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PREFACE

I
N this volume, as in previous volumes of the Survey, the first

drafts ui)on the space at the writer’s disposal have becm given to

transactions that came to a head in the year under review and to other

transactions which were of such evident importance that, even if they

did not come to a head, it seemed essential to keep the annual record

of them up to date. Among the transactions of lesser importance,

priority has been given to those which had some connexion with one

or other of the salient ])oints round which the volume has l)een con-

structed. In this way an attempt has been made to give greater unity

of form to the volume than it would be easy to give if it were a

strict chronicle of the whole facts and nothing but the facts of a

particular (‘-alendar year.

The salient ])oints of this Survey of International Affairs in the year

1928 are the negotiation of ‘the Kellogg Ihict’, the development of

the constitution of the League of Nations, the policy of Italy in

South-Eastern Europe, the history of the Islamic World, and the

changes in the foreign relations of China.

The signature of ‘the Kellogg Pact’ was a landmark in the history

of the problem of Security, and the chapters dealing with it are fol-

lowed by others bringing up to date the history of the closely related

problem of Disarmament, including the w-ork of the League of Nations

and the abortive ‘Anglo-French Naval Compromise' that was in some

sense an incidental product of this w^ork.

In dealing with the Constitution of the League of Nations, the

opportunity has been taken to give a record, extending over several

years, of certain controversies regarding the functions of the Per-

manent Mandates Commission. These contioversics were impoitant

on account of their bearing upon the future of colonial administration.

The policy of Italy in South-Eastern Euroi^e and the changes in

the foreign relations of China are examples cf subjects that ecemed

of sufficient current interest to demand that the full record given in

the Survey for 1927 should be cairitd cn, in the srme (!ctail, in the

l^resent volume. The record of Italian policy is accompanied l)y a
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VI PREFACE

record of other South-East European affairs. The narrative of the

changes in the foreign relations of China, in this as in previous years,

could not have been made intelligible without also giving some brief

account of the internal history of the country.

The history of the Islamic World has been carried, in this volume,

down to the end of the year 1928 after having been left untouched

since it was dealt w ith (dowm to about the middle of the year 192G)

in the first volume of the Survey for 1925. In 1928 Islamic affairs

once more came to a head in such important transactions as the

aboT’tive Anglo-Egyptian negotiations, the abolition of the (capitula-

tions in Persia, the culmination and collapse of King Amanudlrih’s

‘Westernizing’ policy in Afghanistan, and the substitution of the

Latin for the Arabic alphabet in Turkey and in the Turkish States

Members of the U.S.S.R.

On the otlier hand, the affairs of North-Eastern Europe and of the

American Continent, which were dealt with fully in the Survey for

1927, have not been taken up again in the present volume.' Moreover,

owing to lack of space, the record of international relations in Tropical

Africa has been left over for the Survey for 1929.

In the present volume, the practice of documenting statements by

references to the press in foot-notes has been given up, exco]>t where

the reference is to the text of some document or to an article wLich is

of interest in itself. It is hoped that this change will make the page

more readable without really diminishing the value of the Survey

as a book of reference. References to official j)ublications and to

books are given as before.

The Survey for 1928 is at an advantage over preceding volumes

in being accompanied by a supplementary volume of documents.

Hitherto, lack of space has made it impossible to do more than

publish a few documents in an appendix to each volume simply as

a sample of the documentary sources. In the companion volume to

the Survey for 1928, one of the original intentions of the Council, in

arranging for the production of the Survey, has at last been fulfilled

;

for this companion volume contains a really representative and com-

prehensive collection of international documents dating from the year

‘ In the Survey for 1927, the Part dealing with the American Continent

contains an account of the Pan-American Conference of February 1928.
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PREFACE vii

under review, and it has been necessary to include in the Survey itself

only two documents which belong to a previous year. Henceforth,

the supplementary volume of documents will appear annually side

by side with the Survey, from which the appendix of documents will

be omitted. The launching of this companion volume is due to the

initiative of Mr. Wheeler-Bennett, the Honorary Information Officer

of the Institute and Honorary Secretary of the Information Service

on International Affairs. Mr. Wheeler-Bennett has undertaken the

responsibility of comi)iling this volume, and he and Mr. Toynbee look

forward to working in close collaboration in producing the pair of

volumes annually. Mr. Milford is publishing the (jompanion volume

in the same format as the Survey itself.

G. M. GATIIOKNE-HAEDY
Honorary t<ecrctary,

Hoyal InaHtuie of
International Affairs.
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PART I

WORLD AFFAIRS

A. DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY

(i) The General Treaty, signed in Paris on the 27th August,
192S, for the Renunciation of WarA

(a) The Instjtittton of War
On the principle that every organism has its vspccific diseases, and

every soul its besetting sins, a historian might judge that the institu-

tion of War was the deadly disease and the sin against the Holy
(jhost of human societies in process of civilization. By the year ] 928,

such experimental societies had been trying and failing to pass the

level of Primitive Man, rising a little and then falling back again,

coming into existence and passing away, for something like six

thousand years
;
and it would a])pear from the records of the past

that almost every defeat of these Sisyphean labours was traceable to

the institution of War as its ultimate cause.

Why had this profoundly important fact attracted relatively little

attention and stimulated relatively little effort to eradicate the fatal

institution from the life of Mankind ? In the first place, no doubt,

because the conception of social life without War did not readily

occur to the mind of societies in this stage of evolution. The popular

imagination was apt to confound the s|X'nies War with the genus

violence and thence to assume that War was one of the essential

expressions of human nature, if not of life itself. In contradiction to

this popular view, sociological research, in the complementary fields

of archaeology and anthropology, indicated that War was a specific

and peculiar exercise of violence, in which that indefinite impulse was
organized in a corporate form and subjected to rigid rules and con-

ventions. Many of these ‘laws of w^ar’ were the direct antitheses of

customary social behaviour as practised in the same societies in

peace-time
;
and there was also some ground for believing that this

institutional form of violence, as distinct from the violence of anarchy,

had not existed in the primitive condition of society in which Man-
kind had spent all but the last six thousand years of its inconceivably

long duration since the first recognizably human beings had appeared

on the face of the earth.^ War was an activity of states, and the

^ This treaty was also known as the Pact of Paris and, in popular usage, as

‘the Kellogg-Briand Pact’ or ‘the Kellogg Pact’.
^ It might he objected that, among primitive societies which still survived

in the twentieth century after Christ, the institution of War seemed to be not

B
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2 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY Part I a

genesis of states was coeval and perliaps identical with the genesis of

civilizations—an event which, in the year 1928 of the Christian era,

was still probably less than six thousand years old. In the astro-

nomer’s or even the biologist’s perspective, six thousand years was

the twinkling of an eye compared with the prev ious ages during

w^hich Mankind had existed before the first attempts at civilization

had been made, or with the future ages during which the evolution

of life might be ex])ected to continue after the experiment of civiliza-

tion bad either delinitively failed or ultimately succeeded. On the

other hand, in the popular jHaspective, in which the unit of measure-

ment was the memory-span of an individual human being, these

brief six millennia st'cmed so immense a period of time as to be

subjectively indistinguishable from eternity ; and in this ])ers])ectiv(‘

a peculiar institution of a i)assing ])hase of society might come to be

regarded by its victims as one of the immutable ‘laws of nature’.

Thus civilizations, with War as well as Law in their bosoms, were

fields sown confusedly with wheat and tares, and again and again the

tares had choked the wheat when the field had bccui ri])e for harvest.

This tragic compound of good and evil was api)arent in the master-

institution of civilizations, the {State, which was a Janus-figure.

States were contrixances for the local organization, control and

direction of human violence, but they were in the habit of using their

command of violence for diametrically opposite ])urposes inside and

outside their arbitrary frontiers. Inside, they used organized corpor-

ate violence in order to suppress unorganized individual violence and
so to reduce the total play of violence to a minimum. Outside, they

used the self-same instrument of organized violence against one

another for the pur])()se of War, with effects that were vastly more
destructive than any that could flow from violence so long as it was
merely a private and unorganized activity. Primitive societies were

no more capable of begetting the destructiveness of War, as waged
in civilized sock^ties between one state and another, than they were

cai)able of begetting the law and order which these war-making
states maintained as a matter of course in their respective 'interiors’.

much less in evidence tliiin it was in ‘the civilized w^oiid'. Tlie answer to this

objection was that, at that, date, no societies still remained in the pure priini-

tive condition. One of the eharacteristies of civilizations w^as their power of
radiation ; and this social ‘ radio-activity ’ w^as so vigorous that the emergence
of the phenomenon of civilization in less than twenty instances over a period
of less tlian six thousand years had sufficed to ‘infect’ all the surviving primi-
tive societies with many of the elements of civilization, first and foremost the
institution of War. It was a well-known fact that the world-wide diffusion of
new-fangled weapons w^as usually more rapid and thorough than that of other
inventions.
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Sect, i THE RENUNCIATION OF WAR 3

Societies in process of civilization had usually begun by being

articulated into a number of sovereign independent states in the

unstable equilibrium of a ‘balance of power’. Under this dispensa-

tion, the perpetually shifting balance was perpetually readjusted by
War—c>nly to shift and readjust itself by the same method again and

again—and as ea(?h civilization went on from strength to strength,

this strength was apt to be converted into the sinews of War as fast

as it accumulatt>cl. The consequence was that the growdh of civiliza-

tion w^as accompanied by an increase in the violence of War wiiich

ultimately exhausted th(* vital energies on which it preyed.^

When that lamentable stage had been reached in the history of

certain civilizations, there had been rare monuMits in w hich Mankind
became alive to the deadliness of War and revolted against an

institution which it normally took for granted. There were historic

occjasions on which this feeling, dumbly astir in the hearts of the

masses, had found expression in the words of poets or the actions of

statesmen.

Jn the ancient Indian World there had been the monk-emperor
Ayoka, who, having made and witnessed one w^ar, refused to counte-

nance another and devoted the rest of his life to preaching and
organizing peace. In the ancient Chinese World, there had been the

revulsion against the destructive warfare of ‘the (.‘ontending States'

—a destructiveness w hich reached its culmination and its close in the

cai’cer of Ts'in Shi Nwangti. Thereafter, in spite of recurring ))Outs

of disorder, militarism and even the profession of arms itself remained

under a cloud in Chinese society, until the pacific tradition w hich had
set hard under the Dynasty of the Han was shattered by the impact

of Western civilization two thousand years later. In the Craeco-

Roman World, the two centuries of war and civil war wdiich had
brought forth hojTor on horror from Hannibal’s passage of the Alps

till Augustus’s victory at Actium, were followed by a revulsion of

which the exponents were the conqueror Augustus himself and the

poet Vergil.

Himc saltern everso iuvenem sueciirrere saeclo

ne prohibete. Satis iam pridem Ksangiiine nostro

Laomedonteae liiimus periuria Troiac . . .

Vicinae ruptis inter se legibus urbes

arma feruut
;
saevit toto Mars impius orbe ;

ut cum carccribus sese effudere quadrigae,

addunt in spatio, et frustra retiinicula tendeiis

fertur equis auriga neqiie audit currus habenas.-

^ On this point see The Conduct of British Empire Foreign Relations, p. 43.
- Vergil, Georg. I, 11. 500-2 and 510-14.
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4 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY Part J A

Thus the revulsion against War which, in the modern Western

World, declared itself after the General War of 1914-18 and found

expression ten years later in the General Treaty of Paris, was not the

only recorded movement of the kind; and the question suggested

itself: What light was thrown upon the ])rospects of this modern
movement for the renunciation of War by the historical precedents ?

In answer to this (juestion tw^o facts emerged: first, those previous

revulsions did lead to the ' OutlawTy of War ’ among large sections of

Mankind inhabiting w^id(' territories, and this over long })eriods of

time; second, these earlier ‘Outlawries of War’ ^vere none of them
world-wide and none of them permanent. Augustus, for instance,

after his ‘conversion’, succeeded in so changing the order of society

that, for more than two centuries following tlu^ closing of the 'rein])le

of Janus in 29 b.c., War w^as virtually banished from all the lands

encircling the Mediterranean. During the coiinse of these two centuries

the Roman Empire endured not more than half-a-dozcn years of

internal warfare
;
^ and where fortified inter-state frontiers had run

before and were afterwards to run again, armaments were then

reduced to vanishing i)oint. In that peaceful age, one ‘urban cohort’

stationed at Lyons- were the only troops afoot on European soil

between Rome and the Rhine. War seemed to have been banished

from the centre of civilization to its ])eriphery and to have been

transformed into ])olice-operations against barbarians beyond the

pale
;
and even on the single frontier where, along the Euphrates, the

Roman Empire marched with another organized state, the total

number of war-years during those two centuries w^as hardly more than

fifteen.^ A similar picture presents itself to the student of the ('hinese

‘Middle Kingdom ’ under the Dynasty of the Han. Yet in both these

w^orlds War, thus effectively ‘outlawed’ for a time, eventually suc-

ceeded in forcing an entry into society again. The Pax Romana and

the Pax Sinica were no more permanent than they were world wide.

When Western society addressed itself to the ‘Outlawry of War ’ in

1928, were its prospects of success more promising ? The spiritual

revulsion which had been evoked by the War of 1914-18 was un-

questionably very strong, but so were the revulsions which had

1 The bout of intenial disorder during the years 66-70 post Christum was the
only serious disturbance in the internal peace of the Roman Empire from the
end of the civil war between Augustus and Antony in 30 b.c. dowui to the
beginning of th(i disorders which followed the death of Commodus on the 31st

December, 192 post Christum.
2 The strength of this cohort was probably about 1,200 men. The ‘urban

cohorts ’ were a kind of municipal guards. The rest of them were permanently
statione^d in Rome itself.

® The years 54-63, 115-16, and 161-5 post Christum.
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Sect, i THE RENUNCIATION OF WAR
declared themselves in the Chinese World after 'the knock-out blow'

of 221 B.c. and in the Roman World after Actium; and if it was
simply a question of the relative intensity of the moral force behind

the movement, there was no ground for .supj)osing that the movement
in the Western World, which was making visible headway from 191S

to 192s, would have greater ultimate success than other movements
of the kind. The strength of the revulsion, however, was only one of

the factors governing the issue. The other factor was the material

environment in which the moral force w as operating
;
and here, in

the Western World during the decade ending in 1928, there were

certain favourable circumstances w^hich had not been present in the

cases under com])arison.

The most important and most encouraging circumstance was that

this time the movement appeared to have set in before it w^as too

lat(^, w^hcrcas in other cases it had not declared itself effectively until

War had had time to do its worst and the War-ridden society had

been stricken beyond hope of I'ccovcry. This vital difference in the

timeliness of the movement for the ‘Outlawry of War' was reflected

in the difference betw^een the forms of j)olitical organization through

w Inch it was sought to achieve an identi(jal end. In other cases, the

‘Outlawry of War’ had be(m temporarily achieved through the re-

duction of a plurality of sovereign independent states to a single

suj)er-state or unitary state co-extensive with the whole of society

;

and on the principle that War is a relation between states and that it

therefore takes more states than one to wage it, this might seem at

first sight to be a radical cure for the disease. Yet to accept this

conclusion would be to ignore the historical process by which these

super-stattis were actually brought into existence. They were not

established by the common consent of society, deliberately setting

out to ‘ outlaw^ ' War and acting on a reasoned view thatWar and the

plurality of states wore inseparable institutions which must stand

or fall together. On the contrary, these suj)er-states were the

creatures of War itself. They were the automatic outcome of an

unstable ‘balance of power’, perpetually readjusted by a succession

of wars in an ascending scale of violence,^ which had culminated in

one Great Power overthrowing all its rivals and incidentally dealing

the coup de grace to the civilization which w^as the common mother
of them all. Thus, in these cases, the very form in which the ‘ Out-

lawry of War’ w^as carried out was evidence in itself that War had

^ Ut cum carceribus sese eft'uderc (juadrigae

Adduiit in spatio. ...
Vergil, loc. cit.
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6 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY Part I A

not been ‘ outlawed ’ in time. The movement had been passive and

not active; instead of dominating and determining events, it had

waited upon them
;
and so it had failed to avert a catastrophe and

had merely tried to make the best of it when the worst had already

occurred. On the other hand the movement which expressed itself

in the Pact of 1927 neither waited for a super-state to be thrown up
by the very forces of destruction which the movement was seeking to

subdue nor embarked on the chimerical enterprise of persuading a

plurality of sovereign states to efface themselves in favour of a super-

vState while the life was still in tluun. It addressed itself to the more

difficult but far more hoixfful task of inducing a i)lurality of sovereign

states to renounce, not their se])arate existences and not their

sovereignty, but the single sovereign prerogative of employing War
as an instrument of national policy in their relations with one another.

The reason why this enterprise was more difficult and also more hope-

ful was one and the same. It w^as that these states had not yet

carried their indulgence in War so far as to have exhaiisted their

individual vitality or the general vitality of Western society. This

fact made it more difficult to persuade them—still flushed, as they

were, with the pride of lif(‘—that they could no longer continue to

indulge in War with impunity. At the same time, it held out the hope

that, if once the fifty-eight sovereign states of the contempoi’ary

world made up their minds to honour their engagement and renounced

War in their hearts in all sincerity, the subsequent task of rendering

the ‘Outlawry of War" universal and perpetual might be successfully

achieved. For this new Western Pax Oecumenica had just that

impetus behind it for lack of which the Pax Sinica and the Pax
Romana had been abortive. The Roman and the Chinese Peace had
been abortive because, in this enterprise of eliminating War, a change

of heart, however sincere and however deej), was not enough. The
fruits of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil might bring more
evil than good upon those who ate them, unless they could also

stretch forth their hands to eat of the tree of life. A change of moral

atmosphere must be followed up by the prosaic and laborious but

indispensable work of organization
;
and that could only be carried

through with the energy requisite for success by a society which had
repented while it was still in its vigorous prime. It was because the

repentance out of which the Pax Sinica and the Pax Romana had
sprung had been a death-bed repentance that the peace-organization

of the Chinese Empire and the Roman Empire, magnificent though

it was, had ultimately proved unequal to the demands made upon it.

Augustus and Liou Ping had only begun to labour in their vineyards
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Sect, i THE RENUNCIATION OF WAR 7

at the eleventh hour, when the shades of night were already falling

;

and the moral of their failures was ‘Work while it is day, for soon the

night cometh, when no man can work’. In contrast to this, the sun

of Western civilization was still apparently high in the heavens, and

the peoples of the Western World were still apparently in their prime,

when the treaty for the renunciation of War as an instrument of

national policy was signed in Paris on the 27th August, 1928. In

proceeding to organize their peace, they might fail like their fellows

or succeed for the first time in the history of civilization
; but at least

they would not fail for lack of vitality or for lack of time.

The vitality of W\^stem society found \^cnt in the exercise of two
aptitudes which were so characteristic of W^eslern civilization that its

peculiar essence could almost be defined in these terms: an aptitude

for social organization in complex forrris and on a grand scale, and an

aptitude for the practical aj)plication of mechanical inventions.

These aptitudes int(‘r-acted with one another, and their interplay,

which had made the (Tcneral War of 1914-18 destructive beyond all

X)recedent, had also, by the year 1928, produced (jcrtain other notable

results which had a close bearing on the ])rosi)ects of the new move-
ment in the Western World for the ‘Outlawry of War’. One result

was that Westerji soc iety had (uilarged its borders until it had come
to embrace all habitable lands and navigable seas and the whole

living generation of Mankind. On the c^conomict plane this unification

was already substantially comi»lete ; and on the j)olitical i)lano it was

nearing completion. (There were only two' out of fifty-eight sovereign

independent states in the world in 1928 which were regarded by the

State Department at Washington as being so alien to the Western

international comity that they were not invited to accede to the

Peace Pact). Even on the cultural plane, on which the rate of

radiation was least rapid, events in China, Turkey and many other

non-Western countries indicated that the i)rocess of unification

through ‘Westernization’ was well under way. A second result was

that, through the rapidly advancing (jonquest of space and time,

every community in this all-embracing society had come to be

affected—with an intimacy for which there was no x)recedent in the

histories of other civilizations, even within their narrower bounds

—

by the actions and experiences of every other c;ommimity. A third

result was that, owing to the extraordinary progress which Western

inventors had made in harnessing the energies of j)hysical Nature

^ The and the Yamari. The number of states invited to sign or

adhere to tlie Pact was sixty-four, but this included the six self-governing

British Dominions as well as Egypt and Iceland.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



8 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY Part I a

and organizing the concerted action of millions of human beings,

everything that was done, for good or evil, in this society was done

with a stupendous 'drive’, which made the material consecpiences

of individual acts far greater and the moral res})onsibility of the

agents far heavier than these had been under other socifil dispensa-

tions.^

From the standpoint of the movement for the ‘Outlawry of War’
the unification of Mankind into a singl(‘ universal society was evidently

a valuable advantage which previous movements of the kind had not

enjoyed. Its value could be gauged by a study of how the lack of it

had affected tlie fortunes of tliosc non-universal peace organizations,

such as the Pax Sinica or the Pax Romana, whic^h had been established

on other occasions. When the Chinese and the Roman Empires had

l)een at their zeniths, the danger latent in this lack of universality

had not been ap])arent. The ('hinese ‘Mitldle Kingdonr and the

Roman ‘ Orbis Terrarum ' had each constituted a eom]:)lete vorld in

itself in virtual isolation from other civilizations. Almost th(^ only

societies with whieii they were in contact without having embraced

them within their frontiers were societies of barbarians; and the

‘Outlawry of W^ar' seemed sufficiently corni)lete when War had bc^en

banished from the centre of civilization to its periphery' and there

transformed into police-o])erations against communities that were

beyond the cultural as well as the political pale. Such complacency,

however, was belied by the event ; for these tolerated ])olicc-operations

obeyed the same sinister rhythmic law of cre-^emdo as the ‘ outlawed

'

Wars of the ‘Balance of Powcu*'. The clash of arms had died away
almost out of hearing of Athens and Rome when Augustus had cIoschI

the Temple of Janus and had stationed the few undisbanded legions

along the distant banks of the Euphrates and the Rhine and the

Danube. Yet two centuries later the dreadful sound was heard in

Athens and Rome again when semi-barbarized legions, with semi-

civilized barbarians at their heels, ebbed back from the periphery to

the centre in order to fight for the spoils of civilization, and shattered

the Roman Peace in dismembering the Roman Empire. This was a

danger which an all-embracing society, organizing the ‘Outlawry of

War’ on an oecumenical scale, might hope to eliminate.

1 To i)ut the coutrast in a homely way, we may (iompare. the generation of

1928 to a man driving a motor-car, and other generations (e.g. that in which
Edward Gibbon, a century and a half earlier, pronounced a dictum on War
which is quoted below) to men driving ox-waggons. If ilie motorist is compe-
tent and sober, lie has a range which puts the teamster out of the running.
On the other hand, a fool in an ox-waggon is much less dangerous to the
public and to hiinself than a fool in a motor-car.
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Sect, i THE RENUNCIATION OF WAR 9

What was the bearing of the other two nn])recedented factors : the

intimate interdependence of all communities and the stupendous

material ‘ drive ’ l)ehind all actions ? It was evident that these factors,

too, would work together for good for a society which, having re-

nounced war sincerely, was embarking upon the organization of j)eace

with all its soul and all its strength. It was equally evident that, if

the sovereign states of the Westernized World were to reassert the

aiunent prerogative of sovereignty which they had renounced in 1928,

and were once again to go to war, these un]uecedented factors would

make this next war incalculably potent for destruction. This danger

could not be stated more forcibly than it was on the Sth .January,

1 92(), by a statesman who was at that time responsible for the policy

of (me of the seven surviving Great Powers, to wit the IMme Minister

of His Britannic Majesty's Governmcmt in (Jreat Britain, Mr. Stanley

Baldwin

:

Who in Europe does not know that one more war in the W(‘st and
the civilization of the ages will fall with as grc^at a shock as that of

Rome V
^

This fearful warning, uttered by a responsible English statesman in

time of ])eace, was strangelj^ different—as different in tone of feeling

as it was in statement of fact— from the complacent words which a

grc^at English humanist had writtcm 145 years earlier, at a moment
when (ireat Britain was in the last stages of a highly unsuccessful w^ar

against three Eiu‘0])ean Powers as well as her thirteen American

colonic^s

:

In War, the European forces are exercised by temperate and unde-
cisive cont(\sts.“

^ Mr. Baldwin was ]»resiiinahly referring to the decline and fall of the Bonian
Empire. If he was, a historian might j»erliaps point out that the decay of

the Roman Empire rather resembled the gradual collapse of an organism
sulfering from a mortal disease, and that tlie eataetroplie which di(l cause
civilization to fall with a shock, Jiot only at Koim* but throughout the Anckmt
Mediterranean World, was, the Haiinibalie War of 218-201 b.c. Similarly the
fall of Athens was caused by the relopormesiaii War of 431-404 b.c.

^ Edward (dbboii. The Decline and Fall of the Eoman Empire—General

Ohservationft on the Fall of the Eoman Empire in the West (ed. J. H. Bury,
editio miiKw, London, 1901, Methuen, vol. iv). This epilogue to the lirst of the
three parts into whieli (dbboii himself divided 'The Decline and Fair was
presumably written shortly before the 1st March, 1781 (the date of the ])ost-

script to his preface, in which he aiuiouneed the completion of the work down
to this point). If this j)resuniption is correct, then the passage lu^re quoted was
actually written just aftei’ Holland had become a belligerent in the American
Revolutionary AVar on tlie side of the Thirteen Colonies, in addition to France
and Spain, and just before the oi>eiiing of that decisive campaign of tln^ war
which ended at Yorktown.
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10 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY Part I a

During the 145 years which had elapsed between Edward Gibbon’s

utterance and Mr. Baldwin's, Western society had increased its

mastery over the forces of physical Nature to such a degree that, by
its own act, it had deprived itself of the possibility of ever exercising

itself by ‘temperate contests’ in future. ‘La Guerre’ had become ‘la

Guerre totale’—a war of ‘unlimited liability’ or, in plain words, a

‘war of annihilation’.

Was Western society caj)able of grappling with this vast and fateful

problem ? The outcome lay on the knees of the gods
;
but at least the

millions of men and women whose fate, and whose children’s fate,

was in the balance were becoming aware of the issue. The most
remarkable, the most novel and the most encouraging circumstance

ill the genesis of the 'Peace Pact’ of 1928 was the part that was
played by public 0})inion.

(/>) ’J’he Movement oe Pi:blic Opinion

The General Treaty of the 27th August, 1928, w as, of course, like

other treaties, a contract between the Governments of sovereign

states; the formal negotiations leading up to signature w'('r(‘ con-

ducted by Foreign Ministers with the technical assistance of their

respective national departments of state
; and in the course of these

negotiations di])lomatic ability of a high order was displayed, par-

ticularly at Washington by Mr. Secretary Kellogg. The novel feature,

however, and therefore the distinctive feature in the genesis of this

treaty was the jiart played by public opinion
; for the initiative wdiich

set the negotiations in motion and the impetus which kept them
moving until the conclusion of a treaty both came from outside

‘official circles’. This feature, which w^as a noteworthy departure

from the diplomatic tradition of Western international society, was
an American contribution

;
and it was possible that, in retrosj)ect,

this American innovation in the methods of international intercourse

on the political plane, which was now applied for the first time to a

world-wide transaction, might (eventually prove to have been scarcely

less momeutous than the j)articular principle established in this

particular treaty (that is, the principle expressed in the American
‘slogan’ of ‘the Outlawry of War’).

The enterjirise of ‘outlawing War’ captivated the American
imagination during 1927 and 1928, and this w^as undoubtedly the

most important international event of those two years.

It was an event that could hardly have happened in the Old World,

where the towering mass of the established and reiterated past made
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Seet.i THE RENUNCIATION OF WAR 11

suggestions for really radical reforms seem either dangerously

revolutionary or ridiculously utopian. Among the sophisticated

‘governing classes’ of states in Western Europe, the instinctive retort

to such suggestions was ‘Plus Qa change, plus e’est la meme chose’

;

and in the domain of international affairs this attitude persisted even

in those West European countries where the general tone of society

was otherwise on the whole demo(?ratic and progressive ; for in the

long and slow history of the extension of poj)ular control over Govern-

ment, the conduct of fon^ign relations had been the last fortress of

monarchs, oflieials and privileged orders. The peoples had hesitated

to interfere with a department of state which was hedged about with

the ])restige of mystery and fear because^ it was concerned with the

formidable issues of I’eace and War. Only when the catastrophe of

1914 liad demonstral(*d that the old regime, in the long run, was
capable of involving them in as great a disaster as any that they could

bring ui)on themselves, had they conceived the idea of applying

systematically to the conduct of foreign affairs those principles of

popular control which in home affairs they had long taken for granted

;

aufl, acting thus under the inHuence of a great misfortune, they

tended to act in a tentative way and in a somewhat faint-hearted and
sceptical spirit. Thus, in the decuide immediately following the

General War of 1914-18, a faith capable of removing mountains from

the international landscape could hardly be exx)ected to spring from

European soil.

On the other hand, the emergence of that temper at that time

among the people of the XTnited Stat(?s w^as not surprising
;
for though

the War had inflicted on individiial American men and wT>men the

same losses and sufferings as on individual Europeans, it had not

been for the American people as a whole what it had been for the

Euroj)ean peoples : an overwhelming disaster. Even absolutely, and
a fortiori relatively, it had made the United States a greater Power,

in every sense, than she had been before
;
and its general psychological

effect on the American people had been exhilarating. They had
emerged from the War with their self-confidence not diminished but

heightened
;
and this self-confidence expressed itself, in one way or

another, in two reactions wdiich were otherwise poles apart. The
immediate reaction of the majority of the American people at the

end of the War was to assume that they could return to the

policy of the Monroe Doctrine in its traditional form
;
and this

was the meaning of the non-ratification of the Versailles Treaty

(including the Covenant of the League of Nations) in 1920. On the

other hand, the movement of American public opinion which issued

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



12 DISARMAMENT AND SECTTRITY Part I A

in the General Treaty of the 27th August, 1928, was the work of a

minority—a ‘j)olitical intelligentsia’—whose experience of the War
had suggested vividly to American minds—perhaj)s for the first time

since the international recognition of American independence in

1783—a possibility which daily haunted the minds of continental

Euroj)ean peo])les: the possibility that foreign relations might in

(jertain circumstances be more important than internal affairs.

During the 134 years which had elapsed between the signature of

th(‘ Treaty of Paris in 1783 and the American declaration of war on

Germany in 1917, the American j)eop]e—thanks to their own geo-

grapliical situation and to the Euro])ean balance of ])()wer -had been

singularly immune from the normal dangers of international inter-

course in societies where the institution of War exists
;
and they had

been pro])ortionat(4y oblivious of this aspect of affairs of state
;
but

this did not mean that, during these generations, they were leading

sheltered or easy lives. On the contrary, these generations included
‘ the heroic age ' of American history : the age of the ])ioneers and of

the (.'ivil War. For the energy which escaped consumption in foreign

relations and foreign wars gave an almost daemonic impetus to the

activities of the American people at home, and this impetus translated

itself into a faith which did remove mountains: conquering the

wilderness across the breadth of a continent and abolishing slavery

(an institution which, like that of War, was coeval with civilization).

In sequence to these previous adventures of faith, and with a self-

confidence founded on the success wdth which they had been crowned,

other American pioneers embarked, in 1927 and 1928, upon the new
enterprise of 'outlawing War’. It was an entery)rise comparable to

the others in scale and difficulty and requiring the same spirit if it

was to be carried through
;
but it had by no means been a foregone

conclusion that the vitality of the American peoyffe should find its

outlet, at this moment, along this particular channel. In fact, the

re-entry of the American j)eople into the international arena, which

had been heralded by their participation in the General War, might

conceivably have proceeded thereafter on warlike and not on peace-

ful lines.

The General War had signified that the unification of all Mankind
and of the whole habitable earth had attained a degree at which it

was no longer possible for any community—and certainly not for any
great industrialized community—to hold aloof from international

intercourse, whatever its geographical situation or its political

traditions; and although the American people might at first rebel

against this unfamiliar and unwelcome fact, the logic of the fact was
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Sect, i THE RENUNCIATION OF WAR 13

so potent that they were bound to yield to it rapidly by reacting to

it in one way or another. The only open qucvstion was: which of

various possible alternative reactions would take hold of a pt^oi^e

whose country had just become j)otentially by far the greatest Power

in the world i An Italian statesman familiar w^ith Greek and Roman
history, Baron Sidney Sonnino, had prophesied, before the General

War of 1914- IS came to an end, that the American people would

tread the Roman ])ath; and an ap])rehension that this fatal idea

might after all captivate the American imagination sometimes caused

European obsc^rvers to hold their breath when the ‘ big navy ’ question

was being fought out in the United States almost pari p(hssu with the

(piestion of the }\>ace Pact. If that view of their destiny had indeed

obtained a hold over the American people during the months follow-

ing the breakdown of the Three-FV)wer Naval Conference of the

2()th June“4th August, 1927, the outlook would have been gloomy

for the world in general and indeed for the American people them-

selves. In the event, the vitality of the American |)eo})le, now flowing

for good or evil into international channels, was guided ])ast the

channel of ‘naval su])rema(;y’ and w^as directed into the channel of

‘the Outlawry of War’. Th<' €‘ffects of this choice (if a mass-move-

ment set in motion by a minority can j)ro])erly be called a choice)

seemed likely to 1)0 momentous.

It was this great (mrrent of American national energy, converted

into public opinion, which su])plied the impetus for the negotiation

of the Peace Pact from beginning to end. In the internal politics of

the United States, such evocations of public opinion were familiar;

and private individuals or organizations that had mastered the art

of mobilizing and directing opinion on the grand scale were recognized

as being greater powers in the land than the politicians and depart-

ments of state that performed the comparatively humble task of

putting privately and j)opular]y framed national policies into effect.

This was a logical corollary of democracy; but the negotiations of

1927 and 1928 for ‘the Outlawry of W^ar’ were the first international

transactions in Western history in which this method of political

action played a conspicuous role.

After the idea of ‘the Outlawry of War' had arisen in the United

States, it was consciously and deliberately propagated abroad by

private American enterprise, as is recorded below. There were also

apparently spontaneous movememts, in the same direction, in other

parts of the world.

For example, at the last plenary session of the Sixth International

Conference of American States which sat at Havana from the 16th
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14 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY Part I a

January to the 20th February, 1928,^ the Mexican delegate introduced

a resolution to the effect that

1. All aggression is considered illicit and as such is declared pro-

hibited
;

2. The American states will employ all pacific moans to settle con-

flicts which may arise between them

—

the 1‘esolution being grounded, in the preamble, on the postulate ‘that

war of aggression constitutes an international crime against the

human species'. This resolution was welcomed by the delegate of

the United States, Mr. ('harles Evans Hughes, and was adojited b\'

the ( 'onferenee. On the other hand, the question of adoi^ting some
comprehensive and com])ulsorv scheme of arbitration and conciliation

as betw^een American states was referi‘ed to a further conference

w hich w^as to meet in Washitigton a year later.-

The phraseology of thc^ Mexican resolution adopted at Havana on
the 18th February, 1928, can ))e traced back to the following Polish

resolution which had been adopted at Oeneva on the 24th September,

1927, bj^ the Assembly of the League of Nations during its Eighth

Session

:

Tile Assembly.
Recognizing tlio solidarity which unites the community of nations

:

Being inspired b}' a firm dcsin* for the maintenance of general peace
;

Being convinced that a war of aggi’ession can never serve as a means
of settling international disj)utes and is, in consequenccN an international

crime

:

Considering that a solemn renunciation of all wars of aggression

would tend to create an atmosphere of genend confidence calculated to

facilitate the progress of the work undertaken with a view' to dis-

armament :

Declares;

(1) that all w ars of aggression are, and shall always be, prohibited.

(2) That every pacific m(‘ans must be employed to settle disputes, of

every description, which may arise between States.

The Assembly declan^s that the States Members of the League are

under an obligation to conform to these principles.

This resolution already contained two features which together

constituted the essence both of Monsieur Briand's draft treaty of

^ See the Survey for 1927, Part IV A, Section (ii).

The history of this conference will be dealt with in the Survey for 1929.
The adoption of the first and postponement of the second of these resolutions

at Havana in February 1928 anticipated, in an instructive way, the difference

between the fortunes of the first and the second i)art of the Shotwell-Chamber-
lain model treaty (see j). 17 below). The first part, embodying ‘the Outlawry
of War’, was realized in the General Treaty of the 27th August, 1928; the
second part, embodying means, alternative to war, for settling disputes through
processes of conciliation and arbitration, was left over for action in the future.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



Sect, i THE RENUNCIATION OF WAR 15

June 1927 and of the General Treaty eventually signed on the

27th August, 1928. These features were, first, a renunciation of a

certain kind of war, and second an undertaking not to seek the settle-

ment of international disputes by other than pacific means. The
interesting fact emerges that in 1927 the peace movement in Europe,

which had been divided over the Geneva Protocol of 1924, and the

peace movement in the United States, which had been divided over

the Covenant of the League, were feeling their way towards an almost

identical standpoint in their separate efforts to overcome their

respective difficulties. This convergence of ideas was striking because

the two movements had originally started out on roads some distance

apart. In the United States, the emjffiasis had bec‘n laid upon the

renunciation of War itself
;
in Europe it had been laid upon the ])ro-

vision of alternative, i.e., ]:>acilic, methods of settling international

disputes, such as ar])itration and conciliation, and even more upon

concerted measures for the coercion of peace-breakers. Even in the

Eighth Assembly of the League of Nations, a desire to make another

attempt at piogress on these latter lines was manifested. On the

()th September, 1927, the representative of the Netherlands in the

Assembly ])ut forward a draft resolution in favour of taking ujj the

study of the fundamental principles of the Geneva Protocol again

and although, on the 8th, one of the two original architects of the

Protocol, Monsieur Politis, declared that, in his belief, it would not

be w ise* or practicable to bring up the Protocol again in the existing

state of affairs, he took pains to make it clear that his personal views

had not altered. His belief, he added, was based on the fact that the

obstacles wffiich had wrecked the progress of the Protocol in 1924

w ere still, so far as he could judge, unchanged.

There is not the least ground for supposing—still less for hoping—that

those obstacles have become less formidable or that they could be re-

moved by a fresh effort on our part. On tlu? contrary, I believe that the

basic idea of the proposal, winch is, if I am not mistakt'ii, the extension

of compulsory arbitration, would meet with the same opposition as

before, and with the same results. My belief is based not only on the

absence of any sign of real evolution in the attitude of tJie Governments
concerned but also on the fact, of w’hich there is abundant indication,

that public opinion, as reflected in the responsible Governments, has
not moved one step since 1924.

The leading opponents of the Geneva Protocol among the States

Members of the League, whose opposition thus prevailed, were Great

Britain 2 and the self-governing Dominions of the British Crown, in

^ For this incident see also x>P- 48-9 below.
2 For Sir Austen Chamberlain’s speech in the League Assembly on tlie 10th

September, 1927, see the present volume, p. 49 below.
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16 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY Part. 1 A

which, as in the United States, both official tradition and public

ojrinion were hostile to the idea of entering into detailed commit-
ments in advance as a means of providing against contingencies of

which the details could not bo foreseen. Thus the European and the

American peace movements, in their separate efforts to find ways
round the same obstacle, were being brought nearer to one another.

(c) Tue Ne(jottatk>n of the Treaty

The history of the negotiation of the ({eneral Treaty of the 27th

August, 11)28, between the French and Ameri(;an Governments in

the first instance and eventually between all the fifteen Governments
on whose behalf the treaty was signed, is implicit in the documents: ^

that is, in the official corn^spondence and interpretative statements

which accompanied the earlier drafts of the instrument and preceded

the general acceptance of the definitive text. Thus, to write a con-

nected narrative of the negotiations would amount to little mon^
than paraphrasing texts which must in any case be read in the

original by serious students of these transactions, and in this place

it therefore seems best to give, not a narrative of that kind, but a

brief review of the principal phases through which the negotiations

passed and the principal points on which they turned.

The first phase was initiated by Monsieur Briand ; and it is signifi-

cant that, although this overture came from the European and not

from the American side, the popular note was struck from the outset.

Wishing, as French Minister for Foreign Affairs, to celebrate the

tenth anniversary of the entry of the United States into the General

War—a date which fell on the 6th April, 1927—Monsieur Briand

conformed to the American method of action by dictating, not an

official salutation to his own counterpart the Secretary of State at

Washington, but a personal message to the American jieople.^ He
^ A practically complete set of texts will be found in (i) J. W. Wheeler-

Bennett, Information on the Henunciation of Wnr, 1927-S (London, 1928, Allen

& Unwin); and (ii) James T. Shotwell, ‘The Fact of Paris’ {International Con-
eiliationy No. 243 of October 1928). The text of the treaty, as it was signed, is

reprinted in the volume of documents supplementary to the present volum(»..

A narrative in the form of a paraphrase will be found in David Hunter Miller,

The Pe>ace Pact of Paris (New \'ork, 1928, Putnam). A penetrating study of

the whole transaction has been made by Professor J. T. Shotwell in War as
an Instrument of National Policy (London, 1929, Constable). See further (X C.

Morrison, The Outlawry of War (Chicago, 1927, Willett, Clark & Colby).
2 ‘ The inspiration of this message was undoubtedly a talk which M. Briand

had with Professor James T. Shotwell a fortnight earlier [on the 22nd March].
Shotwell even formulated the idea of renunciation of war as an instrument of

national policy and, following the suggestion, Briand framed his message ’

(David Hunter Miller: The Peace Fact of Paris [New York, 1928, Putnam],

P. 7).
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Sect, i THE RENUNCIATION OF WAR 17

transmitted this message in the form of a statement to the American

Associated Press’. In this statement, he suggested that France and

the United States might celebrate the occasion by subscribing

publicly to some mutual engagement ‘tending to outlaw war, to use

an American expression’, as between these two countries. He int(U'~

preted this American ‘slogan’ as meaning ‘the renunciation of War
as an instrument of national policy’; and this phrase, thus coined,

survived the negotiations unchanged until it found its final place as

the keystone of the General Treaty of the 27th August, 1928.

The suggestion throw'n out by Monsieur Briand in this studiously

informal manner w^as brought home to the American mind within

the next few weeks by the exertions of a private American citizen,

J)r. Nicholas Murray Butler. Meanwhile, two other private American
citizens, Professors James T. Shotwell and J. P. ('hamberlain, had
set themselves to give point and concreteness, in the eyes of the

American public, to Monsieur Briand’s original message, by w^orking

out and publishing an unofficial draft treaty which ‘actually was
built up out of the texts of existing trefities and drew them together

into a single and consistent whole, adding the Briand renunciation

of War to the Root treaties of arbitration and the Bryan treaties of

conciliation, and re-stating them to fit in with the great declaration

of Locarno’.^

The second phase of the proceedings was a correspondence a deux

between Monsieur Briand and Mr. Kellogg. In the first days of June
1927, Monsieur Briand opened this phase of the proceedings by trans-

mitting—this time to the Secretary of State at Washington, through

the ordinary diplomatic channels—a draft treaty of his own, con-

sisting of a preamble and three articles. These three articles even-

tually reappeared as the three articles of the General Treaty signed

on the 27th August, 1928, with little change of text apart from the

alterations in drafting required for turning a bilateral instrument into

a multilateral one. After more than six months’ interval—during

which the Three-Power Naval Conference at Geneva met and broke

up without reaching agreement—Mr. Kellogg, on the 28th December,

^ Shotwell, op, cit,, p. 55. Pull text of the Shotwell-Chaiiiberlaiii model
treaty in op, cit,, Appendix 1, pp. 271-8. This model was much more compre-
hensive than Monsieur Briand's draft of June 1927 or the instrument eventu-
ally signed on the 27th August, 1928, in both of which the arbitration and
conciliation chapter was omitted altogether. The Shotwell-Chamberlain model
already contained the legitimation of ‘self-defence’, which Mr. Kellogg after-

wards conceded as an interpretation, as well as the provision that any party
breaking the treaty should automatically lose the benefit of the treaty vis-d-vis

the other parties—a provision which Mr. Kellogg afterwards included in his

preamble.
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18 DISARMAMENT AND SECTJRrrY Part I a

1927, rejoined by addressing two sininltancous notes to Monsieur

Briand. In one note he offered a formula for a bilateral arbitration

treaty to replace the existing Franco-American arbitration treaty of

1908, which was due to expire on the 27th February, 1928 ; and the

new arbitration treaty was duly signed on the 6th February, 1928.^

This was a somewhat old-fashioned and imperfect instrument without

much significance beyond that of filling a hiatus.- It did, however,

contain in its j)reamble a declaration to the effect that the two
parties w^ere

Eager by their example not only to demonstrate their condemnation
of war as an instrument of national policy in their mutual ndations, but
also to hasten the time when the perfection of international arrange-
ments for the pacific settlement of international disputes shall have
ediminated fore\'er the ])ossibiiitv of war among any of the Powers of

the world.

Meanwhile Mr. Kellogg, in his second note of the 28th December,

1927, suggested that the treaty for the renunciation of War, which

Monsieur Briand had proposed, should be not merely bilateral but

multilateral. In this connexion it may be noted that the Shotw^ell-

Chamberlain model treaty was conceived in general terms; and so

were two resolutions, advocating ‘the Outlawry of War’, which were

introduced into the Senate at Washington in December 1927, just

before Mr. Kellogg replied to Monsieur Briand, by Senator Capper

and by Senator Borah (the Chairman of the Senate Committee on

Foreign Relations).^ There followed a conflict of wills: the French

Government insisting that, if the treaty was to be multilateral, the

terms of Monsieur Briand’s draft for a bilateral treaty must be

qualified, while the American Government insisted both that the

treaty should be multilateral and that the text should consist of

Monsieur Briand’s draft as it stood. An exposition of the American
Government’s point of view' was given by Mr. Kellogg in an address

which he delivered, on the 15th March, 1928, at New York, to a

private society of American citizens, the Council on Foreign Rela-

tions.^ Eventually the French Government accepted a suggestion

from the American Government that the two Governments should

^ The hundred and fiftieth anniversary of the alliance concluded between
France and the United States during the American Revolutionary War.

2 For an analyjj^is of this treaty see Shotwell, War as an Instrument of
National Policy, Ch. XI, pp. 116-27; P. C, Jessup, ‘The United States and
Treaties for the Avoidance of War’ (International Conciliatioii, No. 239 of

April 1928), pp. 201-9. Text in op, ciL, pp. 210-12.
^ For a di8(5U88ioii of the Capper and Borah Resolutions, with their texts,

see Shotwell, op, cit., Chs. IX and X, pp. 93-115.
* Extract from the text in Wheeler- Bennett, op. cit., pp. 89-94.
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Sect, i THE RENUNCIATION OF WAR 10

jointly submit to the Cioverninents of Germany, Great Britain, Italy

and Japan the correspondence exchanged between them since June.

In the third phase, the compass of the negotiations was wider;

for this phase was opened by a circular note, dated the 13th April,

1928, from Mr. Kellogg to the German, British, Italian and Japanese

Governments, in which he submitted to these Governments the draft

for a multilateral treaty to be signed in the first instance by all the

surviving Great l^owers except the U.S.S.R. The two substantive

articles in this draft were identical with those of Monsieur Briand’s

draft of the preceding June, exce})t that they were cast in multi-

lateral instead of bilateral form. The ratifications clause and the

preamble were not only thus re-cast but were elaborated. On the

2()th April, the French Government circulated to the same four

Governments an alternative draft in which the two substantive

articles were expanded to five and a num]>er of qualifications and
j)rovisos w^ere introduced in ])recLse terms. ^ In the end, it was the

American draft of the 13th A])ril, 1928 (of which the kernel was
Monsieur Briand’s original draft), and not the French draft of the

20th April, that became the basis of the definitive text of the General

Treaty as it was signed on the 27th August, 1928. The French draft,

did, how^ever, bring to a point the various provisos, interpretations

and understandings that had been put forward on the French side

in the course of the Franco-American correspondence; and on the

29th April Mr. Kellogg dealt with these French considerations in

a speech delivered before the American International Law" Associa-

tion at Washington,- and sought, in a masterly series of interpreta-

tions of his own position, to demonstrate—not merely to his imme-
diate audience of private American citizens but to the Governments
and to the world at large—^that the French desiderata could be

satisfied within the framework of the draft which he himself had put
forward. These interpretations were the tmning point of the whole
transaction and the masterpiece of Mr. Kellogg’s diplomacy

;
and it

was therefore significant that they were offered, not in any official

note or diplomatic conversation, but once again in an address de-

livered by Mr. Kellogg to a private society of American citizens.

The British, Italian and Jaj)anese Governments had before them
Mr. Kellogg’s interpretative exposition of the 29th April, 1928, as

well as his draft for the text of a multilateral treaty, before they

' See Wheeler- Bennett, op. eit.. pp. 103—6, for a synoptic view of the Ameri-
can draft of the 13th April, 1928, and the French draft of the 20th Aprd in
parallel columns.

* Text in Wheeler-Bennett, op. cit., pp. 107-10.
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20 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY Part 1 a

despatched their replies to Mr. Kellogg’s note of the 13th April,

under cover of which that draft had been circulated. As for the

German (Jovemment, they accepted Mr. Kellogg’s proposal of the 13th

April as early as the 27th April—two days before Mr. Kellogg’s

address to the American International Law Association was deliv ered

—and thus incidentally secured the diplomatic success of being the

first Power to fall in with the American plan.

