the form of an effective diversion ori the Western 
Front. The apportionment of responsibility for so grave 
an error must remain for the future; Poland seems to have 
completely overestimated her strength and underestimated 
that of Germany, while British and French ministers may, 
like Sir N. Henderson. have unwisely clung until almost 
the end to the hope that by some miracle Europe would be 
spared the afRiction of a wholly unjustified war. 

I have endeavoured to regard German action with as 
much objectivity as practicable. To denounce Herr Hider 
as a "homicidal lunatic" or a "mad dog" when he 
achieves the subjection of a not obviously reluctant Den
mark and establishes a most dangerous hold on a divided 
Norway, is really inconsistent with national dignity. Nor 
are efforts to ignore the solidarity of the German people 
behind their Fuhrer of any value. To deplore the training 
in false ideals of Nazi youth is legitimate only if we equally 
condemn the moral and intellectual decadence of our 
conscientious objectors and their panegyrists. the sophisms 
of our pacifists in State and Church alike, and the blind 
subservience of our Communists to M. Stalin. Germany 
cannot be blamed if she underestimates the courage and 
virtue of a country whose National Union of Students can 
arrive at resolutions of the type of those of the Leeds 
Conference of March 1940. 

While considerations of immediate interest explain and 
may justify efforts to conciliate Italy, it is not incumbent 
on a detached commentator on events to ignore the prime 
responsibility in Europe of Signor Mussolini for the de. 
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struction of peace and security, or to pass over the abiding 
hostility of the Duee so conspicuously evidenced ill his 
glorification of the German aggression on Norway and 
Denmark, and his acceptance of the ludicrous allegations 
of Herr von Ribbentrop on the 27th April of an Allied 
intention to invade Norway and of Norwegian readiness to 
enter the war on the side of the Allies. It is only too plain 
that Italy's action is in entire harmony with the classical 
model set in 1899 by the German Emperor, when he 
instigated the Press to violent denunciations of Britain's 
action, in the darkest days of the Boer War, in order to 
blackmail the British Goverument into surrendering 
Samoa. It is, unhappily, clear that a strong element of 
British opinion continues to delude itself into the belief in 
the fundamental friendship of the Italian people for Britain, 
and to ignore the solid support of Italian youth for the 
imperial ideals of the Duce, which can be secured only at 
the cost of vital injuty to the power of France and Britain 
in the Mediterranean. It is a grave sourCe of weakness in 
the British war effort that influential bodies of opinion 
remain deliberate adherents of the illusion that funda
mentally there is no essential conflict between the welfare 
of the British people and the ideals of the German and 
Italian peoples, as distinct from those of their rulers. 

In dealing with Russia, objectivity is extremely hard to 
attain. A section of British opinion has deliberately re
nounced all freedom of judgment, and has so completely 
subjected itself to M. Stalin that it has justified and even 
extolled the aggression of Russia on Finland. Yet there is 
not much greater intellectual or moral integrity in those 
critics of Russia who deliberately shut their eyes to the 
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historic fact that for over a decade. when Signor Mussolini 
and later Herr Hitler were working for the destruction of 
equilibrium in Europe. the Government of the U.S.S.R .• 
for very good reasons. acted consistently as a factor making 
for peace. The hostility of these opponents of Russia 
doubtless was one of the factors which induced the British 
Government to reject Russian aid in the case of Czechoslo
vakia. and to overlook the grave crime committed by 
Poland against Czechoslovakia at that crisis. which created 
a coldness between Poland and Russia. wholly creditable 
to the Soviet Government. The same unfortunate attitude 
to Russia was seen in the failure. after the volte-face in British 
policy on March I7. I939, to put pressure on Poland to 
seek reconciliation with Russia, without whose aid her 
defence against German aggression must be most pre
carious. Serious as have been to the Allies and Poland the 
results of the measure of rapprochement between Germany 
and Russia, candour compels the admission that the attitude 
of Poland, and even in some degree of the Allies. to Russia 
was such as to render the censure aimed at M. Stalin diffi
cult to justify. His further decision to seize those parts of 
Poland, inhabited essentially by Slavs closely akin to 
Russians. was requisite for self-defence. and patently of 
much value to the Allies. Where censure can be directed 
without hesitation is the aggression on Finland. when 
M. Stalin showed himself a peer of Herr Hitler and Signor 
Mussolini as a violator of treaties. a destroyer of peace. 
and a fabricator of false charges. Yet nothing would be 
more unwise than to accept the advice of those who urge 
war on Russia. so long as M. Stalin adheres to non
belligerency. To do so would merely be to play into the 
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hands of Herr Hider, whose propaganda against Bolshevism 
for long misled, and still in some degrees misleads Con
servative and Fascist opinion in Britain. For Britain and 
France M. Stalin still serves an essential purpose in the 
obstacle which he presents to the Italian desire to dominate 
the eastern Mediterranean and the Balkans. 

For the suggestion of this work I am indebted to Mr. 
H. P. Morrison, Managing Director of Messrs. Thomas 
Nelson and Sons, who have produced the book with their 
wonted care. In its execution I have derived valuable help 
from my Secretary, Miss Patricia Ambrose, and I have to 
thank my sister, Mrs. Frank Dewar, who discussed with 
me the problems with which it deals as they arose from 
time to time. 

For the benefit of those to whom original sources arc 
not conveniently available I have referred where possible 
to the documents printed in Speeches and Documents 0/1 

International Affairs, 1918-1937, edited by me for the Oxford 
Universiry Press. My references to authors in the notes 
will indicate the works I have found most useful. Several 
eloquent picas for, and plans of, forms of Federal Union 
appeared only after this work had been printed, but they 
have not weakened in the least my conviction that it would 
be a major disaster for this country to entertain any of 
them, and must involve the dissolution of the British 
Commonwealth. 

THB UNIVERSITY OF EDlNBUllGH, 
/Vlay 14. 1940. 
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THE CAUSES OF THE WAR 

CHAPTER I 

THE MOTIVES FOR AND THE RESTRAINTS ON AGGRESSION 

1. The State's will to Power as the Basis of Aggressio>l 

IT is common in Britain to assume that there must exist 
in Germany, as there does exist here, a widespread 

desire for peace, and that the average German, like the 
average Briton, is essentially opposed to war. But this 
doctrine rests on an imperfect foundation, and it ignores 
the vital fact that the nature of man is essentially appetitive.' 
In ordinary life this characteristic reveals itself on every 
hand. Competition in school and college in the attainment 
of learning is accompanied by an even more obvious love 
of competition for success in varying forms of amusement. 
It is much more difficult to find men who will play games 
without seeking to excel their comrades therein, than to 
discover men whose devotion to intellectual studies is free 
from any care to attain greater knowledge than others 
possess, or to be ranked as superior. The most learned men 
do not seek the fame of such learning, but pursue it dis-

1 CJ. B. A. W. Russell, Power (1938). Cf Hitler, Mein Kampf (E.T.) 
pp.414tf; H. Triepel, Die Hegemonie. Ein Buck von fUhrenden Staaten 
(193 8.) 
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mE CAUSES OF mE WAR 

interestedly. But in everyday life the desire for power is 
constantly exhibited, even if it takes only the common and 
unhappy form of seeking to defeat rivals for distinction in 
society. 

h must be admitted that it is to this impulse that prog
ress in the world in all its forms is to be traced. A society 
which cpntained only individuals content with equality 
would be essentially stagnant; a community of Indian 
Yogis would add nothing to the wealth of the world, 
though, it may be feared, that even among them there 
may be some who are moved to seek superiority over their 
fellows in the skill by ascetic exercise to attain contact with 
the infinite, which lies beneath all seeming reality. But 
normally from the earliest history we find strife to surpass 
others as an essential factor in social evolution in every 
aspect. Moreover, we find that progress often arises from 
the development of groups of men in whom the power 
of the individual is linked with that of others to strive to 
establish predominance over other groups. Success in such 
struggles is often due to recognition by the members of the 
group of the superior capacity for leadership of some 
individual, and the institution of kingship based on the 
possession of some form of power comes to play a vital 
part in human progress. Without war, doubtless, the 
world would have made far slower progress; if wars are 
not in ·themselves an end, at least they may serve, as St. 
Augustine insisted, to lead to the attainment of the benefit 
of peace. 

h is, therefore, impossible to expect general acceptance 
of the maxim that war is detestable. There are many who 
even commend it for itself; it tests men's essential qualities, , 
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develops and manifests courage, intelligence, power of 
command, self-sacrifice, and love of country. Others, 
doubtless more in number, content themselves with the 
doctrine that, while the incidents of war are deplorable, 
nonetheless it may serve to achieve higher ends. It is one 
of the worse results of this belief that it sanctions the use of 
the utmost harshness and cruclry among combatants. If 
the fight is waged for social rights, as conceived from two 
quite distinct points of view.' we arrive at the horrors of 
the civil war in Spain, which to those outside the motives 
of the struggle seem to brand both parties as devoid of 
decency and humanity in many of their actions. It is this 
consideration which explains, however little it justifies, the 
barbarity of attacks on unarmed fishing boats, and even on 
lightships, by German aircraft and submarines. What, 
however, is essential is that we should banish the con
ception of any natural desire among men for peace. If it 
exists, it is as the result of moral training which educates 
certain minds deliberately to renounce war as proper, or 
as the outcome of sober realization that the forces enjoining 
the maintenance of peace are sufficiently serious as to com
mend adherence to it. 

The influence of moraliry supported by religion is of 
general importance, but in the state throughout its develop
ment moral principles have systematically been reinforced 
by the existence of superior power. The state had long to 
admit certain forms of self-help and to allow private war 
among its component elements. But it gradually advanced 
to acceptance of the doctrine that among its people there 
must be peace, which the state must itself enforce, if need 

1 J. Castilleja, War '!! Ideas in Spain (1937). 
3 



THE CAUSES OF THE WAR 

be to the exdusion of private action. Within the state, 
therefore, the desire for power must satisfy itself by seeking 
leadership in political life. In fact, of course, the desire 
of power may carry men who cannot achieve their ends by 
normal means to resort to open force; civil war has played 
a great part in history, and has been known even in our own 
laud. 

Normally, however, the state through a long period of 
evolution has come to represent the combined will for 
power of the people thereof, and it stands out against other 
states as embodying that will. It is inevitable that between 
states the desire for pre-eminence should result in conflict, 
and this.is often so where the material gain of asserting pre
eminence is negligible. The princes of India before the 
coming of the Mohammedan invaders lived under a system 
in which a king would lightly enter upon war against his 
neighbours in order not to gain any material advantage, 
but to enforce a recognition of paramountcy. That con
ceded, he felt that he had fulfilled his just ambition, and 
could perform the sacrifice of a horse in honour of his 
triumph. Economic motives for their wars there were none, 
and such in history, ancient and modem alike, it is often 
difficult and indeed erroneous to discover. The tendency 
of modem historians to seek economic motives for struggles 
whether in early Greece or in Italy, in Roman or medieval 
times, . is natural enough; but much of what has been 
conjectured probably has little relation to the true motive
the eagerness to assert pre-eminence, and thus to gratify 
ambition. Nothing is more dear than that the sense of 
superiority based on mere possession is widespread. The 
decision of the British Government to surrender Jubaland 

4 
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in 1925 to Italy in recognition of the part played by that 
Power in the Great War, and the inadequate compensation 
which she obtained for her services therein, raised a feeling 
of regret in many British circles,' even though it was argued 
that the territory surrendered was of scant economic value. 
In the case of France, the feeling against any surrender of 
French territory was so strong that M. Laval adopted the 
inexcusable tactics of giving Signor Mussolini the free hand 
against Ethiopia desired by that ruler.' 

2. Internal Restraints on Aggression: Democracy 

The danger of war arising from the desire to assert power 
by states is patent, but it varies according to the constitution 
of the state and the degree in which power of decision is 
concentrated. In the case of democracy of the British type, 
based on party politics, we have almost the certainty that 
there shall be opposition to any war project, which may 
make even the most energetic government hesitate before 
it acts. The government of 1899 did indeed go to war with 
the Boer republics in South Africa, but their action was 
justified in the public eye by the deliberate aggression of 
the republics on British territory. Moreover, the steady 
criticism of the opposition throughout the war, despite the 
support given by the majority of the public to the govern
mental action, ensured that the settlement of 1902 was 
based on a candid desire for reconciliation, and contained 
provision for the rehabilitation of the defeated burghers, 

1 See discussions in House ofConunons, December 18, 1924; February, 
19. 1925 ; Lloyd George, Thf Truth about tire Peace Treaties, ii. 987ff. 1284 . 

• See Chap. IV., § ). 
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and their speedy attainment of a predominating influence 
in the former republics under the grant of responsible 
government. At no time after that war would any party 
have been prepared to declare war. Even in August 1914 
the decision of the Liberal ministry to go to war was evoked 
only by the deliberate invasion by Germany of Belgium, 
which implied a challenge both to international law and to 
the safety of the British coast.l Since that war the funda
mental difficulties of securing warlike action by a British 
Government have been admirably exemplified by the firm 
refusal of the ministry in 1935-36 to make good its obliga
tions under the Covenant of the League of Nations to 
Ethiopia, or in 1938 to afford succour to Czechoslovakia. 
In vain in 1936-38 did the opposition suggest to the ministry 
that it should not acquiesce in the deliberate violation by 
Italy and Germany of their solemn engagements not to 
afford assistance to General Franco in his revolt against the 
Republican Government recognized by the British Crown. 

The recent histoty of France is eloquent likewise of the 
obstacles to the usc of war as an instrument of national 
policy by a democracy. Even the Popular Front, despite 
the appeals of the Spanish republicans,' was unwilling to 
face the opposition of the Right parties, doubtless because 
of its knowledge that war is a dangerous policy in a democ
racy. It would be easy to multiply examples of the dislike 
of democratic governments to enter into war. It took many 
efforts and much propaganda, accompanied by the belief 

1 Sir E. Grey, Speeches, pp. 29']ff (August 3, 1914); Mr. Asquith. 
Guildhall. November 9. 1914--

• Toynbee, Survey Inl. Aff., 1937. ii. 138ff; A. Werth, France Qnd 
Munich, Chap. VII. 
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in the deliberate destruction of a man-of-war, to induce 
the United States to make war on Spain; 1 repeated 
destruction of American property and lives was required 
before she declared war in 1917 on Germany, which had 
become convinced of Americans being too proud to fight; 
and the refusal of the United States to give or even lend 
Finland money to procure arms, despite the fact that 98 
per cent. of the people, according to the President on 
February 10, 1940, favoured the Finnish fight against cold
blooded aggression, proves clearly how difficult it is to 
create a demand for war in a democracy. 

In a totalitarian state, on the other hand, the danger of a 
warlike policy is far greater. Such a policy can hardly come 
into existence except throngh the deliberate seeking of power 
by a group of men adopting as their own the demand for 
power by a leader among them. As has been shown, the 
success of Herr Hitler in achieving the Chancellorship, and, 
later, complete control of the administration of the Reich 
was essentially brought about by the intensive scheming 
on the part of himself and his supporters with the defmite 
object of achieving power, and their efforts were furthered 
by the desire of members of the Nazi party to share in the 
power which their leaders were out to win. When control 
of the state has been achieved, it is obviously practically 
impossible for any effective resistance to be opposed to war. 
The case for peace is never permitted to reach rhe ears of 
the public; it is permitted only to read or hear by broad
casting the governmental point of view, which on a basis 
of deliberate falsification of facts builds up a convincing 

1 Benton. The Internalj~nalLAw ami Diplomacy of the Spanish-American 
W., (1908). . 
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thesis, demanding war as essential for the preservation of 
vital national interests. In the absence of any counteracting 
force the formation of an opposition is impossible, and it is 
the essence of any totalitarian regime tbat it should treat as 
criminal any attempt to attack in any form the regime or 
it!; policies. It must be remembered also that even tbose 
who, for any reason, such as foreign travel or access to tbe 
foreign Press, have fuller knowledge of the truth, and can 
criticize the assertions of their leaders, may be held back by 
national sentiment from dissociating themselves from the 
decision of their leaders. 

It is tberefore clear that there is reason in the con
tention, so often put forward by British spokesmen after 
the outbreak of the war, that it would be possible to 
contemplate tbe making of peace only witb a Germany 
which had deposed the Hitler regime. Such an action by 
the German people as a mode of ending the war figures in 
the Labour Parry's manifesto on war and peace aims, and 
it may be admitted with Mr. H. Morrison that, "if tbe 
German people destroyed tbe Nazi Government and 
substituted an enlightened democratic regime anxious to 
co-operate with other nations, tbe purpose of the war 
would have been served and there would be no need for 
its continuance." In such an opinion the essential point is 
tbat a democracy is far less likely to adopt war as an 
instrument of national policy tban a totalitarian state. 
Even if the cause bc very clear, in a democracy there will 
assuredly be an opposition, which will have considerable 
weight, prepared to oppose resort to arms.' 

.1 Thus the Peace Pledge Union was able on March 9. 1940, to start a 
campaign to end the war at once, the government declining to interfere. 

S 
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It is the essential benefit of democratic rule that the 
citizens cannot be left so completely misinformed of the 
essential facts as they are in totalitarian states. During the 
attack on Ethiopia of Italy the Italian public was left in 
complete ignorance of the motives of British action, 1 and 
it was excited by propaganda to assign the British defence 
of Ethiopia to the most selfish motives and to jealousy of 
Italian energy. In Britain, on the other hand, the circula
tion of Italian propaganda was unchecked, and the vast 
resources at the disposal of Signor Mussolini enabled him 
to obscure the essential wickedness of the Italian onslaught. 
The Ethiopian case in comparison was allowed to go by 
default. It is difficult to believe that, if the true attitude of 
Britain in I938-39 had been realized by Germans, there 
could have been developed the determination to seck the 
destruction of the British Empire. Reason would have 
been able to playa part in framing the national judgment, 
and it might well have been held that there was room for 
compromise. Moreover, in a non-totalitarian state the 
people would have been able to appreciate the determined 
hostility to any war of aggression of the vast number of 
the British people. 

The difficulties which democracy places in the way of 
aggressive or indeed any wars are illustrated effectively by 
the attitude of all the democratic states in the Great War 
and in the present struggle. Holland resolutely abstained 
from bringing succour to Belgium in the Great War, 
although every reason could be adduced to show that the 
incorporation of Belgium in the German Empire must 
bring disaster to Holland. Scandinavia remained aloof 

1 Toynbee. Sun'cy Int. Aff., 1935. ii. 26f, I59", 312, 376, 378. 
9 
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then as now; even the savage aggression on Finland 
evoked no immediate decision to take up arms for a 
country, whose destruction must prelude disaster to 
Norway and Sweden alike.' Denmark has never shown 
the slightest wish to go to war even in the most righteous 
of causes. Switzerland places her neutrality above every 
other consideration; when the League of Nations, galva
nized into activity by the demands of the Powers of South 
America, raised its voice to demand aid for Finland, the 
Swiss delegate was careful to record that the Swiss delega
tion was convinced that the assistance of the technical 
services of the League Secretariat in the organization of aid 
to Finland, recommended by the League, would not 
involve any activity in the territory of the federation that 
would be incompatible with Swiss neutrality. It is suf
ficient to recall the anxiety of the Baltic States-Estonia, 
Latvia, and Lithuania-and of Finland to preserve detach
ment from any risk of war by negativing in 1938' any 
obligation to apply the sanctions clause of the League 
Covenant, and their refusal to accept a British and 
Russian guarantee of their position, so eager were they to 
avoid any risk of war. Their subsequent fate may serve as 
a warning to democracies that freedom is a good, which 
cannot be relied upon by those who love peace roo much 
to be willing to take up arms even in the most righteous 
of cauScs. On the other hand, the Russian aggression on 
Poland and on Finland stands out as a signal example of 
the rapidity with which a totalitarian state can shed all its 
vaunted principles and resort to inexcusable aggression. 

In democracies the rule that war must be willed by the 

, Clup. VI., § 8 below. • Clup. N., § 6 below. 
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people deliberately finds its expression in the constitutional 
rules which render the government helpless to act without 
the sanction of Parliament. No doubt a government in the 
event of sudden attack must take measure for the pro
tection of the country without the delay of summoning 
the legislature, but even then it must forthwith seek 
authority, and to declare war without such authoriry would 
be unconstitutional. The constitution of Eire recognizes 
the position explicitly; war requires the assent of Parlia
ment, though the ministry has power to take measures to 
meet aggression pending the meeting of the legislature.1 

In the United Kingdom' the situation is governed by 
constitutional principles. Ministers might indeed, so far as 
the law of the land goes, advise the King to declare war 
without ascertaining the will of the people. But the King 
would assuredly demand that their advice should rest on 
the declaration of the will of the House of Commons, and 
both in 1914 and in 1939 the ministry applied to the 
Commons to homologate the declaration of war which 
they deemed essential in the interests of the country. Such 
homologation was afforded by the Commons and the 
Lords alike, for, though the Commons' sanction would 
authorize a dedaration of war, the accord of the Lords is 
also requisite, as legislation will be necessary to give effect 
to the innumerable measures which a state of war renders 
essential in a free country. The Dominions acted in like 
spirit. Canada and the Union of South Africa refrained 
from declaring the existence of a state of war in 1939 until 
their lower houses had formally approved, and in Australia 

1 Keith, TIre Dominions as Sovereign Stdles, p. 578. 
I Keith. Const. of England, i. 229, 240. 
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and New Zealand approval of the action of the government 
in notifying the existence of a stlte of war with Germany 
was immediately obtained from the legislatures.' 

In France the President may not declare war without 
the previous consent of the two Chambers, and in the 
United States it rests with Congress to declare war. In 
Czechoslovakia the constitution of 1920 gave power to 
the President to declare war with thc consent of the 
National Assembly. The fullest popular control of declara
tions of war is given by constitutional law or practice 
under the constitutions of Switzerland, Holland, the 
Scandinavian countries, and Belgium. There is little 
doubt that the rule of consulting Parliament is ellicacious 
as a safeguard for peace. The further demand, which has 
at times been put forward, for instance in 1937-38 in the 
United States, that war should not be declared without 
consultation of thc people by referendum, or the analogous 
claim, mentioned in 1939 in the Union of South Africa, I 
that a dissolution of the legislature should be held to 
decide the popular will, has received so far but slight 
assent. The objection alleged is essentially that of the 
danger of delay which, with the growth of air power, has 
indeed become of the most serious kind. But clearly 
democratic institutions are a definite and important pro
tection against the probability of aggressive war. 

The fact deserves to be emphasized, because of the 
curreJJf!ll in many British circles of the principle, often 

1 Keith,}.G.L., xxi. 254. 
I It was proposed in Canada in 1915 by Mr. Meighen, but not approved. 

The Dominions as Sovereign States, pp. 577. 613. For the United States see 
SUTllcf Itil. Aff., 1937. i. lOf. 
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enunciated by members of the g?vernment, that Britain 
has no concern with the form of government adopted by 
foreign states, and should regard the selection of any form 
of government by a state a matter of purely domestic 
interest. Facts as well as theory tell defmitely against this 
comfortable and convenient belief. Italy became a definite 
menace to European peace from the moment when 
Fascism established itself and the restraint of Parliamentary 
intervention was lost. In Germany, even under the rather 
defective Weimar constitution, war could be declared only 
under a law of the Reich; had the constitution remained 
operative, it is impossible to believe that aggressive war 
would easily or hastily have been decided upon. In 
Russia neither under the imperial nor the Soviet regime 
has any safeguard existed against aggressive war deter
mined upon by an executive irresponsible to the legislature. 
The necessity of reasoned discussion forms, indeed, one of 
the best safeguards against any form of war which carmot 
be justified by reasons of paramount weight. If interests 
such as those of armament firms,' and of a military clique, 
make for war, the fact that in any democratic legislature 
there will be those ready to denounce their activities as 
sinister affords a definite and not unimportant check. 

3. External Restraints on Aggression: The League 
of Nations 

If internal restraint is either lacking, as in the totatitirian 
state, or may prove insufficient, the necessity arises of 

1 See Report of Royal Commission on Private Manufacture of and 
Trading in Arms. 1936 (Cmd. 5292). and decision of British Government 
that it was necessary, May 4. 1937 (Cmd. 54jl). 
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providing extrinsic means of restraining aggressive tend
encies. Such a means was presented by the grouping of 
Powers in Europe intended to secure that no state should 
be so strong as to be under any incentive to seek to extend 
her control over others. The balance of power 1 was a 
doctrine which, much attacked at the present day. was of 
great value to Europe so long as it was effectively obeyed. 
It totally lacked any sinister quahty; it meant only that 
the Powers should in their own interest take measures 
early to prevent anyone of them attaining such a plenitnde 
of power that it might threaten its neighbours with 
subordination. The principle, therefore, can be regarded 
as improper only by those who deem one Power intrin
sically superior to another, as does the Germany of Herr 
Hitler or the Italy of Signor Mussolini. Its failure cannot 
be doubted, but the reason for it is simply that reason 
which later was to ruin the League of Nations. When 
Prussia manceuvred under the leading of Bismarck the 
declaration of war against Denmark over the issue of 
Schleswig-Holstein in 1864, when she defeated Austria in 
1866 and annexed Hanover and other territory, and when 
she in 1870 induced France to declare war, she was deliber
ately destroying the balance of power. But the rest of 
Europe refrained from enforcing the theory by inter
ve,:,tion, for reasons good or bad.' In any case Germany 
emerged from these wars of aggression with quite dis
proportionate strength, and the regime of the balance of 

1 Cf. Temperley and Penson, British Foreign Policy, pp. 10, 138, 164£, 
170f, 228, 363. 

I Palmerston (ibid. pp. 279f) held that it W2S necessary to strengthen 
Prwsia to cOWlterbalance Russia and France. 
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power was really destroyed by the event, of 1870--71. 
British statesmen still ignored the new situation, and 
remained convinced that a policy of isolation could be 
adhered to. It was only in '9OI that the failure to come 
to an accord with Germany as desired by Mr. J. Chamber
lain revealed to Britain the dangers of isolation,' and the 
Anglo-Japanese treaty began a new era. But the effort by 
an entente with France in '904, followed by one with 
Russia in 1907, to reconstitute the balance of power was 
both belated and ineffective. Germany had been allowed 
to become so strong as to constitute a definite menace to 
her neighbours, and the temporary removal of that menace 
was accomplished only after the entry of the United States 
into the Great War created a plurality of forces, which 
even Germany could not successfully resist. 

The idea of a balance of power was certainly desirable 
as a safeguard for peace. It failed to secure that end 
simply because the Powers, which should have laboured 
to enforce it, failed to recognize their duty, and short
sightedly allowed the aggrandisement of Prussia to a most 
dangerous degree. 2 The action of Prussia showed that the 
state was permeated by the desire of power which is the 
root cause of war; its rise to power from the revolutionary 
period of, 848-49 had been accomplished by the deliberate 
destruction of such democratic influences as had existed in 
Prussia and, more plentifully, in the rest of Germany. It 
should have been realized that the triumph of Prussia over 
Austria was a definite menace to the peace of Europe, and 

1 G. P. Gooch, BeJarr lite Wolf, i. Sif. 
t For Gladstone's doubts see P. Knaplund, Gladstone's Fortign Policy. 

pp. lllf. 
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the overthrow of France ought to have confirmed that 
realization. As it was, the shortsightedness of Britain no 
less than of the rest of Europe was bound to encourage 
Germany to prepare for further aggression. When that 
danger was appreciated, the old maxim regained approval, 
but the moment for successful restoration of the principle 
had passed away. The enforced resignation 1 of M. Dcl
casso at- the bidding of Germany in 1905 was a most 
significant sign of the appearance of a Power in Europe 
which could dictate terms to its neighbours; but the folly 
of Russia in engaging in a struggle-for which she was 
badly prepared-with Japan precluded the development of 
sufficient strength among the Powers most clearly threat
ened by German action to enable them to restore the 
independence of Europe in the face of the German claims. 
In the end the determination of Austrian statesmen 2 to 

destroy Serbian independence forced Russia to face the 
risk of war, and compelled Britain and France to join her, 
but only after Germany by invading Belgium had definitely 
violated a cardinal maxim of the British view of the 
balance of power-that which forbade the domination of 
the Low Countries by any European Power. 

It was inevitable that at the close of the Great War 
there should have been made a determined effort to 
substitute something more lasting for the idea of a balance 
of power which had proved so ineffective as a safeguard 
for peace. The League of Nations was designed to rule 
out the probability of war by enlisting all its members 
against such a contingency. But the League Covenant, as 

1 Gooch. &fore the WdT. i. 177ft: 
• Gooch, op. (it., ii. 437ff 
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it emerged from much discussion, was not conlmed to the 
idea of a League to enforce peace. France had stre<sed the 
necessity of security, and had proposed that the League 
itself should be possessed of such a force as would suc
cessfully prevent aggression. But Britain throughout the 
proceedings displayed a marked reluctance to place security 
in the ftrst rank of League objects, and neither she nor the 
Dominions would seriously contemplate the idea of a 
standing League force.' 

The net result, therefore, w:is that by Article IO of the 
Covenant "the Members of the League undertake to 
respect and preserve as against external aggression the 
territorial integrity and existing political independence of 
all Members of the League. In case of any such aggression, 
or in case of any threat or danger of such aggression, the 
Council shall advise upon the means by which this obliga
tion shall be fulfilled." The Article was categoric as to 
obligation, but it opened, by the provision that the Council 
should advise as to means, a loophole of escape for Powers 
determined to ignore their obligations. The binding 
character, however, of the main obligation is clear. It is 
clearly not an obligation conditional on its being fulfilled 
by all the members; it is severally and individually bind
ing on each state. The issue, of course, was one very 
definitely before the minds of the British framers of the 
Covenant. In the Great War it had been held, in ac-• cordance with the views of Lord Derby and Lord Clarendon 

1 D. Uoyd George, T1u! Truth about the PetUc Treaties, i. 664ff. The 
New Commonwealth Institute now supports an international air force. 
e! R. N. Lawson, A Plan for the Orgal1jzatiorl of a European Air Service 
(!936). 
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in 1867,' that the guarantee of the neutrality of the Grand 
Duchy of Luxemburg, given on May II, 1867, by Britain 
and other Powers, was a collective guarantee, which did 
not demand individual action when one of the guarantor 
powers violated the neutrality. But it was held that the 
guarantee of Belgium of April 19, 1839, was joint and 
several, so that the obligation became incumbent on 
Britain and France to go to her aid when her neutrality 
was violated by Germany. Indeed, to make the obligation 
of the Covenant conditional on action by all the members 
of the League would have deprived Article IO of all 
meaning and sincerity. 

Canada early showed how serious she held the obliga
tion in question to be by raising the issue on December 3. 
1920, of the extent and character thereof with special 
reference to the position created for Canada as a non
European Power. The question of the character of the 
obligation was elucidated by a legal committee which held 
that it essentially meant that no territorial changes or loss 
of independence should result from war or aggression. 
Canadian 2 efforts to limit her obligation-made onerous 
by the refusal of the United States to join the League
resulted in twenty-nine states voting at the fourth assembly 
in 1923 for a resolution of interpretation: 

" It is in conformity with the spirit of Anide 10 
. that, in the event of the Council considering it to 
be its duty to recommend the application of military 
measures in consequence of an aggression or danger or 

t A. D. McNair. Law l!! Treaties, pp. 271ft"; Wheaton~ Int. Law (ed. 
Keith), i. 530. 

t Keith. The Dominions as Sovereigfl Sillies, p. 594. 
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threat of aggression, the Council shall be b0und to 
take account more particularly of the geographical 
situation, and of the special conditions of each state. 

"It is for the constitutional authorities of each 
member to decide in referenoe to the obligation of 
preserving the independence and the integriry of the 
territory of members, in what degree the member is 
bound to assure the execution of this obligation by 
employment of its military forces. 

"The recommendation made by the Council shall 
be regarded as being of the highest importance, and 
shall be taken into consideration by all members of the 
League with the desire to execute their engagements in 
good faith." 1 

The resolution, though supported by a majoriry of 
members present, was voted against by Persia, and twenry
two states were absent or refrained from voting. It is clear, 
therefore, that, despite the influence of the United Kingdom 
and the other members of the Empire, there was real reluc
tance to accept any dinunution of the stringency of the 
terms. The dissent of Persia prevented the resolution being 
accepted, and the President accordingly declared it not 
adopted. Canada was content to have elicited a declaration 
referring to the necessity of the Council bearing geographical 
conditions in mind, even though it did not obtain the status 
of a resolution. The Article, therefore, remains to the present 
day formally binding in law on all the members of the League. 

The Covenant further provided by Article I I that 
" Any War or threat of war, whether immediately affecting 

1 L. of N. Off. Journ. Spec. Suppl., No. '3. p. 86. 
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any Members of the League or not, is hereby declared a 
matter of concern to the whole League, and the League 
shall take any action that may be deemed wise and effectual 
to safeguard the peace of nations. In case any such emer
gency should arise, the 'Secretary-General shall, on the 
request of any Member of the League, forthwith summon 
a meeting of the Council. 

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

The value of this Article lay in the fact that it ensured 
that the Council should have a right to mediate in any 
dangerous situation without incurring the rebuke which 
might be meted out to a third Power, which of its own 
motion might seek to intervene. Unexpectedly this pro
vision proved of special value in the early da ys of the League. 
It resulted in a useful intervention against the invasion of 
Albania by Yugoslav forces; in the giving of assistance 
in securing the settlement of the Upper Silesian difficulty; 
of the question of Memd in 1923-24; and the threat of 
war,' when on October 21, 1925, Greek troops invaded 
Bulgaria, was removed by the prompt action of the Council 
in demanding the withdrawal of the forces of both states 
behind their frontiers. 

The possibility of disputes between members of the 
League was provided for. By Article 12 1 " the Members of 

? II Judicial settlement" was added by an amendment operative from 
September 4'.6. 1924. 
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the League agree that, if there should arise between them 
any dispute likely to lead to a rupture, they will submit the 
matter either to arbitration or judicial settlement or to 
inquiry by the Council, and they agree in no case to resort 
to war until three months after the award by the arhitrators 
or the judicial decision or the report by the Council." The 
award or judicial decision or Council report must be made 
within a reasonable time, in the last case six months, thus 
preventing undue delay. 

If a dispute arises between members which diplomacy 
cannot settle satisfactorily,' they agree to submit it to 
arbitration or judicial settlement if they think it suitable for 
such submission. No binding rule defmes what disputes 
are thus suitable, but questions regarding treaty interpreta
tion, international law, the existence of facts which, if 
established, would constitute a breach of international 
obligation, or of the extent and nature of the reparation to 
be made for such a breach are declared to be thus proper 
for decision. Nor is there any absolute rule as to the 
tribunal; the permanent Court of International Justice is 
indicated as suitable, but another tribunal may be adopted 
by the parties. 

" The Members of the League agree that they will carry 
out in full good faith any award or decision that may be 
rendered, and that they will not resort to war against a 
Member of the League which complies therewith. In the 
event of any failure to carry out such an award or decisi;;;;, 
the Council shall propose what steps should be taken to 
give effect thereto." 

The case of failure to refer a dispute to arbitration or 
1 Article 13. as amended from September 26, 1924. 

ZI 



THE CAUSES OF THE WAR 

judicial decision is covered by Article 15. Members arc 
bound to submit the matter to the Council; any party to 
the dispute need merely notify the existence of the dispute, 
whereupon each party must as promptly as possible 
communicate its statement of its case with any necessary 
documents to the League. The Council may then direct 
publication for the purpose of securing the expression of 
international opinion on the question. It must endeavour 
to effect a settlement of the dispute; if its efforts are success
ful, a statement shall be made public giving such facts and 
explanations regarding the dispute, and the terms of settle
ment, as the Council thinks fit. If the dispute is not thus 
settled, the Council, either unanimously or by a majority 
vote, shall make and publish a report containing a statement 
of the facts of the dispute and the recommendations which 
are deemed just and proper in regard thereto. Any member 
of the League represented on the Council may make public 
a statement of the facts of the dispute and of its conclusions 
regarding the same. 

If a report by the Council is unanimously agreed to by 
the members thereof, other than the representatives of one 
or more of the parties to the dispute, the members of the 
League agree that they will not go to war with any party 
to the dispute which complies with the recommendations 
of the report. If, however, the Council cannot arrive 
at. such a report, the members reserve the right to take 
such action as they shall consider necessary for the main
tenance of right and justice. 

The Council, however, may relieve itself of responsi
bility by referring the matter to the Assembly, and it mUst 
do so if either party so demands within fourteen days 

12 
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after submission of the dispute to the Council. In that 
event the rule of unanimity, exclusive of representatives 
of parties to the dispute, is modified by holding sufficient a 
report concurred in by the representatives of members repre
sented in the Council and a majority of the other members 
of the League. 

In one case neither Council nor Assembly may make a 
recommendation. If a party claims that the dispute arises 
out of a matter which by intemationallaw is solely within 
the domestic jurisdiction of that party, and the Council or 
Assembly finds that this is the case, it must so repon. 
The object of this curious exception is hardly doubtful. 
Japan 1 had raised in discussions the difficulty of co-operation 
among the nations when entry of her subjects was barred 
on racial grounds, and there was much nervousness in 
Canada and the other British Dominions lest their policy 
of exclusion-which no doubt it is difficult morally to 
justify-might be held to be open to examination by Council 
or Assembly, on which there might easily sit members 
which had no interest in the doctrine that non-Europeans 
were unfit to mingle with Canadians, or the nationals of 
other dominions. There was, of course, an even more 
inconvenient possibility; if the Covenant were held to 
apply between members even of parts of one Common
wealth,' India might raise the issue of the exclusion on 
(olour grounds of her people. This risk was prevented by 
the insertion of this clause. In.an advisory opinion on the 
issue of nationality in Tunis and Morocco • the Permanent 

1 Lloyd George, op. (it., i. 636. 
S Keith, The Dominions lli SOl'ereign Stares, pp. IJ3tf . 
• Advisory opinions. Ser. B. NO.4; B.Y.l.L., 1925. pp. Iff; 

Whearon, Int. Luv (ed. Keith), i. 573f. 
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Court ruled that in the existing state of international law 
questions of nationality were in the reserved domain. 
Another reserved issue may be assumed in the case of rariffs. 
It was certainly not contemplated by the framers of the 
League that an issue of differential or hostile tariffs could be 
brought before the Councilor Assembly for report. 

It was recognized that war could nor wholly be ruled 
out' as impossible. Hence by Article 16 was enacted a rule 
of sanctions. "Should any Member of the League resort 
to war in disregard of its covenants under Articles 12, 13. 

or 15 "-set out above-" it shall ipso facto be deemed 
to have committed an act of war against all other Members 
of the League, which hereby undertake immediately to 
subject it to the severance of all trade or financial relations, 
the prohibition of all intercourse between their nationals 
and the nationals of the covenant-breaking State, and the 
prevention of all financial, commercial. or personal 
intercourse between the nationals of the covenant-breaking 
State and the nationals of any other State, whether a 
Member of the League or not. It shall be the duty of the 
Council in such case to recommend to the several Govern
ments concerned what effective, military, naval, or air 
force the Members of the league shall severally contribute 
to the armed forces to be used to protect the covenants 
of the League. The Members of the League agree, 
further, that they will mutually support one another in 
the financial and economic measures which are taken under 
this Article, in order to minimize the loss and inconvenience 
resulting from the above measures, and that they will 
mutually support one another in resisting any special 
measures aimed at one of their number by the covenant-
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breaking State, and that they will take the necessary steps to 
afford passage through their territory to the focces of any 
of the Members of the League which are co-operating to 
protect the covenants of the League. 

U Any member of the League which has violated any 
covenant of the League may be declared to be no longer 
a Member of the League by a vote of the Council concurred 
in by the Representatives of all the other Members of 
the Leagne represented thereon." 

This famous clause, though meritorious in intention, 
patently contained some weaknesses.' It was indeed left 
to any Power to hold that an aggression had been committed 
and to act on that fmding, but it was equally clear that the 
Powers might shelter behind the decision of the Council. 
Moreover, the Council could not decide unless there 
were unanimity, disregarding, of cmme, the vote of the 
guilty member accused of aggression, for the essential 
principle of tl,e action of the Council was unanimity. 
Moreover, the right of the Council to recommend what 
forces each member should supply was subject to the 
principle of Article 4 of the Covenant, under which, if 
any matter affecting a member arose for discussion by the 
Council, that member must be entitled to be present at the 
discussion, with, inevitably, the power to veto the recom
mendation. On the other hand, it was argued that, as 
Article 21 of the Covenant permitted special defensive 
covenants of assistance between members of the League, 
it was open to members to make special arrange-

1 See International Sanctions (1938): A. E. Highley, The First Sandiom 
Experiment (1938); W. Schiffer. L"Article J6 du Pacle Ik 14 Socilll d£s 
Nations (1939). 
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ments to encourage immediate co-operation m case of 
aggressIon. 

The effect of the Article was modified by the Assembly 
on October 4, 1921, when a resolution was adopted arising 
out of suggested amendments.' It was laid down that the 
unilateral action of the defaulting state could not create a 
state of war, but merely authorized the other members of 
the· League to resort to acts of war, or to declare themselves 
in a state of war with the covenant-breaking state. But it 
was in accordance with the spirit of the Covenant that the 
League should endeavour in the first place to avoid war, and 
to restore peace by economic pressure. Stress was laid on 
the duty of each member to consider whether a breach of 
the Covenant had been committed. Procedure was suggested 
to simplify action. If any member brought a breach before 
the Councilor if the Secretary-General did so, the Council 
must meet, and summon representatives of the states 
involved, of neighbouring states, and of states which 
normally maintained close economic relations with the 
defaulting state, or whose co-operation would be of special 
value. If the Council held that a breach had been committed 
its finding must be sent to each member with an invitation 
to take action accordingly. The Council might set up a 
technical committee to assist it, which would remain in 
permanent session. The Council was authorized to fix 
the. date for the taking of measures of economic pressure, 
and was given power to vaty in certain conditions the 
measures required to be taken by each memher and the 
date of such application. A plan for action would be 

. 1 League Document A 1.4. 1917. v.; International Sanctions. pp. 190tf. 
220ft: 
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submitted to members by the Council, but clearly the 
modus operandi of sanctions was left extremely vague. It 
was suggested that the severance of diplomatic relations 
which the Article clearly demanded forthwith might at 
first be confined to the virtually symbolical withdrawal of 
the heads of missions only, and that consular representation 
might be maintained. Humanitarian relations should be 
continued, and a special regime established for correspond
ence. On the other hand, it was admitted that progressively 
severe measures might be adopted, but the interference with 
food supplies for the civil population was to be postponed 
until it was clear that other measures were inadequate. 
But, if essential, a blockade of the seaboard of a covenant
breaking state might be imposed, and entrusted for execution 
to some member of the League. Moreover, the co-opera
tion of non-members of the League was to be sought; the 
reference was obviously to the United States, whose 
assistance in economic sanctions was patently most desirable. 

Formal amendment of the Article was agreed to at 
the Assembly on September 27, 1924, but the changes were 
not important. The prohibition of intercourse between 
nationals of all members of the League and nationals of 
the defaulting state was modified by restricting the rule 
to persons resident within the territories of the members 
and of the defaulting state, and the duty to prevent financial, 
commercial, and personal intercourse between nationals of 
the defaulting state and those of all other states was likewise 
modified, though the wider application was permitted. 
The change was due to the realization of the inconvenience 
of the rigid rule, which would, if carried out, have com
pelled the complete boycott of any national of a defaulting 
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state resident in the territory of the member. Recourse 
instead was had to the normal rule of treatment of alien 
enemies in British law, under which the criterion of enemy 
character is not nationality, but residence in the enemy terri
tory, so that a British subject resident in such territory ranks 
as an enemy for war purposes in matters of trade. It was also 
laid down that it was for the Council to decide if a breach 
of the Covenant had taken place, the votes of the member 
alleged to have resorted to war, and of the member against 
whom war was directed, not being counted. Express 
authority was also given to the Council in recommending 
a date for the application of sanctions to postpone the 
coming into force of such measures, but only when satisfied 
that postponement would facilitate the attainment of the 
object, or was necessary to minimize the loss and in
convenience which would be caused to members. 

But this effort to weaken the Article failed to receive 
ratification, as did also the proposal to make binding the 
resolutions of 1921, for France was insistent that the binding 
character of sanctions ought not to be weakened.' 

A further strengthening of the measures to prevent 
aggression was provided by the provisions of Article 20 of 
the Covenant, under which .. the Members of the League 
severally agree that this Covenant is accepted as abrogating 
all obligations or understandings inter se which are incon
sistent with the terms thereof, and solemnly undertake that 
they will not hereafter enter into any engagements in
consistent with the terms thereof." As a mode of preventing 
the evasion of this provision, it was required by Article 18 

that" every treaty or international engagement entered into 

1 Keith. Current Imperial and International Problems, 1935-36, p. 148. 
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hereafter by any Member of the League shall be forthwith 
registered with the Secretariat and shall as soon as possible 
be published by it. No such treaty or international engage
ment shall be binding until so registered." 

While it was hoped ultimately to make the League all
embracing, it was recognized that this result could not forth
with be achieved, nor was the immediate admission of 
Germany to the League contemplated. Provision was 
therefore made by Article 17 for the case of disputes between 
a non-melllber state and a member, or between n011-
member states. An invitation had to be given to any non
member state to accept membership for the purposes of the 
dispute on such conditions as the Council might deem just, 
and, if the invitation were accepted, the provisions of 
Articles 12-16 of the Covenant would become applicable 
with any necessary modifications. The Council on giving 
an invitation Inust institute an inquiry into the circumstances 
of the dispute, and recommend such action as might seem 
best. If the invitation was refused and a non-member Power 
resorted to war against a member, the sanctions of Article 
16 became applicable. If neither of two non-member 
Powers in dispute would accept an invitation, the Council 
might take such measures as might result in a settlement. 

It is clear that these provisions were open to one serious 
objection. that they might be used merely to preserve the 
stattls quo. But that criticism was met by Article '9. under 
which .. the Assembly may from time to time advise the 
reconsideration by Members of the League of treaties 
which have become inapplicable. and the consideration of 
international conditions whose continuance might en
danger the peace of the world." The power of the 
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Assembly apparently might be exercised by a majority, 
but it is patent that the provision was defmitely too weak 
to serve much useful purpose, for action on the advice 
clearly remained optional to the states to which it was 
addressed. It is therefore clear that the accusation that 
the Covenant contemplated ratl,er the maintenance of the 
conditions established by the treaty of Versailles than the 
orderly development of international relations tD meet 
emergent circumstances has substantial force, thDugh it is 
undeniable 1 that the Article 19 was so framed as tD cover 
recommendations for the revision in course of time of the 
terms of the treaties of peace themselves. 

On the other hand, the Covenant recognized by 
Article 8 a principle of fundamental importance.- It was 
put on record "that the maintenance of peace requires the 
reduction of national armaments to the lowest point 
consistent with national safety and the enforcement by 
common action of international obligations." The 
Council, therefore, taking account of the geographical 
situation and circumstances of each state, was to formulate 
plans for such reduction for the consideration and action of 
each government, such plans to be subject to reconsidera
tion at least every ten years. Once adopted by the several 
governments, the plans were not to be varied without the 
consent of the Council. The disadvantages of the private 
manufacture of arms and munitions and implements of 
war were noted, and the Council charged with advising 
how to counter these dangers, having due regard to the 
fact that some members of the League were unable to 

1 Lloyd George, The Truth about tile Peace Treaties. i. 566. See 
Chap. VI., § 8, below. I Ibid., pp. ;8Jff. 
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manufacture supplies necessary for their safety. Exchange 
of information, full and frank, on the scale of the arma
ments of each member, its militaty, naval, and air prog
rammes, and the condition of industries adaptable to war
like purposes was enjoined. Moreover, the system of 
reduction of armaments was to be begun forthwith by the 
clauses in the treaties of peace strictly limiting the forces to be 
maintained by the defeated states, and in the correspondence 
with Germany on the terms of the treaty of Versailles it was 
made plain that the Allies intended to address themselves 
to the limitation of their own armaments. This accords 
with the provision in the Covenant (Article 9) for the 
constitution of a permanent commission to aid the Council 
on this head. 

b. the constitution of the League there was a like 
desire to promote equality of treatment. The Assembly 
was to be made up of representatives, not exceeding three, 
of each member state, and membership was accorded not 
only to all associated and allied Powers, but to a vety large 
number of other states if they desired to join. The Council 
at first was to consist of one representative each of the five 
principal allied and associated Powers (the British Empire, 
the United States, France, Italy, and Japan), and of each of 
four other members chosen from time to time by the 
Assembly; but, with the assent of the majority 1 of the 
Assembly, the Council might add to the number of 
members of the League entitled to permanent representa
tion, and of members to be selected by the Assembly for 

1 From 1926 the rule is that the Assembly decides by a two-thirds 
majority the rules as to non-pennanent members. The number was raised 
to six (19)2), nine (1926), ten (1933), and eleven (1936 and 1939). 
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temporary representation. Successive additions raised to 
eleven the number of members with seats for three years; 
Germany was given a permanent scat during her member
ship. and a like recognition was accorded to the U.S.S.R. 
on her entry in 1934; her expulsion in December 
1939 and the coming into effect then of the retire
ment of Italy left France and Britain alone permanent 
members. 

The Council was required also to formulote plans for 
the establishment of a Permanent Court of International 
Justice.' with competence to decide any dispute of an 
international character submitted by the parties to it. and 
to give an advisory opinion on any issue submitted by the 
Council or Assembly. The outcome of this obligation was 
the establishment under a Statute. finally approved by the 
League Assembly on December 13. 1920. of the Court. 
but its jurisdiction was not made under normal conditions 
compulsory. Its composition. long disputed. was fmally 
so arranged that the judges. now ftfteen in number. are 
men of high competence and character who owe their 
seats to the votes of both Council and Assembly; their 
tenure for nine years with the possibility of re-election 
renders their impartiality probable. Moreover. an effort 
was made to add to the weight of the Court by opeiling 
up membership of the organization to states which were 
not ~embers of the League. but despite elaborate arrange
ments to facilitate the acceptance of the Statute by the 
United States. and the strong opinion in favour of adhesion 
held by disringuished members of the executive govern-

1 M. O. Hudson. World Coort Reports ('934ft); annual review in 
AJ.l.L.; The World Court. 1921-J8. 
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ment, the objections of the Senate to any connection with 
the affairs of Europe precluded acceptance. 

Though normally the jurisdiction of the Court was left 
optional, compulsory jurisdiction was conferred on it in 
cases where states accepted the obligation to submit dis
putes, either generally or of specific classes, to determina
tion by the Court, and a considerable number of such 
acceptances were notified for specified periods under the 
Optional Clause of the Statute of the Court. But the 
essential feature of the activities of the Court was its 
confmement to issues of legal character, which enabled it 
to attain no small distinction as an exponent of inter
national law, but prevented its serving as a tribunal for the 
decision of international questions of an importance greater 
than legal. 

The aim of securing peaceful evolution of relations 
between states was also to be furthered by the creation 
under the treaties of peace, though not as part of the 
machinery of the League of Nations, of an International 
Labour Organization, whose effort it would be to maintain 
and improve conditions affecting all aspects of the employ
ment of labour, and to induce the more backward states 
to bring the conditions of labour in their territories more 
nearly up to the standards prevailing in the more highly 
developed states. The constitution was made elastic so 
that states not members of the League could be included, 
and representatives of employers and workers were con
joined with those of governments on the governing body 
established, like the League Secretariat, at Geneva. The 
modus operatldi of progress is the holding of conferences 
where governments, employers, and workers are repre-
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sented for full discussion of matters falling within the 
competence of the organization. The fruits of such dis
cussions are conventions or recommendations which may 
or may not be ratified by member states. There is there
fore no idea of coercion; the aim of the organization is to 
induce fruitfi.tl co-operation. and considerable results have 
been achieved. But it is idle to ignore that states are far 
from "eager to adopt conventions. should there seem to be 
any risk of injury to national interests thence arising. and 
that the carrying out of conventions agreed to is often far 
from complete. There have been often suspicions that 
British interests might be compromised by the acceptance 
of conventions improving conditions of workers. which 
would be given full execution by Britain. but would be so 
operated in foreign states as to confer a defmite advantage 
on the industries therein. Usefi.tl as has been the organiza
tion. its sphere of operation has been restricted to issues 
never of high importance as affecting national aims. The 
League itself has carried on valuable activities of a wide 
character in the economic. humanitarian. and intellectual 
sphere. of greater value than those of the Labour Organi
zation. but equally without power to affect vitally questions 
of world peace. 

The amendment of the Covenant was accepted as 
possible. and the procedure laid down requires only 
ratiflcation by the members of the League which are 
repr~sented on the Council. and by a majority of members 
of the League represented in the Assembly. But any 
member may dissent from an amendment so adopted. 
whereupon it shall cease to be a member of the League. 
Any member may also withdraw on giving two years' 
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notice of its intention, provided that all its international 
obligations and all its obligations under the Covenant shall 
have been fulfilled at the time of its withdrawal. It is clear 
that the proviso was meaningless in practice, and no effort 
was ever made to give it substance, all resignations being 
treated as of unquestionable validity after the due expiration 
of time, as in the case of Germany and Italy.l 

The framework of the League was thus complex, but 
its operation was facilitated by the immediate establishment 
of an elaborate and highly competent Secretariat, at first 
mainly British and French in composition, but later 
extended to give places to many members of the League. 
Despite its obvious defects, one of which was the normal 
rule of unanimity in decisions of the Council, the 
machinery was by no means unworkable; the vital issue 
was whether the members would be willing to work it. 
On that point depended the question whether the danger 
of aggression by states eager for power would be removed. 

4. The Theory of Federal l'"ion as a Preventive of tile 
Anarchy of National Sovereignty 

As we shall see, the hope that members of the League 
would give effect to their obligations and thus secure peace 
in Europe was to end in disillusionment and disappoint
ment. Three great states were to violate deliberately and 
wantonly their obligations, two were to connive at su~h 
violation, and the United States was to decline member
ship, and thus from the first to weaken, though not to 

1 J.J. Burns, AJ.f.L., xxix. 4off; if. B.Y.f.L., '9lj, pp. 104,15lff. 
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destroy, the power of the League to carry out its essential 
alms. It is not surprising, therefore, that the thesis has 
been widely adopted that the whole conception of the 
League was erroneous. It failed, it is argued, to appreciate 
that it was attempting a hopeless task, in seeking to curb 
the anarchic tendencies of sovereign states, whose nature 
it was to endeavour to expand their power, by the com
bined' action of other such states which would act together 
only in so far as they deemed their own immediate interests 
at stake. This view, so far from accepting with satisfaction 
the doctrine, so often repeated by the supporters of the 
League, that the League was not a super-state, stressed the 
fact that this was a definite ground for its failure to perform 
effectively the end of maintaining peace. 

The argument for Federal Union 1 must rest essentially 
on the base that state sovereignty must inevitably lead from 
time to time to aggressive wars, due to the will for power 
of strong states, which feel that their importance, the 
number and the high qualities of their people, and the 
disadvantages of their existing position, demand that they 
should further divine and human law by securing for 
themselves the expansion destined by providence. The 
claim indeed seems to be advanced that anarchy is inevitable 
under national sovereignties; just as in the state itself the 
existence of a central government is necessary to prevent 
lawkssness, so a super-state must exist to prevent the 
lawless activities of sovereign states. 

The argument, of course, is not perfect. The necessity 

1 C. Streit, Union Now (1939); W. B. Curry. The Case for Federal 
UniJ.ln (1939). See also G. W. Keeton and George Schwanenberger, 
Making InternalionalLAw Work (1939). 
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of forces of coercion in the normal state is due to the 
admitted existence of evildoers who are in revoIr against 
the normal laws of morality. In the case of states, which 
exist to curb IawlesSllc>s and to enforce the doctrines of 
morality, there may be said to be no necessity for a 
controlling anthority over thorn. But the argument can 
be put in a better shape. In the state, it may be said, the 
organization is required, in order not merely to check 
criminals in the ordinary sense of the term, but also to 
maintain the social structure in equilibrium. Thus in 
Britain it serves to keep Communism and Fascism, both of 
which would indignantly deny the pursuit of criminal 
aims, from disturbing the established capitalist civilization, 
while in the U.S.S.R. it secures the rapid elimination of 
capitalists of any kind, though capitalists, if there were 
any, would argue that they were working wholeheartedly 
to rescue the people from the grinding tyranny of the 
Ogpu, and so on. Weare to regard the difficulties which 
arise beTWeen states as similar to such fundamental conflicts 
within states. We are not to conf01md the efforts of Herr 
Hitler or Signor Mussolini or M. Stalin with the crimes of 
ordinary wrongdoers, but to recognize in them idealisms 
which, as they conflict with other idealisms, must be held 
in check by an organization of states which will confine 
change in world affairs to peaceful methods. 

The idea of Federal Union has the merit of being simple, 
and all simplicity is attractive. On the other hand, it must 
be noted that examples of successful federations are few 
and far beTWeen. The basis of success has normally been 
union of essentially similar peoples for the common 
advantage, not motived by any fear of war inter st. The 
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Commonwealth of Australia 1 is a clear case where hos
tilities between the colonies which became States of the 
Commonwealth was unthinkable. In Canada the federa
tion was adopted, primarily as a mode of solving the 
difficulty of working the constitution of the united province 
of Canada, the two parts of which-now Ontario and 
Quebec-differed in race, in religion, in history, and in 
outlook. But real risk of armed conflict never existed, nor 
was it in the minds of any of the founders of federation. 
In the case of the United States the states which united 
were driven to union not by fear of war inter se, but by 
the necessity of making common cause against Britain, 
and later of consolidating the rather unworkable con
federation which had sufficed to secure peace with Britain, 
but patently could not work effectively for wider ends. 
The population of the states which united was not divided 
by any such racial distinctions as were found in Canada. 
The case of Switzerland' is slli generis, but it does not 
present any support for the doctrine of states uniting in 
order to keep their people from fighting inter se. Union 
for purposes of eo-operation and defence against external 
foes explains the unions of the United States and Switzer
land; in those of Canada and the Commonwealth the 
motive of common defence was hardly in any sensc 
present, as a compelling cause. 

There is, it must be added, no evidence that even a 
voluntary union will prevent the possibility of efforts at 
secession. The constitution of the United States was 
preserved only by a very long and bloody war, which left 

1 Keith, The Dominions as Sov"eign States, pp. 420ft: 

I W. Oechsli, History of Switzerland, 1499-1914. 
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behind it bitter memories, and resulted for a decade in the 
oppression and misgovernment of the southern states by 
unscrupulous politicians from the north. The slaves were 
indeed liberated, but devices, approved by the Supreme 
Court, have been found to deny them political equaliry, 
and lynch law negatives the equal protection of the courts, 
even when they themselves are not manifestly moved by 
racial prejudice. Modem Switzerland enjoys peace, but 
the war of the Sonderbund in 1847-48 reminds us of the 
impossibiliry even there of securing complete freedom 
from difficulties. In the case of a Federal Union on a larger 
scale the risk of disnnion and resort to arms to decide 
control would be infmitely greater. Axty of the larger 
units would in the nature of tllings be strongly represented 
in the federal army, and, in the event of any grave dispute 
arising in the legislature, the state might declare secession 
and urge its nationals in the armed forces to rally to the 
fatherland. The danger would be infInitely greater if, as 
would be inevitable, there would be left outside the 
federation other Powers, for an aggrieved state would be 
able not merely to appeal to its nationals in the federation 
to undertake its defence, but it could invite an outside 
Power to lend its aid. Thus a Germany, acting as a federal 
unit, would be able to calion tile assistance against the 
federal authoriry of a contingent in the federal army of 
the most serious dimensions, and, if an appeal to Russia 
were added thereto, the fate of the federation would be in 
the gravest jeopardy. 

Even if it were assumed that the federal functions were 
reduced to the bare minimum of foreign affairs and 
defence, so as to secure sufficient accord for its acceptance, 
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there would be serious risk of discord. A federation could 
hardly exist without a legislature to control the executive 
government which would owe to it its mandate to govern; 
but the legislature would in all likelihood have to be 
constructed on the usual plan of two chambers, one repre
senting the states according to the numerical strength of 
population, one according equal representation of each 
state as such. That the popular chamber would be in 
agreement with the states chamber would often be im
possible, and it would be very difficult to work out any 
system under which the executive government, if con
ducted on the normal basis of responsible government, 
could owe allegiance to both chambers at the same time. 
The non-responsible government system of the United 
States is possible only because of the homogeneity of the 
American population; that of Switzerland is due to the 
fundamental similarity of interests among the different 
dements of the population, despite difference of speech and 
of race. If, as is normally assumed, Russia could not be 
included in the federation, the issue of the policy to be 
adop<cd towards that Power would present the gravest 
difficulties, for the views of the majority of the British and 
French representatives might easily be at variance with 
those of the German representatives. 

The assumption is no doubt made in many plans for 
Federal Union that a federation including the Low Countries, 
Scandinavia, and Switzerland, with Britain, France, and 
Germany, and also if possible the British Dominions, would 
possess a legislature and government, in which there would 
be no strong differences of opinion on fundamental issues, 
foreign or defence. There seems no ground whatever for 
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this optimism; Germany, if she entered the federation, 
would naturally aim to assert her strength to further those 
ideals, which have been accepted readily from successive 
governments since 1860, and which seek the advancement 
of Germany at the cost of the rest of Europe. Moreover, 
it is impossible to limit federation to defence and foreign 
affairs; the more optimistic of constitution framers assign 
to the federation vast powers over commerce, immigration, 
and finance in many aspects, and it may frankly be admitted 
that the outcome of participation in a federation of this kind 
would be utterly speculative. It may be taken for granted 
that the British Dominions would refrain from entering any 
form of federation; they have steadfastly refused even to 
consider federation with the United Kingdom and India. 
The Low Countries, and Scandinavia 1 can hard! y stand to 
gain anything by federation; their protection against 
external aggression is in their view adequately provided 
by the essentiai interest of Britain and France in preventing 
them from falling under foreign domination. They would 
feel it unwise to merge their identities in a federation wherein 
their voices, even if united, would count for but little. 
Switzerland has so persistently clung to her neutrality that 
she would never be induced to surrender it for the dubious 
advantages of federation. 

For Britain, federation would present grave risks with 
scant advantages to be gained. She might find in the 
federation her system of capitalist society undermined by 
action of German, and a part of the French, representatives; 
nor is it without importance that many of the more en-

1 Since their share in the defeat of Finland (Chap. VI., § 8), their 
inclusion in a federation would be dangerow. 
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thusiastic supporters of federation are already advocates 
of Socialism or Communism for Britain itself. For France 
the outlook would be equally uncertain, while for Germany 
federation might present itself as at least offering a reasonable 
chance of gaining by methods of peace what she had lost 
by war. Instead of standing out as an assurance for peace, 
a federation divided in itself might merely invite war from 
Powers like Russia or Japan not admitted to its ranks. 
Whether such a federation would be able to remain on 
cordial terms with the United States may even be doubted; 
in any case the suggestion that the United States would 
accept federation rules out those who suggest it from serious 
consideration as constitution-builders. Nor would the 
virtual secession of the British Dominions from the United 
Kingdom be compensated for by the dubious advantages 
of closer relations with Germany. There is no scintilla of 
proof that the interests of the world would not far better 
be served by the independent development by national 
states of their own distinctive contribution to the welfare 
of mankind. That this would not be the case is naturally 
assumed by supporters of federation, but the necessary 
proof has not even been suggested. 

The proposed federation would, in fact, work only in 
British interests if Germany were to be imbued with a 
completely new spirit, of which there is little evidence. 
But, were such a spirit really to appear, Germany as an inde
pendent state might well be far better fitted to promote 
the collllllon good than if made merely a unit in a federation. 
It is often forgotten that a federation necessarily suffers from 
serious defects.' It introduces an element of division and 

• A. V. Dicey, Law oj ,'" Constitution (8 ed.), pp. lxxvff: 
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weakness in national planning for welfare. Neither the 
state nor the federal government is master of the whole 
sphere, and it is seldom, if ever, possible to secure such an 
adjustment as shall promote the effective evolution of a 
concerted and well thought out policy. No unit is all
inlportant for the federation, and a highly advanced state 
may be compelled to accept rules, which are ill-adapted to 

it, but which suit other units. For the individual citizen 
there is introduced a conflict of loyalties, for few men can 
manage to maintain an equilibrium between their allegiance 
to unit and centre. In all federations there is the eternal 
problem of the division between those who are earnest 
supporters of state rights, and those who seek centralization 
and the increase of federal powers. Moreover, the legalism of 
Federal Union constantly imposes fetters on both federation 
and state, and the legal battles based on alleged encroach
ment on powers, serious as they are in the United States, 
and in the Dominions, would assume a much graver aspect 
if the federal judiciary were to rule invalid a British, French, 
or German act, or to override a power claimed by the 
federation. Legal issues, unhappily, as experience shows, 
can raise a measure of bitterness which is almost inexplicable; 
the inevitable action of the Privy Council in 1935 in negativ
ing the power of the federal government in Canada to enlarge 
the power of Parliament by the conclusion of treaties in 
matters normally denied to the federation, and thus invading 
the provincial sphere, resulted in an unanimous denunciation 
by Canadian jurists of the temerity of the Privy Council, 
and converted many to the necessity of destroying the 
appeal. Yet candour must have shown that the Council 
had no real option but thus to decide, if it were not to 
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destroy the balance of the constitution as laid down through 
a period of seventy years.' How much more dangerous 
would be the annulment of a British act based on important 
needs of the people by a federal court, whose judges for 
the major part would be without British connection and 
sympathy with British ideals. Nor need we doubt that 
France or Germany might feel equal annoyance at a judicial 
decision contrary to their ideals. Further, the instinct of a 
federation to add to its authority at the expense of the units 
is undeniable. It has led in Switzerland to the steady 
increase by the process of constitutional amendment of the 
federal powers. In the United States the power of the 
President with the support of Congress to affect the number 
and composition of the Supreme Court has resulted in the 
ultimate acceptance by that body as valid of legislation 
which vitally affects the economic structure of the states. 
In the Commonwealth the federation has by the deliberate 
use of the power of the purse invaded state spheres, while 
the judiciary has since 1920 been ready to increase federal 
power by an interpretation of the constitution which 
certainly docs not err in point of generosity of respect for 
state rights. Yet, as a series of failures by referendum to 
alter the division of federal and state powers shows, when 
deliberately invited to add to federal powers the people of 
Australia have definitely negatived the suggestion. It can 
hardly b" supposed that matters would be better under the 
regime of a federal judiciary, so appointed as to be free from 
executive control. 

The whole conception rests on the view that only by 
depriving Germany of control of armaments can peace be 

1 Keith. Canadian Bolr Review, 1937. pp. 438tT. 
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secured, and that only hy creating a federation can German 
deprivation of armaments he rendered consistent with the 
assurance, generously asserted hy the British Government 
with popular approval, that there is no desire to treat except 
on the hasis of equality a Germany which has renoWlced 
Herr Hitler and his regime. Yet the difficulties of securing 
a workable federation which would not be more dangerous 
to Britain and France than the status quo are prohibitive, and 
there must arise, if federation were carried out, the danger of 
the appearance of an insistent demand for the admission to it 
of Powers such as the U.S.S.R., whose ideals are in the long 
rWl as destructive of liberty and goodness as are those of 
Herr Hitler himself. On the whole, it may well be that the 
most effective method for the ruin of British ideals would 
prove to be the following of the ignis fatuus of federation. 

The objection that federation should be tried, as no other 
course offers itself, to prevent the recurrence of the horrors 
of war carries conviction to many minds. The ans·wer, of 
course, is that it may be better to bear the ills we have than 
fly to others that we know not of. But it is more satisfactory 
to point out that the League regime need not have failed, had 
France and Britain kept faith, or had they, as permitted by 
Article 2 I of the Covenant, entered into an effcctive cove
nant to act jointly and with determination in defence of the 
League. If, more wise from the misfortune they have 
brought on their countries and on Europe, these two Powers 
are agreed to consolidate 1 their foreign policy, their defence, 
and their finances for the future, as for the war period, and 
if they extend their co-operation to a democratic Poland 

1 Cj G. W. Keeton, t. Anglo-French Union" in The New Common
wealth Quarterly. 1940. 
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and to a restored Czechoslovakia, they might without 
federation secure a bulwark against German efforts at hege
mony, and be strong enough to aid a Balkan Entente to face 
unmoved even the hostility of the U.S.S.R.'s multitudinous 
population, and to preserve China from the greed of Japan 
or the ravages of Communism supported by the Soviet 
Government. 

While advocates of federation deceive themselves with 
the idle delusion that any Dominion would enter a federation 
in which they would be subjected to incessant pressure to 
accept freedom of migration, they arc not so unwise as to 
imagine that India could be included. But what then is to 

be the position of India 1 Is she to attain complete independ
ence, as demanded by Congress, under a constitution which 
will cover the whole ofIndia, the Moslems being compelled 
to accept Hindu predominance, or is she to be disintegrated 
by the creation of a Moslem State, to which Moslems 
outside the state could look for support in their disputes 
with Hindus 1 When all these issues are hard to answer, it 
seems unwIse to talk of federation for Europe or part 
thereof.' 

1 In O. Newfang, World Fedemtion (I939). no rea] effort is made to face 
facts, and F. Darvall, TIlt' Price if European Peace (1937), underestimates the 
problem. See Keith, TIlt> New Commonwealth Quarterly. 1940, pp. 263tI 



CHAPTER II 

THE CAUSES AND MOTIVES OF GERMAN AGGRESSION 

I. The Ascription of War Guilt 

ARTICLE 23 I of the treaty of Versailles provides that " the 
allied and associated governments affirm and Germany 
accepts the responsibility of Germany and her allies for 
causing all the loss and damage to which the allied and 
associated governments and their nationals have been sub
jected as a consequence of the war imposed upon them by the 
aggression of Germany and her allies." This declaration was 
not lightly made. A Commission on the Responsibility 
of the Authors of the War, presided over by Mr. Lansing, 
formally reported to the Peace Conference that " the war 
was premeditated by the Central Powers together with their 
allies, Turkey and Bulgaria, and was the result of acts 
deliberately committed in order to make it unavoidable. 
Germany, in agreement with Austria-Hungary, deliberately 
worked to defeat all the many conciliatory proposals made 
by the Entente Powers." The Commission had before it 
a German "White Book on the issue, compiled with con
siderable care and ability, but it failed to be convinced.' 
Naturally the report of the Commission, endorsed by Mr. 

(10) 
1 S. B. Fay, Origins oftlu World War, i. 7. 

47 J 



THE CAUSES OF THE WAR 

Lansing, carried wide conviction and rendered the impres
sion in Europe very widespread that the allied assertion and 
German admission of war guilt were true. 

In Germany 1 a very different view had from the be
ginning of the war been accepted on every hand. The 
German White Book published at its outset was destined 
to show that Germany was fighting a war of self-defence 
against ,Russian aggression, and the omission of vital matter, 
including the communications between Germany and 
Austria, served to give plausibility to the allegations. As 
Germany had fought throughout the war under the im
pression that it was waging a defensive struggle, the 
admission in the treaty of peace meant nothing to public 
opinion, and instead the opportunity was forthwith taken 
to denounce the peace as based on a deliberate falsehood, 
which brute force only had compelled Germany to admit 
to be true. There is no doubt whatever of the general 
German belief in the injustice of the accusation, and it has 
naturally derived support from the many historical in
vestigations which, inevitably, have tended to dimibute 
more generally responsibility for the war. It may be 
admitted that the inclusion of the assertion of war guilt 
was not wise. It was not really necessary, and it should 
have been obvious to the framers of the treaty that to force 
an admission from Germany was quite without moral value. 
So far it may be admitted that the action of the Allies afforded 
Germanya motive for denouncing the treaty, and seeking, 
when opportunity offered, to compel the cancellation of the 

1 See Hatbom, Kriegsschu'd und Reparationen auf tkr Paris" Friedens
konfermz von 1919 (1932); Kunz.. Die Revision der Pariser Friedens)Jerl1iig~. 
pp. 166ff;_ B. Schwarzbach. Die Kriegsschuldartikel (1934) . 
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verdict, especially as such cancellation afforded a sound 
ground for demanding the wholesale abrogation of the 
treaty as based on false premises. 

But from the point of view of balance of truth the case 
of Germany is far from strong. It may be admitted that 
Herr von Bethmann-Hollweg and the Emperor were not 
really anxious to have war at that juncture, and that prime 
responsibility must fall on Count Berchtold. The humilia
tion of Serbia and Russia in I908-I909 over the annexation 
of Bosnia-Herzegovina had been severe and unwise, and 
inevitably Serbia was eager to revenge herself, and to carry 
out her ideal of securing the creation of a Greater Serbia 
through the disruption of Austria-Hungary. Inevitably 
also, Russia, after the disgrace of having to yield to German 
threats of backing Austria-Hungary, was preparing to 
increase her military strength so that she might be able to 
intervene effectively in favour of Serbia if attacked by 
Austria. But there is no doubt that neither country had the 
slightest desire for war in 1914, for neither was in any 
measure ready for decisive action; Serbia required time 
to consolidate the gains from the Balkan war, Russia had 
still much to do before her forces could be fit for serious 
war. On the other hand, Count Berchtold, prompted by 
the Austrian chief of staff, Baron Conrad von Hotzendorf, 
saw in the assassination of the Archduke Franz Ferdinand 
at Sarajevo an ideal opportunity to humiliate Serbia, and to 
compel her to renounce the design of a Greater Serbia. The 
evidence on this head is conclusive; 1 it is true that he hoped 
to localize the struggle, but even had he realized from the 
outset that a world war would result he would have pursued 

1 Gooch, Befort the War, n. 446f. 
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his policy; the alternative in the long run was the dis
memberment of the dual monarchy and the eclipse of its 
greatness, and not unnarurally he preferred, convinced of this, 
to allow his country to run the appalling, and as it proved, 
the disastrous risk of an aggressive war. We may, therefore, 
admit that Count von Berchtold must bear the primary 
blame of bringing about the outbreak of war. 

But that has no power to exculpate Germany, and the 
evidence of German responsibiliry is conclusive. Austria
Hungary could risk a war if, but only if, she could rely on 
German support. As early as July 18, 19'4, the Bavarian 
Charge d'Affaires in Berlio Was able to report 1 that the 
Austro-Hungarian note to be presented to Serbia would 
contain demands which would be incompatible with the 
digniry of Serbia as an independent state, and that the result 
would be war. Nor could there be any doubt of the facts: 
Serbia was to proclaim her dissociation from and dis
approval of the Greater Serbia movement, to take proceed
ings against all persons who had participated in that move
ment, and to open an investigation against all persons guilty 
of compliciry in the Sarajevo assassinations, and to allow 
the participation in this investigation of an Austrian official. 
The report insisted that the German authorities were 
thoroughly willing that Austria should use the favourable 
moment, but Herr von Jagow and Herr Zimmermann 
were doubrful whether Vienna would rise to the occasion. 
The latter was eager to see a decisive movement against 
Serbia which would restore to Austrians and Hungarians 
the feeliog that they were a national Power, revive the 
decayed economic life, and suppress the foreign aspirations 

1 Fay lOP. til., ii .a6oB: 
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for years to come. It was added that Germany, when 
Austria had presented its note at Belgrade, would claim to 
have been ignorant of the proposed ultimatum, and would 
strengthen this view by pointing to the absence from Berlin 
of the Kaiser, the Chief of the General Staff. and the Prussian 
Minister of War. It would seek to localize the struggle, and 
to induce other governments to accept the view that it was 
in the common interest to root out the Belgrade nest of 
anarchists. 

This view is confirmed by the report of the Austrian 
Ambassador at Berlin on 21st July that Herr von Jagow had 
given him .. clearly to understand that Germany would 
naturally stand behind us unconditionally, and with all her 
strength." 1 Germany had indeed no alternative, for on 
5th July the Emperor had committed himself fatally. On 
learning that the German Ambassador at Vienna was urging 
Count von Berchtold to avoid overhasty steps, he minuted:' 
.. Now or never! Who authorized him to this 1 That is 
very stupid! It's none of his business, for it is purely 
Austria's affair to consider what to do in this matter, for 
it will be said afterwards, if things go wrong, that Germany 
was not willing! Tschirschky will please drop this non
sense! Matters must be cleared up with the Serbians, and 
that soon. That's all self-evident and the plain truth." 
On 6th July, after due consultation with the Chancellor, 
the German Ambassador at Vienna was duly informed that, 
while" His Majesty naturally cannot take any stand in the 
questions between Austria and Serbia, for they are beyond 
his competence, but Franz Joseph may be sure that His 
Majesty, in accordance with his treaty obligations and old 

1. Ibid., ii. 265. • Ibid., ii. 209. 
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friendship, will stand true by Austria's side." 1 The 
assurance as conveyed to Vienna by the Austrian Am
bassador was even more explicit, but there is no possibility 
of its deliberate character and its effect. It may be admitted 
in favour of Emperor and Chancellor that they were not 
probably intelligent enough to realize that they were placing 
the future of Germany in the hands of a stupid and clumsy 
adventurer, or that the Great War would spring from this 
decision. But it is impossible to excuse their action, and 
when they learned on 22nd July, the day before its pre
sentation at Belgrade, of the terms of the ultimatum to 
Serbia, it was patently impossible to draw back. To have 
disavowed Austrian action would have been utterly dis
honourable, and it would have been of the gravest dis
advantage to their ally. The Triple Alliance would have 
been profoundly weakened at a time when the Triple 
Entente was manifestly gaining in cohesion, unrest among 
the Slavs of Austria would have hastened her disoolution, 
and Russia would soon have been so strong as to dominate 
the Balkan situation, and to advance towards her goal of 
controlling Constantinople and the Straits. 

At this juncture German action was marked by complete 
dishonesty. On 24th July she endorsed Austria's charges 
against Serbia, and urged that the conflict should be strictly 
localized, and at the same time Herr von Jagow made the 
deliberately false statement 2 that Germany had no fore
kt.towledge of the contents of the ultimatum, thus giving 
the Entente Powers every motive to believe that in reality 
Germany had instigated Austrian action, and was aiming 
not merely at Serbia, but was seeking to make use of the 

1 Ibid., ii. 215. • Ibid., ii. 263. 
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Serbian issue to bring about a general war, such as had been 
urged by pan-German speakers and newspapers. 

The efforts of Sir E. Grey 1 to prevent a general war, 
and to secure a peaceful settlement as between Austria and 
Russia of the issue in the following days were untiring, and 
nothing he could do was left undone. His urgent suggestion 
of a conference of the ambassadors of Britain, France, 
Germany, and Italy was accepted only by ltaly-Germany 
and Russia preferring that direct conversations should be 
carried on between St. Petersburg and Vienna. The 
conversations, however, failed because of Count von 
Berchtold's refusal to modify the terms of this ultimatum, 
and of his declaration on 28th July of war against Serbia, 
with the deliberate intention of forestalling any mediation 
which might prevent Austrian military action against 
Serbia. Serbia on the other hand went far further in con
ciliation than had been deemed possible, and, had Germany 
not committed herself so deeply, the obvious duty of her 
government would have been to insist that Austria must 
content herself with what was in effect a distinct victory. 
But Count von Berchtold was not to be diverted from his 
dream of crushing Serbia by anything short of an absolute 
refusal of German aid, and that was not, and could not be, 
forthcoming. 

The effort • has been made to put the blame for the war 
on the general mobili2ation ordered in Russia on 29th July, 
when Germany, realizing at last the danger of a European 
war, was endeavouring to bring Austria to a settlement. 
But the accusation is untenable. The mobilization finally 

1 Fay. op. nt., ii. 354ff . 
• Fay, op. cit., ii. 547ff. Cf. Gooch, BefOTe til< War, ii. 30ff. 
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ordered on 30th July by the Czar, after cancelling on re
consideration a like order on 29th July, was inevitable, if 
Russia were not to be taken unprepared on the outbreak 
of a war which was now becoming inevitable. That it was 
the decisive step which precipitated war cannot be conceded; 
the notorious slowness of the workmg of the Russian mili
tary machine rendered the Czar's action unavoidable, and 
war could still have been averted, had Germany so willed. 
But such will was absent, for Germany had already com
mitted herself. 

Further light is thrown on German responsibility by the 
action of Herr von Moltke 1 who on 30th July urged on 
Austria-Hungary mobilization against Russia, the refusal 
of the peace suggestions of Britain, and the making of con
cessions to Italy to keep that Power an active member of 
the Triple Alliance. He insisted that Germany would go 
unconditionally with Austria into war. This advice was 
given considerably earlier than the order for Russian 
general mobilization, which was ordered only at 6 p.m., 
and it shows that the German Chief-of-Stalf was giving 
earnest advice on issues essentially political to the Austrian 
Chief-of-Staff. and demanding war. That the advice given 
corresponded entirely with the desires of Austria-Hungary 
is true; but it is idle to deny that the episode, which is 
beyond doubt, adds gravely to the sum total of German 
responsibility. That Herr von Bethmann-Hollweg , made 
some efforts to avoid war is true, but their sincerity is far 
from certain, in view of the energetic measures to counteract 
them taken by the Chief-of-Staff. 

The effort to put responsibility on France is quite 

1 Fay. op. at .. ii. 507fT. 
s. 
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unsuccessful} France had had bitter experience, in the 
driving from office of M. Delcasse and me Agadir incident, 
of the cnduring hostility of Germany, and, unable to 
secure a British alliance, had to rely for hcr protection 
against the steadily growing superiority of German num
bers and war power on the aid of Russia. To Russia the 
destruction of Serbia would have been a decisive injury, 
and M. Poincare could not, on his visit to that country, do 
less than assure the Czar's government that France would 
support Russia as an ally against the humiliation or 
crushing of Serbia by Austria-Hungary. It is urged that 
the French Ambassador renewed these assurances in such a 
manner as to induce Russia to stand firm, and did not 
attempt to restrain Russia from adopting military measures 
which he knew would call forth German counter-measures 
and cause war. But it is very far from being shown that 
he either exceeded his obvious duty or substantially 
influenced the course of events. It is admitted that the 
President on his return to France made efforts for peace; 
all the evidence indeed shows that France was desperately 
anxious to avoid war, and only acted because the alternative 
was to allow the crushing of Russia and the establishment 
of German hegemony in Europe. The suggestion that 
France was anxious for war in order to recover Alsace
Lorraine is patently untenable; that one consolation for 
enduring the burden of war was the hope of recovering 
the lost provinces was a matter of course. 

British action in the matter has been attacked in 
Germany, but the attack is devoid of even the slightest 
plausibility. The Liberal administration in power was 

1 Fay, op. cit., ii. S5Sff; Gooch, Before the War, ii. 188Jf. 
(ao) SS 3. 
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deeply immersed in a mass of diflicult local problems, 
including the issue of Ireland on which civil war was 
menaced. The idea that such a time would be chosen for 
war on Germany is fantastic, and no competent historian 
could for a moment adopt the validity of the proposition. 
But it is said 1 thac Sir Edward Grey "could probably 
have prevented war, if he had done either of two things." 
But what were these two things 1 The first is that he 
should early in the crisis have acceded to the urging of 
France and Russia, and have given a strong warning to 
Germany that in a European war Britain would take the 
side of the Franco-Russian alliance. This would probably 
have led Germany to exert an earlier and more effective 
pressure on Austria, and might have averted the declaration 
of war on Serbia and secured a satisfactory outcome of 
conversations between Vienna and St. Petersburg. The 
answer, of course, to this suggestion is that no such 
assurance could have been given. Neither the Cabinet, 
the Commons, nor the people would have authorized such 
an assurance; the decision to accept war was produced by 
the German violation of Belgian neutrality, thus infringing 
a cardinal principle of foreign policy. The other alterna
tive is that he should have acted as desired by Germany, 
and have warned France and Russia early in the crisis that, 
if they became involved in war, Britain would remain 
neutral; in that case Russia would have hesitated to 
mobilize, and France would have exerted her influence to 
restrain .St. Petersburg. Sir E. Grey dearly could do 
nothing of the sort without betraying his duty to his 
country. He realized that, if France and Russia were not 

1 Fay. op. cU., ii. SS6; Gooch, &Jore tk War, ii. 132 f. 
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aided, they must succumb to Germany and Austria
Hungary, while Russia could not allow the destruction of 
Serbia, and France could not fail her ally. The necessity 
of preserving Britain from ruin at the hands of Germany 
after defeating France dictated that Britain should succour 
france before that fate befell her. 

There is then no real doubt that the cause of the war 
was the aggression of Germany and her allies, though the 
prime responsibility does rest with Austria. The position 
of Serbia 1 is of minor importance. That she should 
desire to secure the union to ber territory of Slavs who 
were suffering [rom misgovernment was eminently natural, 
and the dual monarchy was seriously to blame in failing 
to realize that good government is the best antidote to 
unrest. The Austrian attirude has been excused in whole 
or part on the score of Serbian compliciry in the plot to 
assassinate the Archduke, but it is clear beyond doubt that 
Austria had no knowledge of such complicity; as was later 
alleged, at the time when the decision was taken to use the 
murders as the ground for the destruction of Serbian 
aspirations. Nor, it must be added, has any sufficient 
explanation ever been adduced of the slovenly if not 
disloyal failure of the responsible authorities in Bosnia to 
safeguard the royal visitor.' In any case, after the Austrian 
ultimatum Serbia behaved with dignity and moderation, 
and gave Austria no excuse for persisting in the determina
tion to destroy her. 

It is, however, natural that the true facts of the responsi
bility for the war have never been brought home to 
German opinion, and it can safely be said that one of the 

1 Fay, op. cit., ii. 550. 
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causes of the present war is the widespread conviction 1 in 
Germany that she was brought against her will into the 
Great War, and that, defeated after a magnificent resistance 
by superior numbers alone, she was induced to enter into 
an armistice on promises which were not kept. 

2. The Versailles Treaty and the Fourteen Points 

· It is a fixed conviction of the German people that the 
surrender of 1918 was induced by the offer of terms to be 
deduced from the Fourteen Points' laid down by the 
President of the United States as the basis of a satisfactory 
peace, and that after the surrender of German power of 
resistance advantage was taken by the Allies of their power 
to compel Germany to accept a settlement which sinned 
grievously against these points. When first this view won 
acceptance in Germany is uncertain. Herr Hitler' in his 
early efforts to raise revolt against them as a shame, an 
outrage, and an unheard-of robbery, was confronted by 
the reminder of the terms given to Russia by Germany at 
Brest-Litovsk in 1918. But that it has long been an 
accepted view in the Reich is beyond question, and the 
opinion has won fairly wide acceptance even among those 
who are not moved to accept it by national spirit. 

It is, of course, patent that to base an agreement for 

1 Hitler, Mdt! Kampf (E.T.), pp. 160f, insists that prop3ganda must be 
absolute; the war guilt of the Allies must be declared as beyond question. 
His speeches since this war have been categoric, e.g. October 6, December 
30, 1939· 

• Keith, I",. Aff.. 1918-]7, i. Ilf. 
• Md" Kampf (E.T.), pp. 389ff, 514f. 
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peace on the principles enoociated in the most general 
terms indicating the bases of a new world order was a 
blooder. No person could possibly imagine that there 
would or could be accord in the meaning of the terms, 
and it is plain that the interpretation given to them, with 
the approval of the President on October 30, 1918, was 
one of a very generous kind from the Allied standpoint. 
But the German Government was fully entitled to press 
for precise defInition, and, since it failed to do so, it must 
be taken that it preferred the ambiguities of the Fourteen 
Points, hoping to rely upon them in the course of working 
out the treaty to achieve results which would suit their 
purpose. If they did so, they can hardly be blamed, 
though, as events turned out, they certainly had cause to 
regret the results. On the other hand, they may have 
realized the advantages of having in reserve the prospect 
of manufacturing a grievance of the fIrst magnitude out of 
alleged discrepancies between the Fourteen Points and the 
treaty. Moreover, Germany was in no case to lose time 
in securing an armistice; General von Ludendorff had as 
early as 1st October insisted that it was impossible to tell 
how long the troops could continue to hold their own. 

The Allies received the United States proposals late, 
but they acted properly in insisting on revising them. 
They secured 1 from the President the defInite assurance 
that his fIrst point, "open covenants of peace openly 
arrived at, after which there shall be no private inter
national understandings of any kind, but diplomacy shall 
proceed always frankly and in the public view," would be 

1 Lansing note, November S. 1918; lloyd George. ~ Truth about 
tM Pella Trealies. i. 73ft". 
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satisfied by the rule of publication of treaties forthwith. 
The embodiment of this rule in Article 18 of the League 
Covenant fUlfilled all needs. and clearly could not legiti
mately be made a ground of complaint. But it struck at 
the secret accords which Germany had delighted to con
clude. and which at one time seemed to afford her insurance 
against any risk of encirclement. 

The second point of the President. the freedom of the 
seas: could not be accepted by the Allies without much 
modification. Britain obviously could not agree without 
the accord of the Dominions. and to consult their govern
ments would have involved serious delay. Mr. Hughes 
only being available in London. though he was not in fact 
consulted.' Eventually the issue was left open. and 
Germany duly informed. There could therefore be no 
grievance on this head. 

The third point was more diilicult. It demanded " the 
removal. so far as possible. of all economic barriers. and 
the establishment of an equality of trade conditions among 
all the nations consenting to the peace and associating 
themselves for its maintenance." Patently the project was 
incapable of precise definition. and it seems that the 
President. who must have known that he could not bind 
the United States on this head in any event. would have 
been satisfied with the principle of most-favoured-nation 
treatment of all members of the League, while not pro
hibiting non-discriminatory tariffs within the circle of 
League members, and allowing absolute freedom in respect 
of non-members. In fact. the treaty of peace did nothing 
beyond the instruction to the League by Article 23 (e) of 

1 Keith, uttns on Imperial Relations, 1916-3;, pp. uf. 
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the Covenant to make provision to secure and maintain 
freedom of communications and of transit, and equitable 
rreatment for the commerce of all members of the League, 
and the placing by Articles 331--62 of the treaty of certain 
rivers under international administration. The subsequent 
policy of the Powers certainly departed from the Presi
dent's ideal, his own country being a main offender in the 
matter. 

The fourth demand, that national armaments should be 
reduced to the lowest point consistent with domestic safety, 
"was fully carried out by the terms of Article 8 of the 
Covenant, and by the assurance given in the preamble to 
Part V. of the treaty, that the limitation of German arma
ments was a preliminary to the initiation of the general 
limitation of the armaments of all nations. That that 
policy failed will be seen below, but the treaty certainly 
faithfully observed the principle of the demand of the 
President. 

The German colonies formed the subject of the fifth 
point. It demanded simply "a free, open-minded, and 
absolutely impartial adjustment of all colonial claims, based 
upon a strict observance of the principle that in determining 
all such questions of sovereignty the interests of the popu
lations concerned must have equal weight with the equitable 
claims of the government whose title is to be determined." 
Germany has contended that it is impossible to style an 
adjustment open-minded and impartial which was in fact 
determined upon without allowing her to state her case. 
This objection has been dismissed 1 as "superficial and 
unimportant," but the weight of this opinion seems 

1 G. M. Gathome-Hardy, The Fourteen Poin15, p. ;2. 
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dubious. Even though the result might have been the same 
had Germany been admitted to the discussion of the issue, 
the fact remains that it is merely an assumption that this 
would have been the case, and that Germany ought in any 
event to have been given the satisfaction of presenting by 
her own spokesmen her own case. It is quite true that, 
when the terms of the treaty were presented to the German 
delegates, they were able to reply on May 29, 1919, and 
that the points they then took had already been considered 
by the Allies, but it is idle to claim that a discussion by 
German delegates in confidence might not have altered the 
final result. Once the treaty had been determined upon, 
there was no chance of any concession of importance. 
Britain had the Dominions to consider and their insistence 
on the retention of the colonies which they had conquered.' 

But, apart from this issue, the question of the propriety 
of the decision in view of the terms of the point is certainly 
an open one. The claim of Germany could be supported 
on the score of her right as a great Power, even after 
defeat, to hold oversea possessions. Queen Victoria' no 
less than successive ministries had been willing to accept 
the right of Germany to expansion overseas, and in 1913-14 
Sir E. Grey had been engaged in completing an accord, 
based on the earlier negotiations of 1898,' favoured by 
Mr. J. Chamberlain, which held out to Germany the 
prospect of her acquiring part of the Portuguese pos
sessions, if and when that Power proved unable to maintain 

I Lloyd George, op. cit., i. 114ft', 665f. 
t Keith. Current Imperial and Intem4lional Problems, 1935-,6, pp. 71, 71" 

197· 
I Gooch and Tempecley, British Documents. i. 7Iff; Gooch. Before IItt 
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them on financial grounds. To dismiss this argument as 
merely a matter of prestige is to show remarkable in
difference to a vital matter. It would plainly inflict grave 
dishonour on Germany if an impartial investigation showed 
her unworthy to own colonies; had she merely been 
deprived of them on the normal principle of vae victis, her 
honour would have been less seriously impugned. The 
second German ground of claim, her economic require
ments, could be answered to some extent by stressing the 
fact that she drew but 0.5 per cent. of her imports of raw 
material from her colonies, and her exports thither was 
likewise negligible. But the answer, of course, was 
incomplete, for it ignored the prospect of future expansion 
of trade. Thirdly, the claim that the colonies offered an 
outlet for surplus population was relatively unimportant. 
In thirty years the whole colonial empire had absorbed less 
than twenty thousand Germans. Here again, it must be 
noted, the question of value for this purpose in the future 
must not be passed over. Against the German claim the 
Allies alleged the necessity of protecting themselves against 
the German use of the colonies as a means of interference 
with and intimidation of other Powers. She would 
establish in them submarine bases, would train the natives 
in arms-the unsuccessful campaign of General Smuts 
against the native levies of East Africa had f!lIed him with 
deep anxiety on this head-and she would use the colonies 
as headquarters of intrigue. In fact, of course, South-West 
Africa had gravely embarrassed the Union of South Africa 
by fomenting rebellion therein. The Dominions certainly 
were deeply concerned to prevent the future proximity to 
their territories of German colonies, and their voice urged 
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strongly the argument from risk. But stress was also laid 
on the misrule of the territories by Germany, and evidence 
was collected which seemed to show that the natives had 
suffered severely and that they would deeply resent being 
placed again under German rule.' 

Gennany could, of course, produce evidence' which 
takes away a good deal of the weight of the accusations of 
maltreatment of the natives, and the steadfast loyalty of 
her n~tive troops in the East African campaign was, so far 
as it went, an argument in her favour. Nor is it at all clear 
that if placed under mandate as was decided upon, in lien 
of annexation as desired by the Dominions, Germany 
could not have been allocated the territories once more. 
There was little to say against her actions in New Guinea, 
and her difficulties in Samoa were speedily shared by New 
Zealand to whom the mandate was given. On the whole 
it is by no means clear that we arc justified in saying that 
the solution reached in the treaty was in fact on the lines 
which a free, open-minded, and absolutely impartial 
adjustment should follow. Candour compels the admission 
that the result, so far as Britain was concerned, was really 
inevitable in view of the attitude of the Dominions, and as 
regards France of her natural desire to secure the return of 
the territoty which she had sacrificed by the treaty of 191 I. 

which ended the affair of Agadir, and to eliminate the 
possibility of danger to her own lands from Germans 
as neigh~ours. Belgium's sufferings and war services were 
deemed to merit an increase of her Congo area; there was 
the further ground that Germany had there also commenced 
hostilities. 

1 Cd.9l10. • G. L. Steer,judg_ on Ger ..... Ajrl'" (1939). 
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Over the sixth point, the evacuation of Russian territory 
and the grant to her of an unhampered opportunity for the 
development of her national policy, no issue could arise. 
Germany duly evacuated her captured territoty under 
Article 433 of the treaty, and the treaty of Brest-Litovsk, 
which destroyed Russian freedom in vital aspects, was 
abrogated by Article 292. 

The reparation issue will further be considered below.' 
But, while the President's points did not cover more than 
the restoration of Belgium and the invaded portions of 
France, together with the return to France of Alsace
Lorraine, the Allies insisted on, and the Germans accepted 
before the armistice, the obligation to make compensation 
for all damage done to the civilian population of the Allies 
and their property by the aggression of Germany by land, 
by sea, and by air. Whether or not it was wise thus to 
expand the President's terms must remain a matter of 
opinion, apart from the question of the interpretation put 
on the demand; but there can be no question of departure 
from the President's points, for on this head the Allies 
took the necessary course of making the most explicit 
declaration of the interpretation they put on the idea of 
restoration. The question may be raised whether the 
insistence of France on receiving the coal mines of the 
Saar as compensation for the damage done to the coal 
mines of the north of France, and as part payment towards 
the total of German reparations, was wholly wise, althongh 
the provision of a plebiscite in I935 to decide the political 
sovereignty of the area and the power given to Germany 
in the event of the plebiscite going in her favour, as it 

, Chap. II., § 4. 
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emphatically did, to reacquire the mines rendered the 
provision less objectionable. 

Points nine and ten gave rise to serious difficulties. The 
former required the readjustment of the frontier of Italy 
along clearly recognizable lines of nationality, and the 
latter the freest opportunity of autonomous development 
for the peoples of Austria-Hungary, .. whose place among 
the nations we wish to see safeguarded and assured." 
Italy, however, had already been promised under the secret 
treaty of London, April 26, 1915,1 the Brenner frontier of 
the Trentino, which involved the transfer to her of about 
a quarter of a million people of German race, as well as 
Trieste and a considerable area of Yugoslav population. 
Her government, therefore, made a formal reservation 
when asked to accept the Fourteen Points, but it was not 
communicated to Germany as a modification of the terms, 
on the score that it was not relevant to the negotiations 
with that Power. It is difficult to accept the position as 
satisfactory, and it seems clear that the final placing of a 
Germanic population of long historic possession of the 
relevant territory under Italian rule was an act difficult to 
justify.' The dislike of the detached population for its 
neW masters remained clear; Austria was unable to aid 
them, and when the accord with Italy negatived the 
recovery by Germany of the ceded territory and 
Herr Hitler dcfmitively accepted the boundary, the 
solution of permitting them to leave Italy and to 
acquire nationality and domicile in Germany had to be 
resorted to. 

1 Lloyd George, op. dt., ii. 765. 79I. 
I Hitler, Mrin Kampf (E.T.), pp. 387, S10ff. 
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The case of Austria-Hungary involved a much greater 
deviation from the Fourteen Points.' The movement for 
independence among the Czechoslovaks had progressed so 
far that they had won acceptance as belligerents,' and the 
creation of a reunion of the Yugoslavs had become part of 
the Allied policy. The Austro-Hungarian Government, 
therefore, was informed on October 8, 1918, in reply to 
its request for peace on the basis of the President's proposals, 
that the peoples formerly subject should be "the judges of 
what action on the part of the Austro-Hungarian Govern
ment will satisfy their aspirations and their conception of 
their rights and destiny as members of the family of 
nations." The acceptance by that government on 27th 
October was followed by the collapse from within of the 
whole imperial structure, and the surrender of 3rd No
vember was made unconditionally, without waiting for an 
acceptance by the Allies of the programme of the President. 
It is no doubt possible to hold that the terms of Point Ten 
were not therefore legally binding, but there is no doubt 
that the final outcome of the treaty in securing the 
reduction of Austria to a small and impotent state con
trasted markedly with the apparent purpose of the 
programme of reconstituting Austria-Hungary on the basis 
of autonomy for its constituent parts. Moreover, the sense 
of injury natural to Germany lmder all the circumstances 
was materially increased by the provision of the treary 
which negatived the natural desire of Germany to secure 
union with a territory, whose power of independent life 
was so obviously doubtful, by insisting that Austrian 

1 lloyd George. op. cit., ii. 9Ozff. 
I Bend, My War MemOirs, p. 407. 
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independence was inahenable save with the consent of the 
Council of the League. 

Under the thirteenth point an independent Polish 
state 1 fell to be erected, which was (I) to include the 
territories then inhabited by indisputably Polish popula
tions, and (2) to bc assured a free and secure access to the 
sea, and whose political and economic independcnce and 
territorial integriry should be guaranteed by international 
covenmt. In the main, German complaints regarding the 
steps taken in the treaty to carry out these provisions must 
be ruled invalid. The ethnographic limitation was in the 
main strictly observed to the detriment of Poland, whose 
claims were severely cut down, both by the expert com
mission charged with delimitation, and by the Supreme 
Council to which it reported; it is probable that the 
recommendations of the commission were preferable from 
a strategic point of view, but that consideration was 
properly overruled. In the case of Allenstein and Marien
werder, the issue was properly decided by plebiscite which 
went in favour of Germany. In Upper Silesia 2 there was 
ethnographically no doubt as to the right of Poland to 
claim the whole area, for Poles were about twice as 
numerous as Germans on any fair estimation of relative 
population strengths. But the decision to defer to German 
protests and to allow a plebiscite led to a rather unexpected 
outcome. The figures of the voting showed in the area as 
a whole a majority for union with Germany. The reasons 
for the preference were various, but one obvious incentive 
to prefer Germany was the comparative security of this 

1 Lloyd George, op. cit., ii. 97otf. 
• Osborne, The Upper Silesian Question (I9ZO). 
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relation as against forming part of a state still in the making, 
and certain to have a difficult time of construction to f.ce. 
On the other hand, it was easy and natural to argue that, 
while the vote was decisive in many parts for connection 
with Germany, in other areas the demand for union with 
Poland was clear and convincing. There remained only 
the solution of drawing a boundary line so calculated as to 
include in the new state those territories where the ma
jority was strongly in favour of a Polish affiliation, and the 
determination of the line by the Council of the League, 
though resented bitterly by Germany, was not deliberately 
uufair. But Germany could point to facts which enabled 
her to regard the whole affair as unjust. A plebiscite of 
717,122 to 483,154 might well be said to be sufficiently 
decisive as to justify the allocation to her of the whole 
area. Moreover, the just solution was prejudiced by the 
rising of May 3, 1922, under the leadership of M. Korfanty, 
the Polish plebiscite commissioner, which deprived for a 
time the Allies of control of the area, and which was in 
fact openly connived at by French forces. Moreover, the 
fact that Mr. Lloyd George was believed to favour the 
German claim rendered the fmal decision of the Council, 
though accepted by him, suspect. On the whole it can 
hardly be denied that the episode was unfortunate, and it 
is not surprising that from the first German aspirations to 
recover Upper Silesi. have been extremely vocal.' 

The promise of access to the sea clearly demanded the 
transfer to Poland of Danzig. The famous dictum of 
Frederick the Great was unanswerable: .. He who holds 

1 For lem of iron and coal sec Keynes, Economic Con~qutnces of lhe 
Pt=, pp. 8111". 
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the mouth of the Vistula and Danzig has greater power 
over Poland than the King in Warsaw." True a republic 
under a democratic constitution might well have greater 
authority than a Polish king under the wretched regime 
before the partitions, when the Polish constitution by the 
liberum veto rendered the state helpless, but the fact remained 
that the only means of giving Poland real access to the sea 
was by allowing her control of Danzig.' Absolute transfer 
might have been the wisest course of action, but the 
population was emphatically non-Polish, and a compromise 
was reached under which Danzig retained wide autonomy 
as a Free City under the final control of the League of 
Nations, while important rights were provided for Poland 
so as to secure her free use of the port for her extemal 
trade. It cannot be said that in this solution Germany had 
any grievance. The terms of Point Thirteen were express 
in demanding access to the sea, and no one then or since 
has suggested any better means than by making use of the 
obvious suitability of Danzig by its history to form the 
port of outlet for Polish produce. 

The fourteenth point emphasized the formation of a 
general association of nations under specific covenants for 
the purpose of affording mutual guarantees of political 
independence and territorial integrity to great and small 
states alike. The carrying out of this provision by the 
creation of the League of Nations was in clear accord with 
its terms, and the one inconsistency was the failure to 
arrange for the immediate inclusion of Germany in the 
new organization. This omission was motived ultimately 

1 Toynbee. Surlley Int. Aff., 1920-23. pp. 261ff. See Chap. VI., § 4, 
below. 
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by distrust of Germany, and in all probability this distrust 
was an error of the most expensive kind. It might have 
been possible, had Germany been forthwith brought into 
the new comity of nations, to induce her government, still 
seeking to be democratic, to co-operate fully and freely 
with the other Powers, and thus to open up a new era in 
the management of the affairs of Europe. As it was, she 
was treated as if she were still under the control of the 
Hohenzollem dynasty and of the militaty clique whose 
advice often outweighed that of the Chancellor in the ears 
of the Emperor, and the way was paved for that growth of 
resentment whkh was to prove fatal to the League, even 
after Germany had too tardily been accorded membership 
in 1926. What was urgently needed was cordiality and 
trUSt in the neW regime, l but France especially felt herself 
unable to ignore the sufferings of invasion and occupation, 
and British policy never attained any defmite aim. 

Some other points were included in the treaty to which 
objection might be taken as not covered by the Fourteen 
Points. The transfer to Belgium of Eupen, Malmedy, and 
prussian Moresnet was of dubious legitimacy; the Allied 
answer to the German objections rested on various reasons, 
strategic requirements, history, the desire of the inhabitants, 
and even reparation; it may be doubted if the point 
should have been pressed. The case of Meme1 was diffi
cult; the creation of an independent Lithuania rendered 
her possession of a port of her own just and proper, but, 
while the main territory ceded by Germany was Lithuanian 
in population, the town itself was German, and thus its 
position was analogous to that of Danzig, and the solution 

1 CJ. ~,d D'Ahern .. ', Diary, i. 31£. 
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of making it a Free Town under Lithuanian protection 
might have been adopted. Here the illegal violence of the 
Lithuanians intervened; the attack on the garrison which 
held it for the Allies in January 1923 forced the hands of 
the Allies. and resulted in the incorporation of the area in 
Lithuania under a statute which certaiuly was not adapted 
to meet the special rights of the townspeople. 

Though the creation of Czechoslovakia primarily con
cerned the fate of Austria-Hungary. it involved the grant 
to the new state of the Sudeten area whose people were 
unquestionably German by race. though never part of 
Germany. To a Germany which naturally. on the 
destruction of Austria-Hungary. aspired to secure union 
with Austria, the placing of Germans under Czechoslovak 
rule was as unwelcome as it was difficult to bring within 
any of the principles of the President.' Herein Germany. 
as in the case of Memel. was presented with a grievance of 
substantial character. 

On the other hand. it is impossible to regard the 
occupation of the Rhineland as in itself a serious grievance. 
France had urged with some warrant that her minimum 
for security should be the detachment of the Rhineland. 
which should receive autonomy under French protection, 
and thus become a buffer state desrined to prevent another 
invasion of French territory. The neutralization of such 
an area might have served important purposes. but it could 
not be made consistent with the Fourteen Points and it was 
not persisted in. The demilitarization of a zone of the 
Rhineland and the temporary occupation. for a maximum 

1 Lloyd Grorge. op. cil., ii. 93311"; E. Wiskcmann, Cztchs and Gtrm4IU, 
pp. 87Jf·. 
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of fifteen years, of that territory were reasonable guarantees 
of peace, but the unilateral character of the former un
questionably furnished Germany with a quite plausible argu
ment that she was being treated unfairly and in a humiliating 
manner by indicating the impossibiliry of trusting her. 

By an innovation the treaty contained provision for 
the punishment of the Kaiser 1 and other persons charged 
with violations of the laws of war. The Kaiser was to be 
arraigned before a court containing one representative of 
each of the Allied and Associated Powers for a supreme 
offence against international morality and the sanctity of 
treaties, and the court was to determine his guilt and 
decide the penalty. The basis of the idea was clearly that 
he was responsible for bringing about the war, but it was 
impossible to take very seriously the idea that any useful 
purpose would be served by a trial, and it was obvious 
that the Netherlands Government could not possibly 
surrender a monarch who had sought safety therein and 
had been admitted. No doubt, if it had been worth while, 
and if his presence in Holland had constituted a real danger 
to the Allies, they might have pressed for the refusal of 
the Netherlands to afford him a continuance of hospitality. 
As it was, the royal exile continued to remain in safety, 
refraining from any overt act which could endanger the 
position of the government which had consented to receive 
him. After all, to those who cited the punishment of 
Napoleon by exile to St. Helena the obvious answer was 
that the Kaiser was not Napoleon, and that it would be 
very difficult indeed to establish that he was the true author 
of the war. 

• Lloyd Grorge, op. cit., i. 941f. 136JL 
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The proposal to try other persons guilty of crimes 
against the laws of war was not unreasonable, but the 
project was ruined by the grave error by which, instead of 
selecting a brief list of clear crimes, the Allies drew up long 
lists of persons whose degree of guilt varied greatly. 
Naturally, the proposal to carry out the trials was deeply 
resented in Germany, where there must have been much 
discomfort in recollecting in cold blood many of the 
atrocities committed in the passion of war, and ultimately 
a rather feeble compromise was adopted, under which in 
lieu of trial by an Allied court twelve of the criminals were 
tried by a German court at Leipzig.1 The results of the 
trials were not impressive as vindications of German 
jurisprudence, and the sentences inflicted were quite inad .... 
quate. Virtually the attempt brought nothing but un
popularity on the Allies. Yet there can be made out a 
very strong case for the creation of an international tribunal 
before which there could be arraigned any officer or man 
who during war committed deeds in violation of the 
established rules of war. No doubt such persons, if they 
fall into the hands of the opposing belligerent in the course 
of war, can be punished by its courtsmartial, but such 
action is far from satisfactory, since such a tribunal is not 
likely to command trust as impartial, and the creation of 
an international jurisdiction of standing character, as 
opposed to its erection ad hoc, might be an improvement 
on the existing anarchical condition of affairs. It is at any 
rate not right that it should be open to officers or soldiers 
with impunity to defy such rules of humanity as may be 
imposed by international law. It is equally unjust that, 

1 c. MuIliDs, Th< Leipzig Triah, (19"), 
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after the occupation of territory as in the case of Pobnd. 
wholesale massacres should take place as punishment for 
alleged breaches of law in the defence of the country 
against invasion, the accused parties being given no chance 
of proving either that the alleged crimes never took place 
at all. or that they were not guilry of any compliciry 
therein. 

Though in the main the treary of peace did not violate 
the terms of surrender. the losses suffered by Germany 
were necessarily severe. She lost her colonies, no recom
pense being made for land, railways. harbours. and other 
public properry. as would presumably have been the case 
if they had been annexed out and out instead of being 
placed under mandate. She lost an eighth of her home 
territory. East Prussia being severed from the rest of 
Germany by the Polish Corridor. Alsace-Lorraine was 
lost. nearly all West Prussia, Posen. and part of East Prussia 
and Silesia. Danzig became a Free Ciry. and small areas 
were lost to Denmark and Belgium. The Saar went to 
France for fifteen years, and she took over the stateworks 
of the mining and iron industries, and transferred certain 
private enterprise, from German into French hands. The 
industrial centre of the Ruhr with its coal was cut off from 
the ores of Lorraine. and the Saar. In this way Germany. 
one of the chief exporters of fmished iron and steel goods, 
lost 74 per cent. of its iron ore, 26 per cent. of its coal, and 
68.3 per cent. of its zinc deposits. The transfer of Lorraine 
deprived Germany of its potash monopoly. The loss of 
important areas of Upper Silesi. cost Germany the loss of 
great coal mines. and iron and zinc works, creating a for
midable competitor in coal in Pobnd. To these losses was 
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ascribed in part the utter collapse in German currency which 
coincided with the occupation of the Ruhr in order to 
enforce reparations. Further, Germany had to hand over 
the bulk of her war vessels and her merchant marine, 
together with much rolling stock, and she was humiliated 
by the internationalization of her rivers 1 and the re
strictions on aviation which maimed the advance of her 
transport methods. It is easy to understand how bitterly 
the treaty came to be resented, apart altogether from the 
deplorable burden of reparations.' 

3. The Allied B/ockaJe before anJ afier the Armistice 

The Great War witnessed remarkable, and in the main 
unfortunate, developments of the system of blockade. 
Germany, eager to use the weapon of starvation against 
Britain created by the submarine, found it impossible in 
the nature of things to employ that instrument in accordance 
with the established rules of naval warfare. If the submarine 
were to be effective, as Britain and France controlled the seas, 
through which their supplies came, it was necessary for it 
to sink its prey, and it was safer to do so without exposing 
itself to risk of destruction by the defensive armament 
which was placed on British merchant vessels to protect 
them against this modern revival of piracy. Nor was 

1 This regime was unilaterally abrogated by Germany on November 
14. 1936, and a hw of February 10, 1937. The restrictions on the Kid 
Canal also went; SUTvey Int. Ajf. 19'7. i. 370£[ Protests were made but 
not pressed. 

I: W. F. Bruck, Social and Economic History aJGermany, 1888-1938, pp. 
14Sff. See. for a full case, F. Berber, Das Dikl4t von Versailles (1939). 
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it easy to discriminate between neutral ships, which nor
mally could not be sunk, and Allied vessels. The results of 
the campaign on merchant shipping were at times serious ; 
in 1917 for a period there seemed to be real danger that 
British supplies of essential foodstuffs might fail, but in due 
course it was found possible by improving methods of 
detection and destruction, and by arranging for convoys, 
to defeat the menace. 

For her part Britain, followed by France, and, when 
she entered the war, with the support of the United States, 
applied stringent rules of blockade.' Modern conditions 
clearly rendered it impossible to observe the older rule 
under which a blockade was restricted to the coast of the 
enemy, and recourse was had to a principle which had been 
laid down as against Britain by the United States in the civil 
war, under which the fact that goods had ostensibly a 
neutral destination did not prevent them from being 
contraband if they were intended to reach the enemy by 
transit from neutral territory. This doctrine was of funda
mental importance as regards supplies of war materials and 
other articles for Germany, when consigned to Holland or 
other neutral territory. To allow these countries to act as 
agents for supplying Germany with the means of carrying 
on her resistance was impossible, and it became necessary 
to assert the right to allow neutral countries to receive only 
such amounts of articles declared contraband as would 
represent their normal consumption for home use, due 
allowance being made for increased consumption necessi
tated by reductions in imports from Germany and her 
allies. Naturally Germany resented the disadvantage thus 

1 See Wh~tOD, !nt.lAw (ed. Keith). ii. IOSO!f, I I03f1', u;ozjf. 
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involved. but the legality of the action taken was affirmed 
by the Privy Council. 

Further action was necessitated by the action of Germany 
in seeking to prevent neutral shipping dealing with Britain 
by declaring the waters surrounding the British Islands a 
war zone. in which any vessel found was liable to attack. 
An Order in Council of March 15.1915. provided that any 
ship which had sailed after 1st March on her way to a port 
other than a German port. carrying cargo destined for the 
enemy or being enemy property. might be required to dis
charge such goods in a British port. where they would be 
detained in the custody of the Marshal of the Prize Court. 
and, unless contraband or requisitioned by the Crown, would 
be restored on such conditions as the Court found proper 
to the owners. On February 16, 1917, a further Order was 
necessitated by Germany and her allies declaring unrestricted 
submarine warfare in certain areas. Under it goods of 
enemy origin or destination were condemned, and ships 
which conveyed goods from one neutral country to another 
were subjected to risk of condemnation if they failed to 
put in at a British or Allied port for examination of their 
cargoes. In this case, as in that of the earlier Order. Ger
many protested that Britain was violating internationallaw. 

But a more serious grievance was that caused by the 
actual sufferings through shortage of food imposed on 
Germany by the British measures.' Naturally strong 
denunciation was pronounced of British efforts 10 starve 
women and children, in complete oblivion of the fact that 
Germany was nearly successful in bringing starvation on 
British women and children by the success of her utterly 

1 Uoyd George, op. cit., i. 293fE 
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illegal submarine warfare. Unfortunately, on grounds 
of military necessity it was deemed proper to continue the 
blockade after the armistice, and this obstacle to the re
plenishing of the depleted supplies of Germany had some 
elfect in adding to considerable hardships arising from lack 
of foodstulfs, largely, of course, due to consumption by 
Germany for war euds. When the difliculty was realized, 
elfective measures were taken to secure transit of supplies, 
but naturally the episode was early exaggerated into an 
accusation of Britain for deliberately starving the Germans 
after the defeat. Propaganda has inevitably exaggerated 
the incident out of all proportion; it is significant to note 
the deliberate starvation in 1939-40 of the Poles in the 
occupied area. 

To the experience of the blockade is to be ascribed the 
widespread demand in Germany for the destruction of 
British domination over the seas. It is not open to Germany 
to allege that the Allies broke faith iu this matter, for they 
declined to pledge themselves in any way to this one of 
President Wilson's Fourteen Points, and the League of 
Nations Covenant was so framed as to eliminate any possi
bility of British misuse of sea-power. The grievances of 
enemies and neutrals alike were to cease under a system 
which abolished any legitimate excuse for war and provided 
that if war were wrongly made all members of the League 
would co-operate against the aggressor in such a manner as 
to rule out the possibility of legal neutrality.' Naturally, of 
course, the issue has been revived since the outbreak of war, 
and German suggestions of terms of peace stress the limita
tion of British naval power, the giving of free access to all 

1 Wheaton, Int. Law (ed. Keith), ii. 1129ff. (Cf. Crrul.6108 ('939). 
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source~ of raw materia1s in war as in peace, and the surrender 
by Britain of such strongholds as Gibraltar, Malta, and 
Singapore. It is confidently assumed that both Italy and 
Spain must have sympathy with the taking from Britain 
of Gibraltar, which enables Britain to exercise effective 
influence on the exit of traffic from the Mediterranean, 
though Italy might be reminded that her own thesis is that 
her fortification of Pantelleria 1 has placed her in a position 
to command the passage between Tunisia and her territory. 
and to shut off the eastern Mediterranean from British 
naval activity. But Britain has never accepted the thesis 
of the Duce that while the Mediterranean is vita to Italy, 
it is but via to Britain, and the possibility of a British 
surrender may be ruled out.' 

4. Reparations 

It has already been noted that the Allies demanded that 
Germany should pay compensation for all damages done 
to the civilian population of the Allies and their property 
by German aggression. The insertion of this demand was 
natural; it resulted, however, in the war guilt Article of 
the treaty of peace above discussed, and the demand therein 
made for the reparation of all the loss and damage was 
modified by Article 2]2, which admitted that the resources 
of Germany were not adequate after taking into account 

1 M. Boveri. Al£'ditt'rranca1l Cross-C"rrcnts, pp. 130, 148f. Italy resented 
deeply the" ban on exports of coal from Germany enforced from March I, 

1940, and protested; the Times, March 6-8 : an accord was reached (ibid., 
March II); reprisals restricting German Commerce Order. November 
27. 19]9; Keith. the Scotsman, March 6, 12, 1940. 

I Keith. The King. the Constitution, the Empire, and ForeignAffairs, 1936-37. 
pp. IJO •. IJ7~ I,p. 155. 171f, 180. 
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permanent diminutions of such resources, which would 
result from other provisions of the treaty, to make complete 
reparation for such loss and damage. There was no suffi
cient reason for muddling up the claim with the issue of 
war guilt; the Allies had under international law and 
practice every right to demand an indenmity, and the most 
strict moralist could hardly deny that, if there were ever 
a case for indemnity, it was one wherein the defeated party 
had wrought an enormous amount of damage, much of it 
wanton, much of it consisting of the abstraction of the 
machinery and other forms of property of the people in 
the countries they had ravaged. Moreover, Germany had 
exacted from France in a war to which France had been 
provoked by Bismarck an indenmity alleged to have ex
ceeded the costs of war. 

If only the Allies had been able to fix a reasonable sum, 
say not over £2,000,000,000 to be paid in moderate il;!stal
ments over a fairly extended period, the issue might have 
been setrled for good.' But this proved impossible. The 
British Government was anxious to be able to assure the 
country that Germany would be made to pay to the utmost 
she could, and it failed to make it clear that this utmost 
must fall far short ~f covering the damage done. The total 
was also increased by the foolish decision to accept an en
tirely unconvincing argument of General Smuts,' under 
which it was reckoned [air to include the cost of pensions 
and separation allowances paid during the war. This point 
was made, no doubt, for the purpose of securing what 

1 Toynbcc. Survey Int. Aff., 1920-23. pp. 14ofr; Keynes. Economic 
Consequences of the Peace; Lloyd George, op. cit., ii. 43Stf, 488ff . 

• Hist. Peace Con!. v. 371. 
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seemed to the General a fairer distribution of the sums which 
could be extracted from Germany among the contending 
claimants, but while it might be said that it did not increase 
the actual burden on Germany, which was confined to such 
sums as she could pay, it is obvious that it afforded a quite 
effective argument that the terms of peace had been dis
torted. 

Germany made no serious effort to meet reparation 
paymeim, and the Reparation Commission established 
under the terms of the treaty received scant help in its 
task of fixing what she could pay. The sum decided on, 
on April 27, I92I, was I32 milliard gold marks, say 
£6,600.000.000. an amount doubtless beyond the resources 
of Germany to meet. It was agreed to let her pay by fixed 
instalments according to a schedule. and a milliard was 
actually paid by borrowing from London financial houses. 
But. the Allies were soon at loggerheads over the allocation 
of the amount as among themselves. Matters were patched 
up at a Conference at Cannes in January 1922. but the fall 
of M. Briand from power in France. and the snbstitution 
for him of M. Poincare brought serious difficulties, for 
M. Poincare was stubbornly convinced that Germany could 
pay. and was merely evading the discharge of her obligations. 
In Britain there was rather more insight, and on ISt August 
Mr. Balfour 1 communicated the offer to abandon rights 
to German reparations and Allied war debts, if this could 
be done.as part of a full settlement. while Britain would ask 
from her debtors only so much as would enable her to pay 
her indebtedness to the United States. The suggestion feU 
on deaf ears, and evoked no gratitude from the Allies. who 

1 Keith, Int. Alf.. 1918-37, i. 7af. 
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thought that Britain should set off reparations against war 
debts, and go on paying the United States out of her own 
pocket, while, more excusably, the United States adhered 
to the plain rule that an honest man should meet his debts, 
remaining unresponsive to the British argument that she 
had been compelled to incur heavy indebtedness to the 
United States in order to finance her Allies, the United 
States having declined, despite her entry into the war, to 
undertake this very natural share of the joint endeavour. 

Germany fell into difficulties owing to the decline in 
the value of the mark, and a failure of delivery of timber 
as part fulfilment of reparations was used by M. Poincare 
as an excuse to occupy the Rubr in January 1923, having 
obtained from the Reparation Commission, despite the 
opposition of the British representative, a declaration of 
default.' The British Government disliked the proceedings 
and denied that it was even legal, while the German Govern
ment stopped all reparation deliveries and actively furthered 
the refusal of the railwaymen to work the railways and 
miners to operate the mines. France and Belgium then 
resorted to severe measures of reprisal, and a customs line 
was drawn between the occupied and the unoccupied 
territory, goods save foodstuffs being prohibited from 
transit to the latter area. To these measures France added 
the promotion of a separatist movement in the Bavarian 
Palatinate, going so far as on January 2, 1924, to secure 
from the Rhineland High Commission recognition of the 
Palatinate as an autonomous government. But Britain 
protested, and demanded a reference to the Permanent Court 
ofInternational Justice, with the result that France withdrew 

1 Wheaton, Int. Law (ed. Keith). i. 197f. 504. uuf. 
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her support, and the separatists, who had no real popular 
backing, disappeared. 

Naturally the unrest thus created had evil effects else
where; in Bavaria itself, on November 9, 1923, General 
Ludendorff headed a rising in which Herr Hitler took part; 
his imprisonment in a fortress after the failure of the move
ment gave him the opportunity to develop his National 
Socialist philosophy, and to bestow upon the world Mein 
Kampf, though it was not finished before his release. 

But both France and Germany found financial catas
trophe awaiting them if they could not compose their 
quarrel; it was now that the franc lost nearly a quarter of 
its value, and that the mark became worthless, and an 
emergency currency of Rentenmarks had to be initiated 
in November. The United States now came to the aid of 
Europe by the suggestion of Mr. C. E. Hughes, made in the 
preceding December, being given effect. Mr. Baldwin 
asked the United States to collaborate in an investigation of 
Germany's capacity to pay, and thence emerged the final 
adoption on August 16, 1924, of the plan which bears the 
name of General Dawes, the American expert.1 It was an 
elaborate arrangement, but Germany was to pay to begin 
with a milliard gold marks a year, rising after five years to 

to two and a half milliards; the amount was to be found in 
part from the budget, in part from state railway bonds and 
industrial debentures, together with a transport tax, while 
the exchange was to be protected by the rule that payment 
was to be made in marks, while the new marks were to be 
rendered stable by the reorganization of the bank of issue, 
with elimination of governmental interference and under 

1 Da.wcs, The Dowes Plan (1925) j Stresem.mn. Didrie!. i. 2j41f. 
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supervision to protect foreign interests. In 1925 the shares 
of the Allies in the payments to be made were adjusted, 
and the matter slept for a time. 

In 1929, however, in accordance with discussions carried 
on from September 1928, a new scheme was worked out 
by a Committee 1 under the chairmanship of an American 
representative, Mr. Owen D. Young. The agreement 
arrived at placed in future on the German Government 
and not on the creditors the business of securing transfer 
of payments. But it divided the sums payable into un
conditional annuities, which corresponded to the interest 
derived from the state railways under the Dawes scheme, 
and conditional annuities; in their case the German 
Government might postpone payment in foreign currencies 
for two years, but had to lodge marks in the newly 
established Bank of International Settlements set up to 
perform inter alia the functions of control exercised by the 
agencies set up by the Dawes scheme so far as these were 
necessary under the change of n'gime. The allocation of the 
sums payable raised serious difficulties, but at a Conference 
at The Hague in August Mr. Snowden won a reputation 
as a staunch defender of British rights against the greed of 
foreigners. A further Conference in January 1930 cleared 
up some difliculties, and the opposition of the German 
Nationalists under Herr Hugenberg was rejected decisively 
both by the Reich,tag and at a referendum, so that the 
plan came into operation from 17th May. 

But the scheme took effect under conditions fatal to it. 
In 1929 sudden depression fell on America where speculation 
had been rife, values of shares fell calamitously, and lending 

• ParI. Pap. Cmd. 3343. 
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ceased. speculators recalling all the funds they could lay 
hands on. Hitherto Germany had been carrying on com
fortably by borrowing on a large scale from the United 
States to pay reparations. while the recipients returned 
the money to Germany on account of war debts. Germany 
had also borrowed freely on commercial account. and. 
while public revenue had risen. expenditure had more than 
kept pace with it. In May 193 I the failure of the Austrian 
Credit~Anstait was threatened; credit was shaken and a 
demand was made for the return of short-term loans from 
Germany. a milliard Reichsmarks having been withdrawn 
by the middle of June. while both hardship and anxiety 
were caused by the issue of a decree imposing drastic cuts 
in expenditure and increases in taxation. The Bank of 
England gave aid to the Austrian National Bank. the 
President of the United States secured a moratorium on 
inter-governmental debts. and in August a bankers' agree
ment prolonged for six months all banking credits in Ger
many. In Britain anxiety as to the financial stability of the 
government led on 24th August to the formation of a 
National Government, l but the naval mutiny at Invergordon 
in September, though slight in extent. was exaggerated by 
rumour. and prevented the government succeeding in its 
earnest effort to preserve the gold standard. which had been 
restored in 1926. This was followed by an appeal to the 
people for a mandate to restore the situation; a crushing 
majority. was accorded. public confidence restored. and 
next year the most important step was taken of abandoning 
the policy of free trade which so long had preserved Britain 
as the one free market in a world of constantly increasing 

1 Keith, Const. of E11gland, 0. I I sf. 
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tariffS. All danger of unbalanced budgets disappeated, but 
the success was only won by much retrenchment and readi
ness on the part of the public to face the necessity of hatd 
work. 

Reparations were patently impossible on the Young 
plan for long; in June 1932 a Conference 1 met at which 
the United States could not be represented, Congress having 
ruled in December against the cancellation or reduction 
of any of the indebtedness of foreign states to the United 
States. The Conference, however, decided that Germany 
should be rid of reparation payments by depositing with 
the Bank for International Settlements f,ve per cent. 
redeemable bonds, with one per cent. sinking fund, to the 
amount of three milliard Reichsmarks. The bank might, 
not sooner than three yeats after the date of the agreement, 
issue the bonds at not less than ninety per cent., but a con
temporary accord made ratification of the result of the 
Conference dependent on a settlement satisfactory in 
character between the creditors of Germany and the United 
States. 

Such a settlement was ruled out by the temper of the 
American people, who could not appreciate the fact that 
they would gain nothing by insisting on gold payments, 
while they blocked payment by services or imports. The 
Presidential election saw both parties insistent on no cancel
lation,' and after it the requests of Britain and France 
for reconsideration were ruled out. Britain paid one more 
instalment in gold, two token payments of 10,000,000 dollars 
in silver, but in 1934 Congress negatived further acceptance 
of such payments. Britain, which had made no attempt 

1 Cmd. 4126, 4129. 
(16) 

• Cj Keith, I111. Aff., 1918-37, i. Z31tf. 
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to recover from her own debtors, then ceased further 
payments, a course morally defensible. 

The United States also dealt a faw blow at the chance 
of any result from the World Economic Conference of 
1933.' It did so by refusing to allow war debts to be 
discussed; then after intimating approval of currency 
stabilization, it suddenly reversed its policy, and thus 
brought the whole pretentious Conference to an end in 
utter failure. The President had found that departure from 
the gold standard offered some relief to the difficulties of 
the American situation, and that outweighed in his mind 
the advantages of co-operation. Not until 1936, after much 
suffering in America and Europe alike, was accord reached 
between Britain, France, and the United States to seek to 
attain as far as possible stability of exchange, creating 
exchange equalization funds for this purpose, and expressing 
the intention to relax progressively the system of quotas 
and exchange controls with a view to their abolition. The 
result of this decision was to bring the whole of the former 
gold bloc reluctantly into line, with the further result of 
tentative efforts to increase international trade by freeing 
it from barriers, on which, at the request of the French and 
British Governments M. van Zeeland prepared an elaborate 
report issued in January 1938. 

5. The Effie! of Reparations and the Struggle for AllIarky 

The effects of reparations on German economic policy 
were far-reaching. The situation which was reached in 
1923 was admittedly deplorable. In January 1923 the 

, Toynbee, Survey It11. Aff., J933, pp. 3sff; J936, pp. 161ff. 
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government, taking advantage of the temporary cessation 
of payment of reparations, sought to stabilize the currency 
at 20,000 marks to the dollar, but the attempt broke down 
by April, and, as the result of reckless conduct on the part 
of industrialists and financiers alike, the mark lost all value, 
for a loaf of bread notes being paid the face value of which 
was milliards Or even billions. The speculators of the 
financial world, the great industrialists, and estate owners 
prospered greatly, but the inflation deeply injured the lower 
middle classes, the wage and salary earners, and swept 
away the savings of all thrifty classes. The state was still 
essentially bourgeois, but it failed entirely to protect the 
middle classes. As Herr von Stresemann insisted,' the 
intellectual and productive mid,lle class, the backbone of 
the country, which had sacrificed itself freely during the 
war, was rewarded by reduction to a proletariat stattls; 
incredible hardship befell unfortunate retired people and 
those who had hitherto lived in modest comfort on savings. 
The working classes were equally hard hit, though un
employment was small. The wages of a trained and skilled 
worker for one week were said to have sufficed in October 
I923 to buy no more than a cwt. of potatoes, and nine or 
ten hours of work were needed to purchase a pound of 
margarine. A suit of clothes absorbed twenty weeks' pay, 
a pair of boots six weeks'. From this date can be traced the 
trends of opinion which were to reveal themselves in the 
National Socialist movement in I933. It is, of course, true 
that for this chaos Germany had herself in high degree to 
blame, but it is also true that reparations and M. Poincare's 

1 W. F. Bruck, Social and Economic History of Germany, 1888-1938, 
pp. 165f. 
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adventure in the Ruhr played a serious part, and the bitter
ness of German opinion on reparations can be understood. 
It has been easy to keep the resentment alive. 

The settlement of the chaos was partly the work of a 
determined effort to stabilize the currency by the intro
duction of the new Rentenmark, partly the outcome of the 
Dawes scheme, which reflected from the standpoint of 
Germany the will of Herr Stresemann to adopt a policy of 
co-operation with the Allies in the settlement of economic 
and political reIations. That conditions became easier 
has been already noted, but the American collapse of 1929 
was certain to affect deeply the whole structure of German 
economy. The suffering caused by the new state of affairs 
brought about, as we have seen, the collapse and end of 
reparations, but the economic reaction was hostile to any 
idea of co-operation. We have instead the development 
of a system of autarky by the National Socialists. They 
had denounced the Stresemann plan of fulfilment, 1 and 
declared the burden too great for the country to bear as 
worked out in the Young Plan. They could point to the 
disaster of 1929 and the following years, and insist that 
the whole tendency of the Stresemann policy was wrong. 
Further, their political prospects gained greatly from the 
difficulties into which Dr. Bruning, who became Chancellor 
in 1930, was plunged by the economic chaos. Parliament 
failed to realize his position and to give the support essential.' 
It forgot that this failure to aid must drive him into the 

• Stresemano's motives have been made doubtful by his letter of 
September 7. 1925. to the Crown Prince (Diaries, ii. 503f). but see Sutton. 
i. p. xxvii ; ii. p. xi for a fairer view. 

I Cf K. Heiden, Hitler, 1. 276ff; A. Rosenberg, A History of tht 
Gn-matl Republic, pp. 27Ifi: 308ft". 
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expedient of governing by decrees, dispensing as far as 
possible with the effective approval of the Reichstag, which 
met only at rare intervals for the sole purpose of homolog at
ing measures taken by the ministry, which in effect it could 
neither reject nor alter, as they had already gone into 
execution, and the social state of the country demanded 
energetic action. From this it was but a short step to the 
system under which, when Herr Hitler on January 30, 1933, 
became Chancellor of the Reich, on 23rd March an Act 
was passed by a Reichstag, newly elected after the episode 
of the fire in the Reichstag building on 27th February, 
and the suppression of the Communist representation, 
under which Parliamentary government w"' terminated 
for four years-later prolonged-and a Nan dictatorship 
set up.' 

It must be recognized that the result of the collapse in 
American and Europe had disastrous results for Germany. 
The problem to be faced first by Dr. Schacht as Governor 
of the Reichsbank and head of the Ministry of Economic 
Affairs was the existence of an army of six million un
employed with all the misery thereby created, of which 
no doubt Britain then and later had no adequate realization. 
His conception' of the method of approach was that" the 
secret of financing Germany's political and economic tasks 
lies in a centralized and rigid concentration of the whole 
public and private activities of the German Reich, that is, 

1 By law of January 30, 1934. Germany was completely unified and 
constituent power given to the government. See Survl"y Int. AJf.. 19J3. 
pp. 1391f . 

• Bruck, "p. cit .• p. lll. See N. Mlihlen, Hitler's Magician: SchdCht 
(1938). AU restrictions on governmental control of the Reichsbank were 
removed by It law of February 10, 1937. 
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public fInance as well as private economy. The concen
tration is only possible within a state based on authoritative 
rules." He admitted that the task could not be accomplished 
within a democratic and Parliamentary system; liberty 
and social progress must suffer under a planned economy. 
His ideas are carried out more fully, but with no vital 
change of principle by Field-Marshal Goring under the 
Four Years' Plan, with the working of which he was 
enrrusted from 1936. 

The programme of creating work necessarily involved 
the utmost control over all aspects of German economic 
and fmanci.l activity. Wages must be maintained at the 
lowest rate reasonably possible to maintain the workers 
in activity, and prices must be stabilized so that this plan 
could be worked. The wisest possible use must be made 
of the services and savings of the people. Just as Germany 
was to become repossessed of full sovereignty for militaty 
dispositions, so must she have complete economic freedom 
of action. Her own resources must be used to fInance the 
expenditure; everything that concerned the market for 
money and capital must be subjected to the strictest control, 
and everybody must be brought under full discipline. No 
expenditure was right which did not serve the purpose of 
creating work, and of enabling the nation to rearm. The 
essential modification of the existing system was made 
under which capitalism of the British style was rransformed 
into a capitalism in which interference by the state plays 
the decisive part in business management. It is not merely 
that public capital has a great part in production and dis
rribution, but the whole economic life has been regimented, 
and socialistic principles have been so applied that economy 

~ 
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has to serve the nation. No doubt the system adopted is 
less completely official than the Soviet regime, so that it is 
possible, though hardly accurate, to speak of a degree of 
private initiative still being left to the entrepreneur. But 
the essential fact is that the theory of the state, which will be 
further discussed below, seeks to combine the tasks of the 
state as formerly conceived with all the activities of private 
life, and above all, with the economic activities. Just as in 
Russia a planning committee adjusts all the needs of the 
people to the available means of subsistence, whether pro
duced locally or imported, so in Germany there is complete 
direction through the varying forms of the supreme control 
of economic affairs working with the Reichsbank for a 
single end. 

Under this system were created economic groups for 
the chief branches of activity, industry, trade, handicrafts, 
banks, insurance, the production of power, with sub
divisions. All matters relating to food and agriculture, 
including the vital issue of prices, were placed under strict 
regulation. The Weimar constitution had legalized strikes 1 

and sought to secure peace in industry by an elaborate 
arbitration system. The new policy, which negatived any 
class warfare, has substituted a Labour Front wherein 
employers and employed are bound together in a regime 
whereby strikes and lock-outs are absolutely forbidden. 
The planned development of agriculture as well as industrial 
development, including the construction of houses and 
communications, was undertaken. Currency became com
pletely regulated, and production followed suit. Industry 

1 Hider's hatred of strikes dates from his war experience •. Mtin Kampf 
(E.T.), p. 17'· 
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is regulated according to whether it produces security goods 
or consumption goods, such as buildings, household 
requisites, furniture, cloth, etc. To the former is allocated 
preferentially foreign raw material. Hence, while the 
building trade enormously increased in its use of steel from 
1932 onwards, the increase lay in much greater proportion 
in the production of public buildings as against the building 
of houses. In like manner iron is rationed strictly from the 
point of view of the greatest national advantage. In 1938, 
when the need for further expansion of the iron industry 
was realized, the Government stepped in with an elahorate 
plan for direct development of the hitherto low-grade iron 
deposits in North Germany, thus vastly increasing its hold 
on the ironworks of the country and opening up the 
prospect of the shifting of the location of industry, and 
securing that a substantial portion of the needs of the country 
for iron and steel should be met in regions less vulnerable 
to enemy attack than the already congested Rhineland and 
Westphalia. 

The results of the system of planning were such as to 
strengthen in public opinion the new regime. Agriculture 
and industry expanded; the purchasing power of the 
people grew as well as their deposits. There was an increase 
in exports, in income from taxation, and a reduction in 
foreign debts. From 1932 to 1937 industrial production 
grew from 37,800 million marks to over 75,000 million 
mark;;.' The output of coal increased in the same period 
from 104.7 to 184.5 million tons, lignite from 122.65 to 
184.7 million tons, steel from 9.66 million tons in 1933 to 
19.207 million tons in 1937. In iron ore the growth 

1 Hider, Reichstag speech, February 20, 1938. 
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was from 1.3 to 9.6 million tons, while it was hoped 
to increase the output by the development of German 
low-grade ore by 21 million tons in 1940, and Herr Hitler 
envisaged even a total of 45 million tons in 1941. From 
1933 production of petroleum rose from 238,000 to 
453,000 tons in 1937. Moreover credit must be given to the 
skill and patient research which produced ever-increasing 
quantities of synthetic rubber, artificial silk, soap from coal, 
and other synthetic oil and fat materials, even though at 
first the substitutes fell short in durability of the originals, 
and though prima facie it was possible to hold that 
importation by normal trade would have been wISer 
policy. 

There was improvement in transport facilities. The 
cost of production and distribution of commodities was 
reduced by the development of canals and waterways.' 
hitherto inadequately used, and a system' of motor roads 
accelerated and facilitated conveyance of goods. Despite 
demands for public purposes, building of houses for private 
use was of substantial extent. Control of credit produced 
marked results; in 1932 short-term credit cost 6.23 per 
cent., in 1937 it had fallen to 2.93 per cent., while long-term 
credit has fallen to 4.5 from 8.8. 

The planned economy permitted, despite difficulties, 
an increase of imports from 4,200 million marks in 1933 to 
5,500 millions in 1937, while in the same period exports 
rose from 4,900 to 5,900 millions. 

But these results could only be reached by the manipu-

1 Cf Bull. Int. News, xvii. 66ff. For Germany's mineral supplies. see 
xvi. I238tf, IJo7ff. 1366ff. 

I Todt. Germany Speaks, pp. 25Iff. 
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lations of public finance and the creation of credits by the 
government with complete disregard of normal fmancial 
principles.' From 1933 the essential increase of employ
ment which afforded, no doubt, justification for very radical 
departures from normal methods, was achieved in part by 
the issue of work creation bills, with the co-operation of 
municipal authorities, certain public organizations. and 
banking corporations. Capitalists, German and foreign, 
were naturally then reluctant to lock away money in long
term loans, but they had to employ their capital somehow, 
and these bills solved the problem. Goods and money were 
brought into active circulation again; trade and industry, 
receiving these bills in part payment for their services, held 
them as short-term investments, while sending a relatively 
small proportion to their banks, which in their tum held 
them for the like purpose. Any orderly budgeting system 
disappeared, and taxation took many forms, contributions 
and subscriptions to the Nazi party, to charitable funds 
such as winter relief, fees to corporative organizations, and 
fees for import and raw material supervision boards and 
exports subsidies, and so forth. Some imposts are com
pulsory. some virtually so, and few really voluntary. From 
workers' wages for social benefits and income tax as much 
as 14 per cent. may be deducted, and it seems probable that, 
whereas before the Nazi regime some 25 per cent. of the 
national income was absorbed by taxation and contributions, 
the tqtal is now aboUJ: 50 per cent., ignoring, of course, 
the war additions. According to Herr Hitler the Reich 
revenues in 1938 would reach 17,000 million marks as 

1 An idealist view is given by F. Reinhardt, Germany Speaks, pp. I3Iff. 
Fot guesses on German financial strength see Bull. In:. News, xvii. 63ft". 
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against 6,600 million in 1932.' Expenditure was correspond
ingly large, but the figures of increase of the public debt 
cannot be estimated with any attempt at accuracy. There 
has been need of enormous sums for the process of re
armament, and naturally enough Germany has displayed 
scant readiness to permit other countries to know what was 
the real amount which she was expending for that end. 
On the other hand must be set the relief afforded to the 
country by the governmental policy of forced reduction 
of interest rates, which began iu 1933 by reduciug iuterest 
of agricultural debts and municipal debts, extended iu 1934 
to private credits and loans, iu 1935 to public loans and bank 
interest rates, and is now secured by agreements among the 
bankiug associations which regulate the maximum rates 
for credits. The advantage of the restoration offull employ
ment, and of the reduction iu iuterest rates, has been seen in 
the iucreases iu the savings of public and private busiuess 
alike. 

It is, of course, natural to wonder how an economy of 
this type on its finaucial side can be stable, but though 
under normal conditions the amount of unfunded debt 
and the use of such unorthodox iustrumentalities as work 
bills would spell danger of disaster, it is patent that under 
a totalitarian economy there is really no predictable limit 
to what the state can do iu matters of finance. With 
dictatorial powers over the money and capital market, the 
Reichsbank can prevent sudden inflation of currency, and 
so it can iusure the contiuued issue of bills by use of which 
the deficit of the Reich can be duly financed. Hence it has 

1 From 1932 to 1939 the debt rose from 12,200 to 41,000 million 
marks. and revenue before the war had reached 19.()(X) millions. 
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been that finance has never been a factor capable of calling 
a halt to the process of rearmament at an ever-increasing 
cost. soiv;tur ambJlianJo; Germany has realized that the 
solemn warnings of those accustomed to the normal work
ing of international trade and finance have no real applica
tion for any comparatively brief period to its doctrine of 
self-sufficiency, or to use the current if far from euphonious 
term, autarky. 

This policy in the field of foreign trade 1 is necessarily 
aimed at making the country to the greatest measure pos
sible self-sufficient, and thus avoiding the results whieh 
are inevitable if a country must carry on normal business 
with others. There is, of course, much excuse for the 
German decision to turn to this remedy for her evils. In 
the Great War her successful resistance was impaired by 
the power of Britain to blockade her, and thus to diminish 
her supplies of foodstuffs for her people, and of raw 
materials for the manufacture of munitions. The Nazi 
propaganda has taken up and widely extended the vogue 
of the attractive belief that it was not the strength of Allied 
arms, but the starvation by the blockade of the people that 
compelled a victorious Germany to yield. Hence Field
Marshal Goring strikes a sensitive and responsive chord 
when he declares' that .. the condition of dependence on 
the greater or lesser goodwill of foreign Powers is, for a 

1 Cf. Survey 1.,. AJf., '937, i. 4S9tf. 
I Speech [0 International Chamber of Commerce, Berlin, 1937; 

Survey Int. A.ff., J937. i. 80. See A. G. B. Fisher, Economic Selj.suffidnrcy 
(1939). who seeks to distinguish .. autarky " as literal self-sufficiency from 
.. autarchy" as power to control one's own destiny. including control over 
others necessary thereto. See also Political Testament oj H. Goering 
(Ryan, 1939). 
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self-conscious people that has the desire to live, simply 
intolerable." So the Nazi Party Conference was assured 
by Herr Hitler in 1938 that his success in securing autarky 
was such that the idea of a blockade "can now be 
buried as a completely ineffectual weapon," a prediction 
which patently has considerable but not conclusive weight, 
since the Russian pact removed the danger of war from the 
east. As often, Herr Hitler is in accord with the attitude 
of Italy, for there the date of the application of 
economic sanctions in respect of Ethiopia, November 
18, 1935, marks "the beginning of a new phase in 
Italian history, a phase dominated by the fundamental 
postulate of seeking to achieve in the least possible 
time the maximum possible amount of economic 

" 1 autonomy. 
But the motive of self-sufficiency for purposes of 

national security' has been greatly reinforced by the 
development of similar efforts at autarky among peoples 
who are not primarily at any rate concemed with the idea 
of assuring safety in time of war. The British decision to 
adopt protection, though it was motived by substantial 
reasons of immediate necessity in 1931, was adhered to in 
subsequent years, and it was conErmed and extended by 
the Ottawa Agreements with the Dominions in 1932. 
Germans may be excused not finding it possible to ascribe to 
anything but hypocrisy the pious assertion of the ministry 
which concluded these rather dangerous accords that they 
would aid to expand world trade; patently the conEning 
of trade to an imperial group was a step towards autarky, 
the importance of which Germany might exaggerate 

1 Survt'y Int. Aff., 1935, n. 424ft'. 
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but did not create.' The contemporaneous policy of regu
lating capital lending overseas, no doubt urgent in 1931, 
in later years afforded another departute of important 
type ITom the regime of freer exchange, and, as we have 
seen, the Economic Conference of 1933 ended, partly 
through the erratic and selfish policy of the United States, 
in a disappointing negation even of the duty of stabilizing 
currency. When sanity was forced on President Roosevelt 
by the unsatisfactory results of his narrowly nationalist 
policy, and a new spirit appeared in 1936, it was too late 
to undo the injury produced. Those who had criticized 
Ottawa had the somewhat barren satisfaction of seeing 
Britain compelled by generous concessions to purchase 
ITom the Dominions the right to secure a freer exchange 
of goods with the United States, an action followed later 
by Canada, which had learned that there are very definite 
limits to the profits to be gained from seeking to erect 
barriers to foreign trade. 

Other countries also were hampering trade at every 
turn by the devices of exchange control, quotas, prohi
bitions, barter bargains, and so on, and even Holland was 
departing ITom the completeness of her free trade policy, 
despite the patent advantages it offered to a country which 
drew so much profit from its forwarding trade. Britain 
abandoned in considerable measure her former policy of 
keeping her oversea territories open to foreign trade, and 
the Dominions persisted and added to their economic 
nationalism, implementing their obligations to aid British 

1 Cf Si4Tl'ey Int. Aff.. 1937. i. HOff. But the use for political purposes 
of the Exports Credit System falls only into 1939 as a means to prepare for 
war~ 
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manufacturers by the pleasing simplicity of increasing to 
prohibitive heights their tariffs against foreign imports. 
Germany could claim that she was following approved 
models, and she proceeded to act with ever-growing 
thoroughness. A policy, adopted probably ftrst merely as 
a matter of urgency for self-defence, was soon taken up by 
Nazi thought and converted into a fundamental principle 
of national life. 

Complete control of capital' was assumed early, only 
such issues on private account being permitted as served 
public ends. The government took the right to regulate 
quotations of stocks, to prevent credit business on the stock 
exchanges, and to control absolutely all dealings in foreign 
securmes. The whole freedom of business in regard to 
foreign payments disappeared. A central office took over 
the regulation of the use of foreign bills. All import and 
export transactions were subjected to full control, and 
allocations of permits to import were rationed strictly 
according to principles of national economic purpose. 
Dr. Schacht inaugurated the principle of a heavy levy on 
indus tty to further exports, and a wide system grew up 
virtually of barter trade, such as that stipulated for with 
Russia in 1939-40. The vital importance of the new 
system lay in its political aspect. The countries of south
eastern Europe were in urgent need of outside markets for 
their surplus production; hence a technique was developed 
under which a market was offered for what they were 
eager to sell, and less was exported in exchange; the 
resulting credits were then blocked, and the states had to 
accept in dischaIge of the German indebtedness not so 

, Cf Hitler, Me;n Kampf (E.T.), pp. 183£ 
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much what they actually wanted as what it suited German 
manufacturers to supply, armaments in special. The ad
vantages of this procedure were obvious, and have been 
illustrated in 1939-40 in the continued German efforts to 
control the Rumanian oil industry and to secure a much 
larger share of its output than that to which it has any 
title. The other states became more and more economically 
dependent on Germany, and it waS possible for Germany 
to add to this dependence by extending the activities of 
German capitalists and technicians in their boundaries. 
The supply of armaments at the same time rendered the 
states increasingly unable to risk war with Germany or to 
trcat her in economic matters with true independence, since 
a cessation of supply of armaments might gravely embarrass 
them in maintaining themselves against their neighbours, 
and, luckily for Germany, the claims of Hungary 1 and 
Bulgaria on their neighbours afforded a constant oppor
tunity of preventing any union to resist German blackmail. 

The demand, therefore, for self-sufficiency has a definitely 
depressing effect on the smaller states, and it is a source of 
grave danger for all states. Germany admits that she 
cannot, despite all ingennity in the production of substitutes 
for imported goods such as wool or rubber, succeed within 
her present boundaries in making hcrself independent, and 
this leads to the demand that true independence can only 
be secured when all her vital imports are assured of regular 
deliv:ery, without risk of interruption from trade fluctua
tions or war. On the one hand this leads to the demand 
for the actual expansion of state territory, on the othcr to 

1 C. A. Macartney. Hungary Ilnd Her Successors (1937); South-Eastern 
Eorope (1938). 
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the determination to establish such a stranglehold on minor 
states as will rule out the possibility of their asserting 
economic independence. The system of long-term con
tracts for purchases proposed for Bulgaria in 1938, and in 
some measure realized for Rumania in 1939, by Germany, 
serves to link the other states in a most firm connection, 
whence the minor state may find it most difficult to 
extricate itself. 

Moreover, autarky in the nature of things makes for 
conflict with foreign .tates, especially if these have autarkic 
aims, as they may well have, for nothing spreads more 
swiftly than an evil example. There are few states which 
can really hope for autarky without dominating others. 
Even the United States is deficient in such things as 
manganese, chromium, and tin, and if she determined that 
areas which were sources of supply of these commodities 
must fall under her control she would fmd herself brought 
up against the rival claims of other Powers. Nor would 
even the U.S.S.R. be comfortably autarkic, despite her 
vast expanse of territory, if her people were to be given a 
higher standard oflife. Autarkic Powers arc ill the awkward 
position that by the determination to be self-sufficient, they 
tend to deprive themselves of the essential benefit of world 
trade, the reduction of cost under the system by which 
each part of the world tends to produce those articles for 
which it has special qualifications, and thus there exist 
large quantities of cheaply produced goods which, under 
a natural system, can be sold profitably for other products 
also cheaply produced elsewhere. 

The system of autarky has important results in the 
agricultural sphere, for food supplies are so vital that all 
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efforts must be directed to ensuring their presence, above 
all in a state which must be ready to wage war for the 
expansion which autarky invites. German agriculture has 
been subjected to a regime of the most rigid control in 
every respect.' Since 1936 even the death penalty may be 
inflicted for failure on the part of producers to supply the 
amounts stipulated. But there are limits to success in this 
regimentation. It has proved impossible to expect com
plete autarky in food production, and the situation as to 
fodder for livestock production has been still worse, with 
the inevitable result of a decline in the amount of stock. 
A bad potato crop might even in peace time prove 
disastrous if it were at the same time difficult to purchase 
foodstuffs from abroad. Hence again we have the motive 
for expansion and for the domination of border states. 

Yet the improvement of agriculture has to meet with 
difficulties based on racial considerations. It is important 
to preserve and strengthen the yeomanry as the fine flower 
of the Nordic race. Hence the system of hereditary farms, 
of area not exceeding 125 hectares, which must pass by the 
laws of primogeniture, other children being compensated. 
The result, it is suggested, has been cile increase of landless 
younger sons, the breakdown of the agricultural credit 
system since the farms may not be mortgaged, and the 
promotion of slackness in farming on the part of the 
owners who cannot lose their land. In any case, it is sug
gested that the present system with a large number of 
independent farmers is inefficient for the purpose of 
autarky, and that recourse mmt be had to the Russian 
system of large-scale collective farms, which alone can 

1 Bruck, .p. cit., pp. 2j6ff; R. W. Dam!, Ckrmany Speaks, pp. I48ff. 
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produce large amowltS of the staple crops, for the small 
farmer is dependent on those high-quality crops which 
give the highest profit. The difficulties of the situation are 
patent. Despite ministerial declarations of the high merits 
of yeoman husbandry, the great estate owners of central 
and eastern Prussia, who before the Nazi regime were in 
grave danger of ruIn because they could not compete in 
the world markets, now prosper from the monopoly of 
cereal and potato production which they enjoy. Even the 
Nazi regime seems thus reluctant to expropriate them, as 
in theory it should be ready to do . • The regimentation of agriculturists necessary to increase 
production applies also in the whole sphere of labour. ' 
Through the machinery of the National Labour Front all 
labour is closely supervised in its relations with employers, 
and wages arc strictly regulated. It is significant of the 
closeness of control that, when the war broke out, it was 
deemed possible to forbid overtime payments and to 
require an increase of hours, but so hard worked is the 
employee already that prudence dictated the withdrawal of 
the project, which would have failed to work. Care is 
taken to avoid unemployment, and to provide social 
benefits, though not on the British scale. But the fact is 
clear that for all workers in agriculture and industry alike 
Germany imposes a strict control, which extends to their 
employers, but naturally falls with much less severity on 
the latter in so far as affects their opportunities of enjoying 
the pleasures of life. 

It is easy and natural for the Nazi regime, while vaunt
mg its success in destroying unemployment and creating 

1 Milller-Brandenburg, GernuJny Speaks, pp. 1891f. 
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prosperity from the misery of the pre-Nazi period, to 
insist that the hardships which are tlllder the system 
inflicted on the German people are the outcome of the 
hostility of other Powers. Germany, on this doctrine, 
which has long been effectively propagated, is not suffering 
because of any desire on her part for a needless autarky. 
The German people is in a virtual state of siege, and with 
this assertion is coupled the pernicious doctrine of encircle
ment, dealt with elsewhere. Hence it is a motive for 
accepring the Nazi dogma of the necessity of expansion 
that thus only can the German be relieved from a life of 
constant labour. Mo~eover, thus ouly will there be 
attained that living space to which the Germans as a 
superior race are on that score clearly entitled, and room 
found for the development of the yeomanry, the glory of 
the Nordic race, whose increase is hampered by the narrow 
limits of the Germanic home. 

6. Pride of Race 

Though the racial pride which has brought about such 
difficulties in Europe has naturally been severely censured 
by British opinion, it must be admitted that it is merely an 
exaggeration of a feeling of race superiority conspicuously 
British. Like the Germans, the British have shown a 
marked dislike to treating any coloured race on terms of 
equality. Despite the proclamation of Queen Victoria in 
18;8 when she assumed the direct sovereignty of India, in 
which discrimination based on race was renounced, it was 
not until the contribution of India to the British effort in 
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the Great War had demanded recognition that Indians 
were admitted to commissioned rank in the army serving 
in India, nor until the opening of the present war that the 
rule which forbade the entry of non-Europeans into the 
British Army was withdrawn, and Indians and Africans 
allowed to find a career due to their talents. As against 
even Indians there has been erected in Kenya Colony a 
racial barrier, excluding them from the occupation of 
lands in the highland area, nor have all the protests of 
the Indian Government availed to abolish a discrinlina
tion without excuse, and morally indefensible. In the 
Dominions entry of persons of colour is virtually forbidden, 
and in the Union of South Africa governmental policy 
denies any possibility of equal treatment for coloured 
persons, however civilized, and Europeans, and aims at 
making the native population subservient to European 
interests. Their complete inferiority is symbolized by 
forbidding them to be trained in arms, and in Southern 
Rhodesia, where native interests are not so completely 
postponed to those of Europeans, public opinion forbids 
the training of natives 1 to defend their country. If we 
seek to find any close parallel for Herr Hitler's denunciation 
of affording higher education to natives, it is available in 
the determination of the Union of South Africa to close 
entry into skilled occupations to persons of calouL' 

In the United Kingdom itself racial prejudice has 
happily been held in check. In large measure this 
may be ascribed to the fortunate fact that, except in 
limited areas, there are no large aggregations of racial 

1 Keith, United Empire, 1940, pp. 8If, I6If. 
• Cf Keith. The Dominions as Sovereign States, pp. 712ft'. 
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character to provoke resentment by their special mode 
of life. Where there arc such aggregations, as in the east 
end of London among persons of Jewish race, 1 anti
Semitism is not rarely found, and Sir O. Mosley's Fascist 
movement has anti-Semitism as part of its character. 
This fact renders more intelligible the anti-Semitic move
ment 2 in Germany, even if it affords for it no scintilla of 
an excuse. It gathered force from the fact that persons of 
Jewish extraction were eminent in science, in law, and in 
medicine, as well as powerful in fmance and commerce, 
and racial prejudice could be excited by hopes of plunder. 
From September 30, 1938, the practice of medicine was 
forbidden to Jews, and in November the ruin of the Jews 
for the benefit of the state was consummated by the 
infliction of a penalty of £80,000,000 imposed in punish
ment for the murder in Paris of a German diplomat, 
although there was no shadow of evidence to ascribe blame 
to the Jewish community. Other steps were taken to 
exclude Jews from any real chance of earning a living by 
any form aflabour, while their emigration from Germany 
was rendered difficult by the prohibition of their taking 
with them any of their property. The policy was doubt
less motived in part by the desire to render German refugees 
unpopular even in those countries where humanity dic
tated their reception as a means of saving them from the 
ferocious savagery of their treatment in concentration 
camps.' As was inevitable, the widespread and vocal 

1 Note Dr. Weizmann's testimony to the marked difference between 
]e\vs and Germans in Lord D'Abernon's Diary, i. 236. 

I W. Gross, Germany Speaks, pp. 66tf; Mein Kampf (E. T.), pp. 238ff. 
a Cmd. 6120 gives ghastly details. 
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condenmation of German action in Europe, and not least 
in Britain and France, added to the coldness existing on 
other grounds between the western countries and Ger
many, and German feeling, irritated by this condenma
tion, was conftrmed in the belief that the superlative 
character of its nationality, which had compelled it to 
measures to eliminate Semitic influences, was not 
realized by the inferior races of Britain and France, 
whom it accused of having been contaminated by Jewish 
influence. 

The German attitude was confirmed by the elforts of 
a large number of scholars,' especially after the initial 
successes of the Nazi movement made it clear in which 
direction security for their future advancement lay, to prove 
that Germany was the home of the Atyan race, whence 
was derived all that was best in human polity and culture. 
It must be admitted that the task was difficult. Tacitus 
in his Germania at the close of the first century A.D. sides 
with those who regarded the Germans as a pure unmixed 
race, attested by the similarity of physical type throughout 
a vast area. But the fierce blue eyes, red hair, and huge 
frames, which he marks out as peculiarly German, are 
patently not characteristic of the whole of the people now 
claimed as Germanic. Herr Hitler himself cannot claim to 
have the features which Tacitus deemed specifically Ger
manic. Modern ethnography distinguishes clearly several 
racial types in Germany and among kindred peoples.' 
Perhaps a half of the total belong to the Nordic stock, tall, 

1 See Hirt-Festsdlr£ft (1936), i. 284ff. 407ft: 
I H. Gunther, Rasscnkwrde des deutsd,en Volkt's (ed. 14. 1930). See also 

R"", in Europe (1939). by J. Huxley. 
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long-headed, with light or golden hair, and deep-set light 
blue or grey eyes, prevalent in the north, and in history 
associated with the Vikings. In Westphalia, Northern 
Hesse, and Western Thuringia we find a somewhat similar 
race, but of heavier build, broader of face, and with ash 
blonde hair, similar to that found in Dalecarlia in Sweden 
and in parts of Eastern England. In the south, however, 
a quarter of the population belongs to the Alpine race, 
short in stature, broad-headed, with black or brown hair, 
brown eyes, and sallow skin. In the region of the Danube 
and the Austrian Alps we have the tall, dark-haired, brown
eyed Dinaric race, marked by prominent noses and short 
heads with steep backs, while the dark, long-headed Medi
terranean type appears in the Rhineland. The Germans 
are essentially, like all important peoples, of mixed racial 
composition. The much-despised Jews do not differ in 
racial make-up from south Germans, belonging like them 
to the Alpine race. Their language, Yiddish, is simply 
a German dialect based on East Middle German with some 
Upper German characteristics, which has been influenced 
in phonology and syntax by Hebrew.> Their specific 
character is not racial; it is based on religion, culture, and 
historic tradition. 

The idea that Germany, especially Northern Germany, 
was the home of the people who created the Aryan speech, 
and that from it proceeded waves of conquerors who carried 
it far into southern Europe and Asia, has no sound basis. 
All that we know is that, widely spread, we fUld the 
presence of speeches which arc most conveniently called 
Indo-European to express their extension in space. We 

.1 R. Priebsch and W. E. Collinson, The German LAnguage, p. 32.8. 
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assume that there was once an Indo-European home 1 

where an early form of this speech was spoken. whence 
we hold Sanskrit. Persian, Latin, Greek, the Baltic and the 
Slav speeches. Celtic. Albanian, Armenian, and others to 
be derived. But of the physical characteristics of those who 
used this speech we have no knowledge whatever. It is 
just as legitimate to claim that they were Nordics' as that 
they were of Alpine race,s or that they were of mixed race. 
The most that can be said is that it is surprising, if the 
original source ofIndo-European speech were in Northern 
Germany, that Germanic should have wandered so far 
away from the original as reconstructed from comparison 
of the existing speeches. The famous sound shift • familiar 
to us from Grimm's Law is much more easily explained 
by the view that Germanic is the result of the imposition 
on a race of lower civilization-as revealed by the early 
arch<cological remains in Northern Germany-of the speech 
of a body of conquerors. not necessarily numerous. Further, 
on the whole, it is easier to explain the historical distribution 
of the Indo-European speeches and what we know of 
the movements of their speakers by the assumption that 
the Indo-European speech was developed in eas!ern Asia. 
At any rate the idea that the present Germans are in any 
sense a pure Aryan race of high qualities has no scientific 
basis. It is a mere myth, but its effect as a cause of war 
must not be under-estimated. It expressed itself in the 
German contempt for the Czechs. and above all. in their 

1 Cf Keith, The Home of ,Iu! Indo-Europeans (Ind. Hist. Q.amr'y, xiii., 
No. I). 

I Karsten, Die Indogrrmanen (I928). 
I S. Feist, Kuitur, Ausbreitung und Herkunft t:kr InJClgcrmanm (1913) . 
.. Priebsch and Collinson, op. cit., pp. 4-0ff.. 

(36) III S 



THE CAUSES OF THE WAR 

violent hatred of the Poles. The denial to the Poles in the 
occupied territories of any right to adequate living space 
was justified by Dr. Ley on the score that an inferior race 
needs less food, less culture, less land than a higher race. 

In fact the German claim of racial superiority must meet 
with considerable reserves. The courage of the race is 
recognized by Tacitus: 1 " When they go into battle, it is 
a disgrace for the chief to be surpassed in valour, a disgrace 
for· his followers not to equal the valour of the chief. And 
it is an infamy and reproach for life to have survived the 
chief, and to have returned from the flCid. To defend and 
to protect him, to ascribe one's own brave deeds to his 
renown is the height ofloyalty. The chief fights for victory; 
the vassals fight for their chief." We may admire one aspect 
of this picture, but the subservience of the followers, else
where also insisted on by Tacitus, affords early evidence of 
the besetting fault of Germans, their deference to leadership. 
Modern Germany has been prolific in hero worship, and 
her heroes have seldom been of attractive personality. 
Force, rather than virtue or intelligence, has been held in 
honour, and Herr Hitler himself has borne effective testi
mony to their susceptibility to dictation, to their dislike 
to have freedom of choice forced upon them, and to their 
readiness to yield to doctrines destructive of liberty, provided 
they are expressed with ruthless brutality. He himself 
saw these characteristics in the Viennese Socialists 2 and 
the Social Democrats of Germany; they expanded their 
power, not by fair argument, but by consolidating attacks 
on any opponent of note, regardless of truth or decency, 
until his party in a vain search for peace sacrifICed the object 

1 GermaPJia, c. 14. • Mdn Kampf (E.T.), p. 49. 
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of their dislike. His own rise to power has clearly been 
marked by the same ruthless methods, and it has been 
rendered possible by the inclination of Germans to sub
ordinate their intellects and wills to dynamic individuals. 
This characteristic, among others, has helped to render 
relations with the western democracies difficult. A certain 
degree of contempt is inevitably felt by British and French 
alike for subserviency, and German opinion, always sensitive 
to contempt, has been thus embittered. 

It is, in fact, clear that German mentality suffers from 
an excess of a sense of inferiority towards the Western 
Powers on account of their achievements in the political, 
economic, and cultural sphere, which explains their readi
ness to accept the doctrine of the necessity of destroying 
the British Empire, and the merit of assailing the French, 
whose mixture of race is tending to the production of a 
mulatto empire.' On the other hand, the merits of Ger
many, the devotion of its people to hard work, their cleanli
ness of person and abodes, their adoption of high standards 
of sanitation, and their love of education, tend fatally to 
cause them to despise the relatively illiterate, backward, 
and often insanitary Slavs, and to hold that a superior race 
should be entitled to take possession of lands occupied by 
persons less worthy to hold them. 

7. Racial Expansion and Living Space 

It follows from the superiority of the German race to all 
others that it is the duty of Germans both to multiply and 

1 Ib;d., pp. 524£. 
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to extend the area which they occupy. The, at first sight 
monstrous, determination after the conquest of Poland to 
reduce drastically both the area of Polish territory and the 
number of the Polish race appears logical when it is realized 
that from the fundamental doctrine of German superiority 
arises the corollary of the justice of clearing away races such 
as the Slavs of less capacity; if indeed there is only a limited 
possibility of maintaining population, utilitarian theoty may 
jU$tify the substitution, even at immediate cost to those 
affected, of a race of higher quality for a lower. It is true 
that this doctrine ignores the possibility that a race, in some 
respects of inferior civilization, may owe that inferiority 
rather to accidents of history, education, location, or 
religious outlook than to fundamental defects of character 
or intelligence, and that it might by training be 
brought up to the German standard of excellence. But 
it is easy to understand that expansion of the true 
German race seems far more attractive to' the average 
German, once he is convinced that the superiority of his 
race is patent. 

In Mein Kampf' Herr Hitler laid down the results of the 
position as envisaged by him. Germany was already over
populated, but not merely was the population increasing 
at an annual rate of 900,000, but it was its duty to increase 
more rapidly. He negatived utterly, as was inevitable, the 
idea of limiting population by birth control. He might 
have appealed to Tacitus' famous praise 2 of the German 
matrons for their abhorrence of any such policy. He 
recognized that a process of increasing small holdings or 
internal colonization would afford scant relief, and he re-

I (E.T.). pp. 12Iff. S Germania. c, 19. 
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jected the obvious suggestion of increasing manufacturing 
·for export. His grounds for rejecting this obvious solution 
are interesting. He disliked the process of driving the people 
from the country into the towns. Moreover, a country 
which depends on manufactures makes herself liable to 

severe fluctuations of prosperity according to the variation 
of foreign demand, which she cannot controL Lastly, a 
country with a large closely-packed population is in a 
dangerous position in time of war. Extension of area as 
in Russia, the British Empire, or the French Empire affords 
a much greater measure of safety to a large population ; 
of such a state of affairs the United States presents a classical 
example. There remained only the alternative of territorial 
expansion, and in the nature of things that must be accom
plished by extending German control over large areas of 
Central and Eastern Europe, whose contiguity with Ger
many made them ideal as objects of acquisition. 

The same demand for expansion, as due by all common 
sense, logic, and all principles of human and divine justice, 
was voiced by Herr Hitler in the Reichstag on April 28. 

1939. with reference to President Roosevelt's appeal for a 
settlement of international problems at the conference table, 
and it stands out in his speech from the Sportpalast on 
January 30, 1940, the seventh anniversary of his advent to 
power. In it he compared the sad plight of Germany, 
whose 80.000,000 people owned but 230,000 square miles, 
while 44,000,000 British held 15,500,000 square miles, and 
France had 3,500,000. It is, of course, absurd to ignore the 
population of the British Empire in asserting its extension. 
but there is no doubt that this conception of the handicap 
of narrow limits is deeply held in Germany. It is, of course. 
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shared by Italy,' where also growth of population and 
expansion of territory are deemed the just reward of the 
youthful vigour of the regenerated people of Italy, freed 
from thc fatal incubus of democratic institutions. The claim 
is specious enough, and demands close investigation. 

The facts at first sight are in favour of Germany. With 
635,000 sq. km. she possesses only 0.5 per cent. of the 
world area with, including Bohemia and Moravia, 86 
million population, or 4 per cent. of thc world population. 
Italy, with 3,823,000 sq. km. and 53 millions, has 2.8 per 
cent. of the area and 2.5 per cent. of the population. The 
British Empire, with 34,946,000 sq. km. and 525 millions, has 
26 pcr cent. of the area and 24.6 of the population. Soviet 
Russia, with 2I,I76,000 sq. km. and 171 millions, has 15.7 
per cent. of the area and 8 per cent. of the population. The 
French Empire, with 12,370,OOO sq. km. and I II millions, 
has 9.2 per cent. of the arca and 5.2 of thc population. The 
United States of America, with 9,682,000 sq. km. and 145 
millions, has 7.2 pcr cent. of the area and 6.8 per cent. of 
the population.' But such figures are not really comparable, 
including, as they do, areas of very disparate character. 
It is more important to note that Belgium has 274 persons 
to the square kilometre, as against 247 for Holland, I95 for 
the United Kingdom, I86 for Japan, 143 for Italy, and 
only I35 for Germany. 

Moreover, the increase of population in Italy as in 

I, The Ducc in the Chamber, May 26. 1927; R, R. Kuczynski, 
.. Living-Space" and Population Problems. pp. IOtT. For the stopping of 
emigration see Macartney and Crcmona, Italy's For('i,~" aud Coltmial Policy, 
pp.282f. 

I Kuczynski, op. cit., p. 8. based on Wirlschtifr u,uJ S/aristik. 1939. p. 34. 
Cf A. Giitt, Germany Speak.!, pp. 3¢: 
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Germany has been encouraged deliberately by various 
dcvices, and any excess of population cannot be ascribed 
simply to natural causes. In Italy the policy of Signor 
Mussolini, as announced in 1927, was to raise the population 
of Italy to 60,000,000 by 1950, in order to strengthen her 
against the 90,000,000 Germans and 200,000,000 Slavs. 
To accomplish this end Italy has penalized by discrimina
tion in taxation bachelors and childless couples, provided 
marriage premiums, birth premiums, and family allowances, 
honoured those possessing large families, provided cheap 
houses and Hats, and made available maternity and child 
welfare services on a generous basis. All these efforts have 
not prevented a decline in the originally high birthrate and 
in the natural increase of population by excess of births 
over deaths, which, from half a million in 1923, sank 
to an average of 391,000 in 1936-38. It may fairly be 
concluded that Italy by her measures has prevented 
a much morc considerable decline, but that the 60 million 
ideal will not be reached until long after the middle 
of the century. 

In Germany from 1933 the grant of marriage loans, 
intended to relieve unemployment among men by with
drawing women from the market for workers, had substan
tia! success in increasing the number of marriages. Even 
after it had fulftlled its share of the work of reducing un
employment it was retained, since it had obviously increased 
the birthrate, and at the same time measures similar to those 
of Italy were employed for the same purpose. The annual 
number of births for Germany without Austria, which 
was only 971,000 in '933, rose to 1,347,000 in 1938. 
Similarly, the increase of population by excess of births 
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over deaths rose from 233,000 in 1933 to 546,000 in 1938. 
But, taking Austria into account and the Sudetenland, the 
net reproduction rate, which shows, on the basis of current 
fertility and mortality, the average number of future 
mothers born to a mother of the period under consideration, 
was in 1938 no more than 0.910. The claim, therefore, 
that Germany can look forward to a large growth in 
population by natural increase is without foundation, and 
the prospect, therefore, that Germany must look forward 
to providing fifty years hence for 130 millions, as suggested 
by Herr Goebbels on May 19, 1939, is visionary. There 
exists accordingly no urgent question of finding room for 
the German people. The German statistical office's calcu
lations 1 for Germany, with Austria, showed that it was 
deemed that a population of 750340,000 in 1939 would rise 
to 80,535,000 in 1970, and thereafter would decline gradually, 
falling in 2000 to no more than 77,031,000. What is even 
more important, the number of people between age 15 and 
45, that is, those of chief economic and military importance, 
would reach 36,II2,000 in 1941, and thereafter would 
steadily decline to 32,158,000 in 2000. Clearly a substantial 
increase in the fertility rate would be essential if from 1960 
on there Were to be brought about a real increase in 
the number of those between these ages. Whether such 
an increase of fertility is possible is obviously beyond 
prediction. But it is essential to note that the figures prove 
clearly that there is no problem whatever of natural increase 
of . Germans demanding territorial expansion; if such 
increase comes to pass, it will be due to measures carefully 
devised to counter the plain tendency of the German 

1 WirtscMji und Statistik. 1938, pp. 971ff. 
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population, like that of Britain, to become at no distant date 
stationary or regressive. 1 

Nor is there the slightest reason to suppose that with her 
present population Germany has any difficulry in finding 
work for them. The fact that a large population can be 
supported on a small area is proved by the assertions of 
Germany herself, and her action under the Nazi n'gime. 
The policy for production enunciated on December 15, 
1934, insisted that, if poor in space, Germany was rich in 
population and in the necessary resources to feed the people 
from her limited space, and to produce industrial raw 
materials to a considerable extent. The problem of un
employment was then serious, but rearmament and 
public works speedily found employment for all. In the 
five years following 700,000 agricultural workers passed 
into industrial employment, and even so at the beginning 
of 1938 there was reckoned to be a deficit of half a 
million workers, and early in 1939 the total was put at 
a million. 

The real character of the position was manifested when 
Bohemia and Moravia passed under German control; 
considerable numbers of workers were transferred to 
Germany. Moreoyer, emigration of Germans has been 
carefully restricted, and, on the other hand, the immigration 
of Germans from other lands has been encouraged. The 
desire thus to consolidate and add to the German population 
was strikingly shown after the outbreak of war by the 
arrangements with Russia for the return of the Germanic 
elements from the Baltic States, and the encouragement 
giyen to Germans in the Polish area taken oyer by Russia 

1 Admitted by Gutt, Germany Speaks, p. 55. 
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to migrate into the German territory annexed to the 
Reich.' 

8. The Need for Eastern Expansion 

The needs of national self-sufficiency, and of develop
ment and extension of the areas for the maintenance and 
growth of the highest of European races, plainly required,2 
as a preliminary step, the inclusion in the Reich of every 
German living in reasonable contiguity, and this objective 
was to be secured by the addition of Austria, of the 
Sudeten area, of Upper Silesia, Danzig, and the Polish 
Corridor. But there could be no such moderate limitation 
of German expansion, and Germany has never forgotten 
the plans which for a time seemed to have reached fruition 
when she concluded the treaties of March 3, 1918, with 
Russia, and of 9th February with the Ukraine, and the 
supplementary accord with Rumania. 

The Russian treaty' was the fruit of the demoralization 
of the Russian forces after the Bolshevist revolution in 
November, which had driven M. Trotsky and his colleagues 
to recognition that it was not possible for them to contend 
on equal terms with Germany, and that their best plan was 
to seek to encourage revolution in the western lands which 
would overthrow the governing regimes. But neither in 
Germany nor Austria did the hoped-for revolution 
materialize, and on February 9, 1918, the Ukraine, which 
had .proclaimed its independence from Russia under a 

1 Bull. Int. News, xvi. 1231ff. For the Tyrol and possible returns from 
the Balkans, see ibid., xvii. 28rff. 

I Cf Stresemann, Diaries, ii. 503. 
a J. W. Wheeler-Bennett, BTcst-Litovsk : 'The Forgotten Peace (1938). 
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social democratic government. concluded with the Central 
Powers a treaty. which gave these Powers a virtual 
protectorate over her. and assured them of a supply of a 
million tons of foodstuffs of which they were in urgent 
need. Thus weakened Russia yielded to the menace of a 
German advance on St. Petersbnrg. coupled with the 
knowledge that the counter-revolutionary forces were 
being mustered south. north. and east to seek to overthrow 
the Bolshevist regime. and on 3rd March accepted terrns 
dictated by the German Supreme Command. 

The terms accorded contrasted strangely with the 
principles of "no annexations, no indemnities, and the 
principle of self-determination" on which the Central 
Powers had originally intimated their readiness to negotiate 
if the Western Allies were willing to accept the suggestion 
of joining at Brest-Litovsk with the Russians in negotiation. 
Russia was compelled to surrender Lithuania. Courland. 
Livonia. Estonia. and Russian Poland. to recognize the 
independence of the Ukraine as well as of Finland and 
Georgia. and to pay six milliards of marks in gold. bonds. 
and goods. She lost 32 per cent. of her agricultural land. 
85 per cent. of that under sugar beet. 54 per cent. of her 
industrial undertakings. 89 pcr cent. of her coal mines. and 
34 per cent. of her population. She was entirely cut off 
from the Black Sea. and her access to the Baltic was 
drastically limited. 

The fate of Rumania under the treaty of Bucharest of 
7th May was equally drastic. The line of the Carpathians 
was given to Hungary. the Dobrudja was assigned in part 
to Bulgaria. in part to Austria-Hungary and Germany in 
condominium. Rumania was cut off from the Black Sea. 
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though she might use Constanza, constituted a free port. 
But she was to be allowed to secure from Rmsia, if she 
could, Bessarabia-undoubtedly a consolation. The terms 
compelled the leasing of her oil wells to Germany for 
ninety-nine years, and foodstuffs were for a prolonged 
period to be supplied to Germany and her allies at fixed 
prices, thus anticipating the efforts of Germany in peace 
time to make Rumania an economic dependent. An army 
of occupation was provided for, and evacuation indefmitcly 
postponed in this moderate and just peace, as Baron Burian 
for Austria was pleased to call it. 

For Russia the peace was vital; it enabled the Bol
shevists to reconstitute an effective army, and thus to save 
the movement from destruction from their various 
enemies. For Germany the treaties opened up visions of 
surrounding Russia with German dependencies, and ulti
mately bringing it into the status of a German colony. 
General Ludendodf, as a forerunner of Herr Hitler, claimed 
that "German prestige demands that we should hold a 
strong protective hand, not otdy over German citizens, but 
over all Germans," and the German colonies in the Crimea 
were encouraged by the presence of an expeditionaty force 
to put forward a claim for annexation to Germany. How 
far Germany would have gone in seeking to accomplish 
this idea we do not know. The failure of her March 
onslaught in the west to secure the defeat of the Allies was 
in part due to the immobilization of enormous forces in 
the east, including three cavalty divisions in the Ukraine, 
whose presence at the critical moment might have com
pelled a general retreat of the hard-pressed Allies. When 
troops were transferred, they came too late, and they had 
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been infected with the virus of Bolshevism, and thus 
tended to weaken the national will of Germany for 
resistance. 

Moreover, the terms of the treaties not merely strength
ened the will to victory of the Allies, but persuaded 
President Wilson that there was but one possible answer to 
the spirit shown by Germany: .. Force, force without 
stint or limit, the righteous and triumphant force which 
shall make right the law of the world and cast every selfish 
dominion down in the dust." The offending. treaties fell 
with the armistice, and the treaty of peace fmally cancelled 
them; Rumania having on the eve of the armistice repudi
ated that binding her, and thus resuming her place as a 
belligerent, which she had lost when in July the treaty of 
Bucharest had been formally ratified. 

After the war the German Government naturally 
abandoned the policy of hostility to Russia, and, acting 
with the accord of the head of the General Stalf, secured, 
with considerable difficulty, appeasement in the treaty of 
Rapallo, the Russo-German Non-Aggression Agreement, 
and a Military Agreement of April 3, 1922. Naturally this 
trend of opinion had no sympathy from Herr Hitler,' 
whose reaction was to applaud the purposes and to approve 
the botmdless humanity of the pact of Brest-Litovsk. In 
like spirit he denounced the German migration to the 
south and west of Europe, and urged that the lands of the 
east, above all Russia and her border states, should be the 
object of their gaze. His hatred of Russia was dominated 
by his dislike of the international Jew, who dominated 
Russia and who regarded Germany as ripe for Bolsheviza-

, Me;n Kdmpj (E.T.), pp. 524/f 
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tion. Germany must resume the process of colonization 
of the Middle Ages in the east and south-east of Europe, 
Germany must include all Germans, and provision must 
be made for 250,000,000 in due course. All frontiers arc 
man-made; Germany has a right to land and soil, and, if 
without an extension of soil she seems doomed to ruin, 
that right changes into a duty. The duty of the Nazi 
movement is to remove the disproportion of the numbers 
of the population and the extent of the soil, which is the 
source of sustenance and the fulcrum for power policy. 
Gemlans, as guardians of the highest type of humanity, 
have a correspondingly high obligation, and it is funda
mentally necessary to make Gernlans racc-conscious, so 
that they may fulfil this obligation. Germans need space; 
they arc not to be crowded together as factory-coolies for 
the rest of the world-a curious description of a strong 
industrial population-but must have ample room. This 
ideal involves acquisition of the vast expanses of eastern 
Europe which stretch with continuity of cultivable areas 
into Asia, setting no boundary to German ambition. 

It is characteristic that Herr Hitler denounces the pre
war policy of Germany, simply because it failed to concen
rrate on this essential need of space. It should have sought 
in conjunction with Britain to secure at the expense of 
Russia the land necessary for development; instead it 
embroiled itself with Britain by colonial ambitions and 
naval construction in support of exports. Equally it lent 
its force to prop up Austria-Hungary, which served as a 
barrier to German penetration of eastern Europe in 
accordance with her destiny. Land is needed to secure due 
equilibrium berween the agricultural population, to which 
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his youth in Austria had made him deeply attached, and 
the industrialists who are uecessary to provide for those in 
the country those things which they themselves do nor 
produce. That his policy will involve the subjection of 
other peoples matters nothing: Poles are manifestly an 
inferior race; are not their children on the same low level 
as Jews, negroes, and Asiatics? 

Nor, of course, is the urge to penetrate to the east 
conftned to the Nazi movement. German colonization in 
Russia was mooted by Dr. Schacht at a Conference at 
Rome in November 1932,' and inevitably, with the 
advent of Herr Hitler and his allies to power, the issue was 
touched on in Herr Hugenberg's memorandum laid before 
the World Economic Conference in June 1933, when its 
frankness was the cause of some surprise. Much more 
commented on was his own indiscretion at the Niirnberg 
parry celebration of 19362: "If the Urals with their 
incalculable wealth of raw materials, the rich forests of 
Siberia, and the unending cornftelds of the Ukraine lay 
within Germany, under National-Socialist leadership the 
country would swim in plenry." No doubt it follows that, 
if this Utopia were realized, Germans woald produce, and 
every single German would have enough to live on. 

It is clear that domination over foreign territories can 
be achieved only by war in the long run, and it is to the 
credit of Herr Hitler that from the first he has been 
prepared to wage war for his ideals, an attitude which 
seems natural enough now, but certainly involved conrage 

l J. W. Wheeler-Bennett, The Treaty of lJresl-LitolJsk alld Germany's 
Eastern Policy, p. 31. 

• Toynbe., Survey Int. Aff., '936, pp. 38If. 
uS 



THE CAUSES OF THE WAR 

to proclaim in 1922 and for many years later. before the 
indecision and insincerity of the western statesmen made 
rearmament a matter of no risk. For him 1 the paciflst
humanitarian ideal is sound. but only if the highest human 
type has conquered and subjugated the world to such an 
extent that renders it sole lord of the earth. The idea thus 
ceases to have the possibility of harmful consequences just 
in so far as its practical application becomes rare and fmally 
inipossible. Pacifism then may come. but battle first. 
Any alliance therefore must involve the contemplation of 
war; else it lacks sense and va!ue.' 

It is needless to add to these citations of views. We 
find them put in force in the destruction of Poland. though 
under stress of circumstances the spoils are shared with 
Russia. which in Mein Kampf and later was still the home 
of a bestia!. mad doctrine. where there was devastation. 
grim murder. and ruin in contrast with the laughter. 
happiness. and beauty in Germany. while the whole world 
is kept in a state of decomposition and spiritua! uproar by 
the Jewish Bolshevists of Moscow. But Poland by 
October 6. 1939.' had become. after an interval of friend
ship. a place whose people were turning most flourishing 
provinces back into steppes in accordance with their low 
cultura! level and economic inferiority. The Vistula. 
despite its essentia! importance for Poland. owing to the 
lack of any care was a!ready unsuitable for any rea! traflic. 
and. depending on ti,e season. was either an unruly stream or 
a dried-up rivulet. Towns as well as villages were neg
lected; roads with very few exceptions were badly out of 

1 Me;. Kampf (ET.). pp. 241f; R. C. K. Ensor, "Me;. Kampj." p. 28. 
t M,;. lVImpf (E.T.). p. 537. ' I.t. C""cil., 1939. No. 354. 

126 



GERMAN AGGRESSrON 

repair and in a terrible condition. "Anyone who travels 
in that country for two or three weeks will get the proper 
idea of the classical German term Polnische Wirtschaji. 
meaning a ' Polish state of affairs.' .. 

In the same speech we fllld the essential doctrine of 
German living-room. wherein peoples not German must 
fit themselves in with due regard to the supreme interests 
of the great German people. who have an absolute right 
to seize space necessary for their existence as a great Power. 
This is to him axiomatic, and it enables him to forget all 
his pledges to content himself with only German lands, or 
his earlier asseverations of a wholehearted determination to 

live at peace with neighbours and to constitute an element 
of peace in a troubled Europe. It is only a disordered 
genilJ.j which can so fearlessly repudiate all its previous 
declarations, but it is fair to say that there is no reason to 
doubt the sincerity of his eastern visions in Meitl Kampf 
Whether he has sincerely revised his intentions now 
towards Russia, it is certainly impossible to say. But all 
the symptoms indicate that, while he may be willing to usc 
Russia 1 for the purpose of deriving thence the supplies of 
food and raw materials' necessary to aid Germany in her 
conflict with the Allies, he has not fundamentally changed 
his mind as to the desirability of acquiring the Ukraine. 
Incidentally his outspoken contempt for the Poles for 
incompetence in military and other matters is much more 
applicable to Russia, whose forces should have had an 
overwhelming advantage over the Finns, and whose ability 

1 For his denunciation of a Russian alliance on the score of the worthleS$ 
nacurc of RllS.!iian rulers and the dangen of Bolshevism. see Me," Kampf 
(E.T.), pp. 536fT. 

I CJ. Raw Materials (R.I.I.A. publication. Nov. 1939). 
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to provide the economic aid expected from her seems to 
be far below any reasonable standard. 

It must be added that, while Germany, which lost 
70,000 square kilometres of territory under the treaty of 
Versailles, regained 165,000 by her aggressions of 1938-39, 
she would still be far from a satisfied Power, even if she 
added Hungary, Slovakia, the Baltic States, Poland, 
Rumania, and the Ukraine to her dominions. She would 
still have no more than 1. 5 per cent. of the world area, 
and would have 8.8 per cent. of world population to 
provide for. Hence, so far as living-space goes, she would 
still need colonial territories for expansion of population 
no less than the acquisition of raw materials. 

The fmal answer to the doctrine of living-space is 
doubtless effectively put by Lord Halifax on June 29, 1939,' 
when he insisted that the true line of action is to develop 
the resources of a country by means of co-operation with 
others, and reminded Herr Hitler that the wide spaces and 
natural resources of the British Empire and the United 
States did not avail to save them from much distress in the 
period of great depression from 1929 to 1932. The obsession 
of conquest as the means of securing the power to live and 
to develop is one which must simply be resisted, because it 
is hopelessly irrational, and, like most irrational forces, is 
of grave danger to those who come into contact with it. 

One development of the war must be noted. By agree
men~ with the Baltic States it was found possible to acquire 
an accession of population for Germany, while the value 
of their immovable possessions was made available for use 

1 Cmd. 6106, pp. 58ft: Contrast C. Schmitt, Volkerrechtliche Gross
raumordnung (1939). 
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by the Reich in purchases locally of German requISItes, 
while the repatriated Germans could be settled in lands 
whence the Poles were expelled. It has been suggested 
that like steps might be taken with the 479,000 Gcrman
speakers in Hungary, the 740,000 in Rumania, and the 
514,000 in Yugoslavia, who between them are possessed of 
considerable resources in land, which might be sold on 
German account, providing thus substantial sums to aid 
German purchases on war account. The carrying out of 
removal would, on the other hand, deprive Germany of 
strong nucleuses of Nazi propaganda and of pleas for 
intervention, and considerable numbers of the Germans are 
attached to their homes, though there is no doubt of tl,e 
great strength of Nazi sympathy now rampant. 1 

9. The Demand for Colonies 

On the question of colonies it has already been noted' 
that Germany had a fair case for complaint that there was 
less than an impartial investigation of her position in view 
of the doctrines laid down by President Wilson. But 
Herr Hitler certainly obscured the case for Germany by 
his insistence in Mein Kampf3 that German expansion 
should lie in eastern Europe, not in oversea possessions, the 
claim for which would involve reviving the bitterness 
with Britain which aided to bring about the Great War. 
It is recorded,' however, that afier coming into power he 
declared that Germany had not renounced her colonial 
aspirations; there were a large number of products which 

1 Bull. lilt. News. xvii. 2.8Iff. 
• (E.T.), pp. 510, 517, 532. 
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Germany must obtain from the tropics, and her need (or 
colonies was as great as that of any other Powers. But 
this change of view though often repeated was not taken 
very seriously in Britain, where the comforting theory was 
promptly excogitated that all he wanted was to use the 
colonies as a bargaining counter in order to insist on his 
right to achieve expansion in the east. That there never 
was any real ground for this invention seems to be certain, 
but it did harm in obscuring the situation. Yet as early as 
February 25. 1920, the National-Socialist Party had in
cluded in its programme the demand for land and colonie< 
.. for feeding our people and for settling our surplus popu
lation. " 

The fundamental reason for the German claim is one 
which is not stressed in German claims, and is as far as 
possible ignored in British discussions of the question. It is 
simply the humiliation which falls on any Power which 
has possessed large oversea areas, and which, as the result 
of a desperate war-wherein she certainly won high military 
glory, and proved her troops equal to the best British and 
French forces, and superior to all others, including those of 
Italy-is deprived of her territories, not on the mere ground 
of conquest. but on the score that she is not fit to have 
colonial territories entrusted to her care. It is a bitter dis
grace, and it is to be regretted that this aspect of the position 
has not been frankly recognized by British opponents of 
th~ German thesis. Up to the outbreak of the war the 
German demand was one which prudence 1 would have 
rendered Britain ready to consider, and. in return for other 

1 Keith. The King. the Constitution, the Emp;re, and Foreign Affairso l9J6-
37, pp. '37ft', 146ft', ISlf, 171£, 180f. 
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concessions, Germany might have been told that the return 
of her colonies would be considered, so far as the areas under 
Britain alone wercconcemed-Tanganyika, the Cameroons, 
and Togoland. Instead, the answer given was of the most 
peculiarly injudicious and, on the face of it, dishonest type.' 
The critics of Germany insisted that colonies were no real 
advantage to their holders, and that Germany would not 
really profit by their return, inviting as a retort the obvious 
comment that, if the British did not really derive profit 
from holding the mandated territories, she certainly would 
not have been willing to take them in the first instance, and 
would not now be anxious to retain them. No German 
could be expected to treat these contentions with respect, 
and the failure to admit this fact has done nothing but harm 
to Britain by encouraging the belief that her arguments were 
dishonest. 

It is, however, perfectly legitimate to consider not what 
value in fact the territories in question had for Germany 
when they were in her possession, but what value they would 
be likely to have at the present day. Germany is quite right 
in contending that it is not to the point to show their com
paratively slight importance in I914. She had not been 
very long engaged in seeking to develop them intensively, 
and her circumstances were then so different from now, that 
it is impossible to derive any valid contentions from her 
then position. For one thing, Britain then maintained a free
trade regime in her colonies, and had not started raising 
difticulties for German trade with the colonies. At the 

1 Von Epp, Gernumy Speaks. p. 309. Cf G. Marogcr, L'Ellfope et la 
Question Coloniale (1938); von Freytagh-Loringhoven, Das Mandalsrecht 
in den deurschen Kolonien (1938). 
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present day Germany would have every motive in a world 
full of economic difficulties to apply intensive efforts, by 
use of capital and her technical skill, to make a wide use of 
colonies, and would derive thence much larger supplies 
than she did in rhe period before the Great War. Further, 
she would gain enormously by reason of the fact that the 
currency would be German.' and the appalling difficulties 
arising out of exchange questions would disappear. In 
German eyes, of course, rhe obvious retort that exchange 
difficulties are due to her policy of autarky and exchange 
control have no validity whatever; her difficulties, as we 
have seen, arc a>cribed by her to the deplorable reparations 
policy which brought her fmances and economy to 

rum. 
The German case, as put by General von Epp,' the 

leader of the Reich Colonial League, insists that with 
intensive econonlic exploitation an export increase from 
ro to 30 million gold pounds, that is, 600 million marks 
would certainly be attainable in the course of eight years, 
and that Germany would thus, within a very short time, 
satisfy about I5 per cent. of her import requirements from 
her colonies. There seems no reason to doubt this claim; 
it seems to be suggested that as the amount of 600 million 
marks is thrice the total of the imports from the Dutch 
colonies into Holland the claim is exaggerated, but for this 

1 Herr Hitler, Reichstag speech, February 20, 1938. Mr. Duff Cooper's 
statell1t.'U( in G. Roberts. Tire Nazj Claims to Colonies, p. viii, that Gennany 
wants colonies for one reason only is noe true; commerce motives count 
as much as strengthening of her strategic position and prestige is a vital 
factor; G. K. Johannsen and H. H. Kraft, Germany's Colonial Problem 
(1937). 

2; Germany Speaks. pp. 299tf; Zeitsc/Jriji fur PoUlik, 19)5, p. lS. 
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suggestion there is no obvious ground. Moreover, there 
is no real answer to the statistics which show on the basis of 
the fignres for 1936 that, if her former colonies were 
restored to Germany, she could draw from New Guinea, 
East Africa, and the Cameroons about half the gold required 
for industrial purposes; from the latter two an eighth of 
the tin needed; from South-West Africa more vanadium 
than she needs, a quarter of her lead consumption, and at 
least a seventh of that of copper. From South-West Africa 
and East Africa she could derive more diamonds than are 
necessary for her precious stone-cutting industry and her 
jewellery industry, from East Africa the total amount of 
mica needed, from Nauru all the phosphates required for 
agriculture, and from Togo the largest part of the iron ores 
which she lacks. It is rather absurd to dismiss this list as 
not particularly impressive, but against the claim as to iron 
ores a better case is made out. The German import of iron 
ore was in 1938 22 million tons. In Togoland there are 
large deposits in the hills along the frontier, but their distance 
from the coast diminishes their value. On the other hand, 
German skill could doubtless procure important results. 
ft would, however, be difficult to obtain adequate native 
labour; . Germany, however, believes in the Reich in 
forced labour, and would, therefore, resort to it both to 
supply miners and the carriers and labourers necessary for 
road and rail construction for the transport of the mined 
ore to the coast. These workers could not be obtained from 
Togo itself. so that there would have to be large scale 
importation of forced labour from German East Africa and 
the Cameroons. There is little doubt that this would result 
in a high death-rate, as under the pre-war German regime, 
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and that it would affect much larger numbers of natives 
than were then in question. 

It is easy, of course, for Germany (0 pick serious holes 
in the argument. When we talk of the atrocious death-rate 
in the pre-war days, are we not ignoring the scandalous 
death-rate of the natives in the mines of the Transvaal! 
Are we not ignoring the fact that of these doomed miners 
vast numbers came under virtual compulsion from Mozam
bique! If things are changed for the better in the Transvaal, 
is it not simply because experience has proved that care of 
native health is good business, so that the mine-owners in 
their own interests safeguard the health of their essential 
labour supply 1 Would not German efficiency secure 
equally good results! There is clearly some danger of 
exaggeration. Germany might well secure larger supplies 
of ore from Togo without wholesale injury to the popu
lation. 

Nor is it possible to refute Herr Hitler's claim that 
"there is no recipe in world economics which can offer 
a full substitute for the possibility of an intensive economic 
exploitation within a tertitory having the same currency." 
All that can be done is to show that in the special case of 
the Cameroons this evil has been minimized. But the 
demonstration suggests rather unfortunate considerations 
of a different ordeL I From 1916 to 1924 Germans were 
excluded from the Cameroons; in 1924 the former German 
plantations were offered by auction, and were mostly bought 
by their former owners, who took possession in March 
1925 ; by the end of 1937, of281 Europeans in the territory, 
no less than 176 were Germans, mostly employees of the 

1 Kuczynski, op. cit., pp. 21f. 

1]4 



GERMAN AGGRESSION 

plantation companies, while the 61 British were government 
officials with a few missionaries. In that year of a total 
value of exports of £526,554, no less than £419,946 went 
to Germany, and only £33,700 to the United Kingdom, 
and the difficulty that sterling is the official currency of the 
mandated territory was ingeniously met. The German staff 
were paid in marks, so that they imported as much of what 
they required as possible from Germany, and even the 
labourers received part ouly of their wages in sterling or its 
equivalent, a considerable portion of their earnings being 
paid by credit notes on the German stores maintained by the 
plantations. It is not very satisfactory, in view of the current 
belief in the inferiority of German to British administration, 
to learn that this unfair system of payment in truck, which 
the German regime forbade with every justification, has 
been permitted to flourish under the British regime, which 
condones also the insufficient medical care and the bad 
sanitary and housing conditions on the plantation estates. 
Unhappily we know from Jamaica and Trinidad, and indeed 
from the West African and West Indian colonies and 
protectorates in general, how slight has been the care taken 
under British rule to secure the welfare of the natives 
employed on estates. The population figures show that 
what prosperity the territory has from European activity 
in exploitation of its resources is due, not to British, but to 
German enterprise, and naturally Germany cannot be 
impressed by the demand that Britain should retain territory 
which her subjects will not develop. In Tanganyika, in like 
manner, no person can deny that much development work 
was accomplished even under the mandate by Germans. 

In the Cameroons, as a result of the activity of Germany 
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in its exploitation, the German share in exports thither was 
naturally large-in I937 £I56,77I out of £328,943, while 
the United Kingdom sent but £39,2Io-and it is argued 
thence that we have proof that Germany, despite the loss 
of territory, could still derive considerable profit from trade 
with her former colonial possessions. If France', share in 
the imports of Morocco amounted to 43.7 per cent., and 
the British share in those of Nigeria to 55.2 per cent., and 
that of Belgium in those of the Congo to 43.4 per cent., 
is not the German share in the imports of the Cameroons 
47.7 per cent.' But it must be observed that this state of 
alfairs docs not apply to the other territories, and that the 
figures merely strengthen German fecling that an area whose 
trade connections are so essential! y German ought to be 
under German sovereignty. 

It is true that Germany could not derive from her former 
colonies any substantial amount offoodstulfs in the narrower 
sense of the term, and, so far as her colonial ambitions are 
based on the demand for secure supplies of food, grain, 
fodder, meat, butter, cheese, and so forth, they imply a 
demand for the acquisition of colonies which never were 
her property. On this aspect of the question Herr Hitler 
has not been wholly clear.' His normal thesis has been that 
from Britain and France he demanded nothing save the 
return of the former German colonies, as in his Reichstag 
speech of January 30, 1939, and there is the assertion of 
General von Epp himself almost contemporaneously that 
this marked the limits of German claims. It is true that the 
same authority' after the Fiihrer's speech demanded, over 

1 Dr. Schacht. Germany Sptaks. p. 291, claims the fonner colonies only . 
• Sec L. S. Amery, The German Colo1lial Claim, p. 121. 
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and above this, for Germany as one of the leading civilized 
nations of the world a share in a coming planned distribution 
of world space, which was necessary for the future of a nation 
of 80 million people. We may remember also that in 
1898 and in 1913-14 the Conservative and Liberal govern
ments of the day were ready to consider the probability 
of Germany falling heir to a large portion of the territorial 
possessions in Africa of Portugal, while Britain obtained 
the rest. We cannot, therefore, say that before the war 
Germany made any claim on Britain or France for the sur
render of any territory which had not been hers originally. 
Post-war claims 1 patently are irrelevant save as indicating 
what may have been in German contemplation, but it may 
be assumed as natural that his insistence on the extension of 
living space for Germany would fmally have impelled 
Herr Hitler to seck lands not once German. In addition 
to the Portuguese territory, which that state has only very 
recently begun to develop scientifically, but at no great rate, 
there is the Belgian Congo, under the sovereignty of a very 
minor power, and to control of part at least of it Germany 
might well have raised claims. But in any case Germany's 
own former possessions were palpably of such magnitude, 
2,678,000 square kilometres, as to afford her overwhelming 
motives for seeking to regain them. 

There are other aspects of the matter which it is im
portant not to overlook. It is useless to insist that the terri
tories could not afford any important outlet for German 
settlers, and that such settlers had been few and far between 
in the pre-war days. Certainly, just as the colonies could not 

1 On Febt1l.1rf :l4, [940, Herr Hitler insisted that he claimed fonner 
colonies only. 
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make good German deficiencies in foodstuffs of general 
importance. though they could provide some important 
materials for fats-copra. palm kernels. and palm oil-so they 
could not relieve pressure of population. But they could 
offer opportunities for those with an ambition for the freer 
life of oversea territories. even though Nazi organizations 
there affected all. and they afforded opportunities of 
employment for officials and technicians of many kinds. 
whose numbers would have been greatly augmented under 
the intensive development which was contemplated as 
necessary. No estimate of these numbers. it is clear. could 
be based on the figures of the pre-war regime when colonial 
development was in its infancy. 

Another consideration weighing with Germany in 
addition to the pride of sovereignty. which no doubt was of 
paramount importance. was the sense of the desirability of 
strengthening and expanding the domain of the German 
language and German culture. of which Germany is so 
proud. Moreover. German firms could under a German 
regime be assured of opportunities to develop their business 
by providing and operating public works such as railways. 
It is hardly surprising if the general sentiment of Germany 
in favour of colonial claims was clear. and if in conforming 
to it Herr Hitler was not merely accommodating himself 
to views which were rather those of his people than personal 
predilections. Against these considerations it was useless 
for British opponents of return to stress the fact that the 
l:.eague Committee on Raw Materials reported in 1937 that 
the total present production of all commercially important 
raw materials in all colonial territories is no more than about 
3 per cent. of world production. The world. it may be 
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pointed out, is not stereotyped, and Germany might well 
feel that facts of this kind were wholly irrelevant to the 
consideration of her claims. 

Much more serious arguments were, however, available, 
and the British case would have gained in clarity and 
honesty if they had alone been stressed as jusrifying refusal 
to return. If Germany desired return, it was no answer to 
argue that such return would not be of much value. That 
was for Germany to judge, and her point of view had, in 
fact, much to support it. But it was a very different thing 1 

to argue that the return of the colonies would involve the 
gravest of dangers to the British Commonwealth by the 
creation therein of submarine and air bases. Moreover, 
Britain was in this regard especially in a delicate position 
due to the peculiar structure of her Empire. The Dominions 
had as mandates South-West Africa under the Union, New 
Guinea under the Commonwealth of Australia, and 
Western Samoa under New Zealand. All three Dominions 
had taken an important part in the acquisition of these lands, 
they had insisted on securing them after the close of the 
war, and they had with considerable reluctance accepted 
them under the mandatory system in lieu of annexation. 
For Britain to act alone as regards Tanganyika, and her 
small sections of the Cameroons and Togoland, the rest 
falling to France, would be difficult. These were reasons 
of substance for Britain to consider, but naturally they had 
no weight for Germany, nor could they be justly ascribed 
much force by impartial observers. The obvious solution 
of the difficulty would have been to offer to restore the lands 

1 E. M. Ritchie, The Unfinished War (1940); A. L. C. Bullock, 
Germany's ColQnial Claims (1939). 
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in question subject to the mandate system, which would 
have prohibited construction of naval or air bases and the 
training of natives for more than local defence. Had 
Germany deelined such an offer, then she would have shown 
that her demand for the colonies was based on other than 
the commercial motives whieh she was wont to stress as 
those actuating her claim. 

The second reason adduced as fatal to the German 
demand was that the natives of the colonies under mandate 
could not honourably be handed back to a Germany which 
was dominated by the views of the Nazis as to the inferiority 
of all races to the German, and as to the right of Germans 
to treat such races as subservient to German needs. Thls 
argument was strengthened by reviving memories of the 
many and serious instances of German misgovernment 1 

in the pre-war period, which, it was added, had formed the 
justification of the decision of the Associated and Allied 
Powers to deprive her of territories whieh she had so mis
used. This argument when adduced lacked the strength 
since given to it by the many atrocities committed by Ger
many in her Polish conquest, and on the record of Germany 
before the present war it was hard to justify. There had 
been cases of bad misgovernment by Germany in the early 
days of her rule in East Africa, but her later regime, though 
inferior to the best British principles, was not seriously 
unsatisfactory, as was indicated by the definitely effective 
defence for her put up by the natives, who formed the bulk 
of.her African troops. Nor could German protagonists be 
expected to forget that the early regime in many British 

1 General Hertzog onjanuary 28, [927. asserted the fals.ity of the former 
accusations. 
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colonies was marked by disgraceful episodes, which have 
been reprobated by British official reports. Ncr was it 
difficult to discover even in comparatively recent times cases, 
such as the Hut Tax revolt in Sierra Leone,' where mis
government had brought about a rising, and candout must 
compel us to admit that the treatment of the Matabeleland 
chief, Lobengula, at the hands of the South Africa Company 
does not bear examination. But unhappily from the fate 
of the German colonies under mandate there could be dtawn 
evidence which was decidedly unfortunate. Though 
General Smuts accepted South-West Africa as a sacred trust 
of civilization, the most striking feature in its history was the 
bombing from the air, with loss of life of women and 
children, of the Bondelzwarts tribe,' which in 1922 worried 
the Mandates Commission of the League of Nations, and 
which is an indelible blot on the reputation of General 
Smuts and the Union of South Africa. Even in 1936 the 
report' of the Royal Commission set up by the Union 
Government to investigate unrest in South-West Africa 
among the Germans there resident and others, revealed that 
the Union had performed its sacred trust for the most part 
by the mere process of neglecting native welfare completely, 
so far as the natives were not likely to prove of service to 
Europeans, and, so far from native welfare being the prime 
interest of the administration, its efforts were confmed to 
promoting the happiness of the two branches of the Euro
pean population. German and South African. Nor was 
tlils surprising, as the essential doctrine of the Union is that 
natives of every class are never to be allowed equality in 

1 Keith, Wt.st Africa, pr. 168f. 
t Wright, Mandates. pp. 90. 135.200, 209. 
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church or state, but exist to be subservient to the advantage 
of Europeans. In New Guinea no such crime as the bomb
ing of the Bondelzwarts marks the Australian administration, 
but naturally enough, as Australia has only with extreme 
slowness done anything for the development of her own 
possession, Papua, New Guinea has made but slow progress 
under her "'gis, and Germany may quite fairly argue that, 
if the territory were now under German rule, its develop
. ment might be greatly accelerated. In Samoa, New Zealand 
found great difficulty with the Samoans, not from any lack 
of anxiety to help, but from some failure to grasp the best 
method of giving aid. Matters have been improved by the 
Labour administration, which naturally appears to German 
opinion proof of mismanagement under the earlier regime. 
In the little island of Nauru, which would be of great value 
to Germany for phosphates, the administration has settled 
down, after some considered criticism from the Mandates 
Commission, to efficiency and just care of native rights. 
But taken all in all, it would not have been difficult for 
Germany to do more for these lands than have the Dominions 
as mandatories. 

In Tanganyika, Britain has had more success,' largely, 
however, owing to the presence there of a useful nucleus of 
settlers in the old German settlers. As we have seen, in the 
small area of the Cameroons under British mandate it seems 
essentially to be due to German enterprise that there is 
a moderate degree of prosperity, and the iron ores of the 
British mandate of Togoland remain undeveloped because 
for Britain there is no need for action. 

1 The Pennanent Mandates Commission in 1938 noted neglect of 
health conditions in the Lupa goldfields. 
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Germany can also stress the fact that during the Locarno 
discussions, when it was decided that she should enter the 
League on a footing of equality, it was expressly admitted 1 

that she was qualified to receive a mandate. There is, in 
fact, no legal difficulty in the matter. All that is requisite 
is for the mandatory Power to agree to surrender with the 
accord of the League of Nations. It is naturally claimed 
by those who oppose transfer that the assent of the native 
population would be essential. It must be admitted that 
there is no ground for this claim. It cannot be said with any 
truth that the assent of the populations concerned was 
received for transfer to Britain. The natives of South-West 
Africa then and since have seen no reason why they should 
not have been allowed to remain in possession as owners 
of their own lands, and the Samoans have never been con
vinced that they could not govern themselves sufficiently 
well for their purposes. In New Guinea, naturally, no 
attempt could be made to attain assent, and Tanganyika 
could not be consulted in any intelligible way. The further 
plea that Britain could not transfer without the sanction 
of the European British subjects resident in that territory 
possesses no validity whatever. 

It must be added also that the existence of Article 19 
of the League Covenant, with its reference to reconsideration 
of treaty provisions, was clearly applicable to the case of the 
colonies. But Britain and the Dominions would have been 
within their rights if they insisted that the matter should be 
dealt with by simple transfer under mandate, thus ensuring that 
the natives should be safeguarded from oppressive treatment. 

1 Cf Lord D'Abernon's Diary. iii. 169. 202, 220; The Colonial Problem 
p. 81. 

("J 143 6 



THE CAUSES OF THE WAR 

A way out of the obvious duty of serious consideration 
of transfer was found by the Labour Party in the proposal 
that, while Britain should retain her mandates; she should 
extend the system to all her colonies and protectorates not 
ripe for self-government. The proposal was utterly 
destitute of morality.' The colonies and protectorates 
were treated in it as if they were chattels to be bargained 
about. Yet the people of the colonies are British subjects 
equally with those of the United Kingdom, and to subject 
them without their consent-which would never be 
accorded-to international control and international ad
ministration would be utterly dishonourable. The pro
tectorates are essentially in like position. They are subject 
to the Crown in many cases by express agreement, and to 
transfer control over them without their consent would 
be an act of force deeply discreditable to the Crown. It 
must be added that the repetition of this plan in the terms 
for a peace settlement put out by Labour is indefensible. 
The suggestion involves either the complete disregard of 
the wishes of the peoples concerned, which is nttcrly to be 
condemned, or the making of an offer which is utterly 
deceptive, if it is intended by Labour that transfer to inter
national control should be subject to the consent of the 
peoples involved. The truth is that the failure of Britain 
and the Dominions, together with France and Belgium, to 
recognize the reasonable character of the German request 
for retransfer has placed them in a false position, and has 
created a difficulty to which no end is yet to be seen. When 
aU is said and done, if peace is made with Germany under 

1 Cf Keith, United Empire. 1939. p. 1084_ Contrast Lansbury~ House 
of Conunow, December 7. 1938. 
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a new regime, it will become shortly after increasingly 
difficult to maintain the principle that colonial possessions 
should richly be enjoyed by Britain, France, Belgium, 
Holland, and Portugal, while a state representing say 70 
million people goes without. The case will be worse if, 
as Is possible, Italy 1 emerges from the war with her terri
tories, already won by flagrant aggression, added to by 
concessions forced fronl the Western Powers as a means 
of keeping her out of the conflict. 

On the other question of the change of British free 
trade policy as adding difliculties to the position of 
Germany in obtaining supplies overseas and exporting her 
manufactures there in lieu, it is diflicult to achieve any 
definite results. 2 It is true that in principle the British 
colonies and protectorates are normally free to sell to any 
purchaser their products, and many of them are only too 
glad to find in Germany a market for supplies which are 
surplus to British needs. But in such purchases Germany 
is hampered by her own policy of autarky, which deprives 
her of foreign exchange, so that in this way she injures 
British colonies rather than is injured by them. Again, it 
is true that the British system of preferences to the colonies 
in such a case as sugar allows them to sell to Germany 
more cheaply than to the United Kingdom. But it must 
be remembered, on the other side, that preferences to 

British manufactured articles render German competition 
hard, and incidentally prevent her buying all the colonial 

1 For Italian demands see E. Monroe. The M(·diterranean in Polirics 
([9]9); A. Wenh. Frallce and Munich, pp. 398tf. 

I Cf Raw Mtlterjals (1939) ; E. Staley, Rtlw Materials in Peace and lV'ar 
(1937). 
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products she might else be glad to have, even if it is 
certainly true that her determination to acquire articles of 
use for war purposes-iron, manganese, nickel, and from 
tne colonies copper and bauxite-has limited her power of 
purchase of fats and other matters. 

Japan, of course, has been far more severely treated 
than Germany, in the fact that her goods have been 
subjected to a system of quotas enforcing a considerable 
loss of trade. This has been excused as caused by the loss 
to British manufacturers, and by the advantages of regu
lation over Iai.<sez-Jaire. But how seriously Japan is affected 
is seen in the reduction of her imports, and in their ex
tension, according to the existence or not of the quota 
limitation. In Kenya and Uganda, it has been pointed 
out, where restrictions are not in force, her exports of 
cotton goods increased to 88 per cent., as opposed to 40 
per cent. in 1929. But the loss to Japan is not the essential 
point. It is necessary to face the fact that as a result of the 
higher cost of British goods the natives are prevented from 
acquiring goods desirable for their health. It is not a 
satisfactory policy which reduced the power of the 
Ceylonese to clothe themselves, and may have contributed 
to the severity of the malarial outbreak which took a 
heavy toll of life on the island. Nor was it satisfactory that 
the British Government enacted the quota restrictions over 
the head of the local legislature, which refused thus to 
subject their people to misery for the sake of the profits of 
British manufacturers who supported the government in 
power. In like manner the cutting off of cheap supplies of 
shoes to African natives may have hindered the reduction 
of the hookworm disease. 
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There is wide currency for the view that the restoration 
of free trade to the colonies 1 is a step desirable in the 
interests of goodwill throughout the world. It is objected • 
that the system of preferences from the mother country is 
beneficial to them. and that Britain can hardly be expected 
to give such preferences unless it is reciprocated by 
preference for her manufacrures. The argument does not 
seem wholly convincing. If the colonies and protectorates 
are regarded as integral parts of the Empire. the gr.nt to 
them in difliculties of financial aid without requiring any 
rerum seems reasonable enough. The other course seems 
perilously like a reversion to the eighteenth cenrury. when 
colonies were valued only for what they could add to 
British trade. At the least. the offer should be made to 
open up colonial trade on equal terms to every country 
which is willing to reciprocate in respect of its oversea 
possessions; to countries without such possessions ad
mission to colonial markets might be allowed on condition 
that they gave to the colonies an advantage equivalent to 
that conferred by Britain. But in any case it is undeniable 
that it is since the regime of colonial preferences. in return 
for preferences to the United Kingdom. became established 
that the British possession of colonies has become a matter 
of substantial resentment. In the pre-war days the task of 
exciting enthusiasm among Germans for their colonial 
possessions was almost hopeless. for the simple reason that 
Germans found it more profitable and convenient to deal 
with the already well developed British territories than to 

1 The Col(lnial Problem, chap. iv. and xv.; R. R. Wilson, A.J.I.L., 
1939. pp. noff. 

S H. D. Henderson, Colonie5 and Raw Materials, p. 26. 
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seek trade in the newer German possessions. Whether it is 
wise to add to the causes of international hatred is doubtful, 
but the idea of international administration to be imposed 
on the colonies is contrary to right reason and morality. 