The first reaction of the British Government was to suggest that

the American and French drafts should be referred in the first

instance to a conference of jurists ;
^ but the State Department at

Washington let it be known that it strongly disapproved of such

a procedure (which would have tended to make the whole transaction

esoteric instead of j)opular), and thereupon the British Government

allowed the suggestion to drop. The Italian reply rode off on this

question of procedure withoiit directly answering—but, by im])li(^a-

tion, without rejecting—Mr. Kellogg’s proposal of th(.‘ 13th April.

Meanwhile, British public opinion declared itself in favour of the

Peace Pact with a spontaneity, unanimity and vigour such as it liad

shown, two years before, upon the non-admission of Germany to

membershij) in the League in March 1920, and was to show again

a few months later over the Anglo-French ‘naval compromise
There was a strong feeling in Great Britain that His Majesty’s CJovem-

ment of the day were damning the proposed Peace Pact with faint

praise and ])erhaps even prejudicing the chances of its achievement

by undue delay in replying to Mr. Kellogg’s circular note of the 1 3th

April, 1928. One of the most remarkable manifestations of this

feeling was the unanimous adoption in the House of Lords, on the

15th May, of a motion in favour of Mr. Kellogg’s proposal which was
introduced by Lord Reading. The Government protested that their

critics were beating against an open door. Yet in their very protes-

tations there could be detected certain overtones of empressement
and undertones of pique which seemed to indicates that the expression

of public opinion had been not without influence upon the course of

official policy.

Eventually, the British Government accepted Mr. Kellogg’s pro-

posal of the 13th April, as read together with his sj)eech of the 29th,

in a long and reasoned note dated the 19th May. Beyond this, the
British Government suggested that Mr. Kellogg’s invitation should
be extended to the British self-governing Dominions and to India,

1 Statement by Sir Austen Chamberlain in the House of Commons at West-
minster on the 10th May, 1928.

2 See Section (ii) (6) of this part of the present volume.
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Sect, i THE RENUNCIATION OF WAR 21

and they also postulated an understanding which came to be nick-

named the ‘British Monroe Doctrine', though it perhaps bore less

resemblance to the American Monroe Doctrine than to the special

American postulates relating to the (Caribbean.

The language of Article 1 , as to the renunciation of war as an instru-

jnent of national ])olicy, renders it desirable that T should remind your
Excellency that there are certain regions of the world the welfare and
integrity of which constitute a s|x^cial and vital interest for our peace
and safety. His Majesty’s Government liavt^ been at pains to make it

(‘l('ar in the past that interference with t hese regions cannot be suffered.

Their protection against attack is to the British Empire a measure of

sc?lf-defence. It must be clearly understood that His Majesty’s Govern-
ment in Great Britain accept the new treaty upon the distinct under-
standing that it does not prejudice their freedom of action in this

resp(‘ct. The Government of the United States have comparable
interests any disregard of which by a foreign Power they have declared

that they would regard as an unfriendly act. His Majesty’s Government
believe, therefore, that in defining their position they are expressing

the intention and meaning of the XTnited States Government.^

Mr. Kellogg ])roinptly acted upon Sir Austen Chamberlain’s sugges-

tion that invitations should be extended to the Governments of the

Dominions and India ; and favourable replies had been received from

all five (governments by the middle of June. On the other hand, Mr.

Kellogg ignored the British (Government’s postulate
; and the British

Go\ eminent, on their part, did not either demand that it should be

incorporated in the text of the treaty or formulate it in so many
words as a British reservation. They did, however, reassert this

postulate in a note of the 18th July, 1928, in the act of accepting the

treaty as re-submitted by Mr. Kellogg in its definitive form;- and

^ This postulate was taken to refer principally if not exclusively to Egypt
(see Shotwoll, War as an Instrument of National Policy y Cli. XVI II, pp. 200-8)

;

but the British (government refrained from announcing wliat the geographical
limits of the application of the postulate were. This silence exposed them to

criti(‘isni, on the ground that such a postulate, put forward without explicit

geographical limitation, virtually stultified the British acceptance of the Peace
Pact, if Egypt was in fact the region principally in view, then the policy of the
British (Jovernment in maintaining silence, at the price of leaving this criticism

unanswered, may have been due to the fact that Anglo-Egyptian negotiations
were actually taking plae^e at the time (see the present volume. Part III B,
hSection (i). It may be noted that the ‘British Monroe Doctrine/ was the
subject of parliamentary questions not only in the House of Commons at

Westminster but in the Dail at Dublin and in the House of (commons at

Ottaw'a. The Irish Minister for External Affairs and the (Canadian Prime
Minister both remarked, in reply to these questions, that the terms of Sir

Austen (Chamberlain’s note of the 19th May, 1928, were only binding upon His
Britannic Majesty’s (Jovernment in Great Britain (see Wheeler-Bennett, op,
mi.y pp. 38-9). 2 See below, p. 23.
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22 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY Part I a

on the 4th August they forwarded copies of the two notes of the 19th

May and the 18th July to the Secretary-General of the League of

Nations at Geneva with a request that they should be circulated to

the Governments of other States Members.^

Meanwhile, the tale of favourable replies to Mr. Kellogg’s circular

note of the 13th April had been completed on the 26th May by an

acceptance of Mr. Kellogg’s proposal on the part of the Japanese

Government ; and it was notew'orthy that, while the Japanese note

was dated a week later than the British, the Japanese Government
did not follow the British Goveinment’s example by i)utting forward

any postulate refcuTing explicitly or implicitly to Manchuria.

Here again, the ground had been prepared for the American

Secretary of State by a ])rivate American citizen, Professor Shotw(*ll,

who took advantage of an opportunity that was offered by a con-

ference of the Institute of Pacific Relations (an unofficial international

organization consisting of national grou])s of private citizens of

various countries whose territories bordered on the l^icific* 0(H>an).

This conference was being held at Honolulu in July 1927— that is,

at a date after Monsieur Briand's second dhnarche at the beginning

of June, and before Mr. Kellogg’s rejoinder in December—and here

Dr. Shotwell took occasion to present the idea of a treaty foj’ the

renunciation of War to his colleagues of various nationalities, par-

ticularly to the Japanese. It was to be expected that Japan would

prove stony ground for the reception of the idea, both for the general

reason that the Japanese, like the West-European, ‘governing class’

was of a sceptical turn of mind, and also for the special reason that

this particular idea w as of American origin and therefore in dang(‘r

of being suspect in Japan a priori (‘Timeo Danaos et dona ferentt^s ’).

Accordingly those Japanese private individuals who had discussed

the proposed treaty with Professor Shotwell at Honolulu found, on
their return home, that the Japanese Ministry of Foreign Affairs was
somewhat suspicious of the project and the public either indifferent

or antagonistic. Thereupon certain of them organized ad hocr for

^ Wheeler-Bejiiiett, op, cit., p. 53. The ground for circulation which was
given ill the British Government’s covering note to the Semdary-General was
that the two notes dealt with the question of the consistency of the Peace Pact
with Article 20 of the Covenant of the League ; but of course the cinjulation of
the two notes also had the effect of bringing the so-called ‘British Monroe
Doctrine ’ to the attention of all States Members of the League.

* The study group thus formed ad hoc must be distinguished (i) from the
Japanese National Group affiliated to the Institute of Pacific Relations and
(ii) from the members of that group who had taken part in the conference at
Honolulu. The procedure was that the ad hoc group was organized by some of
those members, acting as individuals.
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Sect, i THE RENUNOJATION OF WAR 23

the study and discussion of the project, a group composed of several

distinguished Japanese political scientists, international lawyers and
historians, and the meetings of this group were attended by an

official of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. This study group met once

a fortnight during the autumn of 1927 and part of the winter, became
convinced that the project was a good one, and then set themselves

to interi)ret it to the Japanese jjublic. Some of the leading daily

papers ])iiblislied series of articles written by members of the study-

group in which the implications of the j)lan and the bearing of these

on Japanese interests were ventilated. The plan was also discussed

in mee*tings open to the general public as well as in the sessions of

various private societies, and essays on it were published both in

journals concerned with political science and in popular magazines.

Meanwhile, tlu* Ministry of Foreign Affairs was kept in touch with

the upshot of the discussions and with the movement of public

opinion by its observcT ; and thereafter, when the Japanese Govern-

ment had to take a decision upon receipt of the United States

(Tovernment’s circular note of the 13th April, 1928, they responded on

the 20th May by acce])ting Mr. Kellogg’s draft of a multilateral treaty

witho lit reservation s

.

The fourth phase of the negotiations was ojxmed on the 23rd June,

1928, by the despatch of another circular note from Mr. Kellogg, this

time to fourti'cn (Jovernments—the five British Self-Governing

Dominions and India and the three parties to the Locarno Pact which

were not (ireat Powers (that is, Belgium, Czechoslovakia and Poland)

being added to France and to the four Great Powers to whom Mr.

Kellogg had addressed his note of the 13tli April. In this note of the

23rd June, Mr. Kellogg quoted the interpretative paragraphs from
his sjK^ech of th(^ 29th April and re-submitted the draft treaty with

no change in the text of the articles but with a modification in the

preamble postulating ‘ that anj^ signatory Pow er which ’ should there-

after ’ seek to promote its national interests by resort to w^ar should

be denied the bemdits furnished by this treaty '. He asked for accep-

tance of ‘the form of treaty now suggested
’

‘without qualification or

reservation ’
;
and he suggested that, if and when the fifteen states

concerned in the first instance were to conclude the treaty among
themselves, the other states of the world might be expected to adhere

to it. All fourteen Governments duly accepted the treaty as it now
stood, the first notification of acceptance being made by the German
Government on the 1 1th July and the second by the French Govern-

ment on the 14th July, while His Britannic Majesty’s Government
in Great Britain replied on the 18th and the Japanese Government
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24 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY Part I a

closed the tale on the 2()th,^ It was then arranged that the treaty

should be signed in Paris on the 27th August, 1928, by representa-

tives of the United States and of the fourteen states to whose Govern-

ments Mr. Kellogg had addressed his note of the 28rd June
;
that the

treaty should be open for signature by all other states immediately

after it had been signed by the rejwesentatives of the fifteen original

contracting parties ; and that the deposit of ratifications should l)e

made in Washington. On the 27th August, 1928, at the Quai d’Orsay,

the fifteen original signatures were duly subscril)ed.“

The fifth phase of the negotiations was opened on the 27th August

itself by the despatch of a circular note from the (k)vernment of the

United States to forty-eight Governments, communicating the text

of the treaty and inviting each (Trovernment to notify its adherence^.

On the same date a similar invitation was addressed to the (Govern-

ment of the U.S.S.R. by the French Government—the (Government

of the United States not being in diplomatic relations with Moscow.^

^ The acceptances were not made without further (‘onsideration : and, in

particular, the legal advisers of the Kritisli, French and (German Fondgn
Offices appear to have conferred at Berlin at some date between the ‘J3i’d dune,

1928, and the 11th July. ( Wheeler-Bennett, op. cit. pp. 45-7).

Mr. Kellogg and also Mr. Mackenzie King, the C'anadian Priim* Minister

and Minister for External .Affairs, both (‘rossed the Atlantic in order to sign the
treaty personally on behalf of their eountries. Ilis Britannic Majesty's pleni*

potentiary for tlie Irish Free State was Mr. Oosgrave, the President of the

Executive (Council, and his i>lenipotentiary both for (Ireat Britain and Northern
Ireland and for India was the Acting Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs at

Westminster, Lord Cushendun. In all, as many as ten out of the fifteen

original signatures were subscribed either by Prime Ministers or by V’oreign

Ministers (including such distinguished <^ontinental European statesmen as
Monsieur Briand, Dr. Stresemann and Dr, Benes). Four out of the five eoun-
tries that were represented by persons of less exalted iiosition (that is, .Japan,

Australia, New Zealand and South Africa) were particularly remote from
Paris.

“ In both France and the U.S.S.R., official action in regard to the Peace Pact
was undoubtedly influenced by public opinion, though in these two countrit^s

the opinion to which the (.Governments yielded was hardly that of the peoples
in whose name they ruled. The peoples of the U.8.8.R. liad no voice in such
matters

; and the people of France seem to have been at one with their (Govern-
ment in fearing that Mr. Kellogg’s project might disorganize the treaty -system
in which they had entrenched themselves since the (Teneral War, rather than
hoping that it might add to their security. Yet undoubtedly there was a public
opinion to which both the French and the Soviet (Jovernment were sensitive.

It was this that had deterred the French ( Government from bringingtheiiegotia-
tions with Mr. Kellogg to an end, notwithstanding the discomfort which they
displayed in the notes of the 2l8t January and the 80th March. 1928, and the
dissatisfaction which they must have felt when on the 13tli April Mr. Kellogg
submitted the Franco-American correspondence to the British, German,
Italian and Japanese Governments off-hand, without further consultation
with Monsieur Briand. Even more remarkable was the Soviet Government’s
consent to adhere to the General Treaty of the 27th August, 1928, wdiich was
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Sect, i THE RENUNCIATION OF WAR 25

Thus, by midnight of the 27th-28th August, 1928, fifteen states had
signed the General Treaty and forty-nine had been invited to adhere.

It may be noted that each of the fifteen original parties to the

treaty except the United States was a state member of the League
of Nations in its own right, but that only eight of the fifteen were

sovereign states in severalty. The seven original parties which were

states members of the British Commonwealth of Nations were

possessed of sovereignty not severally but collectively—as was
indicated by the fact that their representatives all received their

full powers from the same sovereign authority. One of them, India,

was not ev(m ‘fully self-governing’. Of the forty-nine states invited

to adhere, I^gypt, though her indej)endence had been recognized by
(Jreat Britain on the 28th February, 1922, could hardly be considered

‘fully self-governing’ until the four matters reserved by the British

Government on that occasion had been disposed of by an agreed

settlement.^ Again, certain republics in Central America and the

Antilles, while juridically sovereign and indei>endent, could likewise

hardly be considered ‘ fully self-governing ’ because they were in some-

what the same position vis-d'-vis the United States as Egypt ins-d-rU

(Jreat Britain. On the other hand there were two undoubtedly

conveyed in a note from Monsieur Litvinov dated the 31st August; for tliis

consi'iit signified a departure from the Soviet Ooveriunent's standing rejoinder

to any fair-sounding pro]K)8al from ‘the C'aintalist World’: ‘Can any good
thing come out of Nazareth ? ’ On this occasion. Monsieur Litvinov duly under-
lin(‘d the omissions and shortcomings of the Peace Pact, compared it to its

disadvantage with his own pro])osals for total disarmament (see Section (ii) (a)

of this j)art of tlu* present volume), and ]>laced the most sinister interpretations
on tin* vSO-calle<l * ilritish .Monroe Doctrine'. Yet the gist of this long document
was really contained in two short concluding paragraphs:

Nevertheless, inasmuch as the Pact of Paris objectively imposes certain

obligations on the Powers before public opinion and gives the Soviet Govern-
ment a new chance to put before all the participants of the com]>act a

question most imj>ortant for i)eace—that is the question of disarmament,
the solution of which is the only guarantee of i)revention of war—the Soviet
(Joverriment expresses its willingness to sign the Pat’t of Paris.

In consequence of this assent I shall have the honour to hand over to you,
Mr. Ambassador, the corresponding act of my Government in its joining in

this compact as soon as the formalities connected with this are ended.'
More than this, the Soviet Government promptly took steps to bring the
General Treaty into force locally, in advance of its general entry into force, as
between the t^.S.S.K. and the border-states of Europe. (These steps will be
recorded in the Survey for 1929,)

It must be inferred that the Peace Pact had evoked something in the nature
of an international public opinion which transcended frontiers and so pervaded
the psychological atmosphere of the wwld that it was able to exercise a potent
effect upon Governments even when it was not locally active in the territories

under their rule.
’ For the abortive Anglo-Egyptian negotiations of 1028, see the ])resent

volume, Part III B, Section (i).
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26 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY Pint I a

sovereign, independent and ‘fully self-governing’ states which were

not invited to adhere to the treaty, namely the Najd-Hijaz and the

Yaman. Possibly these two Arabian states were omitted because

very few other states had yet recognized them officially. Except,

however, for the Najd-Hijaz and the Yaman, all sovereign, indepen-

dent or 'fully self-governing’ states existing on the 27th August, 1928,

either signed the treaty on that date or were invited on that date to

adhere to it. The list included all States Members of the League

without exception, as well as seven states which had never bec^ome

members (the United States, Afghanistan, Ecuador, Egyj)t, Iceland,

Mexico and Turkey) and two former members that had seceded

(Brazil and Costa Rica). Meanwhile, by the terms of Article 111 of

the treaty, adherences that were notified by states that were not

original parties could not take effect until the treaty had come into

force as betw^een the original signatories
;
and this would not take

place until all their several instruments of ratification had been

deposited in Washington. Thus the fifth phase of the negotiations

could not be comx>leted until the fifUnui original parties had duly

ratified the signatures subscribed by their pleniyjotentiaries on the

27th August : and, in the case of the United States, ratification was

subject to the ass(‘nt of the Senate at Washington. The history of

the passage of the treaty through the Senate^ is recorded below.

(rf) The Passage of the Bill foh the Construction of

Cruisers through the Congress at Washington

In the i)receding sections of this part, some account has been given

of the negotiation of the General Treaty for the Renunciation of War
as an Instrument of National Policy, down to its signature on the

27th August, 1928; and it has been suggested that this transaction,

which was carried through on American initiative, represented one

of the reactions of the Ignited States Government to the failure of

the Three- Powder Naval Conference of the 20th Jime~4th August,

1927. Another reaction of the same Government to the same event

was represented by the submission to (Congress, on the 14th Novem-
ber, 1927, of a Bill for naval construction;^ but there was an im-

portant difference in the circumstances in which these two new
departures in policy were respectively taken. The Secretary of State,

Mr. Kellogg, as has been recorded above, was consciously acting as

the exponent of American public opinion when he addressed his note

of the 28th December, 1927, to Monsieur Briand; the Secretary of

^ See tlie Survey for 1927, pp. 81-2.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



Sect, i THE RENUNCIATION OF WAR 27

the Navy, Mr. Wilbur, when he submitted his Naval Construction

Bill to (Congress six weeks earlier, was apparently acting in the

expectation that this other response to the failure of the Three-

Power Naval Conference would be at least as popular as Mr. Kellogg’s.

Mr. Wilbur, however, unlike his colleague at the State Department,

ventured to act in anticipation rather than in execution of a popular

mandates, his Bill, instead of following the expression of public

opinion, evoked it ;
and the popular force which was then showing

its powei* by carrying the Kellogg Pact through to a successful con-

clusion, gave a simultaneous and not less impressive manifestation

of its strength by comjH^lling the sf>onsors of the Wilbur Bill in the

House of Representatives to make such drastic reductions in the

draft as to change it almost out of recognition.

The W’ilbur Bill, as originally submitted to (Vmgress on the 14th

November, 1927, had run as follows:

Be it enacted by the 8enate and House of Representatives tliat for

the purpose of further increasing the naval establishment of the United
States, the President of the United States is hereby authorized to under-

take tlu^ const nu^tioti of the following vessels:

Twenty-five light cruisers ; nine de.stroyer leaders ; Ihirty-two sub-

marines, and five aircraft carriers;

Section 2. Tlu* construction of light cruisers and aircraft carriers

herein authorized shall b(> subjec^t to the limitations pn^seribed by the
treaty limiting naval armaments ratified August 17. 1923.

Section 3, In the event of an international conference for the limita-

tion of naval armaments the President is hereby empowered, in his

discretion, to suspend, in whole or in part, any construction authorized
by this act.

In a covering letter, the Secretary of the Navy had estimated the

aggregatt3 cost of this construction j)rogramine at $725,000,000 and

had added that he was authorized to announce that the proposed

legislation was not in conflict with the President’s financial pro-

gramme. On the 11th January, 1929, further explanatory state-

ments were made by Mr. Wilbur himself and by his C’hief of Naval

Operations, Admiral Charles F. Hughes, before the House Committee

on Naval Affairs.’ On the question of policy, the American, like the

British, naval authorities laid down simultaneously two principles

which, to the lay mind, were difficult to reconcile. While declaring

that ‘all naval armament is in a measure relative ’, that ‘our needs for

naval vessels ai'e relative’, and that ‘in determining this need the

General Board [of the Navy] at all times has taken into consideration

^ Texts of statements in The United States Daili/, 12th and 13th January,
1928.
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28 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY Part I A

the condition of other navies and their construction and replacement

program so far as they are known to us\ Mr. Wilbur also declaixid in

the same statement that his programme was ‘not based u])on the

strength of any ])ros]iective o])y)osition that the cruisers for which

he was asking were needed ‘as a defensive organization, without

1‘eference to the relative strength of other navies ' ; and that the

programme did ‘ not cover all the foreign interests or trade routes of

the Unitt'd States, but represented 'a conservative estimate of

actual needs’.^ In regard to the programme itself, Mr. Wilbur j)ointed

out that ‘the Bill . . . fixed no time for the beginning or com})letion

of the ships therein named', and amiounced that this was ‘in accor-

dance with the desire of both the President and the Navy Department

He added, however, that the intention was to carry out the pro-

visions of the Bill within five years and that it w^as ])rof>osed to

suj)i)lement them by ‘a continuous building and replacement ])ro-

gram ' spread over twenty years -—at the end of w^hich yx^riod,

another twenty years' cycle would immediately begin.*^ Mr. Wilbur

affirmed and reiterated that, at the moment, the United States did

not possess a first-class Navy.

Thereupon, on the 14th January, 1928, the House CVmimittee

proceeded to fortify the Bill by wTiting into it an explicit time-limit

of five years for laying dowm and eight for completing the vessels

projected, and by striking out the clause giving the President dis-

cretion to suspend construction in certain circumstances. On the

30th January, 1928, in a public sy)eech, President Coolidge deprecated

the introduction of a time-limit wffiile declaring that he contemi>lat<'d

having the ships built as fast as possible ; but by this time the storm

had burst. On the 22nd January Mr. Borah, the Chairman of the

Foreign Relations Committee of the Senate, had oj>ened the attack

by denouncing the Bill as ‘madness’ which would lead to ‘immediate

and inevitable war’; and American public opinion declared itself

rapidly and vehemently in this sense through the mouths of private

individuals and private associations. On the 9th February, a deputa-

tion from the Society of Friends called upon Mr. Coolidge and pub-

lished an oyien letter to him and a hail of similar letters and tele-

^ Compare Lord Jellicjoe’s observations, made on the 14th July, 1927, at
Geneva during the Three-Power Conference, which are quoted in the Survey for
1927, pp. 58-9.

2 i.e. twenty years including tlie five years w hich w cnihl be ocimpied by the
construction programme provided for in the Bill itself.

^ For this last point, which was elicited by a question from a member of the
House Committe<\ see The United States Daily, 13th January, 1928.

* Text ibid., 10th February, 1928.
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grams began to descend u})on both President and (bngressmen. An
attack on the Bill was published in the bulletin of the influential

Federal Council of (churches
;
and on the 15th and 16th February the

House Committee on Naval Affairs heard testimony from a deputa-

tion representing the World Alliance for International Friendship

and the Church Peace Union. On the 27th February, the President

received a dej)utation of churchmen which was introduced by the

Ceneral Secretary of the Federal (huncil of Churches and which

presented a declaration ^ signed by a number of distinguished people.

In this declaration the President and the members of Congress were

asked to withhold their approval from the Bill on the ground that it

would make the American nation 'appear insincere in its offer to

negotiate treaties to renounce w^ar as a measure of public ])olicy ’ and
would jeopardize 'the entire movemt‘nt for world justice and peace

based on mutual confidence, good will and international cooperation

in constructive j)eace measures It was in vain for the sponsors of

the Bill to secure the suj)i>ort of the Daughters of the American

Revolution
;
for the hostility of the overwhelming majority of the

people was unmistakeable. Mr. Wilbur himself displayed an in-

creasing recognition of this important })olitical fact in a series of

sj)eeches delivered on the 14th February the 6th March and the

7th April
;
^ and the members of the House Committee were not slow

to draw the moral. On the 14th February one of them, Rei)resenta-

tive Britten, called on the President ’ to tell him of the thousands of

letters being received on Capitol Hill from professional as well as

misguided pacifists’. The upshot of this consultation was that Mr.

Britten publicly rallied to Mr. Coolidge’s view that a time-limit was

undesirable, while Mr, Coolidge publicly declared that the most

important feature in the programme was the cruisers. These an-

nouncements foreshadowed a change of policy.

On the 23rd February the Chairman of the House Committee,

Mr. Butler, announced that, in place of the Wilbur Bill for the con-

struction of seventy-one vessels at an aggregate cost of $725,000,000,

a new Bill was to be introduced for the construction of fifteen ten-

thousand ton cruisers and one aircraft-carrier at an aggregate cost

of $274,000,000. In this Bill, as in the original version of the Wilbur

Bill, the President was to have discretion to suspend construction;

but he was now to have it only in the event of an international

agreement for further limitation of naval armaments having actually

been reached. Moreover, a time-limit was inserted after all, providing

^ Text ibid,, 28th February, 1028. Text ibid,, 15th February, 1028.
3 Text ibid., 7th March, 1928. « Text ibid,, 9th April, 1928.
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30 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY Part I a

that the fifteen cruisers must be laid down within three years and

completed within six, and the aircraft-carrier laid down within two

and completed within six.^ On the 24th February the President let

it be known that he would have preferred the original Wilbur Bill

with its absence of time-limit for a larger ultimate programme. The

decisive factor, however, was that the substitution of the new Bill for

the old placated public o})inion, which was reassured by the drastic

reduction of the aggregate cost to little more than one-third of the

original figure, and which evidently regarded the smaller ])rogramme

as being no longer a ])rovocative challenge to the rest of the world

but a moie or less reasonable retort to the British attitude on the

question of parity in cruisers at the Three-Power Naval Conference

of the preceding year. The dej^utation of churchmen, for instanc^e,

which waited upon the JVesident on the 27th February, seems to have

acquiesced in Mr. ( •oolidge’s assurance that there was nothing in the

reduced programme that could alarm any other coimtry. Further-

more, on the 28th the House (\)mmittee, on the point of reporting

the new Bill, reduced the aggregate cost to $268,000,000 and left out

that part of the time-limit clause which set datc^s for the completion

of construction ; and in this form - the Bill was duly introduced into

the Hou.se that day.*^ With three amendments,'* it was passed there

by 287 votes to 58 on the 17th March, 1928, and so went up to the

Senate.

On the 21st March, 1928, the House Committee on Appropriations

presented an Appropriation Bill for the Dei)artment of the Navy for

the financial year 1929, accompanied by a report^ drawing attention

^ Details The United imitates Daily, 24th February, 1928.
2 Text ibid., 29th February, 1928.
3 The Conimittoe’s report on the Bill was presented to the House on tlie

3rd March (text of this report ibid., 5th March, 1928). The new programme was
declared to be Tn no sense a competitive programme, since the essence of

competition is the effort to excel or out-distance another’. At the same time,

the report contained the statement that ‘the requirements of our fleet cannot,
of course, be considered altogether apart from the naval developments of

other countries’. It was perhaps significant that, whereas the Wilbur Bill had
been expressly ‘for the purpose of further increasing the naval establishment
of the United States’, the new’ Bill was simply ‘to authorize the construction
of certain naval vessels and for other x)urpose8’.

^ One amendment dealt with the apportionment of the work between Navy
Yards and private firms; a second dealt with a point of constitutional order;
the third introduced a clause requesting the President to encourage that inter-

national agreement for further limitation, on the achievement of which his

right to suspend construction was to come into force. For the text of the
Bill as it passed the House of Representatives, see The United States Daily and
The Times, 19th March, 1928.

* Text in The United States Daily, 22nd March, 1928.
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to the steady upward tendency of the Navy Budget. This Bill passed

the House on the 27th March and the »Senate on the 25th April.

On the 3rd May, 1928, the Naval Construction Bill, having been

sent uj) to the Senate from the House, was re2)oi*ted to the Senate by
its Committee on Naval Affairs with no substantial changes. The
('ommittee did not accept an amendment from Senator Borah, the

( -hairman of the Senate Committ.ee on Foreign Relations, advocating

a restatement and recodifioation of the rules of law governing the

conduct of belligerents and neutrals in war at sea before the meeting

of the Cbnference on the Limitation of Armaments which was due to

meet in Washington in 1931. On the 10th May, however, when the

Bill came up in the regular order of the Senate's business, it was left

to stand over until the next session.

Meanwhile, the Ceneral Treaty for the Renunciation of War was

signed in Paris on the 27th August, 1928, and the Anglo-French

‘Naval Compromise', embodied in the three notes of the 28th June,

20th and 28th July, 1928, was rejected by the United States on the

28th September, 1928.

This last incident was referred to by President (bolidge in an

address delivered on the 11th November, 1928, the tenth anniversary

of the Armistice which had terminated the General War of 1 914-18.

^

After mentioning the failure of the Three-Power Naval Conference

of 1927, the President observ^ed:

Since that time no progress seems to have been made. In fact, the

movements have been discouraging. During last summer Pbance and
England made a tentative offer which would limit the kind of cruisers

and submarines adapted to the use of the United States, but left without
limit the kind adapted to their use. The United States of coiuse refused

to accept this offer. Had Me not done so, the French Army and the

English Navy would be so near unlimited that the 2)rinciple of limita-

tions would be virtually abandoned.

In the same speech, a of the War of 1914-18, the President

remarked

:

If the Euroj^ean countries had neglected their defences, it is j^robable

that war would have come much sooner. All human exi)erience seems
to demonstrate that a country which makes reasonable j)reimration for

defense is less likely to be subject to a hostile attack and less likely to

suffer a violation of its rights which might lead to war. This is the j)re-

vailing attitude of the United States and one which I believe should
constantly determine its actions.

^ Text of this sptwh, ibid., 12th November, 1928. Part of the speech was
devoted to the question of 'Inter-Ally Debts’, i)robably in view of the fact

that the question of Reparations had just been reopened at the Ninth Assembly
of the Tioague of Nations. These passages will be dealt with elsewhere in that
connexion.
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32 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY Part I a

The whole of the speech was not in this tone. For instance, in dealing

with a criticism of the (General Treaty for the Renunciation of War,

Mr. Coolidge declared

:

So long as promises can be broken and treaties can violated we
can have no positive assurances, yet every one knows that tht‘y are

additional safeguards. We can only say that this is tlu^ best that mortal

man can do. It is beside the mark to argue that wc^ should not put

faith in it. The whole scheme of human society, the whole progress of

civilization, requires that we should have faith in men and in nations.

There is no other positive power on which we (jould rely. All the values

that have ever becui created, all the progress that has ever bet*n made,

declare that our faith is justified.

And the speech contained the following notable denunciation of War

:

The whole essence of war is destruction. It is the negation and the

antithesis of human progress. No good thing ever came out of war that

could not better have been secured by reason and conscicuice.

The sj^eech w^as double-edged ; and, if it accurately rej)resented the

feeling of the American people,^ it imydied that at this moment they

were simultaneously pursuing two divergent lines of foreign ])(>li(\y

which WTTC suggested respectively by different experiences in their

recent inten^ourse with foreign nations. One of these lines w as r t'pre-

sented by the NaA^al Construction Bill, which was on the legislative

calendar of the Senate for the session of Congress wdiich was to oi)en

on the 3rd December, 1928. The other line was represented by the

Treaty for the Renunciation of War, w^hich had not yet been l)eforc

the Senate because it had been signed during the summer recess, but

wdiich would naturally be dealt with by the Senate in executive

session when Congress reassembled. Thus two momentous measures,

each embodying one of these two different policies, were on the point

of coming before the Senate simultaneously
;
and, on the eve of the

re assembly of (V)ngress, the respective sponsors of the two measures

in the Senate—perhaps responsive, like the President in his Armistice

Day speech, to the national state of mind—took steps to prevent the

Treaty and the Bill from coming into collision with each other. On
the 22nd November, 1928, Mr. Hale, the Chairman of the Senate

Committee on Naval Affairs, announced that he had come to an

understanding on the matter with Senator Borah, the Chairman of

the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, who ex officio would

have the Treaty in his charge; and Senator Borah confirmed this

statement on the same day.^ On the 4th December the President,

^ For the opinion that it did bo, see The Manchester Qnardian, 13th Novem-
ber, 1928.

^ Both statemeiitft in The United States Daity, 23rd November, 1928.
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in his Annual Message to Congress, expressed the opinion that the

Naval Construction Bill ought to be passed without delay. On the

same date he transmitted to the Senate the Treaty for the Renuncia-

tion of War with a request that this, likewise, should be passed by
the Senate during the session that was then beginning.^ Neither Bill

nor Treaty had been dealt with before Christmas
;
but on the eve of

the Christmas recess an agreement was reached whereby, when
Congress reassembled on the 3rd January, 1029, the Bill and the

'Treaty should come before the Senate simultaneously, the one being

the unfinished legislative business and the other the unfinished

business in open executive session. On the 3rd January, by agree-

ment, Senator Hale introduced the Bill in a speech in which he re-

viewed the history of the leading Navies of the world since 1016 and
made detailed comparisons between! the strengths of the American,

British, Ja])anese, Frenich and Italian fleets and the positions of

American, British and Jajianese naval stations. In the course of this

syxicch, he intimated that he intended to vote for the ratific^ation of

the Treaty on the understanding that this would in no way change

the existing position of the United States Navy. Thereafter, in

accordance with the agreement, the Senate jiroceeded to the con-

sideration of the Treaty in open executive session, and this occu])ied

its attention until it eventually passed the Treaty on the 16th

January.-

On the loth tlie debate on the Bill was re-o])ened by a speech from

Senator Swanson
;
but the main outvstanding points at issue w^ere

raised on the 24th by Senator Borah. On this occasion he leintro-

duced the amendment regarding the rules of law' in w ai* time at sea

which had not been accepted by the Senate Committee on Naval
Affairs when the Bill had been in their hands.^ He also urged Senator

Hale to strike out the time-limits for the commencement of con-

struction, which still lemained in the Bill, ‘so as to give the negotiat-

ing powder complete freedom to negotiate during the coming year or

two with reference to disarmament and to the freedom of the seas’

;

and he added that, on that condition, he would cease his discussion

and vote for the Bill. He based his two proposals on the following

view of the international outlook:

I think we are on the eve of a naval race with Great Britain. The
situation is not dissimilar to the situation existing between Germany and
Great Britain from 1005 to 1914. ... If we cannot have an agreement

^ See sub-section (e) below.
* This debate on the Treaty in the Senate is dealt with in sub-section (c)

below. ® See p. 31 above.

n
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34 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY Part I A

with reference to the use of the sea, if our commerce cle})ends for its

protection entirely upon our navy, if England stays with the proposition

that she proposes to dominate the sea, we will build a navy superior to

England's undoubtedly . . . but I think, in the first place, before . . . we
start on a naval race, we ought to make every effort possible, first, to

bring about a complete understanding with th(' naval Powers with

reference to naval building, and secondly a complete understanding

with reference to the freedom of the seas.

In the course of the (iebato, Mr. Borah defined the term ‘freedom of

the seas’ as follows:

My idea of freedom of tJie seas is tiiat it is the right of neutral nations

to carry their commerce as freely in time of war as in tinu‘ of ])eace

except when they carry actual munitions of w ar or when tlu'V actually

seek to break a block«ade. But the bUnkade must be^ a blockade suffi-

cient to prevent the passage of ships and not merel\^ a paper blockade.

But as to all legitimate commerce, outside of the actual munitions of

war and outside of speeding to a particular })ort where it is blockaded,

there ought not to be any interference with the neutral powers. A
minimum of biiligerent rights and a maximum of muitral rights.

Senator Hale did not make objection to Mr. Borah’s amendment
regarding the rules of law, but on the 25th he announced that he

w^ould 0])pose the omission of the time-limit with all his might.

On the 29th January it w^as amiounced from the White House that

the President was still opposed to the time-limit, but this on financial

and not on diplomatic grounds, whereas Senator Borah had advo-

cated its omission on both counts. At the same time, it was an-

nounced that, in the President’s opinion, any action that could

possibly be foreseen by a future Limitation of Arms (Jonference

would have no bearing on the question of the adoption of the present

Bill. It was added that, if the Bill should pass the Senate with the

time-limit clause eliminated, the President would expect to transmit

immediately to Congress a budget recommendation for the beginning

of building operations.

On the 4th February the Senate rejected a motion to strike out the

time-limit clause by 54 votes to 28. On the 5th it first adoi)ted, by
81 votes to 1, an amendment which had been offered on the previous

day by Senator Reed in substitution for Senator Borah’s amendment
and which had lyeen subsequently modified by the two Senators in

agreement. It also rejected one amendment for increasing and
another for diminishing the number of vessels to be built, as well as

a further amendment for requesting the President to ask the British

Government to enter into an agreement for the limitation of 10,000-

ton cruisers, and for providing that, during such negotiations, the
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Sect, i THE RENUNCIATION OF WAR 35

programme of construction laid down in the Bill should be sus|>ended.

Thereafter, on the same day, the 5th February, 1929, the Bill was
passed by the Senate, by 68 votes to 12, in the following form:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled :

That the President of the United States is hereby authorized to under-
take prior to duly 1, 1931, the construction of 15 light cruisers and one
aircraft carric^r according to the following ])rogram

:

(a) Five liglit cruisers during each of tJie fiscal years ending June 30,

1929, 1930 and 1931, to cost, including armor and armament, not to

exc(^ed $ 1 7 ,00( ),0( K) each

.

(b) One aircraft carrier prior to June 30, 1930, t(^ cost, including
armor and armament, not to exceed $19,000,000: Provided, That if the
eonstru(;tion of any vessel herein authorized to be undertaken in the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1929, or 1930, is not undertaken in that
fiscal year, such construction may be undertaken in the next succeeding
fiscal year: And provided further. That the first and each succeeding
alternate cruiser upon which work is undertaken, together with the main
engines, armor, and armament for such light cruisers, the construction

and manufacture of which is authorized by this act, shall be constructed
or manufactun'd in the Government navy yards, naval gun factories,

naval ordnance ])lants, or arsenals of the United States, except such
material or parts as are not customarily manufactured in such Govern-
ment plants.

SfKi. 2. The Secretary of the Navy is directed to submit annually to

the Bureau of th(^ Budget estimates for the construction of the foregoing
vessels.

Sec. 3. The construction of the light cruisers and of the aircraft carrier

herein authorized shall be subject to tin* limitations prescribed by the
treaty limiting naval armament, ratified August 17, 1923. so long as

such treaty shall remain effective.

Sec. 4. In the event of an international agreement, which the Presi-

dent is requested to encourage, for the further limitation of naval
armament, to which the United States is signatory, the President is

hereby authorized and empow^ered to suspend in whole or in part any
of the naval construction authorized under this Act.

Sec. 5. That the Congress favors a treaty or treaties with all of the
principal maritime nations regulating the conduct of belligerents and
neutrals in war at sea, including the inviolability of private property
thereon.

That such treaties be negotiated, if practically possible, prior to the
meeting of the conference on the limitation of armaments in 1931.

Sec. 6. The Secretary of the Navy is hereby directed to present to

Congress on or before l>ecember 10, 1929, preliminary plans, specifica-

tions, and estimates of cost for the construction of two salvage vessels

for use in ship disasters.

The Senate’s amendments to the Bill were agreed to by the House of

Representatives on the 7th February; and the Bill was signed by
D 2
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36 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY Part I A

President Coolidge on the 13th. Financial provision for starting

work on the new ships by the dates laid down in the now law was

made forthwith.

(e) The Ratification by the United States of the
Geneeae Teeaty foe the Renunciation of Wae

In a previous sec^tion/ some account has been given of the negotia-

tions which ended in the signature of the General Treaty for the

Renunciation of War on the 27th August, 1928, and of the steps

which were taken forthw ith to obtain the eventual adherence of forty-

nine states in addition to the fifteen original parties. It has been

noted that, by the terms of the treaty itself, these adheren(*es could

only take effect when the treaty came into foi ce, and that in order to

bi’ing it into force the deposit of ratifications by all the fifteen original

signatories was required. The most critical of these fifteen essential

ratifications was that of the United States, and this for two n^asons:

first because, if the Government which had initiated the project of the

treaty and had been chiefly instrumental in carrying it through to

the point of signature, now failed to ratify their own handiwork, this

would be the most severe blow* that the cause of the treaty could w ell

receive; secondly because there was a pronounced and wddespre^ad

hesitation among the Latin-American statics to commit themselves to

eventual adherence before the question of ratification had beam dis-

posed of in the United States, for fear that the United States, w hile

ratifying, might make some reservation or declaration regarding thcj

Monroe Doctrine of which the Latin-Americans might disaj)prove.

At the same time, the United States ratification w as i)erha})s the most
doubtful of the necessary fifteen owing to the constitutional arrange-

ment in the United States under w^hich the treaty-making power was
divided between the Senate and the President. While the President

could negotiate and sign a treaty, through his Secretary of State,

without the Senate having power to interfere, he had to obtain the

previous concurrence of the Senate before proceeding from signature

to ratification
;
and, since there was no constitutional machinery for

producing a decision if a deadlock should occur at this stage, there

was always a possibility that treaties duly and even enthusiastically

negotiated and signed by the Executive of the United States might

fail to secure ratification.^ The classic example of this had been the

^ Sub-sectiou (c) above.
2 For a history of the treaty-making power in the United States since the

inauguration of the Federal Constitution, see Charles P. Howland, Survey of
American Foreign Relations^ 1928 (published by the Council on Foreign Rela-
tions, New York).
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rejection by the Senate of the Versailles Treaty—for the reason that

this treaty embodied the Covenant of the League of Nations—after

President Wilson had taken as prominent a part in the negotiation

and signature of that instrument as Mr. Kellogg’s part in the negotia-

tion and signature of the General Treaty for the Renunciation of War
nine years later. When the General Treaty came before the Senate,

this precedent was in the minds of all observers
;
and on this analogy

it seemed possible that the Senate, short of rejecting the treaty,

might pass it subject to reservations of the kind that might dispose the

Latin -American states to refrain from adhering; for it was recalled

that the Versailles Treaty had had a fair prospect of being passed by
the Senate with reservations if President Wilson had not announced
in advance that he would not accept any reservations whatsoever.

On the 22nd November, 1928, it was rumoured that the three

‘A. B. states—Argentina, Brazil and Chile—had agreed to ignore

the treaty altogt'ther
;
and by the 4th December these three Latin

-

American Powers, together with Afghanistan and Iceland, were the

only states, of those invited to adhere, which had not yet signified

their intention to do so.^ In the interval, President Coolidge had let it

be known that, in his opinion, the treaty ought to be ratified without

any reservations at all ; and, in formally transmitting a copy of the

treaty to the Senate on the 4th December (the day after the re-

assembly of Congress) he w^as able to announce that an intention to

adhere had been signified by forty-four out of forty-nine vStates

invited, so that, counting in the fifteen original signatories, ‘this new
movement for world peace’ had ‘been endorsed by no fewer than

fifty-nine of the sixty-four independent nations of the world entitled

to ])articipate in the present treaty’. In the same message, the

President asked the Senate to ‘take such action during the present

session as to enable the United States to ratify the treaty before the

expiration of’ his ‘term of office’.

The President’s hands were strengthened by public opinion, which
rose to the occasion. On the 7th December it was announced that

private letters, dealing with the question of ratification and uniformly

advocating it, were being received at the White House at the rate of

two hundred a day and at the State Department at the rate of six

hundred, and these figures w^ere not surprising in view^ of the deep and
widespread public interest which the question had been arousing.

According to a report from one observer:

Nine leading organisations of w^omen with an aggregate membership
running into millions have been holding joint conferences in many of

^ See the table on pp. 46-7 below.
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tlje forty-eight States, primarily for the purpose of considering the

Kellogg Treaty. Practically all these State conferences adopted resolu-

tions asking for ratification without reservations. Among these organi-

sations are such important bodies as the Young Women’s Ciiristian

Association, the American Association of University Women, the

National Federation of Women's Clubs, the National League of Women
Voters, the National (buncil of fjewish Women, the Women’s Christian

Temperance Union, and the Women's Council for Home and Foreign
Missions. I attended two of these State conferences, in New York and
New Jersey, and was astonished at tiie degree^ of (‘nthusiasm and at tlie

amount of accurate information disjJayed.^

On the 17th l)ec(‘mber a petition asking for prompt ratification and
bearing more than 180,0(10 signatur(\s was brought to the \Miite

House by re])resentatives of the Federal Cbuneil of ( -hurehes and
throughout the time during which the treaty uas before the Senate,

this pressure of public opinion was maintained. During the last

twenty -four hours before the Senate at length voted in favour of the

treaty on the 15th January, 1929, petitions bearing some two million

names were said to have been handed in
;
and the observer quoted

above, w riting on the day after the vote, recorded as follow s

:

The Senate’s ratilieation of the Kellogg ]\act coincided with, though
it W’as not directh' the result of, the greatest demonstration by ])eace

forces in American history. About J.OCK) women, lt*aders of peace
activities in all parts of the United States, are mnv in Washington
attending a conference on the cause and cure of war. Yesterday morning
delegates from each State descended upon tlie senators from theii* own
State and argued in favour of ratification. Thousands of resolutions and
other endorsem<‘nts of the treaty wTre laid before the s(^nators by these

visitors, and great bales of these documents were put into the official

Senate record during the session which preceded the vote.®

This w as the atmosphere in which the Senate conducted its delibera-

tions.

These proceedings began with the appearance of Mr. Kellogg before

the Senate (V)mmittee on Foreign Relations on the 7th and lltli

December
;
and in the colloquies betwenm the Secretary of State and

individual members of the Committee at these two meetings * most
of the controversial points were brought out. On the question whether

the terms of the treaty were affected by the previous correspondence

between the eventual signatories, Mr. Kellogg expressed the opinion

^ The Manchester Giuxrdian, 10th December, 1928.
2 Text of a public statement issued by the petitioners in The Vnited Htaies

Daily, 18th December, 1928.
3 The Manchester Guardian, 17th January, 1929.
^ The transcript of these two hearings of Mr. Kellogg was madc^ public by

the Chairman of the Committee, Senator Borah, on the 28th December, 1928,
and was published in The United States Daily on the 29th and Slst.
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that there was nothing in any of these notes that was not contained,

explicitly or implicitly, in the treaty itself ;
but he stated unequivo-

cally that, if the previous correspondence did conflict with the treaty,

the latter would prevail. On the question of self-defence, Mr. Kellogg

declared that the right of self-defence was not limited to the defence

of territory under the sovereignty of the state concerned, and that,

under the treaty, (^ach state would have the ]irerogative—or the

responsibility—of judging for itself what action the right of self-

defence covered and when it came into play, subject to the risk that

this judgement might not be endorsed by the rest of the world. ^ On
the question of the absence from the treaty of any specific mention of

the Monroe Doctrine, Mr. Kellogg submitted that to mention it

specifically would ha ve been sui>erfluous, since the Monroe Doctrine

itself was based specifically and exclusively upon the right of self-

defence, and this right was covered already. On the (|uestion of the

so-called ' British Monroe Doctrine ' which had been postulated in Sir

Austen ('hamberlain’s note of the 19th May, 1928, Mr. Kellogg ob-

served that ‘the British {Jrovemment jmt it solely on the ground of

self-defense', that his own action in ignoring the British postulate

had not committed him to acquiescing in it, and that ‘if there was

anything in that note contrary to the treaty they signed, it would

not be a part of the treaty On the question of whether there was any

obligation, legal or moral, upon the United States to go to war with

a state that violated the treaty,Mr. Kellogg’s answer was an emphatic

negative.

On the 14th December, it was announced that the Committee had
not yet agreed u]3on ‘ re})orting out ' the treaty to the Senate

;
and on

’ This exceedingly important ])oint in the interpretation of the treaty was
brouglit out more clearly in these colloquies between Mr. Kellogg and the

Senate Committee on Foreign R(*lations than it had been before, as will api)ear

from the following quotations:

‘Th<* United States must be judge . . . and it is answerable to the public

opinion of the world if it is not an honest defense; that is all.’ (Mr. Kellogg).

‘I made up my mind that the only safe thing for any country to do was
to judge for itself within its sovereign rights whether it was unjustly attacked
and had a riglit to <lefend its(»lf, and it must answer to the opinion of the
world .

’
(M r . K ellogg )

.

‘ If we construe tlie treaty in the way that we construe to be self-defense,

we have got then to make our defense before the world as to whether or not
it was self-defense.’ (Mr. Borah).

The implicatiofi was that the sanction against abuses of the right of self-defence

was identical with the general sanction against any breaidies of the tn'aty,

namely, the uncertainty as to how the other parties would act in the idrcum-

Btances and the risk that they might regard th<‘ state concerned as having
broken the treaty and might so consider themselves automatically released

from their treaty obligation not to go to war with that particular state.
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the same date two members of the Committee, Senators Moses and
Reed, made public statements deprecating the approval of the treaty

by the Senate without some kind of safeguarding resolution being

passed simultaneously. On the same date, Senator Borah issued a

statement defending the treaty against certain indictments that had
been made by a distinguished American Professor of international

law, Dr. Philip M. Brown; and President Coolidge let it be known
that he regarded the project of a safeguarding resolution by the

Senate with disfavour. On the 17th December, the Senate Committee
had before it the following resolution, introduced by Senator Moses

on his own and Senator Reed’s behalf:

Resolved, That tlie Senate of the United States declares that in

advising and consenting to the multilateral treaty it does so with the

understanding

—

(1) That the treaty imposes no obligation on the United States to

resort to coercive' or punitive measures against any offending nation.