A conclusive argument against change of status of the 
colonies is afforded by cllC decision of the British Govern
ment to devote about £5,500,000 a year, for ten years to 
begin with, to improve conditions of life and the social 
services, as well as to extend the development of the 
r~sources of the colonial Empire. This supervened upon 
the realization that, as shown by the report of the Royal 
Commission on the West Indies, far too little was being 
done for cl,ese oversea territories. ' The decision is a tardy 
proof that the trustecship for the native races so long 
asserred in speeches is going to be converted into deeds, 
and it is in part due to the national stocktaking of British 
ideals as a r<snlt of the war. It is plain that sums of this 
magnitude cannot be handed over to any form of inter
national administration to deal with, and the Labour 
policy is thus ruled out definitively. 

The British decision regarding the future of Palestine, 
clearly enunciated and defended in the House of Commons 
on March 6, 1940, illustrates the dangers of international 
control. The majority-four to three-of the Permanent 
Mandates Commission pronounced the view that the 
policy of Britain, adopted to give just and equal effect to 
the rights of Jews and Arabs, was not in harmony with the 
mandate. Had they possessed more than advisory status, 
Britain might have been compelled to accept this bare 
plurality, and to enter upon a course of destroying Arab 

1 Crnd. 6174. 6175. 
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liberty for the sake of immigrant Jews, an action utterly 
unworthy of the British Crown, whose undertakings to 
the Arabs 1 can only by extreme charity be said to have 
been fulf!lled. If any shadow of excuse can be found for 
the hatred of Jews in Germany, it is presented by the 
continuous efforts of Zionists to induce Britain to crush 
the Arabs and to sanction their being driven as landless 
wanderers from the land which for so many centuries has 
been their home. It is also a cardinal error of Zionism to 
forget that by insistence on the national home they afford 
a justification to those who argue that Jews arc aliens in 
the lands wherein they dwell. 

10. The FeaT of Encirclement 

There is no doubt that one cause of the readmess of 
Herr Hitler to face a war with Britain, and of his people's 
willingness to support tills action, lies in the belief that 
British policy was deliberately planning the encirclement 
of Germany as a preparation for the waging of succrssfi,! 
war. Herr Hitler himself adduced on April 28, 1939,' this 
belief as a ground for the denunciation of the Naval Treaty 
of 1935, and there is not the slightest reason to doubt the 
sincerity of his belief It is equally impossible to doubt the 
truth of the claim of Mr. Chamberlain 3 on June 8, 1939, 
when he declared that " Any suggestion that we wish to 
isolate Germany, or to stand in the way of the natural and 

1 emd. 5957. 5964. 5974- (1939). Cf Keith, Currellt Imperial and lr1tf'T
IJationai Problems, 1935-36, pp. lOIff, 222; The King, tIle Constitution, the 
Empire, and Foreign Affairs, 1936--37. pp. 182f. 

1 Cmd. 6106, p. 5 I. 3 See also Lord Halifax, Cmd. 6106, p. 53. 
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legitimate extension of her trade, or to plan some combina
tion against her with the idea of making war upon her, is 
fantastic." But that a belief is unreasonable does not 
prevent it being potent to work serious mischief. 

The popularity of the idea in Germany is natural, since 
a like belief was deliberately inculcated in Germany after 
the decision was taken at the beginning of the nineteenth 
centuty to rival Britain as a naval Power. It was natural 
that the new policy should be regarded with coldness in 
Germany, where no sufficient reason was apparent for the 
adoption of a policy which must place grave burdens on 
public finance, and. as the Emperor had been finally 
persuaded by Admiral von Tirpitz of the wisdom of the 
new policy, Herr von Biilow as Chancellor doubtless 
thought it an excellent stroke of policy to fmd a reason for 
the action taken which would render it popular in Germany. 
Encirclement therefore appears from his speech in the 
Reichstag of November 14. 1906.' There is no reason 
whatever to suppose that Herr von Biilow deceived him
self by this doctrine. but it is no doubt true that it rapidly 
gained favour, and a convenient method of establishing it 
as a general belief was afforded by King Edward VII. 's 
European visits? It became fashionable in Germany 
among all circles to treat his action as dictated by a deliber
ate policy of securing allies with a view to an eventual 
attack on Germany, whose commercial snccess was en
dangering British trade supremacy. The view came 
patently to be an obsession of the Emperor's confused 

1 Gooch, Before the War, i. 264f. 
! Keith, Const. oj England, i. 144f; Fay, Origins of the World War, 

i. 226ff. 240ff, 2. 56. 
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intellect. It was undoubtedly fostered by the naval rivalry, 
and by such follies on the British side as the suggestion of 
Sir John Fisher that a surprise attack on the German fleet 
would be a wise and practicable policy. There is, of 
course, abundant evidence from the British Documents on 
the Origi"s oj the War that encirclement of Germany with 
a view to war was very far from the minds of British 
statesmen, and the idea that the King indulged in a foreign 
policy of his own has long been shown to be fantastic. 1 

But there is scant evidence to indicate that in Germany 
there has ever been any general recognition of the baseless 
character of the charge of encirclement, though occasionally 
its absurdiry has been admitted by expert historians, who, 
however, have failed to carry their convictions to the 
minds of the public. 

On the contrary, it has been found by German his
torians in general much more satisfactory to insist on the 
fundamental truth of the doctrine of encirclement as the 
most effective means of refuting the claims of the Allies 
in the Great War that Germany was guilty of the creation 
of that struggle. It may now be admitted,' in the light of 
the revelations of the events leading up to the war, that the 
guilt of Austria was greater than that of Germany, which 
made the fatal error of giving Austrian determination to 
destroy the Slav menace to the integrity of the monarchy 
freedom of action. But the suggestion that the responsi
bility for the war fell either on Britain, France, or even 
Russia is wholly untenable, though German opinion has 
never admitted the plain facts. Instead the power of 

eBb) 

1 Keith. Bri/ish Cabinet System. pp. 488n. 49Jf. 
t Chap. II., § I, above. 
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historians was directed towards establishing firmly the 
truth of the Kaiser's doctrine, and thus providing a basis 
for the demand that the Versailles Treaty should be nulli
fied on the score that it was founded on the lie that Germany 
was guilty of the war. The Press eagerly seconded the 
efforts of historians, and the doctrine of British war guilt 
became a commonplace in the schools. The importance 
of this fact in explaining the present war is obvious. The 
youth of Germany has grown to manhood and woman
hood under the sincere conviction that the Great War was 
brought about by British manceuvres, and that the policy 
of encirclement was the modus operandi that ruined Germany. 
It is small wonder if it reacts readily to the assertion of the 
Fiimer that encirclement again weatened the vital interests 
of Germany. 

An effort has been made by Professor Brierly 1 to 
discriminate between the character of British .. encircle
ment" of Germany before the Great War and that of the 
.. encirclement" alleged since March, 5, '939, when thc 
invasion of Czechoslovakia by German forces opened the 
eyes of the British Government to the error which it had 
made at Munich in accepting the belief that German 
ambitions stopped at the reincorporation in the Reich of 
all Germans. He suggests that the former was a myth 
deliberately invented, facts being distorted to support the 
charge, while in the latter case the facts are admitted, but 
the issue is a difference of interpretation. The distinction, 
however, is hardly of importance. Neither before the war 
nor afier March '939 had British policy any desire to 
encircle Germany in the essential sense ascribed to that 

1 Encirclement, pp. uff. 
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term~the formation of accords intended to facilitate war 
on Germany. In both cases alike the British Government 
was solely concerned with the search of peace. The 
King's journeys were all undertaken in the hope of 
alleviating the existing tension in Europe, and in seeking 
to render an outbreak of war unthinkable. The sinister 
interpretation put on facts was utterly unjustifiable, and in 
exactly the same manner the British efforts after 1939 to 
ensure peace were distorted by German opinion to mean 
efforts to prepare for war. That was the fundamental fact. 

It is of course true that circumstances gave the British 
efforts in 1939 a more defLllite connection with the risk of 
hostilities, because that risk was greater then than it seemed 
to be in the life of Edward VII. But the action taken was 
always solely inspired by the motive of preserving peace. 
The drawing closer to France, and the accords with Poland 
and Turkey for mutual defence, as well as the guarantees 
given to Greece and Rumania, were entirely pacifiC in 
intention. Their essential aim was to prevent Germany 
seeking war, by assuring her that, if she attacked, she 
would be defeated. But the idea of attacking Germany 
was palpably absent. 

The accusation of encirclement is the more absurd 
since it could with far greater truth be alleged against 
Germany's own policy. By successful aggression in Spain, 
Germany and Italy secured that France should have 
potentially hostile neighbours on three frontiers. In Sep
tember 1938 the destruction of Czechoslovakia was achieved 
by the combined action of Germany, Poland, and Hungary, 
and Germany, by seizing Czechoslovakia and Memelland, 
encircled Poland. Yugoslavia may fairly complain that 
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Germany, Italy (in control of Albania), and Hungary are 
encircling her, and the Russo-German treaty of August 23, 
1939, was designed to facilitate the destruction of Polish 
independence by encirclement. 

Moreover, the essentially pacific character of the British 
action was made plain by the absence of any serious 
preparations for war, which must have taken place had 
encirclement been planned as a measure of offence. Even 
the shock to British confidence in the maintenance of peace 
~aused by the affair of Czechoslovakia did not persuade the 
ministry to adopt compulsory service.' the obvious requi
site preparatory to war, and it was only the forcible seizure 
of Bohemia and Moravia which compelled the ministry to 
proceed to enter into close relations with Poland and 
Rumania, and to contemplate, for the purpose of ensuring 
the ability of Britain to make good her promises, the 
imposition of compulsory military training on the youth 
of the country. Even then the idea of aggression on 
Germany was effectively denied. Lord Halifax gave the 
most categorical assurances on June 29, 1939,' that the 
growing strength of Britain would never be used save 
against aggression, and the Prime Minister on July 10 3 

reiterated this position. 

11. The New Conception of Law 

It was inevitable that the new movcmen.t should have 
an express philosophy of its new ideology. That was 

1 Refused on December 6 and 20, 1938. by the Ministry . 
• Cmd. 6106, pp. S8f. ' Ibid .. pp. 74f. 
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supplied by Professor Carl Schmitt 1 in the early yean of 
me Nazi regime in order to replace the theory of the 
liberal and democratic state. He denounced that con
ception as the result of atomism or pluralism on the one 
hand. and of Marxism. based on the demand for a class 
struggle. on the other. Both these elements fell to be 
combated with the utmost force by the new constitution. 
administration. law. and the communiry as a whole. The 
Nazi Party must be deemed an integral part of the state. 
the centre and embodiment of its life. and the organ 
whereby to defeat all forces in the state hostile to the Nazi 
cause. It is the high merit of Herr Hitler that his appoint
ment as chancellor first gave the necessary leadership for 
the overthrow of the public enemy. Marxism. With his 
assumption of that high office there perished me state of 
Hegelian tradition. wherein the official class forms a uniry 
as the upholders of the state. The new structure is three
fold-the politico-static. the state; the politico-dynamic. 
me parry; and the non-political element. the people. It 
is the essential difference between the liberal state and the 
Nazi state conception that the former opposed the state to 

me people. while the latter united them. The state thus is 
derived from the people. from German blood. and German 
soil. 

This unity must be all-pervading; one Germanic 
state from blood and soil. one nation embracing all Ger
manic people throughout the world. one parry represented 

1 DtT Deutsche Stllat der Grgenwart (1933). For Hitler's view see Mein 
Kampf, pp. 3I3ff. Cj R. Bonnard, Le Droit et I'Et4' dans la Doctrine 
Natiollale-Sooaliste (1939) ~ Law for ensuring Unity of Party and State, 
December, 1933-

ISS 



THE CAUSES OF THE WAR 

by the leader, the point of unification, one system of ad
ministration of the national state, including economic 
administration, and belief in the nation as an article of faith. 
The leadership is one only; there is no place as in Italy for 
a king beside Signor Mussolini. Herr Hitler combines the 
ollice of President and Chancellor, but his essential aspect 
is as Fiihrer, the embodiment of leadership of the party 
which actively expresses the force of the state. There is 
power at the root of all state activity, one army and one 
political opinion support it under the control of the party, 
which thus is central. There is no longer any place for an 
objective conception of law, a concept ascribed to Roman 
origin; there can be no subjection of administration to 
independent judicial power; the law and its interpretation 
are controlled by the Fiihrer and the party. The legal 
profession thus must be unified as a branch of the unitary 
administration; all members must join the Union of 
National Socialist Jurists, and drastic steps have been taken 
to purge from that body all who are not deemed to be 
politically reliable, in the sense of being unstinted admirers 
of the Nazi regime. The judges, who under the Weimar 
Constitution were given complete independence and made 
subject only to the law, and were to hold office for life, 
are now simply instruments of the state, wherein there can 
be no opposition. 

The demand for unity excludes any provincial auto
nomy 1 such as existed in marked degree under the Imperial 
Ccmstitution of 1871, and of which certain remnants per
sisted in the Weimar Constitution, despite its unifying 
tendency under Socialistic influences. The states were 

1 See Dr. Frick, Germany Speaks, pp. I7tf. 
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reduced in 1933 to the level of administrative units; their 
governors are responsible to the Fuhrer. It also demands 
unity of race. Germans alone should be permitted to share 
in the functions of government, the professions, education, 
and Press activities; all non-Aryans must be banished 
thence. Jews are excluded from the rights of citizenship.' 
Germans out of Gcnllany, however. remain Germans even 
if subjects of another state; they can vote at plebiscites if 
they arc in Germany or on a German ship on the high seas. 

The power of the Leader rests on the fact that he repre
sents the nation, not the collection of individuals constituting 
it from time to time. His rclation to it is that of a point 
of unity which transcends empiric relations. Hence it is 
through him that the voice of the nation is heard; hence 
his decrees are an expression of essential truths, not mere 
empiric decisions based on the reconciliation of contrasting 
views. On the other hand, the people by plebiscite or by 
their representatives in the Reichstag may be called on by 
him to accord homologation of his decisions, but there is 
no question of their criticizing them when laid before them; 
to him too lies the initiation of all that is to serve the nation's 
needs. 

The parcy is likewise one only; to belong to another 
party denies the unity of the state, and is treason. But it 
does not embrace all the people; it is an elite of leaders of 
the people, bound in closest fidelity to the Leader, and on 
terms of the utmost intimacy with other members. To the 
people they are united by the closest tics; they are one in 
heart and mind with them, as contrasted with the essentially 
anti-democratic ruling class principle of Parliamentary 

1 For the purge of the universities see A.J.I.L.. 1939. pp. luff. 
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democracy. In the like spirit we find among the principles 
of the constitution the working of leadership in industry. 
Employers and employed must form a unity. In each 
factory there is a confidential council, presided over by a 
leader, and including certain of the workers. Social honour 
courts under a judicial officer, and including as assessors a 
leader and a worker from the council, deal with the right 
to work and to employ; fines and dismissal may be awarded. 
Leadership again in companies is awarded to the directors, 
~ho are not to be interfered with by shareholders in the 
delicate business of finance and management. 

Even Nazi lawyers believe in law, but the law now is 
that declared by Herr Hitler, whether as a new enactment 
or as the interpretation of existing law. There is no room 
for a fundamental constitutional law which would bind the 
Fuhrer or be respected by the judges, and it is left to the 
Filbrer to override previous legislation; even the judges 
are not desired to undertake the task of adjusting the old 
law to the new conditions. Laws, too, should not descend 
to particulars; they should enact general principles, leaving 
the outline to be f!lled up by official-made regulations, or 
by judicial interpretation based on the desire to make good 
the purpose of the law as expressed in the explanatory pre
amble, which is an essential desideratum for a German law. 
All this is subject to the FUhrer's will. The elaborate list of 
rights of the subject, which graced the Weimar Constitution, 
and gave him on paper a secure and free life, is now worth
less. 

Even that remarkable consolidation of civil law, the 
code of 1900, displeases the spirit of Nazi lawyers; it is too 
much based on Roman law, and a Roman law influenced 
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by Byzantine ideas, nay, even contaminated by Jewish 
influence, a theory little considerate of Signor Mussolini's 
feelings as the exponent of the true Roman spirit. Private 
property with unlimited power of disposition is alien to 
Nazi mentality; hence the hereditary freehold to be 
worked by its owner for state advantage, and regulation 
of patents and copyright in the interests of the state. Mar
riage again is ruled for the good of the state; hence the 
cruel prohibition of marriage with non-Atyans, and the still 
more inexcusable dissolution on racial grounds of happy 
unions.· 

In the region of international law the Nazi theoty is still 
more objectionable.' The racial principle makes no union 
of states legitimate if they are not essentially homogeneous. 
Hence the League of Nations is condemned, since it com
mingles the east and the west, the Christian and the pagan, 
the highly civilized and the barbarian. Until the necessity 
of Russian aid became obvious, Soviet Russia was ruled out 
as fit to be a member of the family of nations, since it was 
based on the ideal of a proletarian world-state, resting on 
class distinctions; its inclusion in the League was arranged 
because thus it hoped to promote the dictatorship of the 
proletariat. It is obviously necessaty now to revise the 
estimate of the U.S.S.R., and luckily that causes no difficulty 
to one whose word is law, and whose inconsistencies may 
be noted only by those who live beyond the radius of the 
long arm of Nazism. 

Treaties cannot be regarded as static by a dynamic state. 

1 For a defence see W. Gross, Germany Speaks, pp. 76fT. 
I Gott. A.J.1.L, 1938, pp. 704ff; J. Fournier, La Conception Natiemalt

SodaliSle du Droit des Gens (1939). 
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They have their day and cease to be, when it pleases the 
Fiihrer so to decide. No treaty binds Germany when it was 
forced upon her; the Diktat of Versailles is utterly con
demned by the fact of its origin. But, if Herr Hitler or a 
predecessor since then has made freely a treaty for good 
consideration, docs it bind! No, not if it conflicts with the 
evolution of the German people's divine right to living 
space for the higher race. Against weaker races the higher 
have the right to take the land they need for homes for them
selves and their descendants. Still more obviously lawful 
and a matter of compelling duty is the taking possession of 
land in foreign countries which is inhabited in the main by 
people of German race.' It is an interesting corollary to 
this that, if Germany is to be saved from the necessity of 
going to war to vindicate this primal right, the temptation 
must be removed. Germans must abandon Estonia, Latvia, 
and Lithuania, Russian Poland, and the South Tyrol, so 
that Germany may not be driven by the urge of her im
minent destiny to make war on the U.S.S.R. or Italy, an 
act whieh for a people in conflict with Britain and France 
might bring bitter consequences. 

The anarchic view of international law has its reflection 
in the law dealing with crimes against the law of the state. 
In 1935 were abolished expressly the three safeguards of 
personal freedom-the rule of the Weimar Constitution 
that no person can be punished for an action lilless it was 
made criminal by the law before it was committed; the 
rule that any addition to the list of criminal offences must 
be distinctly provided by statute; and the rule that in 

1 J. W. Jone3. TIre Nazi Conception oj LAw, pp. 27ff; E. Bristler, 
Die Volkerrechtslrhre des Ndliotla!sozialismus (1938), Pt. n. 
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interpreting a statute a judge should not fmd that a crime 
has been committed which is not clearly indicated by the 
wording of the statute. Under the new regime, even if a 
judge cannot find any statute covering the alleged offence, 
nonetheless it is his business to convict the accused if his 
action seems to be covered by the general idea underlying 
some statute, and ought to be punished according to sound 
popular sentiment. It is an odious doctrine, in no wise 
improved by reference to the old popular courts of Germany 
where decisions rested on popular feeling, not on technical 
law. It appears at its worst, of course, in political trials, 
where the accused is in extreme jeopardy, as any departure 
from orthodoxy is suspect. Even too, if he be fortunate 
enough to escape condemnation by the court, he may be 
re-arrested by the Secret Police and interned in a concen
tration camp, either on the plea that his character is such 
that only thus can his future good conduct be assured, or 
on the ground that it is necessary for his own safety to guard 
him from popular vengeance, irrespective of the fact 
whether there is the slightest feeling save of sympathy for the 
victim of persecution. The miserable system is further de
~raded by the ready use made by the police of the common 
informer, and the high respect in which such infamy is 
held; there is something perverted in a society wherein 
it is recorded with satisfaction in the public Press that 
children spy upon and inform against their parents, often 
with palpable untruth. 

Weight must be allowed to this deplorable destruction 
of all liberty under law in estimating the attitude of the 
reople to the violation of international law , and the adoption 
of war as a legitimate means of extending the power of the 
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Reich. There is no possibility of any reasoned opposition; 
the will of the Fiihrer is law to be enforced by death or 
confinement in a concentration camp! often meaning death 
by torture or starvation. A nation thus disciplined is a 
formidable instrument for war. 

12. The State and the Churches 

A fresh element of difficulry for Germany has been pre
sented by the doctrine of uniry, for it has brought the state, 
as embodied in the person of Herr Hitler, into complex re
lations with the Roman Catholic and Protestant Churches.' 
With the former a conflict was inevitable, because the 
Roman Catholic Church has a definite philosophy of the 
state which confronts clearly the doctrines of law and right 
which derive from the Nazi conception of the state. Against 
the view that law is the will of the racial soul, embodied 
in Herr Hitler, and right whatever serves the destiny of the 
German people in his view, must be set the view that law 
represents the will of God, which finds expression in the 
law of nature enshrined in the hearts of men, and to which 
as the wliversal law of righteousness all states are subject. 
It is not surprising therefore that in 1930, before National 
Socialism received power, the Ordinary of Maintz had the 
authority of his bishop to declare that no Catholic could be 
a member of the Hitler Party, and the sacraments must be 
refused to a Catholic who was such a member. 

The victory of the parry naturally complicated things, 

1 See Cmd. 6120; G. R. Kay, Dachau, The N.zi Hell (1940). 
• Survey I",. Aff, '933, pp. nSIf. 
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because the Nazi movement meant much to many Germans. 
Its triumph seemed to mark the restoration of unity in a 
much divided country, to rchabilitate a people whose 
enemies had hitherto been potent to humiliate them and 
prevent them from recovery; it gave them a new and 
pleasant self-confidence, courage, security, and determina
tion. As good patriots, thcy fclt that they should support 
Nazi principles, and they hoped that they could do so 
without risk of incurring the disfavour of the Church. This 
end seemed to be attained when Herr Hitler signed un
expectedlya concordat 1 with the Vatican, which acknow
ledged the rights of the Church as regards existing schools 
and provided for new schools under Church influence, 
declared that in Roman Catholic schools teaching should 
be in the hands of Roman Catholics, and there should be no 
interference with their training, while religious orders were 
guaranteed in their charitable, educational, and pastoral 
work. The conclusion of the concordat was regarded by 
the Centre Party,' which long had represented the political 
aspirations of the Roman Catholic Church, as a suitable 
ground for disbanding itself. It had won the bitter hatred 
of the Nazis because it was bold enough to oppose their 
views, because it had endeavoured to carry out the hated 
treaty of Versailles, because it was willing to co-operate 
with the hated Social Democrats, and because it had some 
idea of European solidarity which had by this time become 
obnoxious to the Nazi faith. 

The disbanding of the party resulted in the development 
of the Catholic Action Movement, whose object was the 

, Survey Int. Alf.. '933. pp. 158ff. 
11 For Hitler's hatred see Mein Kampf (E.T.), p. 226. 
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promotion of Catholic principles in personal, family, and 
social life. The movement, however, fell forthwith under 
Nazi displeasure, the accusation being at once made that 
it was merely a disguised form of the defunct party, though 
for thi .. as for most Nazi assertions no evidence whatever 
was at any time adduced. An attack was at once launched 
against the Church Youth Movements in favour of the 
Hitler Youth Movement, of which Baldur von Schirach 
became head in June 1933. The Church Youth organiza
tion was rigidly restricted to purely church activities to 
the exclusion of any social activities, in the confident and 
justified belief that the Hitler Youth would be the gainer 
from this mean policy.' 

Then the law was invoked to bring discredit on the 
Church. No sooner had the Saar plebiscite been decided 
in favour of Germany, the Roman Catholics readily favour
ing return, than the religious orders were attacked on the 
ground of violation of the currency laws, and the utmost 
publicity given to offences which were in most cases purely 
technical violations of complicated enactments; significantly 
the campaign on the Church was followed by wide invest
ments oversea by Nazi leaders in complete violation of the 
laws which have been so savagely vindicated against the 
religious. Nor less scandalous were the accusations of 
immorality with which Germany was deluged in 1936; 
some cases of immoral conduct had undoubtedly taken 
place, but the treatment of these incidents was purely 
political and unprincipled. Far more serious than these 
measures were those taken to deprive the schools of pupils. 

1 N. Micklem, Natiornll Sodalism and the Roman Catholic Church, 
pp. 16)tL 
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The method adopted was that of giving parents the right 
of choice between church and national schools, and then 
exerting continuous and ovcrwhclnling pressure on parents 
to prefer national schools. It is not surprising that in 1937 
Pope Pius XL's patience was exhausted,' and he protested 
in the encyclical Mit brennender Sorge against the Nazi 
violation of the rights secured under the concordat, and 
denounced organized bondage in matters of religion, 
blasphemies in word, writing, and picture, and the effort 
to assert the absolute validity of human above divine law. 
Further censure of the Nazis was understood to be about to 
be issued when he died, for the seizure of Austria was 
followed by a systematic assault on the Church. The action 
was the more ungrateful because Cardinal Innitzer had, 
with dubious wisdom, taken earnest measures to secure 
the support of the priests for the vote in favour of recogni
tion of the (ait accompli. A new technique was evolved; 
masses of party members and hired ruffians were imported 
to attack leading ecclesiastics noted for their support of the 
rights of the Church, no official protection was assigned to 

them, and instead proceedings were then taken against them 
on the specious ground that they were disturbers of the 
peace. 

The new Pope sought to stem the curtent of destruction 
by seeking accommodation with Herr Hitler rather than 
persisting in the denunciation intended by his predecessor. 
It is clear, however, that his efforts had failed, even before 
the outbreak of war; and the cruel persecution of the priests 
in Poland, as well of the Poles in general, evoked denun
ciations from the Vatican, which were slightly altered in 

1 The Persecutio'l of the Church in Germany; Heiden, Hiller, ii. 228ff. 
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form but not in substance at the remonstrances of 
Germany. 

The action of the Nazis against the Protestants 1 was 
more easy. for there was no such unity in the Church. 
divided into Lutheran and Reformed or Calvinist Churches. 
as well as into numerous independent regional churches. 
It was easier to find among Protestants men who were 
willing to consider a revival of their religion. deemed an
tiquated and divorced from the living life of the day by 
adopting the current principles of race. soil. and blood. 
Nor were they unwilling to make concessions to the wave 
of anti-Semitism which the Nazis had aroused and were 
exploiting. These German Christians accept the rule of 
exclusion of non-Aryans from pastoral office. they accept 
absolute allegiance to Herr Hitler. repudiate the Old 
Testament as Jewish. and interpret Christianity in terms of 
race. soil. and blood. Numerous in Thuringia. elsewhere 
they are comparatively few. but their strength lies in the fact 
that it is the desire of the Nazi Party to give control over 
Protestantism in Germany to those who hold this weird 
and heretical faitl,. 

Unfortunately it has been easy for the government to 
exercise undue influence on the Churches. and they have. 
for reasons intelligible enough. found it impossible to main
tain a concerted resistance. It is true that in May 1934 

a very representative synod declared that Jesus Christ was 
the one word of God to be heard and obeyed. and repudiated 
the idea that the Church must recognize other events and 
powers, figures and truths, as divine revelations; but this 

1 N. Micklem, Natiorlal Socialism and Christianity ([939); Survey lilt. 

Aff.. '933. pp. 140. ll0f. 'l7· 
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denunciation of Herr Hitler as a new Messiah 1 merely added 
fresh fuel to his determination to prevent the Church 
proving an obstacle to the carrying out of his plans for the 
establishment of a totalitarian state. The Secret Police and 
the Department of State for Church Affairs wete mobilized 
for the purpose of crushing resistance, and they soon found 
weaker brethren within the Church organization. Thus 
when shortly before Munich a very responsible group of 
Protestants issued a form of intercession service in which 
acknowledgement was made of the sins of the Church and 
people, and prayers for peace were offered, their action was 
not only denounced as constructive treason, since prayer 
for victory was demanded to fulfil the national will, but 
the Lutheran bishops of the Regional Churches were 
induced to dissociate themselves from the action taken in 
Prussia. Here we see the result in part of the old particular
ism of the German state system which made the Regional 
Churches jealous of Prussian hegemony. Herr Hitler with 
much ability added to the confusion in the Church by 
demanding from all pastors an oath of personal allegiance 
and obedience, which was not easy to reconcile with the 
ordination oath of each pastor. This encouraged division 
in the ranks of the Church, for some members felt that on 
this issue compromise was forbidden, while others main
tained that it was proper and prudent to seck to meet as far 
as possible the desire of the state. 

The Department for Church Affairs has been given 
complete control over the finances of the Churches; hence 
no salary may be paid without government assent, no money 

1 On December 21. 1936, Kerri practically hailed him as such, speaking 
as Reichskirchenminister; Heiden, Hitler, ii. 144. 
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paid, and, what is decisive, no voluntary collection made. 
As the Churches have always drawn large sums from the 
state under old agreements, the position of all those who 
will not conform is made utterly hopeless. The leadership 
dogma has naturally been applied to Church administration; 
autocratic powers have been given to higher ollicials who 
are government nominees, and German Christians have 
been appointed to these posts, which they use to dismiss 
apy pastor of independent mind. The Regional Lutheran 
Churches have largely submitted to this regime, thus earning 
favours denied to other pastors. The activiry of the Secret 
Police 1 has been ubiquitous. Those who arc suspected of 
independence are arrested, imprisoned, and held indefmitely 
in custody without even being charged, all liberty having 
been abolished. The faithful remnant endeavoured to set 
up a Provisional Church Government, which should uphold 
the former standards of the Prussian Union Church, but 
the fate of those who thus defied the omnicompetent state 
has been lamentable. Their ordinations are refused re
cognition, their theological training institutions have been 
closed by the police, their leaders dismissed from ollice, 
or forbidden to leave their parishes. The fate of Dr. 
Niemaller, who,' despite his services in the Great War as 
a submarine commander, and his absolute acceptance of 
the supremacy of the state in all temporal affairs, nonetheless 
has been detained indefinitely in custody, is a warning to 
even the most sincere Christians of the danger of opposition 
to' the powers that be. It is easy to understand how im-

1 Cj H. K()hlcr, Inside the Gcstapo (1940). 
I Pastor Niemoller and His Creed. See also The Church Struggle jtZ 

GermmlY. A Survey of Four Crucial Years. 
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possible it has been for the Churches to affect in the slightest 
degree the policy of the state or to interpose any obstacle 
to its engaging in aggressive war. It is easy also to excuse 
the efforts of such men as Dr. Marahrens, Bishop of Hanover, 
who shared in the synod of '934, to work for the accommo
dation of the Church to the dictates of the state. They may 
hold that the Church is enduring tribulation, but that. if 
it can remain united, the time will come when the blighting 
influence of the Fuhrer may be removed, and the Church 
may once more enter into its inheritance. Still it must be 
confessed that, though certain dignitaries of the Catholic 
Church have shown weakness in their attitude to state 
demands, that Church, strengthened by its power outside 
Germany, has maintained a more consistent and effective 
position than have the Protestant Churches, hampered as 
they undoubtedly are by the domination of theologies 
already antiquated and not accommodated to the world as 
it exists to-day. 

Ideologically the attack on the Churches has its ex
ponent, not in Herr Hitler, who probably has no religious 
beliefs at all save that in himself as the saviour of Germany, 
llld through Germany of the Nordic world, but in Herr 
Alfred Rosenberg, the author of Tile Myth ~r the Twentieth 
Celltury, a work well adapted to prove the utter mental 
tailure of the leaders of modem Germany. The essential 
basis of this effusion is the effort to create a true Christinanity, 
which shall be free from the corruptions introduced by the 
transmission of the faith through Jewish sources, especially 
the writings of St. Paul. It is necessary, of course, to dis
prove the idea that Christ was a Jew, the Aryan heresy must 
be applied to Him, and He must have been an Aryan, 
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though naturally the claim is preposterous. The Christian 
virtues are not those of the New Testament; they are [he 
imagined qualities of fierce Aryan warriors, above all of 
ancient Germans, in whose stem natures there is no room 
for humility, gentleness, long suffering, meekness, or pity. 
God is in effect to be fOW1d in the racial solidarity of the 
German people.' to whom it is absurd to apply the idea 
that they have fallen from grace, and have to be redeemed 
through a crucified Saviour. To that racial soul the idea 
of nniversality oflove is preposterous. It would, of course, 
have forbidden the view of Herr Hitler that Jews stand out
side the obligations of humanity, or of Dr. Ley, head of the 
Labour Front, who denounces Jews as parasites like tuber
culosis germs, and denoW1ces compassion for them on the 
plea that those who suffer from tuberculosis do not have 
compassion on the germs of their disease. It is strange that 
any intelligent being should thus reveal himself lower than 
the worst of those whom he denounces. This curious 
creature reveals the positive side of his belief in a letter 
of instruction of April 1937 for school teachers, Storm 
Troops, the Hitler Youth, and his own Labour Front. 
Nazis believe in this world on Adolf Hitler alone; there is 
indeed a Lord God in Heaven 2 who has sent Adolf Hitler, 
that Germany should be established for all eternity. What 
must be the fate of children brought up on this nauseous 
rubbish it is easy to see, but it may at least be said that they 
arc taught to believe in something; whereas it is recorded 
tIiat of thirty-one refugee children, average age twelve, in 

1 Hitler has unconsciowly adopted the tribal deity of the Old Testa
ment; Survey Int. ~ff.. 1933. p. 150. 

I Acknowledged by Hitler, February 24. 1940. 
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a reception area in England, nineteen had never heard of 
the name of Christ. 1 

This miserable faith, however, is what is to supersede 
the Catholic and Protestant Churches. Herr Rosenberg 
declared at Numberg in November 1938 that this was the 
viewpoint of the Leader. The failure to abolish both 
simpliciter was explained as due in part to the effect on 
international issues of the destruction of the Catholic 
Church, and stress was laid on the fact that the abolition 
of the Bolshevist parties had not achieved the extirpation 
of Marxism from the minds of the people. But the Hitler 
Youth Movement is bound to absorb tile fragments of 
the Catholic Youth organization, and the anti-Jewish
Christian teaching of the schools is such as to forewarn 
them of the blackcoa! swindle. Moreover, there were 
already true Nazis working within the Catholic Church, 
with whose help the last and extremely strong position 
of the Church would be occupied, while the fmancial 
weapon would be systematically used to dispose of those 
clerics who could not be won over. 

There is also an even more absurd faith, the paganism 
inculcated by the violent Jew-baiter, Herr Julius Streicher, 
editor of Der Sturmer, a publication whose appearance in 
Germany negatives utterly her claim at the present day 
to be civilized. It is easy to understand ameism and 
agnosticism, but the return to pagan German worship is 
beyond the comprehension of sane humanity. To cele
brate the summer solstice with fire rites is an ancient 
practice of magic import, and its continuation to-day as a 
popular but harmless superstition is natural enough. But 

1 See the Times, February 17. 1940. 
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what can be thought of a man who, standing by a great 
bonfire on the Hessclberg, a hill deemed sacred by the 
Fuhrer, declares that, "When we look into the Rames of 
tllis holy fire and throw our sins into them we can descend 
from this mountain with clean souls," and ends up by 
bidding a huge throng of Nazis to be beautiful, godlike, 
and naturaL The picture of God in the likeness of Herr 
Hitler or any of his satellites must evoke unquenchable 
laughter in any reasonable souJ.1 

It is, of course, clear that rubbish of this sort is the out
come of a situation in which national sanity has broken 
down under the distress of violent emotion, and that the 
future for Germany lies either in a return to Christianity, 
or an advance to the comparative sanity of Bolshevist 
materialism. But it is idle to ignore the part played in 
bringing about the war by the disappearance of the re
straining influences of religion, at a time when, above all, 
the spirit of love, which is the most vital element of 
Christianity, was urgently needed to secure peace in Europe. 
The trials of the Churches in Germany did indeed evoke 
a lively and sincere sympathy among other Christian 
Churches, but to the Nazis these demonstrations of 
solidarity had no meaning other than that hostile govern
ments were mobilizing spiritual forces in Germany to 

oppose the irresistible march of a people who have found 
a new Messiah to lead them to their inevitable destiny of 
dOlllination over all inferior races. 

1 For l. defence see A. B:ihr. Katholische SQUdaritat und Volksgemrin
sd,.ift (1939). 
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13. The Propagation oj Grievances 

I t has been rather ingenuously' suggested that all states 
take care by means of the universal popular education 
which each state provides to propagate the principles which 
it approves. No state, we are told, will allow its future 
citizens to imbibe in its schools teaching subversive of the 
principles on which it is based. In democracies the child is 
taught to prize the liberties of democracy; in totalitarian 
states to admire the strength and discipline of totalitarianism. 
In both he is taught to respect the creeds and institutions 
of his own country and to think it better than any other. 
This pleasing doctrine is far from representing the demo
cratic practice of Britain. It ignores the fact that for the 
classes which are certain to play the greatest part in the 
organization and conduct of the political life and administra
tion of the state, education is not provided by the state, 
and that there is nothing to compel in the actual schools 
where youth is educated any such teaching as is indicated. 
It equally ignores the fact that the systematic inculcation 
of the political principles of democracy plays no part in 
the actual practice in the teaching given in the schools 
provided in England or Scotland by the education 
authorities with the approval of the central government. 
In many schools the real influence lies in the direction of 
producing in the minds of children dissatisfaction with the 
existing condition of things. Enthusiastic supporters of the 
Labour faith or of Socialism in general fmd opportunities 

I E. H. Carr, Propagdllda in International Politics, pp . .sf[ On state 
responsibility for propaganda. see Van Dyke. A.J.I.L .. 1940, pp. 58tf. 
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to implant those ideas in the minds of the more intelligent 
of their charges, and the attitude of many youths who come 
to the universities from schools not under education 
authorities reveal no appreciation of the principles of de
mocracy, but leanings towards Fascism or Communism. 
As. in the case of religion, the British democracy does not 
think it necessary or desirable to exert propaganda for its 
principles in its schools. 

On the other hand, totalitarian practice is very different, 
and it may be more sensible, for obviously, if totalitarianism 
is firmly enjoined on the youthful mind, the child as it 
develops will be provided with a set of ideas which will 
prevent or hamper it attempring to assimilate new con
ceptions. Hence in Germany, as in Italy, there has been 
the most careful attention paid to the control of the educa
tion of youth. Even in Italy Signor Mussolini has not 
given effect to his original suggestion of willingness to 
allow the Roman Catholic Church a share in education. 
He felt, undoubtedly correctly, that the inculcation on 
Italian children of the doctrine of readiness for war was 
incompatible with the principles oflove and pity which the 
Church was bound to teach; anti-Semitism, however 
moderate, was incompatible with a faith which claimed 
to be Catholic. In Germany, naturally, the principle was 
applied with the utmost rigour under Nazi rule. It would 
have been ridiculous to allow any remnant of the teaching 
of Joctrines approving the Weimar Constitution. The 
complete control of all forms of education has been aimed 
at and achieved.' Moreover, everything that could tend 
to prevent the exclusion of false ideas has been destroyed. 

1 B, Rust. Ger"umy Speaks, pp. 97tf. 
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It would have been impossible to preach the Aryan racial 
creed and to allow persons not completely Aryan to teach 
children or youth in the universities. A rigid purge of all 
non-Aryans has been conducted, and, needless to say, 
doctrines which contradict in any way the Aryan creed 
of the philosophy of National Socialism have been barred. 
It is incumbent on a German student who presents a thesis 
on international law to mark with an asterisk the names of 
authors of Jewish extraction, thus giving a preliminary 
warning to readers that their opinions are suspect. Science 
has suffered enormously from the expulsion from their 
chairs of men of the highest distinction because their lineage 
has been at some period remotely sullied hy Jewish ad
mixture. The result is that German youth has been com
pletely imbued with the Nazi faith. The advantages and 
dangers of the procedure are plain. The young people of 
Germany, enrolled in the Hitler Youth, are convinced of 
the reality of the wrongs of their country asserted by 
Herr Hitler and his satellites, and are deaf to any counter
suggestions (even if these reach them, which is seldom the 
case), for the control of opinion is far-reaching and the 
Secret Police vigilant, while delation is encouraged on 
every side. Students therefore are in constant danger of 
punishment if they voice unorthodox opinions, and every 
consideration of common sense induces them to avoid 
contamination with unsound views. The modem form of 
the inquisition is as vigorous as and probably more effective 
than the old. 

The Press, of course, serves to maintain among the 
people, old and young, the most erroneous views of the 
relations between Germany and other countries. Nothing 
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is more striking than the absence in Germany of any source 
whence knowledge of anything except Nazi views can be 
derived. Whereas even during the war British readers 
have abundant sources from which they can derive suste
nance for support of Fascist or Communist doctrines, 
despite the fact that both sets of opinions are hostile to 
British ideals, in peace Germans can gather nothing of 
other than official views, and anything believed outside 
.Nazi circles is available to them only in the form and to 
the extent which is deemed desirable. It is true that foreign 
newspapers, so far as they can be read, afford some possi
bility of knowledge of views not Nazi, but the greatest 
care is taken to ensure that anything not deemed safe is 
not allowed to reach readers. Even the Times, despite its 
long continued toleration of the antics of Herr Hitler, has 
now and then beeu censored, and papers likely to contain 
defmitely anti-Nazi views have been barmed altogether. 
When it is remembered how small even in this country is 
the number of those who make any serious study of the 
foreign Press, it is easy to understand that the effect of the 
admission of comparatively safe papers does little or nothing 
to counteract Nazi propaganda. Naturally too, such study 
is confmed more and more to the older Germans, who still 
remember the time when there was far more liberty of 
speech and thought, and they are already suspect, and have 
to be most careful not in any way to seem to attack the 
new regime or the new philosophy. It is, of course, inevit
able that there is no room for the teaching of any theory 
of politics which is not Nazi. 

The cumulative effect of this policy in creating a Ger
many convinced of the overwhelming character of its 
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wrongs, imd ready to follow the Fiihrer 1 in any steps 
needed to redress them, cannot be over emphasized as a 
cause of the present war. The spectacle familiar among 
us of serious discussion of the rights of the war, and the 
strong advocacy of the meritorious action of M. Stalin in 
invading Finland,' is one incredible to German ideas, just 
as were the resolutions, which :>t one time were favoured 
in the universities of Oxford and Cambridge among the 
rising youth there, against fighting for king and country. 
However we may deplore the state of things in Germany, 
the enormous strength which is given to a leader by the 
convictions of his followers must not be overlooked. 
No disillusionment can be expected unless and until the 
strength which is the Nazi supreme good is shown to be 
delusive. 

But in addition to the work of the schools, universities, 
Press, broadcasting, and films in moulding the nation to 
the Nazi ideal, Herr Hitler has sought to aid his cause by 
propagating, not only in Germany, but also beyond its 
limits, not merely the merits of the Nazi system, but the 
demerits of all that opposes it. In the concluding years 
of the Great War the system of organized propaganda in 
foreign countries took firm root, and it was the earnest 
endeavour of the Great Powers by this means to hasten 
victory by influencing the ideology of their opponents. When 
backed by achievements in the war, the British propaganda 
attained excellent results in destroying the German belief 
in, and readiness therefore to work for victory, though 

1 On the effectiveness of allied propaganda sec: Me;n Kampf (E.T.), 
pp. I64ff; on Versailles, pp. 5ISf. 

I D. N. Pritt, Light on Moscow (1940), and Must the War SpretuI J (1940). 
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as usual the authors of the propaganda tended to exaggerate 
the disruptive force on German morale of thei. intensive 
and highly ingenious work. Since the war the use of 
propaganda has been steadily more and more in vogue. 
Whereas it had seemed essentially a war weapon, com
parable with the use of shells and poison gas, and was thus 
hastily abandoned on the termination of hostilities, or even 
at the armistice, by the warring Powers, Russia had learned 
100 much trom its use by M. Lenin and his friends (after 
Germany had let them loose on Russia) to drop so valuable 
a weapon. The Bolshevists had achieved their ends largely 
by use of propaganda to strengthen wavering sympathisers 
and to disintegrate opinion in foreign lands. They 
established, therefore, on a permanent basis the Com
munist International to serve as the method by which 
Russia might disseminate her views and might undermine 
the principles of government in lands of capitalist structure. 
The strength of this influence was admitted oflicially by 
Britain in the Anglo-Soviet trade agreemenl of March 
1921, when each party undertook to refrain from con
ducting outside its own borders any official propaganda, 
direct or indirect, against the institutions of the other 
party. Needless to say, the Soviet Government promptly 
advanced the ludicrous claim that the Communist Inter
national was in no way its agent, a contention which 
Britain with complete justice refused to believe. In fact, 
however, Communist propaganda went on unchecked 
eimer then or later, which explains why such ready belief 
was accorded by British opinion in the general election of 
1924 to the authenticity of the famous Zinoviev letter 1 

1 Keith, Int. Aff., 1918-37. i. 104. 
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with its instructions to the British Communists regarding 
propaganda for the faith in Britain. 

Germany under Herr Hitler has employed propaganda 
with even greater effect and skill. The use of propaganda 
by broadcasting was not, of course, introduced into Ger
man practice by his regime. Already in 1931 the exchange 
of amenities between the German and the Polish broadcasts 
had led to such irritation that the companies made a com
pact under which the matter broadcasted was not to offend 
in any way the national sentiment of listeners who were 
nationals of the other parry to the accord. But this meant 
nothing, and until in 1934 Germany and Poland came to 
terms and a bilateral agreement to terminate hostile propa
ganda was achieved, the miseries of the people of Danzig 
under Polish control, the sufferings of German minorities 
in Polish lands, and the wickedness of the existence of the 
Polish corridor separating western Germany from the loyal 
eastern Prussia, were effectively spread abroad by this 
device. The accord reached in 1934 was long kept, and it 
was a significant indication of coming war when in 1939 
the restrictions imposed by German policy on attacks 
against Poland were abrogated, and a torrent of abuse was 
let loose. As the end of the season for a campaign drew 
near the whole world was made acquainted with the 
intolerable wrongs, torture, and mutilation inHicted on 
Germans by the unspeakable Poles,' and it seems as if Herr 
Hitler himself had worked himself up to the pathological 
condition in which he believed' these calumnies, though 
his refusal to consider the proper investigation of the 

, Cf Cmd. 6106, p. 94· 
I Sir N. Henderson, Cmd. 6II5. p. 7; § 14. below. 
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rumours may suggest that he was deliberately feigning 
belief in the monstrous charges which Germany was 
broadcasting. 

The same technique 1 had already been employed with 
full success against Austria, in the teeth of the agreement 
of July I936, under which both countries were to refrain 
from all aggressive uses of the wireless, ftlms, news services, 
and the theatre. The doom of the Schuschnigg regime was 
easily foretold when Berlin unloosed against it the vials of 
its wrath and a wealth of mendaciry. The next to suffer 
was Czechoslovakia,' and it must be regretted that British 
opinion allowed itself to be misled by the worthless attacks 
made on that unfortunate country. Apparently con
siderations of common sense disappear when allegations are 
constantly repeated, and the fatal lead given by the Times 
to the government to secure the surrender of the Sudeten 
area to Germany would not have proved so generally 
acceptable had not the minds of British readers and listeners 
alike been won over to tentative acceptance of the long 
catalogue of German grievances, of which nine-tenths were 
false and the remainder grossly exaggerated. Germany by 
this tactic impressed simultaneously on her own nation 
and on the world that the Czechoslovak state was a danger 
to Europe, and the British Government was thus led to the 
policy of Munich in the knowledge that German propa
ganda had performed the necessary preliminary task of 

'1 On the functioru of the Press in World politics, see Dr. Dietrich, 
Germany Speaks, pp. 343ff. On its mendacity see V. M'Kenzie, Her-e lies 
Goebbds (1940). 

• Cj. Cmd. 6115. p. 7 for Sir N. Henderson's admission -of falsity. We 
were not so told in September 1938. 
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preparing the British public for the exertion of coercion on 
Czechoslovakia to compel her to surrender. 

Of the value of propaganda Germany has given con
vincing evidence in the war by forbidding listening-in to 
Allied and even to neutral wireless, and declaring that 
offenders may suffer even the death penalty. Some may 
risk ignoring this order, but in a land where delation 
enjoys high rank the risk is so great that the average listener 
dare not risk it. Moreover, German propaganda during the 
war has been most skilfully produced, and by a singular 
error of judgment such publicity has been given to German 
broadcasts that there is very real danger that the broadcasters 
may succeed in instilling into the minds of no small section 
of the British public erroneous beliefs as to the justice of 
the war and the competence and even the honesty of the 
government in its conduct. In like manner the British 
Government has failed to realize the risk of allowing the 
free circulation in the country of news letters and other 
forms of propaganda containing inaccurate information of 
a character tending to cast doubt on the sincerity and value 
of french co-operation against Germany. In france 1 the 
utmost care has been needed to counter the like propa
ganda by German broadcasts destined to show that Britain 
will carry on the war to the jast frenchman and the jast 
franc. 

As usual Germany had been anticipated in the use of 

t For the methods of control of the French Press by ministers. which 
is very complete and dangerous, see A. Werth, France and Munich. 
pp. 380f. In Britain, criticism of (he government was made criminal 
by Order in Council, September l, 1939. but Parliament compeUed 
its withdrawal by Order, November 23; see Keith, J.e.L. t xxii. 
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propaganda against British interests by Italy, though as 
in all else Herr Hitler is far superior to his master. The 
assault on Ethiopia was not merely excused but justified in 
a ceaseless stream of propaganda which represented the noble 
motives which led Italy to proceed on her mission of libera
tion and civilization against a remnant of the ancient powers 
of pagan wickedness; even the Pope was induced to lend 
his aid to the good cause. Literarure in profusion, only 
e.qualled by its mendacity, was poured forth and circulated 
at what must have been a very high cost. But the expendi
ture was far from wasted. Ethiopia could attempt no 
reply, and the British public was won over in this insidious 
manner to the stage when it conld accept with pleasure 
the complete violation of the most plain British obligations 
in law and honour. Yet the falsity of much of the Italian 
broadcasts must have been plain, had those who implicitly 
believed in the iniquities of the Ethiopian regime reflected 
that from 1936 the Italian Government started a series of 
broadcasts from Bari filled with deliberate falsehoods, the 
admitted object of which was to destroy British influence 
in all lands of Arabic speech. If Italy conld lie about 
Britain, why not about Ethiopia 1 Yet only in 1938 did 
Britain take the long overdue step of starting in the spring 
broadcasts in Arabic to counter the pernicious work of 
the Italy to which so many sacrifices of British obligation 
and interests had been made, and only in September, 
during the crisis over Czechoslovakia, was news given 
out in French, German, and Italian in order to counter 
the utterly misleading broadcasts from the latter 
countries. 

Yet another mode of propaganda is due to Italian 
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initiative.' The maintenance of national schools abroad for 
the sake of nationals resident therein is natural, and since 
the war France, Germany, and Italy have continued or 
expanded or initiated the system, which has patent political 
and cultural advantages. But it was Italy which in 1927 
created a department in Rome especially charged with the 
directly political work of spreading Italian influence and 
culture through the maintenance of contact with Italians 
settled or living temporarily abroad. In Germany the 
Nazis developed the same idea with their wonted assiduity 
and skill. 2 It is sufficient to note the great importance of 
the movement in the territories under British mandate. In 
Tanganyika and South-West Africa alike the Nazis secured 
an extensive hold over the Germans there settled, who 
found that, unless they were fortunate enough to have 
severed effective cOlUlection with their kin in Germany, 
it would be well to join the local branch of the Nazi party, 
and to treat themselves as in effect devotees of Herr Hitler, 
working in their new allegiance for the purpose of establish
ing German sovereignty at a later date. III South-West 
Africa their claims reached the highest aspect, and even 
General Hertzog before the war had to make hasty police 
dispositions in order to frustrate a revolt, while after the 
war there was found conclusive evidence of the activity 
of the Nazi organization in planning, under the regis of 
the German legation in the Union, a plan for revolutionary 
action in the event of a European war. So effective was 
this propaganda in support of the Nazi standpoint that even 

1 On Italy's activities of all kinds of propaganda, sec E. Monroe, 
Tht Mediterranean in Politics. pp. I99ff. 

I G. W. Bohle, Germ4ll'Y Speaks, pp. 326ft: 
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the Prime Minister succumbed to it, and adopted the in
credible position 1 that the Union mould remain neutral in 
the war became it was not a war of aggression, but a mere 
reassemon by Herr Hitler of indubitable German rights. 
Even when he failed to carry his Cabinet into the policy 
of neutrality, and. on the refusal of the Governor-General 
to give him a dissolution, he resigned. it was only later on 
to demand the conclusion of peace and to persist in denying 
the responsibility of Germany for the war, and in declining 
to· disapprove of the German destruction of Poland. No 
more striking example can he cited of the enormous weight 
of propaganda steadily conducted on a mind, narrow indeed, 
yet through fifteen years of continuous office as Prime 
Minister not ignorant of men and facts. Moreover, though 
his followers as a rule did not imitate him in admiration for 
Hitler the Liberator, they were careful to refrain from 
censure, and they are all pledged 2 now to work for the 
separation of the Union from Britain, whose hostility to 
Germany appears inexcusable to minds now for years 
permeated by German propaganda. 

Against the German use of publicity thus to stimulate 
resentment among their own people, and to weaken re
sistence abroad or even to secure sympathy. Britain has 
done little, for the British Council established in 1934 was 
strictly limited before the war to cultural functions and 
propaganda was barred. The British viewpoint stands out 
in the declaration of the Home Secretary on July 28. 1939. 
that he wished there was no necessity for any government 

1 House of Assembly, September 4. 1939. January 2), 1940; General 
Smuts answered in justly severe ternu. 

I Programme of Reunited National or People's Party,January ~8, 1940. 
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publicity anywhere, and he alluded to propaganda as an 
objectionable relic of the years of the war. Will Britain 
always be hopelessly 1 behind the times I 

14. The Personalily of Herr Hiller 

It was the good fortune of Herr Hitler and disaster for 
Europe that he secured and held power in a time when 
there was a marked dearth of statesmanship in Europe. In 
France the commanding figures of the period of the Great 
War had disappeared, and the tradition of high competence 
had vanished with them. Their successors were men of 
limited views, chiefly engaged in mana:uvres to secure 
themselves in power amid the confusion of the French party 
system; in MM. Flandin, Blum, and Daladier nothing could 
be discerned above a tolerable mediocrity. Moreover. 
the preoccupation in social reforms. long overdue. of the 
Popular Front rendered it increasingly difficult for French 
politicians to regard with steadfast earnesmess the growing 
dangers in Germany. In Poland the death of Marshal 
pilsudski,' who had at least a reputation as a soldier. and 
who exhibited at times some signs of statesmanship. was 
followed by the passing of power into the hands of Marshal 
E. Smigly-Rydz. who showed no hint of competence in 
civil affairs. and whose monumental lack of strategic ability 
doomed the gallantry of the Polish soldiers to utter de
struction in a war whose brevity undoubtedly adds lustre 

1 CJ. the issue of aid to Finland, the Times, March 14. 1940 ; Chap. VI.. 
§ 8, below, and Norway in April. 1940 . 

• W. F. Reddaway. Marshal Pilsudski (1939). 
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to the annals of German skill in war. Foreign affairs were 
in the hands of Colonel Beck.' who exhibited so obvious 
an effort to balance France against Germany as to excite 
in both countries equal dislike and distrust. The successive 
Presidents of Czechoslovakia, Drs. Masaryk and BeneS, 
exhibited indeed calm courage, but the limited resources of 
their state excluded them from affecting seriously the 
European position. 

In Britain indeed the supremacy of the Conservative 
Pnme Ministers was untroubled by any serious opposition; 
the Labour party was annihilated by the election of 1931, 
while that of 1935 merely raised its numbers sufficiently to 
make it effectively vocal but impotent. The Liberal leader 
had a fractional following. But Mr. Baldwin, despite his 
geeat skill in managing Parliament, and though he was 
virtually Prime Minister before Mr. Ramsay MacDonald 
retired from a siruation which he had ceased to guide, was 
not an expert in foreign affairs, and he held the fatal 
doctrine 2 that it was not the duty of a leader to warn 
his people of the dangers into which they were falling 
through lack of defence preparations lest this might cause 
loss of by-elections, or still worse, of a general election. 
His successor, a business man imbued with the ideals of 
pacifism, felt only discomfort at the programme of securing 
collective security which his brother had worked for, and 
held that, just as in business it is best to cut losses, so in 
public affairs it was desirable to retire with the minimum 

1 His hostility to the League and general incompetence can be seen 
from Survey Int. Aff.. 1937. i. )!hff. 

:I Keith, Int. Aff., 1918-37. ii. 17Sff. On the fall ofR. MacDonald, see 
Weir, Ramsay MacDonald, pp. 471ff. 
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loss from commitments which had proved inconvenient 
to keep. No British Premier, perhaps, could have been less 
well fitted to deal personally with men of enthusiasm and 
purpose for the aggrandisement of their peoples, such as 
Signor Mussolini and Herr Hitler. 

Herr Hitler himself had the supreme advantage of 
faith in himself and his destiny as leader of the German 
race to higher things, thus contrasting most conspicuously 
with the head of the vital state whose enmity he might 
have to fear. There is no doubt of the deep impression 
made on his mind by the abasement of Germany after 
1918, nor of his conviction from the treatment accorded to 
her by the Allies that in strength alone rested the chance of 
restoring his country to the greatness which was its right. 
Nor could he be expected not to resent the confusion and 
uncertainty imposed on Germany by the gravely erroneous 
policy of reparations, which would have defeated the efforts 
even of a willing Germany to put her house in order. He 
cannot be blamed for desiring urgently to restore self
respect and orderly progress to his country, nor for holding 
that only through an essentially autocratic system could he 
achieve these ends. If his attainment of power seems 
amazing, yet it musr be regarded in the light of the utter 
chaos which prevailed in Germany as a result of the collapse 
of the economic situation after the crisis in the United 
States in 1929. 

The record of the dishonest intrigues 1 by which the 
Nazi party achieved power in 1933, culminating in the affair 
of the Reichstag fire, is unedifying in the extreme, but Herr 
Hider plainly felt that nothing should be allowed to stand 

1 SWlvey Int. Aff., '933. pp. IJ4ff; K. Heiden, Adolf Hitler, i. 248ff. 
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in the way of his advent to power. His use of power to 
bring back self-confidence to his people, and to restore 
the economic position, no doubt brought advantages of 
great value, and explain among a docile race ready to 
recognize leadership the failure of opposition of any 
effective kind. But this result was strongly aided by the 
methods of the Secret Police, which marked out for de
struction any who endeavoured to maintain views of their 
own. In the main, however, criticism was halted by the 
obvious advantage of a people to be restored rapidly to a 
commanding position in a world in which, but a short time 
before, they had appeared to others and to themselves as 
humiliated and reduced to impotence. Stress must also 
be laid on his flair for accepting popular devices; the 
"Strength through Joy" movement. the care for the 
physical' fitness of the nation, and the organization of the 
labour camps displayed the best side of a benevolent 
dictator. 

On the other side must be set the numerous signs of an 
ill-balanced intellect and of a fundamental lack of morality. 
The murders of his former associates, now feared as rivals, 
on J1lIle 30, 1934.' passed with less reprobation than was 
deserved in a Europe which had grown used to horrors 
during the Great War, and was accustomed to the mass 
murders of Bolshevist Russia. But it was a deed for which 
no excuse can be found save the temporary obscuring of 
his intellect by insanity. The desperate urge to decisive 

1· But not mental. Sir N. Henderson ignores this in his eulogy (Cmd. 
6115. p .• '; if. Me;. Kampf (E.T.). pp. '14ff. 

11 Survey Int. Aff.,1934. pp. 324f; Heiden, Hitler. i. 409tf. On im
morality in the Nazi party see Micklem. National Socialism and the 
R(Jrrurn Catholic Church pp. 161f. 
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action was patently a fIgment of a disordered brain. 
Accepting the personal depraviry of some of those 
slaughtered, it remains clear that it was in them no new 
development, and that they had been guilry of it in equal 
measure in the days when they were the FUhrer's closest 
friends and indispensable helpers. Nor is it surprising that 
his critics should have declared that these men died, not 
for their sins, but simply because they were eager to keep 
true to the faith which at one time they had shared with 
him. Yet another sign of a mind diseased may be dis
cerned in his securing for himself a mountain home, 
securedly guarded by narure and human contrivance alike, 
where he can drcam fantastic dreams of reconstructing the 
political map of the world, or can contemplate devotion 
to art as the mitable end for his life.' It is clear also that 
threat of disease explains his impatience for decisive action, 
his preference for war when he was fifry to when he was 
fifry-five or sixry. • 

The evidence is conclusive 3 that Herr Hitler did not 
desire war for itself; this is natural enough in one whose 
pride in himself was so colossal. He realized no doubt that 
in war he could not hope to emulate the feats of a Napoleon, 
and that even his driving arms might shatter against the 
resistance of the heads of the defence forces. But he was 
a convinced believer that only by readiness for, and threat 
of, war could his aims be secured; hence he developed 
German forces in overwhelming strength in the belief 
that by menacing war at the psychological moment he 

1 M. Fran~ois-Poncet, October 20, 1938 ; French Y. B .. pp. 24f. 
I Cmd. 61 IS. p. 10. On his sex relations, see Heiden, i. 353ff. 
I Contrast Crnd. 6[15. p. 23. But this view seems dubiow. 
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could crush the resistance of men less resolute than himself, 
and thus achieve German supremacy with a minimum loss 
of German life. But he had the courage to face war if 
victory were, as in the case of Czechoslovakia and Poland, 
normally secure. 

Unfortunately for the world his belief in the power to 
terrorize by threat of arms was only too fully justified, 
and it was in this point that the lack of statesmen of his 
own force was disastrous. He alone was willing to face 
the risk of war, much as he desired to avert it. But his 
error was in failing to realize that, though Mr. Chamber
lain had shrunk, even before he became Prime Minister 
and held responsibility for war and peace, from withstand
ing Signor Mussolini's threat of war, and, though as Prime 
Minister he had quailed at Munich, there was a limit to 
the surrender which a British Prime Minister could make 
and retain the confidence of his people, and that in Sep
tember 1939 that limit had been reached. This was, no 
doubt, largely due to the misleading views of Herr von 
Ribbentrop, who, while in England, mixed largely in 
rather degenerate social circles. devoid of patriotism and 
courage, and nervously afraid of the bogy of Communism. 
as if the British people could be saved from it by the 
exertions of a foreign socialist. 

It has, in fact, been disastrous for Herr Hitler's mentality 
that he has by his preference for "yes-men" deprived 
himself of all contact with those of high intelligence and 
moraJ courage, and has had to fall back on men lik~ Dr. 
Goebbels, Herr Himmler, Herr von Ribbentrop, and other 
sycophants. It is rather amusing to see Sir N. Henderson 1 

1 Cmd. 6II5, pp. 6t: 
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regarding as a major disaster the curious incident of Field
Marshal von Blomberg's marriage outside the circles 
approved for the high command; this incident is alleged 
to have severed relations with that officer, Baron von 
Neurath, Generals Fritzsch, Beck, etc. But it is more 
plausible to assume that the FUhrer's alienation from these 
men was simply due to the fact that they did hold views 
of their own, and that with his growing dislike of cOWlter 
advice he availed himself of this new Helen of Troy to sever 
relations. 

One point, however, deserves to be stressed. While 
he unquestionably can issue decisions without possibility of 
their being questioned-even as regards the war in Poland 
he is said to have determined its course against expert 
advice, but with success-he is the victim of propaganda 
by the extremists of his own party. If he seems to hesitate, 
they can by a Press campaign sway his mind to the worse 
course; thus against Czechoslovakia, and Poland alike, 
reckless lies of ill-treatment were freely disseminated to 
determine him to act. But perhaps, despite the view of 
Sir N. Henderson,' we may suspect that Herr Hitler rather 
inspired the propaganda than was deceived by it. 

It seems indeed that sadism is an essential part of his 
character, as of that of a large number of the German race. 
It is only possible to understand his speech on October 6, 
1939, in its denunciation of Polish atrocities, as laying a 
foundation of justification for the massacres to be effected 
in that country under the allegation of just punishment for 
alleged wrongs inflicted on Germans. Since March 1939 
truly satanic terrorization by the Poles is alleged, the 

1 Cmd. 6Il5. p. ,. 
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abduction of unknown numbers, the slaying of all the men 
in populous villages, the violation and murder of women, 
even girls and children outraged and killed; "just as tens 
of thousands of Germans were slaughtered and sadistically 
tortured to death, so German soldiers captured in fighting 
were tortured and massacred." We can hardly deem these 
utterances those of sanity, and the vile excesses of the 
German forces in the conquered area of Poland must be 
ascribed to their knowledge that the Fiihrer would welcome 
their action. Here unconsciously the spirit of the Old 
Testament reveals itself in this worshipper of the tribal 
deity, and we are reminded also of the vengeance taken by 
Arminius on the hapless legions of Varus. 

But his moral defects must not blind us to his intellect 
and courage, which have achieved a striking victory ill 
Norway, from an enterprise carried out only three days 
afrer Mr. Chamberlain had said that Herr Hitler had 
"missed the bus," while Lord Halifax denounced him 
on account of it as a "homicidal lunatic" or a "mad 
dog." 



CHAPTER III 

THE EFFORT TO ESTABLISH COLLECTIVE SECURITY AND 

THE RULE OF LAW 

I. The Problem of Security and the Locarno Pacts 

(aJ The Draft Treaty of Mutual Assistan« 

WB have seen 1 that the League Covenant was based on 
the ideal of terminating war by the obligation imposed on 
all members of the League to respect the sovereignty and 
territory of other members, and to co-operate in guarding 
them against aggression whether from a peccant member of 
the League or from a non-member state. But France had 
accepted the terms of the treaty of peace regarding Germany 
only on the promise that she would be guaranteed against 
German aggression by Britain and the United States, and 
the failure of the latter Power to implement what for 
France was a ftmdamental basis of peace caused deep 
anxiety. Britain, not unnaturally, if unwisely, adopted the 
view that her obligation disappeared at once when the 
assent of the United States was refused. It was a position 
legally unexceptionable and public opinion unquestionably 
supponcd it, but France had just reason to resent the 
position in which she thus was placed. She hastily, there
fore, concluded an accord with Poland,' and supplemented 

• Chap. I., § 3, above. I Keith, Int. Aff., 1918-:17. i. 67f. 
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it with understandings with the Little Entente,' Czecho
slovakia, Rumania, and Yugoslavia, which fully recognized 
that if they were to make sure of their future they must 
resort to a regional understanding in order to strengthen 
the general obligation of mutual assistance which was 
contained in Article 10 of the League Covenant. 

France, however, with justice persisted in the attempt 
to persuade Britain to renew the promise which had been 
nullified by the action of the United States. Unfortunately, 
it proved impossible for the two countries to achieve the 
necessary accord; there was at Cannes' reason to believe 
that Britain would give due recognition of the needs of 
France, but the recall of M. Briand terminated a situation 
which had seemed full of hope. Later efforts failed of 
fruition. The British view refused to consider any special 
promise regarding the case of German aggression on the 
eastern allies of France, and it was reluctant to give full 
assurance of automatic aid to France if Article 42 and 43 
of the treaty of Versailles, dealing with the erection of 
fortifications and the introduction of troops into the de
militarized zone provided for, were violated. It is a pleasing 
example of the lack of human foreSight that Lord Curzon 
opposed the French request on the score that it would 
amount to Britain and France taking upon themselves 
primarily the responsibility for the settlement of future 
disputes in Europe, leaving other Powers to delay action 
until the two states had determined what should be done. 
A Inilitary alliance of this character would result in rival, 
and it might be hostile, combinations between other Powers, 
and it would be inconsistent with the theory on which it 

, Ibid., i. 63f[ I Lora D'Abernon's Diary, i. 243ft". 
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had been assumed that the post-war policy of Europe Wa! 

to be based. This doctrine clearly overlooks the essential 
fact that post-war policy was intended to be based, not on 
the Covenant alone, but on the pact by which Britain and 
the United States were to afford to France a guarantee 
against German aggression. France had been deprived by 
events which were not contemplated as possible of her 
essential motive for accepting the terms of peace, and the 
insensibility of British statesmen to her just rights is a 
condemnation of a serious kind of British foreign policy. 

At the same time, as noted above,' Canada had taken 
the lead in an effort to destroy the effective character of 
Article 10, and the rules as to sanctions had been gravely 
impaired by the resolutions of the Second Assembly in 
1921. It was natural that the Dominions, proud of their 
status as virtually independent states, should be anxious to 
retain in their new capacity the advantages of the old 
constitutional principle which freed them from any obliga
tion to enter into war to aid Britain, and therefore should 
dislike the burden of sanctions. They forgot that rights 
imply duties, and that, since they had asked for complete 
status as independent states, they ought to be ready to 
accept the obligations implied in that status. In their 
constant pressure on Britain to secure support for this 
point of view, they forgot that they were overlooking the 
fundamental problems of a Europe which was still packed 
with inflammable material, and in which it was urgently 
necessary that all states should co-opcrate to make real 
the doctrine of collective security. It was at this period that 
there grew up the popular but absurd doctrine-ofren now 

1 Ch,p. I., § J. 
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revived-that the real function of the League was to afford 
occasion for international consultation, and the creation 
of international opinion. The doctrine was popular in the 
United States, where a wholly disproportionate importance 
has always been attached to words, and it encouraged the 
fatal delusion that the machinery against aggression con
tained in the Covenant was in itself undesirable. Nothing 
is more significant of the American standpoint than the 
deniand of Canada 1 at the League Assembly of 1922 that 
no member should be under any obligation to engage in 
any act of war without the consent of its parliament. That 
such a rule would destroy the whole basis of the Covenant 
was ignored in the Dominion under the far-reaching 
influence of American opinion. It was forgotten that the 
United States could, if they pleased, wipe their hands of 
responsibility for peace in Europe, but chat for Britain 
collective security was real and urgent. 

But the insistence of France and of certain other states 
whose need for protection was patent brought about 
efforts which were of a far wiser type, in that they recog
nized that disarmament, which had been under leisurely 
and ineffective discussion, could only be attained by es
tablishing effective security. In 1922 Lord Robert Cecil 
submitted to the Temporary Mixed Commission dealing 
with disarmament the views that reduction of armaments 
to be successful must be general; chat such reduction 
depended on satisfactory guarantees of security; that such 
guarantees must be general; and that the provision of such 
guarantees should be conditioned on an undertaking to 
reduce armaments. This initiative led to the preparation 

1 Cj. Keith, War Government of the British Dominions, pp. 1611£ 
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of a treaty of mutual assistance which was sent in draft. 
not merely to the League members. but also to non
members for any observations. 

The draft treaty was a very elaborate one. and it was 
drawn up with a defmite reference to the objections of 
Canada to fulfil her League obligations. Canada narurally 
was reluctant to act in auother continent. when the one 
great Power in America was to remain aloof, and would 
certainly insist on neutrality. It was made clear that all 
states which signed the treaty were to be under a joint and 
several obligation to aid any other state which signed 
against a war of aggression. declared formally to constirute 
an international criIl1c; military, aerial, or naval action was 
to be required only from those states siruated in the 
continent wherein arose the aggression. At the same time 
the Council of the League was entrusted with the duty of 
determining aggression. and of allocating to the states the 
part to be played by each in resisting it. But. in view of 
the slowness of this process. permission was given for the 
formation of voluntary local alliances with the right of 
immediate intervention. subject always to their incurring 
the penalties of aggression. if in due course the Council 
determined that the right had been misused. It was hoped 
thus to obviate the risk of a regional association forming 
a combination for aggressive rather than pacific cnds. while 
on the other hand the effectiveness of resistance to an 
aggressor would be so increased by the existence of such 
regional associations that the chance of its occurrence would 
be greatly reduced. 

There was a good deal to be said for the project. but 
it was plain from the first that it would meet with serious 
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difficulties both in the United Kingdom and in the 
Dominions.' The latter were all most anxious to restrict 
to the minimum their obligations, and they could easily 
work up a very respectable case for refusal to accept the 
project. The agreement was intended to operate by 
continents, but the British Empire, which still was deemed 
by its units to form an indivisible whole for peace and war, 
was spread over all the continents, and the continental line 
of division ran counter to its essential nature. It followed, 
therefore, that, while the obligations of other states would 
be restricted to a single continent as a rule, Britain and the 
Dominions would necessarily be engaged in countering 
aggression all over the world, which would not be fair. It 
was, of course, easy to answer that, as the Empire did extend 
over several continents, it was natural that it should have 
wider obligations than countries less favourably situated 
as regards area and wealth, the gains of Empire could not 
be enjoyed without facing the difficulties thence inseparable. 
But naturally this contention had no effect on Dominion 
opinion, and the argument was accepted by many politicians 
in Britain. Another ingenious argument, while contem
plating the possibility of continental limitation of obligation 
for the Dominions, stressed the obvious fact that the British 
navy, if called into action in respect of some aggression 
in Europe, might have to operate outside European waters, 
and then there would arise difficult questions regarding the 
inter-imperial relations of the units of the British Common
wealth. Yet another objection was based on the extent of 
the functions which were to be assigned to the League 

1 Cf. League Doc. A. 35. ]924. ix. i InternationAl Stmc/ions. pp. n6ff, 
169, 170. 
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Council. The truth, of course, was that the Dominions and 
Britain had relapsed into the congenial mood of avoiding 
any concern with European affairs, and that they would 
under no circumstances accept any obligations which would 
restrict their unfettered power to refuse to act on any 
occasion except after full consideration of their own 
advantage, and with the consent of their parliaments. 
Other Powers, especially those which had been neutral 
in the war, were ready to criticize, which is always easy; 
they had escaped war, and they were very anxious not to 
run any risk of having to take up arms to defend any states 
but themselves from aggression. The fate of the draft was 
thus sealed, not very wisely; with some amendments it 
could no doubt have been developed into a useful instru
ment for the preservation of European peace. 

(b) The Geneva Protocol, 1924 

But the failure of the treaty was far from satisfactory to 
the Labour Government ofMr. Ramsay MacDonald, which 
took office in 1924 afrer the rejection by the electorate of 
Mr. Baldwin's appeal to it for a mandate for an early form 
of economic nationalism. The leading ideas, which he 
stressed at the Assembly of that year, were the definition 
of aggression so that there should be automatic certainty 
on the culprit in any actual dispute, and the removal of 
the gap in the Covenant which, while postponing war, 
still left open the possibility of a struggle if the machinery 
in Article 15, described above, were to fail to secure 
appeasement between the parties. The solution lay in the 
adoption of compulsory arbitration; the aggressor could 
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be automatically determined by posing the question, Are 
you willing to arbitrate 1 Further arbitration should serve 
to prevent any failure to solve any dispute between states. 
Hence arose the drafting of the Geneva Protocol by M. 
Bend and M. Politis, which offered a definite system 
whereby war might be absolutely banned.' 

The protocol laid down the procedure for determining 
the aggressor on the basis of the idea that refusal to accept 
arbitration was a safe criterion, and it insisted on the 
arbitration of every dispute save those where the subject 
matter fell solely within the domestic jurisdiction of a state. 
In these cases the Council or Assembly might still apply 
the procedure of Article I I of the Covenant. The sanctions 
under the protocol were taken over from the League 
Covenant. 

The Protocol was recommended unanimously on 
2nd October to the consideration of the states by the 
Assembly, and no fewer than seventeen states signed the 
instrument within the next few days, while Czechoslovakia 
ratified the protocol by the end of the month. But un
happily, in the eyes of many Conservatives, the protocol 
was associated with Mr. Ramsay MacDonald, who won 
deep unpopulariry by his anxiery to patch up an accord 
with the Soviet Government in the teeth of very general 
dislike. It is idle to deny that Mr. MacDonald's diplomacy 
was. deeply suspect, and the publication of the famous 
Zinoviev ' letter breathing hostiliry to the British Empire 

1 Baker. The Glneva Protocol (1925); Miller, The GeneJl4 Protocol 
(1925) ; Williams, The League, the Protocol, and the Empire (I92S) ; Sur"ey 
Int. Aff., 1914. pp. 36tf~ Parmoor, A Retrosped, pp. 213tf; Cmd.2273. 

s Keith, Int. Aff, 1918-)7. i. 104 . 
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on the eve of the general election secured not merely that 
the Labour party should suffer a resounding defeat. but that 
the protocol should be smeared with the discredit of its 
supposed inspirer. It is said thaI continuity in foreign policy 
is characteristic of Conservatives. but that assertion forgets 
that prior to the rise of the Labour party to power all 
British governments were based on the fundamental 
ptinciple of acceptance of a capitalist order of society. It 
was a very different thing when a ministry came into 
power. which repudiated that fundamental principle and 
showed a strange admiration for the U.S.S.R., and had even 
acted in what was deemed an underhand manner regarding 
the issue of granting that state a loan. It would have been 
very hard indeed to persuade Conservatives that a project 
dear to Mr. MacDonald as a lover of Russia could be safe 
for Britain. and there was in addition a strong contingent of 
Conservative opinion which was frankly in support of 
isolation from any European complications. 

It was easy to find excuses for asking for further time 
for consideration. though the British attitude at Geneva 
should logically have been followed by swift approval and 
ratification. Relations with Russia had been severely 
strained by the Zinoviev letter incident, for the Russian 
Government repudiated with appropriate vigour the 
allegation that it was genuine. and in fact the truth of this 
point will perhaps never be finally decided by reliable 
testimony. Moreover, the assassination of Sir Lee Stack. 
5irdar of the Egyptian army and Governor-General of the 
Sudan. confronted the ministry with the necessity of regu
lating relations with Egypt, and enforcing British authority 
by the removal from the Sudan of all Egyptian forces. The 
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delay was most unfavourable to the Protocol, for it afforded 
to the Dominions the necessary time to consolidate their 
natural objections to the idea of deftnite obligations. They 
had not refused consideration at Geneva, but no one could 
expect that they would homologate in the long run the 
terms of the Convention proposed. M. Dandurand, 
speaking for Canada, while induced not to spoil unanimity 
at Geneva, had pointedly reminded the Assembly of the 
geographical situation of the Dominion, far from the 
inflammable material piled up in Europe, and with curious 
blindness all the Dominions were absolutely determined to 
avoid having to apply sanctions. It was true that they had 
already an obligation to act under Article 16 of the League, 
but they had determined already that they would somehow 
or other avoid actual imposition, and thus it was most 
painful to them to contemplate deliberately renewing 
obligations which they had earlier faced as inherent in their 
attainment in the League of international status. 

There was, however, a special reason for anxiety about 
the terms in the case of Australia, New Zealand, and in 
less degree, Canada. Japan had raised once more the bogy 
of racial equality, and the Prorocol, while retaining as we 
have seen the exclusion from compulsory arbitration of 
domestic issues, which included, in the general view, 
immigration problems, had opened a loophole under which 
the Conncil or Assembly could become seized of the 
question, and an opinion hostile to the policy of rigid 
exclusion might be reached, which would not indeed bind 
any Dominion, but would embarrass it considerably. The 
exclusion policy was naturally one which most states did 
not admire, as it might affect their nationals, and it was 
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always an uncomfortable possibility that a League declaration 
against it would reveal in its nakedness the seamy ,ide of 
the claim of a slowly increasing nation like the Australians 
to reserve for the occupation of themselves and favoured 
Europeans a great continent. At any rate, the refusal of 
acceptance was decisive, 1 and the British Government was 
in full sym pachy. 

(c) The Locomo Pacts, '925 

But Mr. A. Chamberlain was far too much in touch as 
Foreign Secretary with the dangerous position of Europe 
to be blind to the fact that Britain could not stand outside 
the affairs of Europe, whatever the Dominions might do. 
Selfish isolation, he very properly recognized, was in
compatible with the essential needs of Britain, and accord
ingly he was willing to seek a substitute for the move that 
had failed, and that in a direction which would evade the 
difficulty of bringing the Dominions into agreement. He 
appreciated the fundamental fact that, owing to their 
isolation and the urgent character of their domestic problems, 
the Dominions had utterly failed to follow with intelligence 
the march of affairs in Europe. It must be remembered 
that in 1925 no Dominion had a diplomatic representative 
in any foreign country, with the sole exception of the Irish 
Free State, which in its desire to emphasize its independence 
had secured the consent of the United States, through the 
good offices of the British Government, to the appointment 
of a Minister Plenipotentiary at Washington. But his 
position in a state which adored isolation did not make for 

1 CmJ. 2458 ([925). 
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opening up to the Free State any understanding of the 
necessity of the Dominions to interest themselves in affairs 
in Europe, despite its geographical proximity thereto. The 
State Government too, probably, bore some grudge to 
the European states, since not one of them had consented 
to recognize as independent or even as belligerents the 
republican forces when they were struggling to win 
freedom. 

Mr. Chamberlain, therefore, after impressing his views 
on colleagues, who were hesitant and difficult, and forcing 
the Prime Minister to support him at the risk of losing his 
Foreign Secretary, determined to fall back on the device of 
a regional understanding to secure France that safety, which 
she had been promised at Versailles, but of which she had 
been deprived by events out of her control.' He faced, of 
course, the perpetual objection that grouping of Powers 
produces counter-groupings, and revives the old and pre
sumably evil balance of power, and the plausible corollary 
that the result of such grouping may be aggression. But 
there was a way of obviating to a considerable extent this 
risk, the adoption of a system of mutual guarantees against 
aggression together with defmite accords for the peaceful 
settlement of all possible disputes. The idea was not his 
invention; it had been suggested as far back as 1922 by 
Germany with regard to the Rhineland, but then rejected 
by the suspicious M. Poincare, nor had the proposal better 
sucCess in 1923. But Lord D' Abernon, as British Ambas
sador at Berlin, was anxious to see the idea carried into effect 
as a potent means to reconcile France and Germany by 

1 Petrie. Sir A. Chamberlain, ii.; Lord D'Abernon's Diary, iii; Stres.e
m.ann. Diaries, ii., give the views of the chief actors. 
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banishing the mutual distrust which so deeply separated 
them, and Mr. Chamberlain saw his way to securing from 
the Cabinet and Parliament accord for a definite engagement 
which would be limited to the frontiers of France and of 
Belgium. Though Mr. Baldwin 1 had not yet enunciated 
his doctrine which placed the air frontier of Britain on the 
Rhine, the feeling had long been in vogue that the Low 
Countries and the Channel must be kept even by recourse to 

war from falling under the power of any great rival, and the 
new plan was based on this fundamental doctrine of policy. 

There was a good deal of trouble in attaining the objec
tive, and, though Berlin on a hint from Britain renewed 
the suggestion in February 1925, it was not until M. Briand 
became Foreign Minister in France that essential progress 
could be made. M. Briand was naturally insistent on the 
logical step of the entry of Germany into the League, 
without conditions, but that was by no means a simple 
step for the German Government to take, since it had but 
a small and uncertain majority and required the support 
of the Nationalist Party. It was anxious, therefore, to 
make a striking bargain, by securing the evacuation of the 
first Rhineland zone and of the RuIu, and to obtain modi
fication in its favour of the full severity of the sanctions 
clause. The point here involved was mainly the issue of the 
right of French transit through Germany in order to aid 
Poland in the event of the attack of that country by Russia, 
a position which would obviously be difficult for a Germany 
which looked to Russia as a friendly Power. A further issue 

1 House of Commons. July 30, 1934: .. When you think of the defence 
of England, you no longer think of the chalk cliffi of Dover; you think 
of the Rhine; that is where our frontier lies:' 
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for Germany was the question of the eastern frontier; she 
had never forgiven her losses to Poland or the boundary 
conceded to Czechoslovakia, and she was most anxious 
to reduce the settlement to the case of the Rhineland, thus 
reserving for later consideration the problem of the eastern 
lands. This accorded, of course, with the decision since 
enunciated so often by the Fuhrer that Germany will not 
insist on re-opening the question of Alsace-Lorraine. 

The result, however, covered as many points as possible 
in the most comprehensive way, and at Locarno on 5th 
October terms were fmally adjusted. The pacts reached 
did not deal with the Rhineland evacuation, but it was 
agreed that the fust zone would be soon vacated, and the 
conditions of occupation elsewhere would be varied in a 
manner acceptable to Germany. Germany yielded on 
the point of the inclusion of arrangements for the east, and 
was rewarded by the promise of a declaration which made 
it clear that, while the decision was one for the League 
Council in any concrete case, there would be no doubt that 
in deciding the issue of what action should be taken by any 
Power in respect of sanctions due regard would be had to 
both the geographical position of Germany, and to her 
limited armaments as factors. The crux of the problem 
of the position of the Dominions was duly faced. It was 
idle to expect them to share in the burden, nor could they be 
brought to the Conference. But they were formally 
exempted unless their governments decided to accept the 
obligations imposed on Britain by her guarantees. In the 
proposed Anglo-United States-France pact of 1919 the 
power to include them was vested in their parliaments, 
but, as India was now included, and it was not desirable 
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to place the decision in the hands of its new legislature, the 
power was now given to the governments. It did not 
matter, for although the Dominions politely applauded the 
accords when laid before them at the Imperial Conference 
of 1926, and congratulated Sir A. Chamberlain on the feat 
which had brought about his K.G., they did not dream of 
accepting a burden, however problematical the necessiry 
of having to make it good then seemed.' 

In Germany the agreements were not exempt from criti
cism from those who saw small gain and possibiliry ofioss, 
but the President accepted them as justifiable, and his 
inRuence secured a vote of 291 to 174, and the treaties were 
all signed in London on 1st December, being hailed by 
Sir A. Chamberlain as "the real dividing line between 
the years of war and the years of peace." In fact, the com
plex of treaties was of substantial value. One treary con
tained a mutual guarantee of the Franca-German and the 
Belga-German frontiers, concluded between France, Bel
gium, Germany, Britain, and Italy. There were also arbi
tration conventions between Germany and France, and 
Germany and Belgium, providing for the settlement of any 
possible disputes. There were arbitration conventions 
between Germany and Poland, and Germany and Czecho
slovakia, again framed to compel the peaceful settlement 
of any disputes, and thus excluding war, and, as Britain and 
Italy were not ready to give a guarantee of these frontiers, 
France entered into separate treaties with Poland and with 
Czechoslovakia under which there were mutual pledges 
for aid against German aggression.' 

(SO) 

1 Keith. The Dominions as Soverdgn States. pp. 2If. 

t Wheaton, Int. Law (ed. Keith), ii. 1237 if. 
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There is no doubt of the value of the treaties. They 
were genuinely intended by France and Britain to secure 
an accord between Germany and France based on the 
agreement of Germany to fulfil honourably her treaty 
engagements instead of seeking to evade them by one 
subterfuge after another. Herr Stresemann's efforts for 
Germany had been based on this new alignment of policy. 
To him as to Mr. Lloyd George and Sir A. Chamberlain 
the way seemed open for progressive liquidation in a 
friendly spirit of all difficulties. As we have already seen, 
the like policy of fulfilment had already been embodied 
in the Dawes scheme for the payment of reparations. As 
Mr. Lloyd George insisted,' the position achieved should 
have been made the basis for further advance; unhappily 
a variety of causes precluded the emergence of the progress 
which was so badly needed, and the death of Herr Strese
mann 2 in October 1929 removed a statesman who, what
ever his demerits, had done something real in the way of 
seeking peace. 

The sequel to Locarno should have been the immediate 
admission of Germany to the League in the hope thus at 
once to establish the new-found cordiality. But a most 
unfortunate contretemps, which the participants in Loc.rno 
had not reckoned with, spoilt the process and delayed it. 
Germany had been assured that she would receive what was 
patendy due to her, a permanent seat on the League Council, 
together with Britain, France, Italy, and Japan-the United 
States having failed to join-and it was expected that ad-

J Keith. Spetches and Documml1 on the British Dominions. 19l8-)I, 

P·367 . 
• For doubts ofhis sincerity see p. 90 ante. 
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mission to the League, and the fulfilment of this proposal, 
would be effected in March 1926 at a special Assembly 
meeting. Now the number of the Council, which, as 
regards temporary members had been ftxed at four to begin 
with, had been increased by two by the Third Assembly, 
and, though a rotation of seats had been approved in 
principle, it was still awaiting the necessary number of 
ratifications of Article 4 to make it possible to establish it, 
and Belgium, Spain, and Brazil, which had been the states 
named in the Covenant, were still holding seats. The 
knowledge that it was desired to give Germany a permanent 
seat raised from Spain and Brazil claims for like treatment, 
and Poland also put in a claim, for she naturally had mis
givings as to her future if Germany were always on the 
Council, and in a position thence to influence action for 
treaty revision, which Poland naturally had cause to fear; 
China also had ambitions in view of the permanent seat of 
Japan. At the League meering the claims of Spain and 
Brazil resulted in the failure to secure accord, since the 
Council could not be unanimous, and the qnestion of the 
membership had to be sent to a committee for examination. 
That resulted in the acceptance of a compromise suggested 
by Lord Cecil. The number of non-permanent members 
was raised to nine, and of these, a third could be re-elected 
provided a two-thirds majority of the members could be 
obtained to approve this. This meant that there would be 
beside the permanent members a class of semi-permanent 
members. In June the ratifIcation of the amendment to 
Article 4 resulted in the adoption by the necessary two
thirds majority of the project. Poland accepted the com
promise with resignation, and received in consolation the -
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necessary authority for re-election, Brazil withdrew from 
the League, and Spain at first thought of doing so. The 
new system was acted on at the next Assembly, Germany 
being admitted a member and given a permanent seat on 
the Council.' 

2. The Paris Pact and M. Briand's Scheme of Federal Union 

The effect of Locarno was limited by the restriction 
of its ambit to the Powers whose relations with Germany 
were patently of first importance to their future. But a 
wider result was achieved by the initiative of M. Briand, 
who in April 1927 suggested that it would be appropriate 
to mark the tenth aJmiversary of the entry of the United 
States into the war by concluding aJI engagement renouncing 
war as aJI instrument of national policy as between these 
two states. From this modest beginning sprang up a pro
posal accepted with less enthusiasm by M. Briand, put 
forward by the United States Secretary of State, which 
contemplated the idea being made applicable to the whole 
of the nations, but primarily the four great Powers, Czecho
slovakia, Poland, Belgium, India, and the British Dominions, 
Britain having very naturally insisted that no such pact 
could be accepted by her unless it were welcome also to the 
Dominions.2 

The pact fmally concluded merely asserted the re
nun~iation by its signatories of the use of war for national 
ends, and it was not accompanied by any sanClion whatever. 
It was, in fact, just the sort of magnificent gesture which 

1 Cf Stresemann, Diaries, ii. 503fT. 
• Keith, I"'. Aff., '9,8-37, i 'Uff; Cmd, J109, 3153 (1928), 
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appeals in a marked degree to the American sentimentality 
and love of fine words, without interest in the reality behind 
them. The Secretary of State had obligingly made it clear in 
response to doubts of France that the right of self-defence 
was necessarily understood to be reserved, and, of course, 
trus admission took the whole value of the declaration from 
it, for no nation exists wrueh cannot prove that when it 
attacks its neighbour it is acting in sclf-defence. We are 
all familiar with the picture of Italy driven to save her 
people from Ethiopian aggression, and of the fears of 
Germany that Poland was bent on a war of conquest, 
which could be averted only by counter-attack. Even 
Britain made it clear that she regarded the right of self
defence as including the right to defend certain regions 
of the world, the welfare and integrity of wruch con
stituted a special and vital interest for her security; Egypt 
and Iraq were clearly indicated. France insisted on pointing 
out that the new pact must not be deemed to abrogate prior 
treaty obligations, and Mr. Kellogg assented. It is interest
ing to note that the U.S.S.R. suddenly displayed an tm
expected enthusiasm for the pact, which it at first affected 
to regard as a capitalist device, and secured, pending ratifica
tion by the United States Senate, the agreement of Poland, 
Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, and Rumania 1 to make the 
instrument operative among them, even if it did not receive 
the blessing of the Senate. 

It should be noted that the pact went no further than the 
resolution of the League, on the motion of Poland, on 
September 24, 1927, which condemned all wars of aggres
sion, and declared that pacific means must in all cases be 

1 Moscow Protocol, February 9, 1929 . 
• 11 
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employed to end international disputes, while the Pan
American Conference of February 1928 adopted a like 
resolve. There is something pathetic in this faith in words, 
but popular opinion succeeded in securing acceptance by 
practically all the Powcrs which were eligible to sign. 
Argentina, Brazil, and Bolivia were the only states, which 
for various reasons, were unwilling to accept the pact. 

The Assembly which denounced wars of aggression 
also resolved on September 26, 1927, to reaffirm the 
primary importance of adequate guarantees of security 
and of collective action to maintain peace, and suggested 
the formation of a Committee of the Disarmament Con
ference charged with this question. Much work was 
carried out by Dr. Bene, at Prague with a view to aid the 
deliberations of the Committee, and in September 1928 
the League Assembly 1 opened for the general accession 
of states a General Act for the Pacific Settlement of Inter
national Disputes. Its intention was to complete the 
Kellogg Pact by filling up the gap left therein by the vague
ness of its provision for the pacific settlement of the disputes 
which under the pact could not be determined by the 
arbitrament of war. Provision was now made for con
ciliation procedure, deemed suitable for some cases and 
held to have advantages over judicial decision, if the 
powers at loggerheads really desired a friendly settlement. 
In other cases reference to the Permanent Court of inter
national Justice or an arbitral tribunal was laid down, while 
for disputes where action by the Permanent Court was not 
suitable arbitration might properly be arranged. it was 
made optional to states to accept part only of the Act, 

1 Keith. Int. Aff.. 1918-37. i. 178t[ 
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without binding themselves to compulsory arbitration. 
Reservations might be made in accepting, and, if made, 
other parties might take advantage thereof, a fact which 
naturally caused states to defer action in order to see what 
exceptions were going to be made. The Act, therefore, 
became operative only on August 16, 1929, when Sweden 
and Belgium had accepted it in part. Other Powers were 
not at all eager to act. The Labour Government, however, 
which attained power in Britain in May 1929 had committed 
itself to further arbitration, which has always had a con
siderable appeal to the British mind, and it succeeded in 
September in inducing the Dominions to agree to acceptance 
of the Optional Clause of the Statute of the Permanent 
Court, reserving only domestic issues and inter-imperial 
issues, in addition to disputes arising out of past events, 
which covered the acute and difficult issues of the rights of 
neutrals in the Great War.' At the Imperial Conference of 
1930 the forces of persuasion induced the Dominions to 
commit themselves to acceptance of the General Act, which 
took place in 1931.' The like reservations were duly made, 
and it may be added that in 1939 Britain intimated that any 
matters arising out of acts of war would not be deemed to 
fall under the jurisdiction of the Permanent Court under 
her acceptance of the Optional Clause or under the terms 
of the General Act. The ground for such action was over
whelming. It had been assumed that under the League 
Covenant honestly applied, the days of neutrals would be 
over, but by 1939 the Covenant had been destroyed, in 

1 Keith. SpUCht1 and Documents on the British Dominions, J9J8-31, pp. 
4I4ff. 

• Ibid., pp. 4JSff. 
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large measure no doubt by British action, though naturally 
that was not a point which Britain was anxious to admit. 

Nothing, it is clear, was effected of importance by the 
new Act, though as usual its importance was stressed by 
supporters of the League. But a new point of view was 
stressed in September 1929 by M. Briand, who took up 
seriously the idea of M. Herriot, when Prime Minister in 
'924-25, that the devoting of tIouble to the League was 
justified because it presented a rough draft of an United 
States of Europe.' M. Briand's motive certainly seems 
not to have been any idea of consolidating Europe against 
impact from great nations outside. As a man devoted to 

realities, he seems to have been impressed rather by the 
negligible contribution made to the improvement of the 
affairs of Europe by the members of the League overseas 
and the rather negative help, mingled with a good deal of 
rather imperious advice, tendered by American opinion. 
In his memorandum of May 17, 1930, he stIessed the geo
graphical solidarity of Europe and the necessity of applying 
the same idea to the problem of security. But his proposal 
was limited to members of the League, of which neither 
the U.S.S.R. nor Turkey were then members, and he still 
contemplated that states in the League should possess 
full sovereign independence. The project was no doubt 
open to the gloss at once put upon it by critics that it was 
no more than an ingenious device to place France and her 
satellite states in a dominating position in Europe. Thus 
Belgium which had always regarded the League as a means 
of preserving herself from too great subordination now criti
cized the plan, though Poland and the Little Entente wel-

l Keith. Int. Aff-. J918--37. i. 198-z03. 
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corned it cordially. Italy, and Germany with her friends 
in Hungary and Bulgaria, stressed the necessity of adding 
the U.S.S.R. and Turkey; Austria was of opinion that touch 
must be maintained with extra-European states; Hungary 
demanded that the principle of equality should be respected 
rigidly; Germany reminded M. Briand of the necessity of 
equality for all, security for all, and the peaceful adjustment 
of vital needs. Italy urged that disarmament must frrst 
be dealt with; Hungary raised the necessity of treaty revision 
as a preliminary step; and Italy and Bulgaria criticized the 
proposed elective committee under the scheme. 

Other Powers, including Britain, were not enthusiastic 
regarding the scheme, most holding inter alia that it erred 
in subordinating the economic considerations to those 
which were political; but M. Briand had recognized the 
danger that the more powerfully organized industrial states 
might by reason of economic superiority establish a measure 
of domination politically over their weaker brethren. The 
whole project ended in vague declarations of the desire for 
closer co-operation, but the objections raised displayed how 
strong already was the resentment felt among the defeated 
states for the conditions under which they were required, 
to live. The demand for territorial revision was already 
strongly voiced, and, as none of the Powers which had gained 
lands from the war were in the slightest degree minded to 
part with them, it was made obvious to any serious student 
that real co-operation in Europe was out of the question. 

But the proceedings of the Commission of Inquiry for 
European Union, which had no result on this issue, saw 
the emergence of a singularly awkward problem. Ad
vantage was taken of the suggestion for union by the 

(16) ~IS 8a 
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Austrian representative to enter into secret negotiations 
with Dr. Curtius, Foreign Minister of Germany, with a 
view to the conclusion of a customs union between the 
two states. This was announced on March 21, 1931, and 
raised a vehement storm of indignation.' There were 
raised two main objections. Firstly, the union pointed to 
a political union which was not permissible under the 
treoty of peace, and secondly, by the first Protocol for 
Austrian Reconstruction of October, 1922, the Austrian 
Government bound itself to " abstain from any negotiations 
or from any economic or financial agreement, calculated 
directly or indirectly to compromise Austrian inde
pendence," and also not to "violate her economic inde
pendence by granting to any state a special regime or 
exclusive advantages calculated to threaten this inde-

d " pen ence. 
It was natural that France, Czechoslovakia, and Italy 

should protest as signatories of the Protocol, and Britain 
asked that the matter might not be fmalized without 
allowing examination by the League Council. Germany 
objected at first even to this, but under strong diplomatic 
pressure, Austria consented in April to hold up matters 
pending the next Council meeting. But the future of the 
issue was simplified by the failure of the Credit-Anstalt 
already alluded to, for in desperate need of fmancial aid, 
Austria became amenable to French pressure, and on 
3rd September Dr. Schober notified that Austria did not 
intend to carry the issue further. Two days later appeared 
the ruling of the Permanent Court of International Justice, 
to which the League Council had referred the issue for an 

1 Keith. Int. Aff.. J918-37. i. lU. 
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advisory opinion.' The result was singularly unimpressive. 
because the division of votes was eight to seven. The 
arguments on either side were of weight, but it is just 
possible to hold clearly that. as a decision had to be given. 
the case against the validiey of the treaey was the stronger. 
But the issue was not a fortunate one in any way. 

With the idea of European union dead without 
mourners or honour, France made at the Disarmament 
Conference in 1932 a fresh effort to attain securiey. There 
were to be different degrees of responsibility; all the 
Powers represented at the Conference should undertake 
to consult together. if there should happen a breach or 
threat of a breach of the Kellogg Pact; to abstain from 
economic and fmancial relations with an aggressor; and to 
refuse to recognize any international situation brought 
about by a violation of an international undertaking. The 
inner circle of members of the League were bound to carry 
out the effective and loyal application of Article 16 of the 
Covenant. For a limited inmost circle there were proposed 
specific military and political engagements. The idea had 
no success. for securiey raised the insoluble problem of 
treaey revision. 

In the British effort of 1933 I to save the Conference 
from utter failure. the idea of securiey figures in the shape 
of the rule that a conference should take place in the event 
of a breach or threat of a breach of the pact; the great 
Powers were in this suggestion as in that of France accorded 
definite recoguition. for any decision to be arrived at must 
receive the unanimous assent of all of them. while a simple 
majoriey of the other Powers participating in the discussion 

J Ibid., i. 2.16. , I Su,v'y Int. Aff., 1933, pp. Z49fL 
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would suffice. The whole project, however, fell with the 
termination, without achieving success, of the Conference. 

3. Regional and Bilateral Security Treaties 

The League Covenant had admitted the desirability of 
regional pacts to further its ends, and the wisdom of this 
advice was promptly recognized by the statesmen of 
Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and Rumania, who all had 
gained largely as the result of treaties of peace. All three 
states had serious problems to meet arising out of their 
racial composition. Czechoslovakia had Czechs, Slovaks, 
Germans, Ruthenians, and some Magyars; Yugoslavia 
was the kingdom of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes. It 
represented a blending together of two different trends of 
opinion-that which sought to create a Greater Serbia, and 
that which aimed at creating with capital at Zagreb a state 
uniting the Croats, Slovenes, and Serbs formerly under the 
Habsburgs. Croats and Serbs shared a community of race, 
and their language was in essence one, but their western 
and eastern affmities were marked by the different sources 
of their alphabets, and the Croatians deemed themselves 
superior to the Serbian peasants long under Turkish domina
tion, and as Roman Catholics were western in religious 
outlook as compared with Serbian Orthodoxy. Rumania 
secured by the Balkan war of 1913 the Dobrudja with its 
Bulgar population, thus creating Bulgaria a determined 
foe, and by the treaty of peace Transylvania with its 
numerous Magyars. whence a lasting feud with Hungary, 
added to by the Rumanian occupation after the regime of 
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Communism under Bela Kun. The Rumanian action was 
accompanied by spoliation which discredited the state. 
Bessarabia was in dispute with Russia, and was only 
accepted by the Supreme Allied Council in March 1920, 
and Britain alone hastened to accept the treaty signed to 
accord recognition on 28th October, while the Soviet 
Government protested; recognition indeed has never been 
given. 

In these circumstances co-operation seemed urgent and 
possible to M. Bend, who was destined to play a great 
part in European affairs, above all in diplomatic issues. He 
secured 1 first on August '4, '920, a pact with Yugoslavia 
directed against Hungarian aggression, to which the attempt 
in March, 1921, of the ex-King Charles, to regain his 
Hungarian throne facilitated the addition of a like pact on 
23rd April with Rumania. On 7th June Yugoslavia and 
Rumania reached accord, but also included Bulgaria' as a 
possible enemy, for a great majority of the Macedonians 
handed over to Yugoslavia were of Bulgar origin, and 
Britain had vainly endeavoured to secure for them 
autonomy under Yugoslav rule. The Little Entente was 
thus complete, and its unity enabled M. BeneS after the 
second coup of the ex-king in October to secure the enact
ment of legislation in Hungary banning the Habsburg" 
while leaving the principle of monarchy intact. Rumania 
would gladly at this time have completed her security 
against Russia in special by bringing about an accord of 
the Little Entente with Greece and Poland, but neither 

1 Keith, Int. A.fJ.. 1918-37, i. 63ff; Crabites, Benes, pp. 167ff. 
I For the jwtice of Bulgaria's claim on Rumania see Bull. Int. Nellll. 
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Yugoslavia nor Czechoslovakia had any racial feeling 
against Russia. Moreover, they were confident that Russia 
would revive, and thus were not ready to guarantee any 
frontier, whether Polish or Rumanian, against such a re
vival. The alliance formed between France 1 and Poland 
in 1921 did not alter their views. Poland and Rumania, 
however, signed a treaty on 3 rd March. 

Unluckily, the strength of the Little Entente rested 
rather in the motive of self-defence than in anything more 
pOSltlve. Hence, when the danger from Hungary was 
removed for the time by her acceptance in 1923-1924 of 
financial aid from the Entente Powers and League super
vision of finance, as in the case of Austria in 1922, their 
union was diminished, and an attempt by France in January 
1924 to complete her relations with Poland by an accord 
with the Entente brought about only a treaty of 24th 
January with Czechoslovakia. On the 27th Yugoslavia 
strengthened her position by securing a final settlement of 
the question of Fiume, so long under dispute with Italy. 
The accord gave Italy the city, but allowed facilities to 
Yugoslavia and gave it Port Baros, so that, while Croatians 
were displeased, Serbs felt the settlement with Italy worth 
while. Czechoslovakia followed suit in July, M. Benes 
being decidedly in favour of securing as close contact with 
the great Powers as possible. At Locamo, Czechoslovakia 
and Poland only secured accords with Germany excluding 
war; and promises of support from France. 

In 1926, however, France secured a treaty with Ru
mania in January, recognizing at the same time Rumania's 
clainl to Bessarabia, and in March arranged a treaty with 

1 Keith, Int. Ajf., 1918-)7. i. 67 • 
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Yugoslavia, which was formally signed only on November 
II, 1927, France having been anxious to include Italy. 
Yugoslavia acted then chiefly under the influence of her 
growing estrangement from Italy. This was primarily 
due to the obvious efforts of Italy to establish her influence 
in Greece, Hungary, and above all, Albania, with which 
she concluded on November 27, 1926, the treaty of Tirana 
which in Yugoslav opinion created a virtual protectorate 
of Italy over that country. Italy responded to the attitude 
of Yugoslavia by a military alliance of November 22, 1927, 
with Albania, which showed her determination to create 
in the eastern Mediterranean a counterweight to the 
ascendancy of France in the western area. Yugoslavia, 
herself, under pressure through Italy, which in 1928 secured 
accords with Greece and Turkey, and as a result of the 
internecine strife in Parliament between Serbs and Croats, 
whose leader was assassinated, agreed to accept arrange
ments as to Fiume, Zara, and Dalmatia which she had 
signed in 1925, but not ratified. From this time onward 
the issue of relations with Italy assumed a constantly in
creasing importance in the mind of Yugoslavia. 

It was natural that the Little Entente should respond 
favourably to the initiative in 1930 by M. Briand in favour 
of closer European co-operation which would have greatly 
simplified their several problems. With France and Italy, 
Czechoslovakia protested in 193 I regarding the proposed 
customs union of Austria with Germany. On February 16, 
1933, a formal pact of organization set up a permanent 
Council of Foreign Ministers.' But the subsequent acquisi
tion by Italy of a wide control over Austria by the support 

1 Survey Int. Aff.. J933, p. 204. 
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of her against the Nazis of Austria and Germany rendered 
the Little Entente defmitely hostile to the Italian project of 
1933 1 for a pact between the four great Powers, which 
would enable them to take up treaty revision. Such 
composite states could only suffer from a procedure of 
this kind. But the development of German influence 
inevitably affected gravely their solidarity. Czecho
slovakia was definitely anxious at the menace to Austria, 
but Yugoslavia had no ground to object to a menace to 
Italy. whom she disliked. by the possible appearance of 
Germany on the Bretmer, while Rumania was glad to 
think that a strong Germany would dissuade Russia from 
claiming Bessarabia by force of arms. A further complica
tion was due to the pact of January 24, 1934.2 by which 
Poland and Germany agreed to renounce force as an 
instrument in their policy towards each other for ten 
years. 

These complex considerations led to M. Barthou's 
effort to secure an eastern pact.3 to embrace in the first 
instance Soviet Russia. the Baltic States. Poland. Czecho
slovakia. Germany. and France. The idea was to follow 
the Locarno model, and to complete that great accord by 
introducing Russia into it. while France would guarantee 
the Russian frontiers. A limited pact had been concluded 
on February 9. 1934.' between Greece, Yugoslavia. 
Rumania. and Turkey which guarantees the Balkan frontiers 
of each. binds them to consultation on measures affecting 
their interests. including discussion prior to any political 
action towards a non-signatory Balkan State. and negatives 

1 Ibid .• pp. 209ff. • Ibid .• '934. pp. 327f. 34Iff. 386f. 
t Ibid., pp. 332, 350, 387. 392, 412, 415. .. Ibid., pp. sosff. 
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me assumption, save with general consent, of obligations 
of political character to any such state. This pact was 
necessarily resented by Bulgaria against which it was 
primarily directed, so that it contradicted the ideal of 
forming a bloc to ensure peace in south-eastern Europe. 
But its merits were patent, and in 1938 it was to feel strong 
enough to accept treaties with Bulgaria and Hungary on 
3 ISt July and 23rd August which, while not securing any 
renunciation by mese states of claims for rectification of 
boundaries, did rule our force, and released them from the 
restrictions on rearmament of the treaties of peace, which 
obviously could not by that time be deemed to possess 
justification in a world of steady rearmament. 