(2) That the treaty does not impose any limitations upon the Monroe
Doctrine or the traditional policies of the United States.

(3) That the treaty does not impair the right of the United States to

defend its territory, possessions, tracks or interests.

(4) That tlie treaty does not obligate the United States to the cton-

ditions of any treaty to which the United States is not a party.^

On the 18th the (Committee, by fourteen votes to two, ordered a

report to the Senate recommending ratification of the treaty, and at

the same time authorized a report without recommendations on

Senator Moses’s resolution as amended in the following form

:

Resolved that th(‘ Senate of the* United States declares that in advising
and consenting to the multilateral treaty it does so with the undt'r-

standing

:

1. That the treaty does not im])air or abridge the right of the United
States to defend its territory or other vital interests in accordance with
the traditional American policies

:

2. That the treaty imposes no obligation on the United States to

resort to coercive or punitive measures against any offending nation :

3. That the treaty does not obligate the United States to* the con-

ditions of any treaty to which the United States is not a party

;

4. The Secretary of State is requested to forward a copy of this reso-

lution to the representatives of the other powers.^

Senator Borah duly presented the two reports on the 19th; and on
the 20th, as has been recorded elsewhere,'* the Senate agreed by
unanimous consent to begin concurrent consideration of the treaty

and the Naval Construction Bill when Congress reassembled on the

^ The United States Daily, 18th December, 1928.
* Ibid., 20ih December, 1928. ® See p. 33 above.
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3rd January, 1929, after the Christmas recess. It has also been

mentioned that on the 2nd January, 1929, on the eve of the re-

assembly of Congress, the Chairman of the Senate Committee on

Foreign Relations, Mr. Borah, and the Chairman of the Committee
on Naval Affairs, Mr. Hale, agreed that consideration of the treaty

should come first. Accordingly, on the 3rd January, 1929, after a

further resolution on the treaty had been introduced by Senator

Blaine,^ and after Senator Hale had delivered a speech introducing

the Naval Construction Bill, the latter Senator yielded the floor to Mr-

Borah. It was noteworthy that, in pursuance of a unanimous consent

agreement made just before the Christmas recess, the Senate departed

from its usual custom when treaties were being considered and
debated the Treaty for the Renunciation of War in open session.

The debate began with a speech by Senator Borah which lasted for

two days (the 3rd and 4th January) and which was so frequently

interrupted—with the speaker’s own consent—that it almost turned

from a speech into a series of colloquies. In this way, the Senate

threshed out with Senator Borah the several points that its Com-
mittee had taken up with Mr. Kellogg on the 7th and 11th December

;

and Senator Borah answered the same questions and dealt with the

same objections on substantially the same lines as the Secretary of

State
;
but there w^as also a positive side to Senator Borah’s speech

which may be indicated by the following quotations

:

If Senators wall read this treaty, and take the treaty for what it says

and not what it has been asserted that it says, they will come to the
conclusion that there is just one fundamental principle in the treaty,

and that is a solemn pledge upon the part of these nations, representing

noW' practically all the inhabitants of the earth, that they w ill not seek
other methods than peaceful methods for the settlement of their con-

troversies.

It may be said that that is not much. I think it is a stupendous fact.

I think the fact that sixty nations, representing the inhabitants of the
eai*th, can be drawn together in a solemn pledge, backed by the con-

science and the moral forces of their people, that henceforth they will

pursue no course save that of peace, is a stupendous fact. We have been
so thoroughly saturated, hownver, with the idea that there is nothing
in international affairs save force, that we can give no credence to

anything save that which is backed by an army and a navy.
I undertake to assert that the greatest factor in international affairs

to-day is the moral forces of the masses of mankind
;
and this is an

attempt to mobilize those forces. . . .

^ To the effect that the Senate, in consenting to the treaty, should do so with
the understanding that Paragraph 10 of the British note of the 19th May, 1928
(the so-called ‘British Monroe Doctrine’), should not imply any admission of

any reserve made in connexion therewith. (This resolution was brought u^)

again, in a revised form, on the 8th January, 1929.)
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Self-preservation has hecoine the one powerful function for this treaty.

The war system is undermining civilisation, bringing ruin and misery
to millions, and the only hope is the policy embodied in this treaty.

Here is the strength and the worth and the function for this treaty.

Sink or swim, live or die, something like this treaty is the only way to

escape from the impending doom.

Senator Borah’s claim that the treaty was an expression of the

opinion and the conscacmce of Mankind was reiterated on the Sth

January by Senator Wagner in a spt^ech advocating the passage of

the treaty without reservations.^ On the other hand, Senator Rtn^d,

one of the headers of the op])Osition to the treaty, devotcal a large part

of his s])eech on the 11th January, 1925), to an argument that ‘the

general opinion of Mankind ' was a myth and that the public opinion

of individual nations was as often as not ineffective.

Meanwhile, those' o])ponents of the treaty who were also supjioi-ters

of the Naval (Construction Bill began to fear that the latter might

have to be postponed to a subsequent session if the debate on the

treaty were to be prolonged by intransigence on their })art
;
and they

threw out a suggestion that the interpretations of the treaty w hich

had already been made orall}^ by Mr. Kellogg and Mr. Borah might

be embodied in a report from the Committee on Foreign Relations.

This suggestion, as far as it w'ent, was not objected to either by Mr.

Borah or by Mr. Kellogg
;
and on the 8th January Senator Moses ])ut

it forward in the Senate as one of four acceptable alternatives ;
- but

he went on to demand that the report should not only be read into the

Congressional Record, but should also be made knowm to the signa-

^ Senator Wagner opened his speech on the 8Ui January, 1929, as follows:

‘.Mr. President, if the general treaty for the renunciation of war is an
indication of wliat we may expect in the future, then we are on the thresliold

of a very interesting change in the conduct of international affairs. A]i>

parently the treaty-making power, long the special prerogative of diplo-

mats, is passing under popular control. The managt'ment of foreign relations

was even in the United States clothed with secrecy and entrusted exclusively
to the President and the Senate. But tluTe is no doubt that the general
treaty for the renunciation of war is a po})ular document and not a diplo-

matic arrangement. The idea of renun<*.iation had its official origin in a

public address. It was saved from discard by the public press. The negotia-

t-ious have always responded to popular pressure and public desire. Here, at
iast, we have a treaty whicli may be said to have its birth in popular ini tiative^

and its api)roval in a popular referendum. "Jlie so-called diplomatic channels
served in this instance their literal purpose as conduits of communication
between the peace-loving ])eoples of the several nations.’
2 11 is first alternative was tlu^ passage of formal reservations by the Senate

which would require the assent of the other signatories ui:)on exchange of

ratifications; the second an interpretative resolution from the Senate which
would be transmitted to the other signatories ; the third an interpretative note
to the other signatories from the Secretary of State.
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tory Powers. It appears that this rider to the original suggestion was
communicated on the same day by Mr. Borah to Mr. Coolidge and Mr.

Kellogg, and was rejected by them forthwith. ^ Accordingly, the

debate continued
;
but a rapidly growing desire for a compromise was

now becoming api^arent on both sides. On the 10th January Senator

Borah, while refusing to consider anything that would change or

modify the treaty or would have the effect of a reservation, again

asseverated, and this time in public, his willingness that the Foreign

Relations Committee should present a report, though always on the

understanding that the Senate should not either adopt the report or

recommend its transmission by the Secretary of State to foreign

(governments. On the 11th Senator Moses was rumoured to have

abandoned his insistence upon reservations, and Senator Reed to be

weakening; but on the 12th January a 'round robin’, affirming a

belief in ‘the purposes and objectives’ of the treaty, but also a belief

that, ‘to avoid reservations, the Foreign Relations C^ommittee should

report its official interpi'etation obtained twenty signatures out of

the thirty-two which would be sufficient to prevent Mr. Borah from

obtaining the two-thirds majority required for ratification. On the

14th Mr. Reed moved formally for a report from the (’ommittee on

Foreign Relations in a resolution which was silent on the question of

what w'as to be done with the report if and w hen it was presented

;

but it was agreed in advance that such report should neither be

adopted by the Senate nor be communicated to foreign Covernments
nor have the effect of changing or modifying the treaty or making a

reservation or reservations.^ On this understanding, Mr. Borah under-

took to present the report, while in return Mr. Reed refrained from

pressing his resolution to a vote and undertook, together with his

associates, to vote for the treaty. This arrangement made it certain

that the treaty would go through, and it did so next day.

^ For the whole history of this transaction, see statements made by Mr.
Borah and Mr. Reed in the Senate on the 14th January, 1929.

2 The text of this ‘round robin' was read out in the Senate by Senator
Bingham on the 14th .January. On this occasion Senator Bingham stated that
the ‘round robin’ had been signed by twenty-five Senators and adhered to by
others.

3 This last understanding was affirmed by Senator Reed in the Senate on
the 14th January and was embodied in the concluding paragraph of the report
as it was presented on the 15th January, 1929. On the same occasion. Senator
Reed stated that he and Senator Moses had obtained pledges from all Senators,
except a few absentees, not to move any resolution on a report from the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations if such report were to be presenled. According to

Senator Reed, these pledges had been obtained ‘a very few hours’ after

objection had been taken (by the Executive) to Senator Moses’s suggestion of

the 8th January.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



44 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY Pari I a

The most important passages in the report, as presented, were the

following

:

Your Committee on Foreign Relations reports favorably the treaty

signed at Paris, August 27, 1928, popularly called the multilateral or

Kellogg-Briand treaty. . . .

The treaty in brief i)ledges the nations bound by the same not to

resort to war in the settlement of their international controversies save

in bona fide self-defense, and never to seek settlement of such con-

troversies except through pacific means. It is hoped and believed that

the treaty will serve to bring about a sincere effort upon the part of the

nations to put aside war and to employ peaceful methods in their

dealing with each other.

The committee reports the above treaty with the understanding that

the right of self-defense is in no way curtailed or impaired by the terms
or conditions of the treaty. Each nation is free at all times and regard-

less of the treaty provisions to defend itself, and is the sole judge of what
constitutes the right of self-defense and the necessity and extent of

the same.

The United States regards the Monroe doctrine as a part of its national

security and defense. Under the right of self-defense allowed by the
treaty must necessarily be included the right to maintain the Monroe
doctrine vhieh is a part of our system of national defense. . .

The committee further understands that the treaty does not provide
sanctions, express or implied. Should any signatory to the treaty or an,\'

nation adhering to the treaty violate the terms of the same, there is no
obligation or commitment, express or implied, upon the part of any of

tlie other signers of the treaty to engage in punitive or coercive measures
as against the nation violating the treaty. The effect of the violation

of the treaty is to relieve the other signers of the treaty from any
obligation under it with the nation thus violating the same.
In other words, the treaty does not, either expressly or impliedly,

contemplate the use of force or coercive measures for its enforcement
as against any nation violating it. It is a voluntary pledge upon the
jmrt of each nation that it will not have recourse to war except in self-

defense, and that it will not seek settlement of its international con-

troversies except through pacific means. And if a nation sees propei* to

disregard the treaty and violate the same, the effect of such action is to

take it from under the benefits of the treaty and to relieve the other
nations from any treaty relationship with the said power.

This treaty in no respect changes or qualifies our present position or

relation to any pact or treaty existing between other nations or govern-
ments.

^ The passage omitted here contains quotations from President Monroe’s
message of the 2nd December, 1923 ; from President Cleveland’s message of the
17th December, 1925; from a speech by Mr. Elihu Root in July 1914; and
from a speech by Professor Theodore Woolsey in June 1914. These quotations
were incorporated in the rej)ort in order to show ‘the true interpretation of the
Monroe doctrine as it has always been maintained and interpreted by the
United States’.
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This report is made solely for the purpose of putting upon record what
your committee understands to be the true interpretation of the treaty,

and not in any sense for the purpose or with the design of modifjdng or

changing the treaty in any way or effectuating a reservation or reserva-

tions to the same.

When the Senate met on the 15th January, 1929, Senator Blaine’s

resolution was rejected, Senator Moses’s resolution was withdrawn,

the report from the Committee on Foreign Relations was duly

presented, and in return the treaty was duly aj)proved by the Senate

by eighty-five votes to one, the solitary adverse vote being cast by
Mr. Blaine. On behalf of eight out of nine Senators not voting, it

was announced in the Senate^ during the roll-call, that they would
have voted in favour of the treaty if they had not been unavoidably

absent,^

Accordingly, on the 17th January, 1929, the instrument of ratifica-

tion of the treaty was signed on behalf of the United States by Presi-

dent ( Violidge and by Mr. Kellogg. On this occasion it was announced

that the United States was the first of the fifteen signatories of the

27th August, 1928, to ratify the treaty; but that notifications of

adherence had already been formally ratified by thirteen of the forty-

nine other states that had been invited to adhere,- while no less than

thirty-four of the remaining thirty-six had intimated their intention

to adhere. Thus, by this date, only two out of sixty-four states which

had been invited at some stage and in some form to become jiarties

to the treaty had taken no action. These two states were Argentina

and Brazil
;

and it w as to be presumed that the uncertainty wdiether

the United States would ratify with or without reservations—an

uncertainty which had continued up to the 14th January—w^as one

of the considerations that had prompted these two Governments to

hold their hand.

^ On tlie same date the House of Kepresentatives Coinmittec* on Foreign
Affairs rejected a resolution, whicli on the 21st December, 1928, it ha<i agreed
to consider, for advocating ‘early ratification’ of the treaty and for expres.sing

the willingness of the House to participate in the formulation and enactment
of legislation to tliat effect. The resolution was held to infringe the preroga-
tives of the Senate and to be obnoxK»us to the paiiiamentary practice of

(]!ongress.

2 Only five of these thirteen states had completed tlieir adherence by the
formal act of deposit (see the table on pp. 4(>~7 below). Under the terms of the
treaty its<df, these adherences would not tiike effect until the treaty came into

force as betwx^en the fifteen original signatories, that is, until ratifications

had been deiiosited by the oth€‘.r fourteen parties in addition to the United
States.

3 Chile’s notification of her intention to adhere w^as announced by Mr. Kel-
logg on the 12th January, 1929.
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General Treaty for the Renuneiation of War: Position on the 24th July. 1929,
regarding Ratifications and Adhere7ice8,

States which sighted th e Treaty Deposit of Ratifica-
on the 27th A tignst, 1928. Ratification. fion at Washington

.

Australia (?) 7Peb. 1929* 2 Mar. 1929
Belgium 13 Mar. 1929 27 -Mar. 1929
Canada 22 Fe l>. 1929 2 Mar. 1929
Czechoslovakia before IJ Fe b. 1929 2 Mur. 1929
France 1 Mar. 1929 22 Apr. 1929
Cerinan y « Fob. 1929 2 Mar. 1929
Great Britain - - 2 Mar. 1929
India —- 2 Mar. 1929
Irish Frc'e State 22 Feb. 1029 2 .Mar. 1929
Italy 16 Fe]>. 1020 2 Mar. 1929
Japan 27 June, 1020 24 Julv, 1929
New Zealand — 2 .Mar. 1929
Poland 7 Fe11). 1929 ‘2r> Mar. 1929
Union of S. Africa 28 Jan. 1020 3 2 .Mar. 1929
United States of America 17 Jai 1. 1020 [17 .Ian. 1929]

States invited on the

27th August. 192iS,

to adhere to the Notifieation of Depot! it of
Treaty. intention to adhere. Ratification. tidherence.

Abyssinia before 5 iSeiR. 1028 4 Dec. 1928

Afghanistan ?

before 17 ,lan.

1929
Albania before 10 Sept. 1028 17 Dee, 1928 1.3 Feb. 1929
Argentina ' —
Austria before 29 Aug. 1928 28 Nov. 1028

:

before 17 Jan.

Bolivia 27 Aug, 1928
• 1929

Brazil — — ' —
Bulgaria before 6 Sept. 1028 f

j

before 24 Julv,

Chile* i 5 Sept. 1928
1

1929

China I 12 Sept. 1928 before 28 Feb.
i 8 May. 1929

1

Colomf)ia
j

28 Aug. 1928
1029

Costa Rica , before 20 Aug. 1 028 — j

Cuba 28 Aug. 1928
1

12 Dec. 1928
j

6 Mar. 1929
Denmark : before 29 Aug. 1028 f 2 Mur. 1029 ! 27 Mar. 1920
Dominican Republic i before 29 Aug. 1928 — 12 Nov. 1028
Ecuador i 8 Nov. 1928 — —
Egypt : before 4 Sept. 1928 before 2 Mar.

Estonia
i
before 4 Sejit. 1928

1

!

8 Feb. 1929 i

1929
before 24 July,

1 1929
1 Date of iasue of Order in Council asking the King to ratify the treaty in

respect of the Australian ('ommonwealth.
2 On the 28th January the Foreign Secretary informed the House of Com-

mons at Westminster that the treaty would not be submitted to Parliament
for ratification, but that the instrument of ratification would be deposited at
Washington as soon as the approval of the Dominions had been received.

2 Date of approval of the treaty by the South African House of Assembly.
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States invited on the

27th August^ 192S,
to adhere to the Notification of Deposit of

Treaty. intention to adhere. Ratification. adherence.

Finland before 31 Aug. 1928 before 24 July,
1929

(ireeee before 6 Sept. 1928 14 Feb. 1929 —
(Tuaiemala before 7 Sept. 19^8 ? 1 July, 1929
Haiti 26 Sept. 1928 before 17 Jan.

1929

—
Honduras before 5 Sept. 1928 before 24 July,

1929
i

Hungary 6 Oet. 1928 27 June, 1929
j

before 24 Julv,

1
1929

Iceland before 17 Jan. 1929 before 16 May,
1929

1 before 24 Julv,
1929

tl ugoslavia. before 31 Aug. 1928
i

28 Jan. 1929 20 Feb. 1929
Lat via befon- 1 Sept. 1928

1

12 Feb. 1929 before 24 July,
1929

Liberia 27 Aug. 1928
I

before 17 Jan.

1

1929

before 2 Mar.

:

1929
Litliuania before 8 Sept. 1928 22 Jan. 1929

i

before 24 Julv,

1

1929
Luxembourg before 31 Aug. 1928 1

—
1

—
Mexico 14 Sept. 1928 i

—
NetlKTlands 31 Aug. 1928 ! f before 26

1
Apr. 1929

! before 24 July,

1

1929
Nicaragua before 7 Sept. 1928

1
?

i

17 April, 1929
Norway before 17 Sept. 1928

j

15 Feb. 1929
1

26 Mar. 1929
I’aiiania before 1 Sept. 1928

1

14 Dec. 1928 I 18 Jan. 1929
Paraguay 12 Nov. 1928

]

before 17 Jan.
1929

!

j

Persia
i before 6 Oct. 1928 before 24 July,

1929 i

~
Peru 29 Aug, 1928 !

1

before 24 July,
i 1929

Portugal before 4 Sept. 1928 before 17 Jan.
1929

before 3 Mar.
1929

Kumania
1 4 Sept, 1928 f 1 Feb. 1929 23 Mar. 1929

Salvador 19 Sept. 1928 — —
Siam 18 Sept. 1928 before 17 Jan.

1929
before 2 Mar.

1929
Spain 11 Sept. 1928 19 Feb. 1929 before 24 July,

1929
Sweden before 4 Sept. 1928 before 18 Mar.

1929
before 24 July,

1929
Switzerland before 1 Seid. 1928 before 24 July,

1929

—
Turkey before 8 Sept. 1928 19 Jan. 1929 before 24 July,

1929
Uruguay 7 Sept. 1928 — —
U.S.S.R. 31 Aug. 1928 — 1 Oct. 1928
Venezuela before 4 Sept. 1928 1 before 24 July,

1929
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48 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY Part I A

(ii) The Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference.

(a) The Work of the Commission from April 1927

TO September 1928.

In the ])recedmg volume of the Survey^ the record of the activities

of the Pre}>aratory Commission for the Disarmament (.V:uiferencc has

been carried down to Ai)ril 1927, when the third session of the (Jom-

mission—having failed in its efforts to combine into a single text the

two draft conventions for the limitation of armaments presented by

the British and French delegations resj)ectively—came to an incon-

clusive end.

The virtual breakdown of the Th-eparatory Commission in A])ril

1927 marked the end of an attempt to find a solution for the problem

of disarmament in isolation from the j)roblems of arbitration and

security. The Commission did not meet again before the Eighth

Assembly of the League of Nations o])ened on the r)th Se])t(unber,

1927
;
and it was significant that one of the most striking features of

the discussions in the Assembly was the emphasis which was on(‘e

more laid on the interdependence of arbitration, security and dis-

armament. A resolution suggesting that the time had come to resume

a study of the principles ex])resscd in the so-called ‘Geneva Protocol’

which had been ado])tcd by the Fifth Assembly in 1924- was sub-

mitted to the Eighth Assembly by the Netherlands delegation and

was referred by the Assembly to its Third Committee.^ 'I’he debates

on this resolution in the Third Committee * gave an opportunity to

certain devoted supporters of the Geneva Protocol to express their

belief that the Protocol and nothing but the Protocol would give

sufficient guaranU^es of security to justify disarmament. Monsieur

Paul-Boncour (France), the leading exponent of this jjoint of view,

put forward a proposal in which a revival of the Geneva Protocol was

suggested as the most preferable of three possible methods of bringing

the question of security within the province of the Preparatory Com-
mission. This idea, however, of taking the Geneva Protocol as the

1 Survey for 1927, I’art I, Section (ii).

2 See the Survey for 1924, Part I A, Section (v) for the negotiations which led

up to the adoption by the Fifth Assembly of the Protocol for the Pacific

Settlement of International Disputes in wliich, for the first time, disarmament
was linked up with arbitration and security. For the rejection of the Protocol

by the British Empire at the beginning of 192^5, see the Survey for 1925, vol. ii.

Part 1 A, Section (i).

® For this incident see also the present volume, p. 15 above.
* See the Minutes of the Third (Committee of the Eighth Assembly {League

of Nations Official Journal, Sjjecial Supplement No. 57

1
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Sect, ii THE PREPARATORY COMMISSION 49

basis of a fresh discussion seemed to some at least of Monsieur Paul-

Boncour’s fellow delegates not to take sufficient account of the

developments in the European situation since the time when the

Protocol had been drafted. Moreover, it was clear that an attemi)t to

resuscitate the Protocol could only be successful if the representatives

of the British Empire were prepared to withdraw their oi)i)osition

;

but before the Third Committee began work Sir Austen Chamberlain

had made a declaration which left no possible doubt that the attitude

of Mr. Baldwin’s Government had not changed. In a notable speech

before the Assembly on the 10th September Sir Austen Chamberlain

had defended his Government against the charge of obstructing the

movement for disarmament and securityand had stated in unmistake-

able terms that the obligations accepted by Great Britain at the

Locarno Conference represented a limit beyond which the British

Government could not go.

The explicit refusal of the British Government to give any further

guarantees of security meant, in practice, that any scheme on the lines

of the ( Jeneva Protocol was foredoomed to failure, and Monsieur Paul-

Boncour therefore seemed to be leading a forlorn hopc.^ There re-

mained, however, the widespread feeling that it was useless to expect

states to disarm until they deemed themselves secure, and that it was
therefore useless to discuss disarmament without exploring simul-

taneously all possible means of guaranteeing security. The debate

turned less on the general question whether security must precede

disarmament or vice versa, than on the practical point of whether or

not a sufficient degree of security had already been attained to

justify a first step towards disarmament. While Monsieur Paul-

Boncour advocated the postponement of further discussion on dis-

armament until an ideal degree of security had been attained, the

opposite point of view was forcibly put by the German delegate,

Count Bernstorff . In urging the Third Committee to propose to the

Assembly the convocation of the Disarmament Conference in the

course of the next twelve months, Count Bernstorff was on strong

ground. Germany was not only effectively disarmed; the German
Government had also, on their own initiative, agreed to ‘outlaw war’

between Germany and her neighbours. Further they had signified

their intention of adhering to the ‘optional clause’ of the Statute of

the Permanent Court of International Justice and thus accepting

^ Monsieur Paul'Bon(*our recognized, apparently, tliat it was useless to look
for British acceptance of the Protocol but took the view that British support
could be dispensed with, at any rate for a time. (See the report of an interview
given by him to the Paris press at the end of November 1927, in The Manchester
Guardian, 1st December, 1927).

E
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50 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY Part I A

compulsory arbitration for legal disputes with those states which had
accepted the same obligation—an intention which was duly carried

out on the 23rd Sepkiinber, 1927, tefore the Eighth Assembly dis-

solved. The German Government, therefore, felt that they had done

all that lay in their jx)wer to contribute towards the security of

Europe and that the time had come for other Powers to redeem the

pledge, made at the time of the Peace Settlement, that the compul-

sory disarmament of Germany was to be merely the prelude to general

disarmament.^ The German argument carried the greater weight

owing to general recognition of the certainty that Germany would

eventually claim the right to re-arm herself if the Powers which had
imposed disarmament upon her did not carry out their part of the

bargain.-

The Third Committee of the Eighth Assembly succeeded ulti-

mately in combining the proposals of the Dutch, French and German
delegates into a single resolution, which was adopted by the Assembly
on the 26th September, 1927.^ By this resolution the Assembly
declared its conviction that the principal condition of success for the

work of disarmament was that

every 8tate should be sure of not having to provide unaided for its

security by means of its own armaments, but should be able to rely also

on the organised collective action of the League of Nations

;

^ The preamble to Part V (Military, Naval and Air Clauses) of the Versailh^rt

Treaty ran as follows: ‘In order to render possible the initiation of a general
limitation of the armaments of all nations, Germany undertakes strictly to

observe the military, naval and air clauses which follow.’ The Reply of the
Allied and Associated Powers to the Observations of the German Delegation
on the Conditions of Peace (16th June, 1919), contained the following comment
on the military claus€*.8 of the Treaty: ‘The Allied and Associated Powers wish
to make it clear that their requirements in regard to German armaments were
not made solely with the object of rendering it impossible for Germany to

resume her policy of military aggression. They are also the first ste])8 towards
that general reduction and limitation of armaments which they seek to bring
about. . .

.’

2 In certain quarters unfriendly to Germany, tlie persistence with which
Count Bernstorff pleaded for an early convocation of the Disarmament Con-
ference as a practical proof of the intention of the Powers to fulfil their pledge
was interpreted as an indication that the German Government wei*e anxious
to force the i>aco less in the interests of disarmament than in the hope that a
premature Disarmament Conference would fail to achieve its purpose and that
its breakdown would set Germany free to re-arm (see for instance, an article

by ‘Pertinax’ in the Echo de Paris

,

quoted by Le Temps, 25th March, 1928).
Allegations of this kind were denied, with some heat, by Herr Stresemann in

a speech at the end of March 1928.
3 F'or the declaration prohibiting wars of aggression adopted by the Eighth

Assembly on the proposal of the Pohsh delegation, see the present volume,
p. 14 above. The Assembly also adopted a number of other resolutions dealing
with special aspects of the questions of arbitration, security and disarmament.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



51Sect, ii THE PREPARATORY COMMISSION

recommended

the progressive extension of arbitration by means of special or collective

agreements, including agreements between States Members and non-
Members of the League of Nations, so as to extend to all countries the
mutual confidence essential to the complete success of the Conference on
the Limitation and Reduction of Armaments

;

and requested the Council

to urge the Preparatory Commission to hasten the completion of its

technical work and to convene the Conference on the Limitation and
Reduction of Armaments immediately this work has been completed.

The Council was also asked

to give the Preparatory Commission, whose task will not be confined to

the preparation of an initial (yonferenee on the Limitation and Reduc-
tion of Armaments, and whose work must continue until the final goal

has been achieved, the necessary instructions for the creation without
delay of a Committee consisting of representatives of all the States
which have seats on the Commission and are Members of the League of

Nations, other States represented on the Commission being invited to

sit on it if they so desire.

This Committee would be placed at the Commission’s disposal and its

duty would be to consider, on the lines indicated by the Commission, the
measures capable of giving all States the guarantees of arbitration and
security necessary to enable them to fix the level of their armaments at
the lowest possible figures in an international disarmament agreement.

The compromise represented by this resolution was generally

welcomed, for it appeared to offer a way out of the deadlock which
had arisen in April 1927. The request to the Preparatory Commission
to ‘ hasten its technical work ’ with a view to the early convocation of

the Disarmament Conference went some way to meet the German
demand that disarmament should not be held up indefinitely pending

the search for absolute security ; and at the same time the recom-
mendation for the appointment of a Committee on Arbitration and
Security made it certain that the relation between disarmament and
security would not be overlooked.

The Council took the necessary action on the Assembly resolution

on the 27th and 28th September, 1927, and on the 30th November,
1927, the fourth session of the Preparatory Commission opened at

Geneva.^ The meeting was attended by delegates from twenty-three

countries, including the United States and the U.S.S.R.*** The Soviet

^ The minutes of the fourth session are printed in League of Nations
Document C. 6«7. M. 225. 1927. ix.

* When the Preparatory Commission was set up in December 1925 nineteen
states had been invited to serve—the ten members of the Council (France,
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52 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY Part I A

Government had informed the Secretariat of the League of Nations,

at the end of October, that they proposed to send a representative to

the next meeting of the Commission, since a settlement had now been

reached of the Soviet-Swiss dispute over the murder of Monsieur

Vorovsky at the Lausanne Conference in 1923, and the reason which

had hitherto prevented Russian delegates from attending meetings on
Swdss soil had therefore ceased to exist.^ On the agenda for the fourth

session of the Preparatory Commission there figured only two items

—

the examination of the resolutions of the Assembly and the (\)uncil

regarding arbitration, security and disarmament, and the considera-

tion of the progress of the Commission's work. In France the hoj)e

was expressed that the Commission would confine itself to the purely

formal tasks of appointing the Committee on Arbitration and
Secuiity and recording progress and would then adjourn and leave

the new committee in i)ossession of the field. The announcement that

a Russian delegation would be present, however, made it appear

likely that a general debate on disarmament would be initiated, and
this impression was confirmed when the Russian press, about a week
before the meeting was due to begin, made public the intention of the

Russian delegation to submit proposals for universal complete dis-

armament. Moreover, on the 12th November the German delegate,

Count Bemstorff, had wTitten to Jonkheer Loudon, the President of

the Commission, requesting him to give an opportunity for a general

discussion. To French eyes there appeared to be a danger that the

Russian and German delegations would co-operate to force the pace
;

and fears on this score were not allayed by the news that the Russian

delegation had visited Berlin on the way to Geneva, and that Count
Bemstorff had had an interview with Monsieur Litvinov, the principal

Russian delegate, before the Commission met.

Great Britain, Italy, Japan, Brazil, Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Spain, Sweden
and Uruguay), the three principal non-members of the League (the United
States, Germany and the U.S.S.K.) and six states specially interested in

disarmament (Bulgaria, Finland, Jugoslavia, the Netherlands, Poland and
Rumania). In March 1926 the Council decided to send special invitations to
Argentina and Chile to serve on the committee and both states accepted. The
states which retired from the Council in September 1926 and September 1927
respectively were invited to continue to serve, and those wliich joined the
Council also became members. Canada, China, Colombia and Cuba were
added when they became members of the Coimcil, and Greece was also invited
to send a representative in 1927. Salvador, which served on the Council for
the year 1926-7, declined the invitation to remain in the Commission, and
neither Spain nor Brazil sent delegates after the Seventh Assembly of Septem-
ber 1926.

^ For the settlement of the Russo-Swiss dispute see the Survey for 1927

^

Part II E, Section (vi).
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Sect, ii THE PREPARATORY COMMISSION 53

At the first meeting on the 30th November, Jonkheer Loudon
acceded to Count Bemstorfl’s request and gave an opening for a

general discussion, but the only delegation which seemed anxious to

avail itseK of the opi)ortunity was the Russian. Monsieur Litvinov

read a long statement which opened with an attack on the ‘ capitalist
’

Powers and the League of Nations for having failed to advanci3 dis-

armament by a single step, and went on to propose the immediate
and total abolition of all armies, navies and air forces, the sinking of

all warships, the scrapping of all war material and the demolition of

all arms factories. In case these proposals should be rejected,

Monsieur Litvinov explained, he had come prepared with a plan for

complete disarmament by gradual stages during a i)eriod of four

years, and he moved a resolution projiosing that the Commission
should proceed at once to work out a draft convention on the basis

of his jilan and should summon the Disarmament C^onference to

consider it in March 1928.^

As was to be ex})ected, Monsieur Litvinov’s fellow-delegates did not

welcome the idea of devoting themselves immediately to a detailed

examination of his plan, and he was finally induced to agree to a

postponement of the discussion until the next meeting. While some
members of the Commission might be prepared to pay lip-service to

the ideal of complete universal disarmament, the Russian plan was
hardly likely to commend itself as a practical solution of the difficul-

ties with which the League of Nations had been contending since its

foundation. In point of fact, the general opinion both of the delegates

at Ceneva and of the public in the countries which they represented

seems to have been that no one would have been more surprised than

Monsieur Litvinov had his i)roiK)sals been taken seriously, and that

the Soviet Government’s main object in putting forward their plan

had been to discredit the League ofNations and the ‘ capitalist ’ Powers

in the eyes of the ‘proletariat’.’^

On the afternoon of the 30th November the Preparatory Commis-
^ Monsieur Litvinov supplemented liis statement by a memorandum illustra-

ting the losses caused by the War of 1914-18 and the growth of armaments
since the War (the text is printed as an annex to the minutes of the Fourth
Session of the Commission in League of Nations Document C. 667. M. 225.

J927. ix).

2 The Manchester Guardian pointed out, however (see the issue of the 1st

December, 1927), that even if the Soviet Government were acting mainly
from ulterior motives, there was no reason to doubt the sincerity of their

desire for disarmament. The Soviet Governments plan of action was to

promote revolution, by means, not of armed force, biit of propaganda, and
since they professed constant alarm at the danger of attack from other
Powers, they would appear to have little to lose and much to gain from
general disarmament.
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r)4 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY Part I a

sion proceeded to constitute the Committee on Arbitration and

Security. Monsieur Litvinov announced that the Soviet Government

wished to be represented on the new committee only by an observer,

and the American delegate also notified the Commission that his

Government did not feel able to join in the discussions on security.

With these two exceptions, the membership of the Security Com-
mittee—the activities of which are recorded elsewhere in the present

volume^—was identical with that of the Preparatory Commission

itself. On the 1st and 2nd December, the delegates to the Preparatory

Commission met as members of the Committee on Arbitration and

Security, and on the 3rd December the fourth session of the Pre-

paratory Commission was brought to an end.

At the third and last meeting on the 3rd December the underlying

issue of priority as between security and disarmament came to the

front for a moment, when the Commission had to fix the date of its

next session. The Committee on Arbitration and Security had pro-

visionally settled on the 20th February, 1928, as the date of its next

meeting. Monsieur Litvinov proposed that the Preparatory Cbm-
mission should assemble on the 10th January, and he made this pro-

posal in the form of a resolution which declared that ‘the uninter-

rupted continuance of direct work on the question of disarmament

. , . can by no means be made dependent upon the work of the Com-
mittee on Arbitration and Security and its results Count Bemstorff

supported the proposal for an early meeting of the Commission,

though he dissociated himself from the actual terms of Monsieur

Litvinov’s resolution, on the ground that it was incompatible with

the Eighth Assembly’s resolution. The Swedish delegate also showed

some anxiety lest disarmament work should be suspended indefinitely

while the search for security was in progress. Monsieur Paul-Boncour

made an eloquent speech in defence of the opposite point of view

—

that the Preparatory Commission must await the results of the

Security Committee’s labours before it could make any progress itself.

It was finally decided that the Security Committee should assemble

on the 20th February and the Preparatory Commission on the 15th

March, 1928.^

The Fifth Session of the Preparatory Commission duly opened on

the 15th March and closed on the 24th March. Its members included,

for the first time, a Turkish delegate, Tevfik Rii^di Beg, and thus the

^ Section (iii) of this part.
* Monsieur Litvinov continued to protest against the i>o8tponenient, but

Count Bemstorff accepted it, after the President had assured him that the

delay did not necessarily mean that the Disarmament Conference would not
be able to meet before the end of 1928.
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Sect, ii THE PREPARATORY COMMISSION

three principal states which were not members of the League—the

United States, the U.S.S.R. and Turkey—were all represented.^

The (k)mmission disposed rapidly of the first item on its agenda

—

consideration of the work of the Committee on Arbitration and
Security—by adopting, with Monsieur Litvinov’s as the only dis-

sentient voice,- a resolution expressing satisfaction at the results

obtained and approval of the general spirit in which the committee

was carrying out its work.^ It then proceeded to discuss the Russian

proposals for universal complete disarmament by stages, which had
now been elaborated in the form of a draft convention of 63 articles.^

Monsieur Litvinov opened the debate by a long speech in support

of his Government’s proposals, at the conclusion of which he asked

that the other members of the Commission should state, before pro-

ceeding to a detailed examination of the draft convention, whether

they were or were not prepared to accept the principle of complete

general disarmament and ‘so to carry out the first stage of disarma-

ment as to make the conduct of war, if not an absolute impossibility,

of extreme difficulty in a year’s time Thereupon, nineteen delegates

rose one after the other and replied to Monsieur Litvinov’s questions

with a degree of unanimity which was not often attained at meetings

of the Preparatory Commission. The speeches varied from cautious

indications that certain points in the Russian draft might be worth

(jonsideration but that the scheme as a whole was too far-reaching to

be practicable, to direct attacks upon the motives which were believed

to have prompted the Soviet Government’s action. One of the most
outspoken of the delegates was Lord Cushendun (Great Britain) who
drew the conclusion that the main object of the proposals was to

wreck the League of Nations and remarked that the Soviet Govern-

ment’s own policy would be the greatest obstacle to the carrying out

^ There was a dificrenoe of opinion between the Russian and Polish dele-

gates as to which of them could claim credit for the suggestion that Turkey
should be invited to send a delegate.

^ Monsieur Litvinov objected to the regional treaties of security which the
committee had drafted as resembling too closely the old system of treaties of

alliance.
® It may be noted that thirteen out of the twenty-three delegates who

approved this resolution had also sat as members of the Security Committee.
Eight states sent different representatives to the second session of the Security
Committee and the fifth session of the Preparatory Commission, and three
states represented on the Preparatory Commission (the United States, the
U.S.S.R. and Turkey) were not members of the Security Committee. Turkey,
however, was invited to join the Security Committee and accepted the
invitation.

* The text is printed as an annex to the minutes of the fifth session of the
Preparatory Commission (League of Nations Document C, 1 65. M. 50. 1928. ix).

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



56 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY Part I A

of their scheme. The debate lasted through several meetings of the

Commission, and on the 22nd March Monsieur Litvinov rejdied to the

criticisms which had been made in a conciliatory speech, declaring

himseK ready to accept amendments in detail if only the Commission

would accept the principle of total disarmament. On the following

day, however, he announced that, since it was clear that the under-

lying 2
)iinciples of his original proposals were unacceptable, he would

withdraw them and substitute a plan (w^hich he had ready in his

pocket) 1 for the gradual reduction of armaments. This new plan

proposed to divide states into categories according to the magnitude

of their forces, and to reduce armaments, within a limited period, on

scales varying with the categories. Monsieur Litvinov desired that

the Commission should proceed at once to examine his new scheme,

but on this point also opinion was overwhelmingly against him. In

the resolution adopted (with the Russian and German delegates

abstaining) - at the closing meeting on the 24th March, the Commis-
sion noted ‘ that the immense majority of its members are of opinion

’

that the draft convention for immediate, complete and general dis-

armament submitted by the U.S.S.R. ‘cannot be accepted by the

Commission as a basis for its work, which work must be pursued along

the lines already mapi)ed out and reserved for consideration at its

next session the new draft convention submitted by the Russian

delegation—commending it, in the meantime, to the attention of

Governments.^

Apart from the Russian proposals, the main interest of the fifth

session of the Preparatory Commission centred round the question

of a second reading of the document, somewhat euphemistically

known as a draft convention for the limitation of armaments,^ which

had been the outcome of the Commission’s discussions in March and
April 1927. In this document the Commission, far from presenting a

single agreed text of a convention, ‘had marked the ix)ints on which

unanimity was obtained with or without reservations, placed side by

1 This plan was also drawn up in the form of a draft convention. The text

is printed as an annex to the minutes of the fifth session of the Preparatory
Commission.

2 For the reason for Count Berustorff’s opposition to the resolution see

p. 58 below.
3 The Commission also reserved for consideration and commended to the

attention of Governments a proposal, submitted by the German delegate at

the beginning of the session, for elaborating methods of obtaining information
regarding armaments in accordance with Article 8 of the Covenant.

* The text is printed as an annex to the minutes of the third session of the
Preparatory Commission (League of Nations Document C. 310. M. 109.

1927. ix).
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side the texts on which agreement had not yet been established, and

noted the statements and proposals on which unanimity was not

roacljed but which the delegates who made them expressly wished to

keep until the second reading.’ ^ It was therefore less a draft agree-

ment than a record of different points of view, and it was clear that

to proceed with a second reading would merely be to reopen the con-

troversy on such matters as the inclusion of trained reserves in cal-

culations of military forces and the method of reckoning tonnage for

the j)ur])ose of limiting naval armaments, unless some means had
been found, in the interval, of bridging the gulf between the conflict-

ing opinions held, esj)ecially by France and Great Britain, on these

and other points.

In bringing the third session of the Commission to an end on the

2Gth April, 1927, the President, Jonkheer Loudon, had referred to the

necessity for 'negotiations and exchange of views between the various

Foreign Offices ’ in prej)aration for a fresh attempt to di-aw up a single

text of a convention. During a meeting of the Third Committee of

the Eighth Assembly in the following September he had again

suggested that further progress would be impossible 'until an ex-

change of views between those Governments whose opinions were the

most strongly opposed pointed to an agreement or a compromise’.

In oix'ning the fifth session on the 15th March, 1928, Jonkheer

Loudon complained that he did not know whether the Governments
concemed had responded to liis appeals to settle their differences out

of court, and he asked for information on this point. The second

reading of the draft convention could have been taken at this session

in connexion with the consideration of the Commission’s work which

apj)eared as the third item on the agenda, but Jonkheer Loudon made
it clear that he did not intend the draft convention to be discussed

unless the private conversations which he had recommended had
taken place and had produced satisfactory results. The German
delegate. Count Bemstorff, however, followed his usual policy of

pressing on every possible occasion for some definite step in advance,

and he insisted that the Commission was under an obligation to give

the draft convention a second reading at once, regardless of etny

private negotiations which might be in progress. In his view, the

differences which had prevented the Commission from agreeing were

mainly political, and it should be the function of the Disarmament
Conference, not of the Preparatory Commission, to find a solution for

them. Count Bemstorff’s move led the French representative, Count
Clauzel (who was replacing Monsieur Paul-Boncour at this session),

1 Statement by Jonkheer Loudon at the closing meeting of the third session.
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to respond to the invitation extended by Jonkheer Loudon at the

opening meeting. On the 22nd March, Count Clauzel recommended
the postponement of the second reading of the draft convention and

supported his argument by a reference to certain ‘useful conversa-

tions’ on ‘delicate questions’ which had been proceeding between

technical experts and which (he hoj)ed) would soon lead to ‘appreci-

able results \ The fact that such conversations were in progress was

confirmed by Lord Cushendim on the following day.^

("ount Bemstorff continued to urge that the Commission should

not yet again ‘pass a resolution to do nothing and go home’, and he

I)roposed that the Commission should recommend the Council to

convene the Disarmament (Conference before the next session of the

League Assembly. The majority of the members of the Commission,

however, were clearly anxious to avoid discussing any draft conven-

tions, whether their own or the Russian, at this session, nor were they

disposed to commit themselves to a definite programme for the

future. By the resolution finally adopted, by a majority vote, on the

24th March, the Commission decided ‘to leave its President free to

fix, according to circumstances, the date at which it would be practi-

cally useful to convene a new session of the Commission in order to

proceed to the second reading of the draft Convention on the Reduc-

tion and Limitation of Armaments'. As a concession to the German
point of view, a sentence was added expressing ‘the hope that the

new session should begin at the earliest suitable date, if possible

l)efore the next session of the Assembly'.

The hope thus expressed was not fulfilled, and the fifth session of

the Preparatory Commission was the last before the Ninth Asseml)ly

of the League of Nations opened on the 3rd September, 1928. In the

interval, however, the general situation had changed, as the result of

certain important events which are recorded elsewhere in the present

volume. The ‘Kellogg Pact’, providing for the renunciation of war

as an instrument of national policy, had been signed in Paris on the

27th August; and the German Foreign Minister, Herr Stresemann,

had used the opportunity aflForded by the ceremony of signature to

raise the question of the evacuation of the Rhineland—a question

which, in certain French minds at all events, was intimately bound
up with security and therefore with disarmament. Moreover, the

^ The progress and outcome of these conversations are dealt with separately
below in sub-section (ft). Neither Count Clauzel nor Lord Cushendun made it

clear on this occasion that the negotiations in progress were purely Anglo-
French, but rather implied that the conversations were general. It was the
Italian delegation’s denial of all knowledge of such private negotiations which
elicited Lord Cushendun’s confirmatory statement.
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conversations to which Count Clauzel had referred at the meeting of

the Preparatory Commission on the 22nd March, 1928, had resulted

in an ‘Anglo-French compromise’ on certain naval questions; and

although the terms of this compromise had not yet been published

officially, its possible implications were beginning to cause widespread

concern.

The influence of these developments on the general international

situation was reflected in the debates which took place in the plenary

sessions of the Ninth Assembly and in the meetings of the Third

Committee. The speech of Herr Muller, the head of the German
delegation, in the Assembly on the 7th September, on the theme of

Germany’s right to expect general disarmament, and the reply of

Monsieur Briand on the 10th SeiJtember, will be dealt with in a

subsequent volume.^ Monsieur Briand took the Assembly by surprise

by departing from his usual conciliatory tone towards Germany, but

Monsieur Paul-Boncour, when the question of fixing a date for the

Disarmament (inference came up for discussion in the Third Com-
mittee, showed himself readier than usual to meet German views.

Count Bemstorff proposed that the date of the Conference should be

fixed definitely for some time in 1929. Monsieur Paul-Boncour was

now prepared to admit that pi^esent conditions of security were such

as to allow of a first step towards disarmament, ^ and he expressed the

hope that it might be possible to convene the Disarmament Con-

ference during 1929 ;
but he differed from Count Bemstorff in still

thinking it essential for the difficulties which had hampered the

Commission’s work to be settled before the Disarmament Conference

assembled. He therefore proposed that an appeal should be made to

Governments to seek agreed solutions which would enable the work
of the Preparatory Commission to be resumed and brought to a satis-

factory conclusion. The opposition to the German proposal for fixing

the date of the next meeting of the Preparatory Commission and of

the Disarmament Conference was led on this occasion, not by
Monsieur Paul-Boncour, but by Lord Cushendun.^ After a long and

^ The most important passages from these speeches are reprinted in the
volume of documents supplementary to the present volume.

2 In addition to the signature of the ‘Kellogg Pact’ the Committee on
Arbitration and Security had been continuing its labours and had produced
certain pra(*.tical results which were before the Assembly for consideration
(see Section (iii) below).