The eastern pact of mutual guarantee was welcomed 
by Britain and Italy, but Porand rejected me idea, for her 
essential aim was to avoid serving as a battleground in a 
Russo-German conflict, and Herr Hitler declined any 
multilateral pact, which would involve his bete tloire, the 
existence of any accord binding states attacked by him to 
act together. But there was opened up another way to 
peace, when Italy stood out to protect Austria from German 
control, and it seemed to M. Barmou that he could bring 
Italy into his system of securiry. This involved me winning 
over of Yugoslavia to accord with Italy, and it was on his 
arrival in France for discussions that King Alexander and 
M. Barthou perished at the hands of a Croatian assassin. 
The falling of Yugoslav policy into inexperienced hands 
determined any effort to develop the ideas of M. Barthou 
on broad lines. What was left was essentially a rapproche
ment with Russia. 

The appearance of Russia in a new light was the climax 
:UJ 
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to various considerations, I which modified the hostility to 
France which led Russia at the Disarmament Conference 
to oppose the French thesis of security before disarmament. 
The danger of Japanese hostility and the revelation of the 
danger of domination by Herr Hitler combined to produce 
a definite result. Russia secured pacts of neutrality and 
non-aggression in I93I-32 with France, Poland, Estonia, 
Latvia, and Finland. The French treaty was delayed by 
considerations of the objection of Paris to commit itself 
unless Poland and Rumania were given like treaties. 
Finally, on November 29, I932, it was concluded after 
assurances had been obtained from Russia that there would 
be no resort to force by Russia in respect of Bessarabia. 

A further step towards security initiated by Russia was 
her persistent efforts to secure a treaty defining aggression 
which would automatically mark out which side in any 
dispute was in violation of its obligations under the Cove
nant, or the Kellogg Pact, or any other treaty mentioning 
aggression. M. Litvinov secured in I933 a report by a 
Security Committee of the Political Commission of the 
Disarmament Conference' which tried to set out overt acts 
which could be deemed to prove aggression. It was, 
however, not wholly adequate. It would not have covered 
the case of Ethiopia, where the Italian preparations would 
not have been included in the definition of aggression, while, 
if t4c Emperor had taken advice from his chiefs and seized 
important points in Italian territory, though his action 

1 From 1927 Russia was abandoning the rOle of seeking revolution 
in other sta~. and was developing her industries and seeking security. 
Survey Int. 4/f.. J934. pp. 354tf She repudiated treaty revision in May 
1933 ; Survey. 1933. p. lSI. 

• Intnnationtll Sandions, pp. I79ff. 
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would have been essentially in self-defence. it could have 
been stigmatized as aggression. The definition. therefore. 
never became of general acceptance; but in 1933 in 
connection with the Economic Conference M. Lirvinov 
secured treaties with Poland. the Little Entente. Estonia, 
Larvia. Turkey. Iran. and Afghanistan.' 

In an amusing speech M. Herriot.' in approving ratifica
tion in May 1933. reminded the Chamber" how Francis I. 
allied himself with Turkey not only in the face of. but 
actually against the whole of, Chtistiandom. because this 
was what the interests of France required." But Russia 
had ceased to be essentially alien. M. Stalin. on January 26. 
1934. emphasized the principle that the U.S.S.R. could 
readily work with Powers interested in the preservation of 
peace. The Soviet rested for her position on her growing 
political and economic power; the moral support of 
proletarians in other lands desiring peace; the good sense 
of peace-loving countries who wanted a customer who 
paid promptly; and the glorious army. Most important 
was the decision of the U.S.S.R. to enter the League of 
Nations. The Little Entente supported the idea, and afrer 
various discussions a way was found for her entry without 
conditions. in September '934. 3 

Contemporaneous movements in the Baltic States led 
in February to a close link between Estonia and Latvia. and 
on 12th September a tripartite accord was achieved between 
both and Lithuania.' from whose operation was excepted 
the difficulties of that Power with Germany over the Memel-

1 Survty Int. AjJ.. 1933. pp. 181-83. z8zn, 519. 528 . 
• Ibid., p. 383. • Survey lot. Aff.. J9J~. pp. 39Iff. 
• Ibid .• pp. 404/f. 
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land, and with Poland over Vilna. Russia had desired to 
offer these states and Finland a guarantee along with 
Poland, but they showed no enthusiasm, and a suggestion 
on March 28, 1934, that Germany should join in a guarantee 
was refused by the latter Power.' There remained, there
fore, an element of uneasiness, for, while Estonia and Latvia 
had relatively few Germans in their population, they had 
once with East and West Prussia been under the domination 
of the Teutonic Knights. 

It might have been hoped that, confronted with the 
growing insecurity arising from Germany's menacing 
attitude, the Little Entente would have developed greater 
cohesion. But the effort to secure this end by France ill 
1937, when she offered a treaty of mutual guarantee to the 
three members of the Entente, failed of response.' Czecho
slovokia was conscious of isolation, and of growing danger 
from Germany' and Italy alike, for Italy was espousing 
the cause of Hungary with enthusiasm. Yugoslavia came 
in 1937 to an accord with Bulgaria, was in close relations 
with Italy, and came into something like cordial relations 
with Hungary; while Rumania, after the fall of M. Titulescu, 
who understood Czechoslovakia's need for close relations 
with Russia (expressed in a treaty of 16th May following 
upon and conditioned by the operation of the Franco
Russian treaty of May 2, 1935)'< tended to a close relation 
with Poland as a security against Russian attempts, and with 
Germany as a protection against Hungarian claims on 
Transylvania. The Entente was thus becoming reduced 
to its original limited purposes, and the high value it once 

1 Ibid .• p. 412 . 

• !bid., 444f[ 
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promised to have as a factor for peace had disappeared. 
In like manner German influence was lessening Greek 
interest in Yugoslavia and Rumania, and weakening the 
Balkan Entente as a factor for security. 

4. The Attempt at Disarmament 

It is to the credit of Mr. Lloyd George that he urged 
in vain that an agreement for limitation of armaments 
should be concluded among the great Powers before the 
Covenant was signed. His reasons were unanswerable; 
the system of collective security would gain enormous 
weight if it were established after steps were taken to make 
it dear that the League would have strength to protect its 
members, and that there would be no risk of competition 
in armaments. The smaller Powers would thus have no 
excuse for developing their armed forces, and thus rendering 
boundaty wars inevitable.' 

The British Premier had no doubt fully appreciated the 
fact, which has so effectively been stressed by Sir E. Grey 
from his experience as Foreign Secretaty, that great arma
ments are a prime cause of war. Their possession creates a 
sense of power and induces those states which command 
them to seek to use them or the threat of their employment 
to achieve national ends. The result is that the world 
becomes more and more filled with nations all heavily 
armed, all seeking to pile up armaments so superior to those 
of their neighbours as to ensure them of victory. The result 
is to increase tension and suspicion, to create interests whose 

1 Lloyd George, The Truth about the Peace Treaties, i. 601; Memo .• 
March .lS. 1919; Cmd. 1614. 
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profit lies in secuting that there shall be no relaxation of the 
race in armaments, to impose grave pecuniary burdens on 
the people, to hasten the waste of national resources in the 
production of weapons which become ever more costly, 
and which have no lasting value, and thus to precipitate 
war when international differences on any score reach a 
more acute stage than normal. No one can seriously doubt 
that the views of Mr. Lloyd George and Sir E. Grey are far 
truer than the comfortable maxim preached by private 
manufacturers of munitions, and by certain financial and 
military circles, that the essential preventive of war is the 
possession of immense forces fully prepared for a conJlict. 
What is true is that, when other Powers are daily increasing 
their preparations for war, unilateral limitation of counter 
preparations is disastrous. If the well-meant efforts of Sir 
H. Campbell-Bannerman's government to induce a truce 
in naval construction by reducing the rate of British pro
duction merely stimulated Germany to a fresh effort to 

catch up in the race,l and brought war nearer, so also the 
prolonged period when Mr. Baldwin's government was 
induced from the fear of losing by-elections to postpone 
the necessary prooess of rearmament to confront the 
menace from the ever-growing strength of German pre
parations must be deemed not merely to have increased 
the risk of war, but to have been a prime cause for the 
defiance of the League by Italy, for the destruction of 
Czechoslovakian liberty, and for the present conJlict. 

Moreover, not only was disarmament enjoined by every 
consideration of prudence and policy, but it was morally 
incumbent on the victors of the Great War. The dis-

1 Gooch, BeJOTe the War. ii. 4Zff. 
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armament of Germany imposed by the treaty of peace had 
been asserted in the treaty itself, Part V., and still more 
explicitly in the Allied reply of June 16, 1919.' as intended 
to aid in the initiation of a general limitation of armaments. 
It is perfectly true that neither the terms of the treaty of 
peace, nor the Allied reply created a contractual obligation; 
it is an interesting example of the strength of German prop
aganda that by steadily asserting that the Allies failed to 
execute the agreement for disarmament on the strength 
of which the Germans accepted their own disarmament, 
Germany has created a very widespread impression in 
Europe and America that there was a definite treaty obliga
tion on the Allies to disarm. This is unquestionably not 
correct.' All that the Allies did was to state the aim of the 
stipulation which figured in the treaty, they did not make 
the stipulation contingent for its validity on their success 
in achieving their aim. They would have been legally in 
the wrong ouly if they had failed to seek to effect the 
purpose which they announced, and of that there is no proof 
whatever, still less, of course, that they were under any 
obligation to impose on themselves any restriction of the 
same drastic character as that laid down for Germany. 
Neither Britain nor France had willed the Great War ; 
they believed that the prime cause of the war lay in the 
aggression of Germany. based on her consciousness of the 
possession of irresistible power, and they were rightly 
anxious to prevent any renascence from this cause of the 
German will to conquer. 

The Allies, however, disappointed of security by the 

1 Lloyd George, op. cit., i. 603. 724; ii. 1410 . 
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failure of the United State, to ratify the treaty of peace, 
were not in a mood hastily to diminish the forces which 
were felt to be necessary to secure peace in a world wherein 
the minor Powers had varying claims on boundarie, issues, 
and Germany was manifestly not in the least degree anxious 
to give full effect to her promise, of disarmament. Hence, 
while the Permanent Advisory Commission, provided for 
by Article 9 of the Covenant, was duly set up in May 
1920, and a Temporary Mixed Commission was created 
in 191.1, little was done save compile account, of existing 
armament; nor did the Assembly help matters much by 
advising at each of its first four meeting' that as a preliminary 
step the Powers should refrain in any case from exceeding 
the figures of expenditure in the budget of tl,e preceding 
year. 

In the field of naval limitation, however, the United 
States was able to lend most welcome aid. Her invitation 
to a conference at Washington in 1921 was motived by 
varied considerations, but it resulted in a most useful 
accord between herself, Britain, Japan, France, and Italy.' 
Under it limitation in capital ships was imposed, France and 
Italy being rationed to the greater naval Powers in the 
proportion of 3.5 to 5; a total tonnage limitation was 
applied to aircraft carriers, and a maximum size prescribed 
for capital ships, aircraft carriers, and cruisers, and for their 
~. Moreover, advantage was taken to increase security 
by achieving a settlement of the many and just grievances 
of China against Japan; mutual consultation, co-operation 
and help were to be secured in the Pacific area by a pact 
between Britain, the United States, Japan, and France; and, 

1 Keith, Int. Aff.. '918-37. i. 74ft 
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with the addition of the other Powers concerned m the 
PaciflC, a Nine-Power Treaty 1 was attained in February 
1922, which was intended to assure the sovereign inde
pendence and the territorial and administrative integrity 
of China, thus securing the maintenance of the open door. 

It was only after Locarno had furthered security that 
disarmament could proceed successfully. The Locarno 
Powers declared in the fmal protocol, recording the achieve
ment of their labours. that they would co-operate sincerely 
in the work of disarmament, and seek to achieve a general 
agreement. The League Council was thus able to appoint 
a Preparatory Commission in December 1925. in the hope 
that by 1927 there would be in session a Disarmament 
Conference. But these high hopes were defeated by a 
multitude of causes, some uncormected with disarmament. 
The U.S.S.R.'s presence was patently desirable. but that 
Power was at loggerheads with Switzerland over the 
murder of a Russian delegate to the Lausarme Conference 
of 1923, and elforts to settle the issue failed. Moreover. 
the question of security cropped up. as was inevitable. 
France, Poland, and Finland urged it. but without success. 
as deserving priority of consideration. Then the issues of 
control of any disarmament caused trouble. Italy. the 
United States, and. less ardently, Britain disliked the idea. 
preferring to rely on good faith. France raised the hopeless 
question of war potentialities, which merely pointed to 
fruitless wanderings among a mass of imponderables. But 
Britain for her part insisted that accoullt should be taken of 
trained reserves, and Germany naturally supported this 
logical view, which Francc refused to concede for the very 

1 Ibid., i. 71tf. 
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human reason that, under the system laid down for Germany 
of a small professional long-service army, the omission to 
reckon reserves would tell against France. It proved 
impossible by the end of 1927 to achieve any general agree
ment on principles. 

In regard to naval disarmament the United States 
secured the meeting of a conference at Geneva in 1927, 
from which, however, France and Italy were absent, as 
they could not associate themselves with the American 
standpoint, which was naturally determined by her needs 
vis-a-vis Japan. The Conference failed, for the United 
States simply desired to apply to other categories of ships 
the principles accepted at Washington regarding capital 
ships. But against this rule of thumb principle which 
suited the United States requirements Britain urged due 
regard for absolute needs, and pressed the point of view that 
she must have sevenry cruisers as a minimum; there is 
scant doubt that her views were correct, and, after dis
cussions in London between the British delegates and the 
government, they returned with instructions which led 
to the final failure of the conference.' 

Circumstances were thus inauspicious for advance. At 
the Preparatory Commission's meeting on November 30, 
1927, the advent of M. Litvinov to represent Russia was 
marked by his appeal for the complete abolition of armies, 
air forces, and navies, and the destruction forthwith of all 
war material. This opinion received no serious considera
tion, but the delay in the procedure was marked by the 
German spokesman, whose contact with his Russian con
frere before the meeting encouraged rumours of co-

J Cmd . • 964 (1927) . 
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operation by Russia and Germany hostile to the Western 
Powers. The business moved imperceptibly, and an effort 1 

to strengthen Powers fmancially weak against aggression, 
pressed by Finland as early as 1930, led only to a convention 
on the grant of financial assistance to threatened Powers, 
in 1930, which was deprived of all real value by being made 
subject to the conclusion of a disarmament convention at 
the forthcoming Disarmament Conference. But in any 
case the convention was rendered nugatory by the decision 
that it would apply where war was merely threatened, 
only if the Council had taken steps to safeguard peace, 
which one party had disregarded, and if the Council 
considered that peace could not be safeguarded otherwise. 
The worthlessness of the Convention is striking proof of 
the insincerity of the Powers, Britain included. The truth 
was that British official opinion as voiced by Lord Cushen
dun, who represented the Government at discussions in 
Geneva, was sceptical of the efficacy of disarmament as a 
preventive of war, a view which was essentially unsound. 
On the other hand, the Government was frankly and 
sincerely anxious for the reduction of expenditure on 
armaments, for it saved it the difficulty involved in in
creasing British budgets in order to secure adequate pro
tection. 

The Labour Government of 1929 was unquestionably 
far more anxious to promote disarmament. It succeeded 
in obtaining the sympathy of the United States, and a 
conference met in London in January 1930,' which the 
United States, France, Italy, and Japan attended, and which 
achieved a definite accord, but of limited character. The 

1 Cmd.3906. I. Keith, Il1t. A.D., J9J~J7, i. 194ff. 
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accord was rendered possible only by the decision of the 
Admiralry to lower its demand for sevenry cruisers to one 
for fifry; it is impossible not to believe that the decision 
was a political one, rather acquiesced in than approved by 
the Sea Lords. But M. Tardieu for France maintained the 
principle abandoned now by Britain of absolute requirc
ments, and insisted that pariry with Italy was unreasonable 
in view of the fact that France had a coastline on three seas 
and an overseas empire of great extent to safeguard. Italy 
refused anything but pariry. Finally a complex agreement 
confmed to certain points only was reached, definite maxi
mum tonnages being adopted by the three greater Powers 
for 8-in. gun and 6-in. gun cruisers, destroyers, and sub
marines, for the efforts of Britain and the United States to 
eliminate the usc of these unfair weapons was rejected, 
though a scheme of regulation of their usc was duly accepted. 
Other provisions, accepted generally, embodied further 
restrictions regarding capital ships, limited the size and 
gun-calibre of submarines, and continued the provisions 
of the Washington Treary regarding aircraft carriers. But 
an unfortunate clause, special to Britain, limited the re
placement tonnage of cruisers in the period of the Treaty 
to 9',000 tons, and thus imposed a stupid disabiliry on 
British constrnction. There can be scant doubt that Mr. 
MacDonald, in some issues an idealist without appreciation 
of·essentials, sacrifIced British interests recklessly. 

The conclusion of the treary accelerated the termination 
of the long drawn out work of the Preparatory Commission, 
and the Council fixed the meeting of the Disarmament 
Conference for February 1932. The Commission had 
arrived at a draft convention only with great difficulty, 
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and the results were regarded with disfavour by Germany 
and the U.S.S.R .• while Sweden and the United "tates 
were unenthusiastic. To secure a majority Britain had made 
sacrifices of principle; she had dropped the rule of taking 
account of trained reserves in measuring strength. she 
rejected the direct limitation of war material. and was con
tent with the less effective budgetacy limitation. The 
convention. therefore. was based on limitation of personnel 
in the number of men actually serving in militacy forma
tions. placed a budgetary limit on war material. restricted 
air material by number and horse-power. and applied to 
naval material the rules of the London Treaty. A total 
budgetary limit was prescribed for land. sea. and air forces. 
Chemical and bacteriological warfare was prohibited. 
information as to armaments was to be freely and frankly 
exchanged. and a Permanent Disarmament Commission 
was to be created. But rights and obligations under existing 
treaties were to continue. which meant in the eyes of 
France that the disarmament of Germany under the Ver
sailles Treaty was to be stereotyped. and this Germany 
was determined to resist. She was rapidly emerging from 
the submission to necessity which had marked her earlier 
attitude. and it was a major blunder that France could not 
realize the essential fact. Herr Stresemann's death in 1929 
had terminated the last sincere effort to work with France 
for appeasement. Moreover. relations between Italy and 
France had deteriorated steadily since their failure at the 
London Conference to agree on naval parity. and obscure 
negotiations in 1930-31 merely added to mutual ill-will. 

The Disarmament Conference. therefore, met under 
difficult conditions. France. as ever, wished to link up 

235 



THE CAUSES OF THE WAR 

disarmament with security, and announced a new proposal 
without success. Sir J. Simon advocated qualitative dis
armament in the sense that offensive weapons should be 
banned, but he included submarines in that category, while 
minor Powers were sure that they were defensive. President 
Hoover advocated a simple mathematical solution of cutting 
down by nearly a third existing armaments, above the forces 
needed for police duties, a view which ignored, among many 
other things, the fact that at this time the British forces had 
been cut down so effectively that they no more than sufficed 
for the maintenance of a minimum of security for the 
Empire, and that there could be no sound system unless due 
allowance were made for the different geographical and 
other conditions of the several countries of the world. 
Germany raised the fundamental claim for equality which 
France deemed inconsistent with her security, in view inter 
alia of the very obvious discrepancy on this basis of their 
relative striking powers in Europe. Germany, however, 
was daily becoming more insistent on her rights, and Dr. 
Briining's cabinet had in June 1932 to yield place to the 
more militant attitude of Herr von Papen's government. 
On 16th September a German threat of withdrawal elicited 
an attempt by a discussion among the five great Powers to 
achieve accord,' and on lIth December was recognized 
the German claim to equality of rights in a system which 
wquld provide security for all nations.' 

It is not surprising that the Conference accomplished 
nothing whatever in its search for accord. Signor Mussolini 
showed his sincerity by publishing an article declaring the 
merits of war, and denying the possibility and the advantage 

1 Survey Int. Aff., 1932, pp. 255f. 
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of perpetual peace, and the United States shared the general 
feeling of waste of time and temper. Mr. MacDonald 
made an effort to save something on March 16, 1933,' when 
the notification of withdrawal from the League given by 
Japan on 20th February was marking the disintegration of 
the League, by bringing forward a scheme which actually 
laid down figures for the limitation of the effectives in 
the several states, the resttiction of weight and calibre of 
armaments, the reduction of aircraft, and the complete 
abolition in due course of all military and naval aircraft, and 
the effective control of civil aviation as a necessary corollary. 
There was a peculiarly unfortunate reservation of the use of 
aircraft for police purposes in outlying regions, which was 
introduced in order to keep the right of bombing recalci
trant tribes on the north-west Indian frontier as a humani
tarian way of keeping them in order. Unfortunately this 
proposal was open to the devastating objection that it 
showed Britain in its inevitable attitude of insisting on 
retaining anything that met her needs. Chemical and 
bacteriological warfare was to be banned, and useful powers 
of inspection and control were marked out for the Perma
nent Disarmament Commission. 

Germany, however, raised fresh complications by in
sisting that the doctrine of the standardization of short
term conscript armies which the proposals adopted was 
unacceptable to her, and that she was in favour of retaining 
the long-term army forced on her at Versailles, the ad
vantages of which she had come to prize. Baron von 
Neurath, on lIth May, had an article in the Press indicating 
the determination of Germany to rearm in spite of the 

1 Ibid., '933. pp. 249ff. 
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treaty; Lord Hailsham insisted on lIth May that Germany 
should remain bound by the terms of Versailles unless she 
received relief from the Conference. and that. if she re
armed without accord. sanctions would be justified. M. 
Paul-Boncour echoed this warning in France. to which 
the German reply. as given by Herr von Papen. was a 
eulogy of war and an exhortation to German mothers to 
bear· sons for service in battle. But Herr Hitler was less 
intransigent. afier President Roosevelt had addressed an 
appeal to the nations of Europe. and work was resumed. 
the draft proposals of Mr. MacDonald being adopted as 
a basis of discussion on 7th June when the Conference 
adjourned. It was vaguely understood also that the United 
States would contribute to collective security to the modest 
but useful extent that. if it approved of sanctions being 
imposed on a state by verdict of the Powers. it would not 
take measures to interfere with collective action. 

Mr. Henderson. who had been appointed head of the 
Conference. now made earnest efforts to secure agreement 
by personal discussions with leading statesmen in the 
cOllltrics vitally affected. He found in France reluctance 
to disarm in any way until the system of control envisaged 
had been tried out and had proved to be effective. while 
Germany was insistent on being allowed to acquire the 
weapons denied to her by the Versailles Treaty.' On 
14th October. however. a bombshell burst in the receipt 
of information from Germany of her resignation from the 
Conference and the League alike. while on 8th December 
the Fascist Grand Council resolved that "the continued 
collaboration of Italy with the League of Nations shall be 

1 Survey Int. Aff, J 933. pp. 291ft" • 
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conditional upon the radical reform of the League m !ts 
constitution, organization, and objectives within the ,hortest 
possible time," In the meantime Herr Hitler had appealed 
to the people for a homologation of his decision, and this 
was, as natural, accorded by an overwhelming majority on 
12th November. It could not, of course, be otherwise. 
Nothing was easier than to point to the continued refu,al 
of the Conference to concedc Germany the equality of 
treatment to which she was manifestly entitled, and nO 
German could be expected to resist so reasonable an appeal 
for sympathy. 

Herr Hitler's attitude, however, was not wholly nega
tive. On 18th December he offered his own terms.! 
Germany was to have a conscript army of 300,000 men, 
armed with all the weapons forbidden under the treaty of 
peace, but reckoned as defensive by the Conference. The 
para-military formations-the S.A., 5.5., and StahJhelm
were not to be included as military, and were to be re
garded as outside the scope of the Conference, and, while 
supervision of di,armament was in principle conceded, it 
was ruled out for civil aviation. To these term, were 
added two extraneous matter, -the immediate return of 
the Saar territory without awaiting the plebiscite provided 
for in the treaty of peace, and negotiations on the subject of 
the ownership of the coal mines therein. These terms were 
not without merit, and might have been revised in such 
a manner as to make them reasonable; as tlley stood, 
obviously they could not be accepted. Moreover, the 
alternative, that of preventing rearmament in despite of 
the treaty, IIlcant the taking of deci,ive 'teps by Britain and 

c.o) 
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France which neither Power was patently willing to do. 
The French refusal of consideration did not, accordingly, 
meet the opinions of Britain and Italy, and they issued at 
the end of January counter proposals which were favourable 
to Germany, though not to an equal extent. Britain was 
anxious to secure the abandonment of certain weapons 
deemed essentially offensive, while Italy was content to 
stabilize the existing standard of armaments. To meet 
the demand for French securiey they suggested that, in the 
event of a violation of the terms agreed upon being alleged 
the signatories must confer, and an inescapable duey of 
following up by action the results of such consultation was 
laid down. France was not mollified by these suggestions, 
which in fact probably had no value, and insisted on learn
ing from Britain what guarantees could be offered. But 
before this issue could be clarified the German budget was 
published showing large increases in militaey expenditure, 
and it became the conviction of France that she must not 
accept any immediate increase of German armaments, 
whatever guarantees might be contemplated as possible 
by Britain. It may be admitted that there was no chance 
of the government thinking of such concessions in that 
regard as would have met French views on the issue of 
sccuriey. 

Some measure of concession was obtained from Ger
many which has some interest as throwing light on the 
" blood-bath" of 30thJune I934.1 Herr Hider, no doubt on 
the advice of the army command, was willing to negative 
all military character of the S.A. and the 5.5. They should 
not possess arnlS nor be trained in their use, nor concen-

I Heiden, Hitler, i. ¥>9tf. -
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trated in military camps, nor receive instruction from 
regular officers. This concession evoked from Captain 
Rahm on 18th April a strong protest in favour of the 
importance of the force of S.A. which he commanded, 
and a threat that men in high office who were ignoring the 
Socialist side of the revolution would ruthlessly be got rid 
of. In fact, of course, his threat was answered by the 
massacre of June. 

The Conference itself obviously could do nothing more, 
and though its animation was suspended, not extinguished, 
there was no doubt that fUrther hope of disarmament was 
gone, and the prospect of steady rearmament with all its 
implications was unavoidable. It is impossible to ignore 
that the attitude of France at the critical moment was 
patently unwise. She should frankly have faced the fact 
that the renascence of a militant Germany meant that she 
must either intervene with armed force to compel that 
Power to respect the treaty of Versailles, in the fUll know
ledge that Britain would not give her suppon and that 
Italy was far from friendly, or she must compromise and 
minimize the evil results of rearmament to the utmost 
degree. She, however, merely so acted as to cause Germany 
the maximum annoyance and material for propaganda, and 
to strain her relations gravely with Britain while adding 
to her estrangement from Italy. Britain, for her part, 
appears in a rather nebulous light-unwilling to exert 
sufficient pressure on France to secure satisfactory results, 
and rendering herself the object of dislike all rowld} 

What verdict are we to pronounce on the attitude of 
Herr Hitler in this matter 1 We have seen already his 

1 Survey Int. Aff. J935, i. Iff. 
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doctrine of power, which aims at the recovery not merely 
of all Germanic lands, but the acquisition of further lands 
for the settlement of the noble German race which has an 
urge to expand at the expense of the lesser breeds. We 
know from Mein Kampf that he was absolutely convinced 
that there must not eJcist in Europe a rival Power to Ger
many; it was the duty of Germany to take up arms to 
check the rise of any such Power, obviously the renascent 
Poland is specially meant, or to smash up any such Power 
if it existed, as in the case of France. Can we suppose that 
his attitude at the Disarmament Conference was sincere, 
in view of the fact that patently if it were, he must be 
deemed to have renounced the fundamental doctrine of 
Mein Kampf, and it must be added, the principles laid down 
by the National Socialist party in its manifesto of 1920. 

He must also be assumed to have laid aside his repeated 
policy that the aims of Germany must be won by armed 
might,' while the function of foreign policy is to secure 
partners in arms. 

It is possible to argue that Mein Kampf was the expression 
of a mind deeply affected by passing circumstances, and 
wholly irresponsible by reason of the fact that the acquisi
tion of control over German government was then utterly 
chimerical. It may be supposed that, as he matured, Herr 
Hitler grew out of earlier obsessions, and was genuinely 
eag~r to bring about appeasement in Europe, subject only 
to the recognition of the right of his country to equality, a 
view with which British opinion had much sympathy. We 
must assume, then, that he was bitterly disappointed at the 
hostility displayed towards his efforts at a settlement by 

, Mei" Kampf (E.T.), pp. su, S'7. SSSff. 
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M. Barthou, and even by British ministers, and turned 
therefore to the path of departure from the League and 
withdrawal from the Disarmament Conference. 

It may be so, for no one with certainty can read the 
workings of a mind obviously unstable and clouded. But 
another theory is possible, and it may be feared, more 
probable. Herr Hitler, it is suggested, well knew that the 
mind of France was so suspicious of his suggestions that 
there was no chance of their being accepted, and pressed 
them forward on the supposition that they would be re
jected, and he would be able to pose as the generous German 
whose honest desire for appeasement was shattered by the 
malignant hatred of France; or that, if his offers were 
accepted, he could proceed to rearm, assured that his fertile 
ingenuiry would in the course of time afford him an 
opportuniry to depart from his pledges, afier he had dis
armed his enemy's power of resistance.' It is fair to note 
one point which can most easily thus be interpreted, his 
insistence at first on the exclusion from the scope of the 
Conference of the position of his para-military forces. He 
must certainly have known that France could not consider 
a proposal which left them out of account, and must have 
counted on a refusal. When later he consented to reopen 
the issue, he certainly could rely on the irritated state of 
French opinion, already manifested in the refusal of the 
proposals at the beginning of January, to secure a further 
negation. He could thus count on a splendid plea for 
proceeding in secret with his preparatioI15, secure in the 
knowledge that to those who criticized him he could retort 
that he had gone to the limit in offering fair and just terms, 

I Gathorne-Hardy, Short Hist. Int. Aff., '920-38. pp. 360( 
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and that they had contumeliously been rejected, showing 
that France and Britain were determined to continue to 
fetter Germany and to keep its people in subjection. In 
point of fact his denunciations of the Allies for failure to 
meet his proposals were energetic and effective, and made 
good propaganda in Germany and in Britain alike. They 
added to the coolness between the countries whose close 
co-operation meant most for the future peace of Europe, 
and thus they promoted that tendency on the part of France 
to seek aid against German aggression from Italy, thus 
entering on the broad path which led to the destruction 
of collective security and the present war. 

It may be feared that, in view of all that we know of 
Herr Hitler's conduct, the verdict of history will have to 
be that in his dealings with the Disarmament Conference 
Herr Hitler was displaying, not an honourable desire to 
assure European peace on a basis of equality, but profound 
knowledge of the strategy which would best weaken his 
enemies and render possible the further steps necessary to 
enable him to confront thelll with the fait accompli of 
rearmament, confident in their inability to offer any 
challenge. 



CHAPTER IV 

THE UNDERMIN1NG OF COLLECTIVE SECURITY, THE 

LEAGUE COVENANT, AND INTERNATIONAL LAW 

The Italian Action at Corfu 

As it was Italy which was destined to administer the fatal 
blow at the League Covenant by the destruction of 
Ethiopian independence, it was appropriate that shortly 
atter Signor Mussolini established his power she should 
have set an example of defiance of the Covenant and 
intemationallaw. 

Albania had been declared in July 1913, by the Con
ference of Ambassadors engaged in the business of winding 
up the Balkan wars, to be an independent state; but Italy 
had large ambitions in respect thereof which were to 
reach fruition in 1939. In November 1914 she occupied 
the fme harbour of Valona, which she coveted, as, situated 
sixry miles from the Italian coas t, it commands access to 
the Adriatic. In 1915 1 the secret treary of London, con
taining the terms of her entry into the war on the Allied 
side, bribed her with part of Albania, including Valona, 
but the termination of the war gave rise to a fresh pro
posal-that of allocating to her Valona in sovereignry and 
giving her the rest of the country in mandate; the accord 

1 Lloyd George, The Truth about the Peace Treaties. ii. 766. 
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of 1915 had contemplated shares for Montenegro. Serbia. 
and Greece. In August 1920. however. Italy concluded 
for excellent reasons an accord with the Albanian Govern
ment. under which Albanian independence was admitted 
and Italian forces withdrawn from an unsatisfactory 
position. Yugoslavia and Greece. however. put forward 
claims to bmmdary revision at the expense of the new state. 
and after discussion the Conference of Ambassadors. which 
was charged with dealing with issues left over from the 
Peace Conference. decided that the frontier of 1913 was 
to stand. but subject to the delimitation of certain portions. 
On the same date. November 9. 1921. the four govern
ments signed a declaration at Paris. to the effect that Italy's 
interest in Albania was paramount. and that. in the event 
of an appeal from Albania regarding the preservation of 
her territorial integrity against raids. the duty of the 
restoration of her frontiers should be given to Italy. This 
declaration is certainly open to criticism. for the action of 
the League was ignored as the essential procedure under the 
Covenant. and it must be regarded as having been definitely 
irregular and objectionable. 

In carrying out the delimitation of frontier thus ordered 
by the Conference. on August 27. 1923. an Italian general 
with three other Italians and an Albanian were murdered 
on Greek territory. near Janina. Italian action was based 
on that of Austria against Serbia. Moreover. despite the 
submissive attitude adopted by Greece. which for various 
reasons was anxious to conciliate Italy. the Italian Govern
ment sent a squadron to Corfu. which was occupied. but 
not until a number of Greek and Armenian refugees. 
housed in the obsolete fortress. had been killed in a pre-
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liminary bombardment. On ISt September the Greek 
Government reported to the League the Italian ultimatum, 
while the Conference of Ambassadors protested to Greece 
and demanded an inquiry into responsibility. The Greek 
Government in reply submitted ill advance to such decision 
as might be taken by the Conference, which was clearly a 
stupid attitude to adopt in view of the obvious competence 
of the League Council and its duty to deal with so flagrant 
an attack on a League member. The Council, however, 
was faced by the Italian threat that Corfu would continue 
indefmitcly to be occupied if the League intervened, and by 
the refusal of the Italian representative at Geneva to consent 
to League action. This refusal was absurdly insolent, as the 
Covenant Articles ro, 12, and Ij were obviously in point, 
and an informal meeting of the Council drew up a scheme 
of settlement, which was sent to, and with slight alteration, 
accepted by the Conference of Ambassadors. Both parties 
to the dispute also accepted it, and a fairly satisfactory 
settlement appeared to have been reached. The issue was to 
be decided by the Permanent Court of International Justice, 
Greece to deposit a sum of fifty million lire to await its 
fmdings. A few days later a discreditable surrender was 
made by the Conference, which on the strength of a pre_ 
liminary report from the Commission of Inquiry, insisred 
that the sum should be paid by Greece, thus evading 
the opinion of the Court, which would doubtless have been 
far from favourable to Italy. In fact, therefore, instead of 
being punished for the slaughter of helpless refugees and 
of violation of every principle of moral obligation, Italy 
received a very excessive sum for the possible responsibility 
of Greece in omitting sufficient precautions to secure the 
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safety of the murdered men. No more deplorable incident 
could well be recorded; it was shown that where a small 
Power was concerned there was no real justice to be had 
against a member of the League Council. It may be 
admitted that Greece for various reasons, which can be 
conjectured but not proved, showed a certain failure of 
strength in pressing her rights. She was anxious to have 
Italian friendship, and therefore gave way too easily. But 
on the representatives of Britain and France and their 
governments rests a serious charge of having yielded to 
blackmail, and as having shown to aggressors that the much 
vaunted Covenant was a mere cloak for the pursuance of a 
purely national policy. It was from this time that opinion 
generally, which had regarded the League as indicating a 
new orientation in public morality, began to stress the 
view that the League had been adapted by the great Powers 
as a means of furthering purely selfish ends by clothing 
their decision in their private interests in the guise of 
international justice. 1 

2. The Manchurian Dispute 

China had gained considerably from the Washington 
Conference of 1921-22,' and, though she passed through 
many vicissitudes, there was a certain growth of unity 
which expressed itself in the meeting of a National Con-

I Survey Int. A.D., 1920-2). pp. 348ff; Wheaton. Int. Law (ed. 
Keith), i. 199f; Boveri, Mediterranean CrOSSCUTrl'nIS. pp. 154f. 

t C. R. Shepherd, The Cast.' ag(Jinstjap,m, pp. 66tf. See W. H Cham
berlin,Japan over .Asia (1937); A. W. Griswold. The Far Easttm Policy oj 
,''' United Stotes (1938). 
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vention in May 1931, at which a constitution was duly 
arranged. But the particularism which is the curse of 
China brought about the setting up of a new government 
at Canton, while the Communists continued to stand out 
and a rebellion in the north as well as famine and flood 
added to the trials of the government. Unity of a sort was, 
however, to be restored by the happening of an event which 
in itself had grave results for China. 

Japan had, from the point of view of population, strong 
reasons for expansion. Her narrow limits were faced with 
the problem of supporting a population which increased at 
the abnormal rate of nearly 900,000 a year, and emigration, 
in any case not very popular, was precluded in the case of 
those lands where it would have been most welcomed by 
the restrictions imposed on the entry of Orientals. It was 
in vain that Japan had tried at the Peace Conference in 1919 
to secure a pronouncement in negation of racial discrimina
tion ; the President of the United States was no more willing 
to contemplate such a result than the spokesmen of the 
British Dominions. To difficulties due to the fertility of the 
people and their refusal to contemplate birth control were 
added, after the collapse in the United States in 1929, 
economic problems raised by the difficulty of exporting 
raw silk to the United States, and this made the position 
of trade with China peculiarly vexatious. By reason of 
the anarchic conditions of that great natural Japanese 
market, and because of frequent boycotts of Japanese 
products induced by resentment of actions of Japan, the 
trade between the countries was severely affected. Japan 
j:~ L_ L ••• - ,ecure further oversea markets by the device 

the yen, but the result was that further 
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restncnons on her exports were imposed in the Ilritish 
oversea territories and elsewhere. and it became increasingly 
to her interest to secure power in China. 

In 1901 Russia. which had acquired control of Port 
Arthur in 1898. secured possession of Manchuria, with 
authority to build a railway from Port Arthur to Harbin 
to connect with its Trans-Siberian line. The defeat of 
Russia by Japan in 1904-5 led to the acquisition by the latter 
of the Russian rights as to the Liaotung Peninsula and the 
South Manchurian railway, with the right to maintain 
an army of some 15,000 men to act as guards. In 1915 
Japan confrontcd China with a formidable list of demands. 
the result of which was that ultimately Japan's lease of the 
territory and railway rights was extended to ninety-nine 
years, and Japanese subjects were authorized to lease land 
in South Manchuria. to travel. reside. and carry on business 
there. China naturally resented these enforced concessions 
to superior power. but. while a partial settlement of relations 
was achieved at the Washington Conference. Japan never 
agreed to depart from these special privileges. 

To Japan Manchuria presented special interest.' because 
in her hands it would serve to separate the Communist 
doctrines of Russia from the anti-Japanese propaganda of 
the Kuomintang or National Party in the south. Moreover, 
the country could supply large amounts of the soya bean, 
coal. and iron. and oil-shale was present in large quantities. 
SettlCment had not proved a success so far as Japanese were 
concerned, but there were a good many Koreans, and. if 
the stream of immigration from Korea to Manchuria could 
be stimulated. it was obvious that there might be room in 

I-Shepherd, op. cit., pp. I74if; K. K. Kakawami. Manchukuo, pp. 40f. 
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Korea for Japanese. But, unluckily for Japan, the Koreans 
were suspect in Manchuria as forerunners of the hated 
Japanese, and the rights which Japan claimed for them as 
subjects of Japan under the treaty provisions were contested 
hotly by the local authorities. Moreover, an informal 
Chinese agreement in 1905 not to build railway lines to 
compete with the South Manchurian railway was ill 
observed. Further, Japan recognized with growing disquiet 
the growth of Chinese authority in Manchuria, and the 
concessions which were being made by Britain and other 
Powers to the Chinese demands for the surrender of extra
territorial and other rights. It was clear that, while this 
attitude might suit well enough those Powers whose 
interests were chiefly of trade and which had no territorial 
ambitions, it could not be adopted by Japan, which was 
not in the least inclined to surrender any of her rights in 
Manchuria, while China denied the validity of such claims 
and maintained energetically that she was acting strictly 
within her rights. Japanese susceptibilities were also aroused 
by the boycotts 1 in China, and the danger of the situation 
was aggravated by the fact that tbe army and navy authori
ties rapidly gained control over the civil side of the adminis
tration, and the parry political system was placed in practice 
in abeyance. 

Hence, on September 18, 1931, on a more or less flimsy. 
pretext the Japanese forces took control of the whole area 
of the South Manchurian railway from Changchun to Port 
Arthur. There followed a rapid advance, carried out by 
the military authorities, and delayed only for a time by 
representations from the League of Nations and the United 

1 G. A. W.lz, Nalional Barkott urnJ Viilkerrechl {I9l9}. 
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States Government. On Januaty 4, 1932, the whole of 
Southern Manchuria was in Japanese hands. Chinese 
resentment was widespread, and largely justified; a boycott 
was organized, especially in Shanghai. Japan intervened 
with armed force, the Chinese resisted rather strongly, and 
only on 5th May was an armistice fmally secured, and by 
the end of the month the Japanese forces were withdrawn. 
But in Manchuria Japan proceeded to set up a puppet state 
under the presidency of Pu Vi, the ex-Emperor of China, 
according it official recognition on 15th September. The 
modus operanai was obviously sound; it enabled Japan to 
assert that the independence of Manchuria, renamed 
Manchukuo, was an act of self-determination of the people, 
and it relieved her of the necessity of trying to find sufficient 
experienced officials to administer the territory. I 

Japan's action was a clear challenge to the League. She 
violated by it the Covenant, the Nine-Power Treaty of 
1922 for the territorial integrity of China, and the Kellogg 
Pact, and the United States was also brought into the picture 
by the fact that the last two instruments were in considerable 
degree of her making. Russia was also concerned by 
Japanese aggression, and by Japan's refusal to accept her 
offer at the end of 1931 to enter into a non-aggression pact. 
The decision, on the other hand, of Russia to recognize and 
to enter into diplomatic relations with China, with which 
she had been formerly on strained terms, on December 12, 

1932, caused uneasiness in Japan. 
On September 21, 1931, the dispute was duly brought 

before the League on the motion of China, and on the 

1 Shepherd, op. cit., pp. 9If; Thi,d Report on Progress in Manchuria 
{19l2). 

·52 



UNDERMINING OF COLLECTIVE SECURITY 

decision of the Council a representative of the United 
States was allowed to sit with the Council, with instructions 
to share the discussions so far as they concerned the Kellogg 
Pact, but otherwise to confine himself to the work of an 
observer. An effort was made by the Council to induce the 
termination of the Japanese advance in Manchuria, but in 
vain, and on loth December, on the motion of the Japanese 
representative, a Commission of Inquiry, under Lord 
Lytton, was sent to China. The Chinese representations 
had first been made under Article I I of the Covenant, but 
on January 29, 1932, she invoked also the obligations of 
League members under Article 10 to maintain her territorial 
integrity, and Article 15, which secures the remission to the 
Council or Assembly of a disputed issue for report, in which 
case it is forbidden to any member to resort to war in any 
case earlier than three months after the report has been 
issued, while, in the event of this prohibition being disre
garded, the sanctions of Article 16 become imperative.' 

The situation was an acid test of the sincerity of the 
League members in regard to their obligations, and most 
unfortunately the prime duty fen on Britain. The United 
States, which had enormous business interests in China, and 
which had inspired the Treaty of 1922 as well as the Kellogg 
Pact, was not a member of the League and was not bound 
by the obligation to impose sanctions; and, while Russia 
was vitally concerned in the long run in the prevention of 
Japan obtaining domination over China, the danger was 
not imminent, a.nd Russia had had serious difficulties with 
China, whose forces had in 1929 seized from Russia the 
Chinese Eastern Railway, only to suffer a crushing reverse 

1 Chap. I., § 3. above; Shepherd, op. cit., pp. 117tf. 
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at Russia's hands. Britain, on the other hand, had a Reet and 
vital commercial interests in the Far East, and it was obvious 
that both her interests and her obligations suggested that 
she should act, while, on the other hand, a nation which 
was more and more hostile to war and acmaments shrank 
from action. The United States 1 indeed made a con
tribution to the situation in the form of the doctrine, issued 
on January 7, 1932, of the non-recognition of territorial 
changes achieved in violation of international agreements, 
and, while the doctrine sounded well and was therefore 
acclaimed widely by the Powers, it did not promise to have 
any permanent result. It served, however, the essential 
aims of Japan by disposing the members of the League to 
avoid making good their obligations. The question, how
ever, arises whether the United States would have been 
prepared to back up Britain in more effective means of 
coercion had Britain been willing to act. Mr. Stimson 
seems to have been willing to consider economic pressure, 
if Britain were anxious thus to proceed, and to have found 
no assurance of British readiness to move. It is certainly 
in accordance with the whole outlook of Sir John Simon 
that he should not have been in the least ready to work in 
this direction; all his utterances indicate that he was most 
anxious to minimize the duty of Britain in the premises, and, 
unquestionably, this was the point of view which had much 
support in the United States. The argument ran that Japan 
had 'real grievances in Manchuria-that she was not really 
waging a war of aggression, but was merely operating an 
act of intervention in order to bring about orderly govern-

1 H. L. Stimson, The Far Baslern Crisis; SurJ'ey Int. Aff.. 19)2. pp. 
540ft'; '934, pp. 656ft'. 
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ment in a land vexed with internal disorders, brought about 
in part by Chinese intervention in matters which should 
have been left to local decision. This line of argument was, 
of course, essentially that attractive to American tradition, 
for the United States had developed and practised at that 
time a pleasing habit of intervening to set straight matters in 
Central American and even South American republics in a 
manner which, if these states had not been so weak, would 
have meant many wars.' It is always invidious to set up 
a standard of morality for other states which you habitually 
fail to observe, and it is very likely that Sir J. Simon was 
influenced in his view of the probable attitude of the 
United States by consciousness that, whatever Mr. Stimson 
or the President might contemplate, they would fInd it hard 
to carry out if it came to a decision. This point uf view 
may be regarded as strengthened by the actual inaction of 
the United States in 1935 in the affair of Ethiopia.' Of 
course, this argument is not decisive, and in any case the 
plain business of Britain and of the other members of the 
League was to deal with the matter without regard to the 
action of the United States, secure that in any event the 
United States would not intervene to hamper decisions 
which the League might take. 

In fact, the League postponed a decision of any kind 
pending the receipt of the Lytton Report, which was 
published at Geneva on October 2, 1932." It condemned 
Japan's action, rejecting her pleas of fact, but it deprecated 

1 Wheaton. Int. Law (ed. Ke-ith), i. 166ft 
2 Survt'y Int. Aff.. 1935. ii. 921ft 164. 236ff. 
I China's views were argued on December 6 and 8, 1932. See also 

League Publication, 1932, vii. 16; for Japan, vii. IS; Survey Int. Aff., 
1933. pp. 48311: 
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any idea of solving the real difficulties of the position by 
merely seeking to restore the .<Iailis quo. Thus, whilc it held 
that Chinese sovereignty over Manchuria must be recog
nized, it suggested a wide measure of autonomy for that 
country, and that all reasonable interests of Japan should 
receive full recognition. A local gendarmerie was to pre
serve order, thus obviating the ill-treatment of Japanese 
subjects, and all other armed forces should be withdrawn, 
including those of China as well as those of Japan. Eco
nomic co-operation between China and Japan was urged, 
and intemational co-operation to aid the intemal reconstruc
tion of China. The result was just, and the League quite 
properly pressed for its acceptance by the two parties to 
the dispute. Japan, however, was obdurate; she showed 
her defiance by seizing in January 1933 Shanhaikwan, the 
gateway of the Great Wall. There was nothing that the 
League could do except have a formal report prepared by 
the Committee of Nineteen to whom the issue had been 
remitted for consideration. The report appeared on 
17th February, and on 24th February the Assembly passed 
judgment, approving it by forty-two votes to that of Japan, 
which, under the Covenant, was not counted as that of an 
interested party. Siam, for reasons easily understood, re
frained from voting. The report in its practical recom
mendations followed the views of the Lytton Commission; 
it defmitely asserted the sovereignty of China over Man
chu~ia, denied the spontaneity of the independence movc
ment, and condemned the military measures of Japan. 
Japan's reply was to announce resignation from the League.' 

Meanwhile Japan, determined to ignore the League's 

I Keith, Int. Aff., '9,8-]7, i. 256ff; Survey I ... Aff.. '9]]. pp. 495tf. 
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views, whatever they might be, had proceeded to assert 
her claim on behalf of Manchukuo to Jehol, the mountain
ous area dividing Manchuria from the Great Wall of China. 
On January 12, 1933, it was formally claimed as an integral 
part of Manchukuo; an advance began in February, orders 
to Marshal Chang Hsueh-liang to resist were not obeyed, 
Japanese forces soon threatened Peiping, as Peking was now 
named. An armistice at Tangku on 31st May compelled 
China to demilitarize an area of 5,000 square miles on the 
Chinese side of the Great Wall. As the remaining Chinese 
forces in the north of Manchuria had in December 1932 
been driven across the Russian border, where they werc 
duly disarmed, the control of Japan over Manchukuo was 
now complete. The Chinese Government at Nanking had 
now no alternative but to adopt a policy of conciliation, 
stopping all anti-Japanese demonstrations, and for a time 
it seemed as if, deserted by the League, China might come 
to terms with Japan in maintaining a doctrine of the Far 
East for the Chinese and Japanese nations to the exclusion 
of western or American interference. 

China, however, had other views, though she felt that 
she must conciliate for the time being, pending her ability 
to reorganize her power of resistance. It was possible 
to argue that time was on her side. Japan had much to do 
in reducing Manchukuo to order, for guerrilla bands long 
harassed her forces, and she was compelled to spend money 
freely on the maintenance of her forces of occupation. China 
sought therefore to secure funds for reconstruction abroad, 
and employed for the reform of her administration League 
of Nation advisers, whose aid was as much resented by 
Japan as the attempts made to secure financial backing. 
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Hence in April 1934 the Japanese Foreign Office tested the 
reactions of the Powers to further claims on her part by 
announcing her objections to any joint operations under
taken by foreign Powers, even in the name of technical or 
fmancial assistance, which must, it was asserted, give rise 
to complications. Japan must, therefore, object to such 
undertakings as a matter of principle. Supplying China 
with war aircraft, building aerodromes for her, detailing 
military instructors or nlilitary advisers, or contracting a 
loan to provide funds for political uses, would obviously 
tend to disturb friendly relations between Japan, China, 
and other countries, and would disturb peace and order 
in Eastern Asia; Japan would oppose such projects. This 
intolerable assumption of a control over China was met by 
communications from the United States and France as well 
as from Britain,' and Tokio receded in some degree; the 
attempt had been made to intimidate China and had failed. 
British determination not to yield a matter of plain right 
was seen in the dispatch of Sir F. Leith-Ross next year to 
advise on economic conditions. Japanese dislike of the 
mission did not take any concrete form. 

It is impossible to regard the episode without complete 
dissatisfaction. It is no doubt easy to see that Japan had 
grievances against China. Britain herself had been on far 
from cordial terms with that Power, and the State Council 
had .transgressed both international law and morality by an 
attempt in 1929 to abrogate extra-territorial rights of British 
and other European subjects unilaterally, with effect ftom 
January I, 1930. Though the attempt was not followed up 

1 Keith, Int. Aff.. 1918-37. ii. 10; Survry Inl. Aff.. 1934. pp. 646tf. 
(Monroe doctrine: for East Asia). 
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by effective action at the moment. China kept pressing the 
point. which involved inter alia the vital question of the 
future of the administration of the port of Shanghai, where 
business had developed enormously under the regis of the 
International Settlement exempt from Chinese jurisdiction, 
whose affairs were administered by a Municipal Council. 
There were obvious difficulties in rendition without a 
period of transition. and Mr. Feetham. ajudge of the Union 
of South Africa. asked by the Council to advise. held that a 
prolonged period of a transitional regime extending to 

decades would be necessary. No doubt he put the matter 
100 high, and the Chinese Government, on 4th May 1931, 
resumed unilateral denunciation of extra-territorial rights, 
to be carried out on January I, 1932. and but for the episode 
of Manchuria it is possible that the threat might have been 
carried out. The violation of these rights by the murder 
of Mr. Thorburn. who had been illegally arrested by Chinese 
soldiers in June, indicated how dangcrous it would be to 
allow Chinese officials to assert jurisdiction. Japan could 
certainly not expect fair treatment for her subjects if 
Britain could not. Moreover. whatever the defects of 
Japanese administration of the territory. it was better than 
that hitherto prevailing. Japan could also claim that her 
economic needs had been accentuated by the selfish policy 
of European Powers such as Britain. which had prevented 
the development of hcr trade after the depreciation of the 
yen by imposing quota limitations on her imports. Her 
people must live. and expansion in Manchukuo was essential. 
because the peaceful extension of her legitimate trade with 
her natural market in China was severely hampered by the 
deliberate opposition of the Chinese Government, which 
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was not merely guilty of toleratin g boycotts of Japanese 
goods and subjects, but was alleged to have instigated them. 
Such action, Japan asserted, was a violation of international 
law,' a proposition which was at least arguable. Again, 
Japan could claim that the possession of Manchukuo was of 
great importance as a means of securing her against attack 
from Russia or from China; salus populi suprema lex. 

These arguments have value, but they ignore the fact 
that the League Covenant was constructed expressly to 
prevent Powers following the time-honoured practices of 
nations and making themselves both judges in their own 
cases and the executants of their judgments. Japan could 
have claimed arbitra~ion of her disputes with China, and 
have had a fair decision in this matter. The Lytton Report 
shows what she could have gained in Manchuria consistently 
with justice, and that report was, it must be remembered, 
rendered after she had alienated general public opinion 
by her aggression on China. The Japanese view, no doubt, 
was that what she could have fairly was insufficient for her 
needs. Complete control of Manchuria was demanded, 
partly because it would serve as the basis for the acquisition 

. of power over China herself, or at least the northern pro
vinces. It must, therefore, be held that Japanese action was 
unpardonable. 

The violation by Japan of the Nine-Power Treaty, the 
Kellogg Pact, and the Covenant was patent. The members 
of the League were under a clear obligation, in view of the 
appeal of China to Article 15 of the Covenant, to determine 
to apply sanctions, if in the long run Japan defied the 
League. Yet nothing whatever was done by any Power-

1 Wheaton, Int. Law (ed. Keith), ii. 623. 
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save that Britain 1 made a feeble movement to induce 
members to refrain from allowing armaments to be sent 
to aid Japan in her defiance of the League. The British 
effort hit at munition profits, and was hastily abandoned 
on the plea that it could be persisted in, to their detriment, 
only if other Powers would take like action. The utmost 
care was taken by Sir J. Simon to evade the plain necessity 
of operating Article 16 of the Covenant, and of admitting 
that Japan's action amounted to a resort to war such as 
demanded the application of sanctions. 

The whole foundation of League security was thus 
directly attacked and defied, and the Power on which fell 
the obvious duty of leadership in action remained deter
mined to refrain from its obvious duty. Can it be said that 
British inaction was justifiable! The answer is plainly in 
the negative. There is nothing whatever to show that, if 
Britain had taken the initiative incumbent on her and had 
urged the adoption of economic sanctions in the first place, 
she would not have been able to secure the acceptance of 
her proposal; still less can it be proved that the execution 
of sanctions would not have availed to persuade Japan 
to accept the Lytton Report, with perhaps some modi
fications. It is easy to assert that other Powers would not 
have acted, but it is idle to ignore the fact that the Power, 
whose relations with China and Japan made her activity 
a prime duty, refrained from asking them to act and 
indicated in the plainest manner that she herself would not 
act. It is impossible to prove that the United Stat .. would 

1 From February 28 to March 14. 1933. she placed an embargo on 
arms export to both China and Japan-a futile gesture; Su,vey Int. Aff,. 
'9JJ, pp. Slit[ 
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have also applied sanctions. but there is a defmite possibility 
that it might have done so. and practical certainty that 
nothing in any case would have been done by it to render 
sanctions ineffective. It has been argued that. while 
sanctions were practicable. the risk of bringing about war 
was too great to be run. Yet it was perfectly obvious that 
the risk of breeding future wars was quite as serious as that 
of facing the risk of war then. It was patently the height of 
folly to secure a moral condemnation of the action of Japan. 
if nothing were to be done to follow up that condemnation. 
The action of Britain and of the other members of the 
League only served to consolidate the opinion of the 
Japanese people behind their military authorities. to con
tinue the power which they had acquired over the civil 
government. and to give the widest and clearest intimation 
to Powers in Europe itself which were seeking to destroy 
the peace settlement that. if they showed courage like 
Japan. they would find that the whole imposing structure 
of collective security would crumble to pieces. Signor 
Mussolini learned the vital lesson from the episode of Man
chukuo. and Sir John Simon must therefore share in the 
burden of responsibility for the war. It is true that his 
policy was approved by the Cabinet. with which therefore 
deep censure must be associated. but he could by resignation 
of office have impressed on the world the essential fact that 
to trust to the League for security was to commit suicide. 
Fortunately for the ministry the temper of the people was 
well adapted to homologate inaction. The Great War had 
been fought to end wars. and a profound distaste for 
hostilities had settled on the popular mind. The suspicion 
that the govenlIllent would propose rearmament was 
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sufficient to cost the ministry the loss of by-elections in the 
latter part of 1934, and in shrinking from the carrying out 
of a plain obligation the ministry felt that it had the sym
pathy of the majoriry of the electors. It is, of course, the 
inevitable result of overwhelming strength in a ministry 
that, whatever plan it adopts, it is exempt from any serious 
resistance in the Commons, and the Labour remnant 
therein was negligible alike in numbers and weight of 
authority on foreign affairs. 

3. The Failure of the League to save Ethiopia 

The testing time of the League was to come in 1935-
1936, since then a case of aggression occurred, not merely 
clear but Wlder circumstances ruling out inaction. All sorts 
of excuses had been fOWld by public opinion in Britain for 
inaction regarding China. Perhaps the most persuasive 
was the view that it would be absurd to move unless the 
United States acted, and the assertion that the United 
States was willing to encourage Britain to bum her fingers 
but would not back her efforts. Nor could Britain expect 
any useful help from any Power except perhaps France. 
Above all was the widespread dislike of anything so dis
turbing as war to a people who were devoted to disarma
ment. It is, of course, common now to rebuke the Labour 
party for its intempestivc pacifism which, it is alleged, tied 
Britain's hands and forbade her to hold aggression in check. 
As the Labour party had only fifty-two members in the 
Commons, the argument is absurdly dishonest. Con
servative opinion, had it existed in any strength in favour of 
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armaments. could have secured its aim. and there was 
incumbent on the government a plain duty to warn the 
country that in reducing armaments it was running a grave 
risk. But despite its majority the government was deeply 
sensitive to any loss of popular favour. and any idea of 
telling the truth to the electorate was dispelled by the un
fortunate accident that one or two by-elections revealed in 
certain quarters a strong hostility to armament. l This was 
due in part to simple ignorance. and a deep burden of 
responsibility for the Ethiopian fiasco lies in ministerial 
reticence. Popularity should not be bought by pandering 
to popular feeling. above all when that feeling is essentially 
based on ignorance. and the ministry alone had the know
ledge and duty to fight against it. On the contrary. men 
like Mr. Churchill and Lord Rothermere who worked 
for rearmament were regarded with dislike. Ministers 
who hoped to step into the first office in the state in due 
course were reluctant to see back in the Cabinet a 
man with enormous powers for work and a popular 
eloquence. 

We· know now from unimpeachable sources. the evi
dence of Marshal de Bono.' who gives us his instructions 
from the Duce. that not later than the autumn of 1933 the 
Duce had made up his mind to seize Ethiopia. Italy was 
under the most categorical obligations not to employ force 
against that territory. At the Peace Conference her repre
sentatives had insisted on the doctrine of leaving that 
country her full independence; in 1923. against the wishes 
of Britain. she sponsored and secured Ethiopia's admission 

1 Keith, COrlst. ofEnglandfrom Victoria to George VI., i. 251. 

• Anno XlIIl.. pp . .n. shows the deliberation of the whole plot. 
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into the League '; in 1925 the discussions with Britain 
regarding the development of the country did not revoke 
the agreement of these Powers and France in 1906 to pre
serve her integrity, and an appeal by Ethiopia to the League 
made it clear that her rights could not be invaded without 
her sanction.' Further discussions led, on September 2, 

1928, to a compact between Ethiopia and Italy that neither 
should take action detrimental to the independence of the 
other, and that all disputes should be submitted to concilia
tion and arbitration without a resort to arnled force. More
over, Ras Tafari, who succeeded as Emperor Haile Selassie I. 
in November 1930, was a man of high intelligence and 
noble character, who, painfully aware of the many reforms 
necessary in his realm, strove steadily to carry them into 
effect by prudent measures. 

It was against this sovereign that the Duce concocted a 
vile plot, to be carried out through Marshal de Bono by 
1936. The scheme was ingenious; intemal rebellion might 
be created and intervention then justified, or the Ethiopians 
provoked to an attack, and then subjected to an over
whelming counter-offensive. But neither plan worked 
out; though a campaign of mean intrigue and bribery 
weakened the loyalty of the tribes, and in the war later cost 
the Emperor the aid of at least 200,000 men,3 no actual 
revolt could be organized, and every provocation was 
foiled by the refusal of the Emperor to attack, so that 
Marshal de Bono admits': .. From the plan of a 
manceuvred defensive followed by a counter-offensivt' we 

1 Survey Ittt. Aff.. 1920-2). pp. 393ft'; 
I [bid., 1929. pp. 220f; Cmd. 2680. 
.. Op. cit., pp. 118£ 

1929. p. 218. 
• Op. 01., p. 54 . 



lHE CAUSES OF THE WAR 

were obliged to change over to the plan of an offellSive 
action." It is an interesting example of the cynical im
morality of the Italian people that admission of such action 
should be made by its perpetrator with the assent of its 
instigator. If we are to find some excuse for such baseness, 
it may be in the rankling cOIISciousness of the overthrow of 
Italy by the Emperor Menelik at Adowa in ,896, after he 
had denounced in 1893 the Treaty of Ucciali of 1889, 
whereby Italy had obtained by unsatisfactory means what 
she claimed to be a protectorate over Ethiopia. It may also 
have been felt that some military gloty was necessary to 
blot out the memory of Caporetto, when the routed forces 
of Italy were saved from destruction only by British and 
French bravery. 

The first overt sign of the plan of campaign took place 
on 5th December '934, when an affray of moderate 
dimensiollS took place between Ethiopian and Italian forces 
at Walwal. It is clear that the place was some sixty miles 
within the Ethiopian boundary, though it had not been 
definitely defined; but Italy had been in occupation since 
1928, but without official sanction. Who fired first is 
uncertain, but Italy tried to make use of the incident to put 
Ethiopia in the wrong. That Power at once ""ked for 
arbitration as laid down by the treaty of 1928, and, when 
Ita)y illegally refused, appealed to the League on 3rd 
January. The appeal embarrassed France especially, be
cause at this time M. Laval was engaged in seeking to frame 
an accord with Italy which would unite the two Powers 
against the renascence of German strength, and for the 
inoment Italy agreed to arbitrate so that the item could 
stand out from the Council agenda. 

2"" 



UNDERMINING OF COLLECTIVE SECURITY 

M. Laval's mission to Rome was of grave import.' It 
was intended to meet the long disputed claims of Italy 
for the carrying out of Article 13 of the treary of London, 
1915, which promised Italy certain benefits from the war. 
Britain in 1924 had arranged to transfer Jubaland, which 
gave Italy control of three hundred miles of the Juba river, 
and the port ofKisimaio, desired by Italy since 1885. But 
France even now refused to allow Italy to extend her 
Libyan territory to Lake chad, and all that she ceded was 
some II4,OOO square kilometres of very light soil with a 
few hundred people and some palm plantations. Con
nection berween western and equatorial Africa remained 
intact for France over 300 kilometres, and Italy's hope of 
penetration into the heart of Africa was negatived. More
over, France ceded some 800 square kilometres in Somali
land. But Italy made substantial sacrifices of her strongly 
held national rights in Turns. She sacrificed her right to 

keep Italian nationality for the children of Italians born 
therein indefinitely; all born up to 1965 might retain it 
with an option to choose French nationality at majority 
for those born belween 1945 and 1965, Italian schools were 
safeguarded only until 1955, and from 1945 there was to 
be a gradual application of French common law. These 
provisions were of real importance, because they meant 
the abandonment by Italy of a fixed determination to 
preserve the nationality of Italians in Tunis. In this way, 
by immigration and by the much higher natural increase 
of her settlers, she might hope in due course to secure 
Tunis by logic of facts. 

1 Survey Inl. AJf.. J9J5. ii. 2.9. 3.2f, 1)8, 189. 2j9; i. I04ff; Documents, 
1935. i. ISff. 
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If France continued as in 1919 to deny Somaliland, she 
ceded 2,500 shares in the Frcnch-owned Jibuti-Addis Ababa 
railway, which carried a substantial body of Ethiopian trade, 
and M. Laval, by his own admission, encouraged Italy to 
seek concessions in all parts of Ethiopia without reservation 
of a special sphere for French interests.' He insisted on 
28th December t1ut he was entitled to think that Italy would 
use this freedom of action solely in a peaceful manner. 
There was nothing in the agreements or conversations 
before or after them to encourage Italy to have recourse to 
war. That he spoke the truth in a technical sense may be 
admitted. A man of the experience of M. Laval is unlikely 
to have put on record anything which will give him away. 
But there is no good reason to doubt the Italian belief that 
he led the Duce to believe that France would not obstruct 
him, if he did go to war, and that was all he wanted. The 
intense dislike displayed to France later was assigned in 
great measure to the fecling that in imposing sanctions 
France was breaking her word; and in 1939, when the 
violence of Italian demands on France provoked her 
politicians to indiscretions, there were free denunciations 
of Italy for her ingratitude for French action in nullifying 
any real sanctions, as she assuredly did. The plain truth is 
that France, refusing to give Italy any reasonable territorial 
gains under her obligation, and anxious to make friends 
with Italy against Germany, with a complete disregard for 
law and morality, let Italy know that, if she helped herself 
to Ethiopia as she evidently intended to do, France would 
show benevolence. It may be hoped that this country 
·appreciates the ftnal results of this treachery. 

1 For a French apologia see Survey Itlt. AjJ., J935. ii. 7lff. 
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The efforts to settle the issue of Walwal by arbitration 
having failed, Ethiopia again appealed to the League on 
16th March, the day of Herr Hitler's unilateral repudiation 
of the restrictions on German armaments imposed by the 
treaty of peace. The League perhaps was too perturbed 
by this event and too reluctant to criticize Italy to take 
proper action, though it was pointed out conclusively for 
Etluopia that the delay was merely playing into Italy's 
hands, for from February there was patent rapid increase 
of Italian war preparations, and Marshal de Bono has 
explained how by order of the Duce he was deeply im
mersed in rapid movements to make ready to strike the 
moment the cessation of the rains rendered action possible. 
Only on 25th May did it go so far as to decide to 'take up 
the matter itself if the parties did not agree on an arbitrator 
by 25th July, though agreement was obviously impossible; 
when it met on J 1st July it did succeed in setting the Com
mission to work, and the report of Jrd September found no 
fault on either side, thus depriving Italy of any ground for 
attack. 

The weakness of Britain throughout this period was 
deplorable. Apart from her international obligations, she 
had the essential motive of safeguarding her own position 
in Africa, which Italy had so often tried to injure; Lord 
Salisbury had rescued in 1888 Zanzibar from the" cynical 
and arrogant injustice" of Signor Crispi's policy, and in 
1890 foiled her plan of attacking Tripoli in a period of deep 
peace. l At the Peace Conference, when she desired Btitish 
Somaliland as her compensation for her war services, Lord 

1 Keith, The King, lhe Constitution, the Empire, and Foreign Affairs, 
19J6-37, p. '73, 
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Milner took strong exception, foreseeing clearly the danger 
of Italian control of Ethiopia, where she could raise large 
forces and menace the Sudan and British East Africa, 
and Mr. Lloyd George refUsed to plant a dangerous enemy 
in a key position.' Yet this precedent seems to have been 
forgotten by the Committee under Sir John Maffey, which 
was set up to investigate the question of British interests 
in Ethiopia after the Italian Ambassador, who had first 
broached the subject on 29th January, returned to the 
suggestion that Britain should agree to accommodate her 
views to further Italian aims. By official misconduct or 
ministerial carelessness-both deplorably negligent-the 
report of 18th June reached Italy, and in part was published 
in the Giornale d'Italia on February 20, 1936. Lake Tana, the 
waters of the Blue Nile, and certain grazing rights were 
all that this incompetent body could find to interest Britain, 
though its members should have remembered that one chief 
reason for keeping Germany out of Africa was the SlIccess 
she had shown in raising African troops, and the certainty 
that a hostile Italy in control of Ethopia would do likewise. 

There was, however, a serious barrier to mere yielding 
to Italian greed and French complicity. On 27th June were 
announced the results of a Peace Ballot • conducted under 
the auspices of the League of Nations Union, which secured 
the views of no fewer than 11,559,165 people, a total 
rendered much more impressive by the consideration that 
a determined stand was made against it by the Chairman of 
the Executive Committee of the National Union of Con
servative and Unionist Associations and other Conserva-

1 The Truth about tht PeQ(t Treaties, ii. 897ff. 
• Survey Int. Aff., 1935. ii. 48ff. 
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ttves, who urged voters to refrain from answering the 
questions. Over eleven millions were in favour of Britain 
remaining in the League, over ten for the imposition by 
other nations of economic and non-military measures to 
stop an aggressor, and 6,784,368 for the use, if necessary, 
of military measures. No government could ignore this 
clear proof that me country was in favour of a policy of 
sanctions by the members of me League. 

There was, thus, pressing need for me Prime Minister 
at the Stresa meeting of loth-14th April with the Premiers 
ofItaly and France to concert the collective maintenance of 
peace within the League framework to discuss fully the 
Ethiopian question, and Signor Mussolini has asserted his 
complete readiness to take up me issue. The failure of 
Mr. Ramsay MacDonald and Sir S. Hoare to take up the 
issues cannot be defended 1; me Premier, however, since 
his retention of office at the cost of his principles and his 
colleagues, had lost moral aumority, and doubtless feared 
to challenge in person the fiery earnestness of the Duce. 
Mr. Eden, indeed, on October 23,1935, excused the inaction 
by me argument that it was hardly to be supposed that a 
Power which had just affirmed its loyalty to the principle 
of collective security for Europe would take any action in 
anotller continent which would jeopardize that doctrine. 
But the obvious reply is that, alier the Duce had accepted 
that principle for Europe only, he should immediately 
have been pressed to adopt it for Africa, which he patently 
wished to exclude from it. Nor is there the slightest force 
in the argument that Italy had already been sufficiently 

1 Ibid., ii. 148f; a " criminal blunder:' C. Attlee. Commons. May 6, 
1936. _ ~ ro 
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warned; when the Prime Ministers were face to face 
waS the essential time for the most authoritative presenta
tion of British views. 

An effort was made by Mr. Eden himself on a visit to 
Rome on 24th-26th June to buy off the Duee. Britain 
was ready to give Ethiopia an outlet to the sea through 
Somaliland with a port at Zeila in full sovereignty if Italy 
would accept a part of the Ogaden from Ethiopia, together 
with commercial concessions. Constitutionally, the pro-
posal was open to the objection that it assumed the right of 
the Crown to transfer territory under British protection 
without tlle assent of the people,' and internationally to 
the criticism that the project was put forward without 
Ethiopian consent. But the Duce made it absolutely plain 
that he would not be bought off. A further attempt by 
wish of the League Council was made at Paris on 15th-18th 
August, when Mr. Eden and M. Laval made proposals 
which would have left Ethiopia nominally her indepen
dence and territorial integrity, but have placed Italy in a 
position in tbe economic sphere of marked privilege which 
could easily be developed into political control. But the 
Duce rejected the idea on 18th August, telegraphing to 
Marshal de Bono 2 the decisive message: "Conference 
settled nothing; Geneva will settle the same; settle it." 
When the Council resumed consideration of the question 
o~ 4th September, with knowledge both of the Once's 
attitude and of the exoneration of both parties in respect 
of the walwal incident, it was clear to all that Italy was an 

1 Keith. Current Impmfl' ami In/ern4lional Problem5. 1935-36, pp. 131, 

139ff . 
• Op. cit., p. 190. 
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aggressor without a shadow of right. She had bOWld her
self not merely by the treaty of 1906; by the League 
Covenant; by the treaty with Ethiopia of 1928; by the 
Kellogg Pact; and by her accession in 1934 to the treaty 
of Rio de Janeiro 1 to refrain from aggression, but had 
earlier given defmite assurances of her intention to arrange 
the incident peacefully. 

On lIth September, therefore, Sir S. Hoare deliberately 
committed Britain to " the collective maintenance of the 
Covenant in its entirety," and the " steady and collective 
resistance to aU acts of unprovoked aggression," adding, 
with plain reference to the Peace BaUot: "The attitude 
of the British nation in the last few weeks has clearly demon
strated that this is no variable and unreliable sentiment, but 
a principle of international conduct to which they and their 
government hold with firm, enduring, and universal 
persistence." Italy submitted at long last a detailed memo
randum making many charges against Ethiopia, and de
claring that she must defend her rights, security, and dignity, 
none of which were patently in question. The League 
appointed a Committee of Five-Britain, France, Spain, 
Poland, and Turkey-which, with the assent of Ethiopia, 
presented as a basis of settlement all excellent scheme which 
would have secured far reaching reforms for Ethiopia, 
with important economic privileges for Italy and terri
torial cessiollS, to be purchased by British and French 
surrenders in Somaliland. To those who defend Italian 
aggression hy diatribes against the backwardness of Ethiopia, 
the answer is that Italy secured her entry to the League in 
fit1l knowledge of her condition, and that the scbeme 

1 October ro, 1933 ; Doc. Int. Aff.. 1933. pp. 47Stf. 
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presented offered far better prospects for the attainment of 
progress in Ethiopia than the seizure by force of the territory. 
apart from the destruction of international security. The 
Italian reply of 22nd September demanded Italian control 
of Ethiopia and the dismemberment of the country, and 
the Council could not consider such a violation of Ethiopian 
rights under the Covenant. On 26th September, therefore, 
the Council proceeded to act under Article 15, which 
Ethiopia had already invoked. All the Members, save 
Italy, formed a Committee of Thirteen to report, and did 
so on 5th October, two days after the long prepared Italian 
attack was launched on a country which had not been able 
to obtain any serious supplies of armaments and was wholly 
unequal to the enormous forces accumulated against her. 
On 7th October, a Committee of Six reported the existence 
of a state of war, and the violation by Italy of Article 12 
of the Covenant. The Council approved both reports. 
Italy being formally named as an aggressor and so subject 
to Article 16 of the Covenant. On lIth October the 
Assembly assented, Italy of course voting against the 
fmding. Fifty states agreed, Austria, Hungary, and Albania 
dissented, two of them destined to be destroyed by like 
violence to that directed against Ethiopia. Five were not 
represented. all American save Germany, whose member
ship of the League was about to expire. 

Italy complained that she had been treated with harsh 
differentiation from Japan. from the disputants in the Chaco 
dispute, 1 and from Germany. There were, however, 
definite distinctions between these cases and her own. 

1 SUJIlItUI'ized by Gathorne-Hardy, Short Hist. Int. Aff.? J9zt>-J8? pp. 
199ff. 
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China had never actually invoked the sanctions clause; 
diplomatic relations were continued, nor could Europe act 
when neither the United States nor the U.S.S.R. were 
members of the League or ready to co-operate. In the 
Chaco dispute both parties were found to have violated 
the Covenant after due investigation. Germany had 
violated the disarmament clauses of the treaty of peace, 
but the illegality of her action was mitigated by the general 
admission that revision of this part of treaty was overdue, 
especially as other Powers remained fully armed. 

On 2nd October 1 the Duce declared the determination 
of Italy to proceed, even if sanctions were ordered. .. To 
sanctions of an economic character we will reply with our 
discipline, with our sobriery, and with our spirit of sacrifice. 
To sanctions of a military character we will reply with acts 
of war." He had thus directed the League how far it could 
go. But M. Laval had already arranged these limits with 
Sir S. Hoare on 10th September,' when, as he explained 
to the Chamber, .. we found ourselves instantaneously in 
agreement upon ruling out military sanctions, not adopting 
any measure of naval blockade, never contemplating the 
closure of the Suez Canal-in a word, ruling out everything 
that might lead to war." When it is remembered that under 
Article 16 of the Covenant Italy had by aggression placed 
herself in the position of having committed an act of war 
against every member of the League, and that that Article, 
which was still absolutely binding, demanded the immediate 
severance of all trade or fmancial relations and the pro
hibition of intercourse between League state nationals and 

1 SUTl'ey Int. A.D., J 935. ii. 200. See International Sanctions (1938) •. PP. 
204ff. 233ff. 11 Survey Int. Aff., 19JJ. ii. 183ff. 
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those of the offending state, with ultimately recourse to 
war, the agreement thus announced was gravely improper 
and supremely foolish. To embark on sanctions without 
the intention of making them effective was a suicidal course. 
It was quite possible to argue that European security 
demanded the sacrifice of Ethiopia to Italy, just as Mr. 
Chamberlain in 1938 was to buy off Germany at the cost of 
Czechoslovakia; but to set about irritating Italy, while 
determined to avoid defeating her, was utterly inexcusable. 
M. Laval had shown himself so incompetent and so un
trustworthy a politician that it is quite possible that he 
thought maimed sanctions would suffice to induce the Duce 
to accept a compromise greatly in his favour, but still one 
showing that the League had teeth, and so warning Germany 
to be good. Britain may have been misled by the assurance 
of her experts that the conquest of Ethiopia would severely 
strain all Itaiy's resources. That this view, absurd to the 
layman. was actually held may be supported by the fan
tastic doctrine prevalent in '939, that. despite her being 
engaged in a mortal struggle in Poland with her air force 
as vital weapon. Germany would be able to rain bombs 
on all the great cities of Britain. so that an evacuation 
scheme. monstrously expensive and doomed to complete 
failure, was insisted upon. The delusion at any rate helped 
to dictate the actual sanctions advocated by a Committee 
of" Eighteen members of the League for imposition on 
Italy; an arms embargo was approved at once, as well as 
prohibition of fmaneial transactions; there followed a ban 
on importation of goods from Italy. and from 18th Nov
ember only an embargo on a restricted list of raw materials 
necessary for war. Mutual support in respect to the fmaneial 
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and economic sanctions was enjoined. Italy violently 
protested on lIth November, menacing counter-measures, 
and holding all states which imposed sanctions individually 
responsible. She had already tried to terrorize Britain during 
September and October by preparations in the Mediter
ranean which induced British counter-measures, a large 
number of ships being concentrated in the eastern Medi
terranean, and troops sent to Egypt, Malta, and Aden. In 
addition, to counter constant threats in the Italian Press, 
Britain concluded pacts with France, Greece, Turkey, and 
Yugoslavia, approved by Czechoslovakia and Rumania, to 
ensure support if Italy attacked-a measure of clear obliga
tion under the Covenant, which evoked on January 24, 1936, 
fresh abuse mainly of Britain, which was treated falsely as 
carrying on a private war for selfISh reasons, not as acting in 
defence of the League, which embodied for Britain an ideal 
substitute for her old adherence to the balance of power. 

Britain, of course, had an obvious means of action-the 
closing of the Suez Canal, thus isolating Italy from her 
Ethiopian forces. Moreover the obligation on her thus to 
act was overwhelming, for it was demanded under Article 
16 as the obvious and essential means of bringing Italy to 
her senses. Even if it were insisted that under the con
vention of 1888 as renewed in 1919 the passage of Italian 
war vessels through the Canal was free, Britain and France 
were under the Covenant absolutely free to blockade the 
Mediterranean exit.' But above all it was plainly mon
strous to allow poison gas' to be conveyed to the Italian 

1 Keith, Currcnt Imperial and Inrernational Problems, 1935-)6, pp. IS-4. 
156. 163. 184 ; Survey Int. Aff., 1935. ii. 208n, 249. 459. 480f. 

t Survey. ii. 346, 413. 
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forces to be used witb complete violation of tbe Conven
tion of 1925 against tbe wholly unprotected Ethiopians. 
That, at least, might have been stopped. For her failure 
Britain has no doubt to pay in the present necessity of having 
to war for her own liberty; but the explanation seems to lie 
in French opposition, thus doubling French responsibiliry 
for the position to-day. It was, however, widely excused 
in British Conservative circles by the argument that Italy 
would attack, and that the British warships would be over
whelmed by the much vaunted" suicide club" of Italian 
airmen; it is very improbable that our navy shirked the 
contest, but even earnest supporters of the League like the 
Duchess of Atholl were won over by the picture of a 
British debacle. Moreover a pestilential deluge of defeatist 
propaganda was poured forth from renegade British, mostly 
females resident in Italy, for which the only charitable 
explanation is fear of Fascist reprisals on their worthless 
selves. Unhappily also the Vatican, which now so elo
quently denounces the massacres of Poles, acting in accord
ance with its. essentially Italian character, approved the 
misdeeds of the Duce, doubtless forgetting that dark skins 
and a different form of Christianity do not justify murder 
from the air.' Not only did the Pope encourage Italy, but 
Roman Catholic influences in the United Kingdom were 
mustered in full force against Ethiopia, and at great cost 
a 'steady propaganda by leaflets, pamphlets, and books 
was carried on to depict the Ethiopians as miserable sinners 
and the Duce, of all men, as a Christian warrior. Tantum 
religio potuit madere ",alarum! 

There was one sanction above others obvious and 

1 The facts in SllTVey Int. Aff.. 193's, ii. 99-106. are conclusive. 
278 



UNDERMINING OF COLLECTIVE SECURITY 

effective, as the wild threats of the Italian Press and Govern
ment showed. Cut off oil supplies 1 and the Italians would 
be in real difficulties in a land of the physical conditions of 
Ethiopia. Moreover, the Americans had come to believe 
that Britain after all was acting disinterestedly, and pressure 
was being exercised by public opinion to induce the ad
ministration to cut off from Italy the aid she was deriving 
from the United States. Sir S. Hoare knew the probability 
in such an event of an Italian defeat, and at the instigation 
of M. Laval the two prepared an ingenious plan to oppose 
it.' Italy was to have more than she had yet won by her 
arms; 60,000 square miles of Ethiopia with, in addition, an 
immense colonization zone in southern Ethiopia, which 
would ensure that she would shortly possess a body of 
settlers trained in arms, rcady to take over the fragment 
of Ethiopia which remained. To accept these terms was 
to lend the influence of the League to the arms of the Duce 
in the destruction of Ethiopia, and we may well believe that 
the Fascist Grand Council would gladly have accepted this 
delivery of the spoils sine sudore et sanguine. But the plot 
miscarried. The Cabinet had been presented with the 
Hoare-Laval plan at short notice, and had allowed itself to 
accord it approval on 9th December rather than disown its 
Foreign Secretary, so the Premier stated, but it had realized 
on closer consideration that the idea would not do. It was, 
in fact, a case where public opinion becomes effectively 
vocal and forces the hands of a ministry. Mr. Baldwin 

1 Keith. op. cit., pp. 149. 154. 156ft 162, 164f. See Sir T. H. Holland. 
The Min('ral Sanction as an Aid /0 National Stcurity (1935) for a general 
theory of the effectiveness of a vital sanction as opposed to many ineffective 
ones; Int. Sanctions, pp. Il4f[ 
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with his instinct for electioneering had seized in Novemher 
the comparative lull in affairs to dissolve and to win a 
majority, less overwhelming no doubt than that of 193 I, 
but very large. In his election speeches he had affirmed 
firmly his adherence to the League Covenant and sanctions, 
and Sir S. Hoare, Mr. N. Chamberlain, Mr. Eden, and others 
had upheld the same faith. Critics 1 had, on the other hand, 
warned the electors that, if they let the Conservative Party 
acquire power, it would do a deal with Signor Mussolini, 
and launch into a new foreign policy of alliances and power 
politics, based on a demand for the elimination of collective 
security and sanctions from the Covenant. Many Con
servatives candidates had been confronted with queries 
and had assured the electorate that they were loyal sup
porters of the League and of sanctions as set out in the 
Peace Ballot. Now to hand over Ethiopia to the Duce 
would be too disgraceful, and they resented the volte-face 
so deeply that Mr. Baldwin 2 discarded in a friendly spirit 
his Foreign Secretary, replacing him with Mr. Eden. But 
the departure of Sir S. Hoare did not mean that he had 
failed in his aim. He had, in fact, not secured immediate 
victory for Italy, but he had destroyed the chance of an 
effective oil sanction, and he had undermined sanctions as a 
whole. The people of the United States felt frank disgust 
at the obvious sympathy of the British Government with 
the' Duce, and any idea of co-operating with So untrust
worthy a Power was dropped by the government. If at 
the end of February 1940 77 per cent. of those questioned 

1 .. Vigilantes," I"4Ufst Otl Peace, p. 281; Gathome-Hardy, op. dt. 
p.41 3· 

• A severe attack on his good faith is made by Toynbee, Survey, ii, 3I6tt. 
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by the American Institute of Public Opinion were against 
aiding Britain and France in event of defeat by Germany, 
it was not by any means due wholly to the repudiation of 
American debts, but many Americans, who did not like 
the stress laid by their country on the debt issue, were deter
mined that American lives should not be employed to aid 
a country which could not be trusted to act honourably. 

Sir S. Hoare 1 did not cxcuse his desertion of the path 
of honour by fear of Italy ; if he had done so, his advocacy 
of sanctions would have clearly been wrong, but at least 
he would have had some excuse for his change; palpably 
it was his desire to placate the Duce that led him astray. and 
made him an easy prey to the arguments of M. Laval, to 
whom France owes ultimately her implication in the 
present war. He thought, quite wrongly, that the war 
would be slow, and that compromise would be inevitable. 
But Ethiopia was miserably armed, no aid having been 
given to her by any Power, any action under the Conven
tion for Financial Assistance being not compulsory. Her 
resistance was fatally weakened by the employment against 
men without any protection from it of mustard gas,' 
which worked with remarkable success in the climate of the 
country. The indignant warriors demanded attacks on the 
enemy which the Emperor would have avoided if possible; 
and the strategic and tactical superiority of the Italian forces, 
plentifully supplied with motor transport and aircraft, 
undermined resistance, so that on 2nd May the Emperor 
had to leave the country and on 5th May Addis Ababa was 
occupied. On the 9th the Duce announced the law which 

1 House of Commons, December 19, ]935; he resigned on the 18th. 
t Survey. ii. 107. III, 327. 341, 350f, 413£, 494-
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placed the territories and people of Ethiopia under the full 
sovereignty of the Kingdom of Italy and the assumption of 
the imperial style by the King. 

It was obviously difficult for the League forthwith to 
drop sanctions, and the Council on 12th May decided that 
they should remain pending the clarification of the situation. 
The Argentine to gr~tify Italy asked for the convening of 
the Assembly for 30th June, and for Britain Me. N. Cham
berlain gave the final blow to sanctions by announcing on 
10th June, at a gathering whence his view was certain to be 
broadcast, that their continuance would be .. the very mid
summer of madness." His view 1 was very natural in a plain 
business man, vexed to see money being spent uselessly, 
and an excellent customer, a land where his brother had 
many friends, alienated for the sake of a number of black 
people, accused of being slave holders and traders, who 
would be better off under the Duce. We know now that 
Mr. Chamberlain really values liberty for some European 
Powers, but Orientals, as can be deduced from the attitude 
of his government to Indian aspirations, are in a different 
sphere. It is probable that he had assured himself in advance 
that Mr. Baldwin shared his views, and that his declaration, 
which seemed to offend deeply against the constitutional 
rule that policy in vital matters should not be announced 
by a subordinate minister but by the Premier, was a bal/on 
d'e;sai to see which way the wind was blowing. Satisfied 
from the Press response that, disillusioned with the results 
of sanctions, assured of the danger from Italian hostility, 
and deluged with Italian propaganda, the people would not 
react unfavourably, the ministry decided on the advocacy 

1 Survey. ii. 463ft'. 
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of the withdrawal of sanctions at Geneva. l Mr. Eden 
shared in the debacle; a young minister, he lacked the 
courage to resign, and remained in the ministry in an 
ambiguous and undignified position, after Mr. Chamberlain 
succeeded Mr. Baldwin and took into his hands control of 
foreign affairs, until he was discarded in 1938. His reputa
tion suffered an irreparable blow, he ceased to rank as a 
possible Premier, and, when the War Cabinet was formed, 
he was refused admission, save in the anomalous position 
of a message-bearer to and from the Dominions. 

At Geneva the Emperor delivered a noble address,' 
which made Mr. Eden's apologia deplorably feeble. 
South Africa, to her credit, declared her readiness to main
tain sanctions, and M. Litvinov exposed the shabby conduct 
of the League. But the Assembly on 4th July approved 
the withdrawal of sanctions, which became effective from 
15th July. Several Powers had already abandoned them. 

There remained the issue of recognition of the conquest, 
which Mr. Eden deprecated, as in common decency he was 
bound to do. On March II, 1932, in connection with the 
Sino-Japanese conflict, the Assembly had resolved: "The 
Assembly declares that it is incumbent upon the members 
of the League of Nations not to recognize any situation, 
treaty or agreement, which may be brought about by means 
contrary to the Covenant of the League of Nations or of the 
Paris Pact." The Covenant itself by Article 20 covered 
the matter, for the members" solenmly undertake that they 
will not hereafter enter into any engagements inconsistent 
with the terms thereof." But solenm undertakings do not 
mean much in the mind of a business Premier, and a High 

1 Keith, op. cit., pp. I9If. t Keith, Int. Aff.. J918-37. ii. 84ff, 
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Anglican conscience is capable of strange feats. Hence what 
Mr. Eden felt unable to do was done by Lord Halifax. The 
Anglo-Italian accord of April 16, 1938,' elsewhere described, 
while maiuly concemed with Spaiu, iuvolved a promise 
to break the League Covenant's prohibition, despite the 
embarrassment that what George V. had solemnly under
taken' was to be repudiated by George VI., whom the COllil

try had welcomed as one to walk iu the ways of his good 
and highly honoured father. On I2th May the issue was 
debated iu the Council, the Emperor himselfbeiug present. 
The discussion showed once more M. Litvinov maintaining 
that recognition of an admitted wrong was improper, and 
New Zealand was critical. 

Lord Halifax was blandly insistent, France favoured 
freedom, which several Powers, iucludiug Belgium, had 
already exercised, and Poland urged that the matter fell 
entirely withiu her sovereignty. It is declarations such as 
these which lessen regret for the sufferings of Poland; a 
nation which condones brutal force applied to others must 
not expect unlimited sympathy when her own tum to feel 
the weight of aggression falls upon her. The Emperor as 
usual was dignified and conviucing. 

There was delay iu performiug the fmal repudiation 
of Article 20 of the Covenant. Britain found that Italy 
wa~ slow to honour any of her engagements despite the 
dangerous concessions made iu the agreement of April 1938, 
and only on 16th November' was recognition de jure 
accorded. To add to the completeness of British humilia-

I Cmd. 5726 (1938). 
I Cmd. 5923 (1939); Lord Halifax, House of Lords, November 3. 
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tion, Mr. Chamberlain and Lord Halifax went on the bidding 
of the Duce to Rome on January II, 1939.' to toast the 
new Emperor of Ethiopia. It was perhaps a fitting reward 
of an act of repudiation without parallel in modern British 
history that the Duce imparted nothing to his guests of his 
fIXed intention to seize Albania, counting justly that after 
a futile protest Mr. Chamberlain would find it easy to 
recognize the King of Albania, even if war preoccupations 
prevented him for the moment repeating the historic toast. 

The episode of Ethiopia destroyed collective security, 
and took all reality from the political part of the Covenant. 
The failure of the League members to keep their obligations 
demonstrated that public faith could no longer be trusted, 
and that international obligations were all facultative. No 
Power which violated an obligation under the Covenant 
could be expected to maintain faith in other things, nor was 
any other Power bound to keep faith with it. Britain, 
which had since 1919 founded her policy on collective 
security, had thrown it away and ruined her reputation in 
and outside Europe for honourable dealings. There was 
no answer to the reproach that she had manipulated the 
League for her own cnds, and had repudiated it when the 
shoe pinched. France had shown the bankruptcy of her 
statesmen in honour and intelligence; she had kept faith 
neither with Britain nor Italy; her failure to mobilize 
her fleet to support Britain was acidly commented on even 
by Sir S. Hoare; while Italy felt for her bitter dislike, and 
cries of Corsica, Nice, Tunis,' Jibuti became vocal in 

1 A. Werth. France and Munich, pp. 413f. 
t On November 30, 1938, the deputies in the Chamber demanded 

Tunis. Corsica, Nice. See Wenh, op. cit., pp. 398f[ 
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Rome. Italy has indeed strong grounds for claiming Tunis 
and Somaliland. and it may be that they will prove the price 
of her continued neutrality. But disastrous above all was 
the fact that, while France had sought to win Italian support 
against Germany, she turned Italy into an ally of that Power, 
and enormously strengthened her enemies. 

The reluctance of the minor Powers 1 to play the game 
has been made the excuse for the inaction of Britain and 
France. But the patent fact is that it was on them, as the two 
Powers, neighbours of Italy in Africa and possessing naval 
power superior to that ofItaly, that the duty to act fell. We 
have no excuse for thinking that, if they had held together 
and acted honourably, other Powers would have held back, 
but patently weak Powers must shrink back when those 
great Powers with a higher duty fail. Noblesse oblige, and 
unhappily of the two vital states one had capitulated to the 
aggressor, and had virtually promised him immunity. This 
war rewards their dishonour. 

To add to the Emperor's misfortunes, British firms 
who were indebted to him for considerable sums delayed 
payment, and protracted proceedings when claims were 
made in the courts. One judge' invented a new doctrine 
of law against his interests, by ruling that his jurisdiction 
was excluded by the fact that the Italian Government also 
claimed the sum in dispute. When the Court of Appeal' 
reversed this absurd doctrine there was further delay,' and 

1 A Swt'wsh Red Cross ambulance was deliberately bombed, and a 
doctor killed on December 30, 1935,in violation of the Red Cross Con
venrion of 1929; Survey Int. Aff.. 1939. ii. 41 If. 

I Haile Selassie v. Cable and Wireless Co., [1938] Cb. 545 . 
• Ibid .. [1938J Ch. 839 . 
• Ibid. (No. '.J, 55 T. L. R. '09; [1939J Cb. 19'. 

286 



UNDERMINING OF COLLECTIVE SECURITY 

eventually recognition of Italy came to prevent recovery 
and to condemn the Sovereign in co,t,. It must be added 
with regret that neither Edward VIII. nor George VI. did 
anything to suggest that they took ,eriously the obligation 
imposed on them by their royal father', pledge, under the 
League of Nations Covenant. Nothing in fact seems to 

. have been omitted to show that Britain disliked the policy 
on which the general election of 1935 had been won.' 

4. The Civil War in Spain 

Italy and Germany, brought nearer by their common 
wrongdoing and their dislike of the League of Nations, 
were destined to have an opportunity to further their joint 
interests, and to exhibit the worthlessness of League pro
tection as the result of a civil war which broke out in 
Spain on July 17, 1936-not without their imprimatur.' 

Civil war has been normal in Spain 'imply because of 
the absence of any principle of effective unity. The country 
has never been successfully freed from regional aspirations; 
Catalans and Basques are essentially devoted to their own 
land, and only in a vague degree to Spain. Moreover, 
historical reasons have given the Roman Catholic Church 
a measure of wealth and power elsewhere obsolete, while 
the army has preserved a tradition of authority quite in-

1 In September 1936 Mr. Eden already endeavoured to invalidate the 
credentials of the Emperor's representatives at Geneva; Keith, Current 
Imperial Clnd International ProblelfU, 1935-36. pp. 2uff. With much mean-
ness no grant to aid the refugee supporters of the Emperor was made. 

I Survey Int. Aff. 1937. ii. Iff; F. Borkenau, 1k Spanish Cockpit 
('937); c. de Ia Mora. In Place of Splendou, ('940) • 
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consistent with the supremacy of the civil power. The 
efforts to establish a lasring republic have never been 
crowned with success, and it was due to the intervention 
of the military authorities that the royal line was restored in 
1874, and also, it must be admitted, to their military in
capacity and their incompetence in diplomacy, that Spain 
suffered a humiliating defeat in 1898 in the war with the 
United States, in which British support prevented any 
effort by European Powers to succour a sister state. 

The political system suffered from the prime defect of 
unreality, as was natural in a land where almost half the 
people were illiterate. Elections were not serious tests of 
political opinion; they were made in the most simple 
manner so as to allow of a rotation of office, which had 
the clear merit of allowing the contending parties a fair 
spell of the profits of power; the duries thereof did not 
cause trouble, for no minister thought seriously of facing 
the burden of performing them. In 1923 a change seemed 
just possible, for General Primo de Rivera, in seizing power 
by force, announced that civil servants were to attend 
regularly and do the work which in the past they had 
pleasingly neglected. Fortunately he did not seriously 
attempt to carry out reforms of importance. For a time he 
maintained order, but the king and the people alike grew 
tire~ of him, and the withdrawal of royal confidence in 
1930 ended a regime which had changed nothing in 
essentials. But the king, who at no rime in his career 
showed the slightest sign of more than a very modest 
political competence, felt compelled by the results of the 
mtmicipal elections in 1931, treated by him as marking the 
royal family as unpopular, to abandon Spain hastily. The 
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circumstances of his flight have never been fully explained. 
What is certain is that. at a time when he was urging his 
subjects to spend all their capital on Spanish undertakings. 
he was amassing a handsome forrune invested in Britain 
and elsewhere in the confident expectation. borne out by 
facts. that efforts to confiscate his gains would not be 
effective under British legal principles. He could count 
also on a friendly reception in Britain through his marriage 
-perhaps unluckily for her-with Princess Ena of Batten
berg. 

The republican regime 1 which followed the departure 
of the king lacked a secure foundation in party unity ; 
there was indeed no party capable of providing a ministry 
with a majority. The extremists on both sides were wholly 
indifferent to recourse to parliamentary principles-royalists 
revolted in August 1932. Anarcho-Syndicalists in January 
1933-and. when the Right secured control afier the elections 
of December in that year. a serious rising in the Asrurias 
in October 1934 was crushed with singular but congenial 
brutality. In the elections of February 1936 moderate men 
went to the wall. and the Right with 4.570.000 votes was 
confronted with the Left with 4.356.000 but with a 
majority of 57 seats. This was only achieved by the 
forming of a Frente Popular. like the Popular Front in 
France. containing the moderate Liberals as well as Com
munists and Anarchists. This union of forces was in 
accordance ,,~th the recommendations of the Communist 
International Congress in August 1935. and it was thus 

1 G. Rust, AuJbau und VerfoJl des Spanischen Slaates (1939) ; N. J. Padel· 
ford, International Law dnd Diplomacy in the Spanuh Civil Strife (1939) ; 
Foreign Intervention in Spain (I938). 
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from the first contended by the disappointed Right patties 
that they were fighting a government controlled by 
Moscow. The result of the victory was a period of intense 
disorder, in which supporters of the Right committed 
many outrages, while Communist and Anarchist elements 
also were widely active in destruction. There is no doubt 
that fnany churches were burnt, that newspaper offices, 
political clubs, and private houses were attacked and often 
destroyed, and about three hundred and forty persons were 
killed before the rebellion of General Franco broke out. 
It would be idle to attempt to divide the honours of this 
ghastly situation, which was brought to a head by the 
assassination on 13th July of Sefior Calvo Sotelo, one of 
the ablest of the leaders of the Right. His death was claimed 
to have compelled insurrection in self-defence, but in fact 
it was merely coincident with an outbreak which had been 
carefully planned in advance, and of which rumours had 
been long in circulation. We know now from the boasts 
of Herr Hitler and Signor Mussolini that both were cog
nizant of, and eager to further,' a revolt which would 
establish another dictatorship in Europe. That this was so 
was suspected at the time, but the British Government 
throughout the whole struggle turued deliberately blind 
eyes to me essential facts . 

.But the initiative in proposing the rapid adoption and 
immediate observance of an agreed arrangement for non
intervention in Spain came from M. Blum, who had so 
many troubles at home that he was very anxious to be free 
from the compli=ions which would arise nom demands 

1 Italy sent-from December IS. 1936, to April 15. 1937-100,000 
men. 750 gum, 40,000 tom materials; Pritt, Must the WlJr Spread? p. 234. 
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for French intervention. The proposal was welcome to 

the British Government, which was, by its Conservative 
character, intensely perturbed by the anarchic conditions in 
Spain, and influenced by the vehement propaganda of the 
Roman Catholic Church,' which insisted that General 
Franco, who had broken his oath of fIdelity to the State, 
was a Paladin come to destroy infidelity and to rescue 
monks and nuns from appalling brutality. The project 
also met with acceptance in Belgium, Poland, the U.S.S.R., 
and Portugal, while Germany and Italy-after raising points 
against the sending of subscriptions, the departure of 
volunteers, and the supervision of the execution of the agree
ment-fInallyadhered. Other states also agreed, and France, 
Britain, Belgium, and Portugal, as well as Germany, pro
hibited the export of certain war material, including aircraft. 

There was, however, no sincerity in the attitude of 
Russia, Italy, or Germany, which were all interested in 
supporting one side or other in the war. Germany and 
Italy had every reason to expect that their protege, who 
hall been assured of support, would rapidly win the war, 
as he had most of the regular forces on his side. But, when 
this proved not to be the case, they hastened to send aid, 
just as Russia was collecting by levies on workers large 
voluntary donations. It is reasonably clear that the revolt 
could not have started with any success except for the aid 
of Germany and Italy, and equally clear that without the 
aid of Soviet aircraft and funds the repnblican government 
would soon have suffered disaster. But German and Italian 
aid were given at once, and substantial military aid by the 
U.S.S.R. only from mid-Oerober. 

1 Surl'ey. ii. 268ff. 
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The motive of Herr Hitler was possibly, in part, his 
dislike of Bolshevism in any form-which may have been 
genuine, for his conversion in 1939 from a bitter enemy of 
M. Stalin to a warm admirer may be set down to the hard 
necessities of the case. Signor Mussolini had once been 
a convinced and noisy Socialist; he had worked with 
Russla, recognizing her government in 1924 and securing 
a useful treaty; he had co-operated in some measure, as 
we have seen, in the Disarmament Conference; and in 
September 1933 he had entered into a fum agreement for 
amity and non-aggression, disclaiming any intention to 
enter into any agreement or combination of hostile 
character. But, on the other hand, it was essentially to 
the advantage of both Powers to embarrass France by 
creating a hostile Power on her frontier. Italy had already 
large ideas regarding tile restoration of the power of the 
Roman Empire in the Mediterranean,' which meant that 
she would have to combat France and Britain; for their 
surrender of Ethiopia, which was not their property, did 
not necessarily mean that they would give Italy what she 
wanted in the Mediterranean. But Spain under a protege 
would mean that, if France were so unwise as to negative 
Italy's anlbitions she would find her opponent assured of 
bases in Spanish territory, above all Majorca, in Spanish 
Morocco, .and the Canaries, and confronted at her frontier 
by a devoted ally of Italy. Britain would also find that 
her hold on Gibralter would be undermined, and General 
Franco would be encouraged to recover that fortress, 
whose presence on Spanish soil was a constant source of 
bitterness to any true Spaniard. The venture, too, was not 

1 E. Monroe, Tht Meditemme13n in Politics, chap. iv. 
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half so risky as it looked. Effective prop~ganda could be 
carried on through the same channels as had served to dis
credit Ethiopia.' The Church would impress on true 
believers that in Spain the republicans were spending all 
their time burning churches, and murdering with every 
refmement of cruelty monks and nuns; if it were pointed 
out that the great majority of Spanish men of letters, 
scientists, and professors were on the republican side, it 
was easy to insist that the intelligentsia was atheistic and 
disliked the champions of Christianity. Others, less acces
sible to clerical considerations, could be recruited by their 
standing hatred of Communism, and it could be pointed 
out that, though the Spanish Government might be said 
not to be Communist because its leaders for the most part 
never had been Communists, it was clear that either they 
were dominated by Communists or at heart were Com
munists. Skilled propaganda was very effective in this 
regard. 

Even so, British statesmen could not wholly ignore 
the essential interests of their country simply because it 
was pleasant to see Communists being defeated, and in 
September knowledge that Italy was in effective control of 
Majorca resulted in an intimation to Rome that Britain 
deprecated any change in the statlls quo in the western 
Mediterranean. Nothing daunted by the intimation, Italy 
and Germany proceeded to strengthen their protege by 
official recognition on November 18, 1936, and by Christ
mas Germany had sent at least 20,000 men to Spain, while 
Italy continued to add to her forces. It was quite useless 

1 British official news from Spain was often biassed; A. Wenh. 
Frallce and Munich, pp. 64f. 
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for France and Britain to appeal to the Powers [0 stop 
this sending of forces; Germany, Italy, and Russia were 
in sympathy, but went on sending, for they had taken the 
measure of Mr. Chamberlain and M. Blum, and knew that 
the appeals were really made to satisfy public opinion at 
home, and that no action could be expected to follow. 
But ~ ingenious method of satisfying Britain was devised. 
On January 2, 1937,' Britain and Italy concluded at Rome 
an accord asserting their desire not to modify the status quo 
with rcgard to national sovereignty in the Mediterranean 
area, and agreed to discourage any activities which might 
impair their good rclations. The uttcr insincerity of Italy 
was shown by the immediate landing of four thousand 
men at Cadiz, and further additions were made up to the 
end of February, bringing the Italian forces up to forty 
thousand men, in four divisions, each under a general of 
the Italian army.' To this was added the declaration of thc 
Duce that the establishment of a Bolshevist Government 
in Spain would be a modification of the status quo under the 
agreement of 2nd January, and could not be tolerated. The 
British Government acquiesced in all these proceedings, 
the Foreign Office always having no information to con
firm the reports of the troop movements reported in the 
Press. It is unfortunately true that, throughout this period 
and later, either the British information service, despite the 
large secret service appropriations, was incompetent, or 
the British Government deliberately shut its eyes to its 

1 Keith, Int. Aff., '9,8-37, ii. '9Sf[ 
• These figures then accepted were much too low, On June 12, 1939. 

in the House of Commons the official declarations of Hitler and Mussolini 
of their aiding Franco from the very first were adduced to show their 
perfidy and ministerial connivance. 
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reports. There is, of course, nothing easier than to deny 
official knowledge, but the evidence now available to the 
public leavcs a singularly unsatisfactory impression. A 
curious episode occurred on January 8, '937, when a 
rumour of the intention to send large German forces to 
Spanish Morocco so agi tated French opinion with memories 
of the days of Agadir that in all probabilily the project was 
abandoned. with profuse assurances that it Iud never 
existed. 

The Italian Government. by April, seems to luve thought 
that her fi)fces should, along with those of Germany. assure 
victory, and the Non-Intervention Committee set up under 
the agreement of 1936 agreed to set up a naval patrol and 
a system of frontier inspection. But the bombing of the 
German ship Deutsrhlatld 1 in the roadstead of Iviza on 
29th May by Spanish airmen was revenged by the bombing 
of the town of Almeria, and on 19th June an allegation
probably untrue-that the Leipzig 2 had been attacked by 
a submarine led to a demand that Britain and France should 
join in a demonstration against the republicans, a proposal 
too unjust for either country to accept. This led to 
Germany and Italy withdrawing from the patrol, and so 
Portugal, whose conduct throughout was bitterly hostile 
to Spain and hardly loyal to Britain. withdrew her facilities 
for frontier observation. On 14th July Britain made new 
proposals: the naval patrol should be dropped. but ob
servers should be stationed in Spanish ports, and land 
frontier supervision should be maintained; commissions 
should be set up to see to the withdrawal of foreign 
nationals from the armies on both sides; and when 

1 Survey, ii. 3 utI: t [bid., ii. 317ff, 322, 381. 
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substantial progress had been made with withdrawal, both 
governments should be recognized as belligerents with 
rights under intemationallaw. 