® See the present volume p. 80 below for Lord Cushendun’s attitude to a
proposal made by Jonkheer Loudon that he, as Chairman of the Preparatory
Commission, should invite representatives of the principal naval Powers to

confer with him in order to find a basis on which the Preparatory Commission
might continue its labours.
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confused debate, the Third Committee finally agreed to submit to the

Assembly a resolution which made the date of the Commission’s next

meeting dependent on the outcome of negotiations between the

Powers, but contemplated that the meeting should take place not

later than the beginning of 1929. Count Bernstorff opposed this

resolution on the ground that it left the door open for further delays,

and he was supported by the representative of another compulsorily

disarmed state, Hungaiy. The German and Hungarian delegates

abstained from voting on the resolution in the plenary session of the

Assembly, on the 22nd Sej)tember, and explained their reasons for

abstention. With these two exceptions, the states re])resented in the

Assembly accepted the resolution in the following form

:

Whereas a close connection exists between international security and
tlie reduction and limitation of armaments

;

And whereas the present conditions of security set up by the Covenant
of the League of Nations, by the Treaties of Peace, and in particular by
the reductions in the armaments of certain countries under these

Treaties, and also by the Locarno Agreements, would allow’' of the con-

clusion at the i^rcsent time of a first General Convention for the Reduc-
tion and Limitation of Armaments

;

And w^hereas those Governments which consider that their security is

not sufficiently assured are now, thanks to the w^ork of the Committee on
Arbitration and Security, in possession of fresh means for strengthening

their security, of which it is to be hoped that they w^ll make use at need,

by having recourse to the good offices of the Council

;

And whereas the Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of

Armaments will increase international security

;

And whereas it is desirable that the work of the Preparatory Commis-
sion for the Disarmament Conference and of the Committee on Arbitra-

tion and Security shall be pursued so that, by further steps, armaments
may be progressively reduced as the increase of security allow^s

;

The Assembly

:

Urges the necessity of accomplishing the first step towards the reduc-

tion and limitation of armaments with as little delay as possible

;

Notes with satisfaction the efforts of certain Governments to prepare

the ground for the future work of the Preparatory Commission

;

Earnestly hopes that Governments among which differences of opinion

still subsist as to the conditions for the reduction and limitation of

armaments will seek, without delay, in the most liberal spirit of concilia-

tion and international solidarity, agreed solutions which will enable the

work of the Preparatory Commission to be brought to a successful issue

;

Proposes to the Council that the President of the Preparatory Com-
mission be instructed to keep in contact with the Governments concerned
so that ho may be apprised of the progress of their negotiations and may
be able to convene the Commission at the end of the present year, or,

in any case, at the beginning of 1929.
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(b) The Anglo-Fbench Compbomise on the Limitation

OF Abmaments^

The compromise on the limitation of armaments which was agreed

upon between the French and the British Governments in the summer
of 19282 originated in an attempt to find a way out of a deadlock in

the proceedings of the League of Nations Preparatory Commission
for the Disarmament Conference. This deadlock had occurred during

the third session of the Preparatory Commission (21st March-26th
April, 1927); 2 and in his closing speech the President, Jonkheer

Loudon (Netherlands), had suggested that the next step should be
‘negotiations and exchange of views between the various Foreign

Offices’ with a view to ‘drawing up, at the second reading, a single

text of a draft disarmament convention In making this suggestion,

Jonkheer Loudon seems to have been expressing the general sense

of the Commission; for on the 23rd March, 1928, during the fifth

session, Mr. Gibson, the representative of the United States, re-

minded his colleagues that, ‘at the conclusion of the first reading,

there were so many points of disagreement that we felt that nothing

further could be accomplished in public meetings until after an effort

had been made by direct negotiation between the various Govern-

ments and between groups of Govemments to find a way, through
mutual concession, to eliminate existing divergences.’ The un-

successful Three-Power Naval Conference which sat at Geneva from
the 20th June to the 4th August, 1*927,^ was in effect, if not in form,

an attempt to move forward on these lines. Another attempt was
^ This compromise—wliich was embodied in a British note of the 28th June,

1928, a French note of the 20th July, 1928, and a British note of the 28th July,
1928—came to be known as ‘the Anglo-French naval compromise’; but this

popular description of it was inadequate, since the compromise covered the
important question of trained reserves in land armies as well as certain naval
questions. It should b(j noted that the terms of the compromise were not to
come into force, as between France and Great Britain, in virtue of the com-
promise itself, but were to be submitted, by the two parties, to the League of

Nations Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference—and this

only in the event of their having received the previous approbation of the
United States, Japan and Italy.

2 The principal documents will be found in the British Parliamentary
Paper Cmd. 3211 of 1928 and in the French Blue Book ‘Limitation des Arma-
ments Navals’ of 1928. The texts of certain documents and speeches are also
reprinted in the volume of documents supplementary to the present volume.

® For the work of the Preparatory Commission down to and including the
third session, see the Survey for 1927, Part I, Section (ii); for its subsequent
work down to the end of the fifth session (15th March-24th March, 1928) see
the present volume. Section (ii) (o) of this part.

* See p. 67 above and Cmd, 3211 of 1928, p. 16.
® For the history of the Geneva Naval Conference of 1927, see the Survey for

1927, Part I, Section (iv).
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62 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY Part I A

made—likewise without success—^in the Anglo-French negotiations

which resulted in the compromise of June and July 1928. These

Anglo-French negotiations were in origin a direct response to Jonk-

heer Loudon’s appeal, since the immediate cause of the deadlock on

the Preparatory Commission had been a failure to reconcile the

British and French theses on two questions of capital importance : first

whether trained revserves as well as peace strengths were to be taken

into account in reckoning the strengths of land armies
;
and, second,

whether naval strengths were to be reckoned by total tonnage or by
categories of vessels. ^ In the event, the French and British (Govern-

ments succeeded in working out a compromise which bridged the

gulf by which their representatives at the third session of the Pre-

paratory Commission had found themselves divided; but this

achievement, so far from facilitating progress towards the limitation

of armaments, resulted in a serious set-back to the cause; for the

terms of the compromise, when they were divulged, proved un-

acceptable not only to the Governments of two out of the three re-

maining naval Powers, that is, the United States and Italy, but also

to public opinion in these two countries as well as in Germany and
in Gi’eat Britain. This disapproval, which rendered the compromise

abortive, was to be explained partly by the assumptions of principle

which underlay the Anglo-French negotiations, and partly by the

circumstances in which the Three-Power Naval Conference between

Great Britain, the United States and Japan broke down in the

interval between the close of the third session of the Preparatory

Commission on the 26th April, 1927, and the achievement of the

Anglo-French compromise in June and July 1928.

The underlying assumptions in the minds of French and British

negotiators were set forth in retro8i)ect, during a debate in the House
of Lords at Westminster on the 29th March, 1928, by Lord Cecil, who,

at the third session of the Preparatory Commission, had been the

British representative.

Broadly speaking, the view I take—I may have been entirely wrong

—

and the view I took at the time was that in matters of the Army it was
necessarily the big military nations that were principally concerned.

In matters of the Navy it was necessarily the big naval and maritime
nations that were principally concerned. And, whereas I thought it was
reasonable that we should do our best to meet the views of the big

military nations on military matters, I thought they also ought to do
their best to meet our views on the naval questions. That was the broad
line which seemed to me to be a reasonable line to take.

^ For the history of the Anglo-French controversies over these two points on
the Preparatory Commission, see the Survey for 1927^ Part I, Section (ii).
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It was undoubtedly true that, in the attempt to secure agreed

limitation of armaments on land, the great military Powers were the

parties whose concurrence was indispensable, and, similarly, the

great naval Powers when it was a question of securing agreed limita-

tion of armaments on sea. Their concurrence was more important

than that of lesser Powers because they were able, far more effec-

tively than lesser Powers, to obstruct the general progress towards

limitation of armaments along any lines that did not hapi)en to

commend themselves to their statesmen or their exjxji-ts
;
but this

undoubted fact that the big naval and military Powers were the chief

potential obstructors of the limitation of armaments was not tanta-

mount to the proposition that they ‘were principally concerned On
the contrary, it might be argued that the countries principally con-

cerned in the limitation of land armaments were countries like

Germany, Austria, Hungary and Bulgaria which, after their forcible

disarmament in the Peace Settlement of 1919-20, found themselves

living virtually defenceless in the midst of heavily armed neighbours

;

and that those principally concerned in the limitation of naval

armaments were countries like (‘hina, who at that time was unable

to prevent foreign warships from proceeding, at will, many hundred

miles up her chief navigable river. With still greater force, it might

be argued that the limitation of armaments was the concern of all

states equally, since all alike would suffer from the calamity of

another war, though by force rtmjeure it lay in the hands of the big

naval and military Powers to determine whether and on what terms

the limitation of armaments should be achieved. The assumption,

however, that ability to obstruct a movement was the true measure

of concern in that movement seems to have been implicit in these

Anglo-French negotiations from the outset and to have been largely

responsible for leading them to an outcome which other parties were

unwilling to accept. For, on this assumption, the satisfaction of the

military and naval Great Powers’ desires became an end in itself

instead of a mere means of removing an obstacle in the way of the

general limitation of armaments ; and Jonkheer Loudon’s suggestion

became (no doubt contrary to the intention of its author) an invita-

tion to pairs or groups of Great Powers to strike mutually satisfactory

bargains with one another which might open the way to a general

limitation of armaments on the basis of an actual increase, instead

of a reduction, in the general level. In other words, in these Anglo-

French negotiations the ultimate purpose of an international limita-

tion of armaments seems to have been obscured and even stultified by
a misconception regarding certain of the means

;
and it was a sense
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64 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY Part I A

of this miscaiTiage that caused the Anglo-French compromise, when
its terms became known, to be so ill-received by public opinion.

Nevertheless, public opinion might have been overridden, as had

sometimes happened before, and the compromise might have been

brought into effect, if the desires of all the Governments of all the mili-

tary and naval Great Powers had been satisfied by it. In fact, however,

it was a compromise between onlj^ two out of the five Powers which

‘were principally concerned ', even on the assumption above men-

tioned
;
and while one of the other three was apparently indifferent,

the two remaining Powers, namely the United States and Italy, were

decidedly opposed to the terms of this Anglo-French provisional

agreement.

During the fifteen months which had elapsed between Jonkheer

Loudon’s suggestion of the 26th April, 1927, and the comy)leti()ii of

the Anglo-French compromise in July 1928, the Three-Power Maval

Conference of the 20th June~4th August, 1927, had tried and faik^d

to reconcile the respective desires of Great Britain, Japan and the

United States
;
and, on one of the princij)al points on which an Anglo-

American compromise had proved impossible in 1927—namely, the

classification of cruisers for purposes of limitation—the Anglo-French

compromise of 1928 substantially reproduced the British deside-

ratum. As the United States Government expressed it in a note of

the 28th September, 1928, in which they informed the British

Government that they found the Anglo-French compromise un-

acceptable, ‘this same [British] proposal is now presented in a new
and even more objectionable form. . . . This proposal is obviously

incompatible with the American position at the Three-Power (Con-

ference. It is even more imacceptable than the proposal put forw^ard

by the British delegation at that Conference.’ The British Acting

Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, Lord Cushendun, did indeed

attempt in retrospect to demonstrate that ‘the proposal in the [Anglo-

French] compromise was not exactly what the United States had

rejected ’
;
^ but it required an expert as well as a benevolent eye to

distinguish between these fine shades; and public opinion in the

United States was impressed by the broad fact that a British de-

sideratum which had been emphatically rejected by the United

States reai)peared within less than a year, substantially unchanged,

as one of the terms of an understanding between Great Britain and
Prance. On the British Government’s part it might be pointed out

1 See his speech in the House of Lords at Westminster on the 7th November,
1928. Compare Mr. Bridgeman’s speech in the House of Commons on the 13th
November, 1928.
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that the Anglo-French compromise was the outcome of events which

were anterior not only to the breakdown of the Three-Power Naval
Conference, but to its inception ;

that no secret had been made of the

fact that the Anglo-French negotiations out of which the compromise
eventually arose were taking place; and that, as soon as the com-
promise had been completed, the terms of it had been communicated
to the American, Italian and Ja})anese Governments. Notwith-

standing these considerations, the substantial identity of one of the

te^rms of the Anglo-French compromise of 1928 with one of the

British proposals which had been rejected by the American dele-

gation at Geneva in 1927 produced an impj*ession in the United States

that the British Government, having failed single-handed, and in

direct negotiations, to induce the United States Government to fall

in with their desires on this particular matter, had returned to the

charge and attem])ted to secure their object in a roundabout way by
enlisting, for a consideration, the support of the French Government
and then confronting the United States Government with the fait

accompli of an Anglo-French understanding. This feeling that the

British Government had sought in some sense to obtain from the

United States Government by diplomatic pressure a concession which
they had previously failed to obtain by direct and free negotiation

was sufficient to condemn the Anglo-French compromise in American
eyes; and this American condemnation doomed it to sterility.

It remains to trace the process through which the Anglo-French
compromise took shape, and to record the history of its subsequent

rejection.

How soon after Jonkheer Loudon’s suggestion of the 26th April,

1927, the Anglo-French negotiations began was not clear at the time

of writing (March 1929). It was not clear, for examjde, whether any
Anglo-French exchanges of views at all had taken place between
April 1927 and the breakdown of the Three-Power Naval Conference

at Geneva on the 4th August, 1927. The earliest exchange of views

of which there was public knowledge was a conversation between the

Chief of the French Naval Staff and the naval expert on the British

delegation at the fourth session of the Preparatory Commission,
which was held at Geneva from the 30th November to the 3rd

December, 1927.^ The next publicly recorded stej) was a discussion

into which Sir Austen Chamberlain, at Lord Cushendun’s suggestion,

^ This conversation is mentioned in a despatch of the 31st December, 1927,
from Monsieur Briand to the French Ambassador at Washington, which is

printed in the French Blue Book, pp. 33-5. The fourth session of the Prepara-
tory Commission is dealt with in the present volume. Section (ii) (a) of this part.

F
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entered with Monsieur Briand on the 9th March, 1928, with reference

to the fifth session of the Pre})aratory Commission, which was due to

begin on the lotli.^ By this time the question whether cruisers should

be treated, for purposes of limitation, as a single category of vessel,

or should be divided into two sub-categories, had already arisen,

between Great Britain and the United States, in an acute form, had
been the principal single factor in the breakdown of the Geneva
Conference, and had presumably thereafter continued to be one of the

chief preoccupations of the British Admiralty. This preoccupation

was manifest in the following proposals, drawn u}) by the Admiralty,

which were communicated, on the 9th March, 1928, by Sir Austen
Chamberlain to Monsieiir Briand

:

Limitation to be efteeted by elassc's as follows

:

1. Capital ships.

2. Aircraft carriers.

3. Cruisers betvAeen 10,(X)0 and 7,000 tons.

4. Surface vessels under 7,000 tons.

5. Submarines.
6. Small vessels (‘xempt from limitation.

States would be allowed to transfer tonnage from a higher into a Jowtn*

category in all classes, excluding 1 and 2, subject to there being a limit

to the proportion of total tonnage wdiieh might be utilised for submarines.
States with a total tonnage, including class 6, not exceeding 80,000

tons to be subject to no classification.*^

In these proposals, the standpoint of the British delegation at the

third session of the Preparatory (kunmission was certainly modified

in the direction of the French suggestions of the 6th April, 1927

;

but an equally conspicuous feature was the reapi)earance, substan-

tially wdthout modification, of that British proposal for the division

of cruisers into two sub -categories which had meanwhile proved

unacceptable to the American delegation at the Three-Power Naval

Conference of the 20th June-4th August, 1927. The other note-

worthy feature in Sir Austen Chamberlain’s representations to

Monsieur Briand on this occasion, as summarized in the British

official record, was the form of his proposals; for already, at this

tentative stage, these proj)osals were cast in the form of a bargain

between the tw'o Powers concerned.

Public opinion realised that concessions were necessary from all

parties for a general settlement to be reached, and if he could point to

1 British official record of this conversation in Cmd, 3211 of 1928, p. 17.
2 Text in Cmd. 321 1 of 1928, p. 17, foot-note; French translation in French

Blue Book, p. 36.

® For this French ‘compromise’ or ‘proposition transactionnelle ’ of the
6th April, 1927, see the Survey for 1927, pp. 15-16.
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a concession by the French in naval matters it would probably acquiesce

in his yielding a point on the military side. On the other hand, we could
not abandon the British standpoint on the question of army reserves

unless we could justify this concession by pointing to a similar conces-

sion made to us in the naval sphere.^

‘ Monsieur Briand asked for a j^ersonal copy of the revised

Admiralty proposals . . . and said that he would put them before the

French naval authorities ’
;
^ and in fact, during the fifth session of

the Preparatory Commission, which lasted from the 15th to the 24th

March, 1928,*^ these British naval proposals, in the setting of an
Anglo-French naval and military bargain, were the subject of in-

formal exchanges of views between the French and British naval

and military experts.

In the o])ening s])eech which he delivered on the 15th March, the

President of the Preparatory Commission, Jonkheer Loudon, re-

newed his former appeal in the following words

:

In regard to the tliird point on our agenda—the progress of the ^^^OT‘k

of the Preparatory Commission—I have no fresh information to give

you. 1 deeply regret that it should be so, for I w^ould have wished to
be able to say that we are in a position to continue our work effectively.

I am faced with this difficulty, that I do not know whether the Govern-
ments—which 1 fervently appealed to more than once at our previous
meetings to seek to reconcile their different standpoints in regard to

certain questions of jnimary importance to oiir draft Convention—have
been engaged in conversations, or what may have been the result of such
conversations. I shall be grateful if the representatives of those (-Jovern-

ments are able to give us some information on the matter.

The exchanges of view^s betw’ecn the experts which actually took place

during this session were described by the British delegate, Lord
Cushendun, a few^ days after the end of the session, in the following

terms

:

What did happen, not with ourselves alone but with other nationali-

ties, w^as that the technical experts met, some of them in Paris, some
at Geneva and some, 1 believe, actually between those two places in

the train. These representatives, as my noble friend knows, are always
meeting out at Geneva in a social w^ay. They meet at the luncheon table

and the dinner table and on the golf course, and there is constant
conversation and talk going on botw^een them. To use a very ordinary
expression, they are always talking ‘shop’. ‘Shop’, to them, consists

in the various points of agreement or disagreement that have arisen at

the various Conferences they have attended, and in that sense the

conversations which took place, I am told, although I have had nothing
to do with them myself, at Paris and in the drawing-rooms elsewhere,

^ Extract from the official record in Gmd, 3211 of 1928, p. 17.
* Op. cit., loc. cit.

® For this session see the present volume, Section (ii) (a) of this part.
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were with a view to a better iiuderstandiiig of the particular points on
which, as my noble friend knows very well, there has up to now been

an unfortunate disagreement with regard to disarmament.

I do not want my noble friend to take the idea . . . that it was mainly,

or entirely, with ourselves that this conversation took place, or that it

was on matters dealing only with the Navy. I think quite as important
a point, and one which was quite as much discussed, had nothing to

do v\'ith the Navy at all, but was as to a reduction of land forces, a ])oint

with which my noble friend is very familiar.^

At a meeting of the Commission on the 22nd March, a public* refer-

ence to these discussions between the experts was made by the

French delegate, CV:>unt (.'lauzel:

While we have been holding these very interesting political discus-

sions, the technical experts of most of our delegations have had a certain

amount of leisure which they have turned to good account. Tliey have
enterc^l into or continued useful conversations dealing with the trcfit-

mf*nt of some of these delicate questions to which I have alluded and for

which only partial solutions had been found; we Jiope that some* final

settlement w ill be readied as speedily as possible*. One of the conditions

of such settlement and one of the main conditions of success is an
exchange of vienvs not only between technical cxyierts but between
Governments. T am glad to say that we are far advanced along this

path and that there is no occasion to anticipate any vc^ry long delay

before wc arrive at appreciable results.

CVmnt ClauzePs announcement was ])ublic]y confirmed by Lord
Cushendun next day, with the reservation that any conversations

that might be going on in which Great Britain was concerned were

not in his hands ])ersonally
,
and that therefore he was not in a position

to give any definite information, and in fact did not possess any very

definite information, as to the yjrecise stage w hich these (;onversati(ins

had reached.

These conversations between experts in March 1928 did not result

in an unqualified acceptance by the French experts of the British

Admiralty ju*oposals which Sir Austen Chamberlain had communi-
cated to Monsieur Briand; but early in June 1928 the French naval

expert. Commandant Deleuze, acting on his own initiative- in

conversation with Vice-Admiral Kelly at Geneva, made a suggestion

out of which a formula acceptable to both parties emerged.

The suggestion [was] that the only surface vessels subject to limita-

tion should be those mounting a gun of greater calibre than 6-inch. This

^ Statement by Lord Cushendun in the House of Lords at Westminster on
the 29th March, 1928, in reply to Lord Cecil.

® The fact that Commandant Deleuze acted on his own initiative is explicitly

stated in (Jmd. 3211 of 1928, p. 21, foot-note, as well as in the French Blue Book,
p. 45, foot-note.
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would produce a classification for the Preparatory Commission on Dis-

armament as follows

:

(a) Capital ships.

(b) Aircraft carriers.

(c) Surface vessels of 10,000 tons and under mounting a gun above
0-inch.

(d) Submarines.^

With the approval of the two Governments, this suggestion seems

to have hoen examined in a meeting at Paris between a representative

of the British Admiralty and the Chief of the French Naval Staff,

Vice-Admiral V^iolette, to their mutual satisfaction
;
^ and this under-

standing between the two Admiralties provided the basis for a pro-

visional agreement between the two Governments which was em-
bodied in three documents: a British note of the 28th June, 1928; a

French note of the 20th July and a British note of the 28th July.

The elements of the compromise embodied in these notes were as

follows

:

First, the two Governments agreed provisionally, as between
themselves, upon the following formula for the limitation of naval

armaments

:

Limitations which the Disarmament Conference will have to deter-

mine will d(^al with four classes of warships:

(1) Capital ships, i.e. ships of over 10,000 tons or with guns of more
than 8-inch calibre.

(2) Aircraft carriers of over 10,000 tons.

(3) Surface vessels of or below 10,000 tons armed with guns of more
than 6-inch and up to 8-inch calibre.

(4) Ocean-going submarines, i. e. over 600 tons.

The Washington Treaty regulates limitations in classes (1) and (2),

and the Disarmament Conference will only have to consider the method
of extending these limitations to Pow^ers non-signatory to this treaty.

As regards classes (3) and (4), the final Disarmament Conference vill

fix a maximum tonnage applicable to all Powers which no Power will

be allowed to exceed for the total of vessels in each of these respective

1 Instructions of the 26th June, 1928, from Sir Austen Chamberlain to the
British Ambassador in Paris (printed in Cmd, 3211 of 1928, pp. 20-1).

2 See a statement by the Frem^h Minister of Marine, Monsieur Leygues, as

reported in The Times of the 1st September, 1928. It is not clear whether the
meeting referred to in this statement was identical with the meeting between
Vice-Admiral Kelly and Vice-Admiral Violette referred to in Monsieur Briand’s
note of the 20th July, 1928 ; nor, again, is it clear from this note whether the
meeting to which it refers took place before or after the presentation of the
British note of the 28th June, 1928.

® This note seems to have been based on instructions given by the Conseil

Superieur de la Defense Nationale at a meeting held on the 13th July, 1928.

(Communique from the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs, published in Le
Temps, 2nd August, 1928).
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categories during the period covered by the convention. Within this

maximum limit each Power Mill at the final conference indicate for each

of these categories the tonnage they propose to reach and which they
undertake not to exceed during the period covered by the convention.^

Secondly, the two Governments agreed, on Monsieur Briand’s

suggestion, that the text of this formula should be communicated to

the Governments of the other three naval Great Powers: the Ihiited

States, Japan and Italy.

Thirdly, the British Government, on their own initiative, declared

that the adoption of Commandant Deleuze’s formula, which they

acknow ledged to be a concession to their views on naval classification,

w ould enable them to meet the French Government by withdrawing

their opposition to the French standpoint in regard to arnn -ti ained

reserves.

The last paragraph of the French note of the 20th July, 1928,

amounted to a suggestion for including a fourth point in the com-

promise ; for, after declaring his conviction that the concerted action

of France and Great Britain W'Ould enable the tw'o Governments to

obtain, for the Anglo-French formula of naval limitation, the

approval of ‘the naval Powders concerned Monsieur Briand declared

that

Whakwer the result, and even should this ho})e prove illusory, the
tW'O Governmt'iits would, none the less, be under the urgent obligation

to concert either to ensure success by other means or to adopt a common
policy so as to deal with the difficulties which would inevitaldy arise

from a check to the work of the Preparatory Commission.

In regard to this paragraph in Monsieur Briand \s note, Lord Cushen-

dun stated in the House of Lords at Westminster on the 7th Novem-
ber, 1928, that it had been deliberately left unanswered by the

British Government, for the reason that ‘it might appear to suggest

something in the nature of a closer political alliance, a formal political

alliance, rather than a mere attitude of friendliness or entente which

existed between the two countries '. On this occasion, Lord Oushen-

dun added that ‘His Majesty’s Government thought that their

silence would be perfectly understood in that matter and he did not

doubt that it had been understood’.

On the 30th July, 1928, Sir Austen Chamberlain announced in the

1 It should be noted that the formula, in this defiuitivc form, embodied two
supplementary proposals which were put forward by the French Government
in their note of the 20th July, 1928, and were accepted by the British Govern-
ment ill their note of the 28th July, 1928^ ‘namely, that an equal maximum
tonnage for submarines and cruisers should be fixed for the great naval Powers,
and that submarines should be divided into two classes, the smaller class being
exempt from all limitation.’
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House of Commons at Westminster that conversations with the

French, with a view to reducing the difference of view that had

emerged in the Preparatory Commission, had been successful
; that

he was about to communicate the compromise to the other principal

naval Powers
;
and that, until that had been done, he did not like to

say more about the proposals which the compromise embodied. The
text of the Anglo-French naval formula, but not the fact of the

contingent British acquiescence in the French standpoint regarding

army-trained reserves, was duly communicated to the American,

Japanese and Italian Governments in an identical telegram of the

30th July, 1928, from the Foreign Office in Whitehall.^ The same
ground was covered in instructions sent from the Quai d’Orsay to the

French Embassies in Washington, Tokio and Rome.^ Pending the

receipt of official replies from these three quarters the terms of the

compromise were withheld from publication, so that the bare fact

of its existence was the only thing about it that was ]>iiblic know-

ledge. Public opinion, however, not only in the United States and
Italy, but also in (Germany and Great Britain, was immediately

thrown into a state of alarm by the ‘far-reaching importance ' ^ which

was promptly attributed to the compromise in the French Press
;
and

the British Government found themselves quickly driven to make
public apologies for a transaction of which the terms were still an
official secret.

The alarm was sounded first in Germany. On the 4th August,

1928, the British Ambassador in Berlin telegraphed^ to Sir Austen

Chamberlain that the (German Government feared that the Franco-

British naval compromise might ‘imply some concession on the part

of His Majesty’s Government in regard to the question of the limita-

tion of land forces’; and he asked whether he might assure the German
Government that there was nothing in the compromise inconsistent

with the Locarno 'IVeaties. In authorizing Sir Horace Rumbold to

give the proposed assurance. Sir Austen Chamberlain stated that

‘the text of the compromise itself’ referred ‘exclusively to naval

limitation ’
; but he admitted the existence of ‘ an understanding with

the French Government, made before the text of the compromise was

1 Text ill Cmd, 3211 of 1928, pp. 27-8.
2 French Blue Book, Nos. 26-30 inclusive.
® Phrase used hy the British Ambassador in Berlin in a telegram of the 4th

August, 1928, to Sir Austen Chamberlain (text in Cmd. 3211 of 1928, p. 29).

In the House of Lords at Westminster on the 7th November, 1928, Lord
Cushendun declared, in retrospect, that, ‘so far as he could trace it, the mis-
chief began with perfectly unauthenticated statements made in ciut-ain

French newspapers in August.’
* Text of telegram in Cmd. 3211 of 1928, p. 29.
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72 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY Part I A

actually drawn up ’
;
and he communicated its terms, while hastening

to add that ‘no other engagement’ had ‘been assumed by either of

the two Governments In the same telegram. Sir Austen Chamber-

lain mentioned that this information had already been communicated

to the ITnited States chnrge d'affaires in London ; and five days later,

on the 10th August, Lord (^ushendun followed this communication

u]) in a long explanatory telegram - to the British Embassy at

Washington, emphasizing ‘the fact that this Anglo-French agree-

ment’ was ‘not a treaty or even a final binding agreement in regard

to naval disarmament ’, and representing that a view expressed in the

American press—to the effect ‘that this naval agreement with the

French represents a bargain, one part of which is that His Majesty’s

Government agree to support the contention of the French

Government in the matter of trained reserves’—was founded on

a misapprehension. These prote^stations were repeated by Lord

Cushendun on the 3()th August, 1928, during a session of the League

of Nations Council at (leneva. Meanw^hile, it had been assumed with

some displeasure in the Italian press and with some gratification in

the French press, but with equal conviction in both quarters, that

an avowed Anglo-French agreement on naval limitation im])lied

a tacit Anglo-French agreement for naval cooperation;^ and this

point was also taken up by Lord Cushendun in his apologia to his

colleagues on the Council.

Speculations as to secret clauses and so forth have no foundation

whatever. I see it suggested, for instance, that we were going to arrange

for pooling our navy with the French. There is absolutely nothing in

any such suggestion nor is there anything at all in the shape of an agreed

policy between ourselves and the French. It is not a question of polic^y.

That has never been discussed. There are no secret clauses nor any
arrangement as to an alliance or co-operation of navies. All that is

absolutely beside the mark : nothing of the sort has ever been suggested.

From the British point of view, the reception given to the Anglo-

French compromise—or rather to what was known or conjectured

about the terms of the compromise—by French and Italian public

opinion was chiefly important in consideration of its influence upon

public opinion in the United States, where it was adding fuel to

^ Text of 8ir Austen Chamberlain’s telegram of the 5th August, 1928, in

op. cii., pag. cit. ^ Text in op. cit., pp. 30~2.
® See, for example, The Manchester Guardian, 3rd August, 1928, for an

extract from the Giornale d'Jtalia in which the Anglo-French ‘naval com-
promise ’ was compared with the Anglo-French naval understanding vis-d-vis

Germany before the War of 1914-18. See, again. The ManchesUr Guardian,
10th August, 1928, for a resumi of an article in Les Debats bya French authority
on naval affairs, Monsieur K. la Bruy^re.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s
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flames that were already burning fiercely. In the United States, a

strong and widespread hostility towards the Anglo-French com-

promise had rapidly declared itself, and this on several groimds.

In the first place it was suspected—though of course this was not

ascertained beyond doubt until the texts of the principal documents

became public—that the compromise involved the adherence of

France (in return for value received in other coin) to the British

desideratum regarding the division of cruisers into two sub-cate-

gories which had been rejected b}^ the United States delegation at

Geneva in 1927.

Secondly it w^as conjectured that, at any rate in French minds,

this compromise with Great Britain was a first step towards a forth-

coming attempt by France to get rid of the tonnage ratios for capital

shij)s, established by the Washington Treaty of the 6th February,

1922,^ when that treaty came up for revision in 1931. This conjecture

had some justification in the actual terms of the compromise
;
for an

eventual French demand for equality of maximum tonnage in capital

ships with the three jHincipal naval Powers would undoubtedly be

strengthened by a j^revious understanding with one of those three

Powders that there should be equality of maximum tonnage for all

the naval Powers in 8-inch-gmi cruisers and in submarines of over

600 tons. Moreover, the French press was chanting the death-knell

of the Washington Treaty as one motif in its song of triumph over

the compromise.

2

Finally, American opinion was shocked by the unfortunate coin-

cidence of dates between the negotiation of the Anglo-French com-
promise and the negotiation of the Kellogg Pact.® Mr. Kellogg^s

suggestion, out of which the Pact arose, for giving Monsieur Briand’s

draft of a bilateral Franco-American treaty a multilateral applica-

tion,^ had been made within a few weeks of the first publicly recorded

conversations between the French and British naval experts—during

the interval between the breakdown of the Three-Power Naval
Conference at Geneva on the 4th August, 1927, and the end of the

calendar year. Both of these approximately simultaneous steps

might be regarded as attempts to make a fresh start in grappling

wdth the problem which the Three-Power Naval Conference had
failed to solve

;
and, to the American mind, the British Admiralty’s

endeavour to attain its old and rather narrow technical objective by

^ See the Survey for 1920Sy Part VI, Section (iv) (G).

^ See for example a leading article, entitled ‘A(*cord Naval’, in Le Temps,
3rd August, 1928.

® See the present volume, Section (i) of this part. * See p. 18 above.
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74 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY Part I A

new and apparently roundabout manoeuvres presented a glaring con-

trast to Mr. Kellogg’s endeavour to lift the whole problem of security

and disarmament out of the technical rut by a large-minded and
straightforward gesture. Again, all the time that Monsieur Briand was
negotiating on Mr. Kellogg’s suggestion with Mr. Kellogg in open court,

he and the French naval experts proved to have been carrying on

privately wdth SirAusten Chamberlain and the British naval experts a

series of technical negotiations w^hich culminated in the Anglo-French

naval compromise in Jimc and July 1928—the very months that saw
the successful conclusion of the Kellogg Pact. Monsieur Briand })ublicly

issued his invitations for the signing of the Pact at Paris on the 27th

July, 1928, one day before the signature of the note of the 28th

July w hich completed the Anglo-French compromise
; and Sir Austen

C-hamberlain announced the fact of the Anglo-French compromise

on the 30th July in the same sitting of the House of Commons at

Westminster in which he made his official statememt cm the Kellogg

Pact after the acceptance of that instrument by His Britannic

Majesty’s Government in (xreat Britain. These coincidences made
a strong impression on the American mind, because they fitted in

with the traditional American vision of a great gulf fixed between the

Old World and the New—the Old World a ‘City of Destruction’

whose denizens were fast boimd in the misery and iron of a Machia-

vellian ‘Old Diplomacy’, and the New World a ‘City of God’ where

a Chosen People were assured of a happier dispensation so long as

they kept clear of entanglements with their less fortunate European
fellow-creatures. Mr. Kellogg’s action in visiting the Irish Free State,

but not Great Britain, on the occasion of his journey to Eiu*ope in

order to sign the Peace Pact at Paris on the 27th August, 1928, was
popularly interpreted as an intimation that in this matter American

public opinion was in accord with the opinion of the Administration

at Washington.

As for public opinion in Great Britain, it showed signs of increasing

disquiet and dissatisfaction, and this on three grounds:^ finst on

account of the unfavourable reception of the Anglo-French com-
promise by American public opinion at a time when Anglo-American

relations were already a subject of considerable anxiety on both sides

of the Atlantic
;
secondly, because it was feared that the effect, if not

the intention, of the compromise might be to commit the British

^ This unfavourable reaction of British public opinion towards the policy

of the British Government in negotiating the Anglo-French compromise appears
to have made an impression upon the minds of American observers, including
Senator Borah.
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Government to an appearance of acquiescence in the French system

of continental military alliances for the forcible and perpetual main-

tenance of the dispensation of the four European Peace Treaties

—

a commitment from which British public opinion had consistently

recoiled from the time of the Peace Settlement onwards
;
and thirdly

because the texts of the documents in an admittedly important

diplomatic transaction, to which His Majesty’s Government in Great

Britain were a party, remained unimblished.

Unfortunately, while these texts were still being withheld from

publication officially on grounds of diplomatic j)ropriety, they found

their way, through irregular chaimels, into the public press. On the

22nd Septeniber, 1928, The New York American, an organ of the

Hearst Press, published the text of a circular letter of the 3rd August,

1028, in which a resume of the instructions regarding the Anglo-

French compromise which the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs had
given to the French Embassies at Washington, 'I’clvio and Rome^
had been subsequently communicated to other French diplomatic

missions.- Thereafter, on the 26th September, the Foreign Office in

Whitehall instructed the British Embassies at Washington, Tokio and

Rome to communicate respectively to the American, Jai)anese and
Italian (Governments the toxts of the three notc\s of the 28th June
and the 20th and 28th July and to state that no other notes had been

exchanged between the British and French Governments
;
but this

communication was explicitly made in confidence and not for publica-

tion, and in the communication to Washington the word ‘ confidenti-

ally’ was italicized.^ Thus these texts still remained unpublished

when, on the 29th September, 1928, the American Ambassador made
public the text of the reply to the British communication of the

30th July which he had delivered to the British Government on the

preceding day. The French Government now pressed the British

Government to consent to publish the three texts embodying the

compromise forthwith, and further delay w as deprecated in a leading

article in Le Temps on the 30th September. According to a French
semi-official statement issued on the 2nd October,^ the British

Government on the 1st October were still objecting to publication

until the Italian and Japanese Governments, which so far had only

^ For thewe instructions see p. 71 above.
2 The icjxt of this circular letter is not reprinted in th(*. French Blue Book,

hut the fact of its existence is recorded in a foot-note on page 50 ; and it was not
denied that the version published in The New York American was a sub-
stantially complete and accurate English translation of a genuine French
official document. ^ Cmd, 3211 of 1928, p. 34.

^ See The Manchester Guardian, 3rd October, 1928.
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76 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY Part I A

sent provisional replies, had made known their definitive points of

view ; but the French (government returned to the charge
;
and the

question was settled by the publication (through channels unre-

vealed) of very full summaries of all three notes in the Echo de Paris of

the 5th October, 1928. It was only after this that the principal docu-

ments relative to the whole course of the transaction were published

officially in a British ‘White Paper’ and a French ‘Blue Book’.

Meanwhile, the Anglo-Fren(;h compromise had already been

doomed to sterility by the official replies w hich the British and French

Governments had received from the United States and Italy.

In the communication of the 28th September from the United

States Embassy in London to the Foreign Office, which has been

referred to above,^ the discrepancy between the terms of the Anglo-

French compromise and the American standj)oint at the Three-

Power Naval (V)nferencc of 1 927 was pointed out
;
the reappearance

of the British desideratum in regard to cruisers was commented upon
in sentences which have been quoted at the beginning of this chapter

;

the Anglo-French proposals in regard to submarines were likewise

rejected; the view was expressed that, ‘if there’ w^as ‘to be further

limitation upon the construction of war vessels so that competition

in this regard between nations’ might ‘be stopped, it should include

all classes of combatant vessels, submarines as well as surface vessels

The crucial passage in the communication was the following:

The American Government seeks no special advantage on the sea,

but clearly cannot permit itself to be placed in a position of manifest

disadvantage. The American Government feels, furthermore, that the

terms of the Anglo-French Draft Agreement, in leaving unlimited so

large a tonnage and so many types of vessels, would actually tend to

defeat the primary objective of any disarmament conference for the

reduction or the limitation of armaments, in that it would not eliminate

competition in naval armament and would not effect economy. For
all these reasons the Government of the United States feels that no
useful purpose would be served by accepting as a basis of discussion

the Anglo-French proposal.

The American Government has no objection to any agreement
betw^een Great Britain and France w^hich those countries think will be

to their advantage and in the interest of limitation of armament, but
naturally cannot consent that such an agreement should be applied to

the United States.

This decision was supported by a reasoned resume of American policy

during and since the Washington Conference of 1921-2; but the

^ The full text of this document is reprinted from Cmd, 3211 of 1928,

pp. 34-8, in the volume of documents supplementary to the present volume
of this Survey*
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communication closed on a note, not of intransigence, but of explora-

tion in search of some less unpromising line of advance.

The Government of the United States remains willing to use its best

efforts to ol)tain a basis of further naval limitation satisfactory to all

the naval Powers, including those not repres(^rited at the Three-Power
(inference at Geneva, and is willing to take into consideration in any
conferences the s])ecial needs of France, Italy or any other naval Power
for the particular (^lass of vtissels deemed by tlumi most suitable for

their defence. This could be accomplished i)y permitting any of the

Powers to vary the percentage of tonnage in classes within the total

tonnage, a certain ])erc(‘ntage to be agreed upon. If there was an
increase in one class of vessels it should be deducted from the tonnage
to b(‘ used in other classes. A proposal along these lines made by Great
Britain and discussed by the American and British representatives

would be sympathetically considered by the United States. It expects

on tlie part of otliers, however, similar consideration for its own needs,

l^nfortunate-ly, the Anglo-French Agreement appears to fulfil none of

the conditions wliich to the American Government seeni vital. It leaves

unlimited a very large class of effective fighting ships, and this very fact

would inevitably lead to a recrudescence of naval competition disastrous

to national (‘conorny.

A note draft(Ml in parallel terms was delivered on the same date by
the American Embassy in Paris to Monsieur Briand.^

The Italian Government replied to the French and British (jlovern-

ments—likewise in parallel terms—on the Oth October, 1928.^ The
I'eply began by referring to the passage in the British note of the 20th

June, 1928, indicating ‘that the adoption of the proposals in question

[i. e. the ‘Suggestion Deleuze’] would have permitted the British

Government to give satisfaction to the French Government with

regard to “trained reserves’”—a fact which had not been brought,

or at any rate not officially, to the Italian Government’s knowledge

until the three notes embodying the Anglo-French compromise had
been communicated to them by the British Embassy in Rome on the

27th September in accordance with the telegraphic instructions of

the Foreign Office which have been mentioned above.^ The Italian

’ Text in French Blue Book, pp. (>2-5.

2 The text of the Italian reply to the British Govtrnmerit is printed in Cmd»
3211 of 1928, pp. 39-43. The text of the Italian rei)ly to the French CTOvern-
inent will be found in the French Blue Book, pp. 6()-8.

® According to one Italian publicist. Signor Gjiyda, tlie French Ambassador
in Eome was pressed by the Italian Government, on at least two occasions,

between the original communication of the Anglo-French formula for naval
limitation and the eventufil communication of the texts of the three notes
embodying the whole compromise, to declare whether other questions, concern-
ing land armaments and of interest to Italy, had also been discussed ; and on
both occasions it was alleged that Monsieur de Beaumarchais had given a non-
committal answer.
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Government went on to declare that they could not concur in a

separate discussion of the naval problem ;
that they could not consider

the problem of disarmament as limited to certain states only ; that as

regarded land, naval and aerial disarmament, they were disposed

a priori (as they had already declared elsewhere) to accept as the

limits of their own armaments any figures, however low they might

be, provided they were not exceeded by any other European conti-

nental Power
;
and that they considered that the most suitable means

for the application of this principle, from the naval aspect, would be

by the adoption of the formula of global limitation of tonnage, rather

than the application of the formula of limitation by categories. The
Italian reply also contained a geographical exposition of the special

exigencies of Italy’s national defence and a suggestion—not strictly

relevant to the Anglo-French comj)romise—for delaying the several

replacement programmes for capital ships which were authorized in

the Washington Five-Power Treaty.^

Of the three naval Powers to which the Anglo-French compromise

W'as submitted by its authors, Japan alone ‘ accepted it in principle ’ -

and expressed ‘ its (concurrence to the purport of ’ it
;
^ but the tenour

of the ximerican and Italian replies was sufficient to render the

labours of the French and British negotiators abortive.

The incident was closed by a final round of apologies, disclaimers

and criticisms.

On the British Government’s part, the Foreign Office in Whitehall

on the 9th Octobei* addressed a recapitulatory and explanatory'

circular despatch to His Britannic Majesty^’s representatives in the

capitals of all countries represented on the Preparatory Commission.'*

On the 2r)th October, Lord Cushendun made a public speech in which

he stated that ‘ there w^as no new' entente with France, for the old one

had never been dissolved'—a statement wdiich w^as interpreted by^

his critics in Great Britain as a repudiation of the policy of Locarno.

In answ^er to this criticism the Prime Minister made a statement of

great importance in an address which he delivered on the 28th

October in commemoration of the tenth anniversary of the founda-

tion of the British League of Nations Union:

1 must contradict the idea that has gained currency in some quarters,

but for which there is no shadow of foundation, that we have to some
^ See the Purvey for 1920-3, Part VI, Section (iv) (6).

* Note of the 7th September, 1928, handed by the Japanese delegation to the
League of Nations to the French delegation (text in French Blue Book,

i>. 61).
® Keply from the Japanese Minister for Foreign Affairs, telegraphed from

the British Embassy at Tokio to the Foreign Office on the 29th September,
1928 (text in Cmd, 3211 of 1928, pp. 38-9).

* Text in Omd, 3211 of 1928, pp. 43-6.
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extent abandoned our position of impartiality and conciliation which
we assumed at the time of the Locarno Pact. That is not so. We' have
made no new engagements, there is no change in the orientation of our

policy. Our interests and our inclinations alike prompt us to preserve

and even strengthen the cordiality of our relations with Germany as

w’c^ll as with France. With Italy we have been on the most friendly

terms for generations, and nothing has occurred or will occur to inter-

rupt that friendship.

On the same occasion, the Prime Minister made the equally important

declaration

:

We have no intention of building in competition with the United
States of America.

On the 31st October Lord (hishcndun himself, in another speech,

follow^ed the Prime Minister’s lead by declaring:

When I say w^e have still an entente w’ith France, I should add that we
also have an entente with Germany.

On the 5th Noveml)er, the Anglo-French compromise was criti-

cized in a public speech by Lord Grey of Fallodon with a studied

moderation of language which did not detract from the severity of

his strictures. He described the compromise as 'a very small thing’

w^hich had ‘ had the most tremendous consequences ’
;
noted the im-

pression created abroad that ‘a new political entente so close as to

be almost equivalent to an alliance’ had ‘been formed between Great

Britain and France ’
; and, after accepting the account given by Lord

Cushendun at Geneva on the 30th August^ as the true one, he

censured the British Government for having caused the truth to

be ol)scured by their persistence in withholding the facts from

publication.

We are still more concerned fhe continued] to see the effect the Anglo-
French Agreement has had in the United States. That really is the most
disastrous consequence of all. The effect in the United States has really

been to set back all further discussion of naval agreement, for a period,

at any rate, to turn people's thoughts in the United States to the
building of large cruisers, and to divert more attention to that than to

the pact for the outlawry of war. That is a most disastrous consequence
indeed. It has been produced by wbat seems to me the folly of the
Anglo-French compromise.

Lord Cushendun repKed to Lord Grey on the 7th November in

a debate in the House of Lords at Westminster; and on the 13th

November the policy of the Government was defended, in a debate

in the House of Commons, by the Prime Minister in person as

well as by the First Lord of the Admiralty. In these two debates,

^ See p. 72 above.
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certain interesting statements were made by Ministers with regard

to the then existing situation. Mr. Bridgeman, for instance, stated

explicitly that the Anglo-French compromise was ‘dead’; and, in

regard to the question of trained reserves, he no less exi)hcitly en-

dorsed Lord Cushendun’s statement that His Majesty’S Government
in Great Britain ‘were under no obligation on the matter and could,

if they liked, alter their attitude and insist upon their own view’.

The official view in the United States, as held by President

Coolidge, was announced by ‘the White House Spokesman’ in the

following terms on the 23rd October:

It is not possible to sa^-, now that the English and French naval
correspondence has been published, whether any further naval limitation

agreement can l)e reached before 1931. The President feels, liowe\'(U’,

that it would be fair to state that, so far as the United States is advised
concerning the agreement made between Frantjc and England, it did

not seem to advance the prospect of further agreements relative to naval

armaments before 1931. The only advance that could be said to have
been made was a certain change of attitude on the part of the French
and British relative to limitations, but it was a change of attitude with
which the United States was unable to agree.

Meanwhile this change of attitude on the pait of the British and

French Governments had definitely failed to effect its original

purpose of enabling the Preparatory Commission for the Disarma-

ment Conference to extricate itself from the impasse into which it had
fallen during its third session. On the 18th September, 1928, at

Geneva, in the Third Committee of the Ninth Assembly of the

League of Nations,^ Jonkheer Loudon suggested that, as Chairman
of the Preparatory Commission, he should invite the Governments
of France, Great Britain, Italy, Japan and the United States to

appoint delegates to confer with him in Paris for the purpose of find-

ing a basis on which the Preparatory Commission could continue

its labours. Thereupon Monsieur Paul-Boncour submitted a draft

resolution proposing that the Assembly should invite the Council to

make an urgent appeal to the naval Powers to solve their difficulties,

and expressing a desire that the final session of the Preparatory

Commission should be held before the end of the calendar year or at

latest at the beginning of 1929. At this point Lord Cushendun inter-

vened in order to protest that the effect of Jonkheer Loudon’s sug-

gestion would be to anticipate the task of the Naval Conference

which was due to meet at Washington in 1931 ;
‘ to express the opinion

that the proposal was not at all likely to be accepted by any of the

1 For the proceedings of this Committee, see also the x>resent volume
Section (ii) (a) of this part.
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five Powers concerned’; and ‘to state at once, anyhow, that one

Power at least—he referred, of course, to the British Government

—

had grave doubts whether the proposal would be found acceptable’.

Lord Cushendun’s intervention led Jonkheer Loudon to waive his

suggestion after explaining that he had been far from intending to

produce the effect which Lord Cushendun prognosticated
;
and thus,

paradoxically, the death-sentence upon the Anglo-French com-
promise was finally pronounced by a British statesman who had been

one of its authors and its victims.

(iii) The Work of the League of Nations Security Commission

(1927-8).

In the previous section of this part of the present volume,^ it has

been recorded that the Eighth Assembly of the League of Nations in

Sei)tember 1927 suggested the appointment by the Preparatory (Com-

mission for the Disarmament Conference of a sub-committee on

Arbitration and 8ecurity, and that the Preparatory Commission took

the action recommended on the 30th November, 1927, during its

fourth session. The Assembly lesolution had indicated that it would
be the duty of the new (jommittee ‘to consider . . . the measures

capable of giving all states the guarantees of arbitration and security

necessary to enable them to fix the level of their armaments at the

lowest j)ossible figures in an international disarmament agreement
;

’

and it had suggested that these measures should be sought

:

Jn action by the League of Nations with a view to promoting, generaliz-

ing and co-ordinating special or collective agreements on arbitration

and security
;

In the systematic preparation of the machinery to be employed by the
organs of the League of Nations Avith a view to enabling the Members
of the League to perform their obligations under the various articles of

the Covenant •,

In agreements which the States Members of the League may conclude
among themselves, irrespective of their obligations under the Covenant,
with a view to making their commitments proportionate to the degree
of solidarity of a geographical or other nature existing between them and
other States

;

And, further, in an invitation from the Council to the several States
to inform it of the measures which they would be prepared to take,

irrespective of their obligations under the Covenant, to support the
Councirs decisions or recommendations in the event of a conflict break-
ing out in a given region, each State indicating that, in a particular case,

either all its forces, or a certain part of its military, naval or air forces,

could forthwith intervene in the conflict to support the Councirs
decisions or recommendations.

^ See pp. 61 and 54 above.
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The resolution also provided that the Committee should consist of

representatives of the states ‘which have seats on the [Preparatory]

Commission and are members of the League of Nations, other states

represented on the Commission being invited to sit on it if they so

desire Of the two states which were not members of the League but

were represented on the Preparatory Commission in November 1927,

one—the United States of America—did not feel able to serve on a

committee whose functions would include anexaminationand elabora-

tion of the provisions of the Covenant of the League of Nations
;
while

the other—the U.S.S.R.—decided to follow the work of the committee
by means of an observer, but not to send an official representative.

The first session of the Committee on Arbitration and Security,^

which took place on the 1st and 2nd December, 1927, was attended

by the delegates who were already assembled at Geneva for the fourth

session of the Preparatory Commission. The proceedings were formal,

and consisted of the election of a chairman—Monsieur Benes (Czecho-

slovakia)—and two vice-chairmen—Monsieur Unden (Sweden) and
Monsieur Urrutia (Colombia)—and of the adoj>tion of a programme
of work. Three rapporteurs were appointed to study different aspects

of the problems which came within the committee’s scope. Monsieur

Holsti (Finland) undertook to report on arbitration, Monsieur Politis

(Greece) on security and Monsieur Rutgers (Netherlands) on Articles

10, 11 and 10 of the Ijeague Covenant.

On the 26th January, 1928, the three rapporteurs and Monsieur

Benes met at Prague to prepare reports for the second session of the

committee, which had been fixed for the 20th February. The raj)por'

teurs had at their disposal observations by the Swedish, Norwegian,

British and German Governments in reply to a questionnaire cir-

culated by Monsieur Benes to all states members of the League. ^ The
Swedish and the Norwegian Governments both suggested that the

committee should draw up a general treaty for arbitration and con-

ciliation, on the model of the Locarno Agreements, and the Swedish

Government submitted a draft agreement for consideration.^ The

^ The minutes of the first session are printed (together with the minutes of

the fourth session of the Preparatory Commission) in League of Nations Docu-
ment C. 667. M. 225. 1927. ix,

2 The Belgian Government also replied to Monsieur Benes's inquiry, hut they
merely stated that they had no fresh recommendations or suggestions to make.
The texts of all the memoranda are printed as annexes to the minutes of the
second session of the Committee, in League of Nations Document C. 165. M. 50.

1928. ix.

3 Dr. Nansen, on behalf of the Norwegian Government, had proposed the
conclusion of a general arbitration convention at the Eighth Assembly in the
previous September, but the Assembly had not taken a decision on his pro-
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observations of the British and German Governments were of a more
general nature ; and while both Governments piade certain concrete

suggestions, the principal value of their memoranda lay in the

exposition of their points of view in regard to the security problem as

a whole. The British memorandum, in particular, was a document
of more than passing importance; for it summed up, in a concise

form, the views of the Government whose attitude was likely to prove

the most important single factor in determining the success or failure

of the Committee on Arbitration and Security.

The British observations dealt in turn with arbitration agreements,

security agreements, and the articles of the Covenant. In regard to

arbitration, the British Government declared themselves opposed to

guarantees for the enforcement of treaties—on the ground that these

could have no sanction but public ojnnion—and in favour of a system

of reservations. They considered that it might be possible to widen
the scope of agreements for the settlement of non-justiciable disjmtes,

and to pledge the parties in advance to accept arbitration. As other

possible lines of ])rogresB, they suggested the inclusion in agreements of

a non-technical character of a clause binding the signatories to submit

to arbitration disputes over the interpretation of the agreement, and
the reconsideration of the formula inserted in many arbitration

treaties by which disputes touching ‘vitalinterests, honour, indepen-

dence, and the interests of third states’ were excluded from the scope

of the treaty. Under the heading of the ‘optional clause’ in the

Statute of the Permanent Court of International Justice, the well-

known objections of the Conservative Government in Great Britain

to signing any general undertaking were recapitulated, and a pre-

ference for bilateral agreements was expressed. The establishment

of Conciliation Commissions was indicated as the most suitable

method of dealing with non-justiciable disputes. The section on
security agreements contained a eulogy of the Treaty of Locarno as

the ideal form of security pact, and a strong recommendation that the

system of local guarantees should be extended. On the subject of the

provisions of the League Covenant, approval was expressed of the

amendment to Article 10 which had been accepted by all the members
of the Fourth Assembly save Persia^ and of the interpretation of

posal, in view of the investigations into security and arbitration for which it

made provision. Similar proposals had been made by Sweden at the Assembly
of 1925, and had been repeated in subsequent years ; but these suggestions had
received little support except from the representatives of the smaller nations.

^ This amendment had no binding force legally, since unanimity in the
Assembly was necessary to amend the Covenant (see The Conduct of British
Empire Foreign Relations, Section (iii) (c)).

G2
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Article 16 given to Germany by the other signatories of the Locarno

Treaty^—both of which provided that a state’s geographical and
militar^^ position shoiild bo taken into account in determining its

obligations. In general, the British Government were opposed to the

application of hard and fast rules in interpreting the Covenant, since

they held that the strength of the Covenant lay in the discretion which

it allowed to the Council and the Assembly in dealing with future

contingencies. It was pointed out, for instance, that a rigid definition

of ‘the aggressor’ might, in the words of Sir Austen Chamberlain,

^

prove to be ‘a trap for the innocent and a sign-post for the

guilty’.

On one or two points, the views expressed by the German Govern-

ment in their memorandum resembled those of the British Govern-

ment. The German (Government, for instance, considered that

guarantees w^erc not necessary for the enforcement of treaties of

arbitration, and that non-justiciable disputes could best be dealt

with by conciliation procedure. If that procedure should prove un-

availing, recourse could be had to the provisions of the CV)veiiant, and

the elaboration of methods of securing rapid action by the Council

under Article 1 1 was recommended. The German Government also

suggested that the League’s machinery might be supj^lemented by
voluntary undertakings to accept the Council’s rulings, similar to

those incorporated in the Locarno Agreements. The German Govern-

ment differed from the British Government in thinking that the best

method of dealing with justiciable disputes was to bring them before

the Permanent Court, and they suggested that the Committee on

Arbitration and Conciliation should consider in what way a greater

number of states could be induced to adhere to the ‘ optional clause
’

of the Court’s statute. While the German Government recognized

that a system of pacific settlement of disputes might be embodied in

either bilateral or multilateral treaties, they differed from the British

Government, again, in expressing a certain preference for the more
general type of agreement. With regard to security, the German
memorandum pointed out that the core of the problem was ‘the

avoidance of armed conflict’, and submitted that it was more im-

portant to remove the causes of war and to ensure that disputes

should be settled peacefully than to elaborate means for stopping

hostilities after they had begun. To remove the causes of war, how-

1 See the Survey for 1925, vol. ii, Part I A, Section (iii).

* Tlie paragrai>h regarding the definition of the aggressor contained a
quotation from a speech by Sir A. Chamberlain in the House of (Commons on
the 24th November, 1927.
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ever, it would be necessary to reach a settlement which would

‘guarantee permanent peace and provide for the removal of all

international conditions endangering the peace of the world

With these memoranda before them, MM. Benes, Holsti, Politis

and Rutgers drew up a series of documents - at Prague at the end of

January 1928. Each of the three rapporteurs presented a report, for

which he took personal responsibility, on his special subject, and all

three co-operated with Monsieur Benes in drawing uj) a general

introduction. The introduction emphasized the value of the Covenant

of the League as a measure of security which was capable, in the

majority of cases, of preventing war, and indicated that the only

practicable method by which states could secure additional guaran-

tees of security lay in the conclusion of sj)ecial or collective treaties

for the pacific settlement of disputes. Monsieur Holsti, in his report,

traced the progress of arbitration and conciliation treaties and noted

with approval a growing tendency to abandon reservations and re-

strictions on the scope of such treaties. He suggested that the Com-
mittee on Arbitration and Security, if it should see fit to draw up a

general treaty on arbitration, should follow the Locarno model and

provide for obligatory arbitration only in the case of justiciable dis-

putes and for conciliation in other cases. If the committee should feel

unable to draft a general arbitration treaty, it might, he considered,

find less difficulty in prejiaring a general treaty for conciliation only

;

and it might also produce one or more models of special arbitration

agreements.

Monsieur Holsti’s recognition of the difficulties in the way of pro-

ducing a general arbitration convention appeared to show that he had
given due consideration to the point of view of the British Govern-

ment
; and the influence of the British memorandum could be traced

still more clearly in Monsieur Politis’s report on security. Monsieur

Politis, who had been one of the principal architects of the Geneva
Protocol of 1924, now went so far as to say that

There is only one possible way of endeavouring to increase the guaran-

tees of security, and that way consists in the conclusion of separate

agreements or regional pacts of non-aggression, of pacific settlement of

disputes and mutual assistance, or of non-aggression only. The more
logical and the speedier method—^the conclusion of a general treaty

binding on all States Members of the League—must, for the time being,

be excluded. After the two unsuccessful attempts made in 1923 and

^ The French press pointed out that this formula was presumably intended
to leave the door open for the revision of the Peace Treaties.

* The texts are printed as annexes to the minutes of the second session of

the Committee on Arbitration and Security.
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1924 it would be not merely useless from the practical point of view, but
dangerous to the prestige of the League, to make a third attempt ; for

the objections raised to the earlier attempts still exist.

As between separate agreements and regional pacts Monsieur Politis

considered the latter in every respect preferable, and, in order to

encourage the conclusion of as many such pacts as possible, he

recommended that the committee should draft model treaties provid-

ing for the exclusion of aggressive war (but not of resort to arms in

legitimate self-defence), for the settlement of disputes by peaceful

means and for a system of mutual assistance. If regional pacts were

to form part of a general system of security, Monsieur Politis con-

sidered that they ought to be linked up with one another as part of

a comprehensive scheme in harmony with the Covenant.

The third of the rapporteurs, Monsieur Rutgers, also followed the

British lead in certain respects. He expressed the opinion, for in-

stance, that it would be inadvisable to draw up a rigid code of pro-

cedure to be followed by the Council in times of emergency and pointed

out the dangers of a hard and fast definition of such terms as ‘ aggres-

sor ’ and ‘resort to war ’. He attached importance to the improvement
of means of communication and to the development of a scheme
for giving financial assistance to a state which was the victim of

aggression.^

The preparatory work done by the Chairman and the three

rapporteurs at Prague enabled the Committee on Arbitration and
Security to make definite progress during its second session, which
was held at Geneva from the 20th Febraary to the 7th March, 1928.

A general discussion, which lasted for three days, gave the various

delegates an opportunity to define the attitudes of their respective

Governments towards the questions at issue before they proceeded

to a detailed examination of the Prague memoranda.^ On one point,

^ The Finnish Government had submitted a proposal for financial assistance

to states which suffered from aggression to the Preparatory Commission for

the Disarmament (Conference at its first session in May 1926. The Preparatory
Commission referred the proposal back to the Ouncil, which arranged for it

to be examined in connexion with a number of other questions relating to
procedure in case of menace of war. During 1927 these questions, many of
which were of a technical nature, had been under discussion by a 8i>ecial

committee of the Council, by the Financial Organization and by the Organiza-
tion for Communications and Transit ; and these investigations, the result of
which had been reported to and approved by the Council at intervals, had
covered considerable ground by the time of the establishment of the Committee
on Arbitration and Security.

* The discussion showed that the delegates could be divided roughly into
two groups: those who desired the principles underlying the Geneva Protocol
to form the basis of their work and those who were opposed to any kind of
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the delegates appeared to be of one mind
;
and that was on the

necessity for producing practical proposals of some kind. It was
therefore arranged that a drafting committee should draw up a series

of model treaties of arbitration and security, which (it was hoped)

would provide sufficient variety to meet the desires and conditions

of different Governments. Six model treaties, three dealing with

arbitration and conciliation and three with security, were produced

by the drafting committee and passed their first reading before the

second session of the committee ended on the 7th March,

Of the three model treaties for arbitration and conciliation, the

first (Model A) was the most far-reaching. It provided that disputes

of a legal nature should be submitted compulsorily to judicial or

arbitral settlement, and optionally to a preliminary procedure of

conciliation
;
and that disputes of a non-legal nature should be sub-

mitted compulsorily to conciliation procedure, and, if that should fail,

to arbitration. Model B provided for the submission of legal disputes

to the Permanent Court of International Justice, unless the parties

agreed to have recourse to an arbitral tribunal. Non-legal disputes

were to be submitted to conciliation, but if no settlement could be

reached they might be brought before the Council of the League

under Article 15 of the Covenant. Model C provided simjJy for the

submission of disputes of every kind to a Conciliation Commission.

In drawing up these three types of general treaty, the drafting

committee had deliberately refrained from introducing many innova-

tions and where possible had followed existing models, such as the

Locarno Agreements. An important feature of all three draft conven-

tions was the provision that any state, on accession to the convention,

might make reservations. It was contemplated that these reservations
might be of four kinds. They might exclude from the provisions of

the convention disputes which had their origin before the date of

accession; or which concerned questions within a state’s domestic

jurisdiction
;
or which affected the principles of a state’s constitution

;

or, finally, they might refer to specific subjects, such as territorial

status. The last category of reservation would enable a state to with-

hold from arbitration disputes on any questions which, in its view,

affected its vital interests, provided that such questions had been

general treaty and to a system of guarantees and were inclined to believe that
the Covenant of the League afforded an adequate measure of security and did
not need supplementing. France and her allies belonged to the first group;
Great Britain, Italy and Japan to the second. Germany, as usual, showed
anxiety lest the obligation to disarm should be overlooked in the search for

security, and the Scandinavian states stood somewhat apart—desiring the
widest possible extension of arbitration but disliking guarantees.
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specifically mentioned in the reservation. This procedure was con-

sidered preferable to the old method of a general reservation covering

any disputes affecting vital interests.

Of the three model security treaties, two were multilateral and one

bilateral. Model D combined the throe elements of non-aggression,

peaceful settlement of disputes and mutual assistance. It was based

to a large extent on the Rhineland Pact, but the provisions for jx^ace-

ful settlement were taken from the Locarno Arbitration Agreements

and resembled those in Model B. The draft differed from the Rhine-

land l^act in not providing either for mutual assistance prior to the

decision of the Council in the event of flagrant aggression or for

guarantees by third states. In Models E and V (which were similar

except that one was multilateral and the other bilateral) the clauses

relating to mutual assistance were omitted, but in other respects the

provisions were identical with those of Model D.

All six of the draft treaties produced at the second session were

read a second time by the committee during its third vsession,^ from

the 27th June to the 4th July, 1928, and were approved with certain

modifications in detail. The third session also produced three new
models of bilateral treaties for arbitration and conciliation, which

followed the same lines as the three collective treaties described

above.^ The main interest of this session, however, centred round
the discussion of certain proposals® which had been submitted at the

second session by the German delegation, and had been examined,

in the interval between the second and third sessions, by the Belgian

representative, Baron Rolin Jaequemyns. The German Government
had proi)osed that, in order to strengthen the means at the disposal

of the Council for preventing war, a protocol or agreement should be

opened for signature by which states would bind themselves in

advance to accept the CounciFs recommendations in cases where a

dispute threatened to result in hostilities.^ The committee did not

feel able to accept the suggestion for an agreement open to the signa-

1 This session was attended by a Turkish representative, the Turkish
Government having accepted an invitation to serve on the committee extended
during the fifth session of the Preparatory Commission. See above p. 55.

2 At the second session, Lord Cushendun had urged the committee to
recognize the principle that bilateral treaties for pacific settlement of disputes
were of equal value with multilateral treaties, and the decision to produce
bilateral models was taken in deference to his views.

^ For a French interpretation of the motives which led the German Govern-
ment to make these proposals for increasing security, see Le Temps, 2nd July,
1928.

* In their memorandum of January 1928, the German Government had
indicated that it would be desirable in their view to strengthen the League's
machinery for preventing war in this manner. See p. 84 above.
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ture of all states,^ but it drafted a model multilateral treaty, by which

the contracting parties would undertake, in the event of a dispute

arising between them and coming before the Council, to refrain from

any steps which might aggravate or extend the dispute and to carry

out any provisional recommendation made by the Council with a

view to the prevention of measures likely to prejudice a settlement.

The signatories would also undertake to comply with the recom-

mendations of the Council for the cessation of hostilities, in the event

of war having actually broken out. The German luoj^osals had also

included provisions for the acceptance of the Council’s recommenda-
tions for ‘maintaining or re-establishing the military status quo

normally existing in time of peace ’
; but on this point the committee

could not reach agreement, in view of the objections raised by certain

delegates to any attempt to define the ‘military status quo\^

By the close of its third session, the Committee on Arbitration and
Conciliation had thus produced no less than ten draft treaties.*^

Different members of the committee no doubt held different opinions

as to the value of these model conventions for practical purposes
;
and

doubts on this score had in fact been expressed, during the second

session of the committee, by the British delegate. Lord Cushendun,

however, had declared himself convinced by Monsieur Politis, who
had ])ointed out the psychological value of the process on which the

committee was engaged. Monsieur Politis believed that the move-
ment for concluding treaties of arbitration and non-aggression would
be stimulated if the League of Nations were to set the seal of its

approval on specific tyi)es of treaty, and in support of his argument

^ The opposition to this proposal was led by the British delegate, but he was
supported by the delegates of France, Italy and Japan.

* Lord Cushendun, for instance, declared that, in the view of British experts,
this part of the German proposals was impracticable, and might operate in

favour of the aggressor. Lord Cushendun, supported by the Italian delegate,

also opposed the thesis, presented by the French, Jugoslav and Polish repre-

sentatives, that the German proposals would be useless and possibly dangerous
unless provision were made for a system of control and sanctions. The model
treaty provisionally approved by the committee did not contain any provision
for guarantees.

3 These were: a General Convention for the Pacific Settlement of all Inter-

national Disputes (Convention A) ; a General Convention for Judicial Settle-

ment, Arbitration and Conciliation (Convention B); a General Conciliation
Convention (Convention C) ; a Bilateral Convention for the Pacific Settlement
of all International Disputes (Convention a); a Bilateral Convention for Judi-
cial Settlement, Arbitration and Conciliation (Convention 6) ; a Bilateral Con-
ciliation Convention (Convention c); a Collective Treaty of Mutual Assistance
(Treaty D); a Collective Treaty of Non-Aggression (Treaty E); a Bilateral
Treaty of Non-Aggression (Treaty F); and a Model Treaty to strengthen the
Means of preventing War.
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he instanced the fact that the Hague Conferences of 1899 and 1907,

which had considered the question of arbitration, had merely ‘pro-

claimed certain principles’ and ‘sketched certain treaties’ but that

the result had nevertheless been ‘the conclusion immediately after-

wards of a certain number of treaties of this character’.^ With these

considerations in mind the Committee on Arbitration and Security

submitted its model treaties, together with a number of resolutions,

for the approval of the Ninth Assembly in September 1928.

The Ninth Assembly adopted the proposals of the Committee on

Arbitration and Security with certain important modifications. The
Third Committee of the Assembly succeeded ^ in combining the three

multilateral conventions for arbitration and conciliation into one

General Act of four chapters. The first three chapters provided

respectively for the solution of disputes by conciliation (corresponding

to Convention C) ;
for the judicial settlement or arbitration of disputes

of a legal character (corresponding to Convention B)
;
and for arbitra-

tion of non-legal disputes (corresponding to Convention A). The
fourth chapter contained the general provisions regarding reserva-

tions, &c., which had been common to the three conventions. It was

hoped that this arrangement would facilitate the acceptance of an

obligation to settle disputes peacefully by making it possible for

states to adhere either to the General Act as a whole (in which case

they would commit themselves to the peaceful settlement of disputes

of every kind)^ or to the particular chapter or chapters which corre-

sponded to their special needs. The document was put forward, not

as a draft for the approval of states, but as a convention which would

come into force between any two or more states as soon as thc»y

accepted it in whole or in part, and which would remain open in-

definitely for the accession of all states.

1 See the Minutes of the seventh meeting of the second session of the com-
mittee (League of Nations Document C. 165. M. 50. 1928. ix, p. 56).

2 The proposal for a General Act was not carried through without a certain

amount of opposition, especially from the British and Japanese delegations

;

but this opposition was withdrawn when it was made clear that the approval
of the General Act by the Assembly would not oblige states to adhere to it.

Lord Cushendun would apparently have preferred that the draft arbitration

treaties should merely be recommended to states as models (as was done in the
case of the security treaties), and not be opened for signature. He did secure

recognition of the principle that bilateral treaties were of equal value to the
General Act (see the Assembly Resolution quoted below).

® The General Act would thus, if it were accepted as a whole, constitute the
machinery necessary to implement Article 2 of the ‘ Kellogg Pact ’ which bound
the signatories to settle all their disputes by peaceful means, without specifying

what those means were to be. See this part of the present volume, Section (i)

above.
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The General Act^ and the bilateral conventions for arbitration and
conciliation were approved by the Assembly on the 26th September

in the following resolution

:

The Assembly

:

Having considered the work of the Committee on Arbitration and
Security

;

(1) Firmly convinced that effective machinery for ensuring the peace-

ful settlement of international disputes is an essential element in. the
cause of security and disarmament

;

(2) Considering that the faithful observance, under the auspices of the
League of Nations, of methods of pacific settlement renders possible the
sc'.ttlement of all disputes

;

(3) Noting that respect for rights established by treaty or resulting

from international law is obligatory upon international tribunals

;

(4) Recognizing that the rights of the several States cannot be
modified excejjt with their consent

;

(5) Taking note of tlie fact that a great number of particular inter-

national conventions provide for obligatory conciliation, arbitration or

judicial settlement

;

(6) Being desirous of facilitating to the greatest possible degree

the develoi^rnent of undertakings in regard to the said methods of

procedure

;

(7) Declaring that such undertakings are not to be interpreted as

restricting the duty of the League of Nations to take at any time what-
ever action may be deemed wise and effectual to safeguard the peace of

the world
; nor as impeding its intervention in virtue of Articles 15 and

17 of the Covenant, where a dispute cannot be submitted to arbitral or

judicial procedure or cannot be settled by such procedure or where the
conciliation proceedings have failed:

(8) Invites all States whether Members of the Lt^aguc or not, and in

so far as their existing agreements do not already achieve this end, to

accept obligations in pursuance of the above purpose either by becoming
parties to the annexed General Act or by concluding particular conven-
tions with individual States in accordance with the model bilateral

conventions annexed hereto or in such terms as may be deemed ap-

propriate
;

(9) Resolves to communicate the annexed General Act and the an-
nexed model bilateral conventions to all Members of the League of

Nations and to such States not Members of the League as may be
indicated by the Council.

(10) Requests the Council to give the Secretariat of the League of

Nations instructions to keep a list of the engagements contracted in

accordance with the terms of the present resolution either by acceptance
of the provisions of the General Act or by the conclusion of particular

conventions with the same object, so as to enable members of the League
and States non-Members of the League to obtain information as soon as

possible.

^ The text of the General Act is printed in the volume of documents supple-
mentary to the present volume.
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92 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY Part I a

At the same time, the Assembly resolved that the Council should

be invited:

to inform all States Members of the League that should States feel the

need of reinforcing the general security conferred by the Coveng-nt and
of contracting for this purpose undertakings concerning the pacific

settlement of any disputes which may arise between them, and should

negotiations in connexion therewith meet with difficulties, the Council

would, if requested to do so by one of the Parties—^after it has examined
the political situation and taken account of the general interests of

peace—be prepared to place at the disposal of the States concerned its

good offices, which, being voluntarily accepted by them, would be cal-

culated to bring the negotiations to a happy issue.

No states acceded immediately to the General Act, nor had any

accessions been notified by the end of the year 1928.^ Nevertheless,

the production of a general convention for arbitration and concilia-

tion, open to the signature of all states, marked a definite step in

advance. In the case of the model treaties for non-aggression and
mutual assistance produced by the Committee on Arbitration and
Security,' a more tentative method of procedure was adopted. The
Assembly, on the 26th September, declared its high appreciation of

the value of these treaties, and its conviction that their ‘adoption by

the states concerned would contribute towards strengthening the

guarantees of security’; and recommended them ‘for consideration

by States Members or non-members of the League of Nations’, in the

hope that they might ‘ serve as a basis for states desiring to conclude

treaties of this sort A resolution concerning the good offices of the

Council in the negotiation of such treaties, similar to that relating to

arbitration and conciliation agreements, was also adopted. The
Model Treaty to strengthen the Means of Preventing War was re-

commended in the same way for consideration.

A number of other resolutions, dealing with points which had been

put forward by the Committee on Arbitration and Security, were also

adopted by the Ninth Assembly. A resolution intended to promote

the acceptance of the ‘optional clause’ of the statute of the Per-

manent Court of International Justice was adopted on the 26th

September. On the 20th September the Assembly noted ‘the work
of the Committee on Arbitration and Security in regard to Articles

10, 11 and 16 of the Covenant’ and recommended the studies in

question to the Council ‘as a useful piece of work which, without

proposing a hard-and-fast procedure in time of emergency, and with-

out adding to or detracting from the rights and duties of the Members

1 Contrast the fifteen signatures which were affixed to the ‘ Geneva Protocol
’

within a few weeks of the close of the Fifth Assembly in 1924.
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of the League, provides valuable indications as to the possibilities

offered by the different articles of the Covenant, and as to the way in

which they may be applied, without prejudice, to the different modes
of procedure which the infinite variety of possible eventualities may
render necessary in practice The Assembly also recommended ‘ that

a study should be undertaken of the other articles of the Covenant,

the conscientious and full application of which offers special guaran-

tees of security

In regard to the scheme for financial assistance to states victims of

aggression, the Assembly requested the Financial Committee to

prepare a (b*aft convention for submission to the tenth session of the

Assembly in 1929.

Expenditure on Armaments of Various Countries.^

('oimiry. 1 ear.

Budget Figures in
National Currency.

Equivalent

of total

in £
as at

31.12.26.

Percen-

tage to

total

Expen-
diture.

Giuoat BniTAIN
AND NoIITHERX
Ireland

[Figures include

orcfinary pen-

sions and certain

war charges, but
1

not extraordi-

narypensionsdue
to Great War.]

1927-8
(Esti-

mates

—

net)

Army £41,666,000
Navy 58,000,000
Air Forced 15,550,000
Expenditure
charged to

other
Budgets^ 2,039,000
Middle East-
ern Services^ 3,541,000

Total £120,695,000 120,695,000 14*75

United States
OF America

[Figures exclude
pensions, debt,

service and war
charges.] i

1927-S
(Esti-

mates

—

gross)

Defence Ex-
penditure^

$
582,909,000 120,178,130 16*09

^ The information in this table is taken from the Armaments Year Book of

the League of Nations for the year 1927-8.
2 Includes certain sums expended for civil air purposes.
^ I.e. services, such as postal services, rendered free by other Departments.
* I.e. defence of Traq and Palestine; grant in aid to ‘Iraq army; main-

tenance of native levies in ‘Iraq
;
garrison at Aden.

® I.e. expenditure on the military activities of the War Department and on
the naval and military activities of the Navy Department and special defence
appropriations given directly to civil establishments. The estimates for the
War and Navy Departments, including certain expenditure for civil purposes,

were: War Department $376,845,000; Navy Department $326,740,000.
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94 DISARMAMENT AND SECURITY Part I A

Country.

Union of Soviet
Socialist Ke-
PUBLICS

[Fil^ures include
fcitate expenditure
on social insur-

ance and health
administration of
Army and Navy.]

France
[Figures include
various war
charges and cer-

tain appropria-
tions for non-
military pur-

poses, but ex-

clude pensions

and debt ser-

vice.]

Japan

Italy
[Figures include

certain war
charges and
ordinary pen-
sions, but not
w^ar pensions.]

India
[Figures include
expenditure on
non-elTective ser-

vices, but not
debt service.]

Equivalent

of total

in £

Year.
Budget Figures in

National Currency.
as at

31 . 12 .26 .

Percen -

tage to

total

Expen-
diture.

1925-0
!
Defence Ex- Roubles !

(Esti- I penditure 635,500,000! 67,427,055; 16 01
mates— i

j
|

gross)
I I !

I

I

I

1927
j.Ministry of Francs j

( Esti- 1 War 5,074.900,000
mates

i Ministry of
voted

—

t
tlie Marine l,792,i>00,000;

gross) Minivstry of

the Colo-
1 niesi 369,600,000
Recoverable
Expendi-
ture2 541,800,000

i

Total 7,778,500,000 63,368,635: 19-75

Yen
1927-8 Army 212,064,000 i

(Esti- Navy 255,426,000 i

mates)
Total 467,490,000 47,235,969| 26-57

1927-8 Ministry of Lire
'

(Esti- War 2,777,059,000

mates

—

Ministry of

gross) the Marine 1,218,971,0001 1

Ministry of

the interior

(aviation)® 625,710,000
Ministry of

the Colo-

nies^ 335,000,000
j

Total 4,956,740,000 45,895,740: 23-46

1927-8
(Esti-

mates
voted

—

gross)

Defence Ex-
penditure

Rupees
567,249,000 42,617,535! 45-29

i

I

I

1 I.e. cost of troops serving in the Colonies. Part of the expenditure is for
civil administration. 2 j ^ Army of Occupation.

® Excluding expenditure on civil aviation.
* I.e. military grants in aid to the Colonies.
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Country,

\

Year.
|

I

Equivalent
I of total

!

in £
Budget Figureh in

I
as at

National Currency.
j

Percen -

tage to

total

Expen-
diture.

German y 1927-8 Ministry of Keichsmarks
[Figures exclude (Esti- Defence 1,041,000
pensions and mates

—

Army 479,263,000
debt service.] gross) Navy 220,850,000

War Charges 10,000,000

l^otal 717,154,000 35,137,384 716

Spain 1927 Ministry of Pesetas
[Figures include (Esti- War SSS.SSO.OOO-
war j)ensions and mates

—

Ministry of
some expend i- gross) the Marine 101,851,000|
ture for civil pur*

1

Activities ill

poses, but not Morocco 295,286,000
ordinary military ...

pensions.] Total 812,987,000 25,589,77(^ 25-97

Argentina 1920 Paper pesos
i

[Figures exclude (draft Dept. of
1

pensions and esti- War 64,256,000
debt service.] mates

—

Dept. of
gross) Marine 47,285,0001

;

Total 111,541,000 21,590,545 1819

China ? Military (-hinese dollars;

(Esti- Armaments 207,000,000 20,592,188 4313‘
mate)

Poland 1927-8 Ministrv of Zloty
[Figures exclude (Esti- Military
pensions and mates) and Naval
debt service.] Affairs 62.3,200,000 13,848,888 31-58

Czechoslovakia 1927 Minhstry of Koruna
[Figures exclude (Esti- Defence 1,685,000,000 10,274,390 17-36
pensions and mates

—

debt service.] net)

Jugoslavia 192a-7 Ministry of Dinars
1

[Figures exclude (Esti- War 2,160,566,000!
I

pensions and mates

—

Navy 151,044,000; i

debt service.] gross) Frontier
!

troops 101,.390,000

Total 2,413,000,000 8,742,753 19-29

^ Percentage for 1925.
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96 DISARMAMENT AND SECXTRITY Part I A

!
Equivalent Percen-

i of total tage to

I

in £ total

1
Budget Figures in as at Expen-

Country. Year. National Currency. 31.rj.26. diture.

Netherlands 1927 Ministry of Florins

[Figures include
!

(Esti- War 59,000,000

pensions and 1 mates Ministry of

part cost of I voted— the Marine 34,700,000
gendarmerie, but i gross) Ministry for

not debt service.]
I

the Colo-
!

' nies 1,500,000
|

I

Total 95,200,000 7,848,309| 1306

Brazil l 1927 Ministry of gold milreis !

[Figures include
|

(Esti- War 100,000
j

pensions, but not
j
mates paper milreis

debt service.] ‘ voted— 194,331,000
I

I

gross) xMinistry of gold milreis '

;

I Marine 1,400,000|

j

paper milreis

J

114,127,000
' gold milreis

; !
Total 1,500,000

I

paper milreis

;

! Total 308,458,0001
Total (in

|

paper
milreis) 315,508,000 7,723,373 17-52

I

Kroner
Sweden

j

1927-8 Army 86,400,000
[Figures include

;

(Esti- Navy 44,400,000
certain war

|

mates Air Force 6,700,000
charges.]

|

voted— General Ad-
j

net) ministra-

! tion & com-
;

mon ser-

vices 500,000

Total 138,000,000 7,597,027 18-79

Mexico 1927 Defence Ex- Pesos
[Figures exclude (Esti- penditure 75,050,00(t 7,536,271 23-02

pensions.] mates

—

gross)

Lei
Rumania 1927 Army 6,259,805,000
[Figures exclude (Esti- Navy 166,499,000
pensions and mates— Aviation 477,876,000
debt service.] gross)

Total 6,904,180,0001 7,463,9781 18-00
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! ( Equivalent
:

Percent
i

1

i

'

of total
1

tage to

I

1 1

in £ \ total
1

i Budget Figures in
|

as at
1

Expen-
(^ouniry. i Year.

1

national Currency.
|

31.12.26. diture.

Ax:stkalia !
1926-7 .Normal De-

[PMgures exclude (p:sti-
j
fence PE\- £ j

i

war charges, but
1

mates

—

j

p(‘nditure 5,556,000! 5,556,000!i

6-52

include Roin(‘ ex-
i

; i

|

penditureonrioii- 1

;

efleetive. Horvices
; i ;

and on civil avia-

tion.]
;

!

j

Pei^os
;

Chile 1927 ;Arin>’ 115,229,009;

(Fi;2:un‘H include
:

(P^sti- jNavy 97,054,000i
pensions and ‘ rnatc‘s—

! ,
—:

i

some expendi- •
gross)

,

21 2,283, 00(>i 5,35(5,624! 23*32

ture f()r civil i)ur-
!

|
; i

jiose.H in respect.
i

|

of the Navv.l
'

Ckeeoe 1927-H jMinistry of Dracliinai
[P^igures exclude (Esti-

I

War 1,525,000,000!
|

pensions and debt mates— jMinistry of '

!

service.] gross)
|

the Marine 421,900,000; '

I

Total 1,946,900,000 5,017,7841 21-92

PoRTUOAL
i 1926-7

I

Ministry of P>cudos
|

[P'igures include
|

(Pisti-
j

War 292,160,000;
j

pensions and
j

mates— 'Ministry of i

some expendi-
j

gross)
j

the Marine 133,806,000 i

ture for civil I rr^ ,
I

purposes.]
j

425,966,000 4,437,
146|

27*39

lluxoARY 192(5-7 [Ministry of Pengos i

[P^igures include (Esti-
|
National

!
|

ordinary military mates— j
Defence 111,000,000| 3,989,935| 9-706

pensions, but not gross)
j

| j

war pensions or i

|
|

j

debt service.] I

|
|

!

Belgium
|

1927 Ministry of PVancs
|

[P^igures include
j

(Esti- National
|

war charges but
|

mates Defence 607,100,000! 3,480,080 7*67
not debt service, voted— |

pension charges, net) i

expenditure on
civil aviation or I I

on gendarmerie
| |

or expenditure
j

j

for accounts of ! i i

other Depart-
|

i i

ments.] i

|

i

H
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'

I

Equivalent Perceii’

j

i of total tage to

\ j

in £ total

! Budget Figures in
\

as at Expen

•

Country. Year,
I

National Currency. i 31.12.26. diiure.

Canada 1927-9 iDefonce Ex- $
; |

[Figures exclude
j

(Esti-
|

peiiditure 1 (>,008,400' 3,430,208 4*70u
pensions and war

|

mates— |

i

charges, but in- gross)

elude small sums
spent for civil i

purposes in re-

spect of Naval &
,

Air Services.] ^

Switzerland 1927 IDefence Ex- Francs
[Figures include (Esti- pcnditure .•{,383,758 25 83
pensions and mates— |

some expend i- gross)
!

ture for debt
service.]

Finland 1927 'Ministry of Marks
[Figures include (Esti- Defence 574,100,000,
war charges, but mates Ministry of i

not pensions or voted— ‘ the In-
i

debt service.] i net) terior^ 27,300,000
,

Total 001,400,000; 3,118,082;

(hJBA 1927-8 Secretariat Pesos
i

[Figures exclude (Esti- i of War and i

pensions.]
j

mates— the Navy 12,325,000: 2,537,052. 15 05
grO.S8)

: i

2,480,000

1

Irish Free State
1

1927-8 jAriny 2,480,000| 7.69
[Figures include i (Esti- i

1

expenditure on mates—

:

!*

pensions and on
|

gross)
1

non-effective ser-
; j

i

;

vices, but not the
,

|

cost of services
j i ;

rendered free by
j

<
I

|

other Depart-
I

inents.j
j

Schillings
j

Austria 1927 |Army 79,742,000 2,318,081 0-37
[Figures exclude

|

(Esti-

srate contribu-
|

mates :

tion to pensions.]
;

voted— i

1
gross) !

^ Expenditure on guards on Russo-Finnish frontier.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



EXPENDITURE ON ARMAMENTS 99

1 Equivalent Percen-

i of total
j

tage to

j
in £ total

1

1

Budget Figures in as at Expen ‘

Country, Year,
|

National C•urrency. :il.l2.26. diture.

Denmark 1927-8
1

Ministry of Kroner
[Figures exclude (Esti-

1

War 26,700,000
})ensions and

j

mates Ministry of j

debt service.]
1

voted— 1

the Marine 12,500,OOOj

j1

net)
;
Ministry of

, the In-

;

terior^

i

1,300,000

!
i

Total 40,500,000 2,225,275! 12-79

Kroner
;

Norway ; 1027-8 iArmy 30,600,00()|
[Figures include

|

(Esti- Navy 12,000,000|
pensioiiK and

j

mates— ‘

/ :

some expendi-
;

gross) !

Total 42,600,OOOj

ture on iion-ef- '

I

feelive services
;

|

and for civil pur-
i

poses, but not i

debt service.] '

,

Bulgaria 1927-8
; Ministry of Leva

i

[Figures include (Esti-
| War 1,244,400,000:

exxjenditure on mates— |

police and coast gross)
:

'

guar<ls.]

I

I

Latvia
I

1927-8 Ministry of Lats
1

I

(Esti-
: War 41,100,000!

I

mates— ^

|

i

rit'^t)
j

!

2,214,137i 10*31

1,830,000! 17-79

I

I

i

I

I

1,621,3011 25*12

Uruguay' 1925-6 'Ministry of
[Figures include (Esti- I War and
some expendi- mates— ^

the Marine
tui*e for civil pur- gross)

poses in respect
of the IVlinistry of

Marine, but ex-

clude pensions.]
I

Peru 1927
! Ministry of

[Figures include (Esti-
! War

pensions.] mates— j
Ministry of

gross) Marine

Total

Pesos
I

7,339,000 1,544,248! 17-07
I

Peruvian f
'

1.452.000
!

I

480,000
I

1.932.000 1,433,7661 18*63

I.e. expenditure on recruiting, medical inspection and billetting.

h2
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1

i

i

1 Equivalent Percen

!

of total tage to

i
in £ total

, Hudifei Fiqures in
!

as at Expen
Conntrif. Year.

I

National (Utrrency. 1 31.12.26. diture.

Union of Sooth 1927-8 !Defence Ex- £
;

Africa (Esti-
!
penditure l,125,90oi 1,125,90(» 3-16

[Figures exclude
;

mates

—

:
1

war charges, pen- gross)
1

I

sions and debt :

1

service.]
I

i

Estonian
j

Estonia ' 1927-S
i Ministry of Marks

;

' (Esti-
;

War 1,882,190,009 1,022,880 23-46
mate's

—

gross)
;

1

New Zealand
1

1927-8 jNaval De- ^
:

[Figures include
:

(Esti- 1 fence 493.326: !

expenditure on mates

—

• Defence
1

non-effective sf-r- net) ! Dept. 464,995'

vices, but noi J

1

debt service or 1

1\)tal 9.58,3211 958,321 3-91

pensions,
|

j

;

Lithuania 1927 •Defence Ex- Litas
1

i (Esti-
j

penditure 39,891,000! 801,829 19-05

mates

—

1

i gross)
i

i

Colombia 1927
i

Ministry of Pesos •

[Figures include i (Esti- i War 3,631,000l 735,392 8-08
pensions.]

j

mates

—

1

gross)
!

i

i

Bolivia
;

1925 Dept. of Boliviano.^ !

[Figures include ' (Esti-
i War 8,493,000j 590,6121 19-03

pensions.]
j
mates

—

.
1

j
1

i gross)
1

i

1

\knezuela 1925-7
I
Dept. of Bolivars

!

[FigureK indude i (Esti-
;
War aud

pensions and
j

mates— the Marine 13,816,000 540,743 14-87
some expend!

- j
gross)

ture on civil pur-
i

poses in respect
j

of the Ministry
'

of Marine.]

Salvador 1927-8 Defence Ex- Colones
[Figures include (Esti- penditure 3,645,000 373,846 16-82
expenditure on mates

—

National Guard gross)
and pensions.]
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Budget Figures in
j

(Unintry. Pear. National Currency.
|

Ecuador 1927 Army and Sucres
[Figure.s exclude (Esti- Air Service 6,522,800

peiiKions, but iiu

elude some ex-

inat('K) Navy 480,000

penditure for

civil purposes in

respect of the
Navy.]

Total 7,002,800

1

G HATEMALA 1927-8 Secretariat Pesos
[Figures exclude
pensions.]

(Esti-

mates

—

gross)

of War 86,196,000
1

i

Panama 19-25-7 Defence Ex- Balboas

[ Figures relate to

military police.]

(Esti-

mates
for two-
yearly
period)

penditure 1,291,440

llAITt 1925-6 National Gourdes
[Figures relate

to constabulary,
coast guards and
President’s gen-

eral stafl’; they ex-
clude jjensions.]

j

(Actual
,

Expen-
diture

—

!

gr(»S8)

Defem^e 6,116,217

Paraguay 1926-7
1

Defence Ex- Gold Pesos
[Figures exclude
pensions.]

(Esti-

mates

—

gross)

j

penditure 1,108,000

1

Honduras 1926-7
!National Pesos

[Figures exclude
pensions.]

(Esti-

mates

—

gross)
i

Defence 1,949,933

Costa Rica
[Figures include

1926
(Esti-

Ministry of

Public-

Colones

expenditure on
police and peni-

tentiaries and on
marine for civil

purposes, but ex-
clude pensions.]

mates

—

gross)

Security 2,576,000

Equivalent

of total

in £

as at

31 . 12 ,26 .

Percen-

tage to

total

1 Expen-
i
diiure.

j

I

I

314,0201 15*881

296,2002; 1302

265,391®, ?
I

!

2U,38C! 17-56

200,
3550

!
17-17

132,103«i 11-37

I

1 Percentage for year 1926.
® Exchange at par.
® Exchange at par.

2 Exchange at 23r(i November, 1926.
^ Exchange at par.
® Exchange as at 19th August, 1926.
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Country.

i

1

Yem.
1

i

1

1

Budget Figures in

! Natio'nal Currency.

Equivalent

of total

in £
as at

31.12.26.

Percen-

tage to

total

Expen-
diture.

Nicaragua
[Figui’es iiidude

pensions.]

1925-G
(Actual

j
Expen-
diture)

Army and
Navy

Police

1
Total

Cordobas
132,571

194,704

327,275 66,791

Dominican
Republic

[Figures relate

solely to expendi-

ture on National

Police.]

I
1927

1

(Esti-

;

mates)

I
National

j
Police

1

1

Pesos

1,472,042 C0,525t
i

i

2-52

Luxembourg
[Figures relate'

to gendarmerie

and volunteers.]

1927

:
(Esti-

1 mates

—

1

gross)

iDefeiice Ex-
i peuditure

Francs !

5,499,000;

!

1

31,5211

i

2*55

1 Exchange at par.
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PART I

WORLD AFFAIRS

B. THE CONSTITUTION AND MEMBERSHIP OF THE
LEAGUE OF NATIONS

(i) Introductory Note.

The League of Nations had been founded in consequence of a great

war which had been fought in Europe
;
and, during the first years of

the League’s existence, a large part of its energies was inevitably

devoted to the urgent though presumably transitory task of European

reconstruction. There were European territorial and other political

questions left over from the Peace Conference to be settled; there

were financially disorganized European countries to be rehabilitated

;

and there were refugees to be re-established in new homes in a number
of European countries. At the same time, the War of 1914-18,

though fought in Europe, had not been a mere ‘European War’
;
for,

before this AVar had run its course, Europe had become the battle-

field of the world. A majority of the non-European states had become
belligerents

;
and even the passive belligerents and the neutrals were

profoundly affected by the repercussions of the War on the economic

plane—a plane on which the w’ar-zone, far from being confined to

Europe, was world-wide. More than ten years after the Armistice of

1918, this fact was recalled in forcible terms by a Latin-American

statesman speaking in a European country.

The War had proved that, owing to modern means of communication
and the interwoven economic interests of the civilised peoples of the
world in each and every continent, no country, w^hethcr neutral or

belligerent, could escape the ghastly consequences of an armed conflict.

Suffering could no longer be circumscribed to the peoples engaged in

fighting, and the whole fabric of modern civilisation w’as menaced from
the moment the first shot was fired in a w ar. . . . Latin America did not
suffer losses of life, but economic upheaval w^as such that after the War
her Governments found themselves confronted with the most serious

problems of social unrest, unemployment, curtailment of production,

deficits, paralysation of all fruitful activities. The Latin American
States realised in a different sphere, but with equal clearness, what a
w'^orld war meant.^

It meant indeed that, for weal or for woe, the whole of Mankind,
in all habitable lands and on all navigable seas, was becoming one

^ Don Agustin Edwards: "Latin America and the League of Nations’
(Journal of the Hoyal Institute of International Affairs, March 1929).
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104 THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS Part I b

single society, knit together in a solidarity so close that no community
could look forward any longer to remaining unaffected by the fortunes

of its contemporaries even in the Antipodes.

The League of Nations, during the first nine years of its existence

(1920-8). was visibly moulded by these salient facts of contemporary

histor3^; for, in its development during those years, two main ten-

dencies could be discerned. There was a gradual but unmistakable

transference of energy from tasks of European reconstruction to

tasks of world organization ; and there was a tendency for political

activities to yield some ground to activities of an economic and cul-

tural character. This did not mean, however, that the political aspect

of international relations was yet becoming appreciably less promi-

nent in the world as a whole
;
for though the local political situation in

Europe began, after the years 1924-5, to show signs of becoming

relatively quiet or quiescent, new political tensions were arising by
that time in at least three other fields : first in the Pacific and the Far

East, with the centre of disturbance in China; secondly on the

American Continent, between the I jatin-American countries and the

United States, with the centre of disturbance in Mexico and Central

America ; and thirdly, all over the world betwe^en the British Empire,

whose interests were already world-wide, and the United States,

whose interests were rapidly expanding to the same dimensions.

These new developments confronted the League of Nations with the

possibility of having to take action in political fields which had pre-

viously lain almost outside its purview, and of having to deal with

political issues in which the two non-member Great Powers, the U.S.

and the U.S.S.R., might be concerned as principles. The Government
of one of these two Great Powers showed its appreciation of the

increasing solidarity of Mankind on the political plane as well as on
the economic by negotiating ‘the Kellogg Pact’ and inviting all the

independent states of the world to adhere to it ;^ but the conclusion

of the Pact produced a situation in which two systems of international

relations—the virtually world-wide system of the Pact and the less

widely extended though more closely compacted system of the

Covenant—were in existence side by side without its yet being clear

in what relation they stood to one another. Meanwhile, the question

presented itself: would the system of the Covenant also become
virtually world-wide in course of time, or was it likel^^ to remain a

predominantly European affair, with a certain number of loose and
scattered adherents among non-European states ?

Apart from the sj>ecial question of the attitudes of the U.S. and the

1 See the present volume. Part I A, Section (i).
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U.S.S.R. towards the League, there were three non-European regions

in which, at the close of the year 1928, the footing of the I^eague was,

in one way or another, distinctly less firm than it was in Europe.

These regions were the Islamic World, the Far East and Latin

America.

The Islamic World was the extreme case ; for, notwithstanding its

proximity to Europe, it still, at the end of the year 1928, contained

only a single state member of the League ^ out of five Islamic states

which were actually sovereign and independent both de jure and

defacio'^ and four more^ whose independence was already provision-

ally recognized subject to the temporary exercise of certain measures

of control by Western Powers. It was true that Great Britain was
bound by treaty to extinguish her responsibilities for ‘Iraq by seeking

to secure her admission to membership in the League at the earliest

opportunity;^ and again, in the abortive draft of an Anglo-Egyptian

treaty of alliance which was negotiated in 1927, it w^as provided that

Egypt should apply for admission to membership in the League and

that Great Britain should support her candidature if and when the

treaty came into force. ^ The actually independent Islamic states,

however, with the single exception of Persia, were still holding aloof

from the League—Najd-Hijaz and the Yaman because of a ‘Zealot’

aversion from Western civilization; Afghanistan because the issue

between ‘ Zealots ' and ‘ Herodians ’ w as not yet decided there ;
and

Turkey partly, perhaps, because of a desire to consult the suscepti-

bilities of her formidable neighbour the U.S.S.R. , but probably more
because she was still inclined to regard the League as an instrument

in the hands of the Principal European Allied Powers, with whom she

had remained formally in a state of war until the coming into force

of the Lausanne Peace Treaty on the 6th August, 1924.

As for the Far East, it was well represented in the League on

paper
;
for the one Far Eastern Great Pow er, Japan, and the two other

Far Eastern independent states, China and Siam, were members of

the League, as well as the two self-governing Dominions of the

British Empire in the South Seas and the four European states with

colonial possessions in this region, that is, Great Britain, the Nether-

* Persia. ® Persia, Turkey, Afghanistan, Najd-Hijaz, Yaman.
’* Egypt, Tra(|, 8yria-Lebanon, Palestine.
* See the History of the Peace Conference of Paris, vol. vi, (^h. I, Part III C,

Section (ix): Wui Surveyfor 1025, \o\. i, J*art III, Section (x): and the present
volume, Part III B, Section (x).

^ See the present volume. Part III B, Section (i).