More important than tlus scheme, which was opposed 
more or less by every Power, not least by Russia, was the 
determination of Mr. Chamberlain to secure appeasement 
with· Italy. He believed that Italy, in her anti-British 
propaganda and in her intervention in Spain, was actuated 
by failure to understand that Britain was really friendly, 
and that her aid to Ethiopia, which he himself had destroyed. 
had been instigated by loyalty to the League, and not to 
any wish to oppose Italian progress. His overture to Spain 1 

on July 27, I937, was welcomed by Signor Mussolini, not 
unmindful how he had killed sanctions; but further progress 
was prevented for the time by events which no devotion 
to appeasement could obscure. Submarine attacks on 
shipping en route for Spain were beconling frequent in 
the eastern Mediterranean, and. as General Franco was 
deficient in these vessels. Italy was suspect in the eyes even of 
Mr. Chamberlain. The Admiralty insisted on authorizing 
counter-attack on submarines attacking British shipping. 
and the order was obeyed, so that a French proposal for a 
Conference of Powers to meet this revival of piracy was 
accepted. It met at Nyon in September.' and it SOOIl 

arranged to patrol the areas of danger. Italy had refused to 
participate. but. when ,he realized that the plan would 
be carried out, she agreed to undertake a share of the patrol. 
and the evil abruptly stopped. But her annoyance at chi, 

1 From November 1937 Britain had curious unofficial relations with 
Franco; Briggs. A.J.I.L.. '94'. pp. 47ff. 
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check to her plans was manifested in the dispatch of large 
forces to Libya to threaten Egypt, and to Spain-the total 
of forty thousand being admitted in October; and on the 
29th of the month Signor Mussolini gave public proof of 
what was notorious, that the soldiers were fighting in Spain 
with his consent. In the same month he testifted to his 
affection for Herr Hitler, whom he had visited in the 
previous month, by making a speech in support of German 
colonial claims; and on lIth December he completed his 
adherence to the Axis, which he had joined on 6th Novem
ber by accepting the Anti-Comintem Pact, by declaring 
that Italy would withdraw from the League of Nations. It 
seemed difficult to regard this line of action as showing 
much appreciation of Mr. Chamberlain's anxiety to place 
matters between the countries on a sound basis. 

Mr. Chamberlain, however, had set his heart on ap
peasement, little knowing that by this policy he had 
rendered certain that he would plunge his people into a 
dangerous war. Signor Mussolini had grasped the situa
tion accurately, and he resolved to lead the Premier further 
along the fatal path of surrender. He himself had seen the 
determination of his partner in the axis to establish his 
control in Austria, and he appreciated the advantage of 
countering the growth of his power by securing close 
relations with Britain, while weakening the position of 
Britain in the Mediterranean. On February 10, 1938, he 
made overtures to Britain, and the Premier fell into the 
trap. It was in vain that Mr. Eden' stressed the advisability 
of making use of the need of the Duce for British co-opcra-

1 Speech on resignation, February 21, 1938; if. A. Werth. France muJ 
MUllieh, pp. 37ff. 



1HE CAUSES OF THE WAR 

tion to secure a proper settlement of the Spanish situation. 
It was not sufficient to agree on the policy of withdrawal 
and the conditions thereof, but they must go further and 
show the world achievement. Withdrawal must have 
begun in earnest before the proposed negotiations in Rome 
could be held on a really solid basis of goodwill, which was 
esseritial to success. But his pleas were countered by the 
Duce, by whose instructions the Italian Ambassador, 
Count Grandi, held a long conference with the Premier 
and Mr. Eden on 18th February. Count Grandi, a man of 
powerful character, overpowered the resistance, if any, of 
Mr. Chamberlain by insisting that it was H now or ncver .. 
for the start of conversations. Mr. Chamberlain, indeed, 
has repudiated this interpretation, but the untenability of 
his view is proved by his own action. He hastily summoned 
a Cabinet for the 19th, and on the 20th the Cabinet decided 
to yield to the Italian ultimatum, without even waiting 
for the formal reply to the question asked by the Premicr
whether Italy would accept the British formula for with
drawal of troops. Mr. Eden resigned at once, and his 
Under Secretary, Lord Cranborne, followed him into 
exile. The way for this result had been paved by the 
growing divergence of view in the Cabinet: Mr. Eden 
was standing out for the principle that in any agreement 
there must be no sacrifice of principles and no shirking of 
responsibilities merely to obtain quick results. Peace must 
be made, not to buy temporary goodwill, but on a basis 
of frank reciprocity with mutual respect. The alternative 
view was that taken at Geneva on 12th May by Lord 

. Halifax, who fIlled the vacant office: a practical victory for 
peace was much more important than devotion, unflinching 
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but unpractical, to some high purpose. The truth was, of 
course, that, as in the case of Ethiopia, principles of vital 
importance were being surrendered in order to buy off 
for a time the barbarian. It is signifICant of the blindness 
to British interests of the majority of the Cabinet that in 
ejecting Mr. Eden they were obeying the scarcely veiled 
demands of the Fuhrer 1 and the Duce for his removal 
from office, as representing the essential obstacle to their 
plans of weakening Britain by driving her from one sur
render to another, until at last, if she came to make a stand, 
she would have no ally but France. Once again it is clear 
how far superior in conception and understanding of 
the simation were the dictators to the Premier. The 
excuse that a refusal might drive Italy to war should 
have been faced with courage; without that quality 
no British Premier can be equal to the needs of an 
Empire. Small souls and great destinies are ill combined, 
and the virmes of business life are inadequate for high 
politics. 

Mr. Chamberlain, by sacrificing his Foreign Secretary, 
had placed himself in the hands of Italy; he must secure 
a treaty and hold it as a success whatever the facts might 
be. The terms secured might have been worse, but f()r 
the fact that the Duce had reasons for seeking an accord. 
The annexation of Austria had brought Germany to the 
Brenner, and Italian opinion was uneasy that the defence 
of Austria affected in 1934, and asserted to be essenti,,1 to 
Italian safety, had been abandoned. The agreement signed 
at Rome, on April 16, 1938,' was decidedly favourable to 

1 Speech of February .lO, 1938. 

• Cmd. 5726; Mr. Chamberlain, House of Commons. May 2,1938. 
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Italy. The agreement of January 2, 1937, was reaflirmed; 
there was to be exchange of information as to movements 
of armed forces in the overseas Mediterranean territories, 
the Red Sea, the Gulf of Aden, Egypt, and African ter
ritories, including northern Tanganyika, but excluding 
western and central Libya, an omission well adapted to 
euable Italy to mass there forces to threaten Egypt. No 
new naval or air bases were to be constructed east of 
longitude 19° E. in the Mediterranean or Red Sea without 
notice. The terms, of course, were to the advantage of 
Italy, and were so worded as to place difficulties in the 
way of making Cyprus an air base, to which Italy was 
quite naturally opposed. A very substantial British sur
render was made with regard to Arabia and certain islands 
adjacent thereto. Complete equality of rights was aflirmed, 
subject to the sliltus quo, and Britain precluded herself from 
any exteusion of her influence over Saudi Arabia or the 
Yemen; she renounced in effect her old claim to regard 
these areas as within her sale sphere of political influence. 
The concessions of Italy were negligible: she repeated 
her already existing obligation not to interfere with the 
supply of water to the Sudan from Lake Tana, and 
promised that she would not compel natives of East African 
territories to undertake military service except for local 
policing and defence of the territory-a promise which 
could obviously be evaded without the slightest difficulty : 
the line between volunteers fighting in Spain and compulsory 
service, though once solClnnly asserted. was evanescent. 
No concession could be obtained of equality of treatment 
of British or Indian commerce in East Africa, and re
striction.:; on British missions therein were not waived. 
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Moreover, the free use of the Suez Canal in peace and war 
was reaffirmed.' 

Some stress was laid by apologists for the treaty on the 
fact that a ban on injurious propaganda was assured, but 
no one supposed that there was any prospect of it being 
kept. The immediate reduction of the Italian forces in 
Libya was announced, but no pledge given that they 
would not be replaced whenever it was desired to put 
pressure on the Premier, who was naturally very sensitive 
to the menace to Egypt from their presence.' On the 
other hand, as already mentioned, Britain promised to 
secure from the League the right to recognize the Italian 
conquest of Ethiopia, thus making a vital concession. 

On the subject of Spain, Britain asserted that the question 
must be settled before the new agreements could take 
effect. Italy agreed to accept the British rule for the 
evacuation of her forces from Spain and asserted that she 
had no intention of seeking a privileged position-terri
torially, politically, or economically-on the Spanish main
land or oversea possessions. She promised also, on the 
conclusion of the Spanish war, to withdraw forthwith all 
Italian troops and war material. . 

Italy, of course, made the agreement in the confident 
belief that General Franco was on the eve of victory, for 
on 15th April he severed land connection between the 
republicans' chief strongholds, Barcelona and Valencia. 
In any case she had materially altered the position since she 
had forced Mr. Eden's removal, although the Prime Minister 

1 See C. 5623 ; if. Keith, the Scotsman, M:uch 19. 1940. 

t The number was !CoDon increased to 60,000 from 30,000, and not 
reduced; 345 H.C.Oeb. S s. 893. 
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had assured the Commons on 21st February, when defending 
his action, that it was essential that no such alterations had 
taken place by the dispatch of fresh troops to Spain. This 
resulted in the Premier or the Under Secretary of State in 
the Commons having to meet embarrassing questions, 
which they did with a painful economy of truth, while the 
Fascist party revealed in loud boastings the achievements 
of the Italians in Spain. 

If Signor Mussolini assumed, as he probably did, that 
he need riot expect Britain to insist on a Spanish settlement 
first of all, he was disappointed for the time being; Britain 
had presumably hoped that a rapprochemetll with Italy 
would weaken the bonds between her and Germany, but 
the triumphal reception of Herr Hitler in Rome in May 
undeceived the optimists, and induced the government to 
seek to achieve a Spanish settlement. Italy ,for her part, made 
things very uncomfortable for the ministry by fresh in
genuity in assailing British shipping. The Elldymion was 
torpedoed without warning on 31st January off Cartagena, 
and, while this feat was met by authorizing attack by the 
navy on any submarine found submerged in the western 
Mediterranean, in May and June Italian airmen bombed 
and machine-gunned from the air, with considerable success, 
British ships in Spanish ports} The action taken was 
illegal, but the obvious step of defence involved entry into 
Spanish waters, and Britain would not take that step. But 
she could exert very strong pressure on France to help 
General Franco to victory by dosing, on 13th June, the 

1 On the sinkings sec the long list in A. Werth, France tJnd Munich. 
pp. 164fT. He stresses the anxiety of Mr. Chamberlain to destroy the 
Republic, and his pressure on M. Daladitr to close the frontier. 
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French frontier to the passage of supplies for the republican 
forces, thus contributing materially to their decline in 
strength. Further progress was then made by the Non
Intervention Committee 1 with the British plan of July 14, 
1937. The idea was that the volunteers on both sides should 
be counted by commissions, that evacuation should start 
and be completed within a hundred days of the final 
acceptance of the proposals by the two sides, and belligerent 
rights were to be awarded after the evacuation from the side 
with fewer volunteers of 10,000 men and of a proportionate 
number from the other side. The plan was accepted by the 
republicans in July, but refused by General Franco on 
21st August. No doubt with Italian approval, General 
Franco demanded that full belligerent rights should be 
accorded at once, and that equal withdrawals should take 
place. On 1st September British observers reported that 
air raids in some cases were deliberately directed against 
civilians, and had no military justification. On the 21st 
it was announced by the Spanish Premier that the govern
ment had determined to evacuate all non-Spanish combat
ants, and asked for an international commission to supervise
a gesture which had one result only, the departure from 
Spain of the most effective of the units of the army, the 
International Brigade, whose loss was poorly compensated 
by the withdrawal in October of 10,000 Italian legionaries, 
wounded or sick. 

On 16th November the British Government decided 
to consider that the Spanish question could be deemed to be 
settled. It is very difficult to justify the exchange of ratifi
cations then made, and the accompanying recognition of 

(85) 
1 Resolution, July S. 1938 ; COld. 5793. 
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the King as Emperor of Ethiopia. On 2nd November in 
the Commons Mr. Chamberlain explained that in his view 
the removal of any menace to peace from Spain constituted 
such a settlement as justified the bringing the agreement into 
force. The Duce had shown his appreciation of the agree
ment by accepting Mr. Chamberlain's plea for aid in staying 
Herr Hitler's hand against Czechoslovakia. The Common
wealth and the Union of South Africa supported his pro
posal. The Duce had promised not to send airmen to replace 
the legionaries withdrawn, not to send further forces to 
Spain, and to withdraw all his forces when the Non-Inter
vention agreement came into force. Mr. Greenwood had 
no difficulty in exposing the worthless character of the 
arguments; every one had understood that the agreement 
would not be made effective until the Spanish war was over; 
large bodies of Italians were still in Spain. The new policy 
was promoting the encirclement of France, was encouraging 
the Italian ambition of hegemony in the Mediterranean, 
and endangering the fabric of the British Empire. Mr. 
Eden pointed out that the deterioration of European rela
tions could be traced to the failure in the early part of the 
year to stand up against Italian aggression. It was wrong 
to conclude an agreement with another Power while its 
forces were engaged in a civil conflict in a friendly state 
contrary to its express agreement in the Non-Intervention 
compact. The retention of Italian air-power in Spain 
meant her continued and effective intervention. He was 
driven reluctantly to think that .. if the policy of appease
ment conrinues to be interpreted in different ways by 
different countries, many international problems will, 
it is true, have been eliminated in a sense satisfactory 
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to others, but our position and interests may become 
gravely imperilled." Mr. Noel-Baker pointed out that the 
difficulties in Palestine were clearly partly due to Italy; even 
Lord Wolmer doubted the wisdom of constant surrender, 
and in the Lords a like view was expressed by Lords Crewe 
and Cecil. 

The surrender of Britain 1 did not long precede the 
destruction of the Spanish Government,' whose effective 
resistance suddenly collapsed after the failure of its attack 
on the Ebro. Aided by Italian and German aircraft, General 
Franco succeeded, doubtless in part owing to internal 
dissensions, in securing control of Catalonia by February 10, 

1939, and British and French recognition was accorded on 
27th February, thus encouraging the surrender of Madrid 
on 28th March. Nothing could be done by Britain or 
France to secure the slightest amnesty for the republicans, 
who were forthwith proceeded against as criminals, almough 
the vast majority of them had merely defended, as was their 
duty, the legitimate government of the country against a 
military rebellion, supported by the troops of two foreign 
countries, and tribesmen from Morocco. 

The Spanish debacle had been aided by the submission 
of the Prime Minister to the demand of the Duce mat he 
should manifest his solidarity by a visit to Rome to hail the 
King as Emperor of Ethiopia. He there learned that he 
could do nothing to break the Berlin-Rome Axis, but he 
insisted that he could not abandon Franco-British co-opera-

1 On Mr. Chamberlain's desire to see the republicans defeated see 
A. Werth. France and Muni(h, pp. 164ff. 

I Wenh, op. cit., pp. 414tf; on the refugees in France, pp. 428f[ See 
S, Casado, The Last Days of Madrid (1939); H. Buckley, The Lift and 
ilial. oj lire Spanish Republic (1940). 
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tion. The Duce, it is clear, was anxious to win over Mr. 
Chamberlain to side with him in demands on France for 
Tunis, French Somaliland, and a share in the control of the 
Suez Canal, if not for Corsica and Savoy and Nice. But 
on 26th January M. Bonnet had assured the Chamber of 
Deputies that in the case of war all the forces of Britain 
would be at the disposal of France, just as those of France 
would be at the disposal of Britain, and on 6th February 
Mr. Chamberlain reaffirmed the assertion, saying that" the 
solidarity of interest by which France and this country 
are united is such that any threat to the vital interests of 
France from whatever quarter it came must evoke the im
mediate co-operation of this country." Lord Halifax, 
on 23rd February, made clear that there was no reservation 
in the Premier's words, his declaration meant "Halt.: 
major road ahead." It was thus impossible at the Rome 
meetings for the Duce to secure any breach in Anglo-French 
friendship, but it is clear that the breaking up of Spanish 
resistance was furthered by this plain desertion of the 
republican cause. 

The decision to recognize General Franco was taken in 
an irregular form, for it was not submitted to the Commons 
before it was notified on 27th February. Mr. Attlee next 
day denounced the action as a gross breach of international 
traditions, and a further stage in a policy which was steadily 
destroying in all democratic countries confidence in British 
good faith. Sir A. Sinclair stressed the contradiction that, 
while Britain had refused to recognize General Franco's 
belligerency, so long as Italian forces were in Spain, she was 
now recognizing him de jure while the forces still were there, 
and held that there should have been laid down conditions 
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against reprisals, and as to compensation for British ships 
which had suffered at General Franco's hands.' Approval 
was accorded by the usual majority, 344 to I47, but General 
Franco's attitude both to France and Britain remained 
hostile 1II1ti1 his subservience to Herr Hitler was weakened 
by the Russo-German Pact of 1939 and the Russian attack 
on Finland in November I939. 

One painful episode was to follow. It soon proved that 
Italy, tiro ugh withdrawing after long delay, aud not fortlr
with as promised, was handing over to Spain large quantities 
of war material, which obviously could only be needed in 
order to strengthen General Franco if Italy were to war on 
France and called on his aid to menace the French frontier. 
The Premier had to admit on 7th and I2th june 2 that this 
action was not inconsistent with tire Italian III1dertaking, 
showing clearly that he had misled the Commons when 
securing its imprimatur for bringing the agreement of I938 
into operation. It was clearly a most deplorable incident, 
for tire Commons were wholly misled, and it has neces
sarily created doubt as to the accuracy and fullness of any 
statemeuts of the Premier. From that high office candour 
is essential if respect is to be paid, and ou foreign opinion 
such a confession has even more serious effects than in 
Britain. 

The essential warning of the Spanish affair was tire 
danger of acquiescing in breach of treaties and of inter-

1 E.g. the Srancrojt. sunk December 27.1938, by bomb; the Stangrove. 
February 5. 1939; 345 H.C. Deb. 5 s. IOIItf; 346 ib., 760f. No trouble 
was taken to secure British rights; for the mounting of guns to menace 
Gibraltar, see 348 RC. Deb. 5 s. 396f. 

I See Lord Halifax. House of Lords. June 8, 12. Cr. 348 H.C. Deb. 
S s. l:lf., 391f., 877ff. I27off. 
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national law. Britain was long aware that Italy and 
Germany were absolutely defying the Non-Intervention 
agreement, but she did nothing to prevent such v;ola
tion, and Mr. Chamberlain ended by a complete con
donation thereof. Action of this sort had an immediate 
bearing on the attitude of Herr Hitler to Austtia, Czecho
slovakia, and Poland; he manifestly did not believe, and 
it was eminently reasonable that he should not believe, that 
Britain would resent to the point of going to war his breach 
of treary obligations, which certainly were no more v;tal 
than those which were violated in the case of Spain. He 
failed to understand that Britain had one standard for the 
Duce and another for the Fiihrer, based ultimately on the 
fact that she feared the former less, and was anxious. if 
possible, to use him against the latter. 

Nothing has been said hitherto as to the attitude of the 
League of Nations. for the simple reason that it played a 
completely negative part.' In December 1936 the Council 
duly met as a result of an appeal by Spain under Article II 
of the Covenant to consider the issue of intervention, but 
passed no effective resolution. On May 28, 1937,' an ener
getic effort was made by Spain to galvanize the Council 
into real activ;ty by producing ev;dence of the full official 
intervention of Italy and the destructive character of their 
aid" while the fate of Guemica 3 at German hands was 
adduced. The Council passed a resolution of pious plati
tudes, urging the removal of non-Spanish combatants, and 
condemning the use in the Spanish struggle of methods 

1 Survey. ii. 220, .l60ff, 35Sff. 
I Ibid., ii. 302ff . 

• April.2.6, 1937; Survey, ii.68iI 
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contrary to international law, and the bombing of open 
towns. Other attempts to induce action were equally 
devoid of effect. In January 1939 1 the Council noted with 
satisfaction the report from the Committee appointed to 
supervise the withdrawal of non-Spanish combatants that 
the republicans had fully carried out their undertaking. 
Only 12,673 were enumerated, showing how slight was 
the foreign aid to Spain in contrast with that sent by Italy 
and Germany,2 in their case fully disciplined forces, as was 
established immediately after the downfall of the Spanish 
Government by the loud boasts of the Duce and the Fiihrer, 
both of whom seemed rather discourteously to be deter
mined to show for his own country that it was its work that 
had achieved victory; we may admit that General Franco's 
victory was essentially one of foreigners over Spaniards. 
The Council also deprecated once more, as had the Assembly 
in 1938, the bombing of the civil population, but had no 
remedy to suggest. Nothing more was even attempted, 
and the new government hastily removed itself by notice 
(8th May) from the League with whose principles it patencly 
had no possible sympathy. ' 

It was, of course, clear that there was definite aggression 
on Spain, but the claim that Germany and Italy were merely 
aiding a government regarded by them as the real govern
ment cut at the provisions of Article 10 by suggesting that 
it was impossible to declare that aid in a civil war was 
within its terms. It was, of course, in1possible for the 
members of the League to undertake to maintain any 

1 Monthly Summary, 1939. pp. 7ff. 
II House of Commons, June 12, 1939. Apparently there must have 

been some 40,000 foreign troops in Spain after the departure of the repu~ 
lican auxiliaries. 
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government in a COWltry from internal aggression, but the 
substance of the Article in its relation to facts showed clearly 
that a duty lay on members to act. That they did not do 
so proved, as in the case of Ethiopia, that no Power is pre
pared to honour onerous promises unless national gain 
thence can be derived. 

One of the least satisfactory featnres of the Spanish 
episode was the surrender of many undoubted Btitish 
rights on the sea. Belligerent rights 1 were accorded to 
neither party by other states, but Britain not merely 
acquiesced in rebel cruisers dealing with British ships in 
territorial waters, but permitted rebel vessels to shell from 
the high seas British vessels in territorial waters, and thus 
to capture them; permitting also transit of such ships in 
custody of rebel vessels outside territorial waters, though 
there were available war vessels which might have rescued 
them.2 Moreover, British vessels of war were forbidden 
to enter territorial waters-for instance, at Gijon, when 
refugees were seeking to escape, and the naval traditions 
of humanity would have dictated the giving of succour to 
drowning women and children. Mr. Duff Cooper's harsh 
attitude 3 in this regard srands in curious contrast with 
Mr. Churchill's insistence, during the present war, that the 
German seamen who scuttle their ships on being ordered to 
st9P should be duly rescued; twitted on the contrast of the 
two cases, he pointed out that he was not then the First 
Lord of the Admiralty. 

Another most unsatisfactory development was the 
1 Keith, The King. the Constitution, the Empire. and Foreign Affairs, 

1936-}7. pp. ISS, I68ff, 17Sf. 
• Ibid., pp. 142, 159[, 16Bff, 175ft: 
• Pritt, MUJI th< War Sprelld? pp. 236ff. 
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decision of the Courts 1 that, though the Crown recogni2ed 
the Republican Government as de jure the government of 
the whole of Spain, nonetheless a de facto government of 
part of Spain could contemporaneously be recogni2ed as 
entitled to full immunity from British jurisdiction, though 
not accorded even belligerent status. The decision rested 
on a very confused letter from the Foreign Office, and is 
open to very grave criticism as illogical and founded on 
confusion of thought. Another ruling 2 denied the power 
of a decree of the Republican Government to affect pro
perty in a Spanish ship outside territorial limits, a view 
which is by no means easy to justify. 

5. The Sino-Japanese War ftom 1937 

After I933 Chiitese relations with Japan remained for 
a time in a state of comparative calm. Japan had difficulties 
with Russia on a variety of heads-border violations, Sak
halin, and, above all, the Chinese Eastern railway, control 
of which had since I924 been shared with the Chinese 
authorities in Manchuria. The replacement of the latter by 
Japanese or Manchukuo officials led to much friction; 
offers to sell her rights by Russia were rejected, and arrests 
of Soviet officials were carried out in a manner suggesting 
the deliberate elimination in this way of Russian rights. 
But in March 1935 the sale of the railway to Manchukuo 

I The Arantzazu Mendj, [I939 J A.G 256, affirming the Court of Appeal 
[19391. p. J7. See H. W. Briggs. A.J.I.L., '939. pp. 689ff. A more logical 
Norwegian decision is given; ibid., 609. 

I The El Condodo. 6J Lloyd's List. L. R. 8J. JJO (Scottish Coun of 
Session). Contrast the American decision in The Navemar. IOZ F. 2,d.4« ; 
AJ.I.L.. '9]9. pp. l321f. 
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ended for a time the strain in relations. But China had a 
severe economic set-back through the Silver Purchase Act 
of 1934 of the United States. That ill-conceived measure 
was part of the complex plan to restore American economy 
resorted to by the President, and it acted most unhappily 
on China. There was a severe drain on her silver resources, 
the .value of her currency appreciated and spoilt her power 
to sell, and in November 1935 she was forced to abandon 
the silver standard. It is remarkable that the President does 
not appear to have realized how unwise it was thus to 
weaken a Power which it was plainly in the interests of the 
United States to strengthen against Japanese aggression.' 
At the same time China was compelled to face the problem 
of throwing back the Communist forces in Kiangsi. In this 
enterprise General Chiang Kai-shek was remarkably suc
cessful; the Communist forces were forced to retire some 
six hundred miles, and to re-establish themselves in the 
western province of Shensi. But the strain on Chinese 
resources was grave. 

Japan took advantage of the reluctance of China to 

resist by securing in 1935 control of the northern provinces 
of Chahar and Hopei, but in November the Nanking 
Government ordered the cessation onoc.l accords, and thus 
threatened to present a more effective resistance to impudent 
demands. Japan was anxious to accomplish her ends with
out undue use of force, but the moderate elements in the 
government were menaced by the growth of a demand in 
the army for drastic action, and, though a general election 
in 1936 strengthened their hands by showing that the 
country approved, a military rising on 26th February led 

1 Survey Int. Aff., 1935. i. 308ff, 402if. 
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to the murder of some and the intimidation of other 
politicians.' But, though some of the guilty were punished, 
they managed to excite a good deal of sympathy with their 
alleged patriotism in the face of a supine government. 

In January 1936 Mr. Hirota' announced the Japanese plan 
for China. She must recognize Manchukuo; agree to 
collaborate against Communism; and must stop all anti
Japanese activities on the part of her people, These demands 
were obviously intended to facilitate the acquisition by 
Japan of as much of the north of China as possible, and 
Chinese opinion was further exasperated by the damage 
caused by Japanese and Korean smugglers. The situation 
was rendered peculiarly difficult because of the Government 
of Eastern Hopei-which had been set up in November 
1935 by the administrator appointed to control the eastern 
section of the demilitarized area under the Tangku truce 
of 1933. who had Japanese afEnities. This administration 
collected a small duty on imports for itself, and then passed 
them on without exacting the normal Chinese duties. 
Moreover, the Political Council for Hopei and Chahar, 
appointed towards the end of 1935 by Nanking in order 
to forestall Japanese projects of establishing an autonomous 
regime in the five northern provinces, in the spring of 
1936 accepted Japanese economic and diplomatic advisers, 
encouraged to do so by the increase in the Japanese garrison 
in North China. 

On the other hand China was gradually consolidating 

1 Ibid .• 1936. pp. 492ff; 1937. i. 145. 161f. 167ff; if. T. A. Bisson, 
Japan in China (1938); American Policy in ,he far East, 1931-194° . 

• Survey. J937, i. 154. 162, 169; C. K. Young. The Sjno-Japa~st 
Conjlicr (1937); K. K. Kawakami,}apan in China (1938); Madam Chiang 
Kai-shek, China in Peace mul War (1940). 
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the forces of resistance to further losses. After a curious 
episode in which Chiang Kai-shek was for a brief period 
in the hands of the Communist forces he emerged with 
increased prestige. and the five northern provinces seemed 
ready to support him; the Governor of Suiyuan beat off 
a Manchu-Mongol force which had Japanese aid. Japan 
was thus in a position of increasing diJficulry; if she were 
to secure her ends she must take definitely hostile action, 
and encouragement to this course might be derived from 
the Anti-Comintern Pact of November 26, 1936, with 
Germany. The military influences were eager to force a 
decision, and a pretext ;"as found on July 7, 1937, to seize 
Lukouchiao. the place where the railway lines linking 
Peiping with Hankow and Nanking join. Strong measures 
were then taken to extend the success, and Tientsin and 
Peiping were swiftly occupied. The war. never declared, 
was soon extended on flimsy pretexts to Shanghai, and 
Nanking soon fell into the hands of the Japanese. 

China appealed forthwith to the League, and in Sep
tember 1937 the issue was referred to a Far Eastern Advisory 
Committee. China had invoked Articles 10, II, and 17 
of the Covenant, and the Committee reported that the 
action of Japan could not be justified on the incidents 
alleged, and that it was a violation of the Nine-Power 
Treary of 1922, and of the Kellogg Pact. It recommended. 
therefore. consultation between the signatories of the 
ueary of 1922, thus bringing the United States into the 
picture. The Assembly on 6th October accepted the report, 
and recorded that .. members of the League should refrain 
from taking any action which might have the effect of 
weakening China's power of resistance. and should also 
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consider how far they can individually extend aid to 
China." 1 It is obvious that this pronouncement fell far 
short of what China had a right to expect, but, after the 
attitude of the League in the affair of Manchukuo, it was 
hopeless to think that it would take any real steps. 

Nor did the meeting of the signatories of the Nine
Power Treaty yield any real result. Japan declined to 
attend, thus clearly committing a fresh violation of the 
treaty, but the U.S.S.R., which was not a signatory, was 
ready to be present, and the Conference was held at Brussels 
in November.' Nothing resulted from its meeting, but the 
fact that it did nothing was a striking indication of the 
fundamental fact that no treaty stipulations would be held 
to be binding by any Power unless its own individual 
intert!sts were concerned. 

The retort of Japan and her parmer in the Anti-Comin
tern Pact was effective. The sitting of the Conference 
furnished the occasion for a demonstration in the shape of 
the adhesion of Italy to the Pact, and on 9th November 
the true nature of that instrument was avowed by Herr 
Hitler as constituting a great world political triangle con
sisting, not of three powerless images, but of three states 
prepared and determined to protect decisively their rights 
and vital interests. S Germany, Italy, and Japan thus stood 
out as living powers, ready to dare and suffer in the pursuit 
of vital purposes, in contrast to the effete states which, 
gorged with plunder of the past, were no longer even able 
to maintain what they had inherited, and were \"ainly 
seeking by admonitions and resolutions to stay the relentless 

1 Survey. J937. i. 183f, 28Iff. I Ibid., 276tf.l87ff' . 
• Ibid., 441 302ft: 
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march of bold and determined men. To tell the truth. the 
attitude of the Conference was singularly unimpressive. 
and must have left the conviction on Japan that she need 
fear nothing from them. 

Japan has. therefore. proceeded on her way to master 
China unrestrained by any fear of opposition from any of 
the Powers signatories of the treaty of 1922. Her great 
efforts have been crowned with a certain degree of success. 
for the Chinese forces have proved on the whole unable to 
meet those of Japan successfully in large-scale operations. 
and Hankow could not be saved in October I938 from the 
invaders. while Canton also yielded under circumstances 
that remain obscure. since it ought to have made a far more 
effective stand against the Japanese forces. Unfortunately 
for Japan. it has proved possible for China to secure supplies 
of munitions from Russia. and from other sources by the 
route via French Indo-China. and that via Burma. Nor 
have threats to France and Britain diminished the insistence 
of these Powers on their right to supply munitions to China. 
The most curious feature of all is probably the fact that 
neither side had thought fit formally to declare war! with 
the result that the neutrality legislation' of the United 
States has no application. The absurdity of the position 
which deems an undeclared war not a war can hardly be 
exaggerated. 

It is remarkable to what lengths it has been possible 
1 Only on January 18, 1938, were diplomatic relations severed, Japan 

having decided not to deal with (he existing regime. Cj. A.J.I.L.. 1938. 
pp. 3 14ff; 1939. pp. 539tf. In March 1940 a modified attitude appeared. 
Cj. E. Wiskemann. Undeclaud War (1939). 

I For the [939 Act see A.JI.L. 1940, Suppl. 44ff. For conuncnts. 
1939. pp. II9. 333. 541, 549. 726, 728. For tbe defects of the Acts of 
1935-37 ICC E. Staley. War Loss<s to a Neutral (1937). 
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for Japan to go without excitiog any action. The de
liberate sinking of the United States gunboat Panay, on 
December 12, 1937, was treated by the United States with 
a degree of equanimity which must have reminded the 
world of the historic view of President Wilson that his 
countty was too proud to fight. Japan was ready to pay 
compensation, and her prompt action in this regard served 
to assuage the resentment which a good many Americans 
felt at the loss of American lives, for the sailors were 
machine-gunned while struggling in the water after the 
aerial bombardment of the ship. Later instances of neglect 
of American rights multiplied, but were treated by Japan 
with cool disregard in the main. The steady encroach
ment of Japan on American economic interests was taken 
more seriously. The President realized that, while he must 
not threaten action in respect of the taking of American 
lives, since no substantial section of opinion would back 
him on this score, the damage done to American trade 
would assure him of support from the vety important 
money interests if he stood [lfm in this regard. He was 
then able to create a distinct sensation by giving six months 
notice of the expiration of the trade agreement with Japan, 
which had worked decidedly in the interests of Japanese 
trade; and what was even more usefUl, he made it quite 
clear that he would not conclude another treaty unless and 
untilJapan set about giving serious attention to the demands 
of the United States for the fUll recognition of her com
mercial rights; the half promise to reopen the Yangtse 
to foreign trade indicated that Japan was anxious to avoid 
a complete breach. The reason is simple. It is in. the 
hands of the President to strike hard at the trade of 
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any foreign country which has not the protection of 
a treaty. 

The United States, of course, has also the interest of her 
colonial territories to consider, but her enormous resources 
and her ability easily to outbuild Japan in regard to a fleet 
render it possible for her to regard herself as immune from 
danger. It is significant of popular feeling on this head that 
little is said of the peril of Japanese hostility, and Congress 
has displayed no anxiety to accept grandiose plans for naval 
construction suggested by the Navy Departments. For 
Britain the matter is really more serious, and the repeated 
efforts of Japan to coerce her into adding her efforts to 
subjugate China show how little respect or liking she 
enjoys in Japan, whose aim it is to establish her hegemony 
in the Far East to the exclusion of the former British power. 
The treatment of the British settlement at Tientsin has been 
marked by continuous hostility, and by effective attempts 
by personal maltreatment of British subjects to destroy 
British prestige in the east. These efforts have been carried 
on in the confidence that, though Mr. Chamberlain's blood 
had boiled at the wrongs of his countrymen, considerations 
of a vital character affecting the danger from Germany in 
Europe have prevented any action in vindication of the 
British name and prestige. Indeed, so difficult has been the 
position of Britain that she did not deem it prudent to 
follow the example of the United States in denouncing the 
trade convention, lest Japanese annoyance might result in 
the infliction of such further outrages on British subjects 
that acquiescence could not continue. The whole history 
of the episode shows the grave disadvantages of the position 
at Shanghai and Tientsin, where the British residents are 
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exposed to constant difficulties. and the British Govern
ment is precluded. by the necessity of considering their 
interests. from exerting her power of pressure by sea force. 
It is significant that in order to placate Japan. Britain has 
had. despite the fact that no war has been declared. to 
allow stopping of her ships by Japan on the high seas. Yet 
the exercise by Britain during the present war of the in
dubitable right to remove Germans from a Japanese steamer 
provoked the most unmeasured protests. and had to be met 
by the surrender by Britain of nine out of twenty-one men 
taken as prisoners.' 

The conclusion of the treaty between Germany and 
the U.S.S.R. on August 23. 1939. has had some slight 
effect in opening the eyes of Japan to the fact that her 
German ally is not to be trusted. should at any tinle it 
become advantageous to him to betray her. Hence her 
desire to secure an accord with some Chinese Government 
which would accord her a sure control over China. 
without so limiting Chinese autonomy as to prevent 
acceptance. But it is to be doubted if all her negotia
tions can effect anything against the new national spirit 
of resistance in China. unless indeed M. Stalin should be 
induced to stab China in the back. Neither the United 
States nor Britain has recognized the puppet govern
ment of Mr. Wang Ching-wei at Nanking (March 
30. 1940). 

It must be noted that if Britain and the United States 
had been able to concert economic action they could have 
done much to compel Japan to give just terms to China. 
President Roosevelt. on October 5. 1937.' gave his country-

, Crnd. 6166 (1940). t Survey Int. Aff. J937. i. 274. 
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men one of his periodic warnings of the folly of the 
belief in isolation. and advocated concerted action by 
peace-loving nations to oppose the violations of treaties 
and ignoring of humane instincts. which were creating 
the international anarchy and instability from which neither 
isolation nor neutrality offered an escape. But. though a 
mosr cordial response was given on ISt November by 
Mr. Eden. speaking of course with full appreciation of the 
importance of the issue to Australasia. no trace of result 
could be seen in the colourless and infructuous proceedings 
of the Brussels Conference. The President, it is clear. 
shares the pathetic delusion of his countrymen that noble 
sentiments have power to control events. 

One feature in the contest was depressing, the sub
jection of British subjects to much hardship and ill-treat
ment by Japanese authorities. Colonel Spear, the British 
Military Attache in China, was arrested on 30th May in 
Inner Mongolia and held prisoner for months. In June, 
in efforts to compel Britain to hand over certain Chinese 
who were accused of complicity in the murder of an 
officer. the British and the French concessions at Tientsin 
were subjected to a blockade of considerable rigour, and 
the stripping of several British subjects as a calculated insult 
elicited indignation even fTom the Prime Minister.' On 
13 \h July Japan asked for British abandonment of its policy 
of benevolence to China. and on the 14th Mr. Chamberlain 
admitted that. while in military occupation of Chinese 
territory. Japan had certain rights to safeguard her forces. 
Ultimately the four suspects were handed over, after the 

1 Mr. Chamberlain, House ofCommons.juncz8, 1939; Lord Halifax, 
House of Lords. June 20, 1939. 
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failure of efforts by sympathisers, locally and in London.' 
to secure their protection by Habeas Corpus proceedings. 
On the other hand Britain and the United States on 2nd 
August urged Japan to control anti-foreign activities in 
China, and on the 4th Mr. Chamberlain indicated that, if 
Japan did not show more respect for British rights, Britain 
might have to send a fleet of superior strength; while 
Britain declined to discuss with Japan the question of 
currency, and continued more or less effectively to aid 
Chinese solvency. At the end of October Japan showed 
signs of moderating the anti-British movement in China, 
and the possibility of reopening the Yangtse river to trade 
began to be held out as an inducement to Britain and the 
United States to adopt an attitude of greater readiness to 
accept Japanese plans for the future of China. 

A renewed effort to ga!vani2C the League into life was 
made by China in May 1939, when she pressed for rea! 
action to counter the ever increasing toll of civilians 
murdered by bombing; could not all League members be 
asked to stop sending aeroplanes and petroleum to Japan ! 
Cold comfort came from Britain or France. Britain took 
pride in having maintained open communication with 
China and having arranged a further route, while it had 
done something to aid in financial matters. The U.S.S.R. 
thought, very reasonably, that so negative an attitnde as 
that decided on was improper. On 14th December China 
again raised the issue, but without asking for action, in view 
of the genera! accord that Finland a!one should be dealt 
with at the meeting. Mr. W. Koo pointed out with much 

1 Ning Yi-Chi,..g and Others, In fe, 56 T.L.R. 3; Mr. Butler. Howe of 
Commons, September 7. [939. 
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force that, as the United States had terminated the com
mercial treaty with Japan, it would be appropriate if she 
forbade the further export to Japan of the materials which 
enabled that Power to wage war. On April 4, 1940, the 
Chinese Ambassador in London pointed out that 90 per 
cent. of Japan's scrap metal and 65 per cent. of her aviation 
oil ahd petroleum came from the United States, and urged 
Washington to end the traffic. 

6. The Abrogation of Sanctions and the Revival of Neutrality 
in Derogation from the Covenant by Members of the League 

The failure of sanctions against Italy, the refusal even to 
attempt them against Japan, and the extinction of Austria 
without the slightest regard to the League Covenant 
brought plainly before the League of Nations the failure 
of all that was vital as regards security in the Covenant. 
There was, therefore, a retreat en masse from sanctions at 
the Assembly of 1938. The spectre of the war of Japan 
against China was raised as the outcome of an appeal from 
China, which asked that the provisions of Article 17 should 
be applied to the contest. Mr. Wellington Koo reminded 
the Assembly of the million Chinese dead as the result of 
Japanese aggression, of the bombing from the air with the 
deaths of ten thousand civilians, of the futile resolutions, and 
urged that all members should at least stop the sale of arma
ments, aeroplanes, and petrol to help the aggressor. The 
Council admitted that it should act under Article 17, and 
invited Japan to be represented at the discussion, which she 
refused to accept. The Council then proceeded to admit 
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that the sanctions of Article 16 might properly be applied 
by any Power which cared so to act, but pointed out that 
there was no possibility of co-ordinated action, and the 
Chinese representative reserved the right to renew his 
suggestions. 

The idea of having to act rendered the Assembly.' which 
had also the unpleasing experience of hearing some plain 
truths from Spain's envoy, determined to show that sanctions 
had ceased to be more than a bogy. The United Kingdom 
played a distinguished part in this theoretical disclaimer of 
the binding force of Article 16, just as it had led the way 
in the practical repudiation of its obligations. Having 
declared that in principle the text, the strucrure, and the 
juridical effects of the Covenant remained unaltered, 
it announced that in view of the special circumstances 
existing it would interpret its obligations in each emergent 
case on the understanding that "while the right of any 
member of the League to take any measures of the kind 
contemplated by Article 16 remained intact, no uncon
ditional obligation exists to take such measures." There 
remained a general obligation to consider in consultation 
with other members whether it was possible to apply 
Article 16 in any special case, each member having the 
sole right to decide if it would act, in deciding which it 
would no doubt be influenced by the attirude of other 
members. A resort to war, however, remained a matter 
affecting the whole League to which no member could 
adopt an attirude of indifference. This declaration, despite 
its patent illegality, was virrually adopted as representing 
their views by the representatives of Denmark, Finland, 

1 L of N. Monthly Summary, 19)8, 22Iff. 
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Norway, Sweden, the Netherlands, Belgium, and Luxem
burg, Poland, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, and Egypt. For 
France, M. Paul-Boncour was less expansive; regard must 
no doubt be had for a state's geographical position, eco
nomic circumstances, and the attitude of other states, but 
in general, loyal and effective co-operation was the duty 
of states wider Article 16. Not merely China and Spain 
disagreed, but to its credit the U.S.S.R. protested, and 
Mexico and New Zealand also objected. But Canada, 
Eire, South Africa, and Iraq stood out for optional action; 
Greece insisted on her freedom, and the right especially to 
consider the attitude of neighbouring and friendly states. 
Iran and Afghanistan reserved freedom, as some govern
ments denied compulsion. Turkey emphasized her deter
mination to observe Article 16 on a basis of reciprocity. 
Bulgaria held that, while freedom existed, regional applica
tion might be useful-a view shared by Uruguay. Colombia 
pointed out that expressions of opinion could not affect 
the rights and obligations under Article 10. Bolivia and 
Ecuador deemed the moment unsuitable for consideration 
of the reform of the Covenant. 

Thus, contemporaneously with preparation for its 
abandonment of Czechoslovakia at Mtmich, Britain secured 
the formal declarations of a maximum number of Powers 
in favour of regarding sanctions as optional. The declara
tions, of course, could not affect the law, and the fmal 
view adopted on 30th September admitted that no proposal 
to amend the Covenant had been made, and that its 
principles remained unaltered. Bnt it added that there 
was general agreement that the military measures contem
plated L1 Article 16 were not compulsory, while many 
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members had equally repudiated obligation as to economic 
and fmancial sanctions. 

The British Government was soon to appreciate the full 
effect of its initiative in destroying the League's value. It 
had been the vital value of the League Covenant to abolish 
neutrality, but the new policy obviously destroyed that 
objective, and drove Britain to consider once more the 
controversies of the Great War on the issues of belligerent 
rights. They had not been dealt with at the making of 
peace, as they would have been if the League Covenant 
had not been adopted as solving the problem. Heuce the 
Government hastened in renewing for five years its ac
ceptance of the General Act for the Pacific Settlement of 
International Disputes of 1928, to which it acceded in 
1931, to except from those disputes which might be dealt 
with by conciliation or other proceedings, disputes arising 
out of any future war.' Its motives were fully expounded 
on September 7, 1939, when a like exclusiou was made in 
respect of the adherence of Britain to the Optional Clause 
of the Statute of the Permanent Court of International 
Justice.' The League Covenant and the Pact of Paris had 
effected a fundamental change as regards belligerent and 
neutral rights. In the only circumstances in which it was 
contemplated that Britain would be involved in war, the 
other members of the League would, instead of being free 
to trade with the enemy, be required by Article 16 to sever 
all relations with him, in which case no dispute with 
Britain could arise. If they failed to act thus, they could 
not legally denounce British action. But the obligation 

1 Cmd. 5947 (February 1], 1939). 
I Cmd. 6108. In both cases the Dominions and India foUowed suit. 
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to act against an aggressor had been disowned by many 
Powers, and even the general understanding left by the 
Assembly resolution of September 1938, that members 
should consult in the case of aggression, had never been 
made operative; no action had ever been taken under 
Articles 16 or 17, or even Article II; and, even before 
hostilities, a number of members had announced their 
intention of observing strict neutrality. Without com
plaining of this-which it must be admitted would have 
been sheer effrontety-the British Government would not 
regard their acceptance of the Optional Clause as covering 
disputes arising out of events occurring during the present 
hostilities. 

Natural as is the British attitude, it must be added 
that in strict law it lies with the Permanent Court 
to rule if its assertion is valid, and if its jurisdiction 
can thus be excluded, should, for example, Norway 
demand the reference to that Court of the Altmark dispute. 
But it may be admitted that the authority of the 
Permanent Court 1 can hardly retain its validity in the 
debacle of the League. 

The uselessness of the Covenant received fresh attestation 
in another point at the Assembly of 1938. It was widely 
felt that Article 1 I should have been available before Italy 
made open war on Ethiopia, but action thereunder was 
paralysed by the Wlanimity rule which precluded any de
cision objected to by a member of the Council, even if 
that member were an interested party. It was therefore 
proposed by Britain that a resolution should be passed that 

1 No new dection of judges was made in December I939. those in 
office remaining; A.J.I.L., J940, pp. 1StL 

326 



UNDERMINING OP COLLECTIVE SECURITY 

the Council might, in any case of a reference under 
Article II, with the consent of all its members other than 
the parties to the dispute, express an opinion on or adopt 
a report concerning the facts of the dispute, and make 
recommendations as to the measures to be taken by League 
members, other than the parties to the dispute, to safeguard 
peace. But Hungary and Poland objected to the new 
rule on the usual wretched ground that the sovereign right 
of objecting to anything without reason would be im
paired. It was more legitimate to argue that the rule 
should have been brought forward as an amendment to the 
Covenant; there were strong reasolli to dislike a procedure 
under which the terms of an Article could be, as had been 
those of Article 16, reduced to worthlessness by informal 
action. The resolution in the Assembly received twenty-nine 
votes, but the opposition of these two states prevented 
its adoption, and it must be added eleven delegations 
adopted the very unsatisfactory position of refusing to 
vote.1 

On the other hand the Council, on May 14, 1938,2 
recognized the right of Switzerland to retain neutrality, 
and her exemption, accordingly, from any possibility of 
the application of Article 16 of the Covenant. The position 
of Switzerland is thus completely anomalous, in even a 
higher degree than when she was first admitted to the 
League, and the obvious objections to a neutral state being 
the headquarters of a League aiming at collective security 
were emphasized in December 1939,' when Switzerland 

1 L. (If N. Monthly Summ4ty. J938, p. 224. 
t Ibid., 108 ff. Cj B. d'Astorg. La Neutralitl rt son Rlveil (1938). 
:I Ibid .• SpecW Supplement, December 1939. p. 6). 
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was embarrassed at the resolution which offered to Finland 
the aid of the technical machinery of the League in me 
organization of aid against aggression.' 

1 The evacuation in case of war by the League of Swiss territory is not 
yet demanded, somewhat illogically; 346 H.C. Deb. 5 s., 966. In addition 
to Austria and Czechoslovakia, Albania. Chile. Hungary, Peru. Salvador. 
Ven~uela, and Italy were under notice to leave the League in April 1939, 
Japan and Germany had already gone, as also Honduras, Nicaragua. and 
Paraguay. 



CHAPTER V 

GERMAN RENASCENCE AND SUCCESS IN AGGRESSION, 

1935-1939 

1. German Rearmament and the Remilitarization of the 
Rhineland 

THE failure of the Disarmament Conference meant that 
Germany would rearm, and it was certain that neither 
Britain nor France would resist by force this action. These 
Powers, therefore, held conversations in London in 
February 1935, which resulted in recognition of the pro
priety of abrogating the treaty provisions for disarmament, 
if Germany would conttibute to security by considering 
adherence to the system of mutual guarantees suggested 
by M. Barthou, and by accepting an air pact under which 
each of the Western Powers would give its immediate 
assistance to any victim of unprovoked aerial aggression. 
Germany was willing to consider an air pact, which implied 
her right to have an air arm, but was quite unwilling to 
comm.it herself to multilateral treaties in eastern Europe. 
still a visit to Berlin by Sir J. Simon was projected for 
7th March, but Germany postponed it-as a result, in part, 
of the formal statement in a British White Paper on 
Defence 1 that Germany was rearming on a large scale 

1 Cmd.4b7. 
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despite the treaty; in part, of the French Cabinet's decision 
on 12th March to double the period of service of conscripts, 
and to lower the age in order to maintain the normal figure 
of 350,000 menaced by the fall in the birth-rate. On loth 
March publication was made of the existence of an air force; 
on the 16th a law was passed restoring compulsory service 
and· fixing the forces at twelve corps and thirty-six divisions, 
say 550,000 men. 

A good deal of anxiety was caused by this cutting of the 
Gordian knot, and Britain, France, and Italy met at Stresa 
on IIth April, after a visit of British ministers to Berlin 
on 25th March had shown Herr Hitler to be unyielding. This 
meeting produced assertions of disapproval of unilateral 
repudiation of treaties, and reaffirmed the policy declared 
on February 17 and September 27, '934, of maintaining 
the integrity and independence of Austria.' The Council 
of the League accepted the condemnation of treaty repudia
tion and asked a committee to suggest economic and 
financial sanctions to be applied to any state endangering 
European peace by the unilateral repudiation of its inter
national obligations. On 2nd May France concluded with 
Russia a treaty of mutual assistance.' followed on 16th May 
by a like accord between Russia and Czechoslovakia. 
conditioned to operate only if France were involved in a 
case of aggression. 
. On 21St May 3 Herr Hitler defended German action by 

insisting on the Allied failure to disarm, and insisted that 
any international engagement voluntarily assumed would 

1 Survey Inl. AJJ. '935. i. 132ff; em.!. 4848. 4880. 
I Keith, Int. Aff, 1918-37. ii. 29f[ 

• Keith. Inl. Aff.. 1918-J7. n. llif. 
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be faithfully observed, especially the Locarno Pact, even 
if the demilitarized zone represented a contribution of 
unheard-of hardness for a sovereign state. He declared 
that Germany neither intended nor wished to interfere 
in the internal affairs of Austria, to annex Austria, or to 
conclude an Anschluss. He was willing to keep German 
forces to a figure accepted by other Powers, to confme his 
air force to parity with the western nations, and to limit 
his navy to 35 per cent. of the British. Whether he was 
then sincere cannot be said; if he were playing a game, his 
attitude is quite natural, and he must have known that he 
could select no better way of dividing Britain and France 
than by his naval offer. He had already defied the treaty 
of Versailles (Article 191) by commencing to build sub
marines, and he had a programme, including rwo 26,000 

ton battleships, in readiness to be announced on 8th July, 
in anticipation of accord with Britain on 18th June.' Britain 
obtained the ratio of 35: 100, but within that total Germany 
might build up to parity in submarines, whose object was 
so patent that British acquiescence can be explained only 
by the existence of the belief that anti-submarine measures 
would deprive that weapon of serious danger. 

There is no excuse for British action in making this 
agreement. It contradicted the policy of February and of 
Stresa, and it was a fiat violation of obligation to France and 
Italy, in that it annulled part of the treaty of peace de
liberately behind the backs of their former allies and 
friends. Both protested, but British opinion was com
placent, ignoring the fact that for a Power, which insisted 
on honourable maintenance of international obligations, 

1 Ibid., ii. SIt£. 
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deliberately to violate a clear duty was a moral no less than 
a tactical wrong. 

The failure of British loyalty was repeated in the affair 
of Ethiopia elsewhere discussed! and in this instance the 
guilt of France was even greater, and on both came soon 
Nemesis. The obvious lack of moral courage of both 
Powers revealed to Herr Hitler that the time had come for 
the removal of the vital obstacle to eastern conquests
the demilitarization of the Rhineland-which left France 
able to fling troops across the frontier if Germany moved 
against her eastern allies. The permanence of demilitar
ization was naturally dubious, and France and Britain were 
not unwilling to discuss it in conjunction with the projected 
air pact, to which, as it stood, Herr Hitler, on December 13, 
1935.' had declared the military alliance of France and the 
U.S.S.R., in the pact of 2nd May, an insuperable obstacle. 
But Herr Hitler decided to confront the world with a 
brilliant coup, and on March 7, 1936, Britain, France, Italy, 
and Belgium were informed that German troops were 
already reoccupying the Rhineland, as a reply to the 
Franco-Soviet Pact, which the Chamber of Deputies had 
approved on 27th February.' The action of the Fiihrer 
created an immediate cause for armed action under Article 2 

of the Locarno Pact affirming Articles 42 and 43 of the 
treaty of Versailles, and German military circles expected 
that France at least would realize her danger, and repel in 
arms the invaders. But Herr Hitler had taken the measure 
of his opponents, and British opinion-as represented by the 
Times, which for years blindly supported appeasement at 

1 Chap. IV., § J, .bove. I Cmd. l'4J, pp. 61f. 
a Keith. Int. Aff., 1918-31. ii. IISff. 
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any cost in honour or national interests-styled the coup 
.. A chance to rebuild." Its approval was no doubt secured 
by the FUhrer's ingenious offer of a non-aggression western 
pact for twenty-five years, the acceptance of the air pact, 
bilateral pacts with the eastern Powers, and a possible return 
to the League. 

Mr. Eden pointed out on 9th March that one of the 
main foundations of the peace of western Europe had been 
cut away, but nothing serious followed. The Council of 
the League met in London on 14th March. and handed 
over the issue to the Locarno Powers, who. on 19th March,' 
made an appeal to Germany to refer the issue of the com
patibility of the Franco-Soviet Pact with the Loearno Pact 
to the Permanent Court. and. pending further discussion, 
to limit the forces introduced and not to construct fortifi
cations. Germany replied on 31St March' with elaborate 
proposals, but with no yielding on the essential points. and 
a British questionnaire on 7th May the Fiihrer left un
answered. finishing instead the work of fortification as 
rapidly as he could. The weakness of France at thisjuncture 
was increased by the fall of the Ministry on 2nd May. 

France thus lost the essential condition on which she had 
renounced her desire in 1919 for a protectorate over the 
Rhineland. Moreover, the Locarno Pact in its guarantee 
of the demilitarization was actually suggested by,' not 
imposed, on Germany, and the Fiihrer was pledged to 
respect a treaty voluntarily contracted. The excuse of the 
Franco-Soviet Pact was invalidated by the offer to allow 
the Permanent Court to decide. It is not worth while dis
cussing the question, as the pact never did anything but 

1 Ibid., ii. l2off. I Ibid., n. 136tI 
JJ3 
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harm to france and to Europe, but the general consensus of 
jurists favours the view that it did not contradict the Locamo 
Pact. But that is not to say that it was wise to conclude, with 
a Power which no good reason existed to trust implicitly, 
an arrangement which was soon criticized in Germany, and 
which in any case depended for its efficacy on the existence 
of complete solidarity between france and the U.S.S.R. 
But France had lost the moral right to gird at treaty break
ing; her conduct towards Ethiopia had exposed the 
untrustworthy character of her statesmen, and that she was 
now to lose her hold over Germany, and to march forward 
into the present war, to be deserted by the Power whose 
alliance had cost her the demilitarization of the Rhineland, 
was no more than justice. 

But Belgium had more right to complain. She had in 
no way offended, and now lost her chief security. On 
October '4, 1936, the King created a stir by preaching, as he 
has always since done, the doctrine of the duty of con
sidering Belgian interests alone, and on April 24, 1937,1 
Britain and France, with as much good grace as they could, 
recorded their acceptance of the cesser of Belgian obligation 
to carry out her part under the Locarno Pact, while they 
remained bound to succour her in case of need, an obligation 
reaffirmed in the present war. Belgium gave some return, 
f~Jr in addition to acknowledging whatever duties she had 
under the League Covenant she undertook to improve her 
far from formidable defences, a step since taken to good 
purpose. 

On 17th July I Britain and Germany succeeded in 

1 Keith, Int. Aff. J91s.-37. ii. 24otf . 
• Cmd. )637, modified June 30, 1938; Cmd. )831. 

334 



GERMAN RENASCENCE, 19J5-1939 

reaching an accord on the qualitative limitation of naval 
armaments and exchange of information as to programmes. 
The matter had been largely debated at the London Naval 
Conference of 1935-36, which resulted only on 25th March 
in a Three-Power Pact between Britain, France, and the 
United States.1 Japan refused to consider qualitative limi
tation without quantitative limits being also defmed. and 
preferred complete freedom from the restrictions of the 
Washington Treaty of 1922. which was due to expire at the 
close of 1936 together with the London Treaty of 1930 
supplementing it. Italy also did not desire to accept. But 
in 1937 Britain. by contemporaneous negotiations with 
Germany and the U.S.S.R .• ' managed to secure their 
acceptance with certain reserves of the more important 
principles of the treaty of 1936, which inevitably is now 
suspended as a result of the war. of more importance in 
theory was the acceptance on November 6, 1936,' of a 
protocol by Britain, the Dominions. India, France, Japan, 
Italy, Germany. and the United States, which adopted the 
regulations of Part IV. of the London Treaty of 1930 
restricting the usc of submarines in warfare, which had not 
been hitherto ratified by France and Japan. The acceptance 
of these rules was thus specifically binding on Germany in 
the war of 1939. apart from Germany's acknowledgment 
of it at the outset of hostilities when Britain and France 
asserted in the most formal way their intention to conform 
strictly to the rules of war, both at sea and in the air.' 
Both sets of rules were to be disregarded utterly by Germany. 

I Cmd. 5136, modified June 30,1938; Cmd. 578[; Survey 1nl. Aff., 
Ij36, pp. 491f . 

• COld. 5679, 5794. ' Cmd. 530' (1936) ; Survey, pp. 88., 96f . 
.• Fr~ch YeJIow Book, pp. 414f. 
• "5 u 
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2. The Annexation of Austria 

In 1931, as we have seen,' France succeeded in destroying 
the quite natural desire of Austria to unite in a customs' 
union with Germany. But the idea was one which had 
deep forces behind it. Austria was German by blood, and 
it proved easy enough for Germans to propagate Nazi 
ideals among people who realized that as a distinct country 
Austria could play no substantial part in Europe, a position 
strange and uncomfortable. This movement was greatly 
strengthened by the advent of Herr Hitler to power and 
by the work of German agents, and after their expulsion 
in June 1933, by broadcasting he aimed at destroying the 
government of Dr. Dollfuss. Britain, France, and Italy saw 
the danger, and on February 17, 1934,' affirmed their deter
mination to maintain Austrian independence and territorial 
integrity, and Italy a month later favoured both Austria 
and Hungary by forming, under the Rome protocols, close 
economic and protective ties. 3 

The position of the Chancellor, unhappily, was difficult 
and led him into a false step, to which it seems he was in 
some degree instigated by Italy. He was determined to 
oppose the Nazis, but his most essential supporters were men 
who were more bitter against Socialists than Nazis; their 
military organization, the Heimwehr, was originally formed 
to combat Socialism, and though Major Fey, one of its 
leaders, was anti-Nazi, the other, Prince Starhemberg, was 
far from hostile to Nazi principles, but had feuds with the 

1 p. n6. above. I Survey, Int. AjJ, 1934. pp. 416ff. 
J; Keith, Int. Aff., 1918-37. ii. Iff. 
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Ger~an Nazi elements. The Chancellor should have 
consolidated his position, if at all possible, by coming to 
terms with the Socialists. Instead, he allowed them to be 
provoked into armed resistance, which was met by artillery 
fire and the taking of hundreds of prisoners. The Nazis 
were the real gainers by this indiscretion, and on 25th July 
a revolt took place. The Chancellor was murdered, and 
German compliciry was suggested by the German Minister 
using his influence to have the conspirators, who failed to 
spread the revolt, allowed to leave under a safe conduct. 
This. however, was not carried through. as it was found that 
the Chancellor had died of neglected wounds,' and the ring
leaders were executed-they are now sacred marryrs-and 
the German Minister recalled in disgrace. The Duce moved 
troops to the frontier, and assured Prince Starhemberg that 
he would defend even more strenuously Austrian inde
pendence. 

The compliciry of official Germany in the attempted 
coup is probable, for a statement was issued on the day of 
the coup by the official Deutsches Nachrichtenburjj represent
ing the rising as a revolt of the whole people against their 
gaolers, torturers, and oppressors, and acclaiming the 
triumph of pan-Germanism over the n'gime of Dr. Dollfuss. 
This was hastily withdrawn, but it is reasonable to assume 
that the effort would never have been made without 
assurance that the coup would be accepted by Germany, if 
it had succeeded. Efforts indeed were made by a few 
conspirators bi seizing the broadcasting station to raise 
the countcy, bu't save in Sryria and Karinthia there was no 
serious resistance. 

1 Borkenau. AMstria and Hitler, pp. 283ff. 
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But Herr Hitler was only balRed for the moment, and 
his pressure did not relax. Moreover. the Ethiopian affair 
dissociated Iraly from Britain and France. while his re
militarization of the Rhineland. thereby rendered possible. 
palpably strengthened him and added to his appeal to the 
Austrian Nazis. The Duce was willing to foster good 
relations. if Austrian integrity were assured. and. after 
approval by him. Austria and Germany signed an agreement 
on July II. 1936.' which reaffirmed a declaration of the 
Fiihrer of May 20.1935. recognizing the full sovereignty of 
Austria. debarred either from intervention in the internal 
political affairs of the other. with special mention 
of Austrian National Socialism. but demanded that 
Austrian policy should always be based on principles 
that Austria had acknowledged herself to be a German 
state. The accord was regarded as satisfactory by the 
Catholic Church. and by the supporters in Austria and 
Hungary aWee of a Habsburg succession. and Italy seems 
to have believed that she had solved the problem of 
protecting Austria. pleasing Hungary. and securing German 
cordiality. 

The Duce little knew the persistent character of his rival 
and friend. On February 12. 1938.' Dr. Schuschnigg. the 
Austrian Chancellor. was bidden to proceed to consult with 
the FUhrer in his home at Berchtesgaden. and returned to 
Austria with instructions to make Dr. Seyss-Inquart. a 
Sudeten German of Nazi sympathies. Minister of the Interior 

1 Survey Int. Aff., 1936, pr. «6ff. See O. Dutch, Thus died Austria 
([93 8). 

t Seton-Watson, Munich and the DictaJors. pp. ISff. Gedye, Fallen 
Bastions, pp. I90ff; for Mussohni's desertion, 209ff. For French defeatism, 
A. Werth. _~,ance and Munich, pp. II6fL 
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with control of the police. to add pro-Germans to his 
cabinet. to set free political prisoners. and to permit Nazi 
activities in Austria. The Fuhrer had no doubt made up 
his mind as to his end. but his success in securing the removal 
of Mr. Eden on 20th February and the fall of the French 
Government on lOth March played into his hands. The 
freedom of the Nazis to demonstrate against the Chancellor 
was readily accorded by the new Minister of the Interior. 
and Dr. Schuschnigg intimated on 9th March that next 
Sunday a plebiscite would decide whether the people 
desired an independent German Austria, Christian and 
united. It was widely believed that for this there might 
easily have been a majority of from sixty to eighty per cent. 
The Fuhrer moved, demanded on 1 I th March the postpone
ment of the plebiscite and the resignation of the Chancellor, 
who gave way to prevent sacrifice of life. German troops 
advanced and seized Austria next day,' 700 aeroplanes 
and 200,000 troops arrived during the week-end, and the 
frontiers were manned by officials with long lists, prepared 
in advance, of those who were not to be permitted to leave. 
Herr Hitler arrived in the evening to accomplish his alleged 
mission to bring back his home country to the great German 
Reich. Next day a Reich law reduced Austria to a mere 
province of Germany. 

Austria was at once subjected to the control of the 
German police, prominent men like Major Fey were driven 
to suicide, Jews were vilely abused, over 7,000 people 
perished,' and a reign of terror spread which precluded 
any serious objection to the COIlP d'etat. A plebiscite ill 

1 D. Reed, Insanity Fair. pp. 396tf; Gedye, op. ol., pp. 289ff. 
1 Gedye. op. cit., pp. 34Iff. 
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the Reich gave on lOth April a 99.73 vote percentage for 
the new position; it clearly lacked moral weight. The 
Roman Catholic Church had been advised by Cardinal 
Innitzer to welcome the change, an error of jndgment 
which he and the Church were to regret. 

There was obviously no time for effective action before 
the coup. The Duce seems to have had some foreboding 
of the danger, for on roth February he had begun to see if 
he could come closer to Britain. At any rate he was 
determined not to fight, and nothing of encouragement 
to resist was forthcoming to Dr. Schuschnigg in the crisis; 
indeed, the Duce proved inaccessible, and on 13th March 
the Fiihrer sent him his rather comic message, " Mussolini, 
I will never forget you for this," which indicates that up 
to the last the Fiihrer had feared that the Duce might 
stand fast by his declarations, before and after the death of 
Dr. Dollfuss, that he would defend Austrian independence. 
Britain and France had no chance to do anything, nor would 
they have acted in any case, and their protests 1 that the 
new regime in Austria lacked juridical foundation mattered 
nothing at all. Britain had too many commercial interests 
in Austria to risk their neglect, and in due course an accord' 
was reached placing relations with Germany regarding 
Austrian affairs on a fairly satisfactory basis; an exchange of 
nQtesofMay6-September ro, 1938, regulating the application 
of German treaties to Austria. Germany finally agreed to 
accept responsibility for the Austrian debt held in Britain. 
The League of Nations did not attempt to intervene; in 

1 Mr. Chamberlain. Howe of Commons. March 14. 1938. On his 
futility see Gedye, 0p. cit., pp. 278tf. 

• Cmd. 1788,5888. Cf Garner, A.J.I.L., 1938, pp. 42lff, 766tf. 
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March the Secretariat was informed that the law of 13th 
March had incorporated Austria in Germany, and that 
Austria had thus ceased to be a member of the League. 

The gains of Germany from this aggression were vital. 
She won contact with Italy, thus ensuring the fidelity of 
that Power, with Hungary, and with Yugoslavia; the 
Little Entente suffered an immediate blow, Bohemia and 
Moravia were encircled, and the whole of the communica
tions of south-eastem Europe, by rail, river, and road, fell 
under German control. She added about 6,750,000 to her 
population, supplies of timber, and great iron ore deposits 
with magnesite for aeroplane manufacture, and not least 
useful, her seizure of the National Bank added gold and 
foreign exchange valued at twenty million pounds. More
over, Germany gained enormously by increasing her hold 
on the trade of the Balkan States. Rumania now was 
dependent on exchanges with Germany for a third of her 
foreigu trade, the German share in Hungary's impons was 
increased from 20 to 43 per cent., and she took 44 in lieu 
of 12 per cent. of her exportS. Some 44 per cent., as against 
16, of her imports carne to Yugoslavia from Germany, and 
Greece and Turkey were also affected.' 

It is, of course, easy to sympathire with the view that 
the muon was natural, and that the FUhrer in carrying it out 
was merely hastening an inevitable and desirable result. 
But that reasoning is not conclusive. Austria had a character 
of her own, a Catholic south German culture, and the Nazi 
faith was not acceptable to a very large number of her 
people, so long had they had freedom to express their views. 
The fatal error of Dr. Dollfuss was that he alienated the 

1 Gathorne-Hardy, Short Hist. 1,11. A.D:. 1920-38, p. 453. 
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Socialists when they still disliked the Nazi movement, so 
that many in anger passed over to support of the Nazis 
as enemies of their oppressor. Dr. Schuschnigg had perhaps 
a hopeless task to resist, but his visit to Berchtesgaden was 
patently a blunder, for the fury of Herr Hitler was sufficient 
to daunt even a braver man than he was reputed to be. 
His acceptance of the introduction of a Nazi Minister of 
the Interior assured the destruction of the state, but his 
effort at a plebiscite ensured him, on resignation, imprison
ment under drastic conditions, with threats of a trial for his 
resistance to the Nazi movement. Nothing can reflect 
more discredit on the Fiihrer than this miserable persecution 
of those who have resisted him; it reveals the spirit of the 
murderer of Captain Rahm. 

The Austrian episode was marked also by its preliminary 
-the change of Herr Hitlds advisers. Finding the High 
Command reluctant to face a European war arising from 
the seizure of Austria, he rid himself of its leading figure, 
Field-Marshal Blomberg, and others, replacing them by 
those whose views followed his own, appointed a secret 
Cabinet Council to advise him in foreign affairs, and gave 
Herr von Ribbentrop the post of Foreign Minister, thus 
freeing himself from any serious possibility of criticism.' 

The number of murders immediately following the 
annexation cannot be put down merely to the wickedness 
of the Austrian Nazis. It was a revelation of a definitive 
purpose, followed in Czechoslovakia and on a huge scale 
in Poland-terrorism as a means of securing finure con-

1 See Chap. II., § 14. for the exaggerated importance attached to the 
Blomberg marriage. For Hitler's relations with von Fritsch, see Gedye, 
01. cit., PP 220,316. 3]8. 
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quests. Those who opposed Herr Hitler were taught in clear 
terms that, if their opposition failed, no mercy would be 
meted out, The hint was not lost on the anti-Nazi elements 
among the Sudeten German elements who had no desire 
to become Nazis, but who could not forget the fate of 
non-Nazis of note in Vienna. 

3. Czechoslovakia: Munich 

We know now that from 1933 the FUhrer had resolved 
upon the bringing back to the Reich of the ten million 
Germans beyond it, i.e. in Austria and Bohemia, and had 
realized that only by their own strength could this be 
done. Czechoslovakia,' as constructed after the war, was 
essentially made up of a Czech majority (7,447,000 in 
1930), a powerful Slovak element (2,309,000), a large 
German population (3,231,600), and smaller groups of 
Magyars (691,900), Ruthcnians (549,000), and Poles 
(8 1,700). The Czechs had since 1526 been united under one 
sovereign with Ausrria and Hungary, but their adherence 
to the Lutheran reformation led, in r6r 8, to the renunciation 
of the Austrian connection and the Thirty Years Wat; 
but Czech independence was crushed at the Battle of the 
White Mountain in r 620; the counter-reformation move
ment restored Catholicism and brought about a long 
period of depression of the Czech language, a Slav speech, 
and of Czech culture. Germanization seemed to conquer 
when, in r 784, it became the official speech; but the French 

1 E. Wiskemann. Czechs and G"mans (1938); P. Paneth, CzuhJ 
against Germans (1939) ; G. E. R. Gedye. Fallen Bastiom (1939) ; A. Wenh. 
France and Munich (1939). 
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revolution set loose the spirit of Nationalism. the intel
lectual leaders of the upper classes appealed to the political 
consciousness of the middle and lower classes whom 
Germanization had not seriously touched. A great revival 
of the language and civilization took place. and the effort 
was made in 1848-49 to secure for Bohemia her due 
place as an equal with Hungary and Austria in a federation; 
the rejection by the Emperor of this solution decided the 
fate of the Empire. Bohemia. left dependent when 
Hungary gained autonomy. in 1867. was ultimately able 
through the courage of her soldiers and the great skill of 
her statesmen. including Dr. Masaryk and Dr. Bend.' to 
secure recognition by the Allied Powers as a state. The 
Czech National Committee thus recognized took over 
control of Prague at the end of October 1918. and the 
Slovak National Council declared the independence of 
their country on 30th October. Their racial and linguistic 
connection with the Czechs was close. but politically they 
had been under Magyar control since the ninth century. 
and had in the nineteenth century deliberately developed 
their own speech. But in June 1918 their leaders had 
decided to make common cause with the Czechs. and 
common sense suggests that their choice was intelligent. 
Their country cannot stand alone. and the most that can 
~ said against the Czechs is that duting their period of 
union the latter did not show sufficient sympathy with 
their less politically and industrially mature kinsmen. 
though their language and culture received full respect. 

1 P. Crabites, &nd (1935) ; G. Lias, &nei of Czuhoslovllltia (1939) ; 
E. Bend. My War Memoirs (1918) ; T. G. Masaryk.. The Making of a Slale 
(1923); P. Selver. Masaryk (1940). 
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The Carpathian Ruthenians, of course, are in a different 
position, for their affinities are definitely Ukrainian, but 
as they disliked, with cause, the Hungarians under whose 
political control they fell, they were ready to accept union 
with the Czechs and Slovaks, with whom they are con
nected in race, while the Magyars are of alien stock and 
non-Indo-European speech. 

The inclusion of Germans in the state was the result of 
necessity, rather than choice. The boundaries fixed were 
not newly drawn to give to the new state German people 
and territories, though this delusion was widely held in 
Britain in 1938 and diligently propagated by the enemies 
of the state. The boundaries were those of the kingdom 
of Bohemia as stabilized for nine hundred years save in the 
Egerland, added in the fourteenth cenmry, and on the 
Silesian frontier fixed, afrer the victories of Frederick of 
Prussia, with Austria. Czechoslovakia gained only trifling 
areas at Hlucin, near Troppau, the railway station ot 
Ground, and a stretch of river near Nikolsburg. The 
difficulties of her position were plain. The Germans had 
enjoyed domination for cenmries, and they disliked the 
change of power, but they were far better treated in the 
state than any other minorities in other lands, including as 
a chief offender Italy, which set about to denationalize the 
unformnate Germans placed forcibly under her power. In 
other respects the new state showed admirable qualities; 
it preserved democracy alone of the states of central and 
eastern Europe; it remained financially sound in the period 
of disaster which prevailed from 1920 to 1924, and its 
foreign policy was consistently friendly to the Western 
Powers. To them its importance was paramount. Prince 
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Bismarck 1 had insisted that .. Who holds Bohemia is 
master of Europe," and it formed an essential link with 
Russia, to which both France and Czechoslovakia became 
bOWld by new tics in 1935 under the treaties then arranged. 

But the democracy of the state was as hateful to the 
FUhrer as the fact that it blocked his eastcrn plans, and in 
the 'minoriry issue he had a lever with which to destroy 
support for the state, while it was in a dangerous 
strategic position, owing to the unfriendly attitude of 
Poland, then favoured by Germany, and to the difliculry 
of obtaining Russian aid except, via Ruthenia, through 
Rumania, whose help was morally, but not legally, 
due. 

The annexation of Austria clearly menaced Czecho
slovakia, but anxiety was relieved by the assurance at once 
given by Marshal Goring to the Czechoslovak minister that 
Germany had no aggressive designs, and by Baron Neu
rath's declaration that Germany remained bound by the 
Locamo Pact between the two Powers. These assurances 
were cited in the Commons by the Premier on 14th March, 
and Lord Hahfax insisted that .. we naturally expect the 
German Government to abide by them." On 24th March 
the Premier refused to bind himself to Czechoslovakia as 
fully as France and Russia were bound, hut also refused to 

wash his hands of central Europe, insisting that "if war 
broke out it would be unlikely to be confmed to those who 
have assumed such [legal] obligations .... It would be 
well within the bounds of probabiliry that other countries 
besides those which were involved in the original dispute 
would almost immediately become involved." But Herr 

1 Ripka, Munich: Befort' and After, pp. 293£. 
346 



GERMAN RENASCENCE, 1935-1939 

Hitler was not impressed,' and the plan was at once made 
effective of demands of a constantly increasing character 
from me Sudeten German party. As early as 2Jrd April 
mese included complete autonomy, abandonment of re
lations wim Russia, and permission to follow a Nazi policy. 
On 20m and 21st May an attack from Germany was 
averted merely by the adoption by the French and British 
Governments of a firm attitude, and on 2nd June Dr. 
Goebbels openly threatened to repeat the Austrian coup. 
This was followed up energetically by denunciations of the 
Czechoslovak Government in the Press and every other 
way. The British Government failed gravely to reali2e 
me dangers of the situation, but me Czechoslovak Govern
ment, realizing the danger, set about drawing up a 
Nationalities Statute to give the Germans the maximum 
possible, and a mission of Lord Runciman 2 was deter
mined upon to aid in conciliation. He did his best, but he 
soon fOWld that me Germans merely put up their demands, 
and mat separation was the minimum mey would accept. 
Germany meanwhile mobilized a million men. Sudeten 
Germans were formed into a legion on the frontier. At 
this stage a dangerous influence made itself felt; M. Dala
dier had on 12th July repeated the French pledge to Czecho
slovakia, but his Foreign Minister, M. Bonnet, seems to 
have warned the republic on 2Jrd July that this action 

1 It is dear that as early as loth May the Premier let Americanjourna1-
ists know that he d~sired Czechoslovakia to cede the Sudeten area to 
Germany; his personal responsibility for this destruction of the state is 
thus complete so far as Britain is concerned; G. E. R. Gedye, op. cit., 
Pp·4ooff; Seton-Watson, Munich and the Dictators, pp. 38f. 

t Cmd. 5847 (1938); Gedye, pp. 43of[ For Czechoslovakia's sur
renders, see Ripka, 01. cil., pp. nfl'. 

347 



THE CAUSES OF THE WAR 

would depend on British support. On 7th September an 
article in the Times 1 heralded the destruction of Czechoslo
vakia by urging the detachment of the Sudeten area, and 
no attention was paid in Germany to the dementi from both 
the Foreign Office and Downing Street that any such 
policy was entertained by the British Government, which 
still stood for autonomy for the Germans, bur within the 
republic. The lead of the Times was followed at N Lim
berg on 12th September by Herr Hitler, who accused 
President BeneS of torturing the Germans, systematically 
reducing them to economic ruin, and seeking to exter
minate them altogether. But he demanded only self
determination. But on I4th September his tool, the Sudeten 
Herr Henlein, demanded intervention by German armed 
force, and then fled to Germany. Lord Runciman at this 
stage effected a complete volle-face; he had insisted that a 
hard and fast separation of German and Czech was im
possible, and that economic connections were so close that 
an absolute separation was not only undesirable, but incon
ceivable; history had proved that in times of peace the 
two peoples could live together on friendly terms. But, 
for reasons which are inexplicable, he now held that there 
should be the immediate and drastic action of the transfer 
of predominantly German districts to Germany without 
th, formality of a plebiscite, and without the slightest pro
tection for the Czechs to be transferred without their assent 
or the German elements who did not desire to exchange 
liberty for subservience to the Fiihrer, while the Germans 
were to have local autonomy in the republic. It cannot be 
'said that Lord RWlciman had any such knowledge or 

1 Really in sympathy with and so a ballon d'essa; for the Prime Minister. 
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intelligence in foreign affairs as to justifY his thus con
demning a country to ruin; his health suffered from 
the strain, as a prolonged absence from his ministry on 
a holiday, which caused caustic comments on his drawing 
pay he did not earn, proved, and he must bear some share 
in the causation of the war, 

But the main responsibility, so far as Britain was con
cerned, rests with the Premier, who by a fUndamental 
error 1 decided on 15th September to fly to Germany to 

confer at Berchtesgaden with Herr Hitler. The novelty 
of the step fascinated the British public. and they ignored its 
folly. which was greatly increased 2 because the Premier 
refused to take with him any member of the Foreign Office 
staff or the Foreign Secretary. but selected a gentleman 
whose one qualiftcation for tl,is type of work must have 
been that he had never had any connection with it. Mr. 
Chamberlain forgot that he was to confront alone a man 
of dynamic energy some twenty years younger than him
self, in the superior position of one being asked for con
cessions, and fortifted by full knowledge of all the aspects 
of the case. The result was inevitable; Herr Hitler over
whelmed the ageing Premier with an ultimatum, and in 
obedience to it he hastened to summon MM. Daladier and 
Bonnet to England to agree upon the ultimatum to be 
passed on to Prague. The plan adopted provided for the 
immediate transfer to Germany of all districts mainly 
inhabited by Germans. i.e. over 50 per cent .• thus denying 
Germans of the minority any rights. without plebiscite; 

1 France had on 13th September decided Dot to fight; Werth. op. cit .• 
pP·2521f. 

S Keith, British Cabinet Syscem, pp. j:59f( 
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the arrangement of details by an international body, in
cluding a Czech representative; and promising a guarantee of 
the new frontier against tulprovoked aggression in lieu of the 
existing treaties involving reciprocal military obligations. 

This u1timatum,' drawn up without consultatiou, de
manded that the Czechoslovakian Government should 
violate the constitution by dismembering the state without 
Parliamentary sanction; and the Government protested 
against the failure to consult, the disastrous terms for its 
economic life, and the certainty that it would very quickly 
come under the absolute influence of Germany, with the 
result of destroying the balance of power in central and 
southern Europe. They appealed to the Locarno Pact, 
whose validity had been reasserted by Germany in March, 
and made a supreme appeal for reconsideration. Then 
followed the most discreditable train of events. The 
British and French ministers to Prague received and carried 
out instructions shameful to Britain and France alike, de
manding acceptance, on a plain warning that France would 
not fulfil her treaty obligations, while, of course, Britain 
would not act. Much heroism on the part of France will 
be necessary to wipe out the distrust of that COtultry caused 
by her despicable action. It has often been suggested that 
there was severe pressure from Britain on France, and it 
may be that M. Daladier used that argument to carry with 
~ his doubting colleagues, but there is no clear proo£ 
What is certain is that the Czechoslovak protest of 20th 
September' was deliberately omitted from the British 

1 Cmd. l8.7, pp. 8f. 
I Seton-Watson, Munich and the Dictators, pp. 18df; Ripka, op. cit., 

PP·78tf. 
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White Paper. thus throwing grave doubt on the value of 
British publications. and that Mr. Chamberlain on 28th 
September reduced his forcible ultimatum to a statement 
that the Czechoslovak Government was urged to accept 
the terms. In Paris the disgraceful course 1 was adopted 
of spreading the deliberate lie that the President. the HodZa 
Cabinet. and even the General Staff, had invited Paris to 
put pressure on Prague so as to reconcile Czech opinion to 
the course desired by responsible opinion. This seems to 
have been motived by the desire of MM. Daladier and 
Bonnet to excuse their deviation from the French Cabinet 
decision that pressure was not to be applied. which they 
had ignored. 

The Czechoslovakian Cabinet had no alternative but to 
obey. It had been basely deserted by France. and while 
Russia might help. and Rumania might allow passage of 
Russian forces, it was uncertain, for Russian action was 
under the treaty of 1935 conditional on that of France. 
Moreover. it would be dangerous to allow the territory 
to become the battlefield between Nazism and Bolshevism. 
The Ministry yielded. despite the blow such action must be 
to democracy. telling its people that it had been" exposed 
to pressure for which there was no precedent in history. 
and which amounted to a • Diktat' such as is imposed upon 
a vanquished people. We submitted in order to avoid 
greater losses. misery. and bloodshed. We are sacrificing 
ourselves to save peace. as Christ sacrificed Himself to save 
humanity." The Ministry. however. in submitting pointed 
out that it did so on the assumption that there would be 
no German invasion. and no transfer of territory until the 

1 Werth, op. cit .• pp. 267ff. 
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new boundaries had been fixed, and that it followed from 
the Anglo-French pressure that these two Powers "would 
accept responsibility for our reduced frontiers, and would 
guarantee us their support in the event of our being 
feloniously attacked." The Ministry then resigned, for its 
submission had caused grave unrest, and General Sirovy, 
Inspector General of the army, replaced the Premier, but 
under pledge to accept the plan. 

Poland and Hungary' now saw their opportunity to 
share the spoils. and their representatives brought their 
claims before the Fiihrer, who saw how to complete the 
ruin of his hated rivals. When then Mr. Chamberlain flew 
to meet the Fiihrer at Godcsberg.' he found that the con
ditions were far more onerous than before. A large arca 
of the republic was to be ceded to Germany on 1st October, 
all Czech forces and policc being withdrawn by that date. 
The territory was to be handed over with all fortifications. 
commercial installations. railways, rolling stock, etc .• and 
without the removal of foodstuffs, cattle, or raw materials. 
All Sudeten Germans were to be released from military or 
police forces, and a final delimitation was to take place, by 
plebiscite under an international commission. of further 
areas. Even Mr. Chamberlain resented a the ultimatum. 
and returned to England, withdrawing his advice against 
mobilization, which was effected on the 23rd, M. Dala
dier, despite the objections of M. Bonnet. ollce more saying 
that France would fulfil her obligations if Czechoslovakia 

1 Ripka. Munich: Before and After, pp. 113ff . 
• Cmd. 5847. pp .• off. 
3 G. E. R. Gedye. Fallen Bastions, pp. 468f, suggests that the future 

. surrender was planned at Godesberg. Werth, op. cit., pp. 271f, thinks this 
too Machiavellian. 
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were attacked. M. Litvinov, at Geneva on the 2Ist as on 
the 23rd, asserted his country's readiness to keep faith, and 
the Polish Government was warned that if Poland attacked 
Czechoslovakia Russia would regard the Polish-Russian 
Non-Aggression Pact as terminated. 

Czechoslovakia rejected the plan, when sent by Mr. 
Chamberlain, as absolutely and unconditionally unaccept
able, and after a long Cabinet discussion their rejection 
was intimated to Germany. The French Cabinet plucked 
up courage, under the advice of General Gamelin that the 
Czech fortifications could not be included in the sur
rendered territory, and a partial mobilization was swiftly 
and successfully effected. Mr. Chamberlain then made the 
grave blunder of showing his reluctance to resist; a useless 
message was sent to the FUhrer, who gave an arrogant 
reply, and in a speech at the Sportpalast, which showed 
clear signs of his most serious defect-unrestrained and 
disgusting violence-made a vehement denunciation of 
President Bend and promised him the fate of Herr von 
Schuschnigg. This resulted in a British communique to the 
Press: "If in spite of the efforts made by the British Prime 
Minister, a German attack is made upon Czechoslovakia, the 
immediate result must be that France will be bound to come 
to her assistance, and Great Britain and Russia will certainly 
stand by France." . To the discredit of France, widespread 
efforts were made by circles hostile to Czechoslovakia to 
belittle the declaration. 

Mr. Chamberlain on 27th September broadcast a speech 
which was uniformly uninspiring and maladroit, containing 
as it did a reference to " a quarrel in a far-away country 
between people of whom we know nothing," which was 
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ludicrous in the Premier of the United Kingdom, who must 
be supposed to understand the vital importance of Czecho
slovakia to the framework of European peace. Yet he also 
made the fundamental error of treating the fate of Czecho
slovakia as of no interest to Britain: .. If we have to fight 
it must be on larger issues than that." He made also, in good 
faith but quite erroneously, the allegation that the Fuhrer 
had promised him that" after this Sudeten German question 
is settled, that is the end of Germany's territorial claims in 
Europe." The Fuhrer's words were interpreted very 
dilferentlyand more correctly 1 in the official German Press 
as meaning that no further claim beyond those already put 
forward, including the ukraine, would be adduced. But 
mobilization of the fleet was ordered, and the United 
States, Argentine, and Chile urged that the Fuhrer should 
not proceed to a war as unnecessary as it was unjustifiable. 
Italy showed no eagerness to back Germany, General Franco 
announced that he would remain neutral, Bulgatia and 
Yugoslavia were sympathetic, Russia's warning restrained 
Poland, and Hungary became more moderate. 

Note must here be taken of the deliberate failure of 
Britain to come into line with Russia.' On 17th March 
M. Litvinov had stated Russian readiness to join in collective 
action, within or without the League. But on 24th March 
Britain rejected the idea as inopportune, and France followed 
suit. M. Kalinin on 11th May, and the Soviet Ambassador 
at Washington on 25th August, reiterated Russian loyalty 
to her treaty obligations, but no notice was taken. On 

1 Seton-Watson, op. cit., p. 83if; Werth. op. cit., pp. 3331f. 
1 Seton-Watson, op. cil., pp. 91ffi Gedye. op. cit., pp. 390. "n, 42S. 
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2nd September, however, M. Litvinov assured the French 
representative in Moscow that Russia would act if France 
did, and suggested staff talks between Paris, Moscow, and 
Prague to concert defence, while Britain, France, and Russia 
should make a joint demarche in favour of the Czechs, and 
that Article I I of the Covenant should be invoked. M. 
Bonnet, on lIth September at Geneva received a like 
statement, but it is doubted if he let London know, for Lord 
Winterton on 10th October asserted that Russia only made 
very vague promises owing to her military weakness.' 
M. Maisky lodged a formal protest at this false allegation, 
and satisfaction was duly given. It is, however, clear that 
France and Britain were throughout unwilling to act with 
Russia, and the fact throws much light on the Russian 
action in August I939; no Power could reasonably be 
expected to trust either. 

Mr. Chamberlain in taking diplomacy into his own 
hands had cut out the necessity of satisfying the King, and 
had refused at a time of war crisis to allow Parliament to 
meet, an act contrary to all constitutional practice, He 
now met the Commons on 28th September, and gave a long 
account of his proceedings, which was marked by complete 
lack of sympathy for Czechoslovakia, ending up with an 
assurance that he had just learned that the Fiihrer at the 
request of the Duce had agreed to receive him at Munich. 
This was the occasion for the most deplorable scene in the 
Commons. No opportunity was given for further dis
cussion, not a word could be said for Czechoslovakia, and 

1 At the League Assembly on 2.ISt September. and in conversation on 
the 23rd with Lord De La WaIT. M. litvinov repeated the viCW1 of 2nd 
September; Ripka, op. cit., pp. 147ff. 
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Herr Hitler must have been convinced that the Commons 
was so afraid of him that he could fix his own terms, which 
he proceeded to do. It stands to the credit of Sir A. Sinclair 
that, when Mr. Attlee and Mr. Greenwood were useless, 
he urged Mr. Chamberlain to see that the new Czech 
state in its new frontiers should have a chance of 
economic survival and complete freedom and inde
pendence. 

The proceedings at Munich 1 took the inevitable form of 
the Dictators, in the absence of Czechoslovakia and Russia, 
settling the fate of the state, with the ready acquiescence 
of Mr. Chamberlain, who seems to have been incapable 
of any sympathy with democracy, and with the less joyful 
aid of M. Daladier, who knew that he had critics who might 
prove dangerous. There were no concessions of any value. 
The evacuation of the territory claimed by Germany was 
to commence on 1st October, and to be completed in four 
stages by 7th October, while an international commission 

. including a representative of Czechoslovakia was to defme 
a fifth zone to be evacuated by 10th October. The com
mission was also to settle what other territory was to be the 
subject of plebiscite, to take place by the end of November ; 
it was to carry out the fmal delimitation of frontiers, and 
recommend minor departures from the ethnographical 
determination of the zones to be transferred without 
plebiscite. A right of option into and out of the transferred 
areas could be exercised in six months. These terms were 
enforced on Prague by Mr. Chamberlain and M. Daladier, 
the Czech delegates not being permitted to argue or allowed 
time to communicate with their government, whose 

1 Cmd. S848. 
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protests were brushed aside.' Once more the mod"s operand; 
was a complete negation of democracy. and Mr. Chamber
lain and M. Daladier dictated as destructive a peace to 
Czechoslovakia as was ever dictated by a conqueror. No 
doubt. in view of the French Treaty. the position of M. 
Daladier was the more disgraceful, but there is enough 
dishonour to go all round. 

These brutal terms were to be mitigated by the readi
ness of Britain and France to enter into an international 
guarantee of the new frontiers of Czechoslovakia against 
unprovoked aggression, while Germany and Italy pro
fessed readiness to join in the guarantee when the question 
of the Polish and Hungarian minorities had been satisfac
corily disposed of. 

Mr. Chamberlain, who had convinced himself that he 
had accomplished great things for Europe, on the 30th 
induced the Fiihrer to sign a document. which was exhibited 
in triumph to the rejoicing mob which greeted him at 
Heston on his landing, bringing, as Lord Beaconsfield' from 
Berlin in 1878, peace with honour for our time, and which 
was acclaimed as a peace pact, or in more diplomatic 
language at least" an Anglo-German Pact renouncing war 
in the settlement of their differences." All that it really was, 
as Mr. Chamberlain later admitted,3 was a statement that 
the two gentlemen who signed it were agreed to regard 
"the agreement signed last night and the Anglo-German 
Naval Agreement as symbolic of the desire of our two 

1 Ripka, op. cit., pp. 224ff; Seton-Watson, op. cit., pp. I02f[ 

t Beaconstield's achievement was to extend liberty in Europe. Mr. 
Chamberlain's to destroy it. 

a October 6, 1938; but on 9th November. at the Guildhall he asserted 
its great importance; The Struggle Jor Peace, pp. 323. 363f. 
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peoples never to go to war with one another again." It was 
added that" We are resolved that the method of consulta
tion shall be the method adopted to deal with any other 
questions that may concern our two countries, and we are 
determined to continue our efforts to remove possible 
sources of differences and thus to contribute to assure the 
peace of Europe." The Fiihrer had, it is said, assured Mr. 
Chamberlain that he sincerely intended to disinterest himself 
in the case of Czechoslovakia, when the minorities questions 
had been solved, and to guarantee the Czech state as finally 
formed, and, while he did not drop the colonial claim, he 
would not press it by war. 

The reception given to the conquering hero,' who had 
saved Britain from war at the expense of Czechoslovakia, 
just as he had placated Signor Mussolini at the expense of 
Ethiopia, was brilliant. The Times, which on September 26, 

1939, was to circulate far and wide, Hitler, Step by Step, 
1933-39: The Calendar of Aggression, proclaimed that" No 
conqueror returning from a victory on the battlefield has 
come home adorned with nobler laurels than Mr. Chamber
lain from Munich yesterday." It may have been that it felt 
that the victory was really its own, for it had on 7th Sep
tember urged the dismemberment of Czechoslovakia, and 
there is no reason to doubt that its opinion carried great 
weight. One thing must be noted. When it, in 1938, placed 
implicit faith in the mere assurances of the Fiihrer it had 
before it all the record of his earlier broken promises, and, 
if it thought it irrelevant then to take note of them, is it 

1 So also M. Daladier. but a subscription to present Mr. Chamberlain 
with a villa only reached £.,soo; Werth, "P. at., pp. 3.8ff. See also 
Q. Wright, A.J.IL., '939, pp. uff. 
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quite fair to rake them out in 1939 lOne might venture to 
ask-Is it cricket 1 

Mr. Chamberlain had created a constitutional innovation 
in concluding the Munich Treaty without obtaining the 
royal sanction or Cabinet approval, or submitting it for the 
acceptance of Parliament. Moreover, he had negotiated 
it without the presence of the Foreign Secretaty, and he 
presented it for acceptance to his colleagues in conditions 
in which rejection was impossible; yet such is the eagerness 
of men for office that Mr. Duff Cooper alone determined to 

mark his disapproval of the mode of procedure and the 
terms arranged by resignation. His exposure of the un
satisfactory character of the terms was supported by Mr. 
Churchill among others. The plain fact even then was that 
Mr. Chamberlain had conceded at Munich what he had 
denounced at Godesberg. The Premier glorified his 
magnificent service to the world by securing peace, asserted 
his belief in the security and happier future of Czecho
slovakia under the proposed guarantee, and on 6th October, 
in replying to the debate, made the deliberate assertion I that 
"We had no treaty obligations and no legal obligations 
to Czechoslovakia." This deliberate denial of all binding 
force of the League Covenant, Articles 10, 16, and 20, is the 
classic repudiation by Britain of the binding nature of the 
most solemn treaty ever concluded by her only nineteen 
years earlier, to which the full approval of Parliament was 
accorded by the Treaty of Peace Act, 1919. It is idle to 
pile up lists of treaty violations by other Powers on the 

1 A like assertion was made on October 3, 1938, by the Archbishop 
of Canterbury and Lord Sankey; its falseness was firmly pointed out by 
Lord Cecil; 110 H.L. Deb. 5 s. 132.2, [345. [)27. 
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assumption that Britain has not been guilty of equal violence 
of law and morality. When the British Ambassador at 
Berlin in a last hour attempt 1 to divert the Fiihrer from his 
purpose of war, told him that" Our word was our word, 
and we had never and would never break it," the Fiihrer 
must have smiled with legitimate contempt at so flagrant 
a falsehood. The reluctance of the minor Powers in the 
present war to accept any Allied assurances rest on the 
justification of d,e treatment of Ethiopia and Czecho
slovakia. There is no more bitter comment on the action 
of the Premier that we fight to-day without effective allies 
to undo a wrong for which we and France bear a deep load 
of blame. 

The causes of this contemporaneous deterioration in 
courage and morality of the British and French peoples 
are obscure. A grave sign of British collapse was evident 
in dIe growing tendency to Fascist views in the upper 
classes of society; not all of the supporters of Herr Hitler 
have been so candid as Lord Redesdale' in admitting ex 
post facto dIe error which he shared with the Premier. Herr 
von Ribbentrop was misled dangerously by these exponents 
of hatred of liberty and democracy who had applauded 
dIe destruction of Ethiopia and the Spanish Republic. 
AnodIer aspect was dIe isolationism preached by men equal 
only in political incompetence, such as Sir O. Mosley, Lord 
R~thermere, and Lord Beaverbrook, whose voices in 
Parliament commanded no audience, but who inculcated 
in dIe readers of their news organs dIe fatal absurdity of 

1 Cmd. 6106, p. 128. 
I The Times, March 9. 1940. In Miss Unity Mitford's case Hitler

adulation reached its height. 
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the possibility of British security through isolation. Vet 
another ground was the decay of the Christian spirit in the 
Church of England; incredible at one time would have 
been the declaration of the practising Christian Lord 
Halifax at Geneva that recognition of the Italian conquest 
of Ethiopia did not impinge on principle, or his broadcast 
of 28th October that his conscience was clear as regards 
Munich.' The Archbishop of Canterbury did not intervene 
in the debate on the recognition of the Italian conqnest of 
Ethiopia to convey condemnation, nor deplore British 
action at Munich. 

Moreover, the critical spirit essential in democracy was 
lacking; the same submission to authority which had 
created Herr Hitler and Signor Mussolini was manifested 
towards Mr. Chamberlain. More sinister still was the 
propagation of and ready credence given to all kinds of 
unworthy rumours. The strength of the British forces in 
gcneral was derided,' the French air force was declared to 
be wholly unprepared, Russian intervention impossible, 
Germany ready to ruin London immediately after war, and 
so on. Apparently the advice given by the Air Ministry 
has been consistently wrong; in 1939 the Ministry was 
assured that immediate air attacks with enormous casualties 
were inevitable, and a totally foolish evacuation of govern
ment staffs, great businesses, universities, schools, etc., 

1 Seton-Watson, Afunieh and the Dictators, p. 143. 
!; Lord Chatfield's argument (October 3. 1938) that it was impossible 

to defeat Gennany renders his inclusion in the War Cabinet unin
telligible; his removal may thus prove of high advantage. Lord 
Trenchard's argument (110 H.L. Deb. S s, 1462f.) mU'it have satisfied 
Herr Hitler of British impotence, and encouraged him to risk war. 
Fortunately their defeatism was not shared by Mr Churchill or Lord Cecil. 
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carried out, all intelligent opinion being submerged in a 
blind panic. But the pacifism of a satisfied Power was 
doubtless an important consideration, and we must accept the 
view that, incredible as it seems, ministers really believed that 
the Munich surrender would inaugurate a reign of peace. It 
would be unkind to give even the names of those who hailed 
a ghastly blunder as an act of magnificent statesmanship. 

The voice of common sense may be recorded; on 
September 30, 1938, I wrote to the Scotsman, having on the 
16th, 19th, and 26th pointed out the certainty of disaster 
from the Prime Minister's departure from precedent in 
seeking to meet Herr Hitler in discussion: 

" Munich 'Yill undoubtedly be ranked by historians 
as marking the defmitive acquisition of hegemony in 
Europe by Herr Hitler. As I anticipated, Mr. Chamber
lain and M. Daladier submitted to the dictation of 
German terms, and have acquired the rank of peace
makers by the convenient method of imposing further 
surrenders on Czechoslovakia. They have not even the 
excuse that their surrender of Czechoslovakia is part 
of a great European settlement. They know that 
Signor Mussolini and Herr Hitler demand that wholesale 
concessions shall be made to the demands of Hungary 
and Poland, and that. with German armies in possession 
of the areas ceded by Czechoslovakia. that state, and they 
also, will be compelled once more to accept the dictation 
of Germany and Italy. and that the way will be made 
ready for the undisputed control by these Powers of 
eastern Europe. preparatory to advance against Russia. 

" I have commented already on the constitutional 
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anomaly by which a government, which owes its 
position to pledges of fidelity to the League of Nations, 
has been able, while Parliament was not in session, to 
coerce Czechoslovakia by threats of refusing the aid due 
under the Covenant, and to present the tardily sum
moned Commons with a fait accompli, rendering dissent 
all but impossible. Nevertheless, both Mr. Attlee and 
Sir A. Sinclair must accept part responsibility for the 
final responsibility for the final surrender, by reason of 
their silence in the Commons. Once more is there 
exposed the danger oflack of constitutional checks, for, 
unhappily, the one safeguard in our constitution, the 
royal authority, is for the time being in abeyance 
owing to the recent accession of the sovereign, and the 
loss of its prestige owing to the circumstances of the last 
demise of the Crown. We have every reason to regret 
that in this essential crisis of European affairs the ffise 
control of King George V. should have been lacking. 

"The renewal of the offer of 19th September that 
Britain and France will join in a general guarantee of 
the new boundaries of the Czechoslovak State against 
unprovoked aggression is worthless, and is merely an 
effort to delude public opinion into thinking that 
security is being given to the mangled and quite in
defensible Czechoslovak State. It cannot be too clearly 
understood that a general guarantee would impose no 
obligation on Britain unless the other Powers concerned 
agreed to act, and a single abstention would legally 
excuse action. Moreover,' unprovoked aggression' is 
impossible to define, and any Power might refuse to 
act on the ground that aggression was really self-clefence. 
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Further, we have seen in the case of Spain the League of 
Nations acquiesce in the doctrine that it is not aggression 
to go to the aid of a rebellious faction in a state. More
over, when Mr. Chamberlain has btoken the solemn 
obligation of Article 10 of the League Covenant, why 
should any successor hesitate to break so utterly rash 
a pledge as that now proposed, The Czechoslovak 
State was created in its present form in order that it 
might be strong enough for self-defence; the new state 
will be wholly ineffective for this purpose, as the merest 
glance at a map will show. How could Britain or 
France really aid such a state when Germany decided to 
occupy its territory 1 Surely it is merely dishonour.ble 
to give a pledge which means nothing, and which we 
neither could nor would keep. We must realize that we 
are abandoning Czechoslovakia to her fate, and that we 
must be prepared to look on inactive while democracy 
therein is overthrown, and the state f.lls under full 
German controL 

" Nothing, it need hardly be said, has come of the 
rumours that Mr. Chamberlain would achieve European 
appeasement and settle the affairs of Spain. Italy has 
sharply denied the rumour that his friend Signor 
Mussolini was prepared to recall his troops. It is in
evitable that she should expect that she should be 
allowed to dominate Spain as a counterpart to German 
domination of Czechoslovakia. A peacemaker must 
be rewarded." 

How these obvious considerations escaped the attention 
of the Foreign Office cannot even be imagined. The plain 
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fact is that the Premier was blind because he determined to 
shut his eyes, and that Lord Halifax followed suit. The 
value of their guarantee was soon to be tested. and to be 
found utterly wanting. Yet hardly a member of the 
Cabinet but dwelt on its importance. 

In the case of France a profound defeatism hampered 
action. l M. Bonnet as Foreign Minister lacked courage, and 
went so far as to throw doubt on the accuracy of the famous 
British notification that, if Czechoslovakia were attacked, 
France, Britain, and Russia would act in her defence. All 
the forces of reaction on the Right 2 and Centre mobilized 
their Press to prevent France keeping faith, deriding the 
possibiliry of British aid, exaggerating the defects of 
France's own forces,' and suggesting that the mobilization 
showed the men hostile to war. M. Daladier, less resolutely 
paciflSt, lacked the moral courage to face the situation 
elfectively and ended in yielding to the worse course. The 
recovery since of French courage seems to be largely due 
to Signor Mussolini's obvious contempt, and that of Italy, 
which made France realize that her treachery to Czecho
slovakia had reduced her to the ranks of the second-rate 
Powers. How far the revival will endure it is hard to say. 
One enormous advantage was sacrificed when Munich 
was accepted. The Germans had not yet completed their 
preparations, and attack via the Saar' was still possible. 

1 A. Werth, 0p. cil. In the present crisis M. Bonnet was dropped 
from M. Reynaud's cabinet, March 21, 1940. 

I M. Flandin congratulated Herr Hitler on his feat, and was praised for 
his own work (in destroying French resistance) ; Werth, p. 331. He still 
has weight. 

a On the air force see Werth, pp. 335ff. 
, Werth, p. 285; see, (or the German difficulties, Ripka, op. at., pp. 

,uff; Gedye, op. cil. pp. j8Sf. 
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The true view of Munich was that of an old Frenchwoman : 
" All right if it's put off for a long time-but if it's only for 
a few months it's hardly worth it. On l'aura dans des pires 
conditions." The attitude of the Right and of the now 
suppressed Communist Party must remain a gtievous 
handicap to French greatness. 

The utter eclipse of the League of Nations was displayed 
at Geneva, where the President opened the session of the 
Assembly with a mournful oration and closed it after the 
crisis with empty platitudes, talking of Europe shrinking 
back" appalled by the ghastly prospect of what it saw in 
the abyss," while the plain fact was that Mr. Chamberlain 
and M. Daladier surrendered Czechoslovakia so completely 
that even Herr Hitler could find no excuse for war. 

4. Czechoslovakia: from Munich to Prague 

There was one way only to justify the staggering sacri
fices demanded of Czechoslovakia-the strict performance 
of the obligations undertaken by Britain and France. Mr. 
Chamberlain stressed the merits of the guarantee, and Sir 
T. Inskip defmitely stated on 4th October that the govern
ment felt under" a moral obligation to treat the guarantee 
'!" being now in force," though neither then nor later was 
any explanation given how Britain and France, who dared 
not fight for Czechoslovakia when her thirty divisions and 
her fortifications were intact, could afford protection to her 
despoiled of all her defences. 

It was also clear that Britain and France-through their 
representation on the International Commission on the 
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boundaries, together with Czechoslovakia-should have 
been able ro secure a just delimitation; but from the first 
the Allied representatives 1 acted as though their one object 
was to please Germany. Ethnographic considerations were 
ignored whenever the German military authorities de
manded. In the fifth zone the Commission awarded to 
Germany 254 Czech communes with 22I,044 Czechs and 
I4,565 Germans in Northern Moravia and Silesia, 38 Czech 
communes with 54,287 Czechs and I6,559 Germans in 
Southern Moravia. To achieve these results the Com
mission accepted the preposterous German demand that the 
reckoning should rest on the last Austrian census of I9IO 
instead of the Czechoslovakian of I930, though that census 
based enumeration not on nationality or mother tongue, but 
on the speech nsed in intercourse, which in many cases was 
German, though the nationality was Slav. In all 7I9,ooo 
Czechs were handed over to Germany, leaving 250,000 
Germans to 6,476,000 Czechs. The obvious plan of ex
changes to remove Germans from the territory left to the 
Republic was deliberately rejected, in order that the Germans 
should remain ro serve as a nucleus for the destruction of the 
state. It is idle to deny that this must have been Herr Hitler's 
aim from the first. The railway system was disrupted by run
ning German zones of occupation across the main lines con
necting Prague with the Moravian capital, and both with 
the industrial area round Moravska Ostrava and Slovakia. 
The holding of a plebiscite which might have saved some-

1 Ripka, op. cit., pp. 48Sff; Seton-Watson, Munich and the Dictators, 
pp. 112ft: Lord Halifax on January 1.0,1940, admitted that all points had 
been settled as Germany willed. C/. M. Hindus, Wt Shall Live Again 
(19J9). pp. J7Sff. 
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thing from the wreck was cancelled, and the right of option 
was rendered useless; moreover, with utter careless and 
heartless indifference no provision had been made to allow 
those Sudeten Germans who had been loyal to Prague to 
save themselves from the tortures of the concentration 
camps into which they were hurried by the hatred of their 
victorious rivals. On the British and French members 
of the Commission rests a heavy weight of responsi
bility for the shameful treatment of a country whose 
interests they were bound by every principle of decency 
to protect. 