® For this division of parties which had been produced in the Islamic World
at that time by differences of reaction to the impact of Western civilization,

see the Survey for 1925, vol. i, pp. 0-7.
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B

lands, France and Portugal. Nevertheless, the League did not find

itself able to take effective action in that crisis in Far Eastern affairs

which became acute in 1925 and only began to abate in the course of

the year 1928. This virtual impotence of the League in the Far East

at that time could not be explained simply by the fact that the two
non-member Great Powers were here concerned ;

for the influence of

the U.S.S.R., which was undoubtedly hostile to the League as a

‘bourgeois’ institution, suffered a severe set-back in the Far East in

1927,1 while American activity in the Far East, which was great on

the cultural plane and growing on the economic plane, had not

displayed itself there in the role of an aggressive political force. The
impotence of the League in this case was due rather to a conjunction

of peculiar circumstances. In the first place, an overwhelming pro-

portion of the territory, population and latent material resources of

the Far East was comprised within the frontiers of a single state,

China. Secondly, China had become subject to a number of legal

‘servitudes’, both public and private, by treaty with foreign Powers,

who had thus acquired a juridical interest in what would otherwise

have been Chinese internal affairs. Thirdly, the Chinese people had

become imbued with the Western spirit of nationalism, which im-

pelled them to thrown these ‘servitudes’ off and to establish the

sovereignty and independence of their country in the full Western

sense of those terms. And fourthly, China had fallen into a bout of

disorder which W'Ould almost certainly have produced incidental

violations of foreign ‘treaty rights’ even if there had not been a

deliberate and self-conscious movement in China for bringing the

regime of ‘the unequal treaties’ to an end. It was the peculiar con-

junction of these four circumstances, producing a situation with w hich

the League had not been designed to deal, that debarred the League

from taking action in the Far East during these years. This conjunc-

tion, however, was evidently unlikely to recur
;
and if, out of the

disorders in China, a strong Central Government, unshackled by

‘unequal treaties’, were to emerge, the League might then begin to

play in the Far East a part comparable to its role in Europe. At any

rate, unless and until the situation in China became more or less

stable, it w^ould remain impossible to forecast what the ultimate role

of the League in the Far East would be. Meanwhile, inevitablj^ the

prestige of the League in the Far East suffered from the ineffective-

ness of the role which, through no fault of its own, the League had

actually been playing in that part of the world. The Japanese, for

instance, were only remotely interested in the European activities of

1 Sec the Survey for 1927, Part III, Section (ii).
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the League and were able to discount the existence of the League
almost completely in aflPairs, nearer home, in which they were inti-

mately concerned. Again, for the Chinese at this time the member-
ship of their country in the League signified little more than a

recognition of China’s status in the Western comity of states
;
and

Chinese interest in the League appreciably diminished after China’s

failure, at the Fourth Assembly in 1923, to secure re-election to a

non-permanent seat on the Council.^ Thereafter, China offered her-

self as a candidate for election year by year and when, at the Fifth

Assembly, she only obtained fourteen votes, the Chinese delegation

walked out of the hall and published a formal protest. The Chinese

contention that the permanent representation of the principal regions

of the world ought to be provided for in the constitutional airange-

ments for the composition of the Council, expressed the Chinese

attitude towards the League at this time in a more general form.^

Chinese sensitiveness in this matter was comprehensible. On the

other hand it was noteworthy that the League Assembly, in spite of its

predominantly European and Latin-American membership, showed
a lively sense of China’s potential imj)ortance in international affairs.

C^hina was elected to a non-permanent seat on the Council for the

three successive years 1921 to 1923 inclusive,'^ notwithstanding her

(jondition at the time—a condition which incidentally caused her

contributions to the Budget of the League to fall into arrears
;

^ she

w^as elected again, at the seventh session of the Assembly, for a period

of two years
;
and although she failed to secure election at the ninth

session in September 1928,*'* it was annoiinced early in October 1928

that the Assistant Secretary-General of the League was to proceed on

a special mission to Nanking by arrangement between the new
Chinese Central Government there and Sir Eric Drummond. This

decision showed that the progress towards normality and stability

which China had been making during 1927 and 1928 had been

appreciated at Geneva.

Thus the footing of the League, during the first nine years of its

existence, in two out of the three non-European regions where that

footing was relatively weak, had been largely determined by special

^ i<nrvey for 1920, p. 15.

2 For this contention see op. cit., pp. 11, 15 and 20.
^ Op. cit., p. 15.
* 8ee op. cit., pp. 78-80.
^ A protest a^ijainst the non-re-election of China on this occasion was made

by the Chinese Minister at Brussels, who had be(‘n Chinese delegate at the
ninth session of the A88embl3% at a celebration of the Cbinese fete nationale a
few weeks later (extracts from the Ministers speech in Le Temps, 13th October,
1928).
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local conditions. On the other hand the footing of the League in the

third of these regions, namely Latin America, might fairly be taken

as a test case of the League’s prospects, outside Europe, in the world

as a whole.

In this case, the issue between 'regionalism’ and ' universalism ’ as

alternative systems of international relations was raised in clear and

concrete form. On the one hand, all the twenty Latin-American

states were members of a Pan-American organization consisting of

the Pan-American Union (a permanent Secretariat at Washington
corresponding to the Secretariat of the League of Nations at Geneva),

a Governing Body (comparable in a general way to the Council of the

League), and a periodic Conference of American states (which might

be compared with the League Assembly). In this organization the

Latin-American states were partners of the United States—one of the

two Great Powers that were non-members of the League—and it was

evident that the aloofness of the United States from the League w ould

affect the policy of those of her Latin-American partners in the Pan-

American organization who happened also to be League members,

just as, in another partnership of self-governing peoples, the Britisli

Commonwealth, the policy of the overseas members w as influenced

in the opposite sense by the fact that the leading partner, Great

Britain, was deeply concerned in all the League’s activities. At the

same time, those Latin-American states which were members of

the League constituted, at the end of 1928, an appreciable part of the

total membershi|)—that is sixteen states members out of fifty-four '

—

and, in the various organs of the League, the}^ were by no means
under-represented in proportion to their numbers. Thus the Latin-

American states were involved simultaneously in two different inter-

^ It should bo noted that these figures, taken by themselves, might give aii

exaggerated impression of the extent of Latin-American participation in the
League. In the first place, though sixteen Latin-xVmerican states were still

nominally members of the League at the end of 1928, three of the sixteen

(Argentina, Peru and Bolivia) had ceased for some years to collaborate actively
in the League’s work. The sixteen Latin-American states members represented

30 per cent, of the total membership, but they were only called upon to contri-

bute 9 per cent, (that is 91 units out of 986) of the budget for 1929, and the
I)roportion due from the thirteen active members was less than 5 per cent.

(49 units). Moreover, the aggregate international importance of the thirteen
active members of the League was much less than that of the seven liatin-

American states which were non-members or passive members, as appears from
the following figures (quoted from Don Agustiii Edwards, op. cil,):

Toted Area in Toted

square miles. Popidation.
Thirteen states collaborating in the League 1,506,073 27,178,286
Seven states not collaborating in the League 6,445,213 67,168,123
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national systems—the ‘planetary’ or ‘oecumenicar system of the

League of Nations and the ‘regional’ system of the Pan-American
organization—and it remained to be seen which of these two systems

would ultimately secure the first claim on their allegiance or whether

a conflict of allegiances would be avoided. In 1 928, the Latin-Ameri-

can countries were still interested in their local relations with one

another and with the United States more deeply than thej^ were in

affairs affecting the world as a whole; and, like other overseas

countries (foi* example, the United States or the self-governing

Dominions of the British Empire), they instinctively shrank from

becoming imjdicated in the local affairs of Europe. So long as local

European affairs, and especially the task of liquidating the European
legacies of the General War of 1914-18, claimed the major part of the

League of Nations’ attention, the Latin-American countries were

naturally inclined to sit lightly to the League
;
but their interest in

the League seemed likely to increase as local European 2)olitical

problems yielded ground, in the League’s field of activity, to economic

and cultural affairs of world-wide scope.^ On the economic and
cultural planes, moreover, collisions between the League and the

Pan-American organization were improbable. The crucial question

remained : What would hapi)en in an international crisis of a political

character in which Latin-American states members of the League

were involved ? This question might have been difficult to solve

a priori in juridical terms ; but on the principle of solvihir etindo it

received a reassuring practical answer when Bolivia and Paraguay

came to the verge of war with one another in December 1928. in that

emergency both the Council of the League and the Conference of

American states took action in accordance with their respective

constitutions, and their simultaneous activities resulted in the pre-

vention of war without any friction arising between the two separate

peace-making organizations.

(ii) The Composition of the Council.

The crisis over the composition of the Council of the League of

Nations, which arose in 1926 in connexion with the admission of

Germany to membership of the League, has been recorded in an

earlier volume.^ Under the new procedure adopted by the Seventh

Assembly in September 1926, three of the nine non-permanent

members of the Council were to be elected each year and were to

serve for a period of three years. On retirement, a non-permanent

1 For an illuminating exposition of this point, in concrete terms, see Don
Agustin Edwards, op. cit. * Survey for 1926^ Part I A, Section (i).
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110 THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS Part 1 B

member could not be elected during the next six years unless a two-

thirds majority of the Assembly, by a special vote, declared it re-

eligible. The number of re-elected members was to be restricted so

that not more than three might serve on the Council at the same time.

The members of the League for whose benefit these re-eligibility

provisions were primarily intended were states which did not fall

within the category of the ‘Great Powers
'
(whose claim to permanent

representation on the Council was undisputed), but which felt them-

selves entitled, nevertheless, to more favourable treatnu'iit than that

accorded to the small st^ites composing the majority of the members
of the League. The crisis of 1926 had arisen because three states of

this intermediate class—Spain, Brazil and l\)land‘—had demanded
that, when the composition of the Council was modified by the

admission of Germany to a permanent seat,- they should also be

assured permanent representation. The rejection of their claims led

Spain and Brazil to give notice of their resignation from the League

;

and Poland was therefore the only one of these three states that took

advantage of the provision for semi-permanent’ representation in

September 1926. On the 16th September, 1926, Poland was duly

elected a member of the Council for three years ; and she was also, by
a special vote, declared re-eligible when her term of office expired.

Poland’s success on this occasion, however, did not mean that the

members of the Assembly were unanimous in approving of the crea-

tion of a ‘semi-permanent’ class of seat on the Council. On the

contrary, a strong movement of opposition to any departure from a

strict system of rotation in the election of non-permanent members
had made itself felt, especially among the small states ; and the result

of the special ballot in 1926 seems to have been mainly due to a

general belief that if Poland's claim w as not accepted the admission

of Germany into the League might again be rendered impossible.

In order to inaugurate the system by which three non-permanent

members of the Council retired each year, it was necessary in 1926

to elect three states for three years, three for two years and three for

one year. The tlu'ee states which w’^ere due to retire in 1927 were

Belgium, Czechoslovakia and Salvador. Belgium had been a member
of the Council ever since its establishment ; but she had not put for-

ward a claim for a permanent seat in 1926, and she had refrained

from asking the Seventh Assembly, when it elected her for a further

1 Claims for permanent seats were also filed during 1926 by China and
Persia, but only for the contingency that other states besides Germany
received such seats.

® Germany made it one of the conditions of her entry into the League that
she should receive a permanent seat on the Council.
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period of one year, to declare her re-eligible in 1927. The announce-

ment early in August 1927 that the Belgian Government had decided

to apply for re-election at the forthcoming session of the Assembly

therefore caused some surprise.

Monsieur Vandervelde, the principal Belgian delegate, went to

Geneva at the beginning of September 1927 with instructions to

explore the ground and make sure of a sufficient measure of support

before putting forward a formal demand for a ballot on Belgium's

re-eligibility. According to an alleged statement by a member of the

Belgian delegation. Monsieur Vandervelde received promises of sup-

port from 38 states, and since the majority required was 32 he felt

justified in making his formal application. When, however, the

special ballot on Belgium's request took place, on the morning of the

15th September, only 29 votes were cast in her favour, and she there-

fore failed by three votes to be declared re-eligible. This adverse

result, which appears to have caused general surprise, was the clearest

possible manifestation of the strong feeling among the small states

against the imnciple of ‘semi-permanent’ representation on the

Council. The ballot was secret, but it was generally believed that all

the Great Powers with permanent seats on the Council (with the

possible exception of Italy) had voted for Belgium and that the

opposition had included most of the Latin-American states as well

as the Scandinavian grouj) of European countries. Dr. Nansen, of

Norway, was understood to have taken a prominent part in organiz-

ing the opposition. The disappearance of Belgium from the Council

seems to have been widely regretted, and the fact that the sufferer

from this movement of revolt among the small states was herseK a

small state (albeit one whose position was in some ways specially

privileged) indicated that the delegates who cast adverse votes did so,

for the most part, because they felt that an important principle was
at stake.^ Monsieur Vandervelde himself, in a speech delivered im-

mediately after the ballot had been declared, expressed his conviction

that the result had been determined by the question of principle and
did not imply any hostility to Belgium. The applause which followed

his speech showed that he had correctly interpreted the feelings of the

Assembly.

The elimination of Belgium left in the field five states—Cuba,

Finland, Canada, Greece and Portugal—which had presented them-
selves as candidates for the three non-permanent seats. The election

on the 15th September resulted in 40 votes being cast for Cuba,

^ See Le Temps, 17tli September, 1927, for the suggestion that some dele-

gates may have been actuated by more pei’sonal motives.
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33 for Finland, 26 for Canada, 23 for Greece and 16 for Portugal.

A few votes were also cast for other states. Uruguay received three

votes, Denmark two, and Siam, Switzerland and Haiti one each. The
absolute majority required was 25, and Cuba, Finland and Canada
were therefore elected on the first count.

The result of the ballot in 1927 was of unusual interest owing to the

special status of two of the new members, Canada and Cuba. Though
Canada was not the first British Dominion to appear as a candidate

for a seat on the Council,^ she was the first to be elected. Her success

in 1927 set the final seal on her autonomous nationhood, and signified

that the new constitution of the British Empire had received the

formal approval of the League of Nations.-^ As for Cuba, the ‘Platt

Amendment' of 1901 had placed her in a special relation to the

United States by conferring upon the latter Power a right of interven-

tion and a control over (hiba’s foreign and financial policy.^ Thus the

result of the ballot on the loth September was that the Assembly, by

the vote of 40 out of the 49 members present, conferred the cov(‘ted

privilege of a seat on the Council upon a state which was virtually

a dependency of one of the two remaining Great Powers which were

not members of the League of Nations. It may be noted that the

candidature of the third state elected in 1927—Finland—was known
to be unwelcome to the other Great Power which held aloof from the

League—the U.S.S.R. ;
and that Russia’s attitude had led Germany,

the latest of the Great Powers to enter the League, to withhold her

support from Finland. Nevertheless, Finland was elected, in the face

of Germany’s opposition, by a margin of eight votes
;
and thus three

^ The Irish Free State stood in 1926 but was not elected (see The Conduct of
British Empire Foreign Relations since the Peace Settlement, Section (iii) (d))-

2 On the significance of Canada’s candidature and election see op, cit., loc, cit.

In that place, it is suggested that Canada and Cuba were in some sense in

competition as alternative represemtatives of the American (’ontinent. This
appears to be doubtful ; for it was afterwards asserted that the Latin-American
states gave Canada little support, owing to their anxiety to make certain of the
election of Cuba, and that Canada owed her election to the votes of the
Scandinavian and other European states in conjunction with the votes of

states members belonging to the British Emi)ire. Apparently the regional

group of states which the Latin Americans w'ere concerned to see represented
on the Council of the League was not an American group in the widest sense
but an exclusively Latin-American group ; and this narrower group was not,

of course, represented by Canada (at any rate not in the geographical sense,

since in point of nationality Canada had an indisputable claim to Latinity in

virtue of the French element in her population).
® In 1926 a controversy had arisen between Cuba and Uruguay because a

Uruguayan delegate was alleged to have raised, on the occasion of the election

of Council members by the Seventh Assembly, the question whether Cuba’s
sovereignty was restricted by the ‘Platt Amendment ’ (see the Survey for 1927,
Part IV B, Section (vi)).

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



Sect, ii THE COMPOSITION OF THE COUNCIL 113

out of the five Europetan border states of the U.S.S.R. (the other two
being Poland and Rumania) came to be represented on the Council

simultaneousI3^

The failure of Belgium to secure re-election to the Council in 1927

did not deter two states—China and Sj)ain—from asking the Ninth

Assembly in 1928 to declare them re-eligible.

China had asserted her right to a permanent seat on the Council

in 1926, but had withdrawn her claim on the adoption of the com-
promise which made it possible for Germany alone to enter the Council

as a permanent member. The Seventh Assembly had elected China

to one of the three two-year seats, and her term of office—together

with those of Holland and Colombia—therefore expired in 1928.

(ffiina’s case for re-election was weakened by the fact that Persia was
also a candidate for tlie scat which was expected to fall to an Asiatic

state.* Although a good many delegates seem to have felt that it

would be unfortunate if China suffen^l a rebuff at the hands of the

League just at the moment when a new Chinese Government were

making an effort to set theirhouse in order,^ this consideration did not

avail to outweigh the small states’ dislike of ‘semi-permanent’ scats.

Accordingly, the special ballot on the 10th September resulted in only

27 votes being cast in China’s favoui*, so that she failed by seven votes

to secure the necessary^ two-thirds majority of 34.

In the case of Spain the (drcumstances were sufficiently exceptional

to induce the small states (a majority of whom, as Latin Americans,

were specially friendly to Spain) to modify their attitud(j. Spain was
one of the states whose special needs the re-eligibility provisions had

been intended to meet
;
and although the rejection of her claim to a

permanent seat in 1926 had led the Spanish Government to vindicate

the national honour by giving notice of withdrawal from the League,^

the Government, before making that gesture, had shown a certain

interest in the possibility of ‘ semi-permanent ’ tenure of office.^ In

March 1928 the Spanish Government, in response to an appeal from

^ Persia, like China, liad abandoned lior conditional claim to a permanent
seat in 1926, but she had attempted (unsuccessfully) to persuade the First

Committee of the Seventh Assembly that two non-permanent seats ought to

bo allocated to Asiatic states (see the Surveyfor 1926, 7). 75). She had not stood
for election in 1927, but on the conclusion of the ballot in that year she had
reiterated her claim for another ‘Asiatic’ seat besides that occupied by China
and had signified her intention of presenting herself next year. On the question
of the geographi(‘al distribution of seats on the Council, see the Survey for 1926,

pp. 11, 15 and 61.
* For the situation in (^hina at this time see the present volume, Part IV.
•’* See the Survey for 1926, pp. 74-5.
* Op. cit,, PI). 66-8.
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Part I B114 THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS
the Council, had cancelled their resignation ; and in so doing they had

expressly declared that they left to the Assembty 'the duty of decid-

ing the seat Spain shall occupy in order that her action shall be

efficacious, useful, and con*espondiiig to her special situation as a

neutral Great Power during the last war and her rank as a creator of

peoples and civilizations It would clearly have been difficult for the

Assembly, which was of one mind in desiring to welcome Spain back

to the fold, to deny her the benefit of those provisions for re-eligibility

which had been introduced in 1926 largely in the hope of ])reventing

her resignation. When the election of non-permanent members took

place on the 1 0th September, Spain received 46 votes. Immediately

after tlie ballot a sej)arate vote was taken on the question of Spain's

re-eligibility in three years’ time, and she then received 37 favourable

votes. Since the two-thirds majority required w as 32, Spain's applica-

tion was granted by a margin of five votes.

^

The other two states w hich w ere elected to the Council in 1928 were

Persia (40 votes) and Venezuela (35 votes). Persia had benefited by

the rejection of China's request to be declared re-eligible for the

‘Asiatic ' seat. Another Asiatic state, Siam, was also a candidate, but

she received only six votes. It had been a foicgone conclusion that the

seat vacated by Colombia would fall to another Latin-American state,

and Venezuela was the only member of that group whose claim had
been seriously canvassed. Votes w^ere also cast for a number of states

which had not presented themselves as candidates
;
and it was signifi-

cant that Norway (the aclaiowledged leader of the small states in

their stand on the question of the composition of the Council) should

have received eleven unsolicited votes. Three votes were also given

for Denmark, two for Paraguay, Uruguay and Greece, and one for

Austria, Switzerland and Portugal.

The Council for the year 1928-9 was therefore composed of the

five permanent members—France, Great Britain, Italy, Japan and

Germany—and of nine non-permanent members—Poland, Rumania
and Chile (whose term of office would expire in 1929) ;

Cuba, Finland

and Canada (whose term of office would expire in 1930) ; and Spain,

Persia and Venezuela (whose term of office w^ould expire in 1931).

Of these nine Poland, in 1929, and Spain, in 1931, would be able to

stand again without a special ballot, since the Assembly had declared

them re-eligible at the time of their election.

1 In the ballot on China's re-eligibility 50 votes were cast and tlic two-thirds
majority was thcirefore 34 ; but in the ballot on Spain the total number of votes

was 47, making the two-thirds majority 32.
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(iii) The Question of the Functions of the Perniaiieiit Mandates
Commission.

The inauguration of the mandatory system has been recorded in

the History of the Peace Conference of Paris and, from the account

there given, it will be seen that at least two problems of international

law were latent in this new^ institution. The first problem was ; Where
did the sovereignty over the mandated territories reside ? The second

was : What was the form and the extent of the supervision which was
to be exercised over the administration of the Mandates by tlie

Council of the League of Nations—with the assistance of the Per-

manent Mandates Commission provided for in Article 22 of the

Covenant—in view^ of the fact that, according to another paragraph

of the same article, the tutelage of the mandatory l\)wers ov(?r the

mandated territories was to be exercised on behalf of the League ?

By the end of the year 1927 the question of sovereignty had not

yet been raised formally, though it had come under discussion with

reference to the status of the mandated territory of South-West

Africa.*^ On the other hand, the question of the form and extent of

League of Nations supervision was raised on the 3rd September, 1920,

during the forty-first session of the League Council, on two important

points relating to the functions of the Permanent Mandates Com-
mission. The first point was the scope of the questionnaire which it

was the practice of the Commission to circulate to the mandatory
Powers as a guide in the preparation of their annual reports—reports

which, in the terms of Article 22 of the Covenant, it was the duty of

the Commission to receive and examine. The second point was
whether the Commission, in rare cases when they could not otherwise

come to a conclusion, might give audience to i)etitioners whose

f)etitions had already been presented in writing and had been com-
mented upon, in that form, by the mandatory Power concerned.

The Permanent Mandates Commission, whose functions were thus

called in question in the autumn of 192(>, had by that time been

in existence for nearly six years. Its constitution, as approved by the

Council of the League on the 1st December, 1920, has been printed

in full in the History of the Peace Conference of Paris and in this

place it is only necessary to recall that the Commission consisted

of nine members, ‘ appointed by the Council and selected for their

personal merits and competence ’, and that—while the selection was

^ Yol. vi. Part IV, pp. 500-23.
2 This will be dealt with in a later volume of thivS Survey.
3 Vol. vi, pp. 512-13.

12
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116 THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS Part I B

SO arranged that four members were nationals of mandatory and five

of non-mandatory Powers—the members of the Commission were not

in any sense representatives of the Governments to which they

happened respectively to owe personal allegiance.^ It may be added,

however, that both the original selection by the Council, and the

subsequent appointments to fill vacancies, were admirably made, the

persons appointed being distinguished people of wide diplomatic,

administrative or technical experience-—with the result that the

members of the Commission not only worked together harmoniously

but displayed great tact and ability and insight as a body in th(^ per-

formance of their delicate task. This task, as the Commission pointed

out in 1926 wdien they had to deal with a serious situation in the

administration of the Mandate for Syria and the Lehanon,^ was one

of supervision and co-operation—functions w^hich, though neither

incompatible nor in conflict with one another, may yet be accom-

panied by genuine difficulties when they have to be carried out

simultaneously Since that w^as the standing condition under w hich

the Commission did their w ork, such difficulties inevitably arose
;
and

on two occasions at least—when the Commission w-ere confronted by
the Bondelzwarts affair of 1922^ and by the Syrian rising of 1925^^

—

the task became so delicate that it seemed almost impossible that it

should be successfully performed. Yet, on these tw^o critical occasions,

the manner in which the members of the Commission acquitted

themselves not only confirmed the esteem in which this eminent

international body had come to be held by the public opinion of the

world but drew spontaneous tributes of admiration from official

representatives of the mandatory Powers concerned, and this after

they had passed through the ordeal of discussing with the Commission

1 They were not allowed to hold any office which put them in a position of

direct dependence on their Governments while members of the Commission.
2 In 1926 there were four members of the Commission who ‘had spent their

whole life in the colonial service of their respective countries ; they had been
Governors*General over territories larger than most European countries’.

Statement by a Swedish member of the Commission, Mine Bugge- WickseD,
in the Sixth Committee of the Seventh Assembly of the League of Nations on
the 21st September, 1927.

3 See the Survey for 1925, vol. i, pp. 455-6.
^ According to an individual member of the Commission: ‘the Commission

had . . . realised that it must do nothing to embarrass the mandatory Powers in

the execution of their task, and it laid stress on the fact that it regarded itself

as a Commission whose duty it was to study reports and give opinions, and not
to criticise but to co-operate.’ (Statement by General P’reire d*Andrade, a
Portuguese member of the Commission, to the Sixth Committee of the Seventh
Assembly of the League of Nations on the 2l8t September, 1926,)

® See the Survey for 1920-3, pp. 405-16.
• See the Survey for 1925, vol. i, pp. 422-57.
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certain painful affairs, in which they personally, as well as the Govern-

ments which they represented, had been concerned.^

It remains to trace the history of the two matters which caused the

functions of the Permanent Mandates Commission to be called in

question in the autumn of 1926.

The ‘questionnaire intended to facilitate the preparation of the

annual reports of the mandatory Powers ’ had originally been drafted

by the Permanent Mandates Commission during their first session

(4th-8th October, 1921) and had been communicated forthwith to

the Council and the states members of the League. The warrant for

this step was the clause in the constitution of the Commission to the

effect that the Commission should ‘regulate its own procedure subject

to the approval of the Council’. The purpose was to assist the

mandatory Powers in showing, and the Council in ascertaining,

whether and to what extent the Mandates w^ere being administered in

acciordance, not only with the spirit of the Covenant, but with the

specific ‘safeguards in the interests of the indigenous population*

which had been stipulated for in the Covenant in respect of Mandates

of the *B’ and ‘C’ classes.^

The jmxctical object of the questionnaire^ w^as to assist the

Mandatories to present their reports in such a form as would reduce

to a minimum the number of supplementary questions that the

Commission would find it necessary to ask. At the same time, the

Commission made no attempt to confine the Mandatories’ reports

rigidly within the framework thus provided by them. On the con-

trary, they were on the lookout from the beginning to see how the

questionnaire might be modified, extended or otherwise made more
apt to serve its purpose in the light of the reports actually presented

and the practical experience gained in the performance of their work.

^ 8ee the Purvey for 1920-3, pp. 415-16; the Survey for 1925, vol. i, p. 456.
2 lu respect of ‘B’ and ‘C’ Mandates, the mandatory Bower was to be
'responsible for tlie administration of the territory under conditions which’
w^ouJd ‘guarantee freedom of conscience or rehgion, subject only to the
maintenance of public order and morals, the prohibition of abuses such as the
slave trade, the arms traffic and the liquor traffic, and the prevention of the
establishment of fortifications or military and naval bases and of military
training of the natives for other than police purposes and the defence of

territory.’

‘B’ (like *A* though not ‘C’) Mandates were further to bo administered
under conditions which would secure equal opportunities for the trade and
commerce of members of the League other than the mandatory Power.

® The questionnaire was drawn up in two versions referring to ‘B ’ and ‘ C ’

Mandates respectively. In dealing with the class of ‘ A ’ Mandates, the Com-
mission did not draw up a standard questionnaire, since conditions in the
several territories differed widely.
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On the 20th July, 1923, during their third session, they api)ointed

a sub-committee for the revision of the questionnaire, consisting of

Sir Frederick Lugard (a retired British colonial administrator of

great distinction), Monsieur van Rees (the Dutch Vice-Chairman of

the Commission), and Monsieur Orts (a Belgian member of the

Commission). Alternative drafts of a revised questionnaire were

considered by the Commission during their fourth and fifth sessions

(24th June to 8th July and 23rd October to 6th November. 1924,

respectively) and a final draft was eventually discussed on the 11th

June, 1926, during the ninth session (8th~25th June, 1926).

The original questionnaire had contained 51 numbered questions

in the ‘B’ ve^rsion and 50 in the ‘C’ version, arranged under 13 heads.

The revised version contained 118 arranged under 22 heads. Thus the

number of questions was rather more than doubled ; but, on a com-

parison of the printed texts, this increase struck the eye as being

much greater than it actually was owdng to the trivial fact that in the

revised version the questions were numbered consecutively through-

out, whereas in the original version they had been numbered in

separate series under each heading. As a matter of fact (as Monsieur

Orts observ^ed to the Commission when it was considering the final

draft) the mandatory Powers were already supplying information

concerning each of the points raised in the questionnaire ; and it was

afterwards ascertained in re.gard to three British Empire mandatories

that Australia had actually answered all the 1 18 questions in previous

annual reports, Great Britain 117 and New Zealand 115.^

When the draft was discussed by the Commission on the 1 Itli June,

1926, a French member, Monsieur Merlin, criticized it on the ground

that, ‘when once replies had been given to the numerous questions

contained in ’ it, ‘ there would not be any need to take up the questions

again every year.’ On this point the Chairman, the Marquis Theodoli,

explained that ‘it was intended to draw the attention of the Gov^ern-

ments to the points on which the Commission desired to be informed,

leaving them at liberty to develop their replies more or less as they

thought fit’. In other words the new draft was intended to serve as

an ‘aide-memoire’ or a series of ‘notes for guidance’, and not as a

questionnaire in the literal sense of a series of imperative questions

demanding categorical answers. Eventually, the text of the draft was
adopted with certain amendments, and was entitled: ‘B and C
Mandates: List of questions which the Permanent Mandates Com-
mission desires should be dealt with in the annual reports of the

1 Statement by Major J. W. Hills in a letter dated the 23rd November, 1926,
and published in The Times on the 24th.
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Mandatory Powers. ’ In a preamble it was explained that 'the docu-

ment’ indicated, ‘in the form of questions, the principal points on

which ’ the Commission desired ‘ that information should be given in

the annual reports’, and that, ‘without asking that its questions

should be necessarily reproduced in the reports, the Commission’
considered ‘it desirable that the reports should be drawn up in

accordance with the general plan of the questionnaire.’^

It was during this same ninth session that the Commission found

themselves confronted with the problem whether petitions regarding

the administration of mandated territories might, if necessary, be

received by the Commission orally as well as in writing. Whereas
the problem of the questionnaire had arisen over Mandates of the

‘B’ and ‘C’ classes, ‘the greater part of the petitions’ received by the

Permanent Mandates Commission ‘came from territories under “A”
Mandates', since ‘the inhabitants of those territories were in a far

more advanced stage of civilization than the inhabitants of territories

under “ B ” and “ Cr’ Mandates and were therefore in a better position

to submit their views
‘ The position of the Pei’manent Mandates Commission with regard

to {)etitions had not been provided for in the terms of its constitution,

which determined the details of its comy)etence
;

’

^ but ‘the right of

petitioners to submit a petition had never been questioned, and
recently it had been decided that the term “petition’' should include

memorials from persons outside mandated territories’.** ‘In every

. . . session of the Commission, from the first to the eighth, a discus-

sion had arisen on this subject, in several instances occupying the

whole or the grt^ater part of a meeting.’ ^ On the 31st January, 1923,

rules of procedure for dealing with petitions, which had been drafted

by the Commission at the Council’s request, were adopted by the

Council, with certain small alterations. They were not included in the

subsequent publication^ of the general rules of procedure of the

Commission as amended by the Council on the 12th December, 1923 ;

^

^ For the history of the questionnaire down to this point see a statement
made by Monsieur van Rees to th<‘ Sixth Committee of the Seventh Assembly
of the League of Nations on the 2 1st September, 192(5.

2 Staternent by the Marquis Theodoli on the 10th June, 1926, during the
ninth session of the I^ermanent Mandates Commission.

^ Statement by Monsieur van Rees on the same occasion.
* Statement by Sir F. Lugard on the same occasion.
* Note by Sir F. Lugard on procedure with regard to memorials or petitions

(Annex 2 to the Minutes of the ninth session of the Permanent Mandates
Commission).

* In League of Nations Document C.P.M, 8.

^ The foregoing facts are taken from the note by Sir F. Lugard cited above.
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but they were issued, as adopted by the Council, in a separate printed

paper 1 and were followed by the Commission in practice thereafter.

The essence of these rules was that petitions from inhabitants of

(though not those from persons residing outside) a mandated territory

should be transmitted through the mandatory Power concerned, that

all petitions received should be subjected to a preliminary examina-

tion by the Chairman of the Commission and that the texts of those

which he considered acceptable should then be communicated, for

observations, to the mandatorj^ Power concerned as well as to his

fellow-members of the Commission.- On the question whether the

Commission should in any circumstances give audience to petitioners,

the rules gave no guidance. ‘ While’ they did ^not rule out the possi-

bility of petitioners being heard by the Commission, they' did ‘not

expressly provide for such a step.’*^

This last question was one of extreme delicacy, since it involved

three considerations which were not easy to reconcile with one another

yet were all of fundamental importance: first, that the Permanent
Mandates Commission should not be estopped from any procedure

which experience might show to be necessary for the effective per-

formance of their work as laid down in the Covenant of the League
and in the Constitution of the 1st December, 1920: second, that

nothing should be done by the Commission which might prevent the

effective administration of a Mandate by a mandatory Powct
;
and

third that the inhabitants of mandated territories should not be

denied the use of any means of action which it might be necessary

to place in their hands in order to insure that the safeguards promised

to them in the Covenant should be effective.

As regarded the first point, it was a commonplace that the Western
administration of non-Western countries was not a matter which
could be investigated intelligently and criticized constructively on
the sole basis of documentary evidence studied at a distance from the

spot. This commonplace was, in fact, regularly appealed to by
Western colonial administrators as an a priori objection to strictures

passed upon their work by ‘arm-chair critics’ at home. The Per-

manent Mandates Commission could not, of course, be dismissed as

^ League of Nations Official Journal

,

March 1923, Annex 457, reprinted
separately as C.P.M, 38 (1).

2 Note by the Secretariat of the League of Nations on a list of potitiojis

relating to the administration of the French Mandate for Syria and the
Lebanon (Annex 2 to the Minutes of the eighth session of the Permanent
Mandates Commission) ; note by Sir F. Lugard cited above.

® Note by Monsieur Eappard on the hearing of petitioners (Annex 3 to the
Minutes of the ninth session of the Permanent Mandates Commission).
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a body of ‘arm-chair critics’, since a substantial number of the

members of the Commission were themselves ex-colonial administra-

tors with a long experience of practical work in countries contiguous

to the mandated territories and similar to them in all relevant

respects. Even so, it was a distinct handicap to the Commission, in

the performance of their task, that in all circumstances they should

have to depend exclusively upon the past experience of the members
in dealing w ith other colonial areas ; for it was evident that occasion-

ally, tliough possibly not frequently, situations would arise in wdiich

personal contact with inhabitants of the mandated territories them-

selves. or with petitioners capable of speaking authoritatively on

tlieir l)(dialf, would become virtually indispensable to the effective

discharge' of the Commission’s duties.

As regarded the second point, there was a natural fear on the part

of tlie mandatory Powers that any personal relations whatever

between the inhabitants of the mandated territories and the Per-

manent Mandates Commission might prejudice their own position

vis-a’V'i\s both the inhabitants of the territories under their respective

Mandates and the other states members of the League. They pointed

out that one of the foundations of the mandatory system was the

confidence placed in the mandatory Powers in the first instance by
the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, by whom they had been

selected, and in the second instance by the League of Nations when
it consented that the mandatory system, with these particular Powers
as the Mandatories, should be placed under its auspices. They feared

that the authorization of any procedure which i)ermitted the inhabi-

tants of the mandated territories to appeal direct to the Permanent
Mandates Commission might be interpreted by international public

opinion as being tantamount to a vote of want of confidence in the

mandatory Powers
;
but they feared still more that it might be inter-

preted, by the inhabitants of the mandated territories themselves, as

implying that the Permanent Mandates Commission rather than the

several mandatory Powers was the depository of the supreme execu-

tive authority over them. It may be added that all members of the

Commission who took part in the discussions concerning the possi-

bility of receiving oral petitions seem to have shown a clear apprecia-

tion of the mandatory Powers’ point of view in this matter and a

sincere concern to propose nothing which might seriously increase

the difficulties of the mandatory Powers’ position.

The third point to be taken into consideration was the fair treat-

ment of the inhabitants of the mandated territories, the safeguarding

of whose interests was, according to the Covenant, the primary and
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paramount object for which the mandatory system had been insti-

tuted. In this connexion it was pointed out that, in order to safe-

guard the interests of the mandatory Powers, the Council of the

League, in drawing up the constitution of the Permanent Mandates

Commission, had laid down that the mandatory Powers should send

their annual reports to the Commission ‘through duly authorized

representatives who would be prepared to offer any supplementary

explanations or supplementary information which the Commission’

might ‘request’; that the Commission should ‘examine each in-

dividual report in the })rcsence of the duly authorized representative

of the mandatory Power from which it’ came, such representative

being authorized to ‘ participate with absolute freedom in the discus-

sion of this report ’
;
and that although, after this discussion had ended,

the representative of the mandatory Power w as to withdraw while

the Commission decided on the wording of the observations w hich

were to be submitted to the Council of the League, these observations

w^ere to be ‘communicated to the duly authorized represtmtative of

the mandatory Power from w^hom the rc^port’ came, and he was to

be ‘entitled to accompany it [i.e. the observations] with any com-

ments which he’ desired ‘to make'. If, it was argued, this procedure

of oral communication with the Commission through properly quali-

fied representatives was considered by the Council to be necessary in

order to ensure a fair hearing to the mandatory Powers, an unqualified
denial of the same facilities to the inhabitants of the mandated terri-

tories, w^hen petitioners claiming to represent them were found, up(;n

investigation, to be genuinely representative, w^ould be difficult to

reconcile with an attitude of complete impartiaUty.^

Before any ruling had yet been given on the delicate question in

which these three different considerations were involved, that ques-

tion was raised in a practical form during the eighth session of the

Commission (16th February-6th March, 1926). A Syrian delegation

came to Rome, where the Commission were sitting, in the hope of

being personally received, and each of the members of the Commission

did, in fact, hear this delegation privately but when the leader of

the S3rrian delegation—a well-knowm Druse publicist, the Amir
Shakib Arslan—wrote a formal letter to the Commission requesting

that the delegation should be received, the resulting discussion in the

Commission brought to light two opposing views. Monsieur van Rees

submitted that ‘the Commission had no authority to accede to the

^ This point was forcibly i)ut by Sir F. Lugard in the note cited above.
2 Statement by Monsieur van Rees in the Minutes of the eighth session of the

Permanent Mandates Commission, p. 158.
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request of the SjTian delegation ’ and that, ‘in hearing them officially,’

they ‘would be exceeding’ their ‘competence’; and in opposing the

grant of their request he was supported—albeit ‘ with no feelings of

joy’—by Monsieur Rappard. On the other hand Sir Frederick

Lugard ‘ said he was not opposed in principle to hearing the petitioners

orally, when they represented some particular and specific grievance.

He did not indeed see how the Commission could claim to deal

impartially with petitions unless it gave the complainants an oppor-

tunity of replying to the statements made by the other side. ... In

his opinion, the Commission had every right to adopt any measures

which it might desire in order to carry out its task’. ‘ He added that

he regarded the question of the right of appeal of the people of a

mandated territory as a matter of the very greatest importance, and
that he personally did not feel at all satisfied as to the manner in

which it was being dealt with by the Commission.’ As a result of this

discussion, the Commission decided, first, that the Syrian delegates

should not be received, but in the second })lace that the question

of principle should be placed on the agenda of the next ordinary

session. 1

At their ninth session, the Commission had before them not only

two notes drawn uj) by Sir Frederick Lugard and by Monsieur

Rappard respectively,'^ but ‘a letter from the delegation of the Waxid

Leumi (National Council of the Jews of Palestine), asking to be heard

by the Commission with regard to the different problems arising out

of the establishment of the Jewish National Home’.^ In the view of

Sir Frederick Lugard ‘it followed .... as a corollary to the right of

petitioners to submit petitions, that the Commission should be able

to hear those petitioners if it thought fit to do so ’
;
and in his note he

proposed that the right of petition should be made fully known, as

also the method of procedure and the other conditions, and that

petitions which had been judged worthy of acceptance and had been

sent to the mandatory Power for observations should be referred to

a sub-committee of three members for report as to whether an audience

(in cases where that was asked for) should be granted. On the other

hand, ‘Monsieur Rappard had doubts about the competence of the

^ Text of the reply eventually despatched to the Amir Shakib Arslan (over
the signature of the head of the. Mandates Section of the Secretariat of the
League of Nations) in the Minutes of the eighth session of the Permanent
Mandates (Commission, 168.

® Printed Jis Annexes 2 and 3 to the Minutes of the ninth session of tluj

Permanent Mandates Commission.
® Statement by the Chairman, the Marquis Theodoli, at the sitting of the

10th June, 1926. (Minutes of the ninth session, p. 47). The W<md Leumi was
an unquestionably representative and authoritative body.
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Commission in the matter/ and thought that it might be unwise for

them to 'exercise a doubtful right’; but he submitted that 'the

Council could certainly decide the point’. In his note, Monsieur

Rappard had j)roposed that the Commission might submit to the

Council a suggestion for empowering the Commission to receive

petitions orally, as the last stage in a lengthened procedure, in certain

very carefully defineil circumstances. A French member of the Com-
mission, Monsieur Merlin, urged ‘that in the present circumstances

no change in the procedure should be made*. Monsieur van Rees

pointed out that the special duty of dealing with petitions, ‘which

was not a consequence of the duties to be fullilled by the Commission
under the terms of the Cdvenant and of its own constitution, ap])eared

... to be incaj)able of any other but a strict legal interpretation, and
to interpret it legally meant that, sin(*.e the Commission had not been
authorized to convene the petitioners, it did not possess the right to

grant itseK such authority on its own initiative. In his view, there-

fore, such an authority should be obtained from the Council if the

Commission thought it necessary.’ As a result of this discussion the

Commission decided not to accept the request of the delegation of

the Waad Leumi for a hearing;^ but the Chairman ascertained

that the members of the Commission ‘were unanimously agreed in

thinking that it was essential in certain cases to hear ]>etiti(mers and
that it was necessary to submit a statement to the Council to this

effect'.

Thus, during the ninth session of the Commission, their delibera-

tions on the two problems of petitions and the questionnaire—delibera-

tions which, like all the work of the Commission, had been conducted

with great care as well as great ability—came to a head simul-

taneously, and their conclusions were embodied in the following

passage of their report to the Council on this occasion.

The Commission has the honour to draw the Coiincirs attention to

certain questions of general interest mentioned belov’

:

Petitions.

The Commission has again carefully considered the procedure in force

with regard to petitions. Experience having shown that sometimes the

Commission has been unable to form a definite opinion as to whether
certain petitions are well founded or not, the Commission is of opinion
that in these cases it might appear indispensable to allow the petitioners

to be heard by it. The Commission, however, would not desire to
formulate a definite recommendation on this subject before being in-

formed of the views of the Council.

^ Minutes of the ninth seKsion, p. 54.
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List of Questions which the Commission desires sJiould be dexilt with in the

Annual Reports of the Mandatory Powers on Territories under B and
C Mandates,

The Commission has the honour to submit to the Council for approval
an annexed document (A. 14. 1926. VJ) containing a list of questions

which the Commission would like to have dealt with in the annual
reports of the mandatory Powers on territories under B and C Mandates.
This document, the drafting of which has been considered for several

sessions, is intended to replace the questionnaires for these territories

adoptcid at the Commission’s first session and approved by the Council
on October 10th, 1921 (documents C. 396 and C. 397, 1921).

The report of the Permanent Mandates Commission on their

ninth session came before the Council of the League at its forty-first

session (2nd to 7th September, 1926) and Monsieur Unden, the

representative on the Council of Sweden (a non-mandatory and there-

fore unquestionably disinterested Power), was asked by his colleagues

to act as rapporteur. In presenting his report to tlie (k)uncil on the

3rd September, Monsieur Unden dealt specifically with the passages

in the Commission's rei)ort above cited. With regard to the question-

naire, he submitted the following draft resolution:

Die Council instnu^ts the Secretary-Cenoral to forward copies of the
list of questions (Annex 899 b) to the mandatory Powers and commend
to their consideration the request of the Commission that the annual
reports should be drawn up in accordance with the general plan of this

revised questionnaire

.

As to the question of receiving pc^titions orally, he drew attention to

the fact that ‘with regard to the question of principle, the members
of the Commission have expressed a certain hesitation as to the

advisability of the proposed procedure. That it should be applied

only in rare and exceptional cases seems to have been the general

opinion. It has been thought that it would not in any way be com-
patible with the general character of the duties and work of the

Commission that it should constitute itself as a kind of tribunal to

deliver judgments on differences between petitioners and the man-
datory Power’. ‘In view of the fact that the Commission’ had ‘not

put forward any proposal,’ Monsieur Unden took occasion ‘to submit
the question whether the Commission ought to be asked to draw up
rules for the hearing of petitioners, to be submitted to the Council at

a later session ’. At the same time he stated his personal view that the

Commission should be authorized to make such a draft proposal, but
on this point he refrained from presenting a formal resolution to the

Council until he had heard the views of his colleagues.

This draft resolution and suggestion evoked opposition from the

representatives on the Council of four states (Great Britain, France,

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



126 THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS Part I B

Japan and Belgium) which happened to be not only Council Members
but mandatory Powers; and observations in the same sense were

made by the representatives of two other mandat(3ry Powers (New
Zealand and South Africa) who had been called to the Council table

in accordance wuth the established principle that representatives of

states non-members of the Council should always be invited to be

present at any proceedings of the Council at w^hich matters of concern

to their countries wx^re on the agenda.^

Sir Austen Chanibeiiain, who opened the discussion, submitted

that the "immense questionnaire’ which the Permanent Mandates
Commission had now })repared w'as ‘infinitely more detailed, in-

finitely more inquisitorial than the questionnaire which had hitherto

been in force with the sanction of the Councir, and that " it raised the

question of the true relative position of the mandatory Governments

in a mandated territory and the Mandates Commission which ex-

amined their leports and the Council wdiieh took action as guardian

under the terms of the Covenant’. He expressed the view
—

‘and he

knew that this feeling was shared by other Members of the League

and of the British Empire who exercised mandatory authority’

—

that ‘there was a tendency on the part of the Commission to extend

its authority to a point wdiere the Government would no longer be

vested in the mandatory Power but in the Mandates Commission’

—

a development which Svas not the intention of the Covenant*. He
therefore begged that the new draft questionnaire should be submitted

to the various mandatory Governments for their consideration and
comment before the Council took any decision upon it. He made the

same motion in regard to the question ‘whether it w^as desirable that

the Mandates Commission should hear petitioners in person under any

circumstances w^hatever, and if so what steps should be taken to

formulate the conditions under which audition might be given to such

people. This appeared to him a very extreme proposal.- Here, even

more strongly than in the case of the questionnaire, he thought it

would be unwise, imprudent and even dangerous for the Council to

take any decision until it had before it the observations of the various

1 At tliift time four out of seven mandatory Powers were mtimbers of tlie

Council—Great Britain, France and Japan in virtue of their permanent seats,

and Belgium by election. The representatives of New Zealand and South
Africa attended this meeting by invitation. The representative of the remain-
ing mandatory Power, Australia, had not yet arrived at Geneva.

2 It should be noted that the Commission, in the passage of their report
which has been quoted above, expressly refrained from making any proposal
or recommendation to the Council on this point, but simply referred it to

the Council for consideration as a problem with which the Commission had been
confronted in the discharge of their duties under the existing rules.—A.J.T.
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mandatory Governments upon the suggestion (it was not a recom-

mendation) made by the Mandates Commission'.

Sir Austen Chamberlain was supported in a few sentences by the

representatives of Japan, Belgium and New Zealand, and at greater

length and with greater warmth by those of France an(3 South Africa.

It may be noted that, apart from Monsieur Unden, no representative

of a non-mandatory member of the Council sj)oke on this occasion,^

and also that Monsieur Briand and Mr. Smit, the two speakers who
approached most nearly to Sir AustenChamberlain in the vigour of their

language, represented the two mandatory Powers whose administra-

tion happened to liave been accompanied by painful incidents. A
frank allusion to this latter fact was made by Monsieur Briand

:

He re])resentcd a nation which, in a certain mandated country, had
l)ecn confronted with serious responsibilities and which had taken up
a civilizing mission which was very difficult to carry out. Under the

pretext of jxititions, certain circles were indulging in intrigues with the

object of rend(>ring still more difficult for the mandatory Power the

carrying out of its work. It was important that this kind of j)etition

should be very closely examined. When it was only a question of

receiving a petition and forwarding it to the mandatory Power, which in

tuTTi gave information to the Council, such a procedure was perfectly

legitimate.^ When, liow^cver, it w'as proposed in serious circumstances,

at times when the responsibilities of the mandatory Powxt were greatest,

to institute against the mandatory Power within the League of Nations
a kind of oral inquisition and to set up a sort of tribunal to which all the

discontented elements, even the least respectable among them, might
bring their grievances, he thought that the League of Nations must
refuse to go so far.^

^ On the 4th September, however. Signor Scialoja (Italy) reserved his right

to make certain reservations regarding certain proposals that had been made,
in case these should come up again for discussion, on the ground that a question

had been raised ‘which involved the general interpretation of Article 22 of the
Covenant’. From his declaration on this occasion it a]>})cared that, if be bad
intorveiied in the discussion on the preceding day, he would have ‘ j)ut forward
conclusions different from those of his colleagues’.