The claims of Hungary 1 were dealt with by Germany 
and Italy alone; the hapless Czechoslovakian Government, 
deserted by Britain and France, tried to save something for 
Slovakia by yielding to the demand that matters should be 
left to the two Powers interested in despoiling it still further. 
The award of Vienna by Herr von Ribbentrop and Count 
Ciano awarded Hungary areas to which her claim was 
worthless.' Thus, by using the out-of-date Hungarian 
census of 1910, Kosice, which was the essential centre of the 
economy and culture of east Slovakia, was made Magyar, 
though only 18 per cent. of the population of 70,200 in 
1930 was Magyar. Even more monstrous was the decision 
secured by Count Ciano under which Umorod-adminis
trative capital of Carpathian Ruthenia, a semi-autonomous 
'province-was given to Hungary, which, backed by Poland, 
was eager to acquire Ruthenia in order to establish a 
common frontier along the Carpathian watershed, and to 

1 For the Magyar complaints see 6. Tarjan, The W"ys of Czechosicwakia 
and its Magyar .\fjnority. 

I Seton-Watson, Munich and the Diaators, pp. Il6ff; Ripka, op. cir.. 
pp. 498if. 
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separate Rumania from Czechoslovakia. Poland 1 was 
allowed to seize not merely Teschen. to which her ethnic 
right was sound, but to add a district double the size, with 
134,3II Czechs and 17,351 Germans-the Poles fornling 
only 30 per cent. T.bme who trace the workings of Provi
dence in human affairs may count the bitter miseries of the 
Poles under Germany as part retribution for the vile crime 
of attacking Czechoslovakia, and stabbing her in the back. 
It is not surprising that the new Polish Government should 
have renounced the wicked folly of hatred of fellow Slavs 
which marked the old regime, whose one claim to distinction 
in history is the monumental incapacity of its military plans, 
whence Germany derived a victory of dazzling brilliance. 

Even more discreditable was the demand from Prague 
by Berlin of the surrender of additional areas transferring 
a further 60,000 Czechs to German servitude,' while the 
concession of an arterial road from Vienna to Brcslau. under 
the military and customs control of the Reich, cut the 
Republic in two, and foreshadowed its reduction to a mere 
dependency. 

Against these encroachments on Czechoslovakia's rights 
neither France nor Britain protested. Incredible as it may 
seem, on 28th October Lord Halifax assured American 
listeners that his conscience was clear, just as Sir John Simon 
had asserted that every man and woman of honour endorsed 
the achievement at Munich. The Archbishop of Canter
bury, while sympathizing with Dr. BeneS whose resignation 
had followed on Munich, fell back on the miserable argu
ment of asking what would the Czechs have attained by 

1 Ripka, op. cit., pp. 49Sf( 
2. Cmd. 5908, Ripka. op. dt., p. 494; Seton-Watson, op. cit. p. II9. 
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fighting, to which Lord Lloyd gave the essential reply! 
.. Have nations no souls 1 Every argument that the Primate 
used might have been argued in the case of Belgium. Did 
that stop Belgium fighting 1 Did it stop her preserving her 
soul 1 No, because she had a gallant leader, and because 
we did not fail her at the last moment or go back upon our 
guar-antee." 1 There is, it has been wittily 2 remarked, 
honour among thieves, and conscience plays queer tricks; 
Herr Hitler assured the world that the blood bath of 
lune 30, 1934, left him clear of heart in having accomplished 
a solellUl duty, and it is easier to feel blameless when one 
has merely sacrificed a people's liberty, even if the loss brings 
death and misery to many individuals. The effect on 
American public opinion of the British position was un
toward, and unquestionably tended to strengthen that bitter 
dislike of interference with European affairs which expressed 
itself so forcibly in 1940 through the President and his 
entourage, and in the vote taken by investigators of public 
opmIOn. 

But, if Lord Halifax's conscience were clear,' certainly 
it behoved him to secure that every step should be taken 
to make a stand for the rights of Czechoslovakia under the 
treaty. It is cetrain that nothing whatever was done 
by him in this regard, and for that a serious burden of 
responsibility lies, even if it is admitted that he never 
fiom the time when he stepped into Mr. Eden's shoes had 
primary control of foreign affairs, which the Prime Minister 
kept in his own tenacious hands. It must be added also 

1 110 H.t. Deb. S S. 1412. 

tI Seton-Watson, op. ot., p. [0'] n 2. 

, For his non-Christian actions see ibid., p. 40. 
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that Sir J. Simon and Sir S. Hoare, both marked out by the 
injuries which they had inflicted on League principles, seem 
to have formed an inner group to deal with foreign ques
tions-and evil communications corrupt good manners. 

The Prime Minister's complacency seems to have re
mained unruffied. He might have recalled the courage 
displayed by his own father who, no less eager than he for 
appeasement with Germany, had opposed an unyielding 
front to the violence of German abuse when he was forced 
to realize that no terms could be achieved with so untrust
worthy a Power. He might have hesitated to destroy the 
great achievement of his brother, who had laboured with 
Herr Stresemann to bring about appeasement and had 
deemed the security of Czechoslovakia essential to his plan. 
At least he might have realized how frail was the edifice of 
appeasement which he had built at the sacrifice of Czecho
slovakia, and have concentrated on the work of preserving 
the shattered Republic. His inaction was the more sur
prising, because on returning home he had started an 
energetic drive to improve defence, including the pressing 
on of precautions against air attack, which could only mean 
that he feared war, despite the formal assurance of the 
contrary in his peace pact. Nothing, of course, was more 
embarrassing than this attitude, and Herr Hitler naturally 
saw in it evidence that the pact was merely a device to blind 
him to the Premier's design of ultimate revenge for his 
defeat at Munich. Unluckily, some countenance to this 
view was given by those circles in Britain which defended 
the Premier's action, not on the grounds which he gave, 
but on the score that he was merely playing for time to 
make an effective resistance. 
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The Fuhrer is said by Lord Halifax 1 to have repented of 
having yielded peace without an exploit of arms, and at any 
rate he soon showed that he was determined to keep Britain 
on her good behaviour. On 9th October, on 6th and 8th 
November, he denounced the warmongers in Britain, in 
special Mr. Churchill, Mr. Eden, and Mr. Duff Cooper, 
and . gave plain warning that he could not regard a Britain 
which placed them in power as friendly, and Mr. Chamber
lain indicated his sympathy with this point of view by using 
his speech of 1st November to contend that criticism of 
Munich was equivalent to a bird fouling its own nest. 
Encouraged by his pacifism, German papers actually accused 
some British statesmen of complicity in the murder of Herr 
von Rath in Paris, nor could any satisfaction be obtained, 
while British relations with Germany were rendered tense 
by the fme of £80,000,000 and other disabilities placed 
on Jews, after a pogrom had been arranged in which syna
gogues were freely destroyed. When the Premier himself 
addressed the Foreign Press Association in December, the 
German members and their Ambassador absented them
selves because Mr. Chamberlain had had the temerity to 
deprecate denunciations of Lord Baldwin, who had broad
cast an appeal for the Jewish victims of the German madness. 

Meanwhile, Germany had worked steadily to secure an 
accord with hance, reached on 6th December,' which put 
(or them the position recorded in Mr. Chamberlain's peace 
pact. It recorded their agreement on the necessity of peace, 
the absence of any territorial question between them, and 
the finality of the Franco-German boundary, and subject 
to their relations to other Powers to consult on any inter-

1 January 20, 1940. J French Yellow Book. pp. 38£. 
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national difficulty. It was later alleged by Herr von Ribben
trop I that in his conversations with M. Bonnet he had 
received assurance that thereafter Czechoslovakia would not 
form the subject of an exchange of opinions, which meant 
that France had disinterested herself with regard to Czecho
slovakia, as Britain was supposed to have done. 

This point is of grave importance. On 2nd November 
the frontier issue with Hungary was decided by the Italo
German award at Vienna, and there could be no question 
but that the decision of the terms of the guarantee to be 
given to Czechoslovakia by Britain, France, Germany, and 
Italy should then have been immediately taken up. That 
patent duty seems to have been neglected by both British 
and French diplomacy for the moment, but on 14th 
December' M. Bonnet did broach the subject with Herr 
von Ribbentrop, who showed himself far from interested, 
and on 22nd December 3 the French Ambassador at Berlin 
reported that Herr von Weizsacker had intimated the 
expectation that the idea of a guarantee should be dropped, 
and that Germany alone should give any guarantee needed. 
Mr. ChamberJ.in ' seems to have taken no serious step until 
his visit to Italy to pay homage to the King as Emperor of 
Ethiopia. He then touched on the hostility to France which 
had manifested itself in the Chamber of Deputies in demands 
for Corsica and Nice, and he ascertained that the Duce was 
not unwilling to consider a guarantee of Czechmlovakia, if 
satisfied on the constitution of the conntry, on its neutrality, 
and the actual delimitation in detail of the frontier. It will 
be seen that Italy thus repudiated her obligation under the 

1 Ibid., pp. lIlff. Z Ibid., p. 42. a Ibid., p. 48. 
• H"usc of Commons. January 31, 1939. 
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Munich terms, making its fulfilment dependent on wholly 
new conditions, negativing the independence of Czecho
slovakia. Britain and France were patently under the 
necessity of swift action, but not until 4th February did 
M. Bonnet send the Ambassador instructions to make 
inquiries,' which remained unanswered until 2nd March,' 
when the reply was wholly in the negative, and strong 
exception was taken to any Anglo-French guarantee, as 
involving the undesirable interference of the Western 
Powers with eastern Europe; British difficulties in a de
limitation of Palestine were pointedly recalled, and stress 
was laid on discontent in Czechoslovakia with the Vienna 
decision as to her boundaries. A further obstacle to any 
action was the disturbed internal conditions of the country. 

It is almost incredible, in view of this absolute repudiation 
of western intervention to guarantee Czechoslovakia, that 
British opinion as to the situation down to 10th March 3 

was deliberately encouraged on behalf of the Premier to be 
optimistic, so that the Press on the eve of disaster was 
totally deceived. It is impossible to fmd any excuse for 
this deliberate misleading of the Press, which was entitled 
to expect good faith from the Premier and Lord Halifax ; 
action of this kind has the fatal disadvantage that it spread 
distrust on all government assurances, and that that distrust 
is completely justified. Not only was the German reply 
of 2nd March known, but on 18th February' the French 
Minister at Prague had enumerated the ten conditions for 
a German guarantee. They demanded the withdrawal 
of Czechoslovakia from the League; the assimilation of its 

1 Fmuh Yellow Book, p. 60 . 
• 345 H.C. Deb. 5 s. 1883. 
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foreign policy to that of Germany. with adherence to the 
Anti-Comintem Pact; complete neutrality was to be 
exacted; a portion of the gold reserve of CzechoslovalUa 
to be handed over; the markets of Czechoslovakia were 
to be open to the industries of the Sudeten Germans, who 
were also to have special fmancial advantages; the Anti
Semitic laws were to be applied in the republic; any 
officials disliked by Germany were to be dismissed; and 
the Germans in Czechoslovakia must be allowed to wear 
their insignia, and display the Hitler flag. There was also 
ample advice from British and French diplomats that Herr 
Hider had resolved on the acquisition of Czechoslovakia 
for the Reich. In these circumstances optimism was 
criminal folly; yet on 9th March the government informed 
the Press that the international situation seemed to give less 
cause for anxiety than for some time past, that they were 
ihclined to be optimistic, and that an arms limitation 
conference seemed to be within the bounds of practical 
politics before the end of the year. 

Never has governmental stupidity been more rapidly 
revealed. On loth March 1 the Czechoslovak Government 
had to dismiss Dr. Tiso, the Slovak Premier, and three 
ministers for their determination to separate Slovakia from 
the rest of the Republic, a movement clearly supported and 
engineered by Germany. Dr. Tiso appealed to Herr Hitler, 
who was ready to take immediate action. Lies were im
mediately broadcast alleging grave disorder and danger to 
German lives in SlovalUa and Moravia. On the night of 
the 13th inst. Dr. Tiso was in conclave with the Fiihrer; 

1 Fr""h Yellow Book. pp. 7otf; Ripka, op. cit., pp. 359tf; Centrol 
a"opeM Observer. 1940. pp. 2Sff. 44. 
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by his order, on the 14th Slovakia proclaimed her inde
pendence; fourteen divisions were massed on the borders of 
Bohemia and Moravia, and troops penetrated to Moravsb
Ostrava. President Hacha and his Foreign Minister were 
received by the Fiihrer, who, aided by Dr. Goebbels and 
Field-Marshal Goring, dictated terms to them; the aged 
and feeble President fainted, but was revived to sign an 
instrument declaring that 1 "Both sides gave expression 
to their mutual conviction that the aim of all efforts in this 
part of central Europe should be the safeguarding of calm, 
order, and peace. The Czechoslovak President declared 
that, in order to serve this purpose, and in order to secure 
final pacification, he placed the destiny of the Czech people 
and country with confidence in the hands of the Fiihrer of 
the German Reich. The Fiihrer accepted this declaration, 
and expressed his determination to take the Czech people 
under the protection of the German Reich, and to guarantee 
to it an autonomous development of its national life with 
its particular characteristics." The moral value of such 
an accord is obviously worthless, but it must be added that 
the Fiihrer threatened an immediate bombardment of 
Prague if there were refusal. His troops streamed in en 
masse on the morning of the 15th, followed by himself, and 
on the 16th he declared Bohemia and Moravia to be a part 
of the territories of the Reich with the status of a pro
tectorate. Slovakia at the same time surrendered her inde
pendence' and became a protectorate proper, while 
Hungary, which had begun operations on the 14th with an 

1 345 H.C. Deb. 5 s. 88S£. 
, French Yellow &ok, pp. 77ff. A formal treaty was reached on 

March '3, 1939. See Polish White Book. pp. 591". 
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ultimatum, seized the Carpatho-Ukraine. and by accord with 
Poland established contact with that country, thus making 
good what she was refused by the decision of Vienna. 

All the vital facts were before the Prime Minister when. 
on 15th March, he conveyed them to the Commons. 
Turning to the guarantee, he declared that the situation had 
radically altered since the Slovak diet declared the inde
pendence of Slovakia. 1 "The effect of this declaration 
put an end by internal disruption to the state whose 
frontiers we had proposed to guarantee. and accordingly 
the condition of affairs described by the Secretary of State 
for the Dominions [the acceptance of a moral guarantee J. 
which was always regarded by us as being only of a 
transitory nature, has noW ceased to exist, and His Majesty's 
Government cannot accordingly hold themselves any 
longer bound by this obligation." No more unjustifiable 
repudiation of a moral obligation can well be imagined. 
The guarantee should long since have been made formal 
and fully operative; France and Britain had never put any 
pressure on Germany or Italy to carry out the solemn 
obligation imposed at Munich. and they had deprived 
Czechoslovakia of the one tangible gain which, according 
to the Premier. was to make up for her Ims of territory and 
fortiftcations. After tillS grave failure in duty, when 
Slovakia-under German persuasion. in order to save herself 
from the destruction which was known to be awaiting the 
republic-declared at the bidding of Herr Hitler her inde
pendence. Me. Chamberlain considered it compatible with 
the national honour to disavow the guarantee. No Power 
can be reproached by Britain with breach of faith without 

1 34S H.C. Deb. 5 s. 437; see Mr. Dalton's criticism, 540f. 
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demanding the retort that no state has excelled Britain in 
the breach alike of formal treaties and of moral ohligations. 
The Dominions Secretary, who had accepted the obligation, 
should clearly have declined to remain in a Ministry which 
thus destroyed his word. It is indeed probable that the 
pledge of Sir T. Inskip was regarded with scant satisfaction 
at the time when it was given, and that the Premier Was 
only too pleased to take the first possible opportunity to 
free himself from it. 

It may, of course, be asked, How could the pledge be 
honoured when Czechoslovakia never appealed for action 1 

The answer is that it could not be honoured, whether the 
President appealed or not, and this reveals the wholly dis
creditable nature of the guarantee. Mr. Chamberlain and 
M. Daladier must have known that they could not keep 
faith, once Czechoslovakia lost her fortifications, and that 
in promising a guarantee they were acting like financiers 
who guarantee sums they know they cannot pay, on the 
speculative chance that things will so work out that they 
will never be confronted with the need of action. They 
knew also that the promise would very remarkably simplify 
their task to prove to their people that they had worked 
well at Munich, and in fact in both countries the guarantee 
was extolled by supporters of the Prime Minister on evety 
hand, while in France it helped to save M. Daladier from 
the storm of indignation which should have rewarded her 
perfidy to Czechoslovakia. But to give guarantees which 
you know you cannot keep is a di,honourable act, and, while 
financiers may disregard their own honour, Prime Ministers 
have to remember that the honour of their countries should 
not be pledged without all reasonable certainty that any 
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undertaking shall be made good. The disastrous effect of 
their action was to be seen in September, when Herr Hitler, 
almost to the last moment, could not believe that Mr. 
Chamberlain would keep to Poland a pledge which he 
had dishonoured for Czechoslovakia; thus the Premiers 
prepared the way for a war wherein success must mean 
death for hundreds of thousands, even millions. Nor, of 
course, are their colleagues guiltless; it is almost incredible 
that Sir S. Hoare should, on 3rd October, have asserted I 

" I myself believe that the international guarantee in which 
we have taken part will more than compensate for the loss 
of the strategic frontier." Is there no limit to human 
credulity, and will such naivete serve us when applied to 
the conduct of the war! It must be added that 
Mr. Chamberlain again deliberately repudiated the binding 
force of the League Covenant: .. We had no treaty 
liabilities to Czechoslovakia; we had always refused to 
accept any such obligations." Stress must be laid on this 
confirmation of his dictum of October 6, 1938, whose 
validity had not gone unassailed. 

We have seen that Germany has insisted that the 
Western Powers had really retired from interest in 
Czechoslovakia, and colour is lent to this doctrine by 
Mr. Chamberlain's attitude.' He took the view that the 
Munich settlement was right, and had received the approval 
of the vast majority of world opinion-which was hardly 
true. But the state had become disintegrated, and the 
settlement has not proved to be final. .. That mayor may 

1 339 H.C. Deb. 5 s. 156; for Sir T. Inskip's pledge lee ibid., 303. 
I 345 H.C. Deb. S s. 439. The French attitude was much the samr ; 

A. Werth. FrllnCf and Munich, pp. 383ft". 
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not have proved to be inevitable, and I have so often 
heard charges of breach of faith bandied about which did 
not seem to me to be founded on sufficient premises, that 
I do not wish to associate myself to-day with any charges 
of that character." All that he did say was that he could 
not "believe that anything of the kind which has now 
taken place was contemplated by any of the signatories to 
the Munich agreement at the time of its signature." He 
disapproved unilateral action, nor, even if the Czech Govern
ment had acquiesced, could the manner in which the 
changes had been brought about be held to be in accord 
with the spirit of Munich. Moreover, Germany was now 
for the first time effecting a military occupation of territory 
inhabited by persons of another race. Still, he would 
pursue the path of peace. 

These pale declarations had vanished when Mr. 
Chamberlain spoke at Birmingham on 17th March.' The 
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luckily failed to do, but he also undermined their future 
position by declaring that, if France and Britain had fought 
in 1938, and had been victorious-" never could we have 
reconstructed Czechoslovakia as she was framed by the 
treaty of Versailles." He thus precluded himself from 
agreeing to the natural Czech aspiration to secure again by 
the present war the splendid frontier which was theirs. He 
asserted, however, that, despite his love for peace, he 
would be prepared to fight for liberty. But, while accusing 
Herr Hitler of having departed thus from the assurances 
given to him regarding his disinterestedness in non-Germans, 
he did not explain in any way why he had acquiesced for 
months in the failure of Germany to accord a guarantee, 
which must have shown any competent observer that the 
FUhrer had no intention of honouring his pledge. Yet it 
must be admitted that his failure could only be interpreted 
in the light that he had, as Berr Hitler believed, like M. 
Daladier, disinterested himself in the fate of Czechoslovakia. 
Nor is it surprising that the FUhrer derived this view from 
the happenings at Munich. 

Words, of course, meant nothing, and not only did 
Britain recognize Slovakian independence de facto, but, 
while protesting I against the action of Germany as having 
any basis in law, she determined despite many protests to 
apply to Germany for the grant of an exequatur for a Consul
General at Prague, which admittedly meant recognition de 
facto of the annexation, but the application was accompanied 
by a repetition of the British attitude on the legal aspect 

1 March 17. 1939: also France; French Yellow &ok. pp. 87. 97. 
Russia made a convincing denunciation, March 19. 1939; Cenlrtll 
European Observer. 1940, p. 32. 
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of the case, and Germany very properly declined to accord 
the exequatur.' A further effort at conciliation must be 
noted. The Bank for International Settlements transferred 
from London some £6,000,000 in gold which represented 
Czechoslovakian funds to Germany. Mr. Churchill, among 
others, deprecated this accession of strength to an obviously 
hostile Germany, but Sir John Simon insisted' that the 
Bank enjoyed under treary international recognition and 
freedom from control, so that the directors of the Bank 
of England, who sat on its control, were not subject to him 
nor bound to consult him. The worthlessness of this 
apologia was patent; the annexation of Czechoslovakia 
was regarded as illegal by the British Government, which 
was fully entitled to disregard the status of the Bank, and 
to legislate to safeguard the Czechoslovakian funds from 
appropriation by Germany. Moreover, insistence on the 
lack of power to control the British directors was rendered 
ludicrous by the fact that the German directors were, 
contrary to the statute of the Bank, under the direct control 
of the government whose officers they were. The episode 
exposed the lack of patriotic zeal on the part of the directors 
and the grave weakness of Sir John Simon, and went far 
to convince the public that without Mr. Churchill's stead
fast devotion to his country the Ministry could not be trusted 
to protect the needs of Britain. It was no doubt Sir J. 
Simon's desire to placate the Fiihrer, but he ought to have 
known that the time for that was over, and the injury 
which he thus permitted to be done to his country must 
have been increased by the conviction which Herr Hitler 

1 Mr. Butler, House of Commons, July 31,1939 . 
• May 26, 1939. Cf 348, H.C. Deb. l s. 1099ff. 2oo6ff. 
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must have derived thence that Britain still strove for peace 
at any price. The same view was doubtless taken of the 
request for an exequatur; business considerations, it must 
have been thought, overweigh with Britain pedantic ideas 
of keeping faith. Indeed, under British law de facto recog
nition has all the legal effects of de jure recognition, so that we 
know that, had Germany consented, Britain would have for 
ever renounced all interest in the fate of Czechoslovakia. 

As it is, at no time has Mr. Chamberlain modified his 
attitude that the acquisition by Germany of all territory 
where live a majority of Germans is sound and must be 
respected; thus, while the restoration of Czechoslovakia 
has been adopted by him as a war aim, as in his broadcast 
of 24th February, it is the restoration of a new Czecho
slovakia whose life may well prove as precarious as that of 
its predecessor. There are such things as strategic con
siderations, and, as Germany during the war has of her own 
free will determined on the justice of removing populations 
from foreign lands, it is legitimate to hope that in any 
peace settlement such a removal may render it possible once 
more to establish the old frontiers of the kingdom of 
Bohemia. But it must be noted that Mr. Chamberlain's 
doctrine of the justice of racial reunion does not possess 
the value which he and others have often placed upon it. 
His treatment of the Sudeten Germans as naturally falling 
to be forced into the Reich was morally unsound; it is 
unprincipled to regard a man because of his nationality as 
compelled to desire to be tmder the political system which 
others of that nationality may like, and the Premier's 
attitude on the Czechoslovak question was gravely injured 
by his facile acceptance of a false ideal. A little knowledge ! 
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5. Memelland 

Herr Hitler, realizing from the impotence of the western 
states that further aggression would be safe, at once pro
ceeded to demand from the Foreign Minister of Lithuania 
the .surrender of the Memelland.' The ultimatum gave a 
maximum of four days, and it was intimated that any 
attempt to communicate with other Powers for aid would 
be met with military force. Surrender was inevitable. On 
December 12,1938, and on 16th March the British Govern
ment had explained to Lithuania that it could only en
deavour to afford aid to secure respect for the Statute of 
1924 governing the status of the territory so far as it was 
in their power, and naturally the Lithuanian Government 
made no appeal, but agreed on 22nd March to immediate 
return of the area, with the grant to Lithuania of a free 
harbour zone. Both Powers further agreed not to usc 
force against the other or to support the use of force directed 
by a third party. The British Government expressed 
sympathy with Lithuania in the fait accompli, but it was 
difficult to take the episode very seriously as compared with 
that of Czechoslovakia. Lithuania's own title rested on 
force exerted in 1923 ' in defiance of the Allies, and, though 
the acceptance by Lithuania of the Statute of 1924, prepared 
tinder League auspices, regularized the position, it could 
hardly be denied that the Germans had disliked the tutelage, 
and had for years been instigated by Nazi propaganda to 

work for their freedom from connection with Lithuania. 

I 345 H.c. Deb. S 5. uSSf. 1684f. 
I Survey I.t. Ajf, '920--23, pp . • 60; '935, i. 2461f. 
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While, then, the mode of termination was brutal and illegal. 
it is hardly doubtful that the end could hardly be resisted on 
any grounds of British interest. 

The utter eclipse of the League was marked in either 
case; the destruction of Czechoslovakia and the return of 
Memelland came before neither Council nor Assembly. A 
further evideuce of the worthlessness of the Anglo-German 
declaration at Munich was afforded by the failure of Ger
many to consult with Britain on the issue, and another 
breach of an assurance given, that no change would be 
made in the status of Memelland so long as Lithuania 
observed the Statute, was duly recorded by those curious 
to know how often the Fiihrer had shown that his promises 
meant nothing. 



CHAPTER VI 

nIE PROXIMATE CAUSE OF THE WAR-GERMANY AND 

POLAND 

I. The Franco-British Alliance with Poland 

THE shock of the absorption of Czechoslovakia and of 
Memelland by unilateral decision, excluding any inRuence 
of Britain or France on the course of events, compelled 
Mr. Chamberlain to revise in vital aspects his political 
oudook. Hitherto 1 he had denounced the plan of alliance 
as a counsel of despair, but now he appreciated that the old 
plan had the merit, as compared with his efforts of appease
ment, of preserving the liberty of states. On March 23, 
1939.' he emphatically disclaimed any desire to stand in the 
way of any reasonable efforts of Germany to expand her 
export trade, but stated his readiness by all means .. in our 
power" to oppose a procedure under which independent 
states were subjected to such pressure under threat of force 
as to be obliged to yield up their independence. On 31 st 
March' he announced the vital decision that Britain and 
France would support Poland" in the event of any action 
which clearly threatened Polish independence, and which 
the Polish Government accordingly considered it vital to 

resist." On 6th April' it was announced that the agree-

1 ll9 H.C. Deb. 5 s. 649 . 
• Ibid., '4'5; if. 247Sff. 
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ment of assistance was to be mutual. and a formal pact was 
to follow; it was signed on 25th August.' This sign that 
the period of British retreat had ended was followed by a 
swift stroke by the Duce, who, striking at Albania on 7th 
April. had secured the offer of the Crown for his sovereign 
by 13th April, as recorded below. On the 13th France and 
Britain, now in effective co-operation. promised unilateral 
aid to Greece and Rumania if their independence was 
menaced, and on 12th Maya mutual guarantee of support 
with Turkey was announced. 

Simultaneously with this return to saner principles, the 
Premier announced on 26th April the introduction of com
pulsory training of youths between twenty and twenty-one 
for six months. The announcement caused deep appre
ciation of the crisis. for the government had no mandate 
for a vital departure from precedent, and after Munich the 
Premier had pledged himself not to adopt conscription in 
peace. He had now virtually to confess that war was 
imminent, as the only way of excusing a breach of faith. 

The essential question arises, Was the Polish alliance 
justified. or did it bring war upon Europe by encouraging 
the Poles to resist moderate and reasonable proposals, in 
harmony with the principles professed by the Premier 1 

The question is not wholly easy to answer, for it is extremely 
difficult to regard it free from considerations drawn from 
the treatment of Czechoslovakia. But the cases are very 
different in important respects, and it is easy to see how the 
Fiihrer could not anticipate any very serious resistance by 
France or Britain. Czechoslovakia was essentially a demo
cratic state, with a strongly defended frontier, a fine army, 

1 Cmd. 6106, p. J7. 
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a capable President who for years had struggled hard to 
uphold the principles of the League of Nations, and for 
a prolonged period had laboured hard to secure peace in 
Europe, acting as a centre of stability amid troubled sur
roundings. Her treatment of minorities was far above the 
average, if not perfect; she had produced new proposals 
which assured the Germans the widest autonomy. Poland, 
on the other hand, was a state under the rule of an un
attractive oligarchy, which was clearly incompetent polit
ically and economically; the fmal power since the destruc
tion of the constitution by Marshal pilsudski rested with a 
successor whose military incompetence was to result in 
inflicting on his country by far the most discreditable defeat 
in its long and melancholy list of reverses. Its army was 
known to be badly equipped, its frontiers ill defended, its 
air force far below that of Germany. It held within its 
boundaries large masses of non-Poles, whose lands had been 
won by war and extended far beyond the line deemed wise 
by Lord Curzon when the treaty of peace was under dis
cussion. I Moreover, there were no worse treated minorities 
in Europe save the Germans of the South Tyrol, for whom 
a mode of release was shortly to be fOllild in evacuation.' 
The peasants, even those of Polish race, had been neglected 
by a long series of incompetent and corrupt politicians . 
. Law, liberty, equality, justice were strangers to the 
state.a 

1 Lloyd George', The Truth about the Peace Treaties, ii. 98off; R. L 
Buell. Poland (1939). 

t On German grievances see Survey Int. AjJ. 1937. i. 387fT'; Lloyd 
George, op. cit., ii. I384ff. 

• Cf. Keith, The King, the Constitution. the Empire. and Foreign Affairs, 
1936-37, pp. 133, '34· 
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It was natural to suppose that Britain, which had 
sacrificed Czechoslovakia, would hesitate to commit herself 
to alliance with such a state, and above all, an alliance which 
allowed Poland, not Britain, to decide when a casus belli 
had arisen. The Premier had always shown himself to 
dislike any binding ties whence war might spring, and it 
would surely be impossible for him to commit himself if 
it were shown that Poland had been generously treated by 
Germany and had been given an offer of a fair and even 
generous kind. And, in fact, such an offer could be said 
to have been given. But it can only be understood with 
relation to the attitude of Germany to Poland since their 
pact of January 26, 1934. 

2. Poland's Relations wit" Germany 

That treaty represented a remarkable alteration of the 
position of Poland. From the first she had grave difficulties 
to face. Her western boundary rested on League Council 
decisions which gave Germany a standing grievance regard
ing Danzig; the so-called Polish Corridor separating western 
Germany from East Prussia, an area racially German; and 
Polish Silesia, wherein there was a considerable minority. 
Her eastern boundary rested on force of arms, for it was won 
by the defeat of Russia. She had thus rwo dangerous 
neighbours, and her obvious ally was France, and it was 
with the aid of Britain and France that she obtained a dis
tinct measure of reassurance regarding Germany through 
the terms of the treaty with that Power negotiated at 
Locarno, and reinforced by a French treaty. But relations 
with France were not wholly harmonious. Polish military 
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circles did not like the fact that it was due to the advice 
of a French general that she had been saved from Russia 
at a moment when the British Government was contem
plating the acceptance by Poland of a completely humiliat
ing peace dictated by the Soviet Government. Nor did 
Poland like the admission of Germany to the League with 
a permanent seat on the Council, while she herself could 
continue thereon only by the favour of the Assembly.! 
In 1933 occurred a manceuvre by Italy which deeply 
annoyed Poland and weakened her regard for France. 
To the Duce the position of the great Powers in the League 
had long seemed unsatisfactory. The need of carrying with 
them for any policy the minor states diminished the utility 
of the League, and for disarmament they did not count. 
But he was strongly convinced that peace could not be had 
without treaty revision, and such revision must be that 
affecting Poland, for Hungarian, Bulgarian, or Austrian 
grievances could not by themselves endanger peace. He 
suggested therefore to Mr. R. Macdonald, on March 18, 

1933, at the Disarmament Conference the idea of a pact,' 
between Britain, France, Germany, and Italy, whose purpose 
should be peace, and whose essential detail treaty revision. 
The scheme miscarried utterly in its Italian form, for the 
permanent Council of the Little Entente Powers protested 
bitterly-with the support of the Press of their countries, 
France, and Poland-and, as modified and signed on 
8th June, it lacked any real value. 

The effect of these negotiations on Poland was to deter
mine Marshal Pilsudski to accept an offer by Germany of 

1 Stresemann. Diaries, ii. SOJt[ 
I Keith, Int. Aff.. 1918-37. i. 272.ff. 
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a ten years pact,' during which both Powers renounced 
the use of force in the settlement of differences arising 
between them. The pact looked rather meaningless, as the 
Powers were already bound to avoid use of war by the 
Kellogg Pact, signed by both, but it marked a new outlook 
on the part of Poland. The Fuhrer was held to be irrevo
cably opposed to Russia, and the idea which won the minds 
of the incompetent Polish Government was that it could 
playoff Russia against Germany instead of having to 

face their cordial relations, since the treaty of Rapallo in 
1922 had created a friendship not without danger for Poland. 
It would thus be possible to emancipate Poland from too 
great dependence on France, and to inaugurate a policy of 
seeking to become a neutral buffer state between the two 
deadly enemies, renouncing the duties of collective security. 
The inevitable tendency of the new policy was to estrange 
France and Poland, while her oligarchic government felt 
itself in closer ideological connection with Germany than 
with French democracy. Marshal Pilsudski, unhappily for 
his country, was not of the calibre of the Duce; like 
General Primo de Rivera he could keep his state peaceful 
by his command over the army and his popularity as the 
liberator, but his mind, clouded perhaps by disease, was 
destitute of constructive ideas, and he did nothing whatever 
ro solve a single Polish problem, while Colonel Beck, in 
whose hands the details of foreign policy lay, was without 
foresight, and his efforts to play Germany off against France, 
and vice versa, merely earned him distrust, fully justified, 

1 January 26. 1934. Survey Int. AJf.. 1933. pp. 18lif; 1934. pp. 386f; 
1935. i. 204ff, 211, 275. 288f.; French Yellow Book, pp. 144ff (M. Noel. 
May 2, 1939) i Polish White Book, pp. lof. 
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from both. There was the further dilliculty that Germany 
never regarded the pact as excluding negotiations for the 
satisfaction of her demands during its currency, while 
Poland believed that it had ten years' respite from any 
claims.' 

The result of the new relations between Poland and 
Germany was naturally distrust in Europe, and in March 
1938 it seemed to be justified when Poland presented an 
ultimatum to Lithuania, with which diplomatic relations 
had been severed since Poland deprived the state of Vilna. 
Her attitude must clearly have had German sanction, and 
Lithuania decided to yield to the claim that diplomatic 
relations should be resumed; the pretext made was that of 
a border shooting episode, but Poland did not press her 
success, and no great harm was done. It was, however, 
a clear violation of the Kellogg Pact, and showed the low 
morality of the Polish ministry. It is clear that in the 
following months Poland was in close relations with Ger
many, and must have appreciated fully the determination 
of the Fuhrer to take possession of the Sudeten area. Thus, 
when Germany struck, it was easy for Poland, fresh from 
discussions with Herr Hitler, to aid in the ruin of Czecho
slovakia by armed intervention and the forced appropria
tion of a far larger territorial acquisition than ethnography 
could justify. For Polish action there could be no 
'shadow of an excuse. It was a violation of obligation, 
deliberate and brutal, depriving Poland of any claim 
to sympathy and associating her as an accomplice with the 
Fuhrer. 

There can be no doubt that at this moment and later 

, M. Noe~ April2S, '939; French Yellow Book. p. 140. 
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Germany entered into conversations with Poland, which 
were aimed at securing accord for a joint attack on Russia, 
which would secure lands for both Powers at the expense 
of that state.' But another project appears to have been 
placed before Colonel Beck when he saw the Fuhrer at 
Berchtesgaden; he was shown a map of Europe modified 
in the Fuhrer's hand (we know that he loves to study maps) 
whereon appeared Danzig and the Conidor as German, 
Lithuania and Meme! as Polish. Poland would thus receive 
access to the sea to make up for the loss of Danzig and the 
Corridor, and no doubt the way would be open for the 
twO Powers to deal with Russia at their leisure. The 
Polish White Book now shows that as early as October 
24, 1938, Herr von Ribbentrop asked for Danzig and 
extra-territorial communications across POlllorzc, Poland 
and Germany to act towards Russia on the basis of 
the Anti-Comintem Pact, to co-operate in colonial 
questions, and to promote emigration of Jews from 
Poland. 

How far Poland was taken into the secret of the annexa
tion of Bohemia and Moravia is unknown. But the rapidity 
with which was accomplished the Hungarian seizure of 
Ruthenia, thus establishing the connection with Poland 
which the award of Vienna had negatived, suggests that 
Poland had been fully alive to the truth of a situation which 
the British Premier so completely misunderstood as late as 
March 9, 1939. At any rate, a few days after, the German 
proposals for a settlement of relations were received. They 
were not in the least novel. The French Ambassador at 
Warsaw had reported on 4th February that Poland had 

I FrelJeir Yellow Book, pp. 143. 16If. Cf Polis!, Mite Book~ pp. 47ft: 
393 
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rejected the essential condition demanded by Germany 
regarding the Corridor.' 

According to the Fiihrer, speaking on 23rd April,' 
the terms put before Poland on 21st March were these: 
(1) Danzig should return as a free state into the framework 
of the Reich; (2) Germany should receive a route through 
the .Corridor and a railway line possessing the same extra
territorial status for Germany as the Corridor had for 
Poland. In return Poland was given an offer by Germany 
(1) to recognize all Polish economic rights in Danzig; (2) 
to ensure for Poland a free harbour in Danzig, of any size 
desired, which would have completely free access to the sea; 
(3) to accept at the same time the present boundaries with 
Poland, and to regard them as ultimate; (4) to conclude 
a twenty-five years non-aggression treaty with Germany, 
a treaty which would therefore extend far beyond the 
duration of Herr Hitler's life; and (5) to guarantee the 
independence of me Slovak State by Germany, Poland, and 
Hungary, jointly, which meant in practice the renunciation 
of any unilateral German hegemony in the territory. 

Were these propositions actually made in their entirety 1 

Colonel Beck on 5th May • denied this claim. The idea of 
• triple guarantee of Slovakia had never been brought before 
him until 28th April, and it was flatly incompatible with the 
political and military protectorate of the Reich over 
Slovakia, which had been announced several days before 
the German conversation of 21St March. There had been 
allusions only by the German representatives to the possi
bility of discussions over the status of Slovakia if a general 

1 French YellolV Book, p. 59. • ClOd. 6>06, pp. >Iff. 
I Ibid., p. 27. 
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agreement could be attained. This suggests that in effect 
Germany did make the offer to reconsider the status of 
Slovakia, and the importance of such an offer was clear, as 
is shown by the grave damage to Poland in the war through 
the possession by Germany of full power to use that territory 
as a basis of operations. Colonel Beck also denied that any 
concrete offer of a non-aggression pact had been made, 
but admitted that the matter had been mentioned by 
eminent representatives of the German Government. Dr. 
Kriegk-in the Nachtausgabe of 6th May; in a semi-official 
refutation of the Polish case-insists that the project was 
defmitely communicated to Colonel Beck by the Fiihrer 
himself on 5th January, and it seemS most probable that 
this was true. He contends also that the issues had been 
all dealt with, and must have been known to the Polish 
ministry from Beck's own communications with the Fiihrer 
and Herr von Ribbentrop, and those between his Ambassa
dor at Berlin and the German Foreign Office, in October 
1935 and January and March 1939. It is frankly very 
difficult to resist the interpretation that the offer in substance 
was fully understood by Poland.' 

The Polish response was an offer of a joint guarantee 
of the separate character of the free city of Danzig, the 
existence of which was to be based on the complete freedom 
of the people in internal affairs and on the assurance of 
respect for Polish rights and interests. As regards com
munication across the province of Pomorze, misnamed the 
Corridor, Poland would facilitate the transit of persons 

1 French Yellow Book, p. 16I. 

I All the points (save that as to Slovakia which only arose in March 
1939) were mentioned at Berlin on 24th October; Polish White &olt, p. 47. 
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from the Reich ro East Prussia, and remove any technical 
difficulties as regards rail or motor traffic. She was anxious 
to secure the most liberal treatment of travellers, but could 
not cede her sovereignty over the territory traversed by 
railways or motor roads. Her concessions in this regard, 
however, must be dependent on the decision of Germany 
to agree to her view as to Danzig. The Polish reply was 
represented by the Fiihrer on 28th April as a rejection of his 
offer, and as merely intimating readiness (I) to negotiate 
on the question of a substitute for the Commissioner of the 
League of Nations at Danzig, and (2) to consider facilities 
for the transit traffic through the Corridor. Colonel Beck 
on 5th May criticized this method of treating his counter
proposals and of representing his guarantee procedure as 
merely concerned with the position of the High Com
missioner in Danzig, but frankly it is clear that he had 
refused defmitively, afrer much earlier discussion, the 
essential German proposals, and Dr. Kriegk asserts, with 
every appearance of accuracy, that the Polish Ambassador 
when presenting the reply of 26th March was told explicitlr 
that it was regarded as a refusaP Moreover, the Fuhrer 
adds that the partial mobilization then ordered by Poland 
indicated that she did not regard her reply as affording an 
occasion for friendly discussions. Her trne attitude was 
shown in the negotiations which followed with Britain for 
a guarantee pact. 

Herr Hitler was silent on the wider schemes which he 
had voiced to Colonel Beck, and the latter merely alluded 

1 This agreC's with M. Lipsu's report; ibid. p. 68. His report of 
the German offer of 21St March shows that Slovakia was keenly discussed, 
and asserts thac the German coup at Prague was not arran~ed \\':ith 
Poland, which was also deceived as to Mcmel. 
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to them in ambiguous terms, reserving the right to recur to 
them later on. On the whole, however, it is really not 
doubtful what was offered to Poland. Was she wrong to 
refuse these terms! And should Britaiu, by according a 
treaty, have approved, ex post facto, the Polish refusal! In 
considering the second question, we must nOte that Poland 
had rejected the proposals before she had sought British 
support, so that the problem for Britain was not to give 
advice on an issue on which Poland had not committed 
herself, but to decide whether to accept the fait accompli 
and to deal with the situation thus created. It was, of course, 
open to her to counsel reconsideration of the Polish attitude, 
but it may have been clear that Poland would not have 
agreed on any ground thus to act. 

There was, of course, a good deal to say for the German 
claim for Dar zig, and Poland ill that regard had acted with 
much folly. The Filhrer, with his usual skill, had seen that 
the method of recovering Danzig was to convert it into a 
Nazi stronghold; early in 1933 the government there, 
autonomous in all internal affairs, was a coalition one, and 
in a Volkstag of seventy-two there were only thirteen Nazi 
members. But the ill-luck of such a number was for their 
opponents. With Nazi tactics 1 they forced a dissolution 
and 0 btained a majority over all other sections of four; on 
the strength of this they proceeded to convett Danzig into 
a Nazi state. The constitution was steadily violated by 
illegal acts against Jews and political opponents, especially 
after Herr Greiser became President of the Senate, and the 
Flihrer supplied as Gauleiter a German, Herr Forster, who 
was not even a Danzig citizen. But the League still was 

1 Survey Int. Afft 1935. i. 210ff. 
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ready to listen to appeals from the minorities, and the 
High Commissioner, Mr. S. Lester, was ftrm within the 
limits of his powers. The Permanent Court, on reference 
from the League, asserted that in Danzig as a Rechtsstaat, 
certain legislative measures destructive of personal liberty 
and freedom of speech were unconstitutional,' and during 
the brief heyday of the League, when sanctions were still 
ill force, Herr Greiser appeared before the Council in 
January 1936 and promised reformation, and the legislation 
was revoked in February. In July, however, the fatal effects 
of the withdrawal of sanctions against Italy and the !talo
German rapprochement were visible. Germany had allowed 
renewal of disturbances in June, Herr Forster had declared 
that as Gauleiter he owed responsibility to the Fiihrer only, 
and the High Commissioner had been deliberately insulted 
on the occasion of the visit of the German cruiser Leipzig. 
Before the League Herr Greiser was defiant and insolent; 
in September the League miserably capitulated, all moral 
authority and virtue having departed from it since the 
betrayal of Ethiopia, and withdrew Mr. Lester, by the 
pleasing device of making him deputy Secretary-General. 
His departure led to an orgy of arrests and the complete 
suppression of the opposition parties, This should have 
evoked League action, but the Council, conscious no doubt 
that its strength was gone with its failure over Ethiopia, 

, adopted in January 1937 a report drawn up by Poland, 
which involved the abandonment of any right of the 
League to intervene to protect the opposition to the Nazis. 
It is not surprising that the Nazis now achieved their object 
of securing in May 1937 a two-thirds majority necessary 

1 Ibid., i. '39, '44. P.C.I.J.,Serie, A/B, No. 65. 
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to destroy the democratic constitution. the use of force 
bringing about defections from the Social Democrat and 
Centre parties. while the German National parry merged 
itself with the Nazis.' The desertion of its duties by the 
League was as immoral and cruel as it was illegal. But the 
main responsibiliry for the handing over of democratic 
Germans and others to the Nazi rynumy rested on Poland. 
which. herselfharsh and unjust in her treatment of minorities 
and bitterly opposed to democracy in practice. was callously 
indifferent to their sufferings if thus she could keep on inti
mate terms with Germany. Her statesmen were so foolish 
as not to see that they were creating an unanswerable case 
for reunion with Germany. and were destroying the safe
guard which would have existed if democracy were allowed 
to survive; it would then have been impossible to amend 
the constitution and to make Danzig a Nazi state pining 
with unanimity for reunion with the motherland. 

In the actual circumstances of March 1939. it seems clear 
[hat Poland had prima facie lost any right to insist on main
taining hold of an essentially German ciry. and that Mr. 
Chamberlain. in view of his insistence on dismembering 
Czechoslovakia with vociferous British approval. could not 
support Poland in a refusal to transfer on the generous 
conditions mentioned. The issue of a corridor across 
Pomorze could hardly be regarded as serious. It might 
have been conceded in such a way as to constitute scant 
danger for Poland. 

But Poland' s reasons for demanding control of Danzig 
rested on important strategic and economic considerations.' 

t"l 

I Survey Int. Ajf, 1936, pp. 539tf; 1937, i. 398f. 
I French Yellow Book. pp. 169ff. 
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Her port of Gdynia was less than ten kilometres from the 
nearest point of Danzig territory, and would fall under 
the fue of batteries placed between Zoppot and the 
western boundary of Danzig; moreover, the construction 
by Germany of fortifications in the south-west of the 
Danzig area, which forms a salient, would render more 
difficult than ever the defence of the Corridor. It would, 
no doubt, be necessary to provide a bridge to join the two 
banks of the Vistula, but that could easily be effected. 

From the economic point of view both ports were 
required for the maritime share of Poland's foreign trade; 
two-thirds in value of that trade, more than three-quarters 
in volume, passed through these ports; in 1938, of a total of 
'9,200,000 tons, 16,300,000 used these routes. Danzig had 
a third thereof in volume, 17 per cent. in value; Gdynia, 
46 pcr cent. in volume, and 48 per cent. in value. Danzig 
was the port of export for grain and wood and the coal 
of the Dombrova basin, Danzig alone had the necessary 
material to handle grain and wood. Gdynia was the POrt 

for the coal of Upper Silesia, and could take over all cool 
exports, but to equip her for handling the rest of the 
traffic would be a slow and costly proceeding. Moreover, 
while the railway from Silesia to the Baltic avoided Danzig, 
the line from Warsaw to Gdynia actually passed Danzig. 
Poland must have a free access to the Baltic; Napoleon 

. had recognized it, and the recent acts of Germany had 
placed her traffic through Bohemia and Moravia at the 
pleasnre of Germany, and Memcl, as an alternative outlet, 
had been lost. Danzig was essential to Poland, but 
again it was from Poland that Danzig drew her 
sustenance. 
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But Poland looked beyond these considerations. What 
was the real desire of Germany! Might it not be to obtain 
a stranglehold on Polish oversea trade and thus to bring 
Poland into subservience ! Was not this the motive of 
the wholly unnecessary demand for an extra-territorial 
corridor, just as Czechoslovakia had been cut in two by 
the motor road from Vielllla to Breslau! Moreover, was 
not the tone of Germany rather that of one seeking war, 
not peace! Peace was a valuable and desirable thing, and 
a generation which had shed its blood in several wars 
assuredly deserved a period of peace. But peace had its 
price, high but defmable, Poland did not recognize the 
doctrine of "peace at any price." There was only one 
thing in the lives of men, nations, and states which was 
beyond price, and that was honour. Poland, therefore, 
could not negotiate on any footing save of equaliry, she 
rejected any negotiations which took the form of demands 
whose rejection was forbidden.' 

It was natural for Herr Hitler to think that Britain would 
not support Poland in her resistance. It was indeed a small 
thing to ask her to surrender a virtually German town ; 
had not Mr. Chamberlain handed over intact to Germany 
all the splendid fortifications of Czechoslovakia, heedless of 
the fact that they revealed the secrets of the Maginot line, 
their model! Had he not supplied Germany with an 
incredible amount of splendid munitions, destined for use 
against France and Britain if they supported Poland! Had 
he not placed it in the FUhrer's power to destroy an in
dustrious democracy, loyal to the League of Nations / 
Why should he support a state notorious for its refusal to 

, Cmd. 6106. p. 31. 
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execute its obligations to its minorities,' ruled by a mani
festly incompetent oligarchy which systematically neglected 
its duty to ameliorate the condition of the people, and which 
refused to allow the Parliamentary system to function? 
It seems clear that the FUhrer, reasoning on very strong 
grounds, believed that Poland could not be given British 
support. He must have gained strength also from the 
conviction of Herr von Ribbentrop, derived from his 
close associations with the most unintelligent and pro
Fascist classes of English society, that Mr. Chamberlain's 
love of appeasement would keep him steady. Were not a 
certain class of newspapers already denouncing any idea of 
fighting over Danzig as they had denounced fighting over 
the Sudeten land? Would not the Times help his cause 
by pleading for the right of Germans to return with Danzig 
to the Fatherland, just as it had driven the Ministry to sur
render Czechoslovalc interests ? 

The reasoning thus suggested was, however, defective. 
The British Premier indeed had wrought grave mischief, 
and had doomed his people either to enormous losses or 
to destruction, but he had done so because-however 
wrongly-he believed that liberty was not endangered. His 
faith in democracy might be slight, but, like Lord Halifax, 
who would rather die than be subject to a Hitlerian regime, 
he was prepared to stand up for liberty, and he now saw 
that liberty could not be achieved by sacrificing free peoples 
to dictators to be maltreated, whether by Italy or Germany. 
He had believed-however foolishly-that Czechoslovakia 
would have a happier life under her new regime than in 
the past. He had believed the FUhrer's protestations that 

, Su,vty Int. Aff., t934, pp. 396ff. 
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he had no intention of including the Czechs in the Reich, 
and he had found that he had been wholly-it must be 
added, inexcusably-misled. He was now prepared to 
make a stand, and the Times was not prepared, in view of 
the public feeling on the issue, to make its logical stand for 
the surrender of Danzig. Public opinion in general was 
strongly moved by the fate of Prague and the brutaliry of 
the Fuhrer's methods, and Mr. Chamberlain can have had 
no illusions as to the probabiliry, if he yielded once more, 
that Mr. Churchill would subject him to so devastating an 
attack that the crumbling of the ranks of his out and out 
supporters would undermine the edifice of his control of 
Parliament. Hence he disappointed all normal expectations, 
and not merely decided to back Poland, but to back it in 
such a way as to put it within the power of Poland to call 
Britain into war if she thought fit. Nor can he have had 
any illusions as to the probabiliry of war, since he must 
have known that over Danzig Poland would not yield. 
We may take it for granted that the terms of the treary 
were deemed to have the advantage of preventing the pro
Fascist elements of his parry exercising further pressure on 
him to refuse to fight for Danzig. Once tlils determination 
was taken, and it had received the emphatic endorsement 
of Parliament, war was certain, and none but optimists 
could shut their eyes to the fact. The Premier therefore 
introduced the principle of rapid acceleration of readiness 
for war, while in Germany the hectic pace of war work 
was, if possible, accelerated, and Poland very inefficiently 
set about the long neglected task of preparing for a struggle. 
France had adopted the sarne view as Mr. Chamberlain 
without hesitation. The only point that remains obscure 
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is why neither Britain nor France did anything to arrange 
for sending military, air, or naval forces to stiffen Polish 
resistance. Were they misled by Polish assurances of 
readiness for war 1 Did they fear to trust their forces to 
Polish command, lest they, too, should be involved in the 
debacle which seemed inevitable when the badly trained 
and equipped Polish forces clashed with those of Germany 1 

Had their experts taken the measure of the incompetence of 
the Polish Supreme Command 1 

3. The German Denunciation of the Treaties with 
Poland and Britain 

Before war broke out some diplomatic mana:uvres 
were to be tried. On April 28, 1939, the FUhrer denounced 
the German-Polish Declaration of 1934, and the Anglo
German Naval Agreement of 1935. The action taken 
against Poland was justified in the view of the FUhrer 1 by 
her failure to accept his proposals £;1£ an honourable settle
ment of the issues affecting mutual relations, and by her 
accepting, with regard to another state, obligations which 
were not compatible either with the spirit, the meaning, 
or the text of the Declaration, thereby arbitrarily and 
unilaterally rendering the Declaration null and void. The 
p.oint is interesting; it rests on the fact that, if Germany 
threatened Britain with war, then under the pact with 
Poland that Power would be bound on a British demand 
to come to the aid of Britain, just as Poland would be 

. succoured against aggression by Britain. Could this be 

1 Cmd. 6106, pp. 24fT. 
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squared with the defmite accord of 1934: "Both govem
ments announce their intention to settle directly all questions 
of whatever sort which concem their mutual relations .. 1 

Did not this mean that all issues between the two countries 
were to be dealt with to the exclusion of the League or 
any other Powers 1 The answer is essentially in the 
affirmative. There is no doubt that this was the sense 
intended, and that prima facie the German case is sound. 
But Poland had two answers. In the first place, Germany 
had admitted the compatibility of the Declaration with 
the Polish-French alliance, which showed that the new 
treaty with Britain, as essentially defensive, was well 
within the right of Poland to conclude; Germany herself 
had concluded engagements with Italy, and in 1939 with 
Slovakia, which were inconsistent with her thesis. Secondly, 
the Declaration of 1934 was a deliberate carrying out of 
the Kellogg Pact, under which any state which resorted to 
war to enforce a claim was denied the benefits of the Pact, 
for example, immunity from attack by another member 
of the states signing it; if, therefore, Poland were com
pelled to attack Germany, it would be because Germany 
had attacked Britain, and had thus forfeited all claims under 
the Pact and the Declaration of 1934. It cannot be said 
that this reasoning is satisfactory. The British alliance 
was obviously intended to save Poland from having to 
settle her difficulties by her own efforts, and, if the issue 
mattered, it would be unfair to rule illegal the German 
denunciation. On the other hand, Poland might certainly 
have denounced the Declaration because Germany had 
refused to continue amicable conversations to solve the 
difficulties, and was patently determined to ignore her 
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obligation under the Declaration under no circumstances 
" to proceed to the application of force for the purpose of 
reaching a decision" in any dispute. She could plead also 
that it was this violation of German obligation which had 
dtiven her to seek a British guarantee. 

The denunciation of the Anglo-German Naval Agree
ment 1 was based on the radical change of British policy, as 
evidenced by the acts of Ministers and the Press, which 
showed that "the British Government is now governed 
by the opinion that England, in whatever part of Europe 
Germany might be involved in warlike combat, must always 
take up an attitude hostile to Germany, even in a case where 
British interests are not touched in any way by such a con
flict. The British Government thus regards war by England 
against Germany no longer as an impossibility, but on the 
contrary as a capital problem of English foreign policy. 
By means of this encirclement policy the British Govern
ment has unilaterally deprived the naval agreement of the 
18th Jnne, 1935, of its basis." Part III. of the treaty of 
1937 as to exchange of information as to naval pro
grammes was also invalidated, but Germany would 
observe the qualitative limits set. The British reply of 
23rd June' was devastating. It pointed out that it had 
pursued a defmitely pacific policy, that it had given guaran
tees only to small Powers to relieve them of anxiety as to 

their independence and thus to contribute to peace, and 
that it had done its best to further German trade, having 
made available under the Anglo-German Payments Agree
ment a considerable supply of free exchange to enable 

, Cmd. 6106, pp. SIf. 
I Cmd. 6106. pp. S3f. 

406 



GERMANY AND POLAND 

Germany to purchase raw materials. It pointed out that 
the Naval Agreement had been definitely agreed to on 
both sides as to be permanent. denying thus any right of 
Wlilateral denunciation. and that in view of Germany's 
action the declarations of building plans must be deemed 
no longer binding. Britain would consider a new treaty 
if desired. but would wish to know how tmilateral denuncia
tion was to be avoided in it. 

4. The Controversies over Danzig 

Germany now started to repeat Over Danzig the contro
versies which had preluded the fall of Czechoslovakia. 
The modus operandi was to drive Poland into the position of 
an aggressor by a series of insolent provocations. The 
President of the Senate started by attacks on the acts of the 
Polish customs officers. a Freikorps was rapidly raised. 
military preparations were made. and on 14th July the 
British Ambassador was compelled to warn the German 
Foreign Office that the Fiihrer was wrong in his conviction 
that Britain would not fight for Danzig.' On 9th August 
Germany for the first time intervened officially in the 
dispute between the Danzig Senate and Poland on the 
issue of customs officers. using very menacing language. 
warning Poland that any ultimatum addressed to the 
Senate might have grave consequences. Objection was also 
taken to obstacles to exportation of goods from Danzig. 
and the threat made that. unless difficulties ceased. the Free 
City would have to fwd other means of export and import. 

(86) 
, Cmd. 6106. p. 76. 
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Poland replied categorically denying any juridical right of 
Germany to intervene, asserting the intention to deal 
effectively with any efforts of Danzig to deny her rights, 
and declaring that any further intervention by the German 
Government to the detriment of these rights would be an 
act of aggression.' On 15th August' the British Am
bassador impressed upon the State Secretary at Berlin that 
Britain would stand by Poland if she were attacked, re
minding him of the categorical declarations ofMr. Chamber
lain on 10th July 3 and of Lord Halifax on 29th JUlle,' 
which would on no account be departed from. The State 
Secretary gave a very broad hint that it would be an error 
to rely on Russian co-operation; he thought that the 
U.S.S.R. would even join in the end in sharing the Polish 
spoils. The reason for this warning will be seen below. 

The next device of Herr Hitler was revealed as the wild 
lies propagated throughout Germany by the Press regard
ing appalling atrocities against the German minority in 
Poland. The British Ambassador showed the baseless 
character of the allegatiolls. On 22nd August,' after Herr 
Hitler's brilliant coup of arranging a pact with the U.S.S.R. 
was announced, Mr. Chamberlain sent the Fiihrer a grave 
letter of warning, so that there might be no misunder
standing, such as was alleged in 1914, as to Britain's de
termination to fight if Poland were attacked. Sir N . 

. Henderson saw the Fiihrer twice next day, but could not 
move him, and his reply to Mr. Chamberlain was defiant, 
and announced German mobilization as a reply to the 

, Ib;d., pp. 8M. For a warning on March 28, 1939. see Polish White 
P.per, p. 69. 

I Ib;d., p. 88. • Ib;d., p. 74. • ibM., p. 58. , Ib;d., pp. 96ft'. 
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Briti;h precautionary measures announced by the Premier. 
On 23rd August the Danzig Senate declared Herr Forster 
head of the state, a violation of Polish rights against which 
that government protested. But with admirable self
restraint, under British advice, it refrained from any military 
action against the City, which had been strongly fortified 
and provided with munitions from Germany in defIance 
of the constitution. On 24th August 1 the Polish Ambassa
dor, under urgcnt instructions, sought contact with the 
German Foreign Office, but could orily see Field-Marshal 
Goring, who was pessimistic, bur hinted that Poland should 
abandon her alliance with Britain, and left the Ambassador 
with the impression that the Fiihrer was determined to 
have a free hand in eastern Europe. On 25th August' the 
FUhrer sent for Sir N. Henderson to ask him to fly to 
London to put the case to the Premier; he was eager for 
friendship if the Polish issue were settled; warned that 
Britain would keep faith, he refused to promise a negotiated 
settlement; "Polish provocation might at any moment 
render German intervention to protect German nationals 
inevitable." The suggestion, of course, was the ludicrous 
invention of Poland seeking to attack Germany. On the 
same day Lord Halifax suggested that, if negotiations could 
be begun, a corps of neutral observers might be employed, 
and that an exchange of populations might be envisaged; 
both suggestions met with no difficulties from Colonel 
Beck.' 

On 28tll August' Lord Halifax, with the assent of 
Poland, urged direct negotiations between Germany and 

1 Cmd. 6106, p. 119. S Ibid., p. 120 . 
• Ibid., pp. I25tf. 
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Poland for a settlement as equals. and expressed eagerness 
to reach an Anglo-German understanding if a peaceful 
accord were reached with Poland. Herr Hitler declined 
forthwith to commit himself, and a mean mancruvrc 
followed. At 7. IS p.m. on the 29th Sir N. Henderson was 
told that the proposal for direct negotiations was accepted. 
but a Polish envoy must arrive next day; when he objected 
that this seemed an ultimatum. Herr Hitler and Herr von 
Ribbentrop demurred. At 4 a.m. next morning the 
Ambassador explained that the German Government must 
not expect to have a Polish representative on that day. 
The British Ambassador at Warsaw 1 reported that Colonel 
Beck would not proceed to negotiate on the German 
assumption that the procedure would follow the lines of 
the ultimatums given to Austria. Czechoslovakia. and 
Lithuania. and suggested negotiations in a neutral capital. 
say Rome. 

At midnight. on 30th August. the British Ambassador 
handed Herr von Ribbentrop the British answer to the 
German demands of the 29th. The British view urged the 
communication to Poland via the Polish Ambassador of 
the German proposals. In reply' Herr von Ribbentrop 
raced through a long set of terms which the Ambassador 
could not fully grasp. but when he asked for the text he 
was told that it was now too late as no Polish plenipotentiary 

.had arrived by 30th August. It was in vain that Sir N. 
Henderson protested; only at 9.15 p.m. on the 31st did 
he receive the text of the terms. The Polish Government 
on the 31st' assured Britain of willingness to negotiate 

1 [bid .• pp. I40£. • Cmd. 6106. p. 145. 
• Ibid .• p. 148. CJ Pol~h White Book. pp. 1I8tf. 218£ 
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directly, but their Ambassador was not received until the 
evening by Herr von Ribbentrop, and communication 
with Warsaw was cut off, while the terms were broadcast, 
and German forces attacked Poland next morning. 

An immediate warning was sent to Germany that 
Britain and France would give Poland the support due 
under their treaties if Germany did not cease aggression 
and withdraw her forces. No reply was received, and on 
2nd September 1 the Premier explained the position to the 
Commons, mentioning the peace suggestions of Signor 
Mussolini, but making it clear that, unless German troops 
were withdrawn, Britain could not take part in any con
ference to discuss the issues. On 3rd September an ulti
matum was duly delivered, to expire at II a.m.' Germany's 
reply at I I .20 was in a defiant spirit, and the Premier then 
announced in the Commons that Britain was at war.' 
France, which had kept fully in touch with Britain, de
livered likewise an ultimatum,' to expire at 5 p.m. The 
slight delay in action was due to the desirability of com
pleting certain preparations to secure full readiness for 
operations of defence; a curious belief prevailed that 
Germany, though deeply engaged in Poland, could spare 
aircraft to bomb all Britain, and a costly and foolish evacuation 
of women and children brought home to Britain that it was 
at war, and that the Ministry were, at least, needlessly timid. 

1 Ibid., p. 172. 11 Ibid., pp. 175fT. 
3 Ibid" pp. 178ft'. Cf M. Dabdier's address. Fmuh Yellow Book. 

pp. 41 Stf. On 4th September :l Franco-Polish protocol was signed; 
Polish White Book, pp. 137f. 

fo French Yellow Book, pp. 4I1ff. Appeals for peace by the President of 
the United States, the Sovereigns of Belgium and Holland, and the Pope 
were lost on Germany; Cmd. 6106, pp. 18Iff. 
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The terms which were never offered to Poland or known 
to her before the expiration of the duration of the offer can 
be briefly noted. They were far inferior to those of 21st 
March, and this fact can be adduced to suggest that the 
March offer was not made bona fide. Danzig was to go at 
once to the Reich in accordance with its ethnic character 
and the will of its people. The Corridor was to be evacuated 
forthwith by Polish troops, police, and authorities, then to 
be under the sovereignty of an international commission 
on which Italy, the U.S.S.R., Britain, and France would be 
represented. Its fate was to depend on a plebiscite, at which 
there could vote only Germans born therein up to January 
I, 1918, or domiciled therein at that date, and Poles, 
Kashubes, etc., with like qualifications. The Germans who 
had been expelled were to be allowed to return forthwith. 
The plebiscite was to be held not earlier than twelve months. 
and a simple majoriry was to decide the fate of the whole 
area. Gdynia, however, as essentially Polish sovereign 
territory was to be excluded from the Corridor, its area 
being defined by an international commission of arbitration 
if necessary. Road and rail connections between Germany 
and East Prussia, and between Poland and the sea, to secure 
free transit were to be set up. If the Corridor went to 
Poland Germany wOldd receive in sovereignty a traffic 
zone, a kilometre wide, whereon to build an auto road and 
four lines of railway track, giving communication via 
Biitow and Danzig or Dirschau. If the Corridor went to 

Germany, Poland would have a like strip of territory to 
give communication with Gdynia. Both Danzig and 
Gdynia would fall to be demilitarized, as well as the Hela 
peninsula, into whichever hands it fell. An international 
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committee of inquiry would hear all complaints by either 
side and order compensation for economic or physical 
damage or other acts of terrorism. Special rights for 
Poland in Danzig or Germany in Gdynia might be arranged. 
But more significant was the requirement that to the 
minority in either country left as the result of the plebiscite 
must be accorded the preservation, the free development, 
and the application of their nationality, including such 
organization as they thought necessary; the minority was 
to be excused military service. A very remarkable provision 
gave Germany the right, if she recovered the Corridor, to 
proceed to an exchange of population with Poland to the 
extent to which the nature of the Corridor lent itself thereto. 

In these proposals the obviously unfair provisions were 
those which fIxed January I, 1918, as the decisive basis for 
the plebiscite. The policy of Germany had been directed 
towards the Germanization of the Corridor, and many 
Germans after the transfer to Poland left it, while many 
Poles gladly settled in their ancestral lands, whence German 
policy had endeavoured to expel them. Moreover, to 
include any Germans born therein at any time up to 1918 
was patently absurd, for such persons, if not domiciled, 
had no claim to have any real right to settie in the Corridor. 
The return of Danzig and the demilitarization of Gdynia 
would mean a grave danger to Poland's external trade and 
a fInal negation of her right to possess a navy, and Poland 
notoriously was proud of her capacity for development at 
sea under her possession of full access thereto. The defence 
of the Hela peninsula was one of the satisfactory features of 
the war. 

It is clear that the right claimed for Germans left in 
4 13 



THE CAUSES OF THE WAR 

Poland to have the Hitler organization meant a const.nt 
menace. In Czechoslovakia Germans had been urged to 
stay simply that they might form a nucleus for the further 
demands made on March 15, 1939, and Germany doubtless 
knew that this point could not be conceded. But, had the 
proposals been merely a programme of possible terms, 
Britain and France would no doubt have advised careful 
consideration with a view to a settlement. It was, however, 
the last thing desired by Herr Hitler that there should be 
a settlement; hence the procedure which made certain 
that Poland should never be given the chance to receive 
them before they were cancelled. Possibly he thought it 
just possible that Colonel Beck would flinch at the idea of 
war and hasten to Berlin to accept any conditions dictated, 
as had Dr. Hacha and Dr. Schuschnigg, but it is hardly 
likely. All that he wanted was to be able to parade his 
alleged will to a peaceful settlement, which, we may safely 
hold, was the very last thing desired by the Fuhrer. 

5. The Rllsso-German Pact as the Immediate Calise of ~Va, 

Few things are more paradoxical than the Pact of Non
Aggression between Germany and the U.S.S.R., signed 
on August 23, I939.' Under it the two Powers preclude 
themselves from aggression on the other, either singly or 
jointly; and bind themselves not to support any third Power 
which attacks either. They are to remain in continuous 
consultation on questions touching their common interests, 
and neither shall participate in any grouping of Powers 

1 CmJ. 6106, p. 104. 
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directed directly or indirecdy against the other. All dis
putes shall be settled by friendly discussion or arbitration 
agreements, and the accord is for ten years with automatic 
renewal for five years unless denounced by either party. 

This accord was the crucial factor in the decision of the 
Fuhrer to resort to war. His own testimony on this topic 
is as clear as it is convincing. So able a man as Herr Hitler 
could have no illusions on the issue, even if his technical 
advisers had not been there to warn him. A war in the 
west and a war wid, Russia presented dangers too grave 
for even the most crack-brained adventurer to face, and 
still less was the Fuhrer willing to run the risk, which, he 
knew, would greatly disturb his own people. His one 
miscalculation was his belief that the accord would secure 
his ends without war. He thought that the Western Powers 
had given their support to Poland on the belief that they 
could rely on Russian co-operation and that their will to 
war would quail before his fait accompli. It was a most 
natural supposition, and the Atnbassador's assurances on 
August 29 that" our word was our word, and we had never, 
and would never break it" fell on cars that were deaf, 
because the assertion was so palpably false. The reason for 
the failure of the coup to impress his enemies is simple. 
British diplomacy had known that it might be achieved, 
that Soviet aid for the Allies was uncertain, and had resolved 
to proceed on the assumption that it could not be relied 
upon. But this knowledge was not shared by the public, 
which was astonished at a result which it had been far from 
anticipating. 

The reasons for popular astonishment are simple. The 
public in general assumed that the U.S.S.R. was so seriously 
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menaced by Germany that in her own interest she would 
be willing to support any stand against aggression. This 
view seemed to be amply confirmed by the Soviet suggestion 
of 18th March, after Prague, that a conference should be 
held between Britain, France, Russia, Poland, Rumania. 
and Turkey to plan resistance to further aggression. Mr. 
Chamberlain was only in the process of conversion to re
sistance, so that the British reply held a conference premature, 
but suggested a joint declaration, envisaging consultation, 
immediately on the occurrence of aggression, by Britain, 
France, Russia and Poland-a proposal accepted by the 
Soviet Government, but rendered abortive by the refusal 
of Poland to sign together with the U.S.S.R.' This fact, 
showing the foolish hostility of Poland to the state whose 
aid was essential, was of the gravest consequence. Had it 
been known generally, the course of events might have been 
altered. As it was, Britain proceeded on 31st March, with
out any consultation of Russia, to enter the lists on the side 
of Poland by according a unilateral guarantee, made bi
lateral almost at once. The public assumed that in giving 
this support to Poland Britain could rely on Soviet con
currence and aid. Otherwise the reaction to the new 
guarantee, which compelled Britain to go to war if Poland 
thought fit, would have been very diiferent. 

Was the British Government right in guaranteeing 
Poland when it could not rely on Soviet support, and In 

conceahng from the public the true facts 1 The answer 
seems clearly to be that the guarantee should not have been 

1 D. N. Pritt, Light on Moscow. pp. 61f. Polish hostility is proved by 
the Ambassador's Report, November 6, 1939; Polish While &<JIt, 
pp. 207f.; 346 H.e. Deb. S s. 24ff., 49if., I2Sif., 13Sff. 
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accorded, except on condition that Poland was prepared to 
be guided by British advice in regard to her relations with 
the U.S.S.R. The Premier knew that Poland was deter
mined not to act with Russia, and that that attitude created 
a most dangerous position. He should have realized that 
a Polish Government, which would not face facts, was 
incompetent-its incompetence has been denounced by the 
Premier of the new government in the most scathing terms 1 

-and that to involve the fate of Britain by placing in such 
hands the power to force her to go to war was midsummer 
madness. But in any case he should have made clear to his 
people that there was the gravest doubt whether Britain 
could rely on Soviet aid in protecting Poland, in view of 
the attitude of Poland, which had bitterly offended Russia 
by her share in the destruction of Czechoslovakia. 

It was doubtless the attitude of Poland which paralysed 
British action, and Mr. Chamberlain's next approach to 
Russia was deferred until 15th April, after the seizure of 
Albania by Italy had driven Britain on 13th April to give 
unilateral guarantees to Greece and Rumania, again without 
consultation with Russia. His proposal, then, was that 
Russia should give a unilateral guarantee to Poland and 
Rumania-a proposition which certainly could not be re
garded as particularly attractive. We know from Mr. 
Chamberlain's statement of October 3, 1939, that" when 
we gave the guarantee to Poland the matter was imminent. 
We did not know that Poland might not be invaded within 
a term which could be measured by hours and not by days." 
Things had hardly changed, it may be assumed, by I 5th 
April, so that Russia was being asked to act most generously 

1 The Tjnws, January 4. 1940. 
417 



THE CAUSES OF THE WAR 

without any return for a Power which was clearly hostile, 
and for Rumania against which she had claims for territorial 
revision in the return of Bessarabia.' It is not surprising 
that the Russian reply' was to suggest a far wiser scheme 
than a guarantee to two states only, thereby placing the 
others in jeopardy of the diversion to them of German 
aggression. She suggested, therefore, a triple pact against 
aggression, Britain, France, and Russia; pledging mutual 
assistance; a military convention reinforcing the Pact; 
and a guarantee of all states from the Baltic to the Black 
Sea. The reference to the Baltic was significant and 
essential. Russia had no mind to give pledges involving 
her in risk of war with Germany, unless she were assured 
that Britain and France were bound to secure her from 
aggression based on the influence of Germany in the Baltic 
states. 

There was regrettable delay in dealing with this reason
able Russian offer. It appears clear that Mr. Chamberlain 
was reverting to the hope of appeasement; the Times was 
sympathetic, the British Ambassador, recalled after Prague, 
returned to Berlin on 24th April, an event naturally inter
preted in Berlin-which was taken by surprise at the quick 
surrender-and in Moscow, as indicating that Herr Hitler 
had been forgiven. On Jrd May the Times printed a letter 
from Lord Rushcliffe, a close friend of the Premier, which 

. advocated appeasement, and on 5th May' the hostility of 
the Premier to the Soviet Government was revealed in a 
very discourteous reply to a suggestion that he should 
establish contact with M. Stalin: "Perhaps the Hon. 

I Bull. Int. Ntws, xvi. J243ff. I Pritt, op. cit., pp. 6jf (April 17). 
3 346 H.C. Deb. S s. 2222. 
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Member would suggest with whom I should make personal 
contact, because personalities change rather rapidly." It is 
easily understood that in this frame of mind his reply to 
the Russian plan on 9th May 1 was merely a reiteration of 
the idea of unilateral procedure, which evoked from Russia 
on 14th Maya reiteration of her proposal as essential, if it 
were really desired to resist aggression. There was again 
inexplicable delay in a reply, possibly due to some fear 
of annoying Italy; but Mr. Lloyd George, who had from 
the first insisted that the pledge to Poland was insanity 
without a Russian pact, kept pressing the issue, and on 
27th May the French and British Ambassadors in Moscow 
were authorized to discuss a triple pact, but their authority 
was clogged by the suggestion of bringing in the League of 
Nations, whose authority Mr. Chamberlain had himself 
destroyed, and of confming the guarantee to Poland and 
Rumania, Powers for which Russia had no affection, thus 
omitting the Baltic States, whose safety concerned her 
deeply. M. Molotov on 3 I st May 2 put the matter with 
much force, making it clear that Russia insisted on equality 
of treatment and reciprocity of security for her interests. 
He stressed also the essentially defensive aim of the proposed 
pact as contrasted with the military and offensive accord 
achieved by Germany and Italy on 22nd May; he also 
stressed the efforts of Germany to secure close economic 
relations, and her pressing offer of a credit of 200,000,000 
marks, and the conclusion of a satisfactory trade accord with 
Italy. 

There was a definite hint behind these remarks, which 
the British Government must have understood, though the 

1 Pritt, op. cit., pp. 67ff. :I Pritt, op. dt., pp. 7off. 
·119 



THE CAUSES OF THE WAR 

public did not appreciate it. So vehement had been the 
abuse of Bolshevism by Herr Hitler and Herr von Ribben
trap that the man in the street assumed that Germany would 
have nothing to do with .. the incarnation of human 
destructive forces." Had he not said on January 30, 1937 : 
.. We look upon Bolshevism as upon an intolerable danger 
to the world; we shall try to keep this germ away from 
the 'German people by every means at our command. . . . 
Any treaty links between Germany and present-day Bol
shevist Russia would be without any value whatsoever." 
It was forgotten that he had declared on February 20, 1938, 
his satisfaction with the Polish state, that he had renewed 
his assurances of appreciation on 14th and 26th September, 
when Poland was smiling on his schemes against Czecho
slovakia, and on January 30, 1939, eulogised Marshal Pil
sudski as having brought to Poland like benefits to those 
given by Nazism to Germany, adding that" during the 
troubled months of the last year the friendship between 
Germany and Poland was one of the reassuring factors in 
the public life of Europe." 1 

But French and doubtless also British diplomats had 
seen the dangers. It was manifestly vital to Herr Hitler 
to be secure against war on two fronts, and to be able to 
trust to supplies from Russia to enable Germany to resist 
the British and French blockade, which was the one obvious 
.mode of pressure which menaced German security. On 
December 16, 1938,' the then Premier of Bulgaria, M. Kios
seivanov, was said to have intimated plainly to the French 
minister that the policy of Germany was aimed not so 
much at south-cast Europe as at Poland, and that, if Russian 

1 Cmd. 6106, pp. 3r. t French Yellow Book, pp. 47f. 
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propaganda were diminished, accord with the U.S.S.R. 
would be possible, and a fourth partition of that land would 
be at hand. A further hint of danger was given by the 
removal from office of M. Litvinov, whose eagerness to 
secure a pact with Britain had plainly failed ro please 
M. Stalin; and on 7th and 9th May 1 M. Coulondre, the 
French Ambassador at Berlin, reported the possibility of a 
Russo-German rapprochement, developing the theme more 
fully on 22nd May.' when he pointed out that the scheme 
had the support of Herr von Ribbentrop, who had a personal 
hatred of Britain, which he had failed to captivate by his 
diplomacy. But Herr Hitler was still doubtful of the response 
of public opinion to a reversal of policy, though the German 
response to the dismissal of M. Litvinov suggested a rally 
to a more favourable view of a Russian alliance ro partition 
Poland, which was favoured by important industrial 
influences, and in certain high military circles. 

But nothing could eradicate the dislike of Mr. Chamber
lain 3 and Lord Halifax for anything that might seem like 
dividing the world into potentially hostile groups, though it 
was plain to see that the division existed, with Poland 
assured of protection against Germany. On 8th June Lord 
Halifax still preached appeasement, suggested a conference, 
and was sympathetic to the German claim for living space 
at the expense of other Powers. Lord Davies justly raised 
the point whether such a speech did not suggest that the 
government was not in carnest with the negotiations with 
Russia, and was merely offering in the negotiations a sop 

l French Yellow BI)ok, pp. 153ff. ! Ibid., pp. 172ff. 
:s 345 H.C. Deb . .5 s. 1462 (M.nch 2]). On 19th May Mr. Churchill, 

Mr. Eden, and Sir A. Sinclair insisted on an equal alliance. 
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to public opinion. Certainly Ru"ia could feel no confi
dence in Lord Halifax's convictions. M. Molotov sensibly 
suggested a visit from Lord Halifax, who in November 1937' 
had spent a happy time with Herr Hitler and his entourage, 
but the Foreign Secretary would not go. It was natural that 
he should shrink, as Herr Hitler so long did, from contami
nation by intercourse with Bolshevism, but charity Covers 
a multitude of sins, and even a High Anglican might have 
remembered that duty to country should take precedence 
of personal feelings. There was urgent need of close contact 
with the Russian Government; for the Premier to visit 
Russia as he had done for Germany was undesirable. Such 
action exaggerates the power of a Premier, deprives him of 
the control of the King, the Cabinet, and the House of 
Commons, and places him in a position in which he can 
present his policy to his colleagues as something fixed which 
they can reject only at the cost of his dissolving Parliament 
or resigning. But Lord Halifax could have gone, and war 
might have been averted as it should have been. Instead, 
the discourteous policy was adopted of sending a minor 
officer from the Foreign Office on 12th June,' at a time when 
the Times correspondent at Berlin was warning it that, if the 
negotiations failed, the Reich would attempt to secure the 
Russian front by an economic rapprochement and political 
a"urances, as it was in fact already doing. Scant wonder 
that on 29th June' there appeared in Prat.da, in an article 

. by M. Zhdanov, Chairman of the Foreign Affairs Com
mission of the Soviet Parliament, a strong condemnation 

1 Survey Int. Aff.. 1937. i. 336ft". 
! Pritt, op. cit., pp. 83f; )48 H.C. Deb. S s. 882, 1:282,2205 . 
• Ibid., pp. 8Sf. 
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of the negotiations as showing the insincerity of Britain 
and France, which had taken 59 out of 75 days of nego
tiation to put forward their proposals. 

Russian scepticism was naturally strengthened by the 
unforrunate interview of Mr. Hudson, Parliamentary 
Secretary to the Department of Overseas Trade, with Herr 
Wohltat, a well-known figure in London as a German 
official charged with industrial concerns, which was 
rumoured to have led to suggestions that German appease
ment might be furthered by an enormous loan. The whole 
business is obscure, but Mr. Hudson was never famed for 
discretion, and the rumours did Britain harm. On 29th 
July Mr. Lloyd George 1 pointedly denounced the inaction 
of the Ministry, and commented acidly on the visits of the 
Premier and Lord Halifax to Rome-to celebrate the de
struction of Ethiopia-but their sending a clerk in the 
Foreign Office only to Moscow. Worse bungling was to 
follow; M. Molotov naturally .asked on 23rd July' for a 
military mission, suggesting that the political talks would 
gain thence, and a mission was promised on the 25th. But 
by consummate folly neither General Gamelin nor Lord 
Gort was sent, the names of those selected were little known 
in Britain itself, and their dispatch by slow steamer took 
them to Russia only on II th August, where they turned 
out to have no authority to do more than refer home. The 
defmitive point, however, was the discovery that Poland' 
refused flatly to agree to allow passage across her territory 
for Russian forces, did not require Soviet aid, would not 
accept it, and was adequately prepared to face a German 
attack without it. If it were not for the subsequent display 

I Ibid., pp. 86f. • Ibid., p. 88. 
.23 

• Ibid., pr. 91tf. 
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of supreme incompetence by the Polish High Command, 
such folly would have been incredible, while the French 
and British military missions seem to have failed to impress 
on Poland the supreme folly of which they were guilty, or 
on their own comltries the unwisdom of aiding a power so 
devoid of intelligent guidance. 

The result was inevitable: conversations ceased; on 
19th August an economic agreement was concluded between 
Russia and Germany, on the 23rd the Non-Aggression 
Pact; and on the 26th the useless mission withdrew. The 
government naturally itself condemned, though in guarded 
language, the Russian change of face, while the Press on 
the governmental side violently denounced Russia. It was 
made clear, however, that the loss of the Pact meant nothing 
to many, who hated association in any form with Bol
shevism. These were the people who had delighted in the 
slow destruction, with British acquiescence, of the Repub
lican Government ill Spain, and, as good Roman Catholics. 
detested the Soviet Government for its hostility to religion, 
little knowing that the fate of the negotiations was to 
condemn vast numbers of Poles to death and the faith to 
severe trials at the hands of Germans rather than of Russians. 

Various charges have naturally been made against Russia 
in connection with her action. It is said that she was guih 
of double dealing, in that she was negotiating with German)' 
contemporaneously with her negotiations with Briuill 
and France.' This is clearly a ludicrous charge. Russia, 
it is plain, continued to negotiate with Britain and France 
because she hoped to achieve solidarity; when she found 

1 Cf Mr. Chamberlain, House of CommON, August 24. 1939; 351 
H.C. Deb. S s. Sf, 4Sf, ISssf. 



GERMANY AND POLAND 

them unwilling to treat her fairly and Poland determined 
not to allow her to enter Polish territory, she most reason
ably turned to Germany, with which she had long been in 
negotiation, and settled affairs by a pact of Non-Aggression. 
As late as 28th August I the British Ambassador assured 
Herr Hider that in his opinion an Anglo-German alliance 
was not impossible; all political negotiations must be fluid, 
for any Power which cuts herself off from odler Powers 
leaves herself bound to accept such terms as the rival Power 
is willing to give. 

Russia is also charged with a crime against democracy
but to regard Russia as a democracy is patently absurd-and 
with destroying the Popular Front, but such a front could 
never be constituted between capitalistic countries and a 
Communist state. She is reproached with abandOning 
anti-Fascist principles, but she is a totalitarian state, and there 
is a fundamental affiniry between such states. She simply 
acted from what she believed to suit her best. If she is 
accused of having sabotaged the League of Nations, the 
charge comes very badly from Britain and France, which 
destroyed the League in the affair of Ethiopia. Her distrust 
of the Powers which connived at the destruction of the 
Spanish Republic and of Czechoslovakia is natural. 

On the other hand, a pact with Germany has added 
considerably to Russian security. Japan has displayed a 
markedly more accommodating mood since she found the 
Anti-Comintern Pact undermined by the reconciliation of 
Russia and Germany. Italy has been alienated from Ger
many, and in some measure induced to remain non-belli
gerent; Hungary has been disillusionized. Of major 

1 Cmd. 6106, p. 130. 
4'S 
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importance. of course. is her acquisition of a wide accession 
of territory to which reference is made below. 

The British apologia for a resounding diplomatic defeat 
has rested on an allegation that the Soviet terms could not 
be accepted because they infringed the rights of the Baltic 
States. whose protests against any action by Britain affect
ing their complete independence were given wide pub
licity. The issue apparently involved was that of guarantees 
against indirect aggression,' which might have been so 
construed as to warrant Russia taking meamres of pre
caution involving use of the territory of the Baltic States. 
It may safely be assumed that incitement to refuse was 
forthcoming from Germany. In any case it was on the 
Polish issue that the negotiations failed. and it suffices to 
note that the recalcitrant states were rewarded for their 
objections to a British and French guarantee by immedi
ately falling under the domination of Russia. which forced 
treaties upon them under which their nominal independence 
is submerged by the cession of air and naval bases by 
Estonia and Latvia and air bases by Lithuania. while the 
presence of Soviet garrisons ensures that there shall be no 
risk of danger to the U.S.S.R.' How long the states will 
be allowed to evade Boshevization is obscure. The virtualll' 
enforced removal thence of the German population is a 
decisive sign of the diminution of Germanic power result
ing from the compact. 

If we seek to assign the cause for the Allied set-back. 

1 Cj. Lord Halifax's speech, December 5. 1939- The objections of 
Finland were proclaimed by her Foreign Secretary and President on 6th 
and 7th June. and the other states were also vocal. Cj. 348 H.C. Deb. 5 s. 
402, 2203· 

• Pritt. Must the War Spread? pp. 200tf. for Finland, see § 8, below. 
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it can be found in the lack of vision of Mr. Chamberlain, 
who did not realize the necessity of a pact in the interests 
of peace, just as he had not realized that by deserting 
Ethiopia he was preparing the way for war, and that by 
deserting and coercing Czechoslovakia he was making 
certain either war or the destruction of the Empire. The 
same lack of foresight found classical exemplification in 
the information given for him to the Press on 9th March, 
which took an optimistic view of a situation which every 
one but himself knew to be most dangerous. Lack of 
familiarity with foreign issues until old age and the limited 
outlook of the successful business man have rendered his 
control of external policy disastrous to his country and to 
Europe; and his departure from the far wiser views ofhis 
father and brother condemns his self-assurance and dislike 
of independent advice, which made him lean not on the 
skilled advice of the Foreign Office but on the immature 
imaginings of one wholly unversed in international issues. 
Experts have their value, and it is incredible that the 
Foreign Office approved the communjqu~ of 9th March; 
significantly, the Premier made the absurd reply to an 
interrogation 1 that he could not discuss the relatiOn< 
between public departments. He was obviously guilty of 
Mr. Lloyd George's worst fault, that of running foreign 
affairs irrespective of his Foreign Secretary, which helped 
to bring about his fall from power. Lord Halifax is 
in some degree to blame for his failure to visit Russia; 

1 34S H.C. Deb. 5 ~. 1883f. Refusal, notified on March 6,1940, to issue 
the correspondence with Russia as promised in December 1939, may be 
assumed to suppon the Russian case. No Czechoslovakian correspondence 
has been vouchsafed, despite Mr. Mander's request. 
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M. Stalin's and Herr Hitler's hands are both dyed deep with 
innocent blood, but he should have refused to visit both. 
Just as in India his good intentions left for Lord Willingdon 
a vast mass of confusion to set right, so his foreign policy 
has been defective in coherence. It is only too obvious 
that at the time when the Ambassador at Moscow was 
labouring to convince Russia of British sincerity, the idea 
of reconciliation with Germany, which must be dangerous 
to Russia, was widespread, and was shared by Lord Halifax. 
Both statesmen, of course, were deeply affected by thar 
strong body of society and fmancial opinion which woulJ 
even now gladly see peace made with Germany in order 
that Herr Hitler's army may be hurled against the hated 
Bolshevists. There are as dangerous ideologues in Britain 
as in Russia. 

6. Russia's Intervention in Poland 

The pact between Russia and Germany has no pro
vision for armed aid to either from the other, but it was 
natural that public opinion should feel strongly that there 
must be some accord for the allocation to Russia of a part 
of the spoils of the victory rightly anticipated by Germany. 
It was not, therefore, altogether surprising when the Soviet 
forces in overwhelming strength poured into Eastern 
Poland on 17th September and rapidly occupied a very 
large arca of Polish territory, a partition between Germany 
and Russia being effected by an accord of 28th September, 
under which some 96,000 square miles of territory were 
allocated to Russia which secured for her own control 
access to Rumania. 
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There is no doubt 1 that the entry of Russia did not take 
place unril the Polish cause was lost, and-except in a few 
areas, including the city of Warsaw, in which a desperate 
defence was being carried on in the vain hope that the 
Allies would, by attacking by air the cities of Germany, 
bring relief to the hard-pressed garrison-the Polish defence, 
directed with incredible incompetence, had collapsed or 
was collapsing. It is hopeless to argue that the situation 
could have been retrieved, had Russia not stabbed Poland 
in the back. The day was lost, for, from reasons not gener
ally comprehensible, the western Allies had left Poland to 
fight alone, while French troops amused themselves by 
slight advances in No Man's Land, whence they were duly 
withdrawn when German forces appeared in strength. 

It was probably the Polish collapse-wholly amazing 
when we remember the strength of the army, 1,500,000, 

and the bravery and endurance of the soldiers-that induced 
Russian action rather than the existence, as suggested in 
Germany, of a definite line of delimitation settled in 
advance between the two aggressor Powers. Until full 
proof is available, it is probably wiser to assume that the 
opportunity proved too tempting, and that any virtue 
Russia had succumbed. But it must be added that only by 
such action could Russia safeguard her own rights. If she 
did nothing, it is plain that Germany would in a few days 
occupy all the country, and that she would be in a very 
strong position to retain it. 

The Russian action dearly violated the Non-Aggression 
Pact between the two countries, and the excuse adduced 

1 Pritt, Light on Moscow, pp. 124ff. Contrast Polish White Book. 
pp. 19Itf, 221f. 
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was that the government of Poland had ceased to exist, and 
that Russia felt bound to invade to safeguard the interest 
of the Ukrainians and White Russians, the pact having 
fallen to the groWld with the disappearance of the Polish 
Government. As a general principle of international law 
the Russian declaration lacks suflicient groWlds, but a strong 
case can be made out against the right of Poland to rely 
thereon. Her government had with savage brutality 
struck at Czechoslovakia in the moment of her misfortunes, 
and, not contented with Teschen, to which Poland had 
racial claims, had insisted on seizing an area full of non
Poles. Further, Russia had warned Poland that, if she 
persisted in her onslaught on Czechoslovakia, she would 
deem cancelled the Non-Aggression Pact. It must, there
fore, be held that Poland could hardly rely on that pact 
or the Kellogg Pact, which she had deliberately violated, 
or on the League Covenant which also she had broken. The 
matter had reduced itself to essentials, unaffected by treaty 
considerations, and on the merits of the case it might well 
be held better 1 for the Ukrainians and White Russians to 
fall under Russian than German rule. We may dismiss 
the idea, based on German assertions, that the line fixed 
represented one previously arranged, that Germany would 
have stopped at the line and left Eastern Poland nnoccupied. 
Such action would have been absurd. The Poles in the 
Wloccupied territory would have rallied and become a 
menace to the German occupation of the western lands. 

The lands seized were lands to which Poland had very 

1 Keith, Manchester Guardian, September 18, 1939. reprinted in Pritt, 
op. cit., pp. I3Iff. For Polish admissions of Rwsim protests as to 

Czechoslovakia, see Polish White Paper, pp . .2.04. 2..U. 
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slight right. Etlmically, they are essentially White Russian 
or Ukrainian by race, slav peoples, and the Peace Confer
ence had not the slightest desire to present them to Poland; 
etlmology, self-determination, and common fairness nega
tived the idea. Bnt Poland won them, in part in war in 
]919 from the hapless Ukrainian Republic, in part in 1920 
from Russia by war terminated by the treaty of Riga in 
March 1921. If she had been used to treating minorities 
wisely, there would have been no serious harm in the mode 
of acquisition, but, unluckily, Poland has a very bad reputa
tion for treatment of non-Polish races. The case of Eastern 
Galicia is definitely in point. It was accepted as Polish by 
the Conference of Ambassadors in March ]923 on the 
deftnite condition that autonomy should be conceded, but 
instead even religious liberty was not accorded to the 
members of the Orthodox or the Uniate Churches. In 
]930 the League Council was made to take up the question 
of the .. pacification" of the territory by the Poles, but 
the discussion of the issue was delayed while a report was 
being prepared, and in ]93] the resolution passed was 
worthless.l In ]934 Z Poland was guilty of unilateral 
refusal to respect her obligations under the minorities 
treaty on the score that it could not bind her tmless and 
until the great Powers applied it to their OWIl conditions. 
The sequel of this repudiation was the steady deterioration 
of the position of the Jews, marked by murders, ill-treat
ment, pogroms, destruction and looting of shops and stores, 
desecration of synagogues,3 even the utterly foolish separa
tion of Jewish from non-Jewish students in the universities. 

1 Lloyd George, TIe Truth about the Peace Treaties, ii. I)9Sf. 
I Surlley Int. Aff.. 1934, pp. 396ff. s Prin, op. cit., pp. 139£. 
(36) 431 IS 
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Efforts were unceasingly made to force Britain to relieve 
Poland of the maximum number possible of her three and 
a quarter million Jews, of whom two and a half million 
were stated to be surplus to the state's readiness to permit 
their continued existence in Poland. As late as October 
1938 a pacification of the Ukraine was in progress, aiming 
at destroying the political, educational, and economic 
organization therein. It is perfectly clear that the minorities 
of Eastern Poland had grave reasons for resentment of Polish 
rule, and that the Allies would be indeed unwise if they 
were to pledge themselves to restore Eastern Poland to 
a revived Poland without ascertaining if the people con
cerned desired such attachment. It is, of course, to be recog
nized that the present Polish Government, under a Premier 
whose military talents were denied exercise by the jealous 
and corrupt oligarchy destroyed by German arms, has 
announced its determination that there shall be no more 
oligarchical rule, that minorities shall have full rights, and 
that Jews shall be treated absolutely as equals, a policy 
attested by the appointment of a Jew to the Ministry. But 
the automatic return of the territories to Poland would be 
destitute of justice and morality.' Nor are the Allies bound 
to any such course, though the Premier and the President 
of Poland alike have declared that they expect the integral 
return of Poland to its old extent. Britain has made it 
clear that it is not pledged as against Russia by the treaty 
of August 25. 1939. for that was arranged with Poland 

1 As early as April 6. 1939. the autonomy of Eastern Galicia was urged; 
J4S H.C. Deb. 5 s. 3033. The Russian transfer of Vilna to Lithuania, 
October 10, 1939. is justified on the ground that the area is not really 
Polish; if. Pcli,h White Beck. pp. 193ff. 
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to apply only to German aggression, and no further pledge 
has been accorded. 

Russia, no doubt, could plead also the right of self
preservation 1 for her action in taking con trol of the lands 
which she has occupied, nor can the value of her action to the 
Allied cause be denied. Instead of Germany obtaining 
forthwith domination over Rumania by carrying her 
frontier up to the Rumanian boundary, she has to depend 
on Russian favour for supplies of grain and oil from that 
essential source. Her gains from Russian trade, however 
lessened by the period of Russian preoccupation with the 
Finnish war, must be important in the long run, but it is 
cenain that they would have been far greater had the whole 
of Poland fallen under her sway. 

A most instructive contrast can be drawn with the 
Russian attack on Finland, of which a desperate defence 
has duly been evolved.2 We are asked to believe that 
Britain claims and exercises a right of intervention in any 
war, as when in 1807 she seized the Danish aeet to prevent 
it falling into the hands of Napoleon. Unfortunately, this 
action of Britain is cited by modern British jurists ouly to 
denounce its illegality.' The case of Salonika' in 1915, 
cited as in point, is without value; the Allies were invited 
thither by M. Venizelos, Greek Premier, and their right to " 
remain was undoubted. The suggestion of a new'paper 
correspondent that Britain might intervene in rran as 
showing British conceptions of international law is really 
ludicrous. The further suggestion that the intervention of 

1 Mr. Churchill. broadcast. Octo~r I, 1939. 
t: Pritt, Alust the Wat Spread? pp. 137ff . 
• Wheaton, Int. LAw (ed. Keith), i. 152. • Ibid., i. 196. 
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the United States in Cuba for humanitarian grounds is in 
point is quite untenable. Even more curious is the argument 
that in the Mutiny Act of 1818 the maintenance of a force 
to preserve inter alia the balance of power is recited; the 
army was wanted not to destroy weaker neighbours, but 
to protect them from aggression and so preserve the balance 
of power. 

A case which rests on such untenable bases is prima facie 
suspect, but a cause may be good though its advocacy is 
in hands unskilled in international law, and the real argu
ment may be faced. Is a Power entitled to demand terri
torial cessions from another Power, because to obtain them 
will strengthen its power of defence! The answer is simply 
that neither in international law nor in international morality 
has such a claim any basis. If a frontier has to be changed, 
it is for the Power which desires change to put forward 
reasons amicably. In fact this happened, and Finland 
showed herself ready to appreciate the desire of Russia 
for greater security for Leningrad. What she did refuse 
was to surrender Hanko and ro allow Russian forces 
therein, because that would have mean the complete 
strategic dominance of Finland, and in tum the loss of 
Finnish independence. The allegation that the Finnish 
Prime Minister broadcast on 13th October to the Finnish 
people that the Russian demands did not affect the integrity 
of Finland is clearly an error, but to compare a broadcast 
with the Finnish state paper is absurd, and incompatible 
with common fairness. The further allegation that fiontier 
incidents were caused by the Finnish forces is doubtless 
parallel with the lies of Herr Hitler regarding atrocities 
perpetrated on Germans by bloodthirsty Czechs and Poles. 
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The further argument that the Finns should have yielded 
because, if they did so, they would have Russian goodwill, 
and, if they did not, would have to fight, is almost incredibly 
bad. A people is to surrender its security on the faith of a 
Russian promise, backed with a threat of illegal force, in 
complete violation of a solemn Non-Aggression Pact; 
what value could attach to the good faith of those who 
were ready to violate a solemn treaty I 

The next argument is an allegation, patently false, that 
Finland must have been urged to make war by Britain, 
France, and the United States. Sympathizers with Com
munism no doubt do not understand the love for liberty 
of honest men. But how an allegation can be made with
out a scrap of proof is difficult to understand: that the 
German wireless should suggest it, is natural; that any 
British lawyer should believe it, is amazing. But the whole 
argument, that if the Soviet Government wishes a thing it 
is entitled to take it, passes from the realm of common sense 
and decent morality into the strange substitutes therefor 
in a land whose leading politicians turn into its bitterest 
enemies and have to be exterminated. 

The whole theory that Finland was a menace to Russia 
by the probability of great Powers making usc of her as 
a basis of attack is a pure invention, as incredible as it is 
foolish. The incredible meanness of a country, with enor
mously greater powers, attacking a small country because 
she believes that the Powers which would naturally lend 
it aid are too immersed in war to defend the right, must be 
accentuated. To deny the right of small Powers to inde
pendence is indefensible. To create a bogus government 
from refugees, and to declare it the sole legitimate govem-
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ment of Finland, and to conclude with these nonentities a 
so-called treaty, is conclusive of the revival of the most 
repulsive form of imperialism. What so disappointed 
many who sympathized with Russia in general was that 
M. Litvinov's policy of adhering to international law was 
so completely repudiated, and that Communism stood 
forth as a match for totalitarianism in fraud and falsehood. 
Russian action thus provided M. Daladier with a justifica
tion for an onslaught on the Communist party and its 
suppressIOn. 

All cases where change of frontiers takes place, it is 

argued,' are instances of Power politics, even if disguised 
as voluntary action, and on this ground the attack may be 
justified. The obvious answer is that there is no reason 
whatever to suppose that anything really necessaty for the 
safety of Russia could not have been secured by negotiation. 
The one fault that may be ascribed to Finland was her re
fusal to contemplate a guarantee by France, Britain, and 
Russia against any form of aggression. Her distrust of 
Russia played its part in the failure of the proposed pact 
between the Western Powers and Russia, and her min 
as a result of her refusal is an early example of severe 
retribution following what was unquestionably a serious 
diplomaric blunder. Unfortunately, Finland seems to have 
allowed herself to be moved to adopt this attitude by 
German representations, just as it seems the sudden break
down of a gallant defence may have been affecred by 
German advice. 

1 Cj E. H. Carr, TkTwenty Years' Crisis. pp. 278 . .182, for a curious 
defence on this score of Munich, which ignores the fact that Czechoslovakia 
was not allowed to bargain, but received dictation from Britain and France. 
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7. Italian Non-Belligerency 

<a) The Aggression on Albania 

lt is now possible to appreciate 1 the Italian attitude 
towards the events which preceded the war. The failure 
of his project of 1933, above referred to, for treaty revision 
forced the Duce to realize that one duty alone remained 
for Italy, namely, to provide with her own will and 
her own forces for the defence of her own interests, for 
the necessities of her expansion, and for the construction 
of her own imperial system. Hence the Ethiopian affair. 
Contact with Germany was formed during the Ethiopian 
war, and strengthened during the Spanish conflict, and 
embodied in various accords. Count Ciano's visit to 
Berchtesgaden and Berlin in October 1936 led to agree
ments, to the recognition of the Italian Empire on 24th 
October, and the declaration by the Duce on 1st November • 
of the establishment of the axis: .. This vertical line be
tween Rome and Berlin is not a partition, but rather an 
axis around which all the European states animated by the 
will to collaboration and peace can also collaborate." The 
Berlin visit of the Duce in September 1937 3 was marked 
by the acceptance by Italy on 6th November of the German
Japanese Anti-Comintem Pact. The Powers had achieved 
Munich, but a reaction had set in, and the democracies 
sought alliance with the Soviet Republic and the ideo
logical, military, and political encirclement of Germany 
and Italy. 

1 Reviewed by Count Ciano. December 16. 1939. 
3 See Doc, Int. Aff.. 1936, pp. 343ff 
11 SlUVey Int. AlJ.. 1937. i. 324. 33lff. 
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Count Ciano insists that on the basis of this theory 
Germany and Italy acted quite independently in 1939 as 
regards Bohemia and Moravia on the one hand, and as 
regards Albania on the other. It seems probable enough 
that this is true. Italy, no doubt, must have felt that the 
aggrandizement of Germany after Munich ought to be 
regarded as giving her the right to extend her dominions. 
and the obvious objective was Albania. The Duce had 
endeavoured by encouraging, but not officially presenting, 
a formidable list of claims against France to promote 
Italian interest in that regard, but the reaction of M. 
Daladier was decidedly disconcerting. France had been 
thought by Italy to be undecided and open to menaces; 
it turned out that the idea of parting with national territory 
raised a storm of popular anger, which was shared even by 
those who had urged Italy to seize Ethiopia, and who now 
reminded Italy of her ingratitude in forgetting that no real 
sanctions had been imposed because of French insistence on 
moderation. At any rate the Duce could bide his time. 
The obvious victim was much less formidable, for Italy had 
long been acquiring influence. legitimate and illegitimate, in 
Albania. and the feebleness of the control and the personal 
unpopularity of King Zog rendered aggression both easy 
and likely to be profitable. 

It is true that action which must vitally affect the status 
quo in the Adriatic ought not to be taken in any circum
stances under the Anglo-Italian Treaty of April 1938 with
out prior consultation with Britain. But such consultation 
would raise difficulties, and at the moment deemed auspicious 
the British Fleet was conveniently dispersed, not, of course, 
as unkindly rumoured, by the connivance of the British 
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Admiralty, but because the British information system 
was acting, as patently it often did, ineffectively, so that a 
considerable expedition could be directed against Albania 
on 7th April without British measures co protect the state 
being even considered.' France seemingly was equally 
ill-informed. The way for success had been prepared by 
intrigues to win over adherents, and the forces, especially 
the air force, brought into action were of overwhelming 
strength, so that Albanian resistance was impossible, and 
the King and Queen with their newly-born child were 
compelled to flee hastily from the country. On the 10th 
a British protest was duly sent, but naturally disregarded; 
on the 12th an Albanian Constitutional Assembly, acting 
at the dictation ofItaly, met and abrogated the constitution, 
set up a new government, and offered the Crown to the 
King of Italy, who was graciously pleased to accept it; 
Albania's inclusion in the Italian Empire was duly approved 
next day by the Fascist Grand Council. 

The whole affair was a Case of absolutely premeditated 
aggression, and American opinion on its immorality was 
marked by the personal appeal from President Roosevelt to 
the Duce, no less than to Herr Hitler, asking for a guarantee 
that for a period of ten, preferably twenty-five, years they 
would not invade some thirty named countries. Mr. 
Chamberlain's whole fabric of appeasement thus came 
tumbling round his head. He had given his blessing to the 
creation of the Italian Empire, which he had helped to 
create, and had sacrificed his Foreign Secretary in order 
to placate Italy. His reward was to be treated as a cipher 

1 The issue had been raised at Rome on 4th April. so that there was 
some delay; 34S H.C. Deb. 5 s. 3994£. 
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in European issues, and to be exposed to his countrymen as 
the dupe of the Duce, no less than of Herr Hitler. With 
his usual remarkable resilience he rallied from the shock, 
and faced Parliament, which had hastily been brought back 
for a single day's session in the Easter vacation, with a 
definite policy.' Public opinion throughout the world 
had once again been profoundly shocked by this fresh 
exhibition of the use of force. To every one, whether 
Christian or Moslem, it must be apparent that a powerful 
nation had imposed its will upon a small and relatively 
defenceless country, and had done so by an imposing show 
of armed force. The action of Italy raised in an acute form 
the issue of the maintenance of the status quo under the 
Anglo-Italian agreement of '937, reaffirmed in the Treaty 
of 1938; the Adriatic formed part of the Mediterranean, 
and Italy could not deny that Britain had a defmite interest 
in the question. It was not only the future of Albania that 
was at stake; disquiet and uneasiness had been manifested 
in the adjoining area, and throughout the Balkan Peninsula. 
A rumour had been current, which had reached the Greek 
Government, that Corfu was menaced, Lord Halifax had 
warned the Italian Charge d'Affaires that any such action 
must be of the gravest concern to the British Government. 
The Duce had assured the Greek Government of his 
absolute determination to respect the insular and territorial 
integrity of Greece, and the danger had passed. But the 
,British Government attached the greatest importance to 
the avoidance of disturbance by force or threats thereof 
of the status quo in the Mediterranean and the Balkan 
Peninsula. In the event, therefore, of any action being 

1 346 H.C. Deb. S s. sff. 
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taken which clearly threatened the independence of Greece 
or Rumania, and which either government considered it 
vital to resist with its national forces, the British Government 
would feel bound to lend all the support in its power to the 
country attacked. A like view had been adopted by France, 
and the declaration was being communicated also to Turkey, 
whose close relations with Greece were known. But it 
was not proposed to denounce the Anglo-Italian agreement; 
on 9th April satisfactory assurances had been received of the 
Italian intention to withdraw its forces fi-om Spain on the 
holding of the victory parade in Madrid, and the evacuation 
of these forces was an essential part of the agreement. If 
it were terminated, the Italian obligation would fall. The 
argument shows neatly how hopelessly the Premier had 
fettered his action by his acquiescence in the Italian aggression 
in Spain. The Duce, naturally, had reckoned on this factor 
in his Albanian coup. He had thus deliberately retained in 
Spain his forces after the British and French acceptance of 
the victory of General Franco on 27th February, knowing 
that thus he had a lever wherewith to paralyse any effort 
which the Premier might care to make. 

Mr. Chamberlain admitted the intolerable nature of a 
state of things which kept the whole world in a perpetually 
recurting series of alarms and crises, blighting commerce 
and industry, depressing social life and culture, poisoning 
every phase of human activity in every country. Yet he 
clung to the belief in appeasement, and asserted that the 
government was in close touch with Russia's representatives. 
Without any preconceived ideological notions they were 
endeavouring to marshal the forces still in favour of peace 
and willing to resist aggression. They mwt stiffen their 
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resolution to strengthen themselves for their own defence 
and the grant of aid to those who, faced with aggression 
or threatened with loss of freedom, decided to resist. The 
critics of his speech pointed out that he was now doing 
what he had refused to do under the Covenant; the pledges 
to Greece and Rumania were welcomed, but it was insisted 
that an accord with Russia was essential, while Turkey 
should be brought into consulration; if Turkey and the 
fou~ Balkan states would stand together, they would be 
safe, but agreement between Rumania and Bulgaria was 
vital. Mr. Churchill ' insisted on the unhappy disposition 
of the British Fleet at the critical time; had it been con
centrated and cruising in the southern part of the Ionian Sea, 
the Albanian adventure would never have been carried Out. 

Even Sir]. Simon confessed that there could be no objection 
to a military alliance of France, Britain, and the U.S.S.R. 
The fate of that project, half-heartedly embraced, has 
already been recorded. 

Though Mr. Chamberlain, in words, disapproved, in 
fact he homologated the rape of Albania. His cordiality 
to Italy did not climinish, and on the earliest opportunity 
he accepted the hint of Italy that her continued non
belligerency in the war would be encouraged by recognition 
of the annexation of Albania.' While, therefore, there was 
no real necessity on business grounds for maintaining con-

. 1 346 H.C. Deb. 5 s. 30ff. He a]50 denounced the ignorance of the 
government in this case as in that of Bohemia. 

:r For a brief period nothing was done. Ibid., II IIf, 1483. The new 
British Ambassador was not accredited to the Italian sovereign as King of 
Albania, but his appointment was dated 24th March. On 3rd June Italy 
took over Albania's foreign relations, and the British Minister remained 
as Consul-General; 348 H.C. Deb. 5 s. 875. 
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sular representation with a country so unimportant in war 
time for British trade, he applied for an exequatur for a 
Consul-General, without any attempt to save his face by 
deuying that recognition de jure was implied. It would, of 
course, have been useless to attempt such a reservation,' 
and no doubt to help Italy to remain on the fence was 
worth while, since Britain had no desire to raise a fmger 
for Albanian independence. The British public was 
acqniescent, not so much because it believed that the 
acquisition of Albania did not alter the status quo. but 
because the country had not developed s'lbstantially under 
existing conditions. and it was held that it was not impossible 
that Italian development by providing capital would advance 
the interests of the people. So far nothing has been done 
save formulate schemes. 

The League. of course. was ignored. The Council 
managed to shelve dealing with the appeal duly lodged 
by the Sovereign! as was remarked somewhat acidly by 
those who could not see why the Finnish issue could be 
made the subject of an Assembly decision. while Albania 
was a tabooed topic, no less than that of aggression on 
Poland; but essential issues cannot indefinitely be burked. 
Either Italy must be left at the close of the war in possession 
of her illegal gains. Ethiopia and Albania. with the resnlt 
that the struggle for liberty which is the essential British 
war aim must be deemed as in an essential degree frustrated; 
or Italy must be induced to allow the people of the lands she 

1 Keith. the Scotsman, November 2, 1939. 
Z An appeal from the Charge d'Affaires at Paris was held irregular on 

no good grounds, and the Council merely referred the King's appeal in 
May to the Assembly; Monthly Summary, 1939. pp. I83f. 
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now holds subjugated by brute force to decide on their own 
future status. That she will ever consent to surrender her 
gains is unthinkable, a fact that deserves the most serious 
consideration from those who depict the establishment of a 
regime of ordered liberty in Europe as the goal of peace 
efforts. The vital question, indeed, is whether the war can 
be won unless Italy can be induced to maintain her non
belligerency by concessions to which France had displayed 
the strongest objections, or by further weakening the 
British position in Arabia and the Red Sea. It is significant 
that it is by the aid of Italian engineers, as reported in 
February, 1940,' that the ruler of the Yemen has fortified 
his coast opposite Perim so as to command the channel 
between that island and the mainland. 

One result, however, of the Albanian episode was the 
attainment by Britain and France of effective relations with 
Turkey.' The position in regard to that state was rendered 
difficult, not because of any lack of desire for peace, nor 
willingness to co-operate with the Western Powers in order 
to achieve it, but because Turkey was grateful to Russia 
for the invaluable encouragement extended to her in the 
days when she was struggling to establish a new state order 
and to carry out extensive reforms. Russia, for her part, was 
anxious to obtain the concurrence of Turkey in a policy 
which would have been inconsistent with the position as 
to the Straits established by the Montreux Convention of 
"936,' abrogating on certain terms the limitation of Turkish 
control over the passage of warships through the Straits. 

1 The Times. February 24. 1940. 
I Monroe. The Mediterranean in Politics, chap. v . 
• SN'Vey Int. AjJ., '936, pp. 58¢. 
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After the British communication of her guarantees to 
Greece and Rumania prolonged negotiations resulted in 
an accord on 12th May, under which, pending a permanent 
agreement, the British and Turkish Governments in the 
event of an act of aggression leading to war in the Medi
terranean area lent each other all possible aid. On 24th June 
a like accord was signed for France, which had agreed to 
surrender the Sanjak of Alexandretta, hitherto included 
under her mandate for Syria, to which Turkey on ethnic 
grounds had a just claim; the area is now the Hatay 
Republic. The Russo-German Pact of August 1939 created 
a serious position by introducing an element of divergence 
between the relations of Turkey to the U.S.S.R. and the 
Western Powers. Efforts were made by the Foreign 
Minister on a visit to Moscow in September to secure 
accord with Russia before concluding a final treaty with 
Britain, but through the intervention of Herr von Ribben
trop, who visited Moscow on 27th September, his mission 
failed. But the issue was solved in the treaty of 19th 
October,' by adding a protocol exempting Turkey from 
action involving her in war with the U.S.S.R. Turkey 
receives a full promise of aid if attacked by any European 
Power or involved in war through an act of aggression 
in the Mediterranean area. She will aid Britain and 
France if an act of aggression by a European Power 
involves them in war in that area, or if they arc engaged 
in hostilities as an outcome of their pledges to Rumania 
and Greece. Thus the accord serves markedly to 
strengthen the ideal of peace in the Balkans, and since the 
war Italy has shown a strong desire that such peace may 

• Cmd. 6123. 6165. 
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be maintained, a matter which affects her vitally as a 
Balkan Power. 

(b) Italy and Poland 

It was under the influence of the events following on the 
Albanian coup that Count Ciano met Herr von Ribbentrop 
at Milan in May.' The two robber Powers were agreed 
that they needed time to complete internal reconstruction 
and their military preparations before using their power to 
establish peace, based on the satisfaction of their vital needs; 
Italy could not strike for three, Germany for four or five 
years. Pending readiness, no seriously controversial issues 
should be raised; and on this understanding, and in order to 
present a solid front against encirclement, an alliance was 
announced. It is clear that the Mediterranean was marked 
out as Italy's special sphere, Central Europe and the Baltic 
being reserved to Germany, while complete solidatity 
was assured in the case only of an ideological war. The 
actual treaty was signed on 22nd May. 

Already in April the Powers were in accord that their 
aim must be to keep Russia from entering into the system 
of encirclement planned by the democracies, but nothing 
further was deemed possible in view of the Nazi hatred 
of Russia. At Salzburg on I Ith August Count Ciano heard 
of the satisfactory progress of the commercial negotiations 
between Germany and Russia, and on 21st August he 

. learned by telephone that Herr von Ribbentrop was to go 
next day to Moscow to sign the new pact. Italy, which had 
warned Britain as early as 28th May of the danger of giving 
a free hand to Poland, worked to avert the dangers of war. 

I Speech, D=mbe. 16, 1939; Bull. Int. News, xvi. '.39tf. 
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The Duce suggested on 31st August 1 that he would call a 
conference for 5th September to review the clauses of the 
treaty of Versailles, which was the cause of the existing 
disturbances in Europe, if he had the certainty of Franco
British adhesion and Polish participation assured by action 
in London and Paris. The replies from both Britain and 
France were favourable in principle, despite the military 
aggression begun on the morning of 1st September, and at 
10 a.m. on the 2nd the Duce informed the Fiihrer that a 
conference was possible. The reply was not a rejection of 
such possibility but a desire to know if (I) the British and 
French notes already presented were an ultimatum, and if 
(2) he could count on twenty-four hours to mature his 
reply. At 2 p.m. the Duce gar into contact with the 
British and French Governments which, late in the evening, 
replied that the notes were not an ultimatum, but a warning; 
but that, as Germany had occupied Polish territories, their 
evacuation was an essential condition of any conference. 
The Duce so informed the Fiihrer, but added that, unless 
he thought otherwise, he did not think he could take further 
action. There was indeed, as the Polish Government' 
stressed, no question to consider except the fulfilment by 
the Western Powers of their plain obligations under the 
treaties, performance of which was formally asked on 
1st September. 

Italy at once intimated that she would take no military 
action. The decision had been taken in advance with the 
accord of the German Government; it was a position of 
non-belligerency, thus according with Germany's desire 

1 Cmd. 6106, pp. I93ff; French Yellow Book, pp. 360,379.394.406,410 . 
• Cmd. 6106, pp. 169f, 172; French ytllow Book, pp. 388, 393f. 
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to localize the conflict and the pact and collateral under
takings between the two Powers, But, though Italy 
needed time to bring her war equipment up to the maxi
mum contemplated, so little did she fear war that since 191 I 
she had spent more years at war than at peace. 

The Italian position is thus clear. She has refrained 
from war because she is thus able to complete her prepara
tions, so that she may at the crucial moment strike hard, 
if her demands arc not voluntarily conceded by the bel
ligerent Powers. What her aims are can be conjectured 
from numerous hints. From France she demands either 
full control or an equal share in Tunis, the cession of French 
Somaliland with the French railway to Ethiopia, a full 
share in the body of directors who manage the Suez Canal, 
and more distantly the acquisition of Corsica and Nice. 
But France has already declared, through M. Bonnet on 
December 14 and 19, 1938,' that, even if conflict is involved, 
Italy will never obtain an inch of any part of the French 
Empire, and on 2nd and 3rd January M. Daladier had an 
ovation in Corsica and Tunis, where he gave a pledge that 
France would stand by the Empire. On 26th January in 
the Chamber he rejected the claims of Italy, which had 
as a hint on 17th December denounced the Italo-French 
Pact of 1935, which settled for the time the issues as to 
boundaries and Tunis in dispute between the countries. 
France denies the right of Italy thus to upset the fmal 

. accord then reached; her attitude is not unnatural, for it 
was on the strength of it that France acquiesced in, and 
promoted the destruction of Ethiopian independence. Not 
all evil deeds prosper, and the danger ofItaiian intervention 

1 A. Werth, Frana anJ Munich, pp. 397lf. 
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hangs heavy over the Western Powers. They can, however, 
rely on their strong preparations in the Mediterranean, their 
alliance with Turkey, and the reluctance of Spain to take 
any measures even remotely in favour of Russia. 

8. The Revival of League Activity against Russia and 
its Failure 

Among the many paradoxes of the history of the League 
is the fact that its political activity, seemingly moribund, 
was suddenly called to active life in December 1939 by a 
complaint against Russia of aggression on Finland.' On 
Jrd December appeal was made to the League by Finland 
under Articles I I and 15 of the Covenant. Arrangements 
were made to summon the COill1cil for the 9th, and the 
Assembly for the IIth. The U.S.S.R. denied that any War 

with Finland existed. The Democratic Republic of Fin
land, displacing the prcvious government, had asked 
Russian aid on 1st December, and had signed a treaty on 
the 2nd instant liquidating the differences between Russia 
and the government now no longer in power. Russia, 
therefore, refused to attend either the CowlCil or the 
Assembly meetings. Colombia sent Finland sympathy; 
Venezuela, which was due to retire on July II, 1940, 
promised to renew co-operation for the occasion; Argen
tina pointed out that immediate expulsion was the due 
punishment for the crime; and Uruguay insisted that the 
presence in the League of a Power which acted as Russia 
had done would compel her to withdraw from it. Finland 

1 L. oj N. Monthly Summary Special ,!;upplement. December 1939. 
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asked the Council to refer the dispute to the Assembly, 
where it rested its case on an elaborate documentary proof 
Its representative could avail himself of the Russian view 
as regards Spain on September 28, 1937, when it was 
argued that to recognize a rebel body as a government was 
itself an intervention. The Argentine delegate 1 gave a most 
interesting resume of Argentine's collaboration, showing 
how the state had declared sanctions against Italy, despite 
many close ties, had attempted to aid in the Spanish issue, 
and had regretted the failure of Czechoslovakia and even 
Poland to appeal for League action. Non-aggression was 
clearly no longer capable of being enforced by the League, 
mutual assistance had been destroyed, but the League still 
could rid itself of a member which had repudiated without 
scruple or excuse the fundamental principles of the League. 
His state could not remain in the League if Russia did so. 

A Special Committee was duly constituted to examine 
the issues, and in accordance with practice it made a vain 
effort to induce Russia, as well as Finland, which was 
anxious to agree, to cease hostilities and to accept the 
mediation of the Assembly. This was refused, and the 
report of the Committee set out convincingly the case that 
Russia was guilty of aggression. She had violated a whole 
series of engagements towards Finland-the Treaty of 
Dorpat, October 14, 1920; the convention of June I, 1922; 
notes of September 24, 1928; the Paris Pact, 1928; the 
'Treary of Non-Aggression and Pacific Settlement of 
Disputes, January 21, 1932, extended to 1945 by a protocol 
of April 7, 1934; and the Convention for the Definition of 
Aggression of July 3, 1933, signed by the U.S.S.R. and 

1 Ibid., pp. 43ft: 
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border states, and accepted by Finland on January 1,1934; 
and Article 12 of the League Covenant. She had refused 
the good offices of the President of the United States, and 
had declined all reasonable proposals of Finland for a 
peaceful settlement, alleging the existence of a govern
ment created by herself on conquered territory, while the 
regular government of Finland, duly elected, was recog
nized by all od,er Powers. It recommended, therefore, a 
formal condemnation of the action taken, an urgent appeal 
to every member of ilie Leagne to provide Finland wiili 
such material and humanitarian assistance as might be in 
its power, and to refrain from any action which might 
weaken Finland's power of resistance, and the authorization 
of the Secretary-General to lend ilie aid of his technical 
services in ilie organization of such assistance and to con
sult non-member states with a view to their co-operation. 
It also advocated the Council to pronounce on the effect of 
the refusal of Russia to be present at ilie examination of ilie 
issue by Council and Assembly, thereby failing to observe 
a vital covenant for safeguarding peace, and of ilie untenable 
grounds adduced for its action, and suggested iliat Russia 
had thereby placed herself outside ilie Covenant} 

The Assembly debate produced some variations of 
oplmon. Portugal strongly urged expulsion from the 
League; Mexico condemned Russia but doubted ilie 
wisdom of expulsion, which would preclude the cbance of 
a settlement wiiliin the Leagne framework; India and 
Ecuador approved expulsion as did Britain and France, 
though iliey had not initiated the movement; and Poland, 

1 Ibid., pp. 6of. See The Development of Finnish-Soviet RelatiolfS during 
.he Aulumn oj 1939 (1940). 
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Belgium, and the Netherlands approved, provided it was 
understood that the action of the Secretariat did not involve 
collective action; while Switzerland, under the entire 
neutrality, recovered in 1938,' refrained for that reason 
alone from voting for expulsion. Sweden, Denmark, and 
Norway were sympathetic, but made it clear that in 
accordance with their view in 1938 they did not accept any 
idea of sanctions; Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania also 
declined the application of sanctions; and China and Bul
garia abstained from voting. It is obvious that paramount 
reasons for not irritating Russia explained the abstentions 
from voting. The President therefore duly recorded 
approval, no dissent having been proposed. In the Council 
there might have been some difficulty to obtain the 
unanimity necessary for expuhion. But it was held that, 
if members abstained from voting, that did not prevent an 
affirmative resolution being canied, and this was arranged 
on 13th December by suspending the normal rule that no 
member might be re-elected unless previously declared 
re-eligible by the Assembly. It was thus arranged that five 
non-permanent seats should be filled by the Assembly, in 
lieu of Bolivia, China, Latvia, New Zealand, and Sweden; 
the first two were re-elected, the Union of South Africa 
replaced New Zealand in accordance with the normal 
plan of having one Dominion on the Council, Finland 
took the place of Sweden, and Egypt of Latvia. 

The Council, thus reconstituted,' on 14th December, 
ruled that for the reasons set forth in the resolution of the 
Assembly, in virtue of Article 16 of the Covenant, "by its 
act the U.S.S.R. has placed itself outside the League of 

1 See Chap. IV., § 6, above. 
4S> 
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Natioru. It follows, that the U.S.S.R. is no longer a 
member of the League." As a consequence the U.S.S.R. 
ceased to be a member of the Labour Organization. 

It is impossible to criticize the validity of the view that 
Russia had been guilty of aggression. The curious wording 
of the resolution, asserting that Russia had placed herself 
outside the League, was criticized by Holland, l and it is 
not to be admired. The acceptance by failure to vote in the 
Council was marked, for Greece, Yugoslavia, and China
as well as Finland, which as an interested party did not vote 
-refrained from recording votes. It has, therefore, been 
argued' that the resolution was accepted only by Britain 
and France; the Union of South Africa, a British Dominion; 
Egypt, a client state of Britain; Belgium, alleged to be a 
client state of Britain and France; and Bolivia and the 
Dominican Republic, held to be client states of the United 
States of America. But there is clearly no basis for the 
suggestion of inspiration of the movement by these two 
states, for the moving force was clearly South American, 
and the abstentions of Greece, Yugoslavia, and China were 
clearly motived by desire to avoid irritating Russia. Iran 
and Peru' were not represented, but neither would have 
dissented; owing to her having given notice to leave the 
League, Peru had ceased to vote. 

The value of the resolution depended vitally on the 
attitude of Norway and Sweden, and that was soon dis
closed. Both sympathized with Finland, but neither would 
take up arms in her cause. What, however, was decisive, 
the two governments on 13th and 17th February declared 

1 Op. ciJ., p. 64. I Pritt. Mud the War Spread? p . .2.25. 
I Under notice to leave the League. 
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explicitly that they would not permit the transit through 
their territories of British or French forces intended to 
afford aid to Finland. The result was that on 12th March 
the Finnish Government concluded a disastrous peace on 
very much worse terms than were offered at the negotia
tions prior to the war. It is difficult to hold that the Finnish 
collapse was essential. The British and French Govern
ments had offered men and full co-operation if Finland 
applied for it, but the Finnish Government and Field
Marshal Mannerheim decided that, owing to the attirude 
of Sweden and Norway, the troops which were in readiness 
for dispatch for their support could not arrive in time. In 
the Field-Marshal's case, in view of his close relations with 
Germany in the war by which Finland was liberated, it 
may be assumed that the collapse of his resistance was 
motived by desire not to run counter to the policy of 
Germany, which was believed to have been prepared to 

send aid to Russia, if the Allies intervened, while the 
Finnish Government was naturally much affected by his 
opinion.' 

The peace clearly marks, as in the case of the Baltic 
States, me end of Finnish independence. M. Daladier made 
it clear mat, if Finland surrendered, the Allies need not 
sponsor her ~ase at me conclusion of me war. It is true 
mat for the moment the imposirion of a Bolshevist regime 
is spared; the puppet government had proved useless, and 

. it was therefore abandoned by M. Stalin. A Bolshevist 
republic in Karelia was, however, created. But Finland 

1 Even so, the collapse is curious and needs explanation. Cj the 
Times, March 11-16, 1940. Fear of Germany was officially admitted by 
Norway, 14th March, and Sweden, 1St April. 
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had to surrender the whole Karelian Isthmus, including 
Viipuri and the bay islands; territory north and west of 
Lake Ladoga, with several towns; islands in the Gulf of 
Finland; the territory of Markajarvi, and parts of the 
peninsula of R ybachi. More fatal still is the necessity to 
lease Hanko and adjacent islands, with the right for the 
Soviet Government to establish a naval base and maintain 
there military and air forces. In Petsamo, Finland cannot 
maintain any naval or air base. Russia obtains freedom of 
transit to Norway across the Petsarno district, and to 
Sweden, a railway to be constructed for the latter purpose 
from Kandalaksha to Kemijarvi. Both parties must refrain 
from aggression and must not enter into any alliance against 
the other.' 

It is clear that Finland has not the slightest chance of self
defence, and the Scandinavian countries have lost their 
valuable barrier against Russian aggression. From her new 
frontier Russia could penetrate by three railways to Hel
sinki, to the Gulf of Bothnia, and to the Swedish frontier, 
while the line from the Murmansk railway to Kemij.rvi 
has enormous strategic importance against Sweden. The 
cession of Hanko enables Russia to control Germany's 
access to the Finnish nickel mines and the iron orc of 
Sweden. Vital areas of Finland containing essential in
dustries, especially power production and the great cellu
lose factory, are 10st.1 

1 Norway and Sweden were very far from enthusiastic for a Nordic 
Defence Union urged by the Finnish President on March 14. 1940. They 
could not defend Finland now, and Russia vetoed a union. 

I About 420,000 Finns have lost homes and lands. On the position 
of the Aaland Islands, the value of which for defence is undemtined, see 
P,delford and Andersson, A].I.L.. J 939. pp. 465tf. 
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It is idle to ignore the resounding victory achieved by 
Russia, with the support of German threats to Finland no 
less than to Sweden and Norway. In the ultimate issue the 
security of Sweden and Norway was fatally compromised; 
they might have in effect to become virtually protectorates 
of Russia or Germany, and to serve as the battlefield 
between these Powers, should they determine to fight 
out their causes. The western Allies were clearly relieved 
from any concern with their future, and the long years of 
peace have deprived both countries of military qualities. 
The efforts of the King of Sweden at defending his Ministry 
were utterly unsatisfactory. Norway has already met her 
nemesis, as will be recorded below. 

The failure of this effort to revive the activities of the 
Leagne 1 must not be minimized. Juridically it is im
possible to question the right of Norway and Sweden to 
repudiate their obligation under Article r6 to allow the 
transit of Allied forces to aid Finland. The French and 
British repudiation of the Covenant obligations released 
these Powers from any obligation; just as war was in 
contemplation by Russia, the British recognition on 31st 
October of the Albanian conquest revealed once more that 
the League Covenant was dead. 

It would be untrue to accept the view of German 
propaganda that the defeat of Finland constituted a gigantic 
diplomatic defeat for the Allies, flinging them back from 
'eastern Europe and foreshadowing the destruction of their 
effortS to assert a voice in Europe beyond the Maginot line. 
In fact, having regard to the attitude of Sweden and 

1 S. S. Jones, The SunJin4v;an Statts tuUJ ,he LeagUl of Nations 
(1939). 
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Norway,' the inaction of the Allies was inevitable. To 
insist on sending aid via these states would have been wholly 
unwise. But it is true that once again democracies have 
proved their inferiority in courage and determination to 
totalitarian states. Italian opinion ascribes the defeat to 
traditional British indecision, but this is hardly made out, 
and, if the New York Herald- Tribune regrets the failure 
of powerful democratic neighbours to afford aid, it also 
admits that the tardiness with which Congress acted, and the 
hesitation widely disposed towards assuming the slightest 
risk, are not accomplishments of which the United States 
can be proud. 

For the future of the League and for British policy the 
episode should have decisive warning. The idea favoured 
by the Duchess of Atholl and many supporters of the 
League, that it is still possible to convert it into an effective 
instrument of international security must be abandoned 
once and for all. There is no reason whatever to suppose 
that any assurances given to maintain security under the 
League would have any greater validity than those given 
in [9[9. Peoples, the histoty of the League has proved, 
will not make any sacrifice for ideals, and will act only for 
motives of national importance. They are also absolutely 
short-sighted in their outlook, as in the case of Norway and 
Sweden, but equally in the case of France and Britain, 
when these two Powers allowed Ethiopia and Czechoslo
vakia, as well as Austria, to be utterly destroyed, and Mr. 

1 Their one excuse is that they distrusted the value of British assurances, 
unless, indeed, it is true that those were not tendered until too late. But 
thetr duty to Finland was dear, and their moral responsibility patent. 
See Ibsen's Brand in Survey Int. Aff., 1937. i. 54. for anticipatory censure. 
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Chamberlain showed his sympathy with the man in the 
street's objection to fight for any interest not immediately 
British. Yet that the present war derives directly from the 
aggression of Signor Mussolini on Ethiopia is beyond 
doubt, even if we hesitate to assign the affair of Manchuria 
as an ultimate cause. 

While the weakness of the Leagne ideal has been com
pletely exposed, the value of totalitarianism has been 
brilliantly vindicated. M. Stalin may have lost large 
numbers of men, and the Russian forces may have con
ferred distinction on their enemy rather than on themselves, 
but the spoils of war are his in complete measure, and, as 
in the cases of his Polish conquests and bloodless victories 
in the Baltic, there is no prospect that the Allies can affect 
his retention of his gains. It may safely be assumed that by 
the time that the Allies have secured victory over Germany, 
the population of Russian Poland will have been converted 
to acceptance of the Soviet rt'gime which has distributed 
lands and has carried out long-overdue agratian and other 
reforms. In the case of Finland it may be hoped that t.~e 
course of events following on Germany's aggression on 
Norway may enable her to avoid the temptations of 
Bolshevization, but this is far from cenain. At any rate, 
it will be practically impossible for Britain and France, to 
which no official appeal was made by Finland, to demand 
the reopening of the frontier issue. The Karelian Isthmus 
will doubtless have a population of convinced Bolshevists, 
whom it would be absurd to remove. 

One serious point must be faced. Was the resuscitation 
of the League, and the proceedings in December at Geneva 
a help or a mere hindrance I It has been plausibly con-
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tended 1 that the time was spent in exploiting the cumbrous 
machinery of the League when swift and resolute action by 
Britain and France would have had an immense material 
and moral effect in Finland, and in neutral countries in 
general. Certainly it is true that a special responsibility 
rested on these Powers, who were powerful, within striking 
distance by air, deeply concerned for the survival of small 
nations, and already in a state of war; that there was pro
longed delay in even arranging for the raising of volunteers, 
and only in February were steps taken to raise an expedition
ary force. But it must be pointed out that in the affair of 
Ethiopia Britain, with the encouragement of the Times, 
sheltered under the plea that she and France had no special 
responsibility for acting in respect of their neighbour 
Ethiopia, and that as regards Finland the British Govern
ment merely adhered to this precedent. That action on 
this basis is incompatible with winning a war is indeed 
obvious, and, while French opinion 2 is unanimous in 
condemning the pusillanimity of Norway and Sweden, it 
is forgotten that the failure of the western Allies to strike 
a stroke for Ethiopia, Czechoslovakia, and Austria, and their 
complete failure to afford effective aid to Poland, cause minor 
Powers great reluctance to run any risks. The British and 
French Cabinets, composed as they mainly are of men 
responsible for one debicle after another, presumably lack 
the courage and decision which must be used to assure 
victory in war. M. Stalin and Herr Hitler have the great 
advantage of resilient youth of spirit as against the" ossified, 
desiccated, nonentities" pledged to create a new order in 

1 The Times, March 14. 1940, p. 9. 
I Ibid., p. 8. 
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Europe,' but allowing their chances to slip through numbed 
and ineffective fingers. 

To Germany, of course, the debacle of the League has 
brought fresh encouragement. It enforces notably the 
doctrine of the Fiihrer that a great nation has the duty and 
the right to extend its power at the cost of neighbouring 
states, and it alfords a spurt to secure successes counter
balancing those of Russia. The motives which demand the 
retention of Czechoslovakia and Poland are greatly 
strengthened, and the U.S.S.R., while demanding Slav 
solidarity in the Balkans, has approved President Hacha's 
unpatriotic desire to make Czechoslovakia a loyal unit in 
the German living-space, while Russian Poland is rapidly 
accepting Sovietization, which doubtless is not worse than 
Polish misgovernment of minorities. If Germans are asked 
why Czechs and Poles should not have freedom, they 
readily retort with a like question regarding India, whose 
wrongs have compelled the desperate gesture of assassina
tion 'in the heart of London ; they cite the oppression of the 
Arabs of Palestine in favour of the Jews,' and of the colonial 
Empire in general, while they appeal to the unbiassed testi
mony of their protagonist, General Hertzog, whose thesis 
is that Germany is only taking a just revenge for the crimes 
of Versailles, a view shared by Colonel Lindbergh, whose 
mischievous efforts to prevent American sympathy for the 
Allies throw light on his success in London in dissuading 
British relations with Russia. 

1 Hitler, February 240 1940 . 
• Sir M. O'Dwyer, March 13. 1940. 
I The Labour and Libecals, on March 6, 1940, voted against fair treat
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If, then, there is to be an end to this era of broken faith, 
as Mr. Eden 1 assures us, and political perjury must be shown 
to have had its day, it cannot come from any change of 
heart on the part of Russia or of Germany or ofItaly. The 
doctrines of Herr Hitler, M. Stalin, and Signor Mussolini 
are all equally pernicious. The necessity of seeking to 
prevent the Duce adding himself to the circle of enemies 
doubtless explains the important concession made in March • 
in delaying the operation of the Reprisals Order in Cotmcil 
in respect of shipments of coal from Rotterdam, despite 
the importance of waging effectively economic warfare; 
but a peace leaving Italy mistress of Ethiopia and Albania 
is not a peace to establish freedom and liberty, even if 
Germany were effectively defeated. 

To meet the dangers which any peace must leave un
dealt with needs something greater than an effort to restore 
the League to activity in the political sphere. The reduction 
of the activities of the League to economic and social ends 
on the lines of the report of a Special Committee under Mr. 
Bruce, which was favourably received by the League in 
December 1939' is a possibility, and unobjectionable, so 
long as the fantastic idea that from such c<>-operation could 
be born political c<>-operation for security is discarded ; 
the League is not likely ever to receive the co-operation of 
Russia, Germany, Italy, Japan, and many minor Powers. 
What is essential is the formation, not of a federation, but 
of an effective alliance between France and Britain, which 

1 The Times. March 4. 1940. 
I Ibid., March I I, 1940. See also the conciliatory reply of 19th March, 

;asserting anxiety to maintain the accords of 1938. though injurious to 
Britain; Keith, Scotsman 6th and 13th March. 

o L. '!! N. Spec. Suppl., August 1939 ; Monthly Sum"""l', t939. pp. 456.« 
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should include a revived Czechoslovakia and a democratized 
Poland such as was promised by Mr. Chamberlain. Such 
an alliance would have to be real, involving constant co
operation in foreign issues, and military, naval, and air 
co-operation of a day to day character, so that there could be 
no question of the ghastly fiasco when Colonel Beck 1 

begged for Allied air action to relieve German pressure on 
Poland, and had to be given a negative answer. Czecho
slovakia and Poland alike would have to be rearmed so as 
to be able to stand firm against attack, and defensible frontiers 
must be assured for the former Power. 

The Balkan States might similarly be induced to form 
an effective alliance so as to avoid dependency on Russia, 
Germany, or Italy. This would necessitate Bulgaria 
receiving a reasonable amount of satisfaction from Yugo
slavia, Rumania, and Greece. If Hungary could be brought 
in by some accord over Transylvania, and if Austria 
should freely choose to join this group, there might be 
assured the safety of all the states. But it would be unwise 
to minimize the great difficulties of bringing about such a 
consummation, when Italy and Russia have every motive 
to prefcr the states in the Danubian area to remain divided. 
Without the creation of some such bloc tranquillity is 
inconceivable. In the north a Scandinavian group is now 
but a vague possibility. If it is objected that Mr. Chamber
lain • has denounced groupings as a policy of utter despair, 
the obvious answer is that his policy has led to a disastrous 
war, which nothing but blind credulity can induce us to 
believe to be a war to end war. 

1 Cmd. 6106. pp. 169. 171 ; Polish While Book, p. 139 . 
• 339 H.C. Deb. S s. 549. 
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Germany, chastened by military defeat-no blockade 
can now deprive her of oil and food-and Russia will 
remain beside Italy as potential disturbers of the peace, and 
in the case of the last two, if they remain non-belligerent 
against Britain and France, brilliant exponents of successful 
aggression. The outlook will be black unless Britain and 
Frauce tum their backs resolutely on the record of years of 
timidity and broken obligations, and rid themselves of the 
delusion that other peoples share their comfortable pacifism 
and conviction that they are entitled to hold all they have 
gained against the rest of the world, and, despite their 
declining populations, to object to any claims for even the 
right of immigration. Some hope may be derived from 
the aid freely given by the Dominions and India; these 
states, which would reject any federation, might be willing 
to co-operate closely with an effective British alliance with 
France, and thus aid in establishin g the rule that no change 
in the status quo, re-established as far as suitable by the peace 
treaty, shall De accomplished by the use of force. But the 
possibility of modification on grounds of justice and reason 
must not be ruled out, or nothing will prevent a new con
flagration. The history of the last few years in Britain 
almost as much as in France offers no grounds for high 
hopes for the future. 

There is scant possibility, however, that relations with 
the totalitarian states may be rendered easier by the applica
tion of economic remedies. It is pointed out 1 that in 
totalitarian countries the motives of profit for individuals 
have been removed, and it is suggested that in Britain 
it is already admitted that to earn more than a limited rate 

(") 
Carr. Tht Twenty Years' Crisis. pp. 304£. 
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of profit on essential public services is immoral. The same 
doctrine is said to have been applied to armament produc
tion, but of this assertion concrete proof is wholly to seek; 
the taxing of excess profits in the last war left vast sums to 
profiteers and secured reckless disbursements. That these 
grave blunders will now be avoided is a mere hypothesis. 
Certainly the manufacturers, and those who finance them, 
show scant fear of real control, and scandals of an Wl

pleasing character are already reported. That the re
armament crisis or even the war will convince Britain that 
employment is more important than profit, social stability 
than increased consumption, and equitable distribution than 
maximum production, is a hypothesis which may be 
doubted. Even if we accept that we are willing to sub
ordinate economic advantage to social ends in our own 
country, it follows not at all that we can rise to the con
ception of subordinating the economic welfare of Britain 
to that of Germany, Italy, or Russia, without having any 
assurance that the increased strength of these nations will 
not be used simply to strengthen the forces acting against 
Britain. That Britain and France should co-operate 
economically, as in finance and politics, is indeed deeply to 
be desired, but this is a very different thing from either 
country making sacrifices for rival countries, in the hope 
of thus buying off enmity, especially enmity based on 
motives of power. An appeal based merely on the nobility 
of self-sacrifice 1 may be regarded as merely visionary. 

The difficulties of peaceful change' are seen in the most 
clear way if we eschew generalities, and pose the question 
of immigration of Indians or Japanese into Australia. It is 

1 Carr, op. dt., pp. 21Jff. • cJ J. L. Kunz, A.J.IL, 1939. pp. JJIf. 
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easy to argue that these peoples should fmd sufficient room 
and occupation in their own lands, or at any rate not in 
Australia, just as the Union of South Africa has endeavoured 
to cast on India, or some other place, the duty of dealing 
with the considerable number ofIndians born in the Union, 
which assuredly has a plain obligation to care for them 
instead of striving to drive them to find new homes. Or, 
again, we have the exclusion of Indians, Chinese, and vir
tually Japanese from Canada and the United States, and the 
Union of South Africa. The United States has the Monroe 
Doctrine.' Japan is seeking to establish a new order for the 
Far East, Britain asserts her view of the law of blockade, 
the U.S.S.R. insists on denying individual rights of property, 
and thus rejects compensation for the deprivation thereof of 
foreigners. All of these matters are excluded from sub
mission to any other Power to decide by national policy, 
just as Germany has negated any arbitration or conciliation 
or judicial settlement of her right to living space, or to 
destroy the Jewish race. There never was a time when the 
United States would have consented to submit her claims 
in respect of control of Cuba, or any of her interventions 
in Central America, or her creation of the Republic of 
Panama; just as Britain would not submit to arbitration 
her relations with Germany, or any other country, regarding 
her colonies, or those with Egypt, so Rumania has inter
posed a blank refusal to arbitrate the claims on her of 
Bulgaria, Hungary, or Russia. Herr Hitler and Signor 
Mussolini in their aggressions were resolute not to accept 
any mediation or arbitral decree. 

t Extended by the Lima Declaration, 1938; C. G. Fenwick, A.J.l.L 
1939, pp. Zl71f. 
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We have, in fact, to face issues whieh far transcend any
thing which can be affected by economic appeasement, 
and that power will diminish as an essential factor in deter
mining the relations of states, in any time to be foreseen, is 
not believable. Hence the dreams of Federal Union or a 
revival of the League of Nations must not obscure the solid 
fact that the only method whereby to prevent the use of 
power against Britain and France lies in the creation of such 
an edifice of protective force as to render aggression unwise. 
That we have to recur to the ideal of a balance of power in a 
new form may be regretted; that we have no other alternative, 
if we are not to suffer disaster, may be confidently asserted. 

It has indeed been suggested 1 that by the creation of a 
Permanent Court of International Equity a means of de
cision might be established for all disputes which the parties 
were not willing to submit to mediation, arbitration, or 
judicial settlement, while Article 19 of the Covenant might 
be altered to allow a two-thirds majority to declare the 
terms of any award, made over ten years earlier, no longer 
in accord with circumstances nor with a durable peace. 
This scheme would require to be supplemented by an 
international air force 2 to secure reference to, and acceptance 
of rulings of, the Equity Tribunal. But it is plain that 
nations arc not in the least likely to accept any such project; 
those that will peace can doubtless settle far more simply 
their causes of difference,3 those that do not favour peace 

1 K. Strupp, ugal Machinery for Peaceful Chllnge (1937). Contrast 
F. S. Dunn. Peacefo' Change (1937). who denies the value of any new 
machinery. 

S Lord Davies, Nearing the Abyss. The Lesson of Ethiopia (1936). 
s Cj. C. R. M. F. CruttweU, A History of Peaceful Change in the Modern 

Wodd (I937). 
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would not accept the scheme, or, if compelled to do so, 
would merely plan to destroy it. Whether religion will 
ever expel war from mankind only time will tell; the 
projects hitherto devised are patently unavailing. 

9. The Phantom of Neutrality 

If Norway, in the words of her greatest writer, refllSed 
aid to Finland, or to allow Allied forces to give aid, on 
the score that 

.. We are small, and lack me might 
To join battle for the right; 
Cannot sacrifice the nation 
For our share in world-salvation." 

she was shortly to learn that her neutrality would not 
mean exemption from war. 

The neutrality of the Scandinavian countries is at first 
sight difficult to understand, but it is explicable by the 
same motives as produce in Britain the phenomenon of 
conscientious objection to military service. There are two 
obvious grounds which create such objectors-cowardice 
and avarice; the conscientious objector stands to gain 
enormously by refusing service. He escapes all the irk
some misery of military training, the lack of freedom, 
subjection to orders often difficult to defend, and not least 
the danger of death or injury, as well as increased liability 
to disease and pain. By remaining in civil employment 
he draws sums in striking contrast to a soldier's pay, and 
has added possibilities of gain by promotion or obtaining 
employment vacated by a more patriotic comrade. Some 
objectors no doubt are moved by false philosophy; they 
accept the teachers of hedonism as their guides, and regard 
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the pursuit of pleasures, especially physical, as alone jus
tifiable; or they arc stupid enough to be misled by the 
flagrant sophistries of pacifism, supported by false inter
pretations of Christian teaching. The increase of the 
numbers of objectors is directly favoured by the policy 
of the state in permitting their retention even in the service 
of military departments, and in the ranks of the teachers 
of youths and children! and in refusing to require that 
such objectors should be ready to prove their sincerity by 
accepting civil work at military rates of pay. 

For states not immediately attacked the attractions of 
neutrality are of identical character. Safety from the risks 
of war, and the profits to be derived from trade with 
belligerents, arc powerful motives, and pacifist doctrine is 
ever available to denounce any idea of fighting for the 
right as war-mongering. Moreover, prolonged years of 
exemption from war creates a spirit hostile to war, and 
easily cowed by the spectacle of men who are prepared 
to fight. A moral decadence sets in and timidity becomes 
a virtue, courage a danger. Such nations earn and deserve 
the contempt of those peoples who remember the funda
mental principle that good can be maintained only by 
constant activity, and that it is forbidden by every principle 
of moraliry and of Christianiry to fail to render aid to the 
oppressed. 

The violation by the Scandinavian Powers of their 
. obligation under these principles to succour Finland was 
complete and unabashed, the King of Sweden identifying 

1 That they do not teach in class their doctrine is of no moment. 
A teacher has gre.t influence out of school, and many use it. as a DUtter 

of principle. 
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himself with the national dishonour, while Hr. Hansson, 
the Prime Minister, and Hr. Giinther, the Foreign Minister, 
in the lower and upper chambers of Parliament, won the 
plaudits of the representatives of the people on 1st April 
for their defence of their desertion of the Finns, and the 
part they played in inducing the Finnish Government to 
accept the disaster of a peace, which, as M. Molotov showed 
on 29th March, was a crushing blow to Scandinavian 
freedom. The like cowardice marked the attitude of 
Norway. On sth April Professor Koht admitted that 
Norway had lost in the war S4 ships of over 120,000 
registered tons, and 392 lives, in at least 12 cases by the 
action of German V-boats or bombers, in 9 cases without 
regard to the safety of the crew. He admitted that on 
8th March Norway, Sweden, and Denmark had asked 
Germany to discuss the problem of sea warfare, but with
out even receiving a reply. Nonetheless he insisted that 
Norway would continue to observe complete neutrality, 
and would treat as grave any infringement by Britain of her 
territorial waters, though no risk to Norwegian ships or 
lives was thereby involved. 

In fact, Norwegian waters had been permitted by 
Norway to be used by Germany for the passage through 
them of a German fleet auxiliary carrying British seamen 
captured by the Gra! Spec during her period of acrion.' 
This proceeding was aggravated by the deliberate failure 
of Norwegian officials to detect the presence of the captives 
on the Altmark. compelling the British Cabinet to authorize 
British forces to enter Norwegian waters to liberate the 
captives, since Norway had failed in her duty to forbid 

, Bull. Int. Aff., xvii. 22SIf, 29IIf. 
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passage through her waters to that vessel, and had made 
herself pro tanto an auxiliary to German warfare. The un
restrained vehemence of the denunciations of the Norwegian 
Foreign Minister contrasted strangely with his complete 
failure even to elicit a reply from Germany to his alleged 
protests against the cruel destruction of Norwegian sailors, 
and his moral position was undermined by- his invention 
of an alleged British agreement that the rule forbidding 
sojourn by foreign war vessels in territorial waters in time 
of war for over twenty-four hours did not apply; the 
British Government had no difficulty in exposing the 
falsity of this assertion, which had been broadcast in 
order to prejudice in the eyes of the world the British 
action. 

But more serious was the usc which Norway permitted 
Germany to make of her port Narvik, and her territorial 
waters, for the transit of Swedish ore to Germany to be 
used for munitions. It was patent that Norway should 
have declined to permit the transit of such ore, so long as 
Germany persisted in the conduct of war at sea against 
Norwegian shipping in complete violation of the laws 
of belligerency. It was patently impossible for Norway 
to wage war on Germany to avenge her murdered seamen 
or the bombing of passenger ships, but it was a clear duty 
on her to take any step which she could easily do to 
prove that she was neutral and not acting, under the guise 
of neutrality, as an ally of Germany. It was clearly open 
to the Allies to insist on Norwegian action, and, in default, 
themselves to act. They could also claim that the complete 
violation of belligerent duties by Germany authorized them 
to adopt measures of retaliation, even if these compelled 
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entry on neutral territorial wat<ars, but no such claim was 
requlSlte. The delicts of Norway herself fully justified and 
demanded Allied intervention to make good Norwegian 
failure to perform an obvious duty. For the Allies to 
accept all the disadvantages arising from the laws of 
neutrality was one thing; for them to acquiesce in the 
added i.t~uries resulting from violation of neutral obliga
tions was a totally different question. 

The Allied decision was therefore takeu to lay mines 
in Norwegian territorial waters in such a way as to compel 
German vessels to leave at certain spots these waters and 
to emerge into the open sea. The notification of 8th April 1 

recited the violations of the laws of war-the sinking of 
neutral, especially Norwegian, ships with heavy los< of life. 
the bombing of British and neutral trawlers, lightships, and 
fishing boats, and the machine-gunning of their crews. It 
pointed out that in these circumstances it was intolerable 
that German vessels carrying contraband should be escorted 
through Norwegian waters by Norwegian war vessels; the 
Allies could no longer acquiesce in Norway affording 
Germany facilities which placed the Allies at a dangerous 
disadvantage. An assurance was given that any Allied 
action would be in strict accord with the dictates of human
ity, and Norway was reminded that the aim of the Allies 
in the war was to establish principles which the smaller 
states in Europe would themselves wish to see prevail, and 
upon which the very existence of these states ultimately 

1 See also Mr. Churchill, House of Commons, April II, 1940. The 
resignation of Lord Chatfield and Mr. Churchill's presidency over the 
Defence Committee attested his growing primacy in the War Cabinet. 
of whose members he commanded far the most public confidence. 
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depended. Norway protested with a violence absent from 
,her dealings with Germany, a significant proof of her 
reliance on Allied humanity and her terror of German 
brutality. 

The contrast between Allied and German methods of 
action was forthwith displayed. Even before mine-laying 
had been begun by the Allies, naval, air, and military forces 
of Germany were on their way to seize vital places in 
Norway and Denmark and to assume guardianship over 
these states. It is perfectly clear from calculation of times 
that these actions were not the result of the mine-laying, 
but the execution of a deliberate policy which happened to 
coincide in time with Allied action. The German declara
tion of reasons 1 for action indeed puts the matter on the 
broadest basis. War had been declared on Germany by 
the Allies without cause. They had endeavoured to usc 
the Russo-Finnish war to secure a basis in Scandinavia to 
enable them to attack Germany from the north. The close 
of that war had frustrated their hopes, but they had deter
mined nonetheless to carry out the project, and Germany 
had indubitable evidence that England and France intended 
to occupy certain territories in the Northern States suddenly 
within the next few days. These states had failed to resist 
aggression in the past; they had tolerated the most seri0U1 
interference with their sovereign rights without taking any 
suitable counter measures; Germany must therefore • take 
them under her protection, and prevent their being misused 
or war being brought to the north. 

1 Text in Times, April II, 1940. 

I This reminds us of the argument in 1914 that Belgium required 
safeguarding from Allied attack. 
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There is no question of the complete fabrication of the 
German allegations of the intention of the Allies to violate 
the territorial sovereignty of Norway or Denmark. Even 
Professor Koht, an unfricndly wimess, asserted his convic
tion that the Allies did not entertain any designs against the 
sovereignty of Norway, and the assertion is equally ludicrous 
as regards Denmark. The fate of that country is the harder 
because, in contrast to the other Scandinavian states, in May 
1939 she accepted a pact of non-aggression with Germany 
which pledged the latter "in no circumstances to go to 
war or employ any kind of force" against her. The utter 
worthlessness of German pledges was thus once more 
revealed. Further evidence of German audacity was con
tained in the proclamations of the German commanders; 
it was asserted that agreements were being reached with 
the governments of Norway and Denmark intended to 
respect and secure in full measure the existence of each 
kingdom, the preservation of its armed forces, the freedom 
of the people, and the future independence of the country. 
The armed forces were warned not to resist but to establish 
immediate liaison with those of Germany. 

In Denmark only a handful of men made any resistance; 
the King, his government, and Parliament surrendered at 
discretion.' Was the coup carried out with their con
nivance 1 Evidence is lacking, but it was so smoothly 
operated that it may well have been. The Danes have lost 
all warlike capacities; with full knowledge of the risk they 
ran, they made no serious preparations for self-defence, and 

1 The declarations of the King and Hr. Stauning on 9th April are 
somewhat abject, and suggest collusion. The oil stores may have been 
deliberately acquired in anticipation of the coup. 
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never asked for Allied co-operation. In such a condition 
Germany, eager for an early victory, was placed under an 
irresistable temptation to seize the vast stores of oil, 200,000 

tons, which Allied incompetence had permitted the country 
to acquire, and to obtain important supplies of food. It 
was inevitable that Iceland should assume all /Unctions 
vested in Denmark under her constitution; whatever the 
/Uture may bring for Denmark, cut off by the Allied 
blockade from imports of agricultural essentials and from 
all exports, no peace treaty can secure any real independence 
for such a state, and that it must either join a Scandinavian 
federation or become a protectorate of Germany. Iceland 
clearly could not be allowed to shelter Germans or German 
ships; she could secure her enjoyment of freedom only 
under Allied protection, and on loth Maya British force 
landed in Iceland. We may see revived the idea of her 
acquisition of something like Dominion status in the form 
of a treaty such as that of 1936 hetween Britain and Egypt. 
The Faroe Islands are under British control, and should not 
be returned to Denmark without safeguards. 

Did Norway think of acquiescing in Germany's acrion 1 

It is quite probable that Norwegian statesmen had SOme 
idea of what was in store. Germany was patently desper
ately in need of Sweden's iron ore, and the right to use 
the Norwegian route counted as important in her eyes. 
The declaration by the Foreign Minister on the eve of the 
coup can best be assigned to an inkling of what was propo,ed 
for his country. He then asserted that Norway would 
resist invasion, but for a moment it seemed as ifher govern
ment would negotiate. In any Case the spirit of defeatism 
so long nourished in Norway was revealed by the wholesale 
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treachery of the defenders of the fortresses and the possibility 
of the swift creation of a puppet government 1 prepared, 
it seems, to do Germany's bidding, and it seems to have 
been hoped that the King would follow the lead of the 
King of Denmark and yield to the demand for his cc
operation. It was all to the good, therefore, that Lord 
Halifax on loth April asserted the decision taken by the 
Supreme War Council on the 9th A"ril that the Allies would 
fight the war to its end in association with Norway, and 
added that, even if a Norwegian government surrendered 
under duress, it would in no way weaken the Allied deter
nIination to resist on behalf of a powerless Norway both 
the effect for Norway of this brutal exhibition of violence, 
and for themselves of an extension of German strategic 
power in the North Sea and the Atlantic, which it would 
be impossihle for Britain to accept. Nor can we deny 
the fundamental truth of his contention that the conflict 
is one between right and wrong, and is being fought, not 
only on behalf of states engaged now, but of all states 
that love their liberty and wish to preserve their inde
pendence. 

Mr. Churchill on IIth April stressed the fact that the 
severe sufferings of Norway were largely due to the 
exaggerated character of her neutrality, which had pre
vented her discussing with Britain measures to secure her 

1 Headed by Major Quisling. Some of the army officers were 
patently disloyal, and on 15th April the President of the Supreme Court 
secured the appointment of an Administrative Committee in place of 
Quisling to continue his work, but not as a full government. A limited 
recognition was given by the King on 19th April, on which date only was 
the Norwegian minister sent from Berlin by the German Government. 
but without a declaration of war. 
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safety, and pointed out the lesson to other neutrals thus 
implied.' He noted the strict respect for neutral rights 
shown by the delay in laying mines; in the Great War 
Britain, France, and the Vnited States had induced Nonvay 
to block usc of the channel by V-boats by laying a mine
field herscl£ Moreover, Germany had used territorial 
waters to send ore-ships carrying men and munitions who 
had seized Nonvegian ports. 

The infection of pacifism in Nonvay herself was seen 
in the fact that Nonvegians could be found willing to 

serve as the government, and that Herr Hider could urge 
the King to substitute dlese infamous traitors for the 
Nygaardsvold Ministty. On IIth April, heartened by 
British support, the King refused obedience and appealed 
to his countty to fight for freedom. He might well have 
expected the spontaneous aid of Sweden, but an admonition 
from Germany brought the King and his Ministty to heel, 
and elicited profuse assurances that Sweden would remain 
resolutely neutral,2 so that full supplies of all she could 
export would be available for German use. Though left 
without a German garrison, Sweden was thus virtually 
reduced to the status of a client state. Nor is there any 
reason to suppose that that position is not acceptable tq 
a people which has lost even the desire to defend itsel( 
It may be that the long list of states subjugated without 
receiving British aid is depressing-Ethiopia, Austria, 
Czechoslovakia, Spain, Albania, Poland, as also are the 

1 Holland at once refused to discuss measures to bring her aid; so also 
Belgium. See § I I, below. 

:I A broadcast from Stockholm on rIth April by the Speaker of the 
Norwegian Storting was vetoed at the demand of the German consul 
by the subservient goverwnent. whose complaisance is unlimited. 
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disasters of China and Finland-but no state has any right 
to existence whose people will not strike, when, as now, 
they can rely on defmitive British and French aid.> 

The facts as to Scandinavia are a defmite warning to 
supporters of Federal Union of the hopelessness of fettering 
Britain by union with the Scandinavian states. There is 
every probability that Danes and Swedes and many 
Norwegians would be found to be supporters of German 
views against those of Britain. It must be remembered 
that these peoples have racial affmities to Germans closer 
than those to the population of the British Islands. and 
that their mental affmities are also more German than 
British. It is equally clear that these states could not be 
relied upon in any plan of rebuilding the League of Nations. 
That must involve the existence of a fIxed resolve to honour 
solemn pledges. of a full appreciation of the duty to respect 
and maintain the personality of other states, and of a 
belief in objective justice and liberty. and in the attitude 
of the states towards Finland, no less than towards Poland, 
there is no sign of any truth or love of liberty. It is 
difficult to foresee the future for states with these character
istics. The normal plan of a Scandinavian federation is 
.negatived by the prohibition of M. Molotov, and nothing 
but a complete Allied victory can so rule out Russian 
intervention as to make the scheme practicable. But, as 
they are, these weak Powers serve only to aid totalitarian 
states in their menace to the democracies. 

1 Cf Burke on conciliation with America: .. When bad men com
bine the good must associate; else they will faU one by one, an unpitied 
~crifice In a contemptible struggle." It is fair to say that Sweden had 
to crush a widespread Nazi movement; but the Afto"bladet on 8th April 
was definitely hostile to the Allies. 
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The events recounted contain a grave warning to 
those Scottish Nationalists 1 who are guilty of the folly 
of seeking to place Scotland in the position of Eire. Save 
as united with England, Scotland would be a feeble Power, 
dependent, as is Eire, on the patronage of England for the 
maintenance of her existence and autonomy. Nor, 
divorced from the spirit of English liberty, enshrined in 
the constitutional law and system of government of English 
origin, would the outlook for ordered freedom in Scotland 
be pro~ing. The share of the Scottish people in the 
expansion of British ideals is sufficiently glorious to render it 
absurd for alleged patriotic societies to resent the greatness 
of the English people and of England. Nor is it wise to 
ignore the presence of dangerous elements in the Scottish 
population manifested in the resolutions of the Trades 
Councils of Glasgow and Edinburgh demanding peace, 
and in the former case applauding the Russian attack on 
Finland.2 A dangerous influx ofIrish nationals has deeply 
affected the racial complexion of western Scotland, and 
maintenance of the closest relations with the English stock, 
which is akin to the Scots of the lowlands, is necessary 
for the preservation of the vital element of the Scottish 
race. 

The position of the League of Nations in respect of the 
attacks on Norway and Denmark was raised in the House 
of Commons on 9th April, immediately after Mr. Chamber
lain had reported rhe facts of the aggression. Mr. Alexander 

1 'Their candidate in the Argyll by-election was defeated in April 
1940 by 5.009 votes. 

t The Scottish Peace Council is alleged to be under Communist 
influence, and the Cdtic element of the country is temperamentally 
unstable. Pacifism is a real danger. 
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urged that the Council of the League should be invited to 
consider the new aggression, in accordance with the pro-
cedure in the case of Finland. But the Premier felt unable 
to bind himself to any specific action, though hoping that 
all the members of the League would recognize their 
obligations to the victims of aggression, for" first things 
must come first. There are actions which I think will be 
more effective than summoning a meeting of the League 
of Nations." The laughter and cheers which greeted this 
sally are as significant as the impatience manifested by 
members when Sir R. Acland demanded consistency in 
action towards aggressors, alluding to the rumour that 
Britain was prepared to make concessions to Japan as 
regards China inconsistent with her undertakings and 
duty. 

The attitude of the Conservatives in the Commons is 
entirely in harmony with that adopted by leading Con
servatives in the House of Lords 1 during the Munich crisis 
of 1938, and proves decisively their repudiation of the 
docrrine of collective security. Its existence gives a 
decisive warning against any idea of rebuilding European 
order on the basis of strengthening the League. If this 
were done, it would merely be found again that Britain 
would repudiate her obligations with as scant scruple as 
she did in the case of Czechoslovakia. Even Were a Labour 
Government in power, it would have to face such opposition 
from pacifists within its own ranks that it could not make 

1 E.g. Londonderry, Moctistone. Rankeillour, Stonchaven, Brocket, 
Chatfield, Samuel, Ponsonby, Swinton, Marchwood. and Maugham; 
lIS H.L. Deb. S s. 1336tf., I38Iff. Earl Baldwin made an amazing 
admission of the weakness of British defences ~ yet his patty had heeD 
in power for seven years unchallenged; ibid. 139If. 
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head against the mass of Conservative opposition. We 
may hope that specific obligations, kept in constant opera
tion by joint consultation and action, will always be 
honoured, but we should deceive ourselves if we thought 
that general obligations will ever be honoured, if their 
breach does not lead to immediate damage and danger to 
ourselves; statesmen seldom, and the electors never, take 
long views. 

For our destruction of any faith in our promises We 
now find the Balkan States, except Turkey, reluctant to 
lend us support, despite the obvious advantages of their 
being able to rely on the alliance of the great Mediterranean 
Powers, Britain and France, in order to save them from 
vassalage to Germany or Russia. If Rumania is reminded 
by German propaganda of the fate of Ethiopia. Czecho
slovakia, and Poland, it is easy to understand how eager 
she is to placate Germany by supplies of oil, in the hope 
of securing German aid to deter Russia from seizing 
Bessarabia, and Hungary and Bulgaria from demanding 
Transylvania and the Dobrudja; a strong element in her 
own population favours Germany as a more reliable ally. 
Yugoslavia is likewise disturbed by internal dissent, and 
subject both to German and to Italian influence, which 
is strong also in totalitarian Greece. Britain and France. 
had they kept faith, might easily have commanded the 
support of these Powers, and a firm alliance with them 
after the war may secure that support and form an im
portant safeguard for peace. 

The disadvantages of the destruction of the Covenant 
are strikingly seen in the fact that the Allied fleets have 

. been unable to enter the Black Sea in order to cut off 
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Russian supplies of oil for Germany. Under Articles 19 
and 25 of the Convention regarding the Regime of the 
Straits of 1936, had the Covenant still had validity, the 
Allies could have passed the Straits, and, with Turkish aid, 
have intercepted the vessels carrying oil, with complete 
authorization under international law. Nor would Turkey 
have been entitled to deny passage of the Straits, even were 
she reluctant to co-operate hersd( As matters stand, such 
action can take place only if Turkey decides on belligerency, 
when under Article 20 of the Convention she may permit 
the Allies unrestricted passage of the Straits, and there are 
obvious grounds why it should not be desirable for Turkey 
to commit herself forthwith to such belligerency, so long 
as Russia remains content to cOnhne her hostility to the 
Allies to economic aid to Germany, and to denunciations 
of Allied imperialism whose hypocrisy is rendered ludicrous 
by her aggression on Finland. The hasty denial that 
Germany had been allowed to use Murmansk as a base 
and the evacuation of the Petsamo region as agreed are 
quite fairly adduced by the U.S.S.R. as prima facie evidence 
of her genuine intention, as announced by M. Molotov, 
to abstain from actual participation in the war. In her 
case, as in that of Italy, action will doubtless be determined 
by the opportunity for inexpensive aggression afforded by 
the course of the war. Mr. Churchill's warning of the 
strength of the Allied forces in the Mediterranean was 
intended for both of these dangerous and untrustworthy 
non-belligerents, whose glorification of the German coup 
against Norway and Denmark is significant testimony to 
their willingness to wound but yet fear to strike. 



THE CAUSES OF THE WAR 

roo Lord Halifax and Herr Hitler 

Few more curious or perverse evaluations of a national 
policy can ever have been made than that by Lord Halifax 
on ,Oth April, when he claimed that "the behaviour of 
Germany is really that of a homicidal lunatic or of a mad 
dog that runs about biting where he may, until after a time 
everybody who is concerned to defend themselves against 
that sort of thing gets their gun down in order to make 
an end." The inelegance of expression, unwonted in the 
speaker, and the substance of his statement suggest that the 
effect of the German stroke disturbed the balance of his 
judgment on a piece of carefully planned policy, reflecting 
great credit on the intellect, though not the morality, 
of Herr Hitler. 

The essential fact shown by the attack on Denmark 
and Norway is that the war has, as explained above,' its 
root in the will of Germany to attain power, which is 
incarnate in the person of the Fiihrer. The intemperate 
violence of Lord Halifax's denunciation is doubtless due 
to his realization that the destructive forces now let loose 
on the world would never have been unchained, had he
and the government of which he is a member not allowed 
themselves to be completely deceived by the Fiihrer. It 
is not as if they were not warned. Mein Kampf had long 
been public property; it was regularly reprinted without 
fundamental change, and ministers can hardly have been 
misled by the sentimental explanations of its character 
put in currency and adopted, with complete lack of 

1 See Chap. L, § , above. 
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cIltlclSm, in one English translation.' When, therefore, 
the British Government acquiesced in, if it did not welcome, 
the remilitarization of the Rhineland, it deliberately 
destroyed the one effective security against the attainment 
by Germany of that hegemony preached as the goal by 
Mein Kampf At the same time it made it clear that the 
most absolute defiance of solemn treaty obligations, 
deliberately and most formally renewed by Herr Hider 
himself, would not evoke action. 

Lord Halifax, though in close touch with foreign affairs, 
was not responsible for that British failure. But in 
November 1937 he was in personal touch with Herr 
Hider and his entourage, and it is clear that he completely 
failed to learn what sort of a man the ruler of Germany 
was. Herr Hider has been accused of using false promises 
to deceive his enemies, and he has done so without stint 
or shame. But it was the business of an experienced 
statesman like Lord Halifax to avoid being deceived by 
the Fiihrer. Instead, Herr Hider took full measure of his 
visitor, and realized that from him no effective resistance 
would be forrhcoming. He worked, therefore, in close 
harmony with Signor Mussolini to remove Mr. Eden 
from office, for both realized that, while he had shown 
weakness in facing the Duce, he was nevertheless not likely 
to be duped easily. The success of this movement in 
inducing Mr. Chamberlain to deprive the country of the 
services of the one man in the Cabinet who saw the facts 
clearly has already been recorded. 

The success of ejecting Mr. Eden from the Cabinet 
was followed forthwith by the rape of Austria, and the 

I James Murphy (ed. Hurst and Blackett. 1939). pp. IOf. 
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cruel persecution of all who had ever resisted Nazi domina
tion. Nonetheless Lord Halifax pressed on with the accord 
with Italy, which Mr. Eden had refused to sponsor. He 
knew, unless he deliberately refused to know. that the 
Fiihrer and the Ouce had both deliberately violated their 
pledged words not to intervene in Spain, eveu if he did 
not believe, as he should have believed, that they were 
riyals for the honour of having instigated revolt against a 
democratic state, which sinned by friendship for Britain. 
He knew that the Duee had violated obligation after 
obligation towards Ethiopia and that his pledged word 
was worthless. Yet he devised an accord, which secured 
nothing from Italy and gravely weakened the position of 
Britain in Arabia. 

In full knowledge of all the broken promises of Herr 
Hitler, the Prime Minister signed the Munich accord of 
September 29, 1938, and assured Britain of his belief in the 
Fiihrer's good faith. It is difficult to fmd any excuse for 
his faith in the FUhrer's word, except that men believe 
what they wish to believe. Yet, unless that word, so often 
broken to the Premier's knowledge, were to be faithfully 
kept, Czechoslovakia was doomed. . 

Czechoslovakian acceprance of the dictation of the 
Allies was induced by a pledge of a British guarantee. It 
was now a question of British good faith and of the 
Premier's personal honour, for on 4th October he author
ized a declaration by Sir T. Inskip that Britain regarded 
the guarantee as binding as a moral obligation.' But as 

1 Lord Halifax's responsibility is avowed; 110 H.L. Deb. S s. I30lff. 

See Lord Samuel, I387ff, though his view is vitiated by pacifum. Lord 
Snell, 1313. pointed out that Mr. Chamberlain's trust in Herr Hider at 
Berchtesgaden had proved false at Godesberg. 
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early as 1st November he spoke in terms of utter vagueness 
on the guarantee, fully justifying the impression un
doubtedly held by the Fiihrer that his pact with him had, 
as pointed out in the debate on Munich by Mr. Nod
Baker, "commicced us never to cake part in any collective 
.' . " aetton agamst aggressIon agam. 
One chance remained to disabuse the Fuhrer and to 

preserve British good faith. The Munich accord left 
ample room for intervention by Britain and France in 
support of Czechoslovakia in vital maccers of detail. Here 
was Lord Halifax's opportunity to make good as far as 
might be the vast moral obligation of Britain to Czecho
slovakia. How this duty was executed is sufficiently shown 
by his speech of January 20, 1940. After pointing out that 
me Munich setclement gave Germany all that she imme
diately wanted, he added,! "In applying that agreement 
I tItink it is true to say that evety contentious point was 
decided in Germany's favour." Was not this a convincing 
reason for Herr Hitler to believe that Lord Halifax and the 
Premier were agreed in disinteresting themselves in the fate 
of Czechoslovakia, just as he believed, wim equal reason, 
that M. Bonnet and M. Daladier had disinterested them
selves 1 

In like manner Lord Halifax accompanied, in January 
1939, Mr. Chamherlain to Rome to honour the Duce for 
his destruction of Ethiopian independence, alma ugh since 
1937 they had before them in Marshal de Bono's Anno XlIII 
the authentic record of the Duces perfIdy to EthiopIa. 

1 This vital admission is deliberately suppressed in the Bu/!, Int. AJJ.? 
xvii. 82, doubtless because of its damaging character. The Bulletin can 
evidently no longer be relied on as an objective source. 
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W OJ; that action not a direct encitement to Herr Hitler to 
imitate the triumphant bad faith of his colleague in the 
Anti-Comintern Pact, so patently hostile to Britain 1 At 
Rome again their close friend completely deceived his 
guests, giving them no inkling of his determination to seize 
Albania at the earliest possible moment. Would Mr. Eden 
and Mr. Churchill have been thus deceived 1 

Herr Hitler had thus overwhelming reason to expect 
that his destruction of the czechoslovak State wonld meet 
with no resistance, and his assurance WOJ; just; on I 5th 
March, at the moment when the guarantee was vital, it 
was revoked outright, without the slightest effort to put 
it in force. 

These successes of Herr Hitler were those of admirable 
statesmanship, in the sense that he had definite aims, and 
accurately gauged the resistance to be expected from those 
who might oppose. His further advance against Poland 
was supported by many considerations. Could Mr. 
Chamberlain be expected to plunge Europe into war for 
a corrupt and tyrannical oligarchy over a German city, 
when he had forced Czechoslovakia to sacrifice all that 
was vital to her safety 1 That Herr Hitler did not believe 
Mr. Chamberlain would fight WOJ; the most natural thing 
in the world. Had not he and Lord Halifax acquiesced 
in the conquest of Albania 1 Was not the destruction of 
the freedom of a people a much more serious thing than 
the surrender of a city which was eager for reunion 1 No 
doubt the calculation of the Fiihrer was wrong, but it was 
essentially natural. Would, in fact, Lord Halifax or his 
cruef bave fought if it had not been dear that failure to 
keep faith with Poland would mean loss of office I 
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Viewed in the ligbt of these facts, what is there of a 
homicidal lunatic or a mad dog in tbe actions of the Fuhrer 
in seizing Denmark and No~ay 1 He had prepared the 
way in Denmark with full success, as the immediate acquie
scence of King and Premier showed; even in Norway 
he won marked success at Oslo, Bergen, Trondheim, and 
at Narvik, where the Norwegian commandant joined the 
invaders. Indeed, it was probably touch and go between 
a complete success and a modified failure, induced in all 
likelihood by the Allied warning that acceptance of the 
German demands would not enable Norway to escape 
war. 

It is wise to recognize how great is the skill of the 
regime against wbich the Allies are called to battle for 
the liberty, not of themselves alone, but of the whole of 
western and central Europe, and of the Balkan States. It 
is well also to admit that our isolated position is due in 
large measure to the complete failure of our statesmen to 
realize that to condone broken faith is suicidal, and that, 
as it is, our doubtless prudent attitude of cordiality to 
Italy, and our efforts to come to agreement with Japan, 
are wholly inconsistent with the high morality of our 
rebukes to Germany. If, after great efforts, we succeed in 
overcoming an enemy, unmoved by scruples and strength
ened by an ideal of empire, the fact remains that no settle
ment arranged will have any more endurance than that 
of Versailles, unless we recognize that we must keep faith 
when once we have given a promise. 

Moreover, unless we can rise to the height of Christian 
duty disaster is again inevitable. There is no more melan
choly record than that of the speech of the Archbishop 
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of Canterbury 1 on October 3,1938, on the issue of Munich. 
The condemnation of yielding to evil, of saving ourselves 
from danger by inflicting cruel sacrifices on others. is 
utterly lacking. Instead, gratification prevails at the 
avoidance of war, and a eulogy of the Prime Minister as 
another Happy Warrior, one 

.. Who comprehends his truu. and to the same 
Keep. faithful with a singleness of aim." 

The Church of England must learn that there are things 
higher than material welfare, and that the callous destruction 
of a people is not consonant with divine purpose. It seems 
scarcely conceivable that the venerable prelate should have 
so blinded himself to patent truths as to declare: "I find 
it difficult to believe that any such injustice has been 
inflicted as would morally tarnish the peace which we have 
received." Not for the first, nor, it may be feared, for 
the last time, was Christian testimony lacking at a vital 
moment.' Can we wonder that religion is steadily tend
ing to be no more than an idle formality for the great 
m:yority of the laity, or that they should acquiesce in their 
children growing up in utter ignorance of even the name 
of the founder of the religion which they profess to believe 1 

In fairness to the Church of England it should be added 
that the Church of Scotland has failed to give any clearer 
guidance. Its Christian testimony is hampered by the 

1 IIC H.L. Deb. 5 s. 13IBtr. The whole debate might be adduced 
as evidence of the danger of the Lords as an element of the constitution, 
but for the speeches of Lords Cecil. Davies, and Lloyd. Most peers were 
determinedly defeatist. 

:I Contrast President Wilson when he brought his country into the 
Great War: .. Right is more precious than peace." 
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influx into the ministry of pacifists and conscientious 
objectors, whose false moral principles forbid their teaching 
those to whom they minister the essential Christian duty 
of giving succour, even at risk of life, to those oppressed. 
Hence it is not surprising that Scottish tribunals have had 
before them youths who allege that they have learned to 
refuse to serve their country from their pastors; or declare 
that they would refuse all aid to innocent passers-by struck 
down in an air raid; or assert that, if assigned to non
combatant duties, they would sabotage their work. It is 
indeed deplorable that Nazi youth should imbibe the false 
doctrines of German Christianity, but all complacency in 
Britain is out of place in view of the moral and intellectual 
worthlessness of the vast majority of the pleas adduced by 
conscientious objectors. 

The testimony against war which might be expected 
from the Church of Rome has unhappily been weakened 
by the close connection of the Papacy and Italy. Germany 
cannot be impressed by rebukes from the Vatican which 
glorified the aggression on Ethiopia; hailed General Franco, 
who brought Moors to Spain to destroy Christians, as a 
paladin; turned a deaf ear to the Basque priests who laid 
before it the crime of Gucmica; and accepted and approved 
the rape of Austria and of Czechoslovakia in accord with 
the policy of the Duce. It is true that the Pope has con
demned the cruel treatment of the Poles, of the Finns, and 
of Norway and Denmark, but, save in so far as his dis
approval has accorded with Italy's dislike of the U.S.S.R., 
his declarations have evoked no support from Signor 
Mussolini. In Italian political circles scant doubt is felt 
that, if Signor Mussolini determines to aid Herr Hitler in 
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the war, unless he is bought off by large concessions of 
territory by the Allies, he will be able to secure full support 
from Pius XII., despite the patent fact that the Fuhrer has 
not a scintilla of right to assistance from any Christian 
Power. National feeling, it may be feared, will always 
prevail over the dictates of religion, even so noble a religion 
as that of Christ . 

. The decline of the moral earnestness of the Churches 
was further revealed in their failure to intervene to protect 
aged women and over-burdened mothers from the cruel 
imposirion on them of the duty of caring for evacuated 
women and children, in many cases diseased and filthy. 
The bitterness of feeling aroused by this policy; worthy 
only of an unprincipled totalitarian regime, was revealed 
by the reception given in March and April 1940 to the 
second evacuation scheme, where an essential condition 
was that evacuation should talce place only when severe 
bombing was actually imminent. Throughout Scotland, 
and in many places in England, the replies to official inquiries 
as to readiness to accept evacuated school children (even 
the government dare not repeat the experiment with women 
and children under f,ve) showed that often less than 1 per 
cent. of those approached expressed willingness; the 
Convention of Royal Burghs of Scotland declared the 
scheme quite impracticable. and important counties de
clared that it could not be worked. The failure of the 
Churches was the more remarkable. because the govern
ment had deftnitely declared that the war was being waged 
for liberty, and yet the evacuation scheme violated the 
sanctity of the home, brought the hapless people of 
the countryside into contact with the lowest classes of the 
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towns, spread disease among their children, and inflicted 
grave moral injury. Moreover, the scheme violated every 
principle of equaliry of sacrifice; Sir S. Hoare's denuncia
tion of those who protested against compulsory billeting 
was worthless from a man whose personal comfort was 
absolutely secure, while to vast numbers of helpless women 
the scheme brought overstrain, physical and mental, 
resulting often in lasting disease. Nor are the judges who 
declared 1 the regulations binding, even when refusal was 
dicrated by a clear moral duty, subject to diminution of 
their ease. Happily, despite the failure of the Churches, 
large numbers' of those who had been invited to evacuate 
their children under the new scheme have refused to be 
guilty of neglect of their primary duty to undertake the 
care of their children, in lieu of imposing the burden on 
others, and have explained that their action in September 
1939 was virtually dictated by the Government. 

Yet more deplorable as a sign of moral decline is the 
fact that in the crisis of war it has been necessary for the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer to introduce legislation to 

deal with the miserable expedients by which men of great 
wealth avoid bearing a fair share of the national burden. 
This action on the part of those whose lot is so much 
more happily circumstanced than that of others strikes at 
the root of national solidarity, and provides Com
munists and Socialists with an almost overwhelming 
argument for the destruction of individualism in economics 
and finance. 

1 Mee v. TOOIU, 56 T.L.R. 523 ; Defence (General) Regulations. 1939. 
rule 22, (I), (8), and (9). 

2; Even in Edinburgh only 23.9 per cent. of eligible children were 
registered for evacuation despite its peculiarly exposed situation. 
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II. Mr. Churchill's Government 

The last pages of this work had been passed for press, 
when unexpectedly Mr. Chamberlain's administration fell. 
Though the Premier's determination to win the war was 
undoubted, the Ministry failed to meet the desire of the 
public that the utmost use should be made of man-power 
and the national wealth; it was felt that the spirit of 
appeasement was ill-adapted to conversion to the will to 
conquer. Moreover, the refusal of the Labour Party to 
co-operatc in forming a truly National Government was 
patently a grievous hindrance to the enlisting in the work 
of the war of the vast driving power of organized labour. 
Labour's reasons for refusal were simple: it could not by 
accepting office under Mr. Chamberlain condone a policy, 
which had made war inevitable by its systematic violation 
of the most solemn obligations of international law, and 
which had attempted to secure British liberty by accepting 
and misting in the destruction of the liberty of other 
peoples. 

The superior audacity, decision, and power of con
centrated action of Herr Hitler resulted in a distinct reverse 
for the British forces in Norway, and, despite a brilliant 
defence by Mr. Churchill in the House of Commons on 
8th May 1 and an appeal by the Premier to the personal 
loyalty of his " friends," 2 the Ministry avoided censure by 
only 281 to 200 votes (including over forty supporters), 

1 360 H.C. Deb. 5 s. 1350ff. 
I; [bid., 1268, criticized by Mr. Lloyd George, 1285; Mr. Cooper, 

1302f on the constitutional questions. See Keith. the Scotsman, May I I, 
1940. 
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though its nominal voting strength was still 4'4. But, 
while many Conservatives voted for the Premier in resent
ment of the attacks made on him, there was even in their 
ranks a demand for reconstruction of the Ministry and a 
bolder pohcy. Reconstruction, however, was declined by 
Labour, which maintained its refusal to serve under Mr. 
Chamberlain, and the solution was found of a National 
Government under Mr. Churchill, who had been excluded 
£rom office largely because he opposed the surrenders of 
the Ministry and its failure to make proper provision for 
national defence. 

The new Ministry took the shape of a War Cabinet, 
of whose five members Lord Halifax alone holds depart
mental office as Foreign Secretary. His retention in the 
Ministry in this position may be criticized in view of his 
share in responsibility for all that is worst in British foreign 
policy, and the presence in the War Cabinet of Mr. N. 
Chamberlain as President of the Council is also open to 
question on this score. But Mr. Arlee as Lord Privy Seal 
and Mr. Greenwood as Minister without Portfolio represent 
the far nobler tradition of fidelity to obligations-legal and 
moral. The unified control of the war is provided for by 
the Prime Minister's assumption of the new office of 
Minister of Defence. He will, of course, work with the aid 
of the three political heads of the services, all of which have 
been entrusted to new hands, Mr. A. V. Alexander repre
senting Labour at the Admiralty, and Sir A. Sinclair the 
Liberals at the Air Ministry, while Mr. Eden takes the 
War Office. Though the Liberals have no member in the 
War Cabinet, the leaders of the three parties will be con
sulted when questions arise affecting the general character 
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and aims of the government, including the conditions of 
peace. 

of other appointments, the selection of Mr. Herbert 
Morrison as Minister of Supply provides that office with a 
man of great driving force. Sir Kingsley Wood's sub
stitution for Sir John Simon at the Exchequer is hoped to 
inaugurate a more active employment of Britain's financial 
resources, on the score that large spending on proper 
objects may in the long run prove wiser than the economy 
which, it is asserted, has gravely hampered British diplomacy 
in the Balkan States. Sir J. Simon's acceptance of the 
Woolsack marks, no doubt, the abandonment of the 
legitimate ambition to attain the Premiership which had 
hitherto kept him in the Commons. Mr. Duff Cooper's 
appointment to the Ministry of Information and that of 
Lord Lloyd to the Colonial Office remind us of their gallant 
fight against the surrender of Munich.' It is legitimate to 
hope that, with the wholehearted co-operation of Labour, 
Britain may prove equal to the task now upon her in 
earnest of winning the war, however serious the odds. 

Internationally the profound distrust of Mr. Chamberlain 
and Lord Halifax showed itself in their complete failure to 
induce a single neutral state to enter the war, even Portugal' 
failing to come to our aid despite her ancient and often 
renewed alliance. The search for neutrality was not 
upjustly rewarded by the simultaneous attacks on Belgium 
and Holland on loth May, to which peculiar cruelty was 
added by the formal assertion of Herr Hitler that their 

1 See pp. 359. 370 above. 
II She even facilitated evasion of the British control of the sending of 

contraband by air. 
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governments had acted with lack of neutrality, and were 
about to allow the Allies to use their territories as a base 
for war operations. No more absurd falsehood could have 
been devised, but both countries must bear serious blame 
for inflicting grievous losses on their own people and on the 
Allies by their failure to concert defence measures in advance.' 

It must be added that the utter unwisdom of the policy 
of Mr. Chamberlain and Lord Halifax towards Italy is 
demonstrated by the attitude adopted by the Duee. The 
use of the lIeet at Trondheim, where a combined action 
might have saved the situation, was rendered difficult by 
the menaces of Italy, which necessitated the return to the 
Mediterranean of important British units, thus weakening 
our strength in northern waters, and ever since the attack 
by Germany on Denmark and Norway a violent anti
British propaganda has been carried on throughout Italy, 
and a vicious denunciation of British contraband control 
filled the Press in May, while the Press has magnified Allied 
reverses and proclaimed the certainty of a German victory, 
in order to induce the public to seek war. It is no doubt a 
sign of the new vigour of the British Government that the 
British Ambassador on lIth May protested against the 
placarding of Rome and other cities with posters denounc
ing the Allies, and the insults offered to the British Minister, 
whose car was thus pasted over. On 8th May Mr. Duff 
Cooper in the Commons debate denounced 2 the poor 
spirit of the Ministry which had allowed to pass without 
inquiry the speech of Signor Grandi, Minister of Justice, 
in which he declared that Italy could no longer remain an 

1 Appeals by the King and the Queen were at once answered and 
asylum given to the Dutch royal family. i 360 H,C. Deb. S s. 1308. 
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observer. The Press has continued to approve the attack 
of Germany on Holland and Belgium, and has suppressed 
all mention of the Pope's messages of sympathy to the 
sovereigns of these countries, and of Luxemburg, which 
as in the Great War has fallen a victim to German aggression, 
and the facts have appeared only in the Papal organ, the 
Osservatore Romano. A striking Allied reverse will plainly 
suffice to bring Italy into the war. 

Such is the reward for Mr. Chamberlain's accord in the 
enslavement of Ethiopia, the destruction of all vestige of 
liberry and democracy in Spain, and the subjection of 
Albania, and his wholesale surrender of British interests in 
the agreement of April 16, 1938.' If Italy emerges from 
the war in full possession of these gains, it will render 
meaningless Lord Halifax's assurance in the House ofLords 
on December 5, 1939, that Britain was fighting so that 
peoples which had been deprived of liberry should recover 
their independence: but the same reasons of prudence 
which counsel refraining from declaring war on the 
U.S.S.R., unless Britain is directly attacked, apply to action 
against the Duce. It must, however, be noted, in con
firmation of the dangerous pro-Fascism of certain official 
circles, that at the end of April the Censorship rnled that it 
was not permissible in a communication to be sent by post 
to an Empire paper to write of the Duce that his" political 
moraliry was non-existent." How worthless and ludicrous 
such censorship is may be seen from the fact that contem
poraneously , very strong, if not unjustifiable, denunciations 

1 See pp. 301-303 above. 
I In the Daily Mirror, I lth May, p. 6, the Duce's action is alluded to 

as .. the treachery of the fat Judas of Rome," and infinitely stronger 
language appears in its issue of 14th May, p. 7. in its leader. 
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of that politician were freely appearing in papers read by 
millions of people in the United Kingdom. If Sir John 
Reith's successor can eradicate this element in the Ministry 
of information which is indifferent to British interests, he 
will render an important service to his country, whose 
morale has already suffered sufficiently from the placid 
smugness of the brochure Ass"ra"ce of Victory pressed on 
the public, which even the Times condemned as out of 
place. 

The will to victory expressed by Mr. Churchill on 
IJth May, on meeting the Commons and receiving a 
vote of 38I to nil in support of his Ministry, is patently 
needed, for the magnitude of the German force of attack 
has surprised all those who made the error of underrating 
the energy of the FOOrer, as did Mr. Chamberlain's Ministry. 
The Labour Party Conference at Boumemouth on I3th 
May by 2,4I3,OOO votes to I70,OOO confIrmed the decision 
of the National Executive to become a " full partner" in 
the Government, and Mr. Ernest Bevin consented to 
become Minister of Labour and Minister of National 
Service in order to assure that trade unionists would, on 
just conditions eliminating private profit, afford the 
maximum of support to the war effort. It must be noted 
that, despite all good will, there is a fundamental element 
of difficulty in the new constitutional position, apart from 
the retention of the protagonists of appeasement in the 
War Cabinet which may seriously lessen the national 
effort. The position given to Labour is wholly out of 
proportion to the strength of the Labour Party in the 
House of Commons. That body is due to expire in 
November, and the prolongation of its life by its own 
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mltlatrve, while legal, is very difficult to defend on con
stitutional grolUlds. There will be inevitably a strong 
element still set on appeasement, I and out of harmony with 
the Labour determination to conquer and to restrict the 
profiteering already rampant, which may result in hamper
ing the action of the War Cabinet. It must be regretted 
that the Ministry early in the year 2 did not take advantage 
of the lull in the war to go to the COlUltry with an appeal 
to be given a mandate for a great effort for victory, which 
would have empowered it to harness the vast resources of 
the man and woman power and wealth of the COlUltry to 
work for the war, instead of remaining acquiescent in wide
spread unemployment and growing raids on the public 
purse of those who dream of great fonunes and honours 
as the rewards-as in 1914-19-Qf exploiting a public 
disaster for private gain. 

Peace aims must also raise differences between the 
members of the coalition. The atrocities 3 of the German 
forces in their attacks, including the deliberate orders to 
harass, by bombing and machine-gun fIre, the hapless 
refugees in Belgium and Holland, and the utter disregard 

1 On 13th May in the Commons there appeared voices of Conserva
tives in regret at the change of Ministry, which was acquiesced in only 
because Mr. Chamberlain was included, e.g. Sir W. Coif ox and Sir 
L Albery. The failure to provide adequate air strength is a very grave 
error of Mr. Baldwin and Mr. Chamberlain. H. Dalton, Hitler's War, 
pp. S7ff. The Munich settlement added vastly to German armament now 
used against us. 

I For arguments in support of a dissolution see Keith, the Scotsman. 
January 30, March 29. 1940; Reynolds News, March 3 [, (940. Sir 
S. Cripps. on 13th May. stressed the diffIculty of working Parliamentary 
institutions without a normal opposition. 

S See the Times and Scotsman, May 13 and 14. 1940. The question of 
punishing war crimes thus arises in acute form. See pp. Z4f above. 
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of the laws of war by the use of parachute troops, who 
disguise themselves in the national uniforms of those they 
attack, and by the threat of shooting ten French prisoners 
for every parachutist shot by the French if found not in 
German uniform on French soil, must render a peace of 
appeasement utterly difficult. The general election, which 
will certainly have to be held before peace terms are fmally 
determined upon, will hardly be held in an atmosphere 
likely to achieve any satisfactory end. The idea of seeking 
any form of Federal Union has not been adopted by the 
late Ministry 1 ; it is very improbable that it will be adopted 
by any government which is not blind to the essential 
disaster which any real, as opposed to an imagined, federa
tion would bring upon the British people, whose eyes 
must now be open to the extent to which German ideals 
have penetrated not merely the Scandinavian, but also the 
Low Countries, where traitors' have patently been only 
too abtmdant and have hampered the sound instinct of the 
peoples to maintain liberty. It may be hoped that Belgium 
and Holland will realize that a close alliance for defence and 
the discouragement of aggression is the sole mauner in 
which they can avoid a renewal of the terrible contest in 
which they are engaged. 

It is significant that at this crisis, when the Argentine 
Foreign Minister has been moved to suggest that the 
American states might consider the adoption of non
belligerency in place of neutrality, no action is considered 

1 360 H.C. Deb. 1: !:. 1202. 

I The Censorship as late as 30th April deprecated" over-emphasis .. of 
treJ.chery in Norway; apparently it was entirely ignorant of the facts 
published in the British Press. and preferred to blame British soldiers and 
sailors rather than the authors of the Trondheim reverse. 
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possible in Washington, not even the abrogation of the 
legislation forbidding loans to the Allied states, or the terms 
of the neutrality legislation which compel them to pay in 
cash for and transport in their own vessels the enormous 
amounts of munitions whence the armament makers of the 
United States are to reap a generous profit. With how 
little wisdom the world is governed ! Yet Mr. Cordell 
Hull and the President have both warned the Americas 
that they can no longer deem themselves immune from 
attack. 
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THE action of King Leopold on May 27-28 in ordering 
the surrender of his army "without warning General 
Blanchard, without one thought, without one word for 
the British and French soldiers who came to the help of 
his country on his anguished appeal," marks him, in the 
phrase of Lord Derby, as " a master mind of perfidy and 
treachery," and a worthy successor of the Leopold whose 
infamous treatment of thc natives of the Congo could be 
excused only on the theory of insanity. His action was 
taken in defiance of the advice of Ministers, thus violating 
the constitution, and, in accordance with it, the King 
having submittcd himself to foreign coutrol, the Ministry 
has proclaimed him, with the accord of Parliament, in
capable of reigning, and has assumed the full royal powers. 
The obvious action of the British Government should be 
to declare that Britain no longer recognizes Leopold as 
King of the Belgians, or of royal blood, in view of his 
violation of the constitutional monarchy in Belgium estab
lished with British aid, and of his betrayal to the enemy of 
the British and French forces. It is clear that Belgium under 
the present dynasty is a menace to British security and to 
France. 

The ruin planned by royal treachery for Britain and 
France has been narrowly averted by British and French 
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courage and leadership, General Gamelin, as an architect of 
defeat, having yielded place to General Weygand. But 
his treachery has rendered assured the entry of Italy into 
the war, the almost reckless oRers of Britain and France to 
meet the Duce's blackmail failing to achieve success, and 
the royal House of Savoy showing joy at the prospect of 
co-operating with Leopold in the destruction of Britain, 
which. thus reaps the due reward for its violation of its 
obligations to Ethiopia, its share in the destruction of the 
Spanish Republic, and its abandonment of Albania. The 
Government is now faced with an acid test of its sincerity 
in its war aims. It is clearly incumbent upon it, the 
moment Italy enters into the war, to notify that the 
agreements of 1938 are utterly void: that the recognition 
of the King of Italy as Emperor of Ethiopia and King of 
Albania is cancelled; that the equality of rights of Italy in 
Arabia and the Red Sea is cancelled; and that the right of 
passage in time of war of the Suez Canal by Italian war 
vessels and merchant shipping is absolutely cancelled. 

Participation in this essential step by Mr. Chamberlain 
and Lord Halifax, who were the dupes of the Ouce, as of 
Herr Hitler, and thus brought on us the disasters of this 
war and the grave losses of our youth, would prove that 
Britain at last realizes the true nature of her danger and is 
prepared to meet it in earnest. Failure to do so will show 
that pro-Italian sympathies still persist, and will ultimately 
entail our complete destruction. The new Government 
has by its action repudiated the grave and disastrous folly 
embodied in the pamphlet Assurance of Victory which 
paralysed our action, and has negatived the deplorable 
doctrine of Sir John Simon that firms might retain 40 per 
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cent. of additional war profits, made at such a crlSlS m 
British affairs. It must be added that reports from Flanders 
show that of the German tanks which broke the Allied 
lines, the best in construction, and the least vulnerable to 
Allied artillery, were built in Czechoslovakia,' in part no 
doubt with the aid of the gold which the Bank for Inter
national Settlements was permitted to hand over to 
Germany. That our soldiers should pay so dearly for the 
faults of their rulers is a matter for unutter. ble regret. 
There must be at some later date a Royal Commission to 
establish for purposes of future guidance the causes of the 
most deplorable decade of British foreign policy on record, 
and to assign to those politicians, who were responsible for 
our disasters and dishonour, their due shares of blame. 
That the manhood of a country must pay for the errors of 
their leaders is inevitable, but the voters in 1935 can say 
with absolute truth that their mandate to the Government 
was utterly disregarded and treated as a scrap of paper. 
There must also be a searching inquisition into the policy 
which refused to bomb land objectives, and allowed Herr 
Hitler to carry out uninterrupted his preparations for his 
campaign on the Allies via Holland and Belgium, and to 
preserve his supplies of petrol for a supreme effort, and 
into the amazing incapacity of the British Intelligence 
Service during the decade or the refusal of Ministers to 
avail themselves of the information supplied. 

It may be added that the indifference displayed by 
Britain to the Italian deliberate bombing of hospitals under 

1 1be untrustworthy character of Sir N. Henderson's attitude in The Failure 
of a Mission is proved in the Central EurQPt4ll ObsrrvtT. May I6, 1940, pp. 6.4 ff. 
Such publications are bad propaganda. 
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the protection of the Red Cross has been duly rewarded 
by the wholesale bombing of British wounded on land and 
sea by Germany. Those who acquiesce for selfish reasons 
in wrongs inflicted on others have scant ground for 
indignation when like treatment falls to their lot. But as 
usual those who pay the penalry are not those who were 
guilry of the crime of acquiescence. 

Sir. Stafford Cripps's appointment to Moscow as Am
bassador raises a faint hope that Russia may be induced to 
refrain from active hostility. Italy now declares that her 
intervention in Spain was motived by the desire to secure 
Spanish aid in depriving Britain of Gibraltar, which she 
hopes will be attacked with the aid of the war material 
which Mr. Chamberlain and Lord Halifax permitted to be 
handed over to General Franco by Italy. There can be no 
precedent for a British Ministry so generously supplying 
its enemies with munitions to be used to British detriment. 

Italy's intervention was soon proved to have been based 
on knowledge that France would abandon the struggle, 
and seck to make terms with the Axis Powers. M. Reynaud 
struggled in vain against the defeatism of a majoriry of his 
colleagues, although to secure French adherence to het 
obligations the British Government took the unprecedented 
step of offering to create forthwith a Franco-British Union 
with joint organs of defence, foreign, financial, and economic 
policies, French citizens to be citizens of Great Britain, and 
British subjects citizens of France. This offer was possible, 
because it fell within the scope of the treaty prerogative, 
and Parliament could be relied upon to homologate it. 
Acceptance by France presented constitutional difficulties, 
but was declined because France had decided to break her 
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accord with Britain, and under the influence of M. Laval, 
the betrayer of Ethiopia, to betray Britain to Germany 
and Italy. M. Reynaud resigned on 16th June, and Marshal 
Petain formed a ministry which begged for armistices, 
which were accorded on June 2 I and 24, placing France at 
the disposal of Germany and Italy for the prosecution of 
the war against Britain. The action of France was a 
deliberate breach of repeated undertakings not to ask 
separately for an armistice; Britain had consented to waive 
the obligation if the French Beet were £irst sent to British 
ports, and M. Reynaud had agreed, but Marshal Petain 
totally disregarded the undertaking and in the armistice 
terms the French Beet-except a part to be left free for the 
safeguard of French interests in the colonial Empire-was 
to be collected in ports specifIed by Germany and Italy and 
demobilized and disarmed under their control. Germany 
declared that such units would only be used for coast 
surveillance and rninesweeping, but, apart from the worth
lessness of all German promises, Germany was given an 
absolute right to denounce the armistice at any moment if 
France did not fulfil her obligations, one of which was that 
no Frenchman should serve against Germany in the service 
of other Powers; this obligation manifestly could not be 
fulfilled, for many Frenchmen were ready to serve under 
Britain, and were being organized for that purpose by 
General de Gaulle ,I military adviser to M. Reynaud until 
his fall. The malevolence of the Petain Government was 

1 ills position is anomalous ; he is recognized as head of the Frenchmen 
who seek to restore the freedom of their country. Britain bas also declared 
that Syria and the Lebanon will not be allowed to fall into enemy hands. 
But most of the French Empire is unwilling to fight, sharing the defeatism 
which caused the ignominkw collapse of French resistance. 
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further revealed by the deliberate surrender to Germany 
of some four hundred air pilots, of whom the majority had 
been shot down by British aircraft in defence of France; 
the transfer of the prisoners to Britain had been promised 
and ordered by M. Reynaud; they were now released in 
order to aid Germany in her attack on Britain. 

The treachery of Marshal Petain and his government, 
including M. Laval, General Weygand, and Admiral Darlan, 
left Britain no option but to take measures to secure that 
the French fleet did not pass into the service of Germany 
and Italy. A considerable number of ships were secured 
without fighting, but armed action was necessary, especially 
at Oran, where severe losses were suffered as a result of the 
refusal of the Admiral in command under orders dictated 
by Germany to accept any of the alternatives offered, to 
join the British fleet, to sink the ships, or to sail to the French 
West Indies for demobilization.' The French Government 
retaliated by ordering its ships to seize British merchant 
vessels and by an air attack on Gibraltar, and by intimating 
its intention to sever diplomatic relations; in fact, the 
British Government should at once, on the formation of 
the Petain Government, have declared its refusal to recog
nize it, as merely the instrument of Herr Hitler for the 
enslavement of France, the destruction of its democratic 
constitution, and the overthrow of Britain. Already, in 
part ~y rerrorisn;, the ministry has arranged for the estab
lishment of a Fascist constitution. Time will show whether 
France is sound at heart and can with British aid be restored. 
The monumental incompetence of General Gamelin and 

I, The facts have been complete! y misrepresented to France; see the 
Times, July 9. 1940. 
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the French generals, the treachery which alone can explain 
the German passage of the Meuse, and the deplorable lack 
of fighting qualities in many units, when not supported 
by British forces, as well as the treachery of the Petain 
Government, lend some colour to the theory that France 
is degenerate.' 

It is doubtful whether the destruction by M. Laval of 
French liberty will secure France the terms desired; it 
seems clear that Italy will insist on cession of parts of 
metropolitan France and Corsica, as well as of African 
territory, while Germany will retake Alsace-Lorraine and 

• her oversea territories. In any case France will be required 
to fit into the new pattern of Europe, Germany and Italy 
exercising a political and economic hegemony over the 
lesser Powers. As a preliminary step, foreign diplomatic 
representatives have been recalled from Holland, Belgium, 
Luxemburg, and Norway at the Nazi command, and in 
Norway efforts have been made to secure the abdication 
of King Haakon,' which has been refused by that sovereign. 
Sweden has hastily accommodated herself to the new 
regime by a flagrant and shameless breach of neutrality, 
permitting the transit across her territory of German troops 
and munitions on the plea that the war in Norway is over. 
It will be remembered that in the Great War Sweden, with 
like disregard for neutrality, aided Germany to control the 
Baltic by denying use of the Kogrund Channel to the 
Allied forces." 

The Norwegian, Dutch, and Polish Governments have 
1 The acceptance by 395 votes to 3 by the Chamber of constitutional 

change suggests that France is now fundamentally WlSOWld. 
Ii The Times, July 9. 1940. 
a See Keith, the Scotsman, July 10, 1940, 
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established their headquarters in Britain whence to continue 
the war; if Belgium does not finally take this step, Britain 
will no doubt take control over the Belgian Congo to 
prevent its domination by Germany. 

The U.S.S.R. has naturally taken the opportunity to 
compel the creation of Left wing governments in Estonia, 
Latvia, and Lithuania which are now completely under 
Bolshevist control,' and to force the cession by Rumania 
of Bessarabia, to which Rnssia has a claim, and of part of 
Bukovina; M. Stalin may also desire to control the chief 
mouth of the Danube, while Bulgaria seeks with Ru"ian 
aid to recover the Dobrudja and Hungary asks German 
help to regain Transylvania. In face of these facts Rumania 
has adhered to a policy of close association with German y 
and Italy, and has renounced formally the British and 
French guarantee. Whether the contemporaneous trans
formation of the country into a totalitarian state dominated 
by pro-Nazis will save it from dismemberment remains 
uncertain. 

Turkey has reiterated its fidelity to its alliance with 
Britain, but in accordance with protocol 2 of the treaty of 
1939 • has not declared war on Italy, lest this would involve 
hostilities with Russia. That Power is naturally deemed to 
be desirous of securing control in some degree of the Straits. 

Egypt has not declared war on Italy, though terminating 
diplomatic relations, despite air attacks on Alexandria. 
This is deemed compatible with the strict wording of the 
treaty of 1936,' but it is not really consistent with the 
spirit of the alliance. Egyptian action is largely dictated by 

1 They have been required to denowlCc their treaties (pp. 225/). 
i 'Page 445. above. S Cmd. 52.70, Art. 7. 
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fear, and by the influence of the very strong Italian com
munity, which has done its best to excite dislike ofBritain. 
It is clear that the grant of independence to Egypt is far 
from having justifIed itsel£ In like manner Mr. Chamber
lain's complete surrender, without any return, to Mr. de 
Valera by the agreement of 1938' of the e"ential British 
rights to use Irish ports and territory for defence has been 
rewarded by the absolute refusal of Mr. de Valera to depart 
from neutrality and his threat to resist any British attempt 
to provide for the security of the United Kingdom by 
landing forces.' He has further endeavoured to weaken 
the United Kingdom by forcing the incorporation of 
Northern Ireland in Eire and its inclusion in neutrality in 
the war. Eire, of course, is utterly unable to defend her 
neutrality for a day against German attack, and in effect 
Mr. de Valera's attitude is one of deliberate hostility to 
Britain; he has already helpen the enemy by maintaining 
the German and Italian legations in Dublin. In any post
war investigation it will be imperative to discover on 
whom lies the responsibility of advising Mr. Chamberlain 
that he could properly surrender safeguards which Mr. 
Lloyd George deemed absolutely essential in 1921. It may 
he that the fatal nesire for appeasement resulted in over
ruling expert advice with disastrous results. 

One obvious conclusion presents itself from the latest 
events, the fatal results of the disregard of solenm treaty 
obligations by France and Britain in 1935 and subsequent 
years. From that action has arisen the present gravity of 

1 Cmd. 5728; I & 2 Geo. VI. c. 2S. 
I Keith, the Scotsmaft, July 6 and 10, 1940. There is nothing more 

contemptible than a neutrality which cannot defend itself. 
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British danger; Mr. Chamberlain should have realized 
that, if M. Laval could betray the Empetor of Ethiopia, he 
might as easily betray Britain. Yet another warning is the 
danger of an unrepresentative House of Commons such 
as that elected in 1935, which applauded the betrayal of 
Ethiopia, the aggrandizement of General Franco, and the 
surrender at Munich, accepted the guarantee of Poland, 
and yet· ignored the necessity of securing Russian aid, whieh 
Sir Stafford Cripps is now, far too late, seeking to secure. 
The advocates of ptoportional representation have a strong 
argument for their cause; that system must have given a 
less one-sided house. Even now the election of a new 
Commons is desirable to prevent the war effort of the 
country being weakened by the presence in that body, as in 
the Ministry, of devotees of appeasement, who wholly 
ignored the mandate which secured them victory at the 
polls of 1935. It is essential that the people should be 
carefully on their gnard against any suppression of activity 
of the Commons, or of fair criticism under the plea of 
military necessity. 

It must be recorded that the Vatican has bestowed its 
blessing on the project of Marshal Petain for the destruction 
of democracy in France. This attitude stands in curious 
contrast with its impotence to withhold Italy from the 
war, but it agrees precisely with its support of the destruc
tion of such little liberty as there was in Spain. Totali
taria';;sm in religion inevitably tends to support the like 
principle in political life. The influence of the Vatican 
may also be traced in the curious hesitation of the British 
Government to declare explicitly its withdrawal of recog
nition of the King of Italy as Emperor of Ethiopia and its 
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readiness to support Haile Selassie in the recovery of his 
realm. Mr. H. Dalton's suggestion that Italy may be 
detached from the axis is an unfortunate departure from 
reality. Nor is it satisfactory that, despite the bravery 1 

and loyalty of the Czechs, no recognition of a Czech 
administration in Britain as a government has been ac
corded, nor have the Czechs been formally treated as an 
allied state, a fact duly nsed by German propaganda. 

It may be added that the action of France must end 
for a prolonged time any idea of Anglo-French unity or 
federation. There are too many reactionary and untrust
worthy elements in Britain to risk reinforcing them by 
any federal scheme. 

In the Far East Japan has naturally seized the opportunity 
to seek to induce the British Government to terminate the 
supply of munitions of war to China, not merely via Hong 
Kong, but also via Burma, and British hesitation to interfere 
with a perfectly legitimate trade in the case of Burma has 
evoked threats in the Japanese Press. It may be noted that 
no like demand has been made so far to the U.S.S.R. 
Trade from Indo-China, on the other hand, has been 
suspended. Japan still continues to receive from the United 
States large quantities of essential materials for use in war, 
but China shows no sign of readiness to accept Japanese 
hegemony. 

The attitude of the United States remains one of deter
mination to avoid entry into the war, while remaining 
willing to facilitate supplies of munitions to Britain; the 
British seizure of the French /leet was widely approved. A 

1 For the formation of units in Britain on escape from France see the 
Times. July [0, 1940. Recognition is now hoped for. 

Sl1 
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reiteration of the Monroe Doctrine in regard to the French 
possessions in America was attacked by Germany, but not 
withdrawn, and American interests in the Netherlands 
East Indies has been affirmed. But it has also been suggested 
by the President 1 that the United States would approve 
the application of a Monroe Doctrine to Europe and to 
Asia, a principle of dubious meaning. What is clear is 
that it is a disaster of the fmt magmtude that at this crisis 
of liberty the action of the United States should largely 
be dominated by manoeuvres regarding the Presidential 
election. 

One fundamental error remains to be noted, the sug
gestion' that the war could be Sllccessfully carried on 
from oversea bases, if the United Kingdom fell under 
enemy occupation. It is clear that only by the main
tenance of Britain can victory be achieved. In the case of 
France the offer to aid a French Government to establish 
itself on French African territory, and thence to carry on 
the war, was decisively rejected, though full British help 
would have been forthcoming. It is from the heart of the 
British Empire alone that the Empire can be defended, and 
it is to the credit of Mr. Chamberlain 3 that he has accepted 
in the fullest manner the necessity of the utmost resistance 

1 Press statement, July 6, 1940. 

I Based on a peroration of Mr. Churchill on June 4. 1940, no doubt 
not very seriously meant but open to misinterpretation, and apparently 
resultmg in certain persons transporting themselves overseas. 

3 In a broadcast for the United States, intended to repudiate the 
rumaur there current that he and his Conservative colleagues in the 
Ministry were not wholeheartedly in support of the war and inclined [0 a 
peace of appeasement. The tumour was naturally propagated by isola
tio~ts to deprecate the grant of help to Britain on the Kore [hat a second 
Munich was contemplated . 

. , 
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in Britain, which alone can save by her exertions liberty 
for herself and for such Europeans as value it l The 
destruction of Britain would involve that of the whole 
Commonwealth, and of the United States, whose action 
would then be paralysed by the strong masses of totalitarian, 
isolationist, and pacifist opinion which have permeated the 
body politic and would negative resistance. Yet at the 
Democratic Convention on 15th July it was made clear that 
"the Democratic members of Congress are unanimously 
opposed to sending an American army to the European or 
Asiatic battlefields." The Republican nominee for the 
Presidency had adopted a like attitude. 