2 It may be noted that thci Permanent Mandat<*s Commission, at their

extraordinary session of the ICth February—6th March, 1926, had before them
108 written petitions relating to the French mandated territories of Syria and
the Lebanon, ‘all’ of which had been ‘submitted to the Chairman of the
Permanent Mandates Commission in conformity with the rules of procedure
applicable to petitions relating to mandated territories approved by the Council
on January 31st, 1923.’ (League of Nations Document C. 174. M. 65. 1926.

vi, pp. 171-3). All these petitions were duly forwarded to the mandatory
Power, but no information was given by the mandatory Power in regard to

any of them.—A.J.T.
^ The Permanent Mandates (/ommission had not suggested, as Monsieur

Briand appears to have implied, that they could not discharge their duties

effectively without giving audience to j}etitioiiers as a general rule. They had
only suggested that this situation arose occasionally.—^A.J.T.
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To these criticisms an equally vigorous reply was made by the

Vice-Chairman of the Mandates Commission, Monsieur van Rees, Ho
declared himseH deeply moved by

the reproach . . . which he had heard addressed to the Mandates Com-
mission after five years of hard and conscientious work. . . . From the

outset [tlie Commission] had never lost sight of tlie necessity of associat-

ing itself with the efforts made by tlie mandatory Powers. From the

Constitution of 1920, it would be seen that the Mandates Commission
had the right to bring before the Comicil any questions regarding the

whole of the administration of the mandated territories which might be

of interest to the (\>imcil. . . . The Commission . . . had, of course,

desired to collect as much information as possible in order to form an
enlightenwi opinion, but this legitimate desire in no way justified the

imputations made.

The impression that the Permanent Mandates Commission had

been subjected by th(‘ Council to heavy censure was not removed by

the rather formal expressions of appreciation of the Commissioirs

workwith which Sir Austen Chamberlain oj)ened and Monsieur Briand

closed the discussion ;
and this impression was confirmed by Monsieur

Unden’s consent to re-submit his resolution—for which he had

obtained no support in its orginal form—in modified terms. Modified

resolutions, which this time provided for the reference of both the

contentious questions to the mandatory Powers for obser\ ations,

were duly presented and adopted next day.

In consequence of this discussion in the Council, the question of tluj

functions of the Permanent Mandates Commission was also discussed

in the Sixth Committee of the Assembly on the 21st September, 1929,

on a resolution moved by Dr. Nansen (Norway) to the effect that

:

The Assembly
RecaUiug the opinion of the Council that full latitude should be left to

the Commission as regards reports, and its decision that the Commission
should examine the whole administration of the mandatory Powers with

a view to determining whether that administration had conformed to

the interests of the native population

;

Desires to record its high appreciation of the admirable w ork done by
the Permanent Mandates Commission, and of the tact, devotion and
complete impartiality which it has shown in carrying out its difficult

and delicate task.

The Assembly decides to transmit to the Council the Minutes of the
discussions of the Sixth Committee on the question of Mandates and to
invite the Council to take this record into consideration when the draft

list of questions relative to the annual reports onB and C Mandates comes
up for final discussion.

The work of the Commission was warmly praised by Dr. Nansen in

his opening speech ; and the Commission—which on this occasion was
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represented by two of its members who happened to be serving as

delegates to the Assembly for their respective countries, i as well as by
its Vico-C^hairman—had an opportunity of explaining its point of view

in a less unsympathetic atmosphere than that in which Monsieur van
Rees had found himself a few weeks before. In the debate, however,

Dr. Nansen’s motion was deprecated in conciliatory terms by I.ord

Cecil (British Empire)—on the ground that ‘nothing could be less

desirable or more unfortunatt^ than any apj)earance of an attempt to

bring the Council to judgment’—and by Mr. Latham (Australia)
;
and

in blunter language by Mr. Smit (South Africa) and Monsiemr dc

Jouvenel (France). The latter expressed the opinion that ‘a petition

was too often a weapon used against the Mandate and the mandatory
Power. To be perfectly frank, he thought that the Mandates Com-
mission had somewhat contributed to the prolongation of the revolt

in Syria’,- I’his debate in the Sixth Committee of the Assembly
ended in the ap|)ointment of a drafting committee (^om})osed of Lord
(Veil (British Empire), Monsieur de Jouvenel (France), (Vimt Bonin-

Longare (Italy), Dr. Nansen (Norway), Monsieur Louwers (Belgium)

and Mr. Latham (Australia), who eventually proposed a resolution by
which the Assembly thanked the IVrmanent Mandates Commission
‘ for the devotion and the zeal with wdiieh it has carried out its delicate

task ’

;
and expressed its confidence in the members of this Commis-

sion, as well as in the members of the Cvouncil, to ensure the applica-

tion of the principles of Article 22 of the Covenant in a cordial spirit

of co-operation with the mandatory Powers.

1 General Freire d' Andrade was one of the dedegates from Portugal and
Mine Bugge-Wieksell was a delegate substitute from Sweden.

® It, may be noted that Monsieur de Jouvenel—who had lield the High
Commissionership f)f the French Republic in the mandated territories of Syria,

and the Lebanon from November 1925 to July 192(5 without being able to
accomplish the very ditlicult task of bringing the iiusurrectiou there to an end
(see the Survey for 1926, vol. i, pp. 439-57)—-had made a statement on his
administration to the Permanent Mandates Commission during their ninth
session on the 17th June, 192(5. On this occasion. Monsieur dc* Jouvenel had
been much exercised over pelitions. They were the first subject which ho
mentioned in his statement, wdiich in fact took the form of a reply to the alh'ga-

lions which certain of these petitions contained. In the autumn of 1920 the
insurrection in Syria was still continuing; and on the 29th September (only
three days before the debate in the League Assembly on the functions of the
Permanent Mandates Commission) the French representative* at the forty

«

second session of the League Council, Monsieur Paul-Boncour, had found it

necessary to ask the (Council to grant a six months’ delay in the depositing of
the draft organic statute for this mandated territory. On the 12th March, 1927,
a further delay was notified to the Council by Monsieur Briand. In the opinion
of the writer of this Survey, there was no evidence to supi)ort Monsieur de
Jouvenel’8 charge.

K
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This resolution was adopted by the Sixth Committee on the 24th

September, 1920, and by the Assembly itself on the 25th.

Meanwhile, on the 17th September, tlie Secretary-General of the

League, in pursuance of the instructions given by the Council on the

4th September, had requested the mandatory Powers to inform the

Council of their views on the two matters of the new draft list of

questions and the oral iweption of petitions by the Permanent
Mandates Commission; and on the 21st October a committee to

consider questions connected with the work of the Permanent Man-
dates Commission was appointed by the British Imperial Conference,

then sitting in London,^ in which four mandatory Powers were

participants. This committee—which consisted of the British Secre-

tary of State for Dominion Affairs and the Prime Ministers of

Australia, New Zealand and South Africa, with the British Secretary

of State for I^'oreign Affairs, Sir Austen (•hamberlain, in the chair

—

reported on tin* 29th October- that the\' found themselves agreed

upon the observations and proposals of a memorandum which had
been specially prepared for them by His Britannic Majesty's Govern-

ment in Great Britain and that they approved the draft of a reply

dated (in anticipation) the 8th November, 1926, which that Govern-

ment proposed to send to Geneva. In this reply, w^hich was duly

despatched, the I\)reign Office, after reviewing the history of the two
questions at issue, declared that

the mandatory Governments of the British Empire feel that both the
proposals now put forward by the Mandates Commission are based on a
misconception of the duties and responsibilities of the (bmmission and
the Council. The theory that petitioners should have a moans of making
their grievances known is perfectly correct; but the Commission’s
suggestion that a hearing should be given to the petitioners is, they sub-

mit, an incorrect and dangerous application of the theory. The implica-

tion, in the new list of questions, that the Commission should claim to

check and investigate every activity of the mandatory Power, is un-
necessary for the purpose for which the mandatory system w'as estab-

lished and irreconcilable with the principles laid down by Monsieur
Hymans and accepted by the Council for its execution.

The view^ of His Majesty’s Govenmient is that there are the gravest

objections to the grant of any form of audience by an advisory Commis-
sion of the League to petitioners w^ho either are themselves inhabitants
of a territory administered by His Majesty’s Government under mandate,
or are petitioning on behalf of inhabitants of such territories.

The mandatory Governments of the British Empire and His Majesty’s

1 See The (Joiidtiet of British Empire Foreign Relations since the Peace
Settlement. * Text of their report in Cmd. 2769 of 1926, j)p. 221-2.

® Text in op. eii., pp. 222-7.
* Text in op. eit.. pp. 239-43, and also in Cmd. 2767 of 1926.
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Government among them have shown themselves anxious at all times to
afford to the Commission all the information that is material to the
discharge of its responsible duties, but they submit that this purpose
would be amply secured for the future if the list of questions were limited

to its subject headings and the extreme minutiae of the sub-headings
were omitted.

The other mandatory Powers, in their several replies, all concurred

in declaring against the oral reception of petitions by the Permanent
Mandates (Commission and in criticizing the new draft questionnaire.

The New Zealand Government contented themselves with expressing

entire concurrence with the British Government’s reply, llie replies

from the Belgian and the Japanese Governments were distinguished by
the restraint of their criticisms and the considerateness of their tone.^

After the receipt of these replies the (Council, on the 10th December,

192(), adopted a re^solution requesting the Permanent Mandates
Commission 'to consider afresh the list of questions for annual reports

of territories under B and C Mandates'; and ‘to postpone until its

session in March next consideration of the question of the hearing of

petitioners ])y the Permanent Mandates Commission in certain ex-

ceptional cases ’.

At the March session, Monsieur Doude van Troostwijk (Nether-

lands), who acted as rapi[iortmr for the (Council on the postponed

question of the oral reception of petitions, reported- against any
change in the procedure of the Permanent Mandates Commission in

this matter—principally on the ground that the Commission, as had
‘ been very justly observed in the replies from the mandatory l\)wers

did ‘not and must not possess the character of a court of justice when
dealing with disputes between private petitioners and the mandatory
Powers’,^ On the 7th March, 1927, the ('Council adopted a resolution

proposed by the rapportmr, which expressed the opinion that there

was no occasion to modify the procedure which had hitherto been

followed by the Commission in regard to the hearing of petitioners

and directed the Secretary-General to transmit to the Commission
copies of the present resolution, of the report of the Netherlands

representative and of the replies of the mandatory Powers.'*

^ Texts of all the replies in League of Nations Official Journaly December
1926, pp. 1646-53, and March 1927, pp. 314-15.

2 Text of his report in ibid., April 1927, pp. 437-8.
3 The Permanent Mandates (\)mmis8ion appear already to have followed the

practice of ruling out of consideration all petitions which were within the com-
petence of (5ourts of law. (See ‘Bummary of the procedure to be followed in

the matter of petitions concerning mandated territories’.—League of Nations
document C.P.M. 558 (1)).—A.J.T.

* A similar question of principle had been considered by the Council, and
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This resolution of the Council closed one of the two general issues

which had been raised in the report of the Permanent Mandates

Commission on their ninth session.^

With regard to the questionnaire the Commission, after giving due

consideration to the opinions expressed during the sessions of the

Council and of the Assembly in September 1926, as well as in the

communications from the mandatory Powers, made the following

observations in their report on their eleventh session (20th June to

6th July, 1927):

As is apj)areiit from the Minutes of the Ninth 8('Ssion and the intro-

duction to the dociimenl itsc^lf, the ‘List of Questions’ w^as drawn up for

the use of tlu^ mandatory Powers solely with a view^ of facilitating the
preparation of the annual reports wliicli these Powers are bound to submit-

to Hie Couiunl under the terms of Article 22 of the Covenant.
Tluu'efore it is entirely for the mandatory Powders to decide whether

t}u\y desire to use or not to use the 'List of Qu(^stions’, according to

wliether they share or do not share the Commission’s opinion as to its

usefulness.

The commission must leave it to the COuncil to decide w hether it still

considers it desirable after these explanations to adopt any recommenda-
tion to tile mandatory Powers regarding this document.

3. In order to reply to cf^rtain remarks to which its action has given
rise, the Permanent Mandates Commission would observe that, in draw-
ing up this list, it took special care to introduce only such questions as

had already been desalt with either in the reports from tlie mandatory
Pow ers or verbally by the accredited representatives of these Powers.

In preparing this list, therefore, the Commission did not depart from
the methods of work which, with the approval of tlie Council and the
active co-operation of the mandatory Powers, it has always folhwed
since it entered upon its duties.

4. The discussions to which the C^ouncil has drawn the Cbmmissioirs
attention and the replies from certain mandatory Powders would seem to
imply that some modifications might be introduced in the methods of

w ork hitherto employed by the Commission in order to assist the Council
in its supervisory duties.

5. The Permanent Mandates Commission has, however, had the

had been disposed of in a similar way, when Monsieur Brantlng had proposed
that the Council should not only summon to Geneva the Governing CounciJ of
the 8aar Territory but should given audience to the elected representatives of
the inhabitants of the tcTritory. Monsieur Branting let- his proposal drop in
deference to the opposition of IVlorisieur Hariotaux (see the Survey for J020-3

^

p. 82).
^ The procedure to be followed in the matter of petitions concerning man-

dated teiritories, as left unmodified in virtue of the above-quoted decision of
the ("ouncil, was afterwards set out by the Secretariat of the League in a
summary which was examined and modified in certain points by the Permanent
Mandates (Commission during their twelfth session (24th October- 1 1th Novem-
ber, 1927). In the form approved by the (^lommission, this summary was
then published as League of Nations document C,P,M, 558 (1).
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satisfaction of noting that the annual reports of the mandatory Powers,
as well as the statements of the accredited representatives during its

present session, show, by the fullness and detailed nature of the informa-
tion given with regard to every branch of the administrations’ activities,

that the readiness and good will of the mandatory Powers to facilitate

the work of the Commission have in no w&y diminished. The Commis-
sion hopes, and has no doubt, that this will always be the case, for it is

only on this essential condition that it can, in the future as in the past,

fulfil its task.

Meanwhile, another general issue concerning the constitution of the

Permanent Mandates Commission had been raised by the admission

of Germany to membership in the League of Nations on the 8th

September, 1926, namely, whether the membership of the Commission
should be increased from ten to eleven in order to enable the (.-ouncil

to appoint an additional member of Grerman nationality.^ Briefly, the

arguments in favour of such an addition to the membership of the

Commission were first that, in as much as the territories under ‘ B

'

and ‘C' Mandates w^ere all former German possessions, there must
exist in Germany a unique fund of knowledge and experience in

regard to the administration of these territories and that if the Com-
mission w^ere enabled to draw upon this fund their power of effective

action could not fail to be increased. The second argument was that

a German member of the Commission would presumably be zealous

for the strict execution of the Mandates for these former German
possessions which had been conferred upon other Powers, seeing that

Germany had been deprived of her dominion over these territories

on the declared ground that she had shown herself unfit to govern

backward peoples.- This last proposition was of course controversial

to an extreme degree
;
but happily the issue was not determined by

memories of old controversies—coloured, as these were, by the

passions which had prevailed on both sides during the General War
of 1914-18—but by the policy which Germany had pursued con-

sistently, from the Locarno Conference of the 5th- 16th October, 1925,

onwards, in regard to the League of Nations. In spite of certain

setbacks and discouragements,^ the successive German Governments
in which Herr Stresemann had served as Foreign Minister had made

^ The original membership of the Commission had already been increased
from nine to ten by the addition of a Swiss citizen. Monsieur Rappard, who had
been the first head of the Mandates Section of the Secretariat of the l^eague of

Nations.
^ See the letter, dated the 16th June, 1919, and signed by Monsieur C16nien-

ceau, covering the rejdy of the Allied and Associated Powers to the Observations
of the German Delegation on the (Conditions of Peace (British Parliamentary
Paper Cmd, 258 of 1919, p. 7).

® See the Survey far 1926, Part 1 A.
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it clear—from the moment when the admission of Germany to mem-
bership in the League with a permanent seat on the Council had

become an integral part of the policy of the other Locarno Powers

—

that they intended to exercise the rights and powers which would thus

accrue to Germany in a broad-minded way. They had shown no

disposition to take advantage of petty tactical opportunities in order

to recover this or that fraction of the terrain which had been lost by
Germany in the Peace Treaty, but had set thcmscJves the more
ambitious task of restoring the moral y)restige of Germany in the

world by demonstrating that she could play as effective a part as any
other permanent member of the League Council in the reconstruction

of international society.

In the matter of the reiiiforcenumt of the Permanent Mandates

tbmmission by the appointment of an additional member of German
nationality, the first step appears to have been taken by the Assembly

of the League on the 25th September’, 1926, in adopting the l)udget

for the ninth financial period (1927). In the note to the schedule of

figures relating to the Permanent Mandates Commission, it was jmt

on record that one reason for an increase which had been made in the

sum provided under this head was 'in order to allow for the possible

appointment of a member of German nationality’.^ The next step

seems to have been taken by Herr Stresemann in May 1927, when
he let it be known to his colleagues on the Council of the League that

he would be glad to obtain their support for a German application for

a seat on the Permanent Mandates Commission which he proposed to

bring before the Council at its forthcoming session in June.^ On the

16th June, 1927, the item above-mentioned in the budget of the

League came before the Council; and the Council decided to refer

the question first to the Permanent Mandates Commission itself,

‘with the hope’—to quote the words employed by Sir Austen

Chamberlain, the Acting President of the Council, in making this

proposal
—

‘that it would welcome the contemplated addition and

that in the month of September the Council would be able to make
the appointment’. In consequence, the question came before the

Permanent Mandates Commission at their eleventh session and was
discussed by them in a private sitting on the 6th July, 1 927. Although

the Council, on the preceding 16th June, had publicly based its

reference of the question to the Commission on grounds of courtesy

towards that body, the Commission, in dealing with it, displayed a

^ League of Nations Official Journal, Jamiary 1927, p. 26.
2 See a statement hy Sir Austen Chamberlain in the House (»f Commons at

Westminster on the 19th May, 1927, in answer to a parliamentary question.
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caution which was perhaps not unnatural in view of their experiences

in their relations with the Council since September 1926. In their

report they declared that they were ‘unanimous in observing that the

Council, in referring the matter' to them had ‘only desired them to

state whether there were any technical objections to the proposal ’

;

that the majority of the members of the Commission ‘concurred in

the view that there was no technical objection to the appointment

of a new member’
;
and that the minority were ‘prepared to welcome

whatever decision the Council might think fit to take', but con-

sidered that the Commission ‘should abstain from expressing an

opinion on account of the political character of the question'.^

The Council, after considering this passage in the report of the

Permanent Mandates Commission on the 8th September, })roceeded

next day to the appointment of Dr. Ludwig Kastl, who duly took

his seat at the twelfth session of the Commission (24th October-

1 1th November, 1927). Dr. Kastl was a former German official who
had been in South-West Africa from 1910 to 1920—first as a member
of the German administrative service on the economic and financial

side and afterwards as Commissioner accredited by the German
Government to the Occupying Administration, in the interval between

the conquest of the territory by the South African forces in 1915 and
the inauguration of the Mandate in 1920. From Dr. KastPs record,

it would appear that the Commission stood to gain in authority and

efficiency by this addition to their numbers.

(iv) The Personnel of the Secretariat of the League of Nations.

The organization of the Secretariat of the League of Nations was
dealt with in Articles 6 and 7 of the Covenant. They provided for a

Secretary-General, Sir Eric Drummond, who was named in the Annex
to the Covenant. His successors were to be nominated by the Council

with the approval of the majority of the Assembly : the rest of the

staff by the Secretary-General with the approval of the Council. The
Director of the International Labour Office was to be appointed by
the Governing Body, and the staff by the Director.- The Judges of

the Permanent Court of International Justice were to appoint their

Registrar and Deputy-Registrar, from the candidates nominated by
the states adhering to the Statute of the Court, and the Registrar

was to appoint his staff.*^

’ The majority view seems to have been supported by six votes, as against

three abstentions. ^ Treaty of Versailles, Articles 394 and 395.
3 Documents of the ("ourt. Series I), No. 1, Statute of the ('ourt; Rules of

the ( "ourt, Articles 1 7 and 20.
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At the first meeting of the Organization Committee of the League,

which took placie in May 1919 and consisted of representatives of the

nine original states members of the Council, a resolution was passed

authorizing the Secretary-General to engage a temporary staff and
offices.^ The Organization Committee also informed Sir Eric Drum-
mond that he was to take as Under-Secretaries nationals of France,

Italy and Japan/- The officials appointed under this instruction were

Monsieur Jean Monnet, Deputy Secretary-General, and Dr. Inazo

Nitobe and Comrnendatore Anzilotti, Under Secrctaries-General. By
1928 the League Secretariat had a staff of 538 persons representing

47 different nationalities, the International Labour Office a staff of

rather less than 400, and the Permanent Ck)urt a staff of 21, apart

from the 11 Judges.

The principles underlying the staff organization were set forth on
the 1 9th May, 1 920, in a report to the Council from Mr. (afterwards

Lord) Balfour,*^ of which the most interesting passage ran as follows:

By the terms of the Treaty, the duty of selecting the staff falls upon
the Secretary-General, just as the duty of approving it falls upon the
Council. In making his appointments, he had primarily to secure the

best available men and women for the particular duties which had to be

performed : but, in doing so, it was necessary to have regard to the groat

importance of selecting the officials from various nations. Evidently,
no one nation or group of nations ought to have a monopoly in providing
the material for this inteniational institution. I emphasize the word
‘intemationar because the members of the ISecretariat, once appointed,

are no longer the servants of the country of which they are citizens, but
become for the time being servants only of the League of Nations. Their
duties are not national but international.

This was the root of the matter. Yet there were certain difficulties

inherent in the situation and from time to time these difficulties

caused the personnel of the several organs of the League to become
a subject of public discussion. From the first, certain far-sighted

Foreign Offices, notably that of France, had reahzed the value of the

new international organization at Geneva for diplomatic purposes.

During the years 1924 to 1926 this realization became general: and,

instead of more or less ‘ unprofessionar delegates, P'oreign Ministers

became regular attendants at the Council and the Assembly. These

diplomatic representatives did not fail to observe either the com-
petence of the Secretariat, which was often praised at this time in

Assembly speeches, or the influence exercised by officials who from

^ Assembly Document 32, 20/48/32.
2 Statement by Sir Eric Drummond to the Fourth Committee of the Ninth

Assembly on the 14th September, 1928.
^ League of Nations Official Journal, June 1920, pp. 136-9.
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time to time were meeting most of the statesmen responsible for

international policy. The result was a virtual competition between

the Powers to secure the highest posts for their own nominees, and

the nomination of diplomatic candidates when vacancies occurred.

The nationality problem was complicated by the fact that in the

early days the staff was preponderantly British and French. This was

inevitable because of the two official languages of the League ; the

staff mu.st know either English or French perfectly, and should know
both. It was soon felt that efforts must b(^ made to find room for

representatives of other nations, especially in the administrative staff,

and from 1922 onwards, except for interpreters, British and French

nationals were not appointed. The question came to a head, however,

in 1 928 over the senior ])osts. There was a general feeling that the

Secretariat was losing its early impartiality: and certain appoint-

ments were thought to show that certain states were inclined to claim

a leading post as their right, and that this matter was governed by
political considerations. Moreover, whereas the senior posts at the

outset had been distributed between two diplomats and eight profes-

sors or journalists, by 1928 as many as seven of them were held by

diplomats, l^astly, during 1928 several able members of the staff took

up other careers, apparently because they felt that the system of

appointing departmental heads from outside destroyed any reason-

able i)rospect of promotion. To sum up: the growing realization of

the importance of the Secretariat seemed to be resulting in political

appointments being made to please certain Governments
;
in the

importation of diplomats who were thought to act rather as ambassa-

dors for their native countries than as members of an international

service
;
and in a diminution of the attractions afforded to able young

men and women by a career in the Secretariat.

In the summer of 1928 public interest in the subject was strong

enough to evoke a resolution of the International Federation of

League of Nations Societies, and considerable publicity was given to

the issue at stake by two articles on the League staff in The Thnesy

The writer, Professor S. de Madariaga, wrote with authority, as he

had recently been Director of the Disarmament Section of the

Secretariat. His view was that ‘a national hierarchy has replaced the

hierarchy of competence ’
;
and he asked for a thorough enquiry in

order ‘to ensure the fair promotion of the staff on grounds of com-
petence irrespective of nationality, and, as a corollary, to break the

monopoly of the highest posts now held by the Great Powers, and to

stipulate that, as a principle, members of diplomatic services must
^ The Times, 4th and 5tli September, 1928.
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not be appointed to positions above the category of members of

section

The Ninth Assembly, stimulated in part by these articles, reviewed

the problem, which was ventilated in the Fourth (Btidget) Committee.

Monsieur Hambro of Norway alluded to the public uneasiness regard-

ing the change in the professional antecedents of the higher staff.

Diplomats, he suggested, were unsuitable because ‘a diplomatic

career was essentially, more than any other, a national career’.

'There had been an extension of the influence of Foreign Offices in

the work of the League. ’ He maintained that no Government ought

to try to influence appointments or to consider that it had a right to

any single post, but he declared that, nevertheless, great numbers of

positions were reserved for certain special members of the League.

'All the members of the Committee were aware of the high ideas with

which the Secretary-General was inspired. Rightly or wrongly, how-

ever, there was an impression that not all in these high ])ositions in

the Secretariat had the same feeling, and that it had not been possible

for the Secretariat to escape the pressure of certain Governments or

nationalities which had not the same understanding of the relation

between national and international ideas.’ Monsieur Hambro sug-

gested the appointment of a small committee of the Secretariat to

make a preliminary report on staff regulations. Monsieur van Eysinga

of Holland quoted the Balfour Report of 1920, and declared that its

governing principle was ‘no monopoly’, whereas the five highest

offices in the Secretariat were now held by nationals of the five

Permanent Council Members, while three of these officials had staffs

of their own compatriots. ‘ All these servitres appeared to be embassies

of the Great Powers. Of the 18 officials of the first class drawing the

maximum salary, 14 belonged to the 5 Powers and 4 to other States,

of the total 86 members of the first class 34 were nationals of the

Great Powers and 32 of other countries. The officials must be in-

fluenced by these conditions, especially as the Secretariat was
organized on aristocratic lines.’ He proposed a resolution, afterwards

adopted by the Assembly.

Monsieur Reveillaud (France) said that ‘no criticism had ever been

made of the way in which the French officials of the Secretariat under-

stood their international duties, and that no one had ever been able

to say that the French Government had given them instructions, or

had ever made any suggestion that they should depart for a single

instant from the strict neutrality which should be observed by
officials of the League of Nations He supported Monsieur Hambro’s
suggestion for a revision of staff regulations.
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Sir Eric Drummond, the Secretary-General, Haid that ‘ in no case had

a Government forced one single appointment on him. It might be

that a Government had suggested certain names for a given post, but

he had never taken from amongst these names any one which he did

not think was really lit for the position. ... If a man was really the

right man for the post, whether h(‘, was a University Professor or a

diplomatist or politician, he ought to be appointed without taking

into consideration the career which he followed. He was not re-

sponsible for the monopoly, which had been created at Paris before

his own aj)pointment. . . . He did not know how much longer he would

be able to continue to hold his office. There were two factors which

to him were j)erfectly decisive. The first was that he would im-

mediately resign if there was any attempt (there never had been any

:

he wanted to make that clear) on the part of the British Government
to influence his action as Secretary-General of the League. He would

not hesitate a moment, not a second. The second was even more
imjiortant ; he did not wish to continue unless he was assured that

he jiossessed the confidence of the Members of the League as a

whole'.

A long debate was held upon the staff of the International Labour
Office, the gravamen of the charge here being the preponderance of

French and to a lesser degree of British officials in the higher ranks.

The Director, Monsieur Albert Thomas, however, insisted that he

would choose his experts where he found them regardless of their

nationality, and lefused to pledge himself to any attempt to redress

the international balance.

Finally, the Assembly passed two resolutions. The first endorsed

the principles concerning the staff of the Secretariat contained in the

Balfour Report of 1920, and expressed the belief that

the observance of these principles constitutes an essential factor in the

confidence which the Members of the League of Nations repose in

the Secretariat. The Assembly [the resolution continued] relies on the
Secretary-General and on the Council, which, in virtue of Article 6 of

the Covenant, is responsible for approving the nominations made by the
Secretary-General, to uphold in their entirety the principles stated above.
The Assembly requests the Council to submit to the Members of the

League of Nations in good time before the tenth ordinary session of the

Assembly a list of the appointments, promotions and resignations of

officials of the rank of Members of Section and above that have taken
place since the present session of the Assembly and of the salaries allotted

in each case.

The second resolution referred to the staff regulations drawn u})

shortly after the organization of the Secretariat
—

‘ certain modifica-
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tions ’ in which ‘ w ould appear desirable to remedy certain disadvan-

tages to which attention had been drawn '—and instructed

the competent ofHcials of the autonomous organizations, after examining
the present situation and the improvements whicli might be made, to

consider what steps—in particular, amendments to the Staif Kegula-
tions—could be taken to ensure, in the future as in the past, the best

possible administrative results, and to submit the results of this enquiry
to the Supervisory Commission, in order that a report on the question

may be communicated to the Assembly at its next ordinar^^ session.

(v) The Budget of the League of Nations.^

For eight months before the official birthday of the League of

Nations on the 10th Januar^^ 1920, the Secretarj^-General had been

building up an organization and collecting an international Secre-

tariat. The expenses of the League during this preliminary period

—

which was extended, for financial purposes, to the ,^0th June, 1920

—

w^ere necessarily high. The budget of this first financial period was

approved by the Council in May 1920. It was for a total of £250,000,

of wffiich £144,000 was for the direct expenses of the Secretariat and

£106,000 for indirect expenses. The latter figure covered the cost of

various technical organizations which had })een established
;
and it

also included the expenses of the International Labour Office (£58,000)

and of the Permanent Court of International Justice (£3,100). The
budget for the period 1st July to 31st December, 1920, wffiich was

approved by the Council at San Sebastian on the 5th August, 1920,

w as drawn up in gold francs.^ It was for a total of 8,275,000 gold

francs—3,275,000 for the direct expenses of the Secretariat ; 1,750,000

for indirect expenses (including 150,000 for the Permanent Court)

;

and 3,250,000 for the International Labour Organization. The budget

for 1921, which was adopted by the Assembly on the 17th December,

1920, was for a total of 21,250,000 gold francs. Particulars of this

budget, and of those adopted each year by subsequent sessions of the

Assembly, are given in a table at the end of this section.

None of the various methods of financial administration in use in

^ Sec The League of Nations: Financial Administration and Ajy'portionmeni

of Expenses (Information Section of the League of Nations Secretariat, Geneva,
January 1928). See also the reports of the Fourth Committeeto the successive

sessions of the Assembly published in the Assembly Records and, from the
Foiirth Assembly onwards, reproduced in the Lea,gue ofNations Official Journal
(January 1924, January 1925, January 1920, January 1927, January 1928
and November 1928).

2 The first budget had been drawn up in sterling, partly because the head-
quarters of the Secretariat during the preliminary period of organization had
been in London. On the 19th May, 1920, the Council decided that the gold
franc should be the monetarj'^ unit in future.
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different countries was found to be entirely suitable for the needs of

the League of Nations, and a system of control had to be evolved

gradually during the first three or four years of the League’s existence.

In September 1 924 the Fourth Committee of the Fifth Assembly w as

able to record, as a matter for congratulation, 'the fact that the

finances of the League of Nations, both of the Secretariat and of the

autonomous organizations, are now perfectly organized.’

Under the system thus gradually evolved, the provisional budgets

of the Secretariat, the Inte^rnational Labour Office and the Permanent

Court of International Justice were examined in the May of each year

by the Supervisory Commission,^ which rigidly scrutinized every item

in or(h>r to ensure that expenditure was kept at the lowest possible

level. After the draft budget had been revised in the light of the

Supervisory Commission’s recommendations, it was circulated to the

Governments of states mcmibors, three months before the meeting of

the Assembly, in order that they might be in a })osition to make any

criticisms or suggestions during the session of the Assembly. The
budget was not submitted to the plenary session of the Assembly for

approval until it had been carefully examined by the Fourth Com-
mittee, which w as responsible for all questions of finance and adminis-

tration. Although the Fourth Committee generally found it neces-

sary to sanction certain items of additional expenditure not included

in the original budget, as the result of new^ w^ork undertaken by the

Assembly or other unexpected developments, it usually succeeded

in effecting reductions which more than balanced the increases, and

which on one occasion (in 1921
)
diminished the draft budget by more

than 3,000,000 francs.-

As the table at the end of this section show^s, the total expenditure

estimated for in the budget tended to grow' larger as the years went
on

;
and although the increase in expenditure appeared to be relatively

small in comparison with the increase in the work and responsibilities

of the League (betw^een 1922 and 1926 the staff increased by 27 per

cent, and the budge^t by only a per cent.),^ the upward tendency

aroused a certain amount of apprehension among the states members
of the League. In September 1926 the Fourth Committee of the

1 This Commission had been appointed by the Second Assembly, in Septem-
ber 1921, with tlie duty of supervising the financial working of the Secretariat

of the League, the International Labour Office and the Permanent Court, and
dealing with any special matters of administration which might be referred to it.

The budget for 1 922 was reduced by the Fourth Committee from 23,768,846
to 20,758,945 gold francs. In 1923, a net reduction of 1,636,934 gold francs was
made on the budget for 1924.

® See the report of the Fourth (.^ommittee to the Eighth Assembly (League of
Nations Official Journal^ January 1928).
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Seventh Assembly adopted a resolution proposed by the representa-

tive of India which recommended that, in view of the exivsting

financial condition of most countries, every effort should be made to

resist the tendency of the budget to increase, and that, as a general

guide to the consideration of the budget, it would be desirable to keep

in view a maximum limit of expenditure which would ensure that the

contributions of individual states members should not, in future,

normally exceed their contributions for the current year. The Fourth

Committee of the Seventh Assembly also suggested, as a possible

measure of economy, that the attention of advisory committees and

conferences convened by the League should be drawn to the heavy

expense of publishing their minutes in full and that they should be

asked to consider the alternative of ])ublishing detailed reports of

their work. It was also suggested that the minutes of sub-committees

should only be published in cases wdiere special reasons for publication

could be shown to exist.

The question of publications was again discussed by the Fourth

Committee of the Eighth Assembly in September 1027, but since the

Secretary-General reported that the Publications Department had

recently been reorganized and that receipts from j)ubli(‘ations were

steadily increasing, the Committee did not think it necessary to make
any further recommendations on this oe(*asion. A year later, the

Fourth Committee of the Ninth Assembly noted with satisfaction

that receipts from the sale of publications had increased considerably,

but at the same time the suggestion which had heen made at the

Seventh Assembly in 1920 was taken up again. On the }>ruposal of

the British delegate, the Fourth (\)mmittcc decided to emphasize its

desire to reduce the high cost of publishing the minutes of committees

by submitting to the Assembly the following draft resolution:

The Assembly decides that cixtepting in the case of the Mandates
Commission and committees of the Assembly where special considerations
apply, the minutes of committees and sub-committees will in no case be;

published unless a formal request .containing a statement of thereasons for
such a course, is submitted to the ('ouncil through the Secretary-General

This resolution, which was adopted by the Assembly on the 26th

September, 1028, affected about a dozen standing committees dealing

with questions concerning disarmament, arbitration and security,

with economic and financial matters, with communications and
transit, with the codification of international law and with health,

opium and other social questions. If the resolution were to be rigor-

ously carried out, the public would be deprived of detailed informa-

tion regarding some of the most important activities of the League
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and would be forced to rely upon condensed and generalized reports.

The Assembly’s acceptance of the Fourth (Committee’s resolution

therefore caused widespread concern. The Health Committee, w hich

met shortly after the close of the Assembly, petitioned the Council

on the 31st October, in the prescribed manner, for j:)ermission to

continue the publication of its minutes, and by the end of November
similar requests had been received from the Advisory Committee on

Traffic in Opium, the Committee on Communications and lYansit,

the Special Commission for the Manufacture of Arms andAmmunition
and of Implements of War, the Preparatory Commission for the

Disarmament Conference and the Committee on Arbitration and

Security. These petitions w^ere considered by the Council during its

fifty-third session in December 1928, and on the 11th December the

(\)unci] decided to modify the Assembly's resolution to the extent of

giving general permission for the printing of the minutes of all these

committees.

Meanwhile, larger financial questions had been discussed in Septem-

ber 1928 during the ninth session of the League Assembly.

The total budget of the League for 1929, as it came before the

Fourth Committee of the Ninth Assembly after having passed the

scrutiny of the Supervisory Commission, amounted to 20,869,244

gold fraiKts, involving an increase of approximately 7 per cent.^ over

the budget for the preceding year; and on this occasion an 'economy
cam])aigrr was opened by the British delegation, representing the

state member to which the highest number of contribution units- had

* Or 0 per cent, according to the resolution of tin* Fourth Ooininittee wdiicl)

is referred to below. (In this connexion the (V)ininittee were perliaps only
referring to tin' budget of the Secretariat and special organizations, and not to

the total budget of the* League).
^ The ('ovenaiit of the League (paragrajdi 5 of Article 6) had stipulated that

‘the expenses of the Se(*retariat shall be borne l)y the Members of the League
in accordance with the apportionment of the expenses of the International

Bureau of the Universal I’ostal Union.’ The Universal Postal Union’s systt'ni

of allocation of expenses provided for the classifi<*ation of member states into

a number of different categories, each of which was rated at a given number of

units—the i)roportion of the expenses payable by each state being fixed by the
ratio which its number of units bore to the total number of units. The original

classification of the states members of tlie League based on that of the Univer-
sal Postal Union ga ve rise to general discontent and the system w as gradually
modified in order to make tlie assessment of each state correspond more closely

with its capacity to pay. In the year 1928 the maximum at which a state could
he rated was 105 units and the minimum one unit. Great Britain was the only
state assessed at the highest rate, and lu*r original assessment for the year 1929
amounted only to 2,878,052- 10 gold francs or about 15,000. (The final

contribution due from Great Britain for the year 1 929 was only about £107, 1 00.

)

The minimum contribution for 1929, payable by states rated at one unit, was
5,288-86 gold francs.
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been allocated, with the active support of the Indian delegation,

representing a state member which had always regarded itself as

being assessed rather high, and which was also inclined to consider

that an undue proportion of the League’s energies had so far been

devoted to European affairs.^ On the 11th September, at a meeting

of the Fourth Committee, the British delegate moved a reduction of

the total by one million gold francs, while the Italian delegate moved

that the total should be fixed at twenty-five million gold francs as a

permanent maximum. The budget, in so far as it related to th(^

Secretariat and special c)rganizations, w as defended by the Secret ary

-

General, w^ho j)ointed out that the proposed increase* (with the excep-

tion of 50,000 francs pro})Osed for the settlement of Armenian rc^fuge'cs

in Erivan) was due entirely to provisions for ex})enditure arising out

of decisions taken by the Assembly itself in the })receding year and

was accounted for by four items, under the heads of the Economic and

Financial Organization, the Transit Organization, the Central Opium

Board, and a conference on the (modification of international law . He
also pointed out how small the total contributions of states nuunbers,

and a fortiori the ])roposed increases in their contributions, were wlu'n

measured by the scale of their respective national expenditures.- In

the dcibate in the Fourth Committex^, the British and Italian motions

were opj)osed by the Netherlands delegate, who received support

from the French delegate. Monsieui* Colijn dej)recated Hie idea of

imposing a permanent maximum budget upon a young and growing

organization like the League, and reminded his colleagues of the fine

record of the League in those economic and financial aemtivities w hich

actually accounted for the proposed increases for the forthcoming

year. The sense of the Committee seems to have been on Monsieur

Colijn’s side and the British and Italian motions were withdrawn in

favour of a resolution recommending economy, particularly under the

five heads above-mentioned, without suggesting specific reductions in

figures. On the 1 7th September, 1928, the budget of the International

Labour Organization for 1929, which likewise showed an increase on

the budget of that body for the preceding year, was criticized, in its

^ This point was made by liOrd Lytton on the 2Ct}i September, 1928, at tht‘.

plenary meeting of the Assembly in which the total budget for 1929, as modified
by the Fourth Oornmittee, was adopted.

2 For example, the final total contribution of the United Kingdom to the
League budget for 1929 was about 1:107,169 as compared with a contribution of

about £98,600 towards the budget for 1928. On the other hand, the national
budget of the United Kingdom for the British financial year 1928-9 amounted
to over £800,000,000 without taking account of supplementary estimates. It

was pointed out by Sir Eric Drummond that supplementary credits could not
be obtain(3d by the League, since the Assembly met only once a year.
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turn, by the British delegate on the Fourth Committee, this time
supported by his Norwegian colleague, and was vigorously defended

by the Director of the International Labour Office, not only on its

merits, but on constitutional grounds. The financial control over the

International Labour Office, as provided for by the League Council

during its session at San Sebastian in August 1920, was indeed some-

what anomalous. The budget had first to be approved by the Govern-

ing Body of the Office, on w^hich the representatives of some Govern-
ments sat side by side with representatives of employers and of

Labour
;
yet on this, as on the other parts of the total budget of the

League, the final decision lay with the League Assembly, on which
the same Governments were represented together with the Govern-
ments of all other states members of the League. On this occasion

Monsieur Thomas objected that the items in his budget for 1929

which were being criticized by the British and Norwegian delegates

on the Fourth Committee of the League Assembly in September 1929

had been expressly approved, on behalf of the British and Norwegian
Governments, by their delegates on the Governing Body of the Office

in the preceding Aj)ril. Monsieur Thomas argued that the British

and Norwegian Governments were bound in September by the ap-

proval which had been given in their names six months before ;
and

their delegates on the Fourth Committee of the Assembly seem to

have admitted the force of this contention, for the opposition was
withdrawn. This withdrawal, however, did not dispose of the con-

stitutional question in principle, since the Governments of the

majority of states members of the League were not represented on
the Governing Body of the International Labour Office and therefore

could not be bound by that body’s approval of the budget of the

Office before the submission of the budget to the Assembly.

Meanwhile, the Labour Office budget for 1929 was accepted by the

Fourth Committee of the Ninth Assembly as it stood
;
and the total

budget of the League for 1929, so far from being reduced, eventually

emerged from the Fourth Committee’s hands with a net addition of

157,036 gold francs, making a total of 27,026,280. In this form, it

was duly adopted, on the 26th September, 1928, by the Assembly in

plenary session.

L
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Includes
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Commissions

only.

From

1925

onwards
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expenditure

on

refugees
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included

in

the
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the

International
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Office.

Estimated

expenditure

on

Armenian

Settlement

Scheme.
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PART II

SOUTH-EASTERN EUROPE

(i) Italy and South-Eastern Europe

(a) The Foreign Policy of Italy.

In the preceding volume, some account has been given ^ of the

steps taken by Italy, during the years 1926 and 1927, to build up an

Italian ‘system’ of alliances and ententes in South-Eastern Europe

;

and it has been mentioned that the pursuit of this policy at Rome
had a disturbing effect, not only upon the local international situation

in the region directly concerned, but also upon relations between

Italy and France.

Since the last quarter of the nineteenth century, Franco-Italian

relations had been strained by conflicts of interest in North Africa

;

and the tension had increased since the close of the General War of

1914-18 and since the establishment of the Fascist regime in Italy.

These two latter events had the further effect of extending the area

of Franco-Italian tension to South-Eastern Europe, where the break-

up of the Hapsburg Monarchy and the eclipse of Russia had left the

field open for other Powers to compete for iiolitical hegemony. France

had begun to build u|) her ‘ system ’ in South-Eastern Europe on the

morrow of the Armistice of 1918 ;
and when Italy definitely followed

her into this field in the spring of 1926, Franco-Italian relations took

a fresh turn for the worse, with untoward effects upon the European
situation as a whole. The most delicate moment came (as Signor

Mussolini remarked, in retrospect, in the course of a speech delivered

in the Senate at Rome on the 5th June, 1928)‘^ in November 1927

when, on the 11th and 22nd of the same month, a Franco-Jugoslav

treaty of amity and arbitration was signed at Paris and an Italo-

Albanian treaty of defensive alliance at Tirana.^

During the year 1928 Italy not only kept alive the friendships

which she had made during the previous two years—for example,

with Hungary, with Rumania, and with Bulgaria^—but extended

^ Survey for 1927, Part II C, Sectious (i), (ii) and (iv).

* A traiiBlation of this speech is printed in the volume of documents supple-

mentary to the present volume of this Survey,
® Survey for 1927, p. 182.
* On the 10th August, 1928, the French and British representatives at Sofia

made a joint demarche to the Bulgarian Government, recommending that
vigorous measures should be taken against the Macedonian Revolutionary
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148 SOUTH-EASTERN EUROPE Part II

her ‘ system ’ farther afield by rapprochements towards Poland in one

direction and towards Greece and Turkey in another. The activity

with which she continued to conduct her foreign policy was indicated

by a series of visits from foreign statesmen during the early months

of the year. The Rumanian Minister for Foreign Affairs, Monsieur

Titulescu, stayed in Rome from the 24th January to the close of the

month and conferred there with Signor Mussolini.^ The Hungarian

Prime Minister, Count Bethlen, had an informal interview with

Signor Mussolini at Milan on the 5th April
;
^ and later in the same

month a party of Italian senators, deputies, and other notables paid

a state visit to Hungary and were received with demonstrations of

enthusiasm, to which they replied with warm expressions of Italian

regard for Hungary.® During the same month, Signor Mussolini was

visited by the Turkish MinistcT for Foreign Affairs, Ru.sdi Beg, by the

Greek Minister for Foreign Affairs, Monsieur Mikhalakopulos,^ and by
the Polish Minister for Foreign Affairs, Monsieur Zaleski. Signor

Mussolini’s conversations with Ru§di Beg were followed by the signa-

ture of an Italo-Turkish pact of neutrally and conciliation on the

30th May;® and in his speech in the Senate on the 5th June, he ex-

pressed the hope that this would prove to be the first of three bipartite

instruments to link together Italy, Turkey and Greece. On the same
occasion, he denied that, in his conversations with Monsieur Zaleski,

there had been any question of translating the friendship between

Italy and Poland into a political treaty.

Organization while its ranks were divided as a eonse(inence of the minder on
the 7th Jnly of Ueneral Protogerov, one of the leaders of the Organization.
The Italian representative at Sofia, after consnltation with his Government,
refused to take part in this joint demarche. The Anglo-French representations
were followed by a prolonged political crisis, which turned on the question
whether General Volkov, tlie Minister for War, should remain in the Cabinet
or not. General Volkov, who was accused by his opponents of reluctance to
take any action ag«ainst the Macedonians, had recently visited Rome, and the
final decision to reappoint him to the Ministry for War when the Cabinet was
reconstituted in the middle of September was represented in some quarters as a
victory of Italian diplomacy over that of France, Great Britain and Jugoslavia.

^ The purpose of Monsieur Titulescu’s visit to Rome in January 1928 w^as
avowedly political. On the other hand, it was denied that there was any
political significance in a visit which another Rumanian statesman. Monsieur
Duca, paid to Florence in April 1928.

^ For Count Bethlerrs state visit to Rome in Ai)ril 1927, see the Survey for
1927, pp. 159-60.

3 The maintenance of the Italo-Hungarian entente was not confined to
exchanges of courtesies. A definitive commercial treaty, to replace the pro-
visional commercial treaty of the 20th July, 1925, was signed at Rome on the
4th July, 1928.

* For Rii^di Beg’s and Monsieur Mikhalak6i)ulos’s visits, see p. 169 below.
* See p. 158 below.
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On their part, Monsieur Zaleski and Monsieur Titulescu both took

care to make it plain that their policy was not conducted on the

principle that ‘ It is well to be off with the old love before you are on

with the new In a statement given to the press on the 26th January,

1928, at Rome, Monsieur Titulescu declared that there was not ‘any

contradiction between loyal and active co-operation between Italy

and Rumania and the interests of the Little Entente, which was

created by post-war necessities and is a defensive alliance intended

for the maintenance of peace within the boundary of existing treaties

Again, Monsieur Zaleski, before leaving Warsaw for Rome, declared

that Poland was linked to the Little Entente by the common ideal of

maintaining peace on the basis of the integrity of the existing

treaties
;
that, while the Treaty of Trianon did not touch Polish

interests directly, it did constitute a factor in the general policy of

Poland
;
and that it would be an absurdity on Poland’s part to show

herself indifferent to the integrity of the frontiers of the Little

Entente states.

Meanwhile, in France, both the Government and the press con-

tinued to observe the activity of the Italian Government in foreign

affairs with the same self-restraint and common sense that they had
displayed in previous years ; and in 1928 they had their reward.