On lIth July, Colonel Wedgwood asked the Foreign 
Office "whether contact has been made between the 
British Government and the Emperor of Ethiopia ; whether 
the Emperor's government will be recognized as the lawful 
government of Ethiopia and admitted to the full status of 
an ally in the present war, with assurances that Ethiopia's 
independence will be assured when the war is won," and 
asked for information as to co-ordination of British and 
Ethiopian activities. Mr. Butler replied: " Yes, sir," and, 
while unable to enter into detail in answering his question, 
gave an assurance of realization of the importance of 
co-ordination of activities. Despite the curious manner of 
its announcement, it would seem that Britain is now pledged 
to undo the grievous wrong which she inflicted on Ethiopia 
and the Emperor. and to terminate recognition of the King 

1 The danger to Russia from a German victory is clear. but it is far 
from probable that Russia v.rill intervene in favour of Britain, seeming 
rath~r to reckon that Gennany will be too exhausted by her struggle 
with Britain to be able to attack. 
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of Italy as Emperor.' Nothing less can justifY the retention 
of Mr. Chamberlain and Lord Halifax in office. or prove 
their tincerity in opposing Italy. Nor will me bitterness 
felt by great masses of organized Labour against the men 
of Munich be assuaged if Britain really surrenders. as Japan 
claims she will, to me demand that she shall abandon 
China at this crisis.2 

I Keith, the Scotsman, July 15. 1940, and Scot.mt4n leader, July 13. 
The Times ignores the issue. 

S The Scotsman, July 16, condemns any such surrender. apparently 
favoured by the Times. It will be deplorable if China is made the 
subject of a second Munich, but the United States has clearly done 
little for China.. despite her greater resources. 

,t. 
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business. 186. 187; denies legal 
force of League Covenant. 359. 
379 ; denounces idealogical 
groupings. 462; dishonoUIS 
pledges to Czechoslovakia, 378, 
379. 380; duped by Herr Hitler, 
460; by Signor Mwsolini, 439. 
440; iU\'olves country in huge 
losses. 402; lack of candour of. 
307; misleads public, 374, 375. 
379; moral and mental limita
tions of. 282, 299; pledges 
faith to League Covenant, 280 ; 
help to Poland, 379; guarantee 
to Greece. 440, 441 ; to Rumania 
441, 442; remains in War 
Cabinet. 493; sacrifices Austria 
to Germany, 340; C2echo
slovakia to Germany, 3 SS~ ; 
Ethiopia to Italy, 297--99, 484; 
Spanish Republic. 294 ; Sudeten 
Germans to destruction by Nazis. 
383; stresses non-hostility to 
Germany. 149. ISO. 154; soli
darity wich France. 306; takes 
over charge of foreign affairs, 
283; treaty with Italy. 1938. 
utterly injurious to British inter
ests, insisted on by, 299. 300, 303. 
304. 439; unwise use of phrases, 
.. Hider has missed the bw," 192; 
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II midsununer of madness," 282 ; 
use of propaganda by. 374; 
unwilling to honour guaramee 
to Czechoslovakia. 484. 485.486; 
to negotiate on a basis of equality 
with M. Stalin, 478. 479 ; visits 
Rome to adam the Duce's 
triumph •• 85. 373. 485. 486; 
volte-jace of March 17. 1939. 380, 
381 ; war responsibility of, 281, 

427· 
Chamberlain-Hitler. alleged peace 

pact, 357. 358, J85· 
Chang Hsueh-liang, Marshal, fails 

to resist Japanese. 1933. 257. 
Changes in status quo, should be 

based on justice and reason, 463. 
Charles, Emperor of Austria and 

King of Hungary, 219. 

Chatfield, lord, denies in 1938 
possibility of defeating Germany, 
36 I. tWte I, 479. note I; resigns 
office as no useful functions 
remain, 471, note 1. 

Chemical and bacteriological war
fare, banning of, 235. 237. 

Chiang Kai-shek, Chinese general
issimo and political leader, 312, 
314· 

Chile. leaves League of Nations, 
328, note :2.; sympathetic to 
Czechoslovakia, 354. 

China, agreements at Washington 
for benefit of, 46, see Nine-Power 
Treaty; Japanese aggression on, 
46, 3II-22; in Manchuria, 
244-63; refrains from vote on 
Finland issue, 453; urges re
tention of sanctions, 324. 

China-Japan arrangements, 1922, 
231, 256. 

Chinese .. criminals" at Tientsin, 
dispute over, 320, 321. 

- Eastern Railway, 253, 31I. 
Christian duty, British neglect of, 

487-91. 
Christianity. posicion of. in Ger

many, 170, 171, 174; utterly 
inconsistent with tenets of pad-

s» 

fists and conscientiow objectors, 
467. 489. 

Christian X., King of Denmark, 
accepts German protectorate, 
47).475· 

Churchill, W. S., out of office 
1929-39; then First Lord ofthe 
Admiralry, Prime Minister. May 
10, 1940; acquires unpopularity 
by working for rearmament 
against negligence of Mr. Bald
win and Mr. Chamberlain (Dal
ton, Hitler's War, pp. 56-<lI), 
264; denunds humane treat
ment of Germans ~uttling ships, 
310; denounced by Hen Hitler as 
a warmonger, 372; disapproves 
Munich treaty, 1938, 359, 361, 
note 2; surrender by Sir J. Simon 
of Czech gold to aid German 
preparations for war, 382; un
happy disposition of British fleet 
in April 1939. 442; rivalry of. 
feared by Mr. Chamberlain, 380, 
403 ; wam~ Italy, 481 ; neutrals 
of folly of non-consultarioll. 474. 

Church of England inclined to set 
material welfare above right, 
487, 4~8; serious decline of 
Christian spirit in, 361; Church 
of Rome. see Roman Catholic 
Church. 

- of Scotland, gravely weakened 
by pacifist teachers. 488, 4-89. 

- Youth Movements, German, 
164. 

Ciano, Count. Italian Foreign 
Minister. 368. 437. note I, 438, 
«6. 

Civil war. difficulty in application 
of League of Nations Covenant, 
Article 10, to, 309. 310, 364; 
horrors of, in Spain, 3. 

Clarendon, Earl of, on character 
of guarantees to Luxemburg and 
Belgium, 17. lB. 

Coal, German development of 
supplies of, 94. 

Coalition Government fonned as 
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National Government under Mr. 
Churchill, 492-<} 5· 

Collective security, definitively de
stroyed by Mr. Chamberlain. 
282-85· 

Colombia, attitude of, towards 
sanctions, 1938, 324; sends 
sympathy to Finland, 449. 

Commission of Inquiry for Euro
pean Union, 215. 

- on the Responsibility of the 
Authors of the War, 47. 

Commissioner of the League of 
Nations at Danzig, 396. 398. 

Conunon informers, encouraged in 
Gennany. 16r. 

Commons. House of. not allowed 
to meet during crisis Over I 
Czechoslovakia, 355; should 
control foreign policy. 362. 363 ; 
undignified mass hysteria of 
September 28, 1938, 355, 356. 

Communications with China, via 
Burma, 316, 321; French Indo
China,316. 

Conununism. 37. 42, 46, 174, 176, 
290, 293. 435, 436. 

Communist International, propa
ganda of, 178. 

- International Congress, 1935, 
289. 

- Party. in France. dangerous 
attitude of, 366; suppression of. 
436. 

Communists, British, foolish posi
tion of. x, xi; encouraged by 
meanness of wealthy classes. 
491; Chinese. 249. 311, 313· 

Compulsory arbitration as aid to 
security, 199--203, 203-10. 210-
214· 

- billeting, immoral nature of, 
490, 491. 

- jurisdiction under Statute of 
Permanent Court ofInternational 
Justice, 33. 

- service in Britain, refused in 
1938, 154; but adopted in 
1939 without a mandate, 387 j 

S'j 

in France, doubling of period of, 
330; restored in Germany, 330. 

Conception of law in Gel:maD 
Statt!, 154-{)2. 

Concordat between Gernuny and 
Vatican, violated. r63. 164. 165. 

Conference of Ambassadors awards 
Eastern Galicia to Poland, 1923. 
431; improper action of. in 
matter of Corfu. 245-48. 

Congo. Belgian possession, 64. 136. 
137.145· 

Conscience. dear, falsely claimed 
by Lord Halifax, J61, 369 ; as by 
Herr Hitler, 370. 

Conscientious objecton. base mo
rives of most (if. 360 H.C. Deb. 
S s. 1071£), x. 467, 468. 489. 

Conscription. See compulsory ser
vice. 

Conservative and Unionist 
Associations, National Union of. 
hostile to Peace Ballot, 270, 271. 

- opinion. British misled by Herr 
Hider's propaganda. against Bol
shevism, xiii. 

- Party. repudiates doctrine of 
collective security, 479. 480. 

- Press attacks Russia in August 
1939, 424. 

Conservatives, defeatism rampant 
amongst, 278; pledges to elec
tors in 1935 by. 280; unsatis
factory tone of, in House of 
lords, 479. note I. 

Constitution of China, new (1931). 
249· 

Constitutional restraints on dec
laration of war, 10-13. 

Contraband, Italian dislike to 
British control of (Signor Gayda, 
May Il. 1940), 80, note r, 495. 

Control of credit, in Germany, 95. 
96; reduction of interest rates, 
97· 

Convention for Fina.ncial A~sistance 
to states victims of aggression. 
1930, useless to Ethiopia, 28}. 

- for the defmition of aggression, 
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1933-34. Finland and U.S.S.R .. 
450,451. 

Convention of Royal Burghs of 
Scotland. condemns evacuation 
scheme. 489. 

- res:arding the Regime of the 
Straits, 1936, regulates entry to 
Black. Sea, 480, 481. 

Cooper, A. Duff. M.P., 132, nore 1. 

3tO, 359. 372. 
Corfu, Italian aggression against. 

245-48; threat to, I939. «0. 
Correspondence on Czechoslovakia 

and Russia, refused by British 
Government, 427. 

Corsica, Italian desire for surrender 
of, by France, 285. 306, 373. «8. 

Coruondre. Robert, French Am
bassador at Berlin. on German
Russian rapprochement, 4-21. 

Coudand, surrendered by Brest
Litvosk treaty. 121. 

Cowardice in British circles, 361, 
362 ; especially in the case of the 
peers. 479. note 1. See also 
conscientious objectors. 

- of Danish people. 472, 473 ~ 
Norwegian people in pan, 473. 
474· 

Cranborne. Viscount, retires from 
Under-Secretaryship of State, 
1938, 298. 

Credentials of representatives of 
Haile Selassie at Geneva. mean 
attempt by Me. Eden to discredit. 
287. noll' I. 

Crewe. Marquis of. criticizes sur
render to Italy, 305. 

Ccispi, P .• Italian statesman. at
tempts to acquire Zanzibar. 
1888. 269. 

Criticism of British Government 
pennitted in war, 181, note I. 

Croatians, relations of, with Serbs. 
218,220,221. 

Crown, powers of control of, ren
dered nugatory by Mr. Cham
berlain's personal negotiations, 
Hj· 

Cruisers, stupid reduction of 
British number of. 232. 234-. 

Cuba, control of United States 
over, 465. 

Currency depreciation in France. 
84; in Germany. 84. 88. 89· 

Curtiw, Dr. Julius, German 
Foreign Minister, 1931, negoti
ates cwtoms union between 
Austria and Germany. 216. 

Curzon. Marquis of. suggests line 
of Polish bound.uy based on 
linguistic criterion, 1920, 388. 

Cwhendun. Lord, doubts value of 
disarmament, 233. 

Cyprus, a possible air base, 300. 
Czech National Conunittee, recog

nized by Allies in 1918, 334. 
Czechoslovak: gold, improperly 

handed over to Gernuny, 382. 
Czechoslovakia, 3ggr~sion of Ger

many against, 6, 152, 153. 226, 
343-66. 366-83 ; creation of, 72 ; 
destruction of. by France and 
Britain, 387, 388, 401 ; guarantee 
to, violated. 352. 357. 359, 363, 
364. 367. 373. 374. 375. 377-81. 
484; objects to Awtro-German 
customs union. 216; propa
ganda against, 180, 226; racial 
hatred of Germany for, 119; 
relations of France with, 194. 
207. 220; suppons Geneva 
Protocol. 200; Paris Pact, 210; 
under Locarno Pacts, 207; war 
with. prepared by Herr Hitler, 
190; withholding of informa
tion as ro, ix. See Little Entente; 
Sudeten Gennans. 

Czechoslovakia-France treaties, 207, 
220. 

Czechoslovakia-Germany pact, 
192 5.207,346.350. 

Czechoslovakia-Rumania, con-
vention of alliance, April 23. 
191.1,219· 

Czechoslovakia-U.S.S.R. Mutual 
Assistance Pact, May 16, 1935, 
351. 
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Czechoslovakia-Yugoslav, conven
tion of alliance, August 14. 1920. 
219· 

Czechs, history of, 343, 344· 

D'ABERNON. Viscount. British Am
bassador to Germany. 1921-26, 
204. 

Daladier. E.. Prime Minister of 
France. 185; deplorable policy 
of. towards Czechoslovakia, 347. 
349,350,351,352 ,356,357,358. 
tWle Y, 362. 365, 378. 381. 411, 
ncte 3. 485; towards Com
munists. 436; towards Norway. 
454· 

Dalecarlia. race type in. 110. 
Danes, kinship or, with Germans, 

477· 
Danish fleet, seized by Britain. 1807. 

4)3· 
Danzig, essential basis of contention 

between Germany and Poland. 
69. 70. 75. 120. 179. 389, 394, 
395,396-404,407-14 ; surrender 
to Gennany natural after Munich, 
486. 

Davies, Lord. criticizes Lord Hali
fax. 420. 

Dawes, General Charles G., aids 
reparation settlement, 84. 90. 

Debts due to United States, Allied 
failure to pay. 281. 

Declaration of war, easy in totali
tarian, more difficult in dem~ 
Crltic, states. I I ~ 1 3. 

Defeatism in British Government 
and upper circle!, 360, 361, 479, 
note I ; in Dl'nm.lTk, 473. 475 ~ 
in France, 365. 366 ; in Norway, 
474. 475, 476; in Sweden. 
476. 

Defence Comrn.ittee of Cabinet. 
Mr. Churchill as President of I 

(now Prime Minister), 470, note I 
l. 

De La Wan, Earl, M. Litvinov's I 

assurances to, 353. 

Delcasse. ThoophiJe, French Foreign 
Minister, forced resignation of, 
in 1905. 16. 

Delwion regarding friendship of 
Italian people for Britain, xi. 

DemocnlCY, Mr. Chamberlain's 
lack. of faith in, 356, 357; de
struction of. in Europe, 357. nott 
2; inferior to totalitarianism, 
457; serves as restraint on ag
gression. 5-13. 

Democratic constitution of Danzig. 
destroyed, with League acquier 
cence. 399. 

Denmark, defeated in 1864 by 
Germany. 14; fails to assert 
neutral rights against Germ.any. 
469; occupied by Germany 
(to be restored by Allies, 360. 
H.C. Deb. 5 s. 1202). 472, 473. 
474, 475. 487; renounces sanC
tions, 323; territory ceded to. 
DY Germany, 1919,75; will not 
help Finland. 452 ; 

Department of State for Church 
Affairs, Germany, 167. 168. 

Derby. Earl of, on cbaracter of 
guarantees to Luxemburg and 
Belgium, 17. 18. 

Despicable action of France in 
repudiating obligations of 1935 
to Czechoslovakia. 3$0. 

Deteaoration in courage and 
morale of British and French 
peoples, causes of, 360-62. 

Dewlstlr/aHd, German warship. 
bombed at Iviza. 295. 

Difficulties in the way of peaceful 
change, 465, 466. 

Diktat of l-Ar. Chamberlain and 
M. Daladier, 351 ~ dUgraceful 
character of, 357. 

- of Versailles. 160. 
Dinaric race, in Germany, 110. 
Disannament conference, 1932-

34. 232-44 ; discussiolU of 
security at. 217, 218. 

Disinterestedness of Britain and 
France in Czechoslovakia, be-
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lieved on good grounds by Herr 
Hider. ix. 379, 380, 

Disputes between Danzig and 
Poland, German intervention in, 
40 7,408. 

Dobrudja, assigned to Rumania, 
return demanded by Bulgaria, 
121,218.462,465.480, 

Dollfuss. Dr. A., Chancellor of 
Austria. 336, 337. 340,341, 342. 

Domestic jurisdictions. disputes 
within, not to be decided by 
COWlcil or Assembly. 23. 

Dominican Republic, condemns 
Russian aggression on Finland, 
453· 

Dominions, aid Britain freely, 463 ; 
colonial interests of, in respect 
of fanner German areas, 62. 63, 
64, 139; economic nationalism 
of, 100; exclusive racial views 
of, 107. 249; might support 
Anglo-French alliance, 463; 
patties to submarine agreement, 
335 ; views of, on Draft Treaty 
of Mutual Assistance, Ig8, 199 ; 
on Geneva Protocol, 202; ~ 
cama Pacts, 203, 206, 207 ; Paris 
Pact, 1928, 210; Optional Clause 
of Statute of Permanent Court, 
213; security for France, 195, 
196; would not join European 
federation, xiii, 41, 42. 

Dorpat, treaty of, 1920, violated by 
Russia. 450. 

Dra.ft Treaty of Mutual Assistance, 
I93~9· 

EAST APInCA, Italian rights in. 300, 
301. 

East African campaign in GrC2t 
War, 63, 64· 

Eastern Galicia, 431, 432. 
- Hopei, Japanese influence over, 

313-
- pact, abortive project for an, 

222.223· 
-:-- Poland, occupied by Russia, 

September 1939, xii, 430, 432. 

Ebro. attack on, of Republicans. 
failure of, 305. 

Economic concessions to secure: 
peace, delusion of, 463, 464. 

Economic Conference, London, 
1933.225· 

- motives for war, often lacking, 
4· 

Ecuador, asks for expulsion of 
Russia from League of Nations. 
450; opposed to consideration of 
reform of League Covel1.1nt, 324. 

Eden, A., Foreign Secretary, 1935-
38; Secretary for War, 1940; 
advocates alliance with Russia, 
421, note 3; attitude of, to 
Ethiopia. 271, 272, 280, 283, 287; 
to Spain, 297. 298, 299, 301, 304, 
305; to United States, 320; 
ejected from office at demand of 
Herr Hitler and Signor Musso
lini, 339. 483. 484; warmonger, 
372. 

Education does not praise demo
cratic doctrines in Britain, 173. 
174· 

Edward VII., European visits of, 
led to legend of encirclement of 
Germany, ISO, 151, 153. 

Edward VIII, ignores Haile Sdassie. 
287; lowers royal prestige, 363. 

Effort to establish collective secu
rity and the rule oflaw, 193-244. 

Egypt, allied state formerly under 
British protection, declared in
dependent (1922), 201, 277. 297, 
300, 301,452,453, 465; secures 
membership of League Council, 
1939. 452; treats sanctions as 
optional. 324; votes to expel 
Russia from league, 453. 

Equality of rights for Germany, 
with security for all nations, 236. 
237. 

Eire, constitutional provisions as to 
war, II; diplomatic representa
tion of. 203; views of, as to 

sanctions, 324. See illso Domin
ions. 
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Emperor of Ethiopia, King of Italy 
as, deplorable decision of Britain 
to accept, 284. 285. 485. 

Ena of Hattenberg, Princess, mar
ries Alfonso of Spain, 289. 

Encirclement of Czechoslovakia by 
Germany, Poland, and Hungary, 
153 ~ of France by Italy, 304; 
of Poland, 153. 154; of Yugo
slavia. 153. 154· 

- of Germany, fear of, 149--54 ~ 
alleged in 1939. 406. 

Endymion, British ship torpedoed, 
3°2. 

English constitutional liberties, ac
quired by Scotland, 478. 

Encente, Anglo-French, 1904. IS ; 
Anglo-Russian. 1907. IS· 

Epp, General von, on German 
colonial claims. 132. 

Estonia, fonnerly part of East 
Prussia and under Teutonic 
Knight>. 75. »6; freedom of. 
from Russia, 121; Germans 
evacuated from. 160; joins in 
accord with Latvia and Lithu
ania, 225. 226; in Moscow 
Protocol. 21 I; renounces sanc
tions, 324; Russian control over, 
224, 226. 426; seeks to be 
neutral. 10, 426, note I. 

Ethiopia, alleged aggression on 
Italy, .lIt ; Italian aggression on, 
9.268-87; recognized by Britain, 
301. 485; Vatican approval of 
Italian destruction of, 489. 

Eupen. given to Belgium, 7I. 
Evacuation scheme in Britain, 

expensive and foolish, in Sep
tember, 1939, 276. 411; im
moral and discreditalAc aspects 
of, 490. 491. 

Excess profits, greed for, among 
wealthy manufacturers un
diminished, as in Great War, 
464. 

Exchange, stability of. carried out 
from 1936, 88. 

Expcn opinion. wholly erroneous 

~) 52 7 

in case of, Ethiopian war, 276; 
probability of air attack. 0n 
Britain in September 1939, 276. 

Expons Credit System, political use 
of. only since 1939, 100, note 1. 

Extemal restraints on aggression, 
League of Nations, 13-3). 

Extra - territorial conununicatiom 
through Polish Corridor, pro
posals for. 393. 394. 396. 397. 
401. 
- - rights in China, question 
of surrender of, 251,252,253. 

Failure of a Missioll, by Sir N. Hen
derson, unreliable, ix. 

Far Eastern Advisory Committee. 
League of Nations, 314. 

Far East, Monroe doctrine for, 257. 
25 S. 

Faroe Islands, Danish possession, 
now under British control, 473. 

Fascism. dangerous character of, 
xiii, 37, 174, 362. 

Fascist Grand Council approves 
Albanian annexation. 439 ; 
Italian attitude to League of 
Nations, 238; to Ethiopia, 279. 

- propaganda in Spain. 295. 
Federal Union, not advisable for 

Britain (360 H.C. Deb. 5 s. 
1202), viii, xiii, 35-46, 466. 

Feetham, Mr. Justice, repon on 
Shanghai constitution, 259. 

Fey. Major, Austrian political 
leader, 336, 339. 

Fifth zone in Czechoslovakia, 
unfair division of, 356. 369. 

Finances, state nunipulation of. in 
Germany. 96-98. 

Financial aid to Powers attacked, 
no provision for, 233; vainly 
asked for, by Ethiopia, 2SI. 

Finland, aggression on, by Russia, 
vii, 10, 127, 177. 433-36, 44~56; 
neutrality ot~ 10; recognized as 
independent by Russia, 1918. 
121; refuses joint guarantee. 
426, 436; renounces ~ctions, 

18 
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323; Scandinavian states fail to slovakia violated by. 352, 357. 
aid, 41, note I. 457; wtder 359.363.364.373.374.378,379 ; 
pressure from Germany, 436; invades ROOr, see Ruhr; Italian 
United States gives no help, 7 ; claims on, 28S. 306, 373. «8 ; 
Vatican sympathy for, 489. Jewish elements in, 109; member 

Finnish-Russian treaty, March 12, of League, JI ; offers guarantee to 
194°,453-55. Finland. 426; opposes German 

Fisher. Admiral Sir John. advocates custom union with Austria, 216 ; 
surprise attack on German fiect, participates in Allied block-
lSI. ade in Great War. 76-80; 

Fiume. ltalo-Yugoslav accords as to. in Lacarno Pacts, 205-10; in 
220,221. Paris Pact and General Act, 210-

Flandin, P. E .• mediocre politician. 14; in Washington Conference, 
18S; servility of. to Herr Hitler, 1921-22, 230; population and 
365. note 2. area of Empire, Il6; racial mix-

Forced labour, in German colonies, ture in, 113; relations of. with 
133. 134- Britain. 305, 306. 461..{)4; with 

Foreign Affairs, tendency of Prime Spain, 290-306, 441; with 
Minister to conduct. indepen- Turkey, 444-46. 449; seeks 
dently of Foreign Secretary, 427. naval limitation, 230. 234. 33S; 

- Office. expert advicl." of, ne- security in various ways, 17. 193-
glected by Mr. Chamberlain, 199. 199-203 217. 218; uses 
349. 427. propaganda against Gennan lies 

- Press Association, Mr. Cham- in war. 181; views of. on Al-
berlain's address to. boycotted by bania, 439; disarmament. 227-
German Embassy, 372. 240; Ethiopia, 265; Japan, 258 ; 

- trade, German principles of, Russia. 451; sanctions. 324; 
98-106. war guilt issue, 47-58. 151. 

Forster (also Forster). Herr, German France-U.S.S.R., mutual assist-
Gauleiter of Danzig, 397. 398; ance pact, May 2, 1935. 330. 332. 
declared head of the state, 409· 336. 

Four-Power Pact. 1933. 222, 390. Francis I., alliance of. with Turkey, 
Fourteen Points. President Wilson's. as precedent for Franco-Russian 

and Treaty of Versailles. 1919, pact. 225. 
58-76. FrancisJoseph, Emperor of Austria, 

Four Years' Plan. in Germany, 92. 51,52. 
france, alliance with Poland. 193. -Franco, General F .• Spanish rebel, 

194. 386--89. 403. 404. 41I, 447 ; won by Italian and German aid, 
with Belgium. terminate~ 334 ; and British acquiescence. head 
with Czechoslovakia, dishonour- of Spain. 6. 290, 291. 292, 296. 
ably repudiated, 194, 220. 330. note I, 301, 303. 305. 309. 354, 
347.349.350.353.354.355.357. 441. 
365; cannot aid Awtria, 336, Franc~zechoslovak treaty. Jan-
339. 340; colonial interests of, uary. 24. 1924. 220; Lacarno 
145; declaration of war needs Pact, 1925.207. 
assent of Parliament, in 14. 15; Franco-German agreement. Dec-
defeated in 1870-71. 14. 15; ember 6, J939. for consultation, 
European union suggested by, 372. 
214.215; guarantee to Czecho- Franco-Polim Political Agreement. 

S,S 
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February 19. 1921, 193 ; Locarno 
Pact, 207. 389; Protocol, 
September 4. 1939. 41 I. 

Franco-Rumanian treaty. January 
1926. 220. 

Franco-Yugoslav treaty, November 
II, ]927.220,221. 

Franz Ferdinand, Archduke, assassi
nation of, leads to Great War, 49. 

Frederick the Great, on Danzig, 69. 
70 • 

Freedom of the seas, President 
Wilson's denund for, not 
accepted by Allies, 60, 

Free trade, abandoned. 86. 
french air force, Conservatives 

deride in 1938, 361. 
- Ambassador at Warsaw, Leon 
Noel, reportS by, 391, note I, 
392, note I, 393. 394. 

- Minister at Prague, V. de 
Lacroix, reports conditions for 
German guarantee of Czecho
slovakia. 374. 375· 

- Press, control of ministers over, 
181, note I. 

- Somaliland, Italy's desire to 
acquire. 268, 306,448; railway, 
Jibuti-Addis Ababa, 285, «8. 

Frente Popular, in Spain, 289. 
Fritzsch. General, falls out of favour 

with Herr Hitler, 191. 242. 

GAMElIN. General, not sent to 
Russia. 423 ~ superseded. S02. 

Gdynia. position of Polish port of, 
400,41:2, 

General Act of 1928. for the Pacific 
Settlement of International Dis
putes.212-14· 

- Election of 1935. pledges given 
at, 28o; due in 1940, difficulties 
resulting from not holding. 498, 

Geneva Confetence on Naval 
Afmaments, 1927. 232. 

- Protocol. 1924. 199-203· 
George V,. high character of. 284 ; 

unfortunate loss of his wise 
control during Munich, 363. 

George VI .• r~udiates obligations 
of George V. towards Ethiopia. 
284, 287. 

Georgia, surrendered under B~t
Lilovsk treaty. 1918. 121. 

Gennan Christians. virtually DOn~ 
Christians. 166, 168.489. 

- culture. desire to expand, 138. 
German-Czechoslovak Arbitration 

Treaty, Locarno, 1925. 207. 346, 
350. 

German-Italian political and mili
tary alliance, May 22, 1939, 419. 

German minority in Czecho
slovakia, 343. 345. 346. 347, 348. 
349. 3So. 352; subjected without 
any safeguards to German cruelty, 
370 . 

- - in Poland, use of, 414. 
- New Guinea, 133. 

German people, UD1;\'ise tendency 
to draw distinctions between, 
and their leaders, xi. 

German-Polish agreement. 1934. 
on propaganda, 179. 

German-Polish Pact, 1934. against 
aggression, 389; denounced by 
Germany, 404-407. 

Gcnnan reservists. removed from 
Japanese ship, mama Maru, con
troversy over, 319. 

- seamen who scuttle ships, 
saved by British ships. 310. 

German-Slovak treaty, March 23. 
1939. 376, 40 5. 

Germany, aggression of, 1 ; Allied 
blockade of, 1914-19. 76-80; 
ascription of war guilt to, 47-
58; barbarous war methods of. 
468 ; colonial claims of, 61-64. 
129-49 ; Communism sup
pressed in. 91; concentration 
camps as civilizing agency. 108, 
161; controversy with Poland 
over Danzig, 389. 393-404. 
407-14; declaration of war by, 
13; defeats Austria. 1866. 14; 
Denmark, 1864. 14; France. 
1870-71. 14. 15; Poland, 414-
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4-18; destroys balance of power. I ; withholds promised guaran-
12,13.14; disarmamemdiscwsed tee to Czechoslovilia. 357. 3,.. 
by, 227-44; economic effects on, 375. 
of reparations, 88-98; educ;l- Gibraltar, German and Italian 
tion of youth in, 174. 175; en- hostility to British possession of, 
circlemene feared, 149-54. 406; 76,292, 307. note I. 
encourages delation, 161, 175; Gijan. inhumanity of British sailors 
expansion eastward desired, 120- to drowning refugees at, 310. 

119; federation with, suggested, Godesberg. Mr. Chamberlain's visit 
39.41,42.44.45.214.215; Jews to, 352; finds arrangement at 
in, loB, 372; joins Japan in Berchtesgaden violated, 484. 
Anti-Comintem Pact, 297. 314. note I. 
315.375.393.425.437; Locamo Goebbels. Dr., Minister of Propa-
Pacts of, 203-10; loses coal, ganda, lIS. 190. 347; aids in 
iron, zinc. 69, note I. 75; overpowering Dr. Hacha, :n6. 
member of league Council. Goring, Field-Marshal von, ix, 92, 
32. 209; naval agreements with 98, 346, 409; aids in over-
Britain, 331, 335. 336. 404-407 ; powering Dr. Hacha. 376. 
negatives Norwegian and Gort, Viscount, not sent to Russia, 
Swedish aid to Finland, 454. 42]. 
456; new conception of law Gnif Spee, prisoners from, transit 
in, 154--62; Paris Pact accepted of, through Norwegian waters 
by, 210; praise of Poland, 420; allowed by Norway, 468,469. 
pride of race, 106--13; propa- Great War. 1915-18, 6; question 
ganda of grievances, 173-85,336, of responsibility for, 47-58. 
337, 345, 384; rearmament of. Greece, attacked by Italy at Corfu, 
269. 275. ]29-32; relations of, 246-48; guaranceed by Britain 
with Austria, 215, 216, 331, 336- and France, 387.417. 440; in-
.143; with Baltic States, 160.226; vades Bulgaria, 20; relations of, 
with GreecC'. 227. 34'; with Po- with Britain, 222, 223; with 
land. 389-403; with Russia. 226, Germany. 227. 341 ; with Italy, 
393. 408, 4T4-28, 433; with 221, 440; views on Rwsian 
Spain. 290-31 t ; remilitarization aggression on Finland, 453. 
of Rhineland by, 3]2-34; re- Greenwood, Arthur, M.P .• cou-
moval of aviation restrictions, demns ratifIcation of the Anglo-
76, 329. 330 ~ Roman Catholic Italian agreements.. 304; fails 
and Protestant ChurchC's in, 162- to show firmness on September 
172; secret police in, J61. 167. 28, 1938, 356; Minister without 
175 ; seeks autarky, 98-106,145 ; Portfolio in War Cabinet. May 
living space and racial expansion, 12, 1940. 492. 
113-20., 127, 128; seizes Den- Greiser, Herr, President of the 
mark and Norway. 4i2-75; Senate of Danzig, 397, 398. 
submarines, (1riginally denied to, Grey, Sir E., later Viscount, efforts 
then allowed, 76, 333-J6; ter- to avert war, 47. 56 ; holds that 
ruination of reparations, 80-88 ; armaments are cause of war, 227 ~ 
unification of, 91, t10fe I; war seeks colonial accord with Ger-
waged against Czechoslovakia, many, 62. 
343-83 ; withdrawal from Groupings of states, Mr, Chambcr-
League. 238, 242, 243. 328, note lain's unwise objections to, 462. 
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Guarantee given by Britain and 
France. to Greece, 153, 442; to 
Rumania, 153, 154,442. 

- of all states from Baltic to 
Balkans, suggested by Russia, 
418. 

- to Czechoslovakia, formal 
British and French, deliberately 
violated by Mr. Chamberlain 
and Lord Halifax, 352, 357, 359. 
363.364. 367. 373. 374. 375. 377. 
378. 379. 380. 

Guernica. open town, bombed by 
German airmen, 308; vain pro
tests to the Vatican, 489. 

Giinther, Hr .. Foreign Minis(er of 
Sweden, defends refusal of aid 
to Finland. 469· 

GustafV .• King ofS'Weden, refuses 
aid to Finland. 468. 469. 

misleads British opuuon. 34-7. 
375 ; neglecn to protect Czecho
slovakia's interests after Mtlnich, 
367. 485; to secure gll.lrantee 
for that srate, 370; prefers 
results to principles, 2.98, 299; 
relics on Herr Hitler's asmrances, 
346, 365 ~ stresses solidarity with 
France, 306; visits Herr Hitler, 
483; Italian King, Rome. 285. 
485. 486; warns Norway to 
fight. 474; will not visit Russia, 
421, 422, 423, 427. 428; works 
for peace for Poland, 408. 409. 

Hanko (Hango), ceded by Finland 
to Russia, 455. 

H.:mkow, occupied by Japan. 
316. 

Hanover, annexed by Prussia, 1866, 
14· 

Hansson, P. A., Prime Minister of 
HAAxON vn.o King of Norway. Sweden. adopts neutrality, 468. 

finally decides to resist German Happy Warrior, Mr. Chamberlain 
attack (broadcast appeal, May 7. as another, 487. 
1940).475.476. Hegelian conception of the State, 

Habsburgs, succession of. banned in 155. 
Austria, 2.19. Hcimwehr, Austrian, unreliable, 

Hacha, Dr., President of Bo- 336. 
hernia and Moravia, formerly Hela peninsula, German proposals 
of Czechoslovakia, 376, 414; as to, 412,413. 
said to seek appeasement with Henderson. A., M.P., Chairman of 
Germany. 460. Disarmament Conference, 238. 

Haile Selassie l.t Emperor of - Sir N., British Ambassador at 
Ethiopia, 265, 281, 283, 284; Berlin, ix, x, 188. note I, 190. 191, 
hostility of British Courts to, 360,407,408,409,410, 4I5,note I, 
286, 287; neglected by royal 418, 425. 
family, 287. Henlein, Herr, tool of Germany in 

Halifax, ViscoWlt, Secretary of Czechoslovakia, 348. 
State for Foreign Affairs in Herald-Tribuue, New York, con-
succession to Mr. Eden. February demns Allied failure to aid Fin-
1938, retained May 12, 1940. Jand.457· 
claims conscience clear regarding Hereditary fanns, for ('..conan 
Czechoslovakia, 369, 370; criti- yeomen, 104. 10$. 
cizes doctrine of living-space. " Hl'IT Hitler has missed the bus," 
128; denies possibility of British foolish gibe of Mr. Chamberlain, 
aggression. 149. note J. 154; 192. 
in defiance of legal and moral Ht·rriot. Edouar~ French Premier. 
obligation recognizes Italian con- .l14,225· 
quest of Ethiopia, 284. 361; Hertzog, General, Prime Minister 
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Union of South Africa, 140, note 
I, IS3. 184. 

Hesselberg. sacred 010Wltaln of 
Nazis, 172. 

Himmler, Heinrich. intimate of 
Herr Hitler, 190. 

Hitler. Adolf, Chancellor of the 
German Reich. 7. 91,155; aids 
General Franco in civil war, 290. 
292, 294. 309; aims at autarky, 
99; attacks and seizes Awtria, 
308, 336-:-43; Czechoslovakia, 
J04, J08, J4~, J67, J75, J76, 
J77; Poland, J08, 404-II; 
blood-bath of, 370; colonial 
ambitions of, 129. 130, 134. 136, 
137; denounces warmongers, 
372; desires expansion, 114. 115 ; 
detests Jews. 123.124.126; Poles, 
126,127; disarmament proposals 
of. 239, 240-44 ; distrusts 
Mr. Chamberlain. 379; enter
tains conviction of German su
periority, 14; Godlike. 172; 
.. has missed the bus." foolish 
utterance of Mr. Chamberlain. 
192; increases iron produc
tion. 94. 95; intervenes dis
honourably in Spain, 484; new 
law is declared by. 158; leader
ship of. essential, 156; liberator. 
184: living room for Germans, 
present and future. ~emanded 
by. Il4. 125.242; Mel» Kampf, 
by, 84. 114. 126, 127. 129. 242, 
482, 483; Mcmelland acquired 
by, 384. 385; Messiah, 167. I6g. 
172; misled by British sur
renders of Ethiopia and Czecho
slovakia. 361, 382, 387. 484. 48S j 
non-Atyan appearance of. lO9 j 

oath of pastors to, 167: offered 
British alliance, 4J 5; person
ality of. 187-92; Putsch. un
successful by. 84; rearms Ger
many and repudiates disarJILl
mem obligations. 269. 32~31 ; 
rejects eastern pact, 223; re
btions of, with Italy, 66, 30~ ; 

relics on Mr. Chamberlain sur
rendering Poland, 399, 401; 
remilitarizes Rhineland. 332-34. 
483; secures dismissal of Mr. 
Eden, 482; pact of amity with 
U.S.S.R., 414-28; sovereignty 
over Poland. 392. 394. 395, 396. 
397. 401, 402, 403; over Slov
akia, 375-77 ; Vatican concordat. 
163; state embodied in. 162; 
suspects Mr. Chamberlain. 371 ; 
treaty of Versailles denoWlced 
by. 58; Wlfavourable view of 
Social Democrats by. I12. I13 ; 
uses propaganda cleverly, 179; 
would be repudiated by Ger
many if wise, 45. 

- flag. to be displayed in Czecho
slovakia by German minority. 
J75· 

Hitler. Step by Step. 1933-39, Times 
pamphlet. inconsistency of. with 
former attitude. 358, 359. 

Hitler Youth. x, r64. 
Hirota. Mr.. aIUlOWlces Japanese 

policy for China, JIJ. 
Hoare. Sir S., M.P., Secretary of 

State for Foreign Affairs in 
1935. criticizes French policy, 
285; destroys Ethiopian inde
pendence by compact with M. 
Laval in. defianceofLe-ague Cove
nant, 273. 275. 279. 280, 281 ; 
member of inner group of 
Cabinet responsible for fatal 
errors of British policy (omitted 
from new Ministry), 371; silence 
of, at Stresa. 1935. inexcusable. 
27[; unworthy attack by, on 
objectors to billeting of diseased 
~nd filthy 'Women and children, 
491. 

Hodza Cabinet, Czechoslovakia, 
1938. French lies about, 351, 

Holland. attitude of; to Finland. 
452, 453; colonial interests of, 
145 ~ neutrality of, 9 (invaded. 
May la, 1940); population and 
area of. 1 [6; trade policy of. 
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100; views of, on sanctions, 324. 
452. 

Homicidal lunatic or mad dog. 
vulgar abuse of Herr Hitler as, 
192, 481, 486. 

Honduras, leaves league ofNatioru. 
328, note 1. 

Honour among thieves, applied to 
Munich, 370. 

Hoover, Herbert, President of the 
United States, 236. 

Hopei. WIder Japanese control. 
312. 

Hotzendorf. Conrad von, Awtrian 
Chief of Staff, 49. 

Hudson. R. S., Department of 
Overseas Trade. unfortunate dis
cussions of, with Herr Wohltat. 
423. 

Hugenberg, Hen, Gernun econo
mist, 125. 

Hughes, C. E.. United States Secre
tary of State, 84. 

- W. M., Premier of Common
wealth of Australia, 60. 

Hungary, claims of, 102 ; European 
union to include. 2. I); history 
of, 344; relations of, with 
Czechoslovakia, 153. 352, 354. 
362, 368, 369; with Germany, 
129. 341; with Italy, 221, 226, 
336; w;thPoland, 368, 369,377 ; 
with Rumania, 218, 220, 462, 
465. 480; with Rutbenia, 393 ; 
with Yugoslavia, 154, 226; 
treaty with Balkan Entente as to 
rearmament, 223; views of, on 
Ethiopia, 274. 

Hut Tax revolt. Sierra Leone. 141. 

IBSEN, H., Brand, denounces cow
ardly neutrality, 467. 

Iceland (now in diplomatic re
lations with. and occupied by. 
Britain), must not become Ger
man protectorate. 474. 

Idealistic views of economic posi
tion in Britain. unwise to base 
conclusions on, 463, 464. 

Ideological base of Spanish Civil 
War, 3. 

Ideologies, as dangerous in Britain 
as in Moscow, 428. 

imperial Conference. 1926,20']. 
- - 1930. 21 3. 
- Consticution of 1871, German, 

156. 
Imports and expons, Gennan, 95. 

96. 
India. accepts Paris Pact, 210; aids 

Britain in this war, 463; ap
proves expulsion of Russia from 
League, 451; attirude of. to 
Locarno Pact. 206, l07; Hindu 
and Mo~lem feuds in, 46; racial 
discriminacion in. 106, 107; 
war once normal in, 14; would 
not join European federation. 46. 

Indian immigration, Dominion h06-
tility to, 465. 

Indians born in Union of SO'.lth 
Africa, ill~treatment of, 465. 

Indo-European speech, 1I0, II I. 
Innitzer. Cardinal, Archbishop of 

Vienna, favours Germany, 165 ; 
unwise attitude of, 340 . 

Inskip. Sir T .• now Lord Caldecote, 
pledge to Czechoslovakia by, 
3M, 378. 379. note 1 ; repudiated, 
on flimsy pretexts. by Prime 
Minister. 377; remains in 
Ministry (omitted from Cabinet 
in May 1940), 378. 

Internal restraints on aggression: 
democracy. 5-13. 

International administration of 
British colonies and protectorates 
144. 148. 

- air force. scheme for. 17. nok I. 
466. 

- Brigade in Spain, withdrawal 
of, 303. 

- Comm.ission on Czecho
slovak boundaries, British and 
French members utterly neglect 
Czechoslovak interests. 367, 368. 

- control of German. etc., rivers, 
under treaty of Versailles, 61. 
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International Labour organization. 
33. 34; Russia ceases to be 
member of,453. 

-law, Nazi views of, ]59-62. 
St'f also Breaches of treaty and 
League of Nations Covenant. 

Internationalization of German 
rivers, 76. 

Intervention. right of. 433. 434-· 
lnvergordon. naval mutiny at, bad 

effects of, 86. 
Iran, not present at League dis

cussion of Finland issue, 453; 
rumours (Daily Telegraph, Jan
uary 2, 1940) as to possibility of 
British intervention absurd, 433 ; 
views of, as to sanctions, 324. 

Iraq (severs relations with Ger
many. September? 1939) within 
British area of sdf-defcncc, ZII ; 
views of, on sanctions, 324. 

Irish nationals. deleterious effect of 
influx into Scotland of, 477. 

Iron, development of German 
production of, 94. 95 ; presence 
of orc in Togoland, 133. 134; 
transport of Swedish orc through 
Nonvegian waters, 471. 

Isolation, dangers of, in interna
tional affairs (Belgium and Hol
land invaded by Germany. May 
10, 194°).319.320. 

- of Britain and France, result of 
breach of faith, 486. 

Italian claims on France. 266. 267, 
285. 286. 306, 373, 448. 

- Empire, establishment of. 439. 
Italo-Britishagreements. See Anglo-

Italian agreements. 
!talo-Ethiopian treaty, 1928. 2,65. 

273· 
ltalo-French pact. January 7,1935. 

267; denounced by Italy, Dec
ember 17. 1938, «8. 

Italo-Russian agreement, 1924.292. 
Italy, action at Corfu. illegal. 245-

248; attacks and conquers Ethi
opia, 263-87; attitude to Aus
tria, 336, 338, 340; Brenner 

frontier secured by. 66, 299; 
colonial c1aims of. 145 ~ demands 
on France by. 285.306,373,448 ; 
disarmament conferellce and. 
227-44; eastern pact for, 223 ; 
education of youth, 174; efforts 
to appease. by saclifice of Ethio
pia and Albania, 441. 481, 487 ; 
European union to include, 215 ; 
encircles Yugoslavia, 154 ; guar
antee to be given by. to Czecho
slovakia never carried out, 354. 
357, 373, 374; forms Anti
Comintem Pact, 297; Locarno 
Pact, 207; Paris Pact, 210, ZII ; 
member of League Council. 31 ; 
non-belligerency of, 42S. «6-49 ; 
occupies and alUlexes Albania, 
221. 437-44; opposes Austro
German customs wUon. 216; 
population and area of, 116; pro
Jects a Four Power Pact, 390; 
propaganda by. 181. 182; rela
tions of, with Germany, 4-25. 426. 
481, see Berlin-Rome axis ; 
with Greece. :U I; with Spain, 
290-311.441; with Turkey, 221; 
with Yugoslavia, 220, 221 ; seeks 
to control Mediterranean at 
expense of Britain and France. 
80.292-, 297, 300. 304, 440, «6, 
481 ; to intervene in Polish war, 
«6-49; treaty on naval limita
tion accepted by, 230, 234. 235. 
33 j; views of, on Rhineland, 
332; victory in war may depend 
on her remainingnon-belligerent. 
443,444 ; worthless character of, 
495· 

1AGOW, G. VON, Secretary of State, 
Berlin. attitude of. to events lead
ing to Great War, SO. 51, 52· 

Japan, Anti-Comintern Pact with 
Germany, 297. 314.3 I j. 375. 393. 
437; attacks on China, 230. 231, 
244--6), 311-22; attitude to 
naval disarmament. 230, 234. 
335; British alliance with. IS ; 
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efforts to conciliate. 478, 486; 
member of League COW1CiJ. 3 I; 
population and area of, I 16 ; 

racial discrimination resented by, 
23. 2.49. 465; relations of, v .. i.th 
Russia, 425; seeks to establish 
Monroe Doctrine for Far East, 
258, 465; Russian war with, 
1904-1905. 16; trade discrimi
nation against, 146; withdraws 
from League, 237. 256, 328, IW/e 
I. 

Japanese immigration, American 
and Dominion opposition to, 
465. 

Jebol, seized by Japan, 1933. 257· 
Jesus Christ, faith in. 166 ~ not a 

Jew, 169. 170. 
Jews, position of, in Austria. 339 ; 

in Germany, Il3. 126, 157. 169. 
170, 372, 465; to be imitated 
in Czechoslovakia, 375; in 
Palestine, 148, 149. 460; in 
Poland, 43 I, 432. 

Jibuti - Addis Ababa railway, 
Italian desire to control, 268. 

Jubaland, surrender to Italy of, 
1924-25.5.267. 

Judicial impartiality, no longer in 
honour in Germany, 161. 

'KAUNIN, M., asserts Russian loyalty 
to Czechoslovakia, 354-. 

Kandalaksha-Kemijarvi, railway 
from, uuder treaty of Moscow, 
1940,455· 

Karelian Isthmus, ceded by Finland, 
455. 456. 

- Republic, created by M. Stalin, 
454· 

Karilldria, Nazi rising in, 1934. 337. 
Kellogg, F., United States Secre

tary of State, suggests Paris Pact, 
1928, 21O-U. • 

Kenya. racial discrimination in, 
107; trade with Japan of, 146. 

Kerrl, Hans, Church minister in 
Germany, 167. note I. 

out by Chinese Government 
forces, 312. 

Kiel Canal, restrictions on, under 
Versailles Treaty, denounced 
November 14, 1936, by Ger
many, 76. 

King of Italy, Victor Emmanuel 11[. 
hailed as Emperor of Ethiopia. 
305, 373. 485, 486; recogniz.ed 
as King of Albania, 443. 

- of Sweden, cowardly attitude 
of. 456. 

Kiosseivanov, M., Premier of Bul
garia. on probability of Russian 
accord with Germany, 420, 4-21. 

Koht, Professor H., foreign 
Minister of Norway, 473; 
violent attacks on Britain by. 
470. 

Koo, Dr. Wellington, Chinese 
representative to League of 
Nations, 321.322. 

Koreans. in Manchuria, 250, 251 ; 
smuggling activities of, 313. 

Korfanty, M., Polish plebiscite 
commissioner in Silesia, 69. 

Kosice, unjustly awarded to Hun
gary. J68. 

Kriegk. Dr., statements by. as to 
offers to Poland, 395. 396. 

Kuomintang party in China, 2 jO. 

LABOUR Front, in Germany, 93. 
- Government, 1929, alleged 

pacifIsm of, 263. 264; eager for 
disarnument, 233.234. 

- members of Parliament join 
National Government under Mr. 
Churchill. 493. 

- Party manifesto, February 9. 
1940, Labour, the War, and the 
Peace, 8, 144. 

Lake Tma (Tsana). British in
terests m. 270. 

Lansbury, George. M.P .• 14-4. note 
l. 

Lansing, Robert, on war guilt. 
47.48. 

Kiangsi, Communists in. 
(10) 

driven Latvia., arrangements with Estonia 
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and Lithuania, 22S. :126; Ger
mans evacuated from, 160 ; 

member of League Council, 452 ; 
neutrality of. 10; Moscow Pact 
accepted by. 2II ; rejects Anglo
French-Russian guarantee, 426 ; 
relations of. with Russia, 224. 
226. 426 ; views of, on sanctions. 
324· 

Lausanne Conference, ]923. 
murder o~ Russian delegate 
to, 23 I. 

Laval. M., betrays Ethiopia to 
Italy in order to avoid honouring 
French obligations under treaty 
of Landon, 5.266,267.268. '1.72, 
275. 276, 279. 281. 

Law, new conception of, in Ger
many, 154--62. 

- for ensuring unity of Party 
and State, 193J. Germany, 155. 

- German, March 13. 1938, in
corporating Austria in Reich, 
339. 341. 

Laying of mines in Norwegian 
waters by Allies. 470, 471. 

Leadership in Germany, ISS. 156, 
157· 

League of Nations, aim of creation 
of. 70, 71; attempt to limit 
sphere of activity of, 195. 196; 
collective security under, 193-
199, 285 ~ colonial mandates 
under, 61-65, 75; failure of, 
as regards China, 253. 255. 256. 
314. 315, 321; Ethiopia, 266, 
267, 272, 274. 282. 283, 284; 
Finland, 449-60; Spain, 308, 
309; ignored, as regards Al-
bania. 443; Austria, 341; 
CzechosLovakia, 366, 385 ; 
Memel, 385; Norway and 
Denmark, 478, 479; Poland, 
450; limitation of armaments, 
30, 31, 61. 196, 227-14; pro
posed reconstruction of, vilj, 
457--63. 477, 478, 479; recon
sideration of treaties under, 29, 
30; regional associations Wlder. 

ll6 

193, 194. 197, 198, 199; regis
tration of treaties with, 28, 29 ; 
removal of members, 25, 452-54 ; 
resignation of members, 34, 35 ; 
Albania. 328, note I; Austria, 
328, note I, 341; Czecho
slovakia, 328, nOle 1 ; Chile.328. 
note I ; Germany, 238, p8, IJote 
I, 342, 343; Honduras, 328, 
note I; Italy, 297, 328. note I ; 

Japan, 237. 256. 328, nofe I; 
Nicaragua, 328, note I; Para
guay, 328, note I; Peru. 328, 
tlote I, 453. note 3; Spain. 309 ; 
sanctions under, 24-28, 29. 195. 
202,253,261,270,271. 276.2n. 
278, :279, 322-28,359. 398, 452. 
456; security under, 193-99, 
231,236.479.480. 

- - Assembly, 22. 23; dis
cusses aggression. 326; re
cognition of results attained by 
aggression. 283, 284; sanctions. 
322-28; efforts in respect of 
China. 256. 314. 315; E(hiopia. 
274. 283; of Finland, 328. 451. 
452; of Spain, 309; inactive 
;u regards Albania. 443; Aus
tria. 341; Czechoslovakia. 366, 
385; Meme1, 385; Poland. 
450; uselessness of appeal to, 
as regards Norway and Den
nurk, 478, 479· 

- - Conunittee on Raw 
Materials. 138. 

- - COWlcil, created by League 
Covenant. duties of, 17. 31. 32 ; 
proposed for, 197. 198, 199; 
measwes taken by, ill respect of 
Ethiopia. 266. 267, 272, 274. 282. 
284; Finland. 452, 453; ItaJim 
aggression on Corfu. 247. 248 ; 
Japanese aggression on China, 
253. 255, 256, 321; Palish 
minorities. 43 I ; Palish rights in 
Danzig, 397, 398; Spanish Civil 
War, 308, 309; membership of, 
31, 32, 208, 209, 390. 452; no 
intervention by. in respect of, 
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Albania, 443; Austria. 341; 
Denmark and Norway. 478. 
479; Poland, 450; lUlfavour
able to sanctions. 1938. 322; 
Switzerland accorded full neu
trality by. 3.27. 328. 

- - Covenant. Art. 4 : 25.209; 
Art.S: 30.31.61; Art.9: 31; 
Art. 10: 17. 18. 19. 194. 195. 
247.253. J09. 310, J14. J24. 359, 
36.; Art. 11: 19. 20. 200. 253. 
J08, 314, 326, 327, «9; Art. 12 : 
.10. 21, 29, 247. 274, 451; An. 
13: 21, 29; Art. 15: 22. 
24. 29. 195. 196. 247. 253. 
.160. 274. 449; Art. 16: 24-28. 
29. 195. 202, 253. 261. 274. 
275.276,277, 32J. 324, 326. 327. 
359.452,456; Art. 17 : 29. )14. 
322. 326 ~ An: 18: 28, 29. 60 ; 
Art. 19: 29. 3D, 143 ; Art. 20 : 
28.28),284.285.359; Art. 21 : 
25. 26, 45; Art. 23: 60; Art. 
.16: 54. 35; breaches of. by 
Britain as regards Albania, 442. 
443; Austria. 340; China, 253, 
260. 261. 321. )22; Czecho
slovaIW. 35(}-55. 359. 369; 
Ethiop;". 277-84; Spain. 306-
309 ; by France. as regards 
Austria, 340; Czechoslovakia. 
]50.351 ; Ethiopia,277-84; by 
HWlgary. as regards C:zecho
slovakia. 352, )68; by Iuly. as 
regards Albania, 439-41; as 
regards Ethiopia, 26]-87; by 
Norway. Denmark, etc., as 
regards Finland. 453. 454; by 
Poland. as regards Cze<:ho
slovakia. 352. 369; by U.S.S.R .• 
as regards Finland, 450, 451; 
Poland. 429. 430. 

- - Secretariat at Geneva, 26. 
33, 35; registration of treaties 
with, 29; to assist in otganizing 
aid for Finland, 451. 

Legalism of federations dangerow. 
43.44-

Leipzig. GernLln cruiser, High 

Commissioner insulted on occa~ 
sion of visit to Danzig, 398; 
submarine attack on. aLcged. 
295· 

Leipzig trials of war criminals in 
1919. 74. 75· 

Leopold Ill .• King of the Belgians. 
reasserts Belgian neutrality, 334 ; 
secures British aid. May 10,1940. 
(betrays Allies. May 28). 494. 

Leseer, S., High Commissioner of 
League of Nations at Danzig, 
398. 

Ley. Dr .• head of Gennan Labour. 
112, 170. 

Liaotung Peninsula. Japan acquires 
rights over • .250. 

liberty, Lord Beaconsfield extends 
bOlUldaries of, in Europe; Mr. 
Chamberlain narrows them, 282, 
381 ; German aim to extinguish. 
vii; for Orientals not desired 
by Mr. Chamberlain. but for 
certain Europeans. 28.2.. 381; 
not valued enough in Scandi
navia, 467. 477; present struggle 
is essentially one for, 475. 

Libya, Italian forces in. 297. 300. 
301. 

Lima Dedaration. 1938, modifies 
Monroe Doctrine, 465. 

Lindbergh. Colonel, pernicious 
propaganda of. in American and 
London, 460. 

Lipski. }.. Polish Ambassador at 
Berlin (1933-39). 396. Mte '.409. 
410.411, 416, note I. 

Lithuania, arrangements with 
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Estonia and Latvi.a, 225. 226~; 
Germans evacuated from. 160; 
MemcUand under, Wltil 1939. 
71. 384, 385. 386; Moscow 
Protocol accepted by, 2 I I ; 

recogni:zed as independent. 121 ; 
rejecrs Anglo - French - Russian 
guarantee, 426; relations of. 
with Russia. 226. 426; ulti
matum from Polaud to. 392; 
views of, on sanctions. 31.4; 
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Vilna recovered by (1939), 432, 
note I. 

Little Entente, Czechoslovakia, 
Rumania, Yugoslavia, 194. 218-
222.225. 226. 231. 269; resists 
Italian Four Power Pact plan in 
1933. 390· 

Litvinov, M., Foreign Minister of 
U.S.S.R .• removed May 1939. 
224,225.232.283. 353.354, 355. 
436 . 

Livonia. surrendered by Brest
Licovsk Treaty, 121. 

Lloyd George. David. 208, 227. 
270, 419. 423· 

Lloyd of Dolobran. Lord (now 
Colonial Secretary). 493; re
bukes cowardly counsel of the 
Archbishop of Canterbury. 370. 

Lacamo Pacts, 1925. procured by 
Mr. A. Chamberlain. 143. 203-
206. 331. 332. 335, 350; de
stroyed by Mr. N. ChamberLrin. 
371. 

Londonderry. Marquis of, de
featism of, 479. note 1. 

London Naval Conference. Jan
uary 21 to April 15. 1930; and 
Treaty, 2]3, 234. 235. 335· 

- - - December 9, 1935 to 
March 25. 1936; and Treaty, 
335· 

- secret treaty. 1915. for Italy's 
entry into Great War. 66, 267. 

Long-term army for Germany, 
under Versailles Treaty, 237, 

Low Countries, interest of Britain 
in. 16, 205 ; proposed federation 
with. 40, 41; succoured by 
Allies, May 10. 1940.493. 

Ludendorff,. General von, 59. 84. 
122. 

Lukouchiao, Japanese seizure of, 
July 7. 1937.3 14. 

Lupa goldfields, Tanganyika. 
neglect of health conditions in, 
I .... 

renounces sanctions, 324; sub
jected to German invasion in 
1914 and May 10. 1940, 494-

Lytton Report on Manchuria, 
255,256.260,261. 

MAcDONALD. J. RAMSAY. Prime 
Minister. 1924, 1929-31, 1931-
35.186. 199.200,237. 

Macedonia.ns, in Yugoslavia, 219. 
Machinery to meet risk. of war, 

461-66. 
Madrid, surrender to General 

Franco, March 28. 1939, 305. 
Maffey, Sir John, committee under. 

foolish views of, on Ethiopia. 
270. 

Maginot line, secrets of. revealed 
to Germany by surrender of 
Czechoslovakian forts, 401. 

Magyar minority, in Czecho
slovakia. 343. 368. 

Maisk.y, M., protl'sts against false 
allegations of Lord De La Warr I 
355· 

Majorca. Italian interest in. 292. 
293· 

Mahnedy given to Belgium. 71, 
Malea, Italian and German dislike 

of British control of, 80. 277. 
Manchukuo. formerly Manchuria, 

struggle over, between China. 
and Japan, 248-63. 

Manchuria, Japanese aggression in. 
250-63· 

Mandates Commission. League of 
Nations, WIder Art. 22 of League 
Covenant, 141, 142. 148. 

Mander, G. Ie M., M.P '. asks foc 
publication of correspondence 
with Czechoslovakia, 427. tlole I . 

.M.lrmerheim, Field-Marsh.al, Wl

successful defence of Finland by, 
454· 

Marahrens, Dr., Bishop of Hanover, 
169, 

Marchwood. Lord, defeatism of, 
Luxemburg, Grand Duchy 

character of guarantee of, 
of, 479, tlote I. 

18; Marienwerdcc, plebiscite for. 68. 
SJ8 
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Markajarvi territory. ceded by 
Finland, 455. 

Marxism, destroyed by Herr Hitler, 
ISS· 

Masaryk. Dr. T., President of 
Czechoslovakia, 186, 34-4. 

Maugham, Viscount, Lord Chan
ceUoI in 1938. defeatism of, 479. 
note 1. 

Mediterranean. Italian efforts to 
revive Roman Empire's control 
over (if. for claims on Gibraltar 
and Suez, Signor Gayda, May 8, 
1940). xi, 80, 292, 297. 300, 304. 
446,448,481.495; IUalittenance 
of status quo in, 293. 294; safe- 'I 

guard of Allied strength in, 448. 
449.48I. 

- pacts, 1935-36, arising out of II 

Italian hostility'to Britain, 277. 
- race, in Rhineland, 110. 

Meighen, Rt. Hon. A., suggests I 
dissulution of Parliament before 
war d~claration. 12. 

Memdland. acquired (1924) by 
Lithuania. retaken by Gcm1any 
(1939).20,71,72, 153. 225.226, . 
384. 385. 386; Poland not in
formed of Gemlan proposals, 
393. 396, 400; use of. lost to 
Poland. 400. 

Mendik. Emperor of Abyssinia, 
defeats Italy at Adowa. 1896, -. Messiah, Herr Hider as, 167. 

Mexico, dislikes abolition of sanc
tions, 324; doubts wisdom of 
expulsion of Russia from League. 
4SI. 

.. ~dsununer of madness," de
plorable dedaration as to con
tinuation of sanctions by Mr. 
Chamberlain. 282. 

Military authority pararnoWlt in 
Japan, 312, 313. 

- mission sent to Russia, 423, 
424· 

Milner, Viscowlt, refuses Somali
land to Italy, 269. 270. 

Mineral Sanction as an Aid to Na
tional Security (1935). by Sir 
T. H. Holland, 279. 

Mining of Norwegian territorial 
waters by Allies, belated, 470, 
471. 

Minor Powers in League, evade 
duties to aid Finland. 459; 
failure of Dritain and France [0 

influence righdy, 286; naturally 
reluctant to trust British assur
ances (LJoyd George, 360 H.C. 
Deb. 5 s. 1282), 360,459. 

Minorities, in Czechoslovakia, 
claims fOT, 347-50, 368, 369; 
jn Danzig. harsh treatment of, 
398, 399; in Poland, harsh 
treatment of, 399. 431, 432. 

Mit brenner/der Sorge, Pius Xl.'s 
encyclical, against Nazi viola
rion of concordat, 165. 

Mitford. Miss Unity, Hjder
adulator, 360, note 2. 

Mobilization of the British fleet, 
September 1938,354. 

Molotov, V., Commissar for 
Foreign Affairs. U.S.S.R., from 
May 1939. 419. 422, 423. 476, 
480. 

Moltke, Herr von, Chief of German 
Staff, 1914, urges war on Serbia. 
54· 

Monetary and Economic Confer
ence. See Economic Conference. 

Montenegro, formerly indepen
dent, 246. See now Yugoslavia. 

Monroe doctrine, cannot be arbi
trated by United States, 465. 

Montreux Convention, 1936, r("gu
lating regime of Straits, 444, 4&1 . 

Moors brought to Spain to destroy 
Christians. 308, 489. 

Moral decadence of neutral coun
tries, 468, 469. 

Moresnct. Prussian, given to Bel
gium (retaken 194°),71. 

Morocco, French trade with, 
136. 

Morrison. Herbert. MiPister of 
539 
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Supply from May 1]. 1940, 493 ; 
views on Herr Hitler, 8. 

Moscow, treaty of, between Fin
land and U.S.S.R., March 12, 

1940,453-55· 
Mosley, Sir 0., as politically in

competent as Lord Beaverbrook, 
360; hostility to Jews of, 108. 

Motor road from Vienna to Bees
lau, destroying Czechoslovak 
security, 369. 401. 

Mottistone. Lord, regrettable de
featism of, 479. note r. 

Mountain home of Herr H.ider, 
89. See Berchtesgaden. 

Munich, treaty of, September 29, 
1938, for the dismemberment of 
Czechoslovakia, 180, 190, 355-
366.374.437.438.484.485; un
constitutional mode of conclusion 
of, 355. 359. 360, 361, 362, 363· 

Murders of political opponents. 
by the FUhrer's orders, in 
Austria, 341, 342; in Czech~ 
slovak.ia. 342; in Poland. 342. 
See also Blood-bath. 

Murphy, James, dforts to excuse 
Herr Hitler by. 483. 

Munnansk. not lent to Germany as 
a base by Russia. 48 I. 

Mussolini, B., Italian Duce from 
1922, aids Austria for a time, 338, 
340; Franco to victory. 290. 
292, 294. 296. 297. 302. 304. 
309; attacks Ethiopia deliber· 
acely, S. 9 • .163-87. 30S. 484, 48S ; 
bamboozles Mr. Chamberlain, 
297 ; education of youth ordered 
by. 174; establishes Italian 
sovereignty over Albania, 437-
444; glo,ifies (ef 360 D.C. Deb. 
S s. 1308f., 1329) German 
aggression on Denmark and 
Norway. xi; increases popula
tion, 116, 117; intervenes in i 

Polish war, 447-49; intimidates 
Mr. Chamberlain into dismissal 
of Mr._ Eden. 483; joins Anti
Comintem Pact, 297; leader-

ship of. I S6; Mediterranean 
control sought by. 80. see 
Mediterranean; power of ideal
ism, 37. 187; seeks concessions 
from France, 28S, 306; to 
promote autarky. 99; seizes 
Corfu iUegally. 245-48 ; suggests 
eonferenre on Danzig issue, 
~ll; undisguised contempt for 
France, 36S; war praised by, 
236, see Postscript. 

Mustard gas, successful use against 
Ethiopians, in contradiction of 
Protocol of 1925. 277, 278, 
28I. 

Mutiny Act, 1818. reference in, 
to balance of power. 434. 

NANKINC, occupied by Japan. 314. 
Napoleon. at St. Helena, 73; 

on need of Danzig for access to 
Baltic. 400. 

Narvik. Norwegian port used for 
. shipping of Swedish arc to 

Germany, 470. 
National feeling overrides Christian 

obligation, 4-88. 489. 
- Government. of 1931. 86; 

truly National, May 1940. 492. 
- Labour Front, Germany, JOS. 

106. 
- Union of Students. Leeds 

Conft.'fence, 1940, foolish resolu· 
tions of Fascist and Communist 
majority at, x. 

Nationality in Tunis and Morocco. 
French decrees as to, advisory 
opinion of Permanent Court as 
to, 23. 24. 

Nauru, in Pacific, pho~phates of, 
value to Germany, 13). 

Naval agreements between Britain 
and Germany, 1935-37.331,334. 
33 S; abrogated by Germany. 
4 0 4-40 7. 

- armaments, effons at limitation 
of, 216. 230, 232, 233, 234. 330, 
331.334.335.404-40 7. 
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Nazi (National Socialist) Party. Noel-Eaker. P. J.. M.P .• attacks 
7. 8, 89. 130, 155. 162, 242; Italian treaty, 305; fatal accord 
unity of, 157, 158. at Munich, 4-84. 

- youth. education of, 174. 175; Non-Aggression pact, Denmark 
superior to British conscientious and Germany, May 1939.473. 
objectors, x, 489. - - Germany and U.S.S.R., 

Neglect of British interests in August 23. 1939. 39. 154. 307. 
Czechoslovak gold, by Sir J. 319. 414-28. 
Simon, 382. Non-Aggression pact, Poland and 

Neurath, Baron von, Minister for Russia, July 25. 1932 (extended 
Foreign Affairs until February 4. to 1945 by Protocol, May 5. 
1938, 191,237.346. 1934). cancelled by Russia, 429. 

Neutrality, changed aspect of. 430; warning as [0 cancellation 
as result of failure of sanctions. given in September, 1938. 353. 
325,326; phantom of, 467-81. 354. 

-legislation of United Scates, Non-Aryans, German hostility to, 
3I~ '~I5~'~I~. 

Neutral obligations, Norwegian Non-belligerency of Italy, 446-49 ; 
violation of, 469. 470, 471. afM. Stalin, xii, xiii 

New Commonwealth Institute, Non-Intervention agreement as 
supports international air force. regards Spanish Civil War. Com-
17. note I. mirrce, 295, 296, 303. 

New Guinea, former German Non-recognition of territorial 
po~essjon. now Australian maIl- changes achieved in violation of 
date, 64. 139,142.143. international agreements. policy 

New Zealand. dedaration of war of, announced by Mr. Stimson. 
by. 12; member of League Z 5 4; accepted by League of 
Council, 1936-39.452; opposes Nations, 283. 284_ 
Geneva Protocol, 202; fe- Nordic Defence Union. negatived 
sponsible for Western Samoa in by Russia, 455. note 1. 
mandate. 64. 139. 142; sup· Nordic race. 109. lIO. 111. 
ports Ethiopia, 284; views of. Northern Moravia and Silesia. 
on sanctions. 324. unfair award to Gemuny of 

Nicaragua, leaves League of area in, 367. 
Nations, 328. note 1. North-West [nruan frontier. bomb-

Nice, Italian d..:sire to recover. 285. ing on. 237. 
306,373.448. Norway. llrirish defeat in. 492; 

Nicholas II., Czar of Russia. war fails to aid Finland. 452, 453. 454. 
responsibility of, 53. 54. 55· 468. 469; hostile to Britain, 

Niernoller, Dr. Martin, detention 470, 471; incident of Altmark, 
of, 168. 469. 470; mining of territorial 

Nigeria, British trade with, waters of, 470 ; neutrality of, IO ; 

136. favours Germany. 469. 470; 
Nine·Power Treaty. securing terri- Vatican sympathy to, 489; war 

torial integrity and sovereignty with Germany after occupation, 
of China. 1922, 231, 252, 260. 472-76. 
314,315.316. Norwegian minister, dismissed from 

Noblesse oblige,/rinciples ignored Berlin, April 19. 1940, 474· . 
by Britain an France. 286. Nygaardsvold. J .• Pnme Minister 
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of Norway, decides to resist 
German aggression. 476. 

Nyon Confc:rence, 1937. against 
(Italian and Francist) piracy, ~96. 
297· 

OFFlCI .... L information, British. un
satisfactory, 293. nott I • .2.94. 295. 
301, 302. 

Ogaden. CO be offered to Italy, 272. 
Oil sanctions not used in case of 

Ethiopia, 278, 279; destroyed 
by Sir S. Hoare. 280. 

Old Testament, repudiated by 
German Christians, 166; tribal 
deity of, adopted by Herr Hider, 
170, note I, 192. 

Open diplomacy, President Wil
son's principle of, 59. 60, 

Option, right of, in case of Czecho
slovakia, promised, 356; ren
dered useless, 368. 

Ore, iron, from Sweden, transit 
through Norwegian territorial 
waters of, 470, 474. 

Orientals, not deserving of liberty 
in Mr. Chamberlain's view, 
282. 

Oslo, German seizure of, 486. 
Ottawa agreements, 1932. Britain 

and Dominions, bad effects of. 
on world economy and peace, 
99. 100. 

.. Our word was our word, and 
we had never lbroken], and 
would never break it," wltrue 
dictUm of Sir N. Henderson. 
fails to imprC'SS Herr Hitler, or 
anyone else, 360, 415. 

Oxford University, disloyalty of 
students <of, to Crown, 177. 

PACIFISM, Herr Hitler's views on, 
126; sophistries of British, 468, 
4S9· 

Palestine. delimitation of spheres in, 
difficulty of, insuperable, 374; 
wlfortunate treatment of Arabs 
in. 148, 149, 460. 

54> 

Panama, Republic of. created by 
United States, 465. 

Pan-American Conference. 1928, 
disapproves aggression, 212. 

Panay. U. S. gwlboar. swlk by 
Japan, 317. 

Pantelleria, Italian we of, 80. 
Papen, F. von, German Chancellor 

in 1932, 236, 238. 
Paraguay, leaves League of Nations. 

328, nate I. 
Para-military formations, of Ger

many, 239. 
Paris Pact for the Renunciation of 

War, Augwt 27. 1928 (Briand
Kellogg Pact), 210--12. 252.260. 
283.314.325.392.405,430.450. 

- Peace Conference, [919, Japan 
fails to secure negation of racial 
discrimination at, 249. 

Partition of Poland. September 28, 
1939. xii. 42~L 

Paul-Boneour, M., as to sanctions, 
238. 

" Peace at any price," not recog
nized by Polalld, 401. 

Peace Ballot, 1935. in favour of 
sanctions, importance of. 270. 
271, 273; Conservatives declare 
loyalty to, 280. 

- Conference, as regards attack 
on Poland, suggested by Italy, 
43 I. 

-not really desired universally • 
I, z. 

- Pledge Union, allowed to 
campaign for peace, 8, note I. 

- with honour, secured by Bea
constield at Berlin Conference, 
1878, 357· 

- with honour [dishonour] for 
our time [('kven monthsJ, 
brought from MWllCh by Mr. 
Chamberlain,357· 

Peaceful change. difficulties of. 464, 
46 5. 

Peiping (Pekin), occupied by Japan, 
314· 

People in totalitarian countries left 
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in dark. 6, 7. 8,9. Set also Propa
ganda . 

.. People of whom we know 
nothing," Mr. Chamberlain's 
attitude to Czechoslovakia, 353. 
354· 

Pcrim. British position in, weak
ened,444· 

Permanent Court of httemational 
Equity, idea of, 466. 

- - - Justice, created under 
Art. 14 of League Covcrunc. 
21, 32, 33; available for advice 
WIder General Act for the 
Pacific Settlement of Inter
national Disputes, 1928, 212; 
opinions of, on Austro--Genn:m 
customs union, .:u6. 217; on 
Danzig constitution and Nazi 
legislation. 398; nationality in 
Tunis. 23. 24; suggested con
sultation of, on It31ian aggression 
at Corfu, 247; on occupation of 
the Rubt, 83; on Russo-French 
treaty, 1935. 333; under present 
conditions hardly capable of 
adjudications, )26. 

- Disarmament Commission, 
proposed, 235. 237. 

Persia, vetoes resolution regarding 
Art. 10 of League Covenant, 19. 
See abo Jran. 

Personal liberty, safeguards for, 
abolished in Germany, 160, 16I. 

Peru, leaves League of Nations, 
328, note I; not represented at 
Council Meeting on Finland, 
453· 

Petroleum and aviation oil. em
bargo on, for Japan. urged by 
China, 321, 322. 

Pewmo, not to be militarized by 
Finland,455· 

Pilsudski, Marshal, Poland, 185, 
388, 390. 391, 420. 

Piracy in the Mediterranean, 295. 
29<>,297· 

Pius XL. [65; applauds Italian 
aggression on Ethiopia. 278. 

Pius XII .• 165. 490. See also Vatican. 
Planned industry and agriculture. 

in Germany, 92-96. 
Plebiscite, as to Austria's incor

poration in the Reich. 339. 340. 
- on Czechoslovakian bound
aries, promised but evaded to 
detriment of Czechoslovakia. 
356, 367, 368. 

Poincare, Raymond. President of 
France. 191]-20. 55. 82. 89, 90. 
2°4· 

Poison gas, conveyed for use 
against Ethiopia via Suez Canal. 
277· 

Poland. alleged plan of conquest 
of Germany, 211 ; terrorism in, 
191, 192; British alliance with. 
386-88, 389. 462; destruction 
of, determined on by Herr Hitler. 
126, 127; encirclement of, by 
Germany, 153; European union 
to indude, Z14; failure to publish 
literature on affairs of, ix, x; 
to send aid to, ix, x; French 
rclations with, 193. 207. 386--89, 
390. 391; German aggression 
on, 404-406, 407-14; propa
ganda against. 179, 191, 192; 
Locarno pacts by. 205-207; 
member of League Council. 
209. 390; Paris Pact accepted 
by, 210, 211; partition of, xii, 
428; radal hatred of Germany 
towards, Il2, 114. 125; recon
srruction of. in 1919, 68-70; 
relations of. with Czechoslo
vakia, xii. ISJ. ]46, 352. 353. 
362. 368, 369, 392 ; with 
Ethiopia, 273. 284; Russian 
aggression on, 10, 353. 354, 393. 
423. 425; seizes Vilna, 226; 
ultimatum to Lithuania, 1938, 
392. 

Poles, minority in Czechoslovakia. 
343, 368, 369. 

Polish Ambassador at Berlin, J. 
Lipski, 1933-39. 396. rwte 1,409, 
410,411,416, note I. 
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Polish colonial ambitions, German 
encouragement for. 393. 

- Corridor, Pomorze, Gennan 
claims as to, 389. 393. 394. 395. 
396, 399. 400; proposed plebis
cite on, 402, 41]. 

Polish-French Political Agreement, 
February 19. 1921, 193 ; Lacarno 
Pact, 207. 

Polish - German Loarno Pact, 
]92 $. 207, 389-

Polish Government, under General 
W. Sikorski, since September 3D, 
1939. new policy of. 369; 
promises Jews and minorities 
full rights, 432. 

Polish - Russian Non - Aggression 
Pact, 1932, 3)3. 429. 430. 

Polish Silesia, German minority in. 
389 ; now included in Germany, 
4-28. 

- Supreme Command. monu
mental incompetence of. 404. 

Polish White Book. ix, 393. 
Political Council for Hopei and 

Chahar, underJapanesc influence, 
313· 

Politis, M., Greek statesman, 200. 
PO[fliscile ~Vi'tsch(Jjt. 127. 
Pomorze. See Polish Corridor. 
Ponsonby. Lord, defeatism of, 479. 

note r. 
Pope, H. H. the. See Vatican. 
Popular Front. France. reluctant to 

risk war, 6. 
Port Anhur, acquired by Japan, 250. 
Port Barros. attained by Yugo

slavia, 220. 
Portugal, colonies of, 62., 63, 137 ; 

hostile to Sp::mish Republic, 291, 
295; not'aiding Britain in war, 
494· 

Posen, lost to Gennany, 75. 
Power, will to, as basis of aggres

sion, 1-5; as essential facror in 
determining relations of states, 
466. 

Prague. threat to bombard, March 
IS. 1939. 376. [ 

s« 

Pral/da, ]Wle 29, 1939. criticizes 
Allied attitude to Russia, 
422. 

Preparatory Commission. Dis
armament Conference, 231, 232, 
234· 

Press, British, pressure of, OIl Mr. 
Chamberlain, March 15. 16, and 
17, 1939. 380; German, activi
ties of, 175, 176. 

Primo de Rivera. General, dictator
ship of, 1923-30,288,391. 

Private manufacture of and trading 
in arms, held to be necessary. 13, 
note I. 

Pro-fascist Conservatives (e.g. Sir 
A. Southby, 306 H.C. Deb. 5 s. 
1160), dangerous influence of, 
on Mr. Chamberlain, xi, 360, 
402, 403; in exercise of censor
ship, 496; still seeking in early 
1940 appeasement with Ger
many, 428. 

Profiteering in war time, Labout 
opposed to, 497. 

Proflts from war trade with bellig
en:ntS, as incenti ve to neutrality, 
468. 

Propaganda, great imponance of, 
6, 7. 8, 9, )8. note I; dcf('atisr, 
in Britain, 361, 374; in France, 
35t, 365; in usc against Albania, 
439; Austria, 336, 337 ; Czecho
slovakia, 345, 375; Ethiopia, 
182; Lithuania. 384; Poland, 
408; Italian agreement with 
Britain as to (never respected), 
301.495· 

Propagation of grievances in Ger
many, 173-85. 

Protectorates, British. not to be 
transferred without assent of 
people, 144. 

Protestant churches in Germany, 
conditions in, 166-72. 

Protocol for Austrian Reconstruc
tion, October 1922, 216. 

- prohibiting chemical war~ 
fare, JW1e 17. 1925. deliberately 
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violated by Ital~' (House of i 
lords, March 30, 1936), 178. • 

Provincial autonomy, negatived I 
in Nazi regime, 156, 157. 

Provisional Church Government. 
in Germany, 168. 

Prussia, destroys balance of power 
in Europe in 1864-71, 14. 15. 

Prwsian estate owners Uunkt:rs). 
still powerful, IDS. 

Pu Yi, ex-Emperor of China, 
President, and from ] 934 Em
peror of Manchukuo. 252. 

QUIS?NG, Major. Norwegian 
traitor (gives new word to 
English language). 475. 

RACIAL expansion and living space, 
German demOluds for. 106. II3-
120. 

- reunion, principle of, not 
wholly sound, 383. 384· 

- superiority claims of Germany. 
unjustified, 112, 113. 

Rankeillour. Lord, defeatism of, 
479. note I. 

RapaUo. treaty of, 1922, Germany 
and Russia, 123.391. 

Ras Tafari, see Haile Sc1assic r" 
265· 

Rath. Herr von, murder of, results 
in oppression of Jews, 372. 

Recognition de jure and de jll(lO of 
governments in Spain. 3 I I. 

- de facto and de jure of like effect 
(Banco de Bilbao v. R£y [19381 I 

2 K.B. 176).383 ; of conquest of 
Albania, 443; of Austria. 340; 
of General Franco, 306; of 
Slovakia de facto, 381 ; proposed 
in case of Bohenua and Moravia. 
381, 382; under League Cove
nant not permissible if aggression, 
450. 

Reconstitution of Ministry. neces
sary to secure victory, 492. 

Red Cross Convention, 1929. vio
lated by ltaly, in Ethiopia, 286. 

R~d Sea, Italian authority increasing 
m, 300, 444. 

Redcsdale, Lord. admits error in 
t!Wting Germany, 360. 

Regional and Bilateral Security 
Treaties, 218-27. 

- Churches in Germany, make 
peace with Nazis. 167. 168. 

Rcichsbank, state control and use 
of. 91. 93. 

Rcichstag building, fire in, 91. 
- German, control of, evaded by 

government by decrees, 90, 91. 
Removal of economic barriers. 

President Wilson's principle of. 
60, 61; of populations, as a 
mode of avoiding war, 160,383. 
388. 

Rentenmarks, new currency. 84. 
Reparation Commission. 82. 83. 
Reparations Wlder Versail1es 

Treaty, 1919, 65, 66, 80-88; 
effect of, on German economics 
and finance, 88---98. 

Reprisals restricting German com
merce, Order in Council for, 
80, note I. 

Republicans in Spain, persecution 
of, by General Franco, )05. 

Responsibility for present war 
primarilyrcsts on Herr Hitler. viii ; 
secondarily on M. Laval, 267. 
268. 275, 276; M. Daladier. 
357; thirdly on Mr. Baldwin. 
279. 280, 282; Mr. Chamber
lain, 282, 427; Sir S. Hoare. 
279-81 ; Lord Halifax, 284, 285 ; 
Sir J. Simon, 261, 262; ulti
mately to be traced to the be
ttayaI of Ethiopia by France and 
Britain and the alienation of 
minor states from collecrive 
security. 286. 

Retaliation for Cerman violation 
of Jaws of war, legal and proper. 
469.470. 

Rewuted National or People's 
Party. Uluon of South Africa. 
demands a republic, 184. 
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Revenue and expenditure. German, 
9<\,97· 

Rhine as air frontier of Britain. 
Mr. Baldwin's doctrine of, 205. 

Rhineland, demilitarization of, 72. 
73; detachment of. from Ger
many contemplated, 205. 2.06; 
femilitarization of, 332-34. 

Ribbencrop, J. von, Foreign 
Minister of Germany, vii, xi, 
'1)0,342,3 600)68, 369, 393, 395. 
402,410, 4II, 4-20, 4-21, 445. «6. 

Riga, treaty of, 1921, fixes Polish 
boundaries. 431. 

Right and wrong, prescnt conflict 
is one between, 475. 

.. Right," forces of reaction on, 
in France, 365 . 

.. Right is more precious than 
peace," noble dictum of Presi
dent Wilson, 487. note 2. 

R5hm, Captain, murdered by Herr 
Hitler, 241, 3.P· 

Roman Catholic Church, adopts 
false policy in Austria, 340; in 
Spain, 287; difficult position of, 
in Germany. 162-73; fails to 
bear Christian testimony in 
crisis, 489. 490. 

- - influences in Britain, favour 
Italian aggression and use of 
poison gas in Ethiopia. 271!!; 
ruin of Spanish Republic, 293, 
424; rupture of relations with 
U.S.S.R., 424. 

- law not suited for Gernuny, 
IS6. 

Rome protocols, Italy, Austria, 
Hungary, 336. 

Roosevelt, F.ranklin, President of 
the United States, appeals to 
Herr Hider. lIS, 411. "ote 4; to 
Signor Mussolini, 439; to M. 
Stalin. 451 ; economic policy of, 
88, 100; views of, on China, 
312; on Japan. 317. 318, 319, 
l20. 

Rosenberg, Alfred, Der Myrhus des 
XX. Jahrhunderts. 169, 170, I71. 

Rothermere, Viscount, My Fight 
to Rearm Britain, 264. 

Royal authority over ministers, 
seriously weakened by Edward 
VIII.'s abdication, 363· 

- Commission on Private Manu
facture of and Trading in Arms, 
Il, tlOre 1. 

- - on South-West Africa, 
Union of South Africa, 141. 

- - on the West Indies, 148. 
Rubr, France and Belgium invade, 

1923.75,76. B3, 205· 
Rumania, as member of Little 

Entente. 218-22; economic ties 
with Germany, 103, 129, 341 ; 
joins Balkan Entente, 222, 223 ; 
party to Moscow Protocol, 21 I ; 

Paris Pact. 211 ; receives British 
and French guarantees, April 13, 
1939, 3B7, 417.445; relations of, 
with Britain, 277 ; with Bulgaria 
over Dobrudja, 121, 2IB, 462, 
465, 4Bo; with France, 194; 
with Hungary. in respect of 
Transylvania. 218, 220, 462, 465. 
480; with Poland. 226; with 
Russia. in respect of Bessarabia. 
220, 222, 418. 465, 480; sympa
thetic to Czechoslovakia, 346, 
351, 354; to Spain. 291 ; treaty 
of Bucharest with, 1918, Ill, 

122. 123. 
Rumania-Yugoslav Convention of 

Alliance,June 7.1921,219. 
Runciman, Viscount, foolishly and 

wljustly recommends dismem
berment of Czechoslovakia, 347. 
348, 349· 

Rushcliife, Lord. urges appeasement 
in May, 1939, 418. 

Russia (U.S.S.R. under present 
regime), capitalists eliminated in, 
37; declaration of war by, 13 ; 
difficulty of forming objective 
view of policy of, ix, xi, xiii; 
disannament supported by, 227-
240; economic principles of, 465 ; 
entente with Britain, 15 i Euro--

S46 
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pean union to include, 214, 2IS; I 
evacuation of territory of. by 
Germans, 1919. 65; ideals of. 
45; favoured by Mr. R. Mac- II 

Donald, 200, 201 ; favours sanc
tiODS. 1938, 324; member of I 
League of Nations, 32, 225; 
neutrality of, xii, xiii, 48 I; ne
gotiations with Britain and 
France. 415-28; not autarkic, 
103; now hostile (0 Dritish 
Empire, 45; offers in regard to 
Czechoslovakia rebuffed, xii, 
354. 355. 356; population and 
area of, 116; relations of, with 
China, 252, 253. 254; with 
Czechoslovakia, 219. 2.20, 226, 

351, 353. 354. 355. 381; with 
France, .223-25. 226; with Fin
land, 307, 433-36, 44,}-56, 478, 
481: with Germany, xii, 120-
129. 159. 393.408, 414-28, 433 ; 
with Japan, 252, 253. 260, 311, 
312,315.316,321; with Poland, 
205. 2240 353. 354. 389. 393.408, 
4[6, 428-36, 450, 460; with 
ll~a. 219. 220, 222, 417. 
418,465; with Spain, 29[, 294; 
with Tuckey. 445. «6; with 
Yugoslavia. 219. 220; treaty for 
naval limitation with, 335; 
unsuited for inclusion in a 
European federation now, 39. 
40; war with. undesirable. xii, 
xiii; war with Japan in [904-
1905. 16; war guilt of, 47-58. 

Russian Poland, Germans leave, 
160; seized by Rwsia. 428-)6 ; 
Sovietization of. in full progress. 
458,460. 

R~zechoslovakia Mutual As
sistance Pact. May 16, 19J 5, 
351. 

Russo-Finnish Treaty of Peace, 
Moscow, March 12, 1940, 453-
455· 

Russo-Gennan Non-Aggression 
Agreement, 1922, 123. 

Rwso-Gennm Non-Aggression 
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Pact. August 23. [939, 39. 154. 
307. J19· 

Russo - Italian Non - Aggression 
Pact, September 2, 19]3,292. 

Ruthenuns in Czechoslovalci.t, 343. 
368. 36g; territory occupied by. 
finally seized by Hungary, 393. 

Rybachi peninsula. claimed by 
Russia, 455. 

SAAR, temporarily detached from 
Germany, later reunited WIder 
plebiscite, 65, 75. 164, 239. 

Sadism, as part of Herr Hider's 
and Genoan character (seen in 
fighting in May 1940), 191. 192. 

St. Augustine. on wars as leading to 
peace, 2. 

St. Helena, banishment of Napo
leon to, 7J. 

St. Paul, corrupts Christian doc
trine, 16g. 

S.alisbury, Marquis of, saves Zanzi
bar from Italy, 269. 

Salonika. British intervention at. 
433· 

Salus populi suprema lex, 260. 
Salvador leaves League of Nations. 

328, noLe I. 
Samoa, former German possession. 

now New Zealand mandate, 
64, I J9, 142; secured in 1899 by 
Wilhelm II.'s blackmail, xi. 

Samuel, Viscount. 479, mie I, 484. 
note I. 

Sanctions WIder League. See league 
of Nations. 

Sankey, Lord, false allegation by. 
as to Czechoslovakia, 359, ,.off' J. 

Sarajevo. assassinations at, of Arch
duke Franz Ferdinand and CoWlt
ess Sophie Chotek, 49, 50, 57. 

Saudi Arabia. Britain tecognizes 
equality of Italian interests in, JOO. 

Savoy. possible claim of Italy for. 
306. 

Scandinavia. neutrality of. 9. 10; 
proposed Federal Union with.40, 
41.477. 
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Schacht, Dr., in charge of German 
economic policy and the Reichs
bank, 91,101,125. 

Schleswig-Holstein, 

'4· 
issue of, 

Schmitt, Carl, doctrine of Gemun 
state, ]55. 

Schober, Dr., Austria, 216. 
Schools, secular in Germany, in lieu 

of Church, 164, 165. 
Schuschnigg. Dr., Austrian Chan

cellor, 180, 338, 339. 340, 342. 
353.414. 

S.S. (Schutzstaffeln), of Gcrnuny. 
239.240. 

Scottish Nationalists. foolish jeal-
owy of English greatness 
amongst, 478. 

- Peace Council, unwise policy 
of,478. 

- people, share expansion of 
British ideals, 477. 

SI,..""a power, 79. 80. 
Secession, possible in federal states, 

38, 39· 
Secretary of State for Foreign 

Affain. superseded in personal 
negotiations with Herr Hitler, 
unconstitutional modus operandi, 
355, 359· 

Self-sufficiency, economic. See 
Autarky. 

Sentimentality, American, 2II. 
Serbia, 16; claim to part of Al

bania, 246; war guilt question, 
48-57. See Yugoslavia. 

Serbs, 218, 220. See Yugoslavia. 
Setclement of Germans in colonies, 

137. 138. 
Seyss-Inquart, Dr., Nazi supporter. 

made Minister of Interior, Aus
tria, 338, 339. 

Shanghai. Japanese action in regard 
to, 252. 

Shanhaikwan, seized by Japan, 
1933.256. 

Siam, refrains from vote on Man

States, affects China unfavour
ably, 312. 

Silver standard, China forced to 
abandon in 1935. 312. 

Simon, Sir John, Foreign Secretary, 
and Chancellor of the Exchequer, 
DOW Lord Chancellor, errors of, 
236, 25). 261. 262, 329. 369. 
371 , 382, 442· 

Sinclair, Sir Archibald, Liberal 
leader (in Air Ministry, May 
1940),306, 356, 363. 

Singapore. German desire to de
prive Britain of, 80. 

Sinking of British s!Ups by IIaliau 
airmen, 302, 307. Mote I. 

- of neutral ships illegally by 
Germans. 470, 472. 

Sirovy, General, forms Ministry in 
Czechoslovakia, 352. 

Slav race, backward character of 
the, I I 3 ; foolish quarrels inter se 
denoWlced by new Polish 
Government, 3<>9. 

Slovakia, state of, breaks off from 
Czechoslovakia, 375-77 ; Briurn 
recognizes independence de jacto, 
381; Herr Hitler's suggestions 
to Poland as regards, 394, 395 ; 
territory of, mutilated in favour 
of Hungary, 368, 377-

Slovaks, accept union with Czechs. 
344; treatment of minority in 
Czechoslovakia, 343. 

Small Powers. have right to inde
pendence, 435. 436; should not 
be blamed for non~action if with
out leadership of Great Powen 
more inunediately concerned, 
286; reluctance of, to accept 
British assurances natural, 360. 

Smigly-Rydz, Marshal E., incom
petent leader, 185. 

Smuts, General]. c., now Prime 
Minister. Union of South Africa, 
63, 81, 141. 184, note 1-

Snell, Lord, criticizes surrender at 
Munich, 1938. 484, "ote 2. churian issue. 256. 

Silver Purchase Act. 19340 United Snowden, Philip, Chancellor of 
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the Exchequer. 1930, secures 
better terms for Britain as regards 
reparations, 85. 

Social Democrats, demerits of, 
according to Hitler, 112. 

Socialism, advocated by many sup
porters of Federal Union, 41, 42. 

Socialists in Austria, attacked by 
Herr Hitler, 112; by Dr. Doll
fuss, 339. 

Sonderbund in Switzerland, civil 
war over, 39. 

Sotelo, Senor Calvo. murder of, 
1936.290. 

Sources of knowledge. gaps in. 
ix, x. 

South African War, 1899-1902, 
justification of, ). 

- Eastern Europe, Russian eco
nomic relations with, IOI-IOJ. 

- Manchurian railway, Japan and, 
250 ,251. 

- Tyrol, Gennans evacuated 
from, 160, 388. 

South-West Africa. former German 
possession, now Union of 50mh 
Africa Mandate, 6], 133. 141, 
143. 183· 

Sovietization of Russian Poland, 
460. 

Southern Rhodesia, racial prejudice 
in. 107. 

Spain, destruction of liberty and 
democracy in, by German and 
Italian intervention in support of 
General Franco, 287-311, 441 ; 
hostility of Britain and France to 
Republicans in, 424, 425; views 
of, on Ethiopia, 273; on sanc
tions, 324; withdrawal of, [10m 
League of Nations, 309. 

Spanish-Amt::rican War, 1898,7. 
Spanish Morocco, Italian interest 

in, 292; French anxiety over, 
295. See also Moors. 

- refugees, inhuillanity of British 
navy towards, by Admiralty 
orda, 310. 

arrested by Japan~, May 3()oo 
September 8, 1939, )20. 

Stack, Sir Lee, Governor-General of 
the Sudan. assassination of. 1924. 
201. 

Stahlhelm. of Germany, 239. 
Sralin,]., aids Cruna, 319 ; becomes 

fricnd of Herr Hitler, 292; 

British Communists obey. x, xi ; 
idealism of, 37 ; invades Finland, 
xii, 177; insulted by Mr. Cham
berlain, 418, 419; not favour
ably, impressed by British offers, 
xii, 421; ready to work with 
other Powers for peace, 225; 
serves a useful purpose to Britain 
by non-belligerency, xii, xiii. 

Staturojr, British vessel sunk by 
bomb, 307. note I. 

Stangrollt', British vessel lost, 307. 
nott> I. 

Starhemherg, Prince, Austrian 
political leader, 336. 

Starvation, alleged, of German 
women and children, in Great 
War, 78, 79· 

Statute of Memelland, 1924, 384. 
- of the Pernunent Court of 

International Justice, optional 
clause of, 218, 325. 

Scauning, Hr., Prime Minister of 
Denmark, accepts German con
trol, 473. note I. 

Stimson, H. L.. United States 
Secretary of State, asserts in 
1932, doctrine of non-recogni
tion of illegal conquests, 254. 
255· 

Stonehaven, Viscount, defeatism 
of, 479, fJote 1. 

Straits, Turkish control of, prevents 
use in time of peace by Allies for 
belligerent arts, 481. 

Streicher, Julius. ]e'w-baiter, 171. 
I ., Strength through Joy," move-

ment, 188. 
Stresa meeting, 1935, Britain. 

Sp"'c, c<>lond, C. R., illegally 
S.9 

France, Italy, ineffective char
acter of, 271. 330. 
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Stresemann. Dr. Gustav, Gennan 
st.atesman, 89. 90. 208, 235. 
371. 

Strikes, forbidden in Gennany, 93-
Strupp. K., suggests legal machinery 

for peaceful change, 466. 
Sturmer. scandalous German paper. 

I7I. 
S.A. (Sturm-Abteilungen) of Ger

many, 239, 240. 
Submarine Protocol, on Rules of 

Submarine Warfare, November 
6, 1936, 335; systematically 
violated by Germany, 469. 470, 
471. Submarines, claimed by 
Britain as offensive, 2]6; ratio 
on, fixed with Germany, 1935. 
33 I. 

Subserviency of German race, 112, 

113· 
Substitutes for various requisites 

in Germany, 95. 
Sudan, unrest in, hampers British 

action, 1924.201. 
Sudeten Germans. position of, 120, 

J4J. J47. 348. J52. J68. J75. J83. 
392, 

Suez Canal, closing of, as sanction, 
275.277.278, 301, 306. 

- - Convention. 1888, revived 
by Peace treaties, 1919. 277, 

Suiyuan. Govcmor of, defeats 
Manchu-Mongol attack, 314. 

Summer solstice ceremonies, Ger
nun, 171, 172. 

Supreme Court of United States, 
executive influence over, 44. 

Supreme War Council, decides to 
aid Norway, 475. 

Sweden. neutrality of, 10; in 
Fitulish struggle. 452, 453, 454. 
4<>9; on League Council. 1936-
1939, 452; subservience to Ger- I 

many, 469; in present war 
despite Norway's plight, 476, 
477; views of, on sanctions. 324. 

Swedish Red Cross ambulance. 
Italian bombing of, in Ethiopia. 
286, note I. 

Swinton. Viscount. defeatism of. 
479. note I. 

Switzerland, federal chatacter of, 
3S, 39. 40; inclusion of, in a 
European federation suggested y 

41, 44; neutrality of, absolute 
and inconsistent with real mem
bership of League. 10, 327, 328. 
452; Russian grievance against, 
231; unable to aid Finland, 
452. 

TACITUS, Germanja, 109. 112, II4· 
Tanganyika. former German pos

session. 131, 133. 137. 140, 142, 
143. I8J, 300. 

Tangku, armistice of, 1933, 257. 
313· 

Tantum reNgio potujt suadere malorum, 
in Ethiopian affair, 278. 

Tardieu, Andre, claims French right 
to larger navy than Italy, 234. 

Tariffs. as matter of domestic 
jurisdiction of a state, 24. 

Teaching of British youth by 
conscientious objectors. destruc
tive of morale. yet permitted. x, 
468. 

Temporary Mixed Commission, 
on disarmament, 196. 

Territorial cessions, no international 
law right to ask for, 434-36. 

Teschen. seized by Poland from 
Czechoslovakia, 369, 430. 

Theory of state in Germany, 91, 
92.93· 

Thirteen, Nazi lucky number in 
Danzig, 397. 

Thirty Years War, 1618-48, 343. 
Threat to Britain's hold of Gibraltar 

by mounting of guns, 307, note I. 
Thorburn, Mr.. in China, mwder 

of,259. 
Tientsin, occupied by Japan. 314 ; 

pressure on British concession 
there. 318. 

Times. The, advocates dismember
ment of Czechoslovakia, 180, 

384, 358; expected to suppon 
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SUlTender of Danzig. 402; pub
lishes Lord Rushclitle's letter 
on Russia. 418; wanting of 
Berlin correspondent, 4-22 ; sup
ports appea!>ement, 332; un
sportsmanlike attitude of, 358, 
359· 

Timidity as a virtue. 467. 
Tirana, treaty of. 1926, Albania 

and Italy, 221. 
Tirpitz, Admiral von, persuades 

Kaiser to adopt naval policy. 150. 
Tiso. Dr.].. Slovak Premier, traitor, 

375, 376. 
Titulescu, M., Rumanian states

man, sympathetic with Czecho
slovakia, 226. 

Togoland. former Gcnnan pos
session, now British and French 
mandates, 131, 133. 137.142. 

Trades Councils, Edinburgh and 
Glasgow, unwise policy of, 478. 

Transvaal mines, high death-rate of 
native workers in, 134. 

Transylvania. Hungarian claims on 
Rumania for retum ot~ 218, 220, 

462, 465, 480. 
Treachery, wholesale, in Norway 

(even in actual fighting. Scots
man, May 7.1940, p. 8). 473. 474, 
475 ~ in Belgium and Holland, 
498. 

Treaties, Nazi view of, 160. 
Treaty of Non-Aggression and 

Paci.6c Settlement of Disputes, 
1932. and protocol, 1934, Finland 
and U.SS.R., 450. 

- of Peace Act, 1919, approves 
League Covenant, and gives it 
legal force, 359. 

Trenchard, Lord, denies possibility 
of defeatingGennany.361. "ote2. 

Tribal deity of Old Testament, 
adopted by Hitler, 170, 192. 

Triple lact against aggression, 
afferc by Rwsia, 1939, 418, 
419· 

Tripoli, Italian aggression on, 1911-
1912,26g. 

Trondhcirn, Herr Hitler's triumph 
at, 486, 492. 

Trotsky, Leon, Russian revolu
tionary, 120. 

Tsana, Lake. See Lake Tam. 
T schirschky, H. L. von, German 

Ambassador at Vienna,s!. 
Twtis.ltalian claims as to, 267, 285. 

286, 306, 44S. 
Turkey, ascription of war guilt to, 

47 ; attitude of. as regards Ethio
pia. 273; inclusion in European 
muon considered, 214. 215; 
member of Balkan Entente. 222, 
223. 44-2; position of. under 
Montreux: Convention, 1936. 
444. 445. 480. 481; rclations of, 
with Britain, 222, 223. 277. 444-
446; with France. 444-46; .... -ith 
Gennany. 341; with Russia, 
444. 445. 481; views of. on 
sanctions, 324. 

UCCIALI. treaty with Italy of, 1889, 
denounced in 1893, by Menelik, 
266. 

Uganda, Japan increases trade with, 
146. 

Ukraine, German claims to, uS, 
127,354· 

- Republic, 120. 121 ~ defeated 
by Poland, 431. 

Ukrainians, unhappy under Polish 
rule. may be better governed 
under Russia, 430. 43 I. 432. 

Ultimatum, German, to Austria, 
339; to Czechoslovakia, 356. 
357; to Lithuania, 384; to 
Poland, 410. 

- from Britain to Germany, 411. 
- from France to Germany, 41 I. 
- to Czechoslovakia. brutally 
enforced by Me. Chamberlain 
and M. Daladier, 350. 

Unilateral denunciation of treaties 
by Germany, 404-407. 

- disarmament, absurdity of, 228. 
Union of National Socialist Jurists, 

156. 
jjl 
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Union ot South Africa. declaration 
of war by. II, 12; member of 
League Council in 1939. 452; 
policy of racial discrimination 
adopted by. 107. 141, 14-2. 465 ; 
treatment of South-W cst Africa, 
63. 1,39, J41; urges sanctions 
against Italy, 283; surrender to 
Italy, 304; views of. on sanc
tions, 324; votes to expel Russia 
from League, 453. 

- of Soviet Socialist Republics 
(U.S.S.R.). See Russia. 

United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland. alliance 
with Poland. )86-89. 39<1. 401-
404.407-11,416,417.432,433 ; 
Allied blockade in Great War 
controlled by, 76--80, 465; en
tente with France in 1904. IS : 
with Russia in 1907. IS; gives 
guarantees to Greece. 387. 417. 
44S ; to Rumania, 387, 417, «S ; 
hostile to Draft Treaty of Mutual 
Assistance, 193-99; to Geneva 
Protocol, 199-20J ; Jews in, 108, 
109 ; participates in disarmament 
227-40; in discussion on Euro
pew. union, 214.215; in General 
Act for the PacifIC Settlement of 
International Disputes, 212-14 ~ 
in Lacarno Pact, 203-10; in 
Paris Pact, 210-12; population 
and area of, 116; protection 
adopted by, 99. 100, 131, 145, 
146, 147; question of Federal 
Union for, xiii, 40. 41, 446; 
racial feeling in, 106, 107; re
armament most unwisely de
layed by, 262, 263. 264; recog
nizes de Jaffo Slovakia, 3 BI ; 
and offers to recognize Bohemia 
and Moravia, 381, 382, 383; rela
tions of. with Albania, 439; 
Austria. 336, 340; Belgium, 334; 
Czechoslovakia, 346-64, 381, 
383; Ethiopia, 263-B7; Japan 
and China, 253. 254, 255. 258, 
259, 261, 262, 263; Spain, 290-

HZ 

3 I I ; Turkey, 441, «4-46, 449 ; 
U.S.S.R., 415-28: views of, on 
colonial issues, 135, 136. 148; 
German former colonies. 139, 
140, 141; Portuguese, 137; 
on question of Danzig, 399. 407. 
408; of Finland, 436, 451; of 
Memel. 394; of sanctions. 323 ; 
violation of international obliga
tions to China, 280-83; to 
Czechoslovakia, 355-64; in
cluding solemn guarantee, 352, 
357.359. 363. 364. 367. 373. 374. 
375,377, 379, 380; to Ethiopia, 
277-86; war, declaration of, II ; 

in support of Norway, 474, 475 ; 
of Holland and Belgium. 494 ; 
war guilt question. 47-58. 151. 
152; war operations in Nor
wegian waters, 469. 470, 471. 

United States of America, alleged 
incitement of Finland to war, 
435; attitude to aggression on 
Finland, 7; to Czechoslovakia, 
354. 370 ~ to Ethiopia. 255. 279. 
280; to Japan, 249. 251, 252, 
253,254.255.258,261, 262, 263, 
314,315,316,317, 3IB, 319, 322 ; 
declaration of war needs assent 
of Congress in, 12; density of 
population. II6: depression in 
economic situation of, 85. 86, 91. 
249; federal character of, 38, 
39. 40; interest in disarmament, 
227-40 : in reparations, 84; 
issue of war debts, 82. 83, 87. 88 ; 
membership of League offered 
to, but declined. 18. 31. 35. 208 ; 
naval limitation accepted by, 
230, 232, 335; not autarkic, 
103; Paris Pact arranged by, 
2 10-14; racial discrimination 
in. 249; security questions in 
Europe as affecting, 193. 195; 
Silver Purchase Act. 312; sup
ports Allied blockade, 1917-18, 
77; unfavourably impressed by 
British action, 280. 370; war 
with Germany. 7; with Spain, 
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7. 298: will not abandon 
neutrality despite overrulllling 
of Belgium and Holland. 500. 

United States of Europe, M. 
Briand's project for, 2J4. 21). 

Unity of German people, 155. 156. 
Unprovoked aggression cannot be 

defmed effectively, 363. 
Upper classes. of British society, 

anri-democratic bias of, ]60, 361 ; 
pacifism of. 479. note I. 

- Silesia. Polish and German 
claims on, 20, 68, 69. 75. 120. 

Uruguay, approves regional sanc
tions, 324; exclusion of Russia 
frolll League. 449. 

Uzhorod. transferred to HWlgary, 
368. 

VALENCIA, severed from Barcelona 
by rebel forces, 1938, 301. 

Valona, occupied by Italy, 245. 
Van Zeeland, M., important eco

nomic report by. 88. 
Vatican, approves aggression on 

Ethiopia, 489; General Franco's 
aggression in Spain, 489; over
throw of libeny of Austria and 
Czechoslovakia, 489; condemns I 

ill-treatment of Poles, 489; in
vasion of Holland. Belgium. 
luxemburg. 496; under Italian 
:::,~nce in serious degree, 489'1 

Venezuela, advocates removal of 
U.S.S.R. from League of 
Nations. 449; withdraws from 
league. 328, note 1. 

Versailles. treaty of, 1919, based on 
Fourteen Points of President 
Wilson, 58-76; German dis
annament under, 229. 235. 238, 
241, 331; loss of territory by 
Gennany under, 128; mainten
ance of status quo under. 30; 
nullification sought by Germany, 
152,329-34 ; position of Rhine
land under. 194; reparations 
under, 80-88 ; revision of, necer 

sarr, 447; war guilt under Art. 
231. 47-58. See alst) League of 
Nations. 

Victoria. Queen, recognizes Ger
many's right to colonies. 62; 
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PRINTED IN GREAT BRITAIN AT 
THE PRESS 01' THE PUflUSHIUtS 