Looking back on the nth June, 1928, to the situation in November
1027, Signor Mussolini found himself able to declare that, during the

intervening half-year, a long distance had been travelled on the road

towards a clarification and stabilization of Franco-Italian relations

on the political plane
;
and in this context he paid a tribute to a speech

which Monsieur Briand had delivered in the French Chamber on the

30th November, 1927.^ On this occasion, the French Minister for

Foreign Affairs had declared that he had always been ready, at any
time, to enter into conversations with the Italian Government ;

that

he would gladly meet Signor Mussolini forthwith ; that he was pre-

pared to examine all suggestions for agreement on pacts of friendship

and arbitration that would bring the two countries together ; that the

whole French Government were in favour of this policy
;
and that he

himself was firmly convinced that, in spite of the friction of the

moment, an agreement would be reached. On the 3rd December, on
the eve of his departure from Paris to attend a meeting of the League
of Nations Council at Geneva, Monsieur Briand followed up these

conciliatory words by the positive act of signing, with the Italian

Ambassador, a modus vivendi to regulate at once the position of

individuals and corporate bodies of either nationality on the territory

^ See the Survey for 1927, p. 184.
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150 SOUTH-EASTERN EUROPE Part II

of the other country.^ These two gestures of Monsieur Briand’s were

taken as an augury of an improvement in Franco-Italian relations by

Signor Mussolini in a statement which he made to the Council of

Ministers at Rome on the 15th December, 1927. He went on to

express his belief that a broad, cordial and durable understanding

with France was not only possible and desirable but even necessary

for Italy, He added that such an understanding must be based upon
the elimination of all concrete causes of friction between the two coun-

tries, and that a preliminary examination of these problems was

shortly to be made through the regular diplomatic channels, with a

view to an eventual meeting between responsible Ministers.

Monsieur Briand’s overture and Signor Mussolini’s response had an

immediate eflFect upon public opinion in either country with regard

to the other—thus producing the psychological conditions for a settle-

ment which had hitherto been conspicuously lacking. Meanwhile,

the effectiveness of the preliminary diplomatic discussions which

Signor Mussolini foreshadowed had been provided for when, on the

28th November, 1927, the French Government had appointed as their

Ambassador in Rome Monsieur de Beaumarchais, a diplomatist of

great ex|)erience, particularly in North-West African affairs.*-’ Official

conversations between Monsieur de Beaumarchais and representa-

tives of the Italian (Jovernment were duly opened at Rome on the

19th March, 1928, and were carried on along two lines—the first

aiming at the conclusion of a political pact of friendship and the

second at a settlement of specific controversies in a series of protocols.'^

The main points considered were the participation of Italy in the

administration of the Tangier Zone of Morocco
; the juridical status

of Italians in Tunisia ; and a rectification of the frontier between
Tunisia and Tripolitania in Italy’s favour.^ The coiiclusion of the

new four-Power agreement regarding Tangier^ might be regarded as

the first fruits of these Franco-Italian discussions at Rome. On the

other points, which exclusively concerned France and Italy, definitive

results had not been reached by the end of the year 1928. Before the

^ For the tension which this question had created between France and Italy,

see the Survey for 1927, Part II B, Sections (ii) and (iii).

2 The French Ambassadorship at Rome w as vacant owing to the retirement
of Monsieur Ren6 Besnard, a distinguished politician and man of letters who
had performed a difficult role with tact and credit during the previous three
years.

3 This had been the method followed in negotiating the Italo-Jugoslav
settlement of 1924. (See the Survey for 1924, Part II B, Sections (iii) and (vi).)

^ The foregoing information about these diplomatic discussions at Rome
was given by Signor Mussolini in his speech of the 5th June, 1928.

® This will be dealt with in a later volume.
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end of the year, however, it was decided that a Franco-Italian Com-
mission should be set up to continue the discussion of questions out-

standing between the two countries, and this Commission began work
in March 1929, with Monsieur de Beaumarchais as the principal

French representative and Signor de Michelis, President of the

International Institute of Agriculture, as the principal Italian re-

presentative.

In informing the Italian Senate in his speech of the 5th June, 1928,

of the discussions at Rome in the spring of 1928, Signor Mussolini had
remarked that questions relating to other regions were not on the

agenda, for the obvious reason that they would involve an extension

of the negotiations to include other parties—a complication which
would render the position more delicate than it was. Presumably
Signor Mussolini was referring here to South-Eastern Europe. Yet,

even though South-East European problems were not being discussed

directly between French and Italian diplomatists at Rome, it was
noteworthy that the improvement in Franco-Italian relations, of

which these discussions were a symptom, coincided in date with a

distinct improvement in the South-East European situation. Italy

did not cease to extend her ‘ system ’ up to the limits of this region and
beyond it ; but whereas, during the two years ending in the spring of

1928, Italian diplomatic activity in that quarter had tended to cause

disturbance, from the spring of 1928 onwards it tended on the whole

to have a reassuring effect. During 1926 and 1927 and the early

months of 1928 its fruits had been an increase in the tension between

Italy and France ^ and between Italy and Jugoslavia
;
^ a check to the

process of reconciliation between Jugoslavia and Hungary
;
^ and the

threat of a rift in the Little Entente as between Rumania and her two
partners.^ Its fruits during the following twelve months w^ere a

detente between Italy and Greece and between Italy and Turkey
and the preparation of the ground for a detente between Turkey
and Greece;^ and Italian policy was also one of the stimuli which

induced Jugoslavia to drive a less hard bargain than before with

Greece over the question of facilities at the port of Salonica.®

Whether or not this change in the general effect of Italian diplo-

matic activity in South-Eastern Europe was indirectly connected

with the simultaneous improvement in the relations between Italy

and France, the two changes, taken together, put a new complexion

^ Survey for 1927, Part II C, Section (i).

2 Op. cit.. Part II 0, Section (ii). ® Op. cit., p. 208.
* Op. cit., pp. 201-2. ® See pp. 168-61 below.
® See Section (iv) of this part of the present volume.
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152 SOUTH-EASTERN EUROPE Part II

upon a passage of Signor Mussolini’s speech of the 5th June, 1928, in

which he expounded the thesis that the four European Peace Treaties

were not immutableJ This passage, if delivered a year or two earlier,

might have been read as an appeal to the defeated and disappointed

states of Europe to follow Italy’s lead in a campaign to overthrow a

French hegemony based upon the sacrosanctity of the European

Peace Treaties and the solidarity of all states that had profited by

them. Under the improved international conditions under which the

speech was actually delivered, the purport of this passage was dis-

tinctly constructive and pacific. It was significant that Signor

Mussolini supported his thesis by citing Article 19 of the Covenant of

the League of Nations, and by submitting that ‘grave complications'

would ‘be avoided if Peace’ were ‘given new and wider room to

breathe by a revision of the Peace Treaties on j^oints on wdiich

revision’ was ‘required’. If Italy succeeded in combining the main-

tenance of this attitude on the general question of treaty revision with

the cultivation of better relations with France on the sj)ecifi(^ matters

at issue between the two Powders, the cause of peace might be well

served by Italian statesmansliip.

(6) Relations between Italy and Jugoslavia.

On the 27th January, 1924, a ‘pact of friendship and cordial

collaboration ’ between Italy and Jugoslavia had been signed at Rome,
together with an agreement regarding the status of Fiume.‘^ The^

duration of the pact of friendship was to be five years, but its terms

provided that it might be either denounced or renewed one year before

its expiration. By January 1928, therefore, the Governments at

Rome and at Belgrade had to make up their minds whether they

wished to denounce the pact or to prolong it. As the record given

in previous volumes shows,^ the existence of the pact had by no
means resulted in ‘ cordial collaboration ’ between the two countries

throughout the four years that it had been in force
;
and in view of the

strained relations which existed between Italy and Jugoslavia at the

beginning of the year 1928, a decision to renew the 1924 pact as it

stood would have seemed an empty and unprofitable gesture. At the

1 This passage, which was perhaps the most important in the whole speech,

ought to be read in its complete text, a translation of which will be found in the
volume of documents supplementary to the present volume. The Italian text
was published in the Corriere della 8era, 6th June, 1928.

* See the Survey for 1924, Part II B, Sections (iii) and ( vi) ; and for the text

of the pact of friendship op, cit,, p, 506.
* See the Surv^ for 1926, pp. 161-5: the Survey for 1927, Part II C,

Sections (i) and (ii).
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same time it was recognized both at Rome and at Belgrade that the

formal denunciation of the pact might have an unfortunate effect on

public opinion in the two countries concerned and might thus widen

the breach between them to a dangerous extent. In these circum-

stances, a compromise was agreed on, and on the 25th January, 1928,

a protocol was signed at Belgrade postponing for six months—that is

until the 27th July, 1928,—the date on which the i)act of friendship

could be denounced or renewed.

The signature of this protocol was taken as an indication that the

two Governments intended to make an attempt during the next six

months to place their relations upon a more satisfactorj’^ footing.^

Two series of conversations appear in fact to have been initiated—on

technical questions in Belgrade and on political matters in Rome

;

but at the end of April, when half of the six months’ period of grace

had elapsed, it was admitted on the Jugoslav side that little progress

was being made.

One difficulty in the way of a settlement lay in the fact that Italo-

Jugoslav relations were in a sense subsidiary to Italo-French rela-

tions ;
“ and the Italo-J ugoslav negotiations might jxjrhaps have been

facilitated had there been more rapid progress in the conversations,

on questions outstanding between France and Italy, which followed

the arrival in Rome in January 1928 of a new French Ambassador,

Monsieur de Beaumarchais.^ In so far as Italo-Jugoslav relations

could be isolated from the general field of South-East European
politics, there appeared to be two principal obstacles in the way of

a rapprochemeM between Rome and Belgrade: on the one hand, the

desire of the Jugoslav Government to obtain some kind of guarantee

that the growing influence of Italy in Albania did not constitute a

danger to Jugoslavia
;
^ and on the other hand the desire of the Italian

^ A day or two after the signature of the i)rotocol the Foglio d'Ordini (the

official order-sheet of the Italian Fascist Party) contained coininents on the
protocol which threw all the blame for the t^xisting state of affairs on Jugo-
slavia and concluded by warning that country that vshe now had six months
‘ in which to give a new direction to her policy towards Italy, who is a great
nation, and can afford to wait, and does not fear the unknown future'. (See
the Corriere della Sera, 29th January, 1929, wdiere the paragraphs in question
were rej)roduced.)

^ For this aspect of the matter, see the Survey for 1927, Part II C,

Section (i), and the present volume, p. 148 above.
3 For these conversations, w hich opened on the 19th March, 1928, see j). 150

above.
• In the early months of 1928, Italy's economic penetration of Albania

appeared to be making rapid strides. In February, for instance, the Italian
Senate passed a bill providing for the development with Italian capital of

various public works in Albania, including the construction of roads, bridges,
and ports. On the 28th February an agreement was signed between the
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Government to obtain from Jugoslavia the ratification of the series

of conventions dealing with technical questions connected with

Fiume, Zara and Dalmatia which had been signed at Nettuno on the

20th July, 1925.^ The principal argument which had been used in

defence of the Jugoslav Government’s failure to ratify the Nettuno

Conventions was that their provisions threatened to lay Dalmatia

open to economic domination by Italy and that they would not be

accepted by the Croats and Slovenes without modification
;

but the

opinion seems also to have been generally held in Jugoslavia that the

Nettuno Conventions represented the only remaining card which

could be played against Signor Mussolini’s refusal to discuss with

Jugoslavia the question of Italy’s relations with Albania.^ The anti-

Italian demonstrations which followed the announcement in May
1928 of the Jugoslav Government’s decision to ratify the Nettuno

Coventions were no doubt partly accounted for by the feeling that

the Government were throwing away this last card.

The motives which induced the Jugoslav Government to decide on

the 23rd May that the conventions must be submitted to the Skuy)-

scina for ratification without further delay were the subject of con-

siderable speculation. The general attitude of the Italian Government
on the subject was of course well knowm ; but Monsieur MarinkovicS

the Foreign Minister, categorically denied rumours that direct pres-

Albaniaii MiniKtcr of Finance and the ‘Societa per lo svilnppo econoinin) dell
’

Albania' providing for a moratorium in respect of a loan contracted by Albania
with the ‘Svea’ in 1926. At the beginning of May, Monsieur Marinkovir, the
Jugoslav Foreign Minister, had to answer questions in the 8kupscina regarding
the alleged intention of Italy to declare a customs union with Albania as a first

step towards a protectorate. Monsieur Marinkovic replied that he had no
information which would lead him to suppose that Italy intended to follow the
course indicated. In September 1928 Jugoslav suspicions were again aroused
by Ahmed Beg Zogu’s decision to assume the title of ‘King of the Albanians’
and by Italy's prompt recognition of the new monarchical regime. Jugoslav
fears lest the new King intended to assert his sway over the considerable

number of Albanians resident in Jugoslavia had subsided sufficiently by the
middle of September to allow^ the Belgrade Government to grant formal
recognition to the new regime in Albania.

^ See the Survey for 1926, p. 164; the Survey for 1927, pp, 172 and 178.

Another series of technical conventions (known as the Belgrade Conventions)
which had been signed in August 1924 had been ratified in June 1926—though
not without protests from the Opposition and from Croatia and Dalmatia (see

the Survey for 1926, p. 164).
2 Monsieur Nin6ic, while he was Foreign Minister, was said to have suggested

to the Italian Government, without sucHJess, that they should agree to the
omission or modification of certain clauses specially obnoxious to the Croats.
For the economic effects of the Nettuno Conventions see the Belgrade Economic
Eeview, June 1928.

® See the Survey for 1927, p. 178.
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sure had teen exercised either by Italy or by some other Power.^ It

seems likely that the negotiations for treaties of friendship which

were known to be in progress between Italy, Greece and Turkey*^

helped to turn the scale and to persuade the Jugoslav Government
that it was necessary to conciliate Italy at all costs. The Government’s
decision was accepted by the parties which supported the Vuki^^evi6

Cabinet, but certain of the leaders of the Opposition were rei>orted to

have declared that they would proceed to extreme measures in order

to prevent the ratification of the conventions. A storm of protest in

the Opposition press was followed during the last week of May by
anti-Italian demonstrations and riots in Dalmatian and Croatian

towns and in Belgrade. The most serious disturbances took place at

Sebenico and at Spalato, where the houses of the Italian Consuls were

attacked and considerable damage was done to Italian property.^

Between the 27th and the 30th May the Italian Minister at Belgrade

lodged four separate protests, which elicited from the Jugoslav

(5overnment on the 2nd June a conciliatory ref)ly, promising full

reparation for damage done to the persons or property of Italian

nationals and giving an assurance that measures had been taken to

prevent further disturbances. On the 4th June the Italian Minister

informed the Jugoslav Government that their reply was accepted as

satisfactory, and on the 5th June Signor Mussolini, in the course of

a speech on foreign policy delivered before the Senate at Rome,^ not

only referred to the recent incidents as closed from the diplomatic

point of view but declared that he recognized in ‘ the rapid and loyal

acceptance of Italian demands a mark of good will on Monsieur

Marinkovii’s part and a proof of his desire to give effect to the policy

of friendship which Italy also sincerely desires to follow’.

In the meantime, the main force of the animosity against Italy in

Jugoslavia had been diverted against the Jugoslav Government
itself, largely on account of the severity with which the police had
repressed student demonstrations at Belgrade during the last two or

three days of May. It was evident that the Opposition parties were

exploiting the j)ublic feeling against the Nettuno Conventions for

political ends and that their main object was to overthrow the Vuki-

cevic Cabinet. Stormy scenes in the Skupseina on the 31st May led

1 There seems to have been some foundation for a report that indirect

pressure had been exercised by the bankers with whom the terms of a loan
were being negotiated in London. ^ sub-section (c) below.

* The disturbances seem to have been aggravated by rumours (which were
denied on the Italian side) that Italian demonstrators at Zara had attacked the
Jugoslav Consulate and burned the Jugoslav flag.

* See above, p. 147.
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the Government to adjourn the session for a week, but the obstructive

tactics adoptedby the Oi:)position after the reassembly on the 8th June

resulted in increasing tension, which culminated in bloodshed on

the 20th June.^ Therewith the feud l)etween Serbs and Croats came
to a head, and the Croat deputies withdrew from the Skupscina.

On the 4th July the Vukieevic Cabinet resigned and it was not until

the 27th July that a new Government was formed by Father Korosec,

the leader of the Slovene Clerical Party.*-

Monsieur Marinkovic (who continued to act as Foreign Minister in

the Korosec Cabinet) had presented the Nettuno Conventions to the

Skupscina for ratification on the 16th June, but the political crisis

made it impossible for any further steps to be taken immediately, and

the position was recognized in Itaty. The period of grace for the

denunciation or renewal of the Pact of Friendship expired on the

27th July without any decision having been reached
;
but it seems to

have been tacitly agreed that failure to prolong the treaty on the

appointed date need not prevent the parties from maintaining it in

force should they so desire. The Korosec Government gave proof of

their good will by pressing on with the ratification of the Nettuno

Conventions as soon as the Skupscina reassembled on the 1st August.

Since the Korosec Government were unacceptable to the Croats, the

Croat deputies refrained from attending the session, and in their

absence there was no effective opposition. The conventions were

approved by a Parliamentary Committee on the 5th August with

only one dissentient voice, and on the 13th they were ratified unani-

mously by the Skupscina—^the members of the remaining Opposi-

tion parties having left the hall before the division was taken.

Ratifications were exchanged at Rome on the 14th November,
together with those of the Belgrade Conventions of August 1924.

The absence of the Croats from the Skupscina which passed the

Nettuno Conventions meant that the ratification of these conventions

provided no guarantee against continued opposition to the carrying

out of their provisions, and recognition of this fact in Italy resulted

1 Tlie shots fired by Monsieur Kacic at the Opposition benches wounded the
Croat Peasant leader, Monsieur Stepan Radi6, and caused his death, which
occurred on the 8th August. Monsieur Paul Radio, his nei)hew, was mortally
wounded and died a few hours later and another Croat deputy. Dr. Basari^ek,
was killed outright. A fourth. Monsieur Periiar, was wounded but recovtued.

* It is not possible in this place to give a detailed account of the internal
position in Jugoslavia at this time. For the background and origins of the
political crises of 1928 and the coup d'etat of the 6th January, 1929, see the
I)aper by Professor R. W. Seton-Watson on ‘Jugoslavia and Croatia’ in the
JowmcH of the Boyal Institute of International Affairs, March 1929. See also
the paper by Mr. C. D. Booth, ibid., July 1929.
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in a somewhat lukewarm reception of the announcement that ratifica-

tion had been effected. The immediate consequence of ratification

was that further anti-Italian demonstrations took place at Sebenico

and Spalato on the 16th and 17th June. Fresh protests from the

Italian Government once more ehcited from the Jugoslav Government
the promise that full reparation would be made and all possible

precautions taken in future, and on the 25th June this incident, also,

was closed by an Italian acceptance of the Jugoslav assurances as

satisfactory.

Signor Mussolini, indeed, having gained his main point and

obtained the unconditional ratification of the Nettuno Conventions

(even though only by a ‘Rump Parliament'), could afford to show

consideration for the difficult position in which the Belgrade Govern-

ment were placed
;
but at the same time he took advantage of the

excuse afforded by Jugoslavia’s internal troubles to postpone active

negotiations regarding a pact of friendship until the situation had

become more stable. ^ In December 1928 the Jugoslav Government
were reported to have made proposals for the conclusion of a new
treaty; but while the Italian Government agreed in principle that

what was needed was not the renewal of the old pact of friendship but

the negotiation of a new one on broader lines, they showed no

inclination for undue haste, and little or no progress had been made
when the Korosec Government fell on the 30th December. After the

coup d'etat of the 6th January, 1929, and the establishment of a

dictatorship in Jugoslavia, the new Government proposed the con-

clusion of a provisional agreement in order to avoid the expiration of

the 1924 pact at the end of January, but this proposal did not meet

with approval at Rome, On the 27th January, 1929, therefore, Italy

and Jugoslavia ceased to be bound by a treaty of friendship. During

the previous twelve months, however, circumstances had changed

sufficiently for this fact to have but little significance ;
and it was

noticeable that both the Italian and the Jugoslav press, in comment-
ing on the lapse of the pact, took occasion to point out that friendship

between two countries did not depend on the existence of a treaty

and that there was no reason to believe that the absence of a treaty

would adversely affect the improved relations between Italy and
Jugoslavia.

1 He was said to have repHed to the Jugoslav Minister’s suggestions that
negotiations might be opened by asking to what extent the Korosec Govern-
ment considered themselves in a position to negotiate a treaty binding on
Jugoslavia as a whole.

* The Italian Government seem to have intimated that they still had no
intention of discussing the Albanian question with Jugoslavia.
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(c) Relations between Italy, Turkey and Greece.

On the 30th May, 1928, an Italo-Turkish pact of friendship,

neutrality and conciliation was signed in Rome. By the terms of the

pact^ either party undertook not to enter into any political or eco-

nomic combinations directed against the other and to remain neutral

in the event of the other becoming involved in a conflict. It was also

provided that any disputes between the parties should be submitted

to conciliation or judicial settlement, the procedure for which was laid

down in an annexed protocol.

In its general lines the pact i*esembled other treaties which Italy

had concluded during recent years, and it contained no provisions

which might appear to justify alarm on the part of a third Power.

From the Turkish point of view, the signature of this treaty was
important in several resi)ects. It was the first political treaty which

the Turkish Republic had concluded with a Western Great Power,

and this a Power w hich had been suspected by the Turks of harbour-

ing aggressive designs upon Anatolia in the recent past, particularly

during the crisis over the Mosul question at the turn of the years 1925

and 1926.2 that time, when Turkey had been at issue with Great

Britain and in fear of Italy, she had been drawn back into the orbit

of the U.S.S.R. and had concluded with the Soviet Goveniment the

first treaty in Monsieur Chicherin’s neutrality and non-aggression
'system For Turkey, as for Germany in the post-war period, good

relations with so near and so formidable a neighbour as the U.S.S.R.

were indispensable. Yet the prospect of finding herself in exclusive

relations with the Soviet Government was no more palatable to the

one country than to the other ; and Turkey, having already recoiled

from her first rapprochemeM towards the U.S.S.R. as soon as the

termination of the Anatolian War of 1919-22 had relieved her from

Western pressure, recoiled again from the second rapprochement of

1926 as soon as her relations with Great Britain and with Italy had
sufficiently improved. In her treaty of the 30th May, 1928, with Italy

she found an offset to her treaty of the 17th December, 1925, with the

U.S.S.R., as Germany had found an offset to the Russo-German
treaty of the 24th April, 1926, in her admission to meml)er8hip of the

League of Nations in the autumn of the same year. From the Italian

point of view, the signature of the treaty marked an important ad-

vance towards the consolidation of Italian influence in the Eastern

1 The full text is printed in the volume of documents issued as a supplement
to the present volume.

2 See the Survey for 1925, vol. i, p. 526.
^ Op. cit.f p. 525 ; Survey for 1927, pp. 251-2.
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Mediterranean.^ Apparently Signor Mussolini would have preferred

a tripartite pact to which Greece also would have been a party, and
it had seemed at one time as though his efforts to include Greece in the

arrangement would prove successful. The negotiations between Italy

and Turkey had opened at the beginning of April 1928, when the

Turkish Foreign Minister, Tevfik Rii^di Beg, had an interview with

Signor Mussolini at Milan. This interview had been preceded by
conversations at Geneva between Tevfik Rii^di Beg and the Greek

Foreign Minister, Monsieur Mikhalakopulos, and it was followed al-

most immediately by a meeting between Monsieur Mikhalakopulos

and Signor Mussolini. Between Greece and Turkey there were still

certain questions outstanding in connexion with the exchange of

populations ^ which had taken place as a sequel to the Anatolian War.

Difficulty was experienced especially in connexion with the liquida-

tion of the proixirty of Greeks and Turks who had been exchanged,

and the Greek Government took the line that a settlement of the

points in dispute must precede the conclusion of a pact of friendship

and neutrality between Greece and Turkey.® The Mixed C'ommission

which had been set up, in accordance with a convention of the

30th January, 1923, to supervise the exchange of populations had

been unable to solve the difficulties that had arisen, but it was hoped

that greater success might result from direct discussions between the

two (governments concerned. The conversations between Monsieur

Mikhalakopulos and Tevfik Rii^di Beg at the end of March 1928 were

followed by diplomatic negotiations between Athens and Angora, and
the Italian Government seem to have attempted to facilitate a settle-

ment by offering their services as mediator. The drafting of a pact

of neutrality proceeded concurrently with the Graeco-Turkish negotia-

tions, and by the beginning of May the Italian and Turkish Govern-

ments were reported to have agreed on the terms. Signature was

postponed for a few weeks in the hope that a Graeco-Turkish settle-

ment might be achieved which would enable Greece to join in the

pact, but by the end of May the Italian and Turkish Govern-

ments had come to the conclusion that the Graeco-Turkish

negotiations were not making sufficient progress to justify further

^ Italy does not appear to have obtained many of those advantages in the
eeonoinic field which might have been expected to accrue to the first Western
Power that concluded a treaty of friendship with Turkey. Past exi)erience had
taught the Turks to view with suspicion any economic activity on the part of

a European Power, and this tendency was still strong enough to hamper the
development of commercial relations between Italy and Turkey.

* See the Survey for 1925, vol. ii, Part II E, Section (i).

® For the similar attitude adopted by Greece in regard to Jugoslavia, see

Section (iv) of this i)art of the present volume.
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delay, and the project of a tripartite pact was abandoned in favour

of a aeries of bilateral agreements. As has been recorded, the Italo-

Turkish treaty was signed on the 30th May. At the same time, the

ItaMan Government made a definite offer to conclude a similar pact

with Greece and expressed the hope that the conclusion of a Graeco-

Turkish pact might prove possible in the near future. Greece seems

to have agreed to the suggestion for a pact with Italy, but the negotia-

tions were delayed by the change of Government which took place at

Athens during the summer. Monsieur Venizelos, who bec^ame Prime
Minister at the beginning of Jtily, decided to carry on the policy of

the preceding Government with regard to Italy, and by the middle

of September agreement had been reached on the text of a treaty of

friendship, conciliation and judicial settlement of disputes. The treaty

was signed on the 23rd September by Signor Mussolini and Monsieur

Venizelos, who paid a special visit to Rome for the purpose.^ This

treaty, again, followed familiar lines,- and Monsieur Venizelos was
at pains to make it clear that it implied no hostility against any other

country. Assurances of this kind were sjxKually necessary in the case

of Jugoslavia, since the uneasy relations existing between Italy and
Jugoslavia '^ had created a* tendency at Belgrade to look upon any
rapprochement between Italy and a South-East European state as a

menace to Jugoslav security. The text of the Italo-Greek pact was
communicated to the Jugoslav Government on the 23rd September
by the Greek Minister at Belgrade, and its scope was explained by
Monsieur Venizelos in person when he visited Belgrade early in

October.^ Monsieur Venizelos seems also to have laid stress on the

pacific nature of the Italo-Greek agreement in a conversation which

he had with Monsieur Briand in Paris at the end of September.

In the meantime, the Graeco-Turkish negotiations had been sus-

pended in June, but at the time of the signature of the Italo-Greek

pact an exchange of correspondence was proceeding between Monsieur

Venizelos and Ismet Pa§a, the Turkish Prime Minister, and it was
^ After the ceremony of signature, Monsieur Venizelos gave an interview to

the Greek press in which he explained the significance of the pact. In reply to

a journalist who inquired w hat he had done about the Dodecanese, Monsieur
Venizelos declared that no Dodecanese question existed between Italy and
Greece, and tliat the Italian administration of the islands could not and should
not prevent the establishment of cordial relations between the two countries.

This declaration was received with satisfaction in Italy. (For the Dod(‘(‘aneRe

question see the Survey for 1924, pp. 470-1 .)

2 The full text is printed in the accompanying volume of documents.
^ 'See Survey for 1926, pp. 161-5; the Survey for 1927, Part II C, Sec-

tions (i) and (ii); and this part of the present volume, Section (i) (6).
* For the negotiation, during this visit, of a settlement of the Graeco-Jugo-

slav dispute over Salonica, see Section (iv) of this part of the present volume.
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hoped that if a meeting could be arranged between the two statesmen

a basis for a settlement might be found. They were unable, however,

to agree on a meeting-place, and negotiations through the ordinary

diplomatic channels were resumed. Relations between the two
countries were not imi)roved by a dis^mte which arose out of a visit

of the Mixed Commission for the Ex(.*hange of Populations to Western
Thrace in November; and although discussions took place at Angora
in Decemberbetween the Greek Minister, Monsieur Pappas, and Tevfik
Riit^di Beg, they failed to provide a solution for the outstanding

difficulties connected with the liquidation of the property of exchanged
persons, IIius at the end of the year 192S thc^re seemed little

immediate prospect that the special relationship between Italy,

(Jreece and 'I'lirkey which Signor Mussolini desired to establish

would be comy)leled by the signature of a Graeco-"I"urkish pact of

friendship.

(ii) The Incident arising out of the Discovery on the 1st daniiaryj, 1928,

of a Consignment of Machine-Gun Parts at Szent Gotthard on the

Austro-Hungarian Frontier.

On the 1st January, 1928, Austrian customs officials who were

carrying out their duties at the railway station of Szent Gotthard, on
the Hungarian side of the Austro-Hungarian frontier- the joint

customs inspection having just been transferred to Szent Gotthard
from a station on the Austrian side—discovered that five trucks, the

contents of which were described as machinery, contained in fact a

large consignment of machine-gun parts. As the goods had been
falsely declared, and as they were not accompanied by the official

permit which was required by Austrian law for armaments in transit,

the Austrian officials demanded the return of the trucks to Austria,

but the Hungarian railway officials refused to allow them to be
shunted back across the frontier on the ground that they were on
Hungarian territory and that the case must be submitted to the

proper authorities in Hungary. The trucks therefore remained in

the custody of the Hungarian railway officials at Szent Gotthard. The
way-bill showed that the machine-gun parts had been despatched

by a firm in Verona, and that their immediate destination was
Slovenske Nove Mesto on the Hungarian-Czechoslavak frontier. The
Hungarian authorities, however, maintained that the ultimate des-

tination of the trucks was Warsaw, and a joint inquiry held at Szent

Gotthard on the 17th January by Austrian and Hungarian railway

and customs officials apparently established the fact that the

M
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waybill had contained instructions for the trucks to be forwarded

from Nove Mesto to Warsaw.^

In the meantime, Hungary’s neighbours had been displaying con-

siderable interest in the affair. The number of machine-guns which

Hungary might possess was limited by the Treaty of Trianon, and the

discovery at Szent Ootthard naturally aroused the suspicion that

munitions were being smuggled into Hungary in defiance of the

Treaty. It was pointed out that the direct route from Verona to

Warsaw did not cross Hungarian territory, and that it was therefore

improbable that tht' machine-guns were en route for Poland—which

country, in any case, was not subject to r(\strictions on its armamemts
and had no reason to obtain sup])lies of munitions in a clandestine

manner. Moreover, the Polish Government, on the 7th January,

declared categorically to the representative's of the Little Entente

states that the (consignment was not inUmded for Poland. Inquiries

made by the Czechoslovak authorities were also reported to have

proved that the machine-guns were not destined for Gzechoslovakia.-

During January 1928 discussions t(3ok place between the Govern-

ments of Czechoslovakia, Jugoslavia and Rumania in order to decide

what steps, if any, should be taken with regard to the Szent Gotthard

incident, and representatives of the Little Entente Powers seem also

to have consulted the Secretariat of the League of Nations as to the

procedure which should be followed. Since the 31st March, 1927,

when the Inter-Allied Military Commission of Control in Hungary
had ceased to function the responsibility for seeing that Hungary
did not evade the disarmament provisions (3f the I^eace '^Fr’eaty had

rested upon the League of Nations. Rules for the exercise of the

Council’s right of investigation into the armaments of ‘ex-enemy’

countries had been drawn up in 1924^ and amended in December

1926, when agreement was reached on the withdrawal of the Com-
mission of Control from Germany;^ and under these rules every

member of the League of Nations was entitled to communicate to the

^ Tli(‘ ('ommuwique issianl by the Austrian authorities seems to have agreed

with the Iluiigarian version on this point (see Le Teni'ps, 21st January, 1928).

The Hungarian railway ollieials were rejmrted to have suggested to their

Austrian confreres at this meeting on the 17th January that the machine-gun
parts should be returned to the sender in Italy, via Austria, but the Austrian
offi<;ials (who had originally attemj>ted to secure the return of the trucks across

the frontier) were now unwilling to agree to this course, on the giouiid that an
imi)artial examination of the contents would be impossible after the trucks had
been in Hungarian custody for a fortnight.

2 See the memorandum attached to the Czechoslovak and Jugoslav notes of

the Ist February, 1928, to the Secretary-General of the League (text in League

of Nations Official Journal. April 1928). ® Sec the Survey for 1927, p. 204.
^ Op. cit., pp. 85-8. ® Op, cit., pp. 97-8.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



Sect, ii THE SZENT GOTTHARD INCIDENT 163

Secretary-General of the League, for consideration by the Council,

any reports or information which, in the opinion of that state, called

for the exercise by the Council of the right of investigation. The
decision of the Little Entente states to bring the Szent Gotthard
incident to the notice of the Council as a matter calling for investiga-

tion was an event of more than local importance ; for this was the

first occasion on which the Council had been asked to use its power of

supervision over the armaments of the four countries which had been

compulsorily disarmed by the Peace Treaties. The action taken by
the (Council in the Szent Gotthard case might therefore form an
important precedent, and it was this consideration which led the

Governments of France and Germany in ])articular to follow the

proceedings with sj)ecial interest.

On the 1st February, 1928, notes from the Czechoslovak, Jugoslav

and Rumanian (Tovernments, couched in similar, though not identical,

terms, were presented to thc^ Secretary-General of the League in order

to draw the attention of the (^'ouncil to the incident which had taken

place on the 1st January at Szent Gotthard. All three notes referred

to the rules adopted by the Council for the exercise of its right of

investigation and ap])ea1ed to the Council 'to intervene, in vii*tue of

its rights and duties, so that more serious incidents or consequences

may bo avoided ' and ' to take the measures which these rights and
duties involve in accordance with the decisions mentioned al)Ove

[i.e. the Councirs decisions regarding the exercise of its right of

investigation] and the })rovisions of the Treaty of Peace of Trianon

concerning military control in Hungary The Rumanian note

expi-essly declared that the Government recognized ‘that, for the

moment, no real conflict has arisen . . . between the states directly

interested ’ and that they did not wish ‘ te accuse or suspect anyone
whatever in connection with this incident

^ Quoted from the* Jugoslav note. The wording of this part, of all tliiee notes
was practically identical. Uie texts of the notes will he found in the League of
Nations Official Journal for April 1928.

2 'Idle explanation of this sentence in the Kunutnian note (it did not appear
in either of the other notes) seems to have lain in the fact that Italy was
indirectly concerned in the incident, as the country from which the machine-
gun parts were despatched. Kumania had no special reason to consider the
susceptibilities of Hungary, with whom she had a long-standing dispute over
the ‘optants question’ (see Section (iii) of this part)

;
but she was in closer and

more friendly relations with Italy than were (Czechoslovakia and Jugoslavia.
The Czechoslovak and Jugoslav notes were re])orted to b(^ ready for delivery
some days before they were presented, and the delay w^as attributed to the
desire of the liuiiianian (Government to postpone presentation of their note
until the conclusion of conversations which took place in Rome at the end of
January between Signor Mussolini and Monsieur Titulescu, the Rumanian
Foreign Minister (see i). 148 above).
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The appeal of the Little Entente Governments was placed on the

agenda for the forty-ninth session of the Council, which was due to

open early in March ; but in the interval further developments took

place which raised an important question of principle. In the third

week of February it was announc^ed in Hungary that, as the Austrian

authorities had refused to take bac^k the trucks containing machine-

gun parts, and as the consignor had not come forward to claim the

goods, the Hungarian authorities had decided to sell the machine-gun

j)arts by auction, after they had been rendered useless for military

purposes. The work of breaking down the parts had begun, under

the supervision of Hungarian experts, on the 18th February, and the

auction had been fixed for the 24th. On the 23rd February the

Secretary-tieneral of the League, at the request of the Acting I^resi-

dent of the' Council, Mr. Cheng Lo, sent a tc'legram to the Hungarian

Ciovernment suggesting that the sale of the machine-gun parts should

be ])ostponed until the Council had considered theapj)eal from (Czecho-

slovakia, Jugoslavia and Rumania. Mr. t^heng Lo’s object, of course,

was to prevent an alteration in the quo which would make it

impossible for any investigation on which the (Council might decide

to be carried out effectively. Count Bethlen, the Hungarian Prime

Ministc?r, replied on the same day that it was impossible to postj)one

the auction, which w^as to be held ‘under the supervision of the com-

I)etent judicial authorities at Szent Gotthard in accordance with the

railway regulations’. Count Bethlen pointed out that ‘the Ftegula-

tions for the Exercise of the Right of Investigation contain no clause

applicable to such case ’

;
but he added that, as a matter of ])ersonal

courtesy to the President of the Council, his Government would ask

the purchasers not to remove their purchases. The sale by auction

of the machine-gun parts took place on the 24th February, but the

material remained after the sale in the custody of the authorities at

Szent Gotthard.

Mr. Cheng Lo’s action—which was taken after consultation with

Monsieur Briand—raised the question of what powers the Acting

President of the Council possessed when the Council was not in

session. The only precedent for intervention by an Acting President

in the intervals between Council sessions was Monsieur Briand’s

famous appeal to the Greek and Bulgarian Governments in October

1925 to remember their obligations under the Covenant not to resort

to war—an appeal which succeeded in its purpose and averted the

danger of hostilities on a serious scale.^ It was pointed out, however,

that Monsieur Briand ’s action was justifiable under Article 11 of the

1 8ee the Survey for 1925, vol. ii, p. 303.
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Covenant, because there was an acute danger of war and immediate

steps had to be taken in advance of the special meeting of the Council

which had been summoned to deal with the crisis, but that in the

Szent Gotthard case there was no question of an appeal under Article

1 1 which might make it necessary for the Acting President to take

urgent measures on his own initiative. Mr. Cheng Lo’s action seems

to have been criticized not only in Hungary and in Germany but also

by certain of his fellow-members of the Council (who had not been

consulted before he sent his telegram) during a private meeting on

the 7th March. The (V)uncil was reported to have come to the con-

clusion that Mr. Cheng Lo had been placed in an embarrassing posi-

tion owing to the lack of definite rules, and that it would be desirable

to define in a general way the powers and duties of the Acting Presi-

dent in the intervals between Council sessions.

The discussion of the Szent Gotthard incident by the Council was

preceded by numerous private and informal conversations at Geneva,

and in the course of these conversations it was apparently agreed in

principle that it would not be advisable to put into operation the full

machinery provided by the rules for the exercise of the Councirs right

of investigation. During the public debate which took place in the

Council on the 7th March Monsieur Titulescu, as the spokesman for

the Little Entente, declared that he and his colleagues had acted in

what they believed to be the general interest and were not inspired by
any ill-will towards Hungary. The Hungarian delegate, nevertheless,

made an emphatic reference to his country’s sensitiveness regarding

any interference in its internal affairs and to the unsatisfactory

relations existing betw^een Hungary and her neighbours. It was clear

that insistence on a formal visit to Szent Gotthard by a Commission
of Inquiry organized in accordance w^ith the Council’s rules for the

exercise of its right of investigation would arouse strong opposition

in Hungary, and to that extent would hinder rather than help the

cause of peace. The Council therefore adopted the middle course of

appointing a sub-committee of three of its members (the representa-

tives of the Netherlands, Finland and Chile) to study the documents
relating to the affair and submit a report. The sub-committee was
also asked to examine the question of the powers of the Acting Presi-

dent of the 0)uncil in the intervals between sessions.

On the 10th March the Committee of Three reported that some of

the necessary documents were not yet available and that it had not

been able to form a final opinion on the Szent Gotthard incident. It

therefore proposed to continue its investigations and it mentioned the

possibility that it might prove desirable to send experts to Hungary
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to make investigations on the spot. The Council approved of the

course proposed by the committee, and the Hungarian representative,

while he expressed the view that an expert inquiry was unnecessary,

declared that his Government would be ready to give facilities to any

experts whom the committee might decide to send to Szent Gotthard.

By the middle of April, the (bmmittee of Three had decided that

investigations on the spot were necessary, and between the 15th and
the 19th April inquiries were conducted at Szent Gotthard by two
armament experts and three members of the League Secretariat—one
of whom was Monsieur ( blban, the head of the Disarmament Section,

and another a member of the (bmmunications and Transit Organiza-

tion. Towards the end of April the relevant documents were referred

to two more experts on international railway traffic, and the results

of the investigations of all the experts were available when the

Committee of Three met at The Hague on the 3rd May.
Nevertheless, the information at the disposal of the committee did

not enable it to form a decision on the most important point

—

namely, the ultimate destination of the macdiine-gun j)arts. By the

middle of May the committee had completenl two reports: tlu^ first

on the Szent Gotthard incident itself ; the second on measures to be

taken in the intervals between Council sessions. The first report made
it clear that, in the committee's view, the Szent Gotthard incident

was ‘an attempt to effect the clandestine transport of war materiar

and it laid stress on the special importance of the ‘unlawful presence

of war material ’ in Hungarian territory owing to Hungary’s obliga-

tions under the Treaty of Trianon. It also pointed out that the

Hungarian Government had considered the incident ‘exclusively from
the standpoint of railway and customs regulations ’ and did not appear

‘ever to have thought it necessary to consider the question of the

final destination of the war material’. ‘The final destination,' the

report added, ‘is not apparent from the information which the Com-
mittee has been able to obtain, acting within the limits of its powers.

On the other hand, the information furnishes no evidence that the

material was intended to remain in Hungarian territory.' Thus on
the main point at issue—whether or not the machine-guns were

intended for the illegal arming of forces in Hungary—the Hungarian
Government were neither convicted nor acquitted.

When this report came before the Council on the 7th June general

dissatisfaction was expressed with its inconclusiveness and with the

failure of the committee to get to the bottom of the incident. The
most searching criticisms came, as was natural, from the representa-

tives of the Little Entente states and of France, but the British and
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German delegates also agreed that the results of the procedure which

the Council had adopted in this case had not been satisfactory. Sir

Austen Chamberlain declared that ‘ if another incident arose ... we
should have to seek means more efficacious than those which we
chose on this occasion’ and he added that it would be ‘ a great mistake

to suppose that, because the particular procedure which we adopted

in this case failed, the Council therefore exhausted its resources ’. The
general opinion of the Council clearly was that the method adopted

for the investigation of this incident must not be allowed to form a

precedent if another—and possibly more serious—incident should

arise in future and call for action by the (.'ouncil.

The Council finally adopted a series of resolutions expressing its

regret that the final destination of the machine-guns had not been

determined and that the Hungarian Government had considered the

incident exclusively from the standpoint of railway and customs

regulations
;
drawing attention to the right of every member of the

Council to request an extraordinary meeting of that body, and to

the CounciVs authority to ord(*r immediate investigation in virtue

of the rules for the exercise of the right of investigation-- * which

rules th(‘ Council maintains intact’ ; and emphasizing the importance

of an early ratification of the (invention on the (k^ntrol of Trade

in Arms concluded under the auspices of the Lt*ague.^

On the question of measures which might be taken when the Council

was not in session, the Council adopted a resolution recommended
in the second report of the Committee of Three. This resolution, while

it left open the general question of the pow ers and duties of the Acting

President of the Council, j)rovided for a procedure which would have
obviated the need for Mr. Cheng Lo’s telegram if it had been followed

in the Szent Gotthard ease. The Council now’ decided that where a

dispute had been referred to it and placed on its agenda the Secretary-

Genc^ral should communicate? immediately to the interested parties

the text of the following resolution.

The Council considers that, when a question has been submitted for its

examination, it is extremely desirable that the CJovernments concerned
should take wilate^^e^ steps may appear to them necessary or useful to

prevent anything occurring in their respective territoric^s which might
prejudice the examination of the question by the Council.

The parties would be requested to inform the Secretary-General,

without delay, of the steps which they had taken to carry these

recommendations into effect.

S(?e the Survey for 192o, vol. ii, pp. 09-70.
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168 SOUTH-EASTERN EUROPE Part II

(iii) The Controversy over the Optants in the ex-Hungarian
Territories of Rumania.

Articles 61 and 63 of the Treaty of Peace with Hungary which was

signed at Trianon on the 4th June, 1920, provided that persons over

eighteen years of age resident in former Hungarian territories which

were transferred by the Peace Settlement to another state should auto-

matically acquire the nationality of the state exercising sovereignty

over the territory concerned, but that they should have the right to

o|)t for Hungarian citizenship within a period of one year from the

coming into force of the treaty. Persons who exercised the right to

opt must transfer their residence to Hungarian territory within the

succeeding twelve months, but they were to be 'entitled to retain

their immovable property in the territory of the other state where

they had their i)lace of residence before exercising their right to opt
’

(Article 63, paragraph 4).^ Article 250 of the Trianon Treaty further

provided that 'the property, rights and interests of Hungarian
nationals . . . situated in the territories which formed part of the

former Austro-Hungarian Monarchy ’ should ‘not be subject to reten-

tion or liquidation * but should be 'restored to their owners freed from

any measure of this kind [i.e. the measures applicable by the Allied

Powers under Article 232 of the Treaty to Hungarian j)roperty, rights

and interests within their territoiy] or from any other measure of

transfer, compulsory administration or sequestration, taken since

November 3, 1918, until the coming into force of the present Treaty,

in the condition in which they were before the application of the

measures in question *.- Claims made by Hungarian nationals under

this Article were to be submitted to a Mixed Arbitral Tribunal, the

constitution of which was laid down in Article 239 of the Treaty.*^

The Treaty of Trianon came into force on the 26th July, 1921.

Four days later, on the 30th July, the Rumanian Government, in

pursuance of the scheme of agrarian reform w hich they had undertaken

^ Similar provisions were included in Article 3 of tlie Rumanian Minorities
Treaty wliicli caun* into force at the same time as th(t Treaty of Trianon.

2 The corresponding Frencli text ran as follow^s:

‘Leshiens, droits et interets des ressortissants hongrois . . . situ6s sur les

territoires de rancienne monarchie austro-hongroise ne seront ])as sujets a
saisie ou liquidation en conforrnite de ces dispositions [les dispositions de
Tarticle 232 et de rAimc^xe de la Section iv]. Cen biens, droits et interets

seront restitites aux ayants droit, liber^s de toute mesure de ce genre ou de
toiite autre mesure de disjiosition, d’administration forc6e ou de s^questre prises
depuis le 3 novembre 1918 jusqu’^ la mise cii vigueur du present Traite.
Ils seront restitues dans I’^tat ou ils se trouvaient avant rapi)licatioii des
mesures en (luestion.'

® See below p. 174.
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during the war to carry through,^ promulgated an ‘Agrarian Law
applicable to Transylvania, the Banat, the districts of Crisana and
the Maramuras’ (the ‘Garoflid Law’). Article 6, paragraph (c), of this

law provided that: ‘The whole of the rural estates of absentees shall

be expropriated. For the i3urposes of this law, an absentee shall be

any person who was absent from the country from the 1st December,

1918, until the date when this law was placed on the table of Parlia-

ment,- unless such peivson was discharging official duties abroad.

Rural estates not exceeding fifty jugars** shall be excmj)t from the

operation of this law.’'^ An executive decree, issued shortly after the

promulgation of the law by the Government of which General

Avereseu was the head, laid it down that the term ‘absentee’ should

not apply to a j^erson who was a subject of a foreign state, and if this

interpretation had remained in force the property of Hungarian
optaiits in Transylvania would not have come within the scoix> of the

law. In July and August 1922, however, a new Rumanian Govern-

ment (that of Monsieur Bratianu) issued another executive decree and
a scries of ordinances, the effect of which was that foreigners were no
longer exemT)ted from the application of Article 6 of the ‘Garo-

flklLaw’.^

On the IGth August, 1922, the Hungarian Government apj>ealed to

^ The Liberal Party in Rumania bad declared its adlieren(?e in 1913 to the
principl(‘ of the expropriation of large estates. On the Rumanian agrarian
reforms see I. L. Evans: The Agrarian Bevolution in Boumania (Cambridge
University Press, 1924) and Valeriu Berearu: La Beforme agraire en Boumanie
(Paris, 1928, Librairie Universitaire J. Camber). See also a letter from Pro-
fessor R. W. Soton-Watson published in The Times, 12th March, 1928.

- i.e., the 23rd March, 1921 (see F. Deak: The Hungarian-Bumanian Land
Dispute, published in 1928 by the (,-olumbia University Press, New York, p. 18).

^ One jugar equals 1-473 acr(^s.
* The law provided for comi)ensation to be paid to dispossessed landowners

on the basis of the value of the estates in 1913, but owing to the depreciation of

the currency it was alleged that the amount paid in any given case represented
only a fraction of the real value of the property at the time of expropriation.

* Deak, op. eit., pp. 19-21. It was pointed out on the Rumanian side that
the period of absence mentioned in the law was not identical with the period
within which optaiits must transfer their domicile to Hungarian territory

under the terms of the Trianon Treaty, since the former period ended on the
23rd March, 1921, and the latter could not begin until after the 26th «luly, 1921
(see above). It was therefore not impossible from the legal point of view
for optants to have been in Transylvania during the period mentioned in the
Agrarian Law and thus to have avoided being treated as absentees whose
property could be confiscated. This argument was not refuted by the Hun-
garians—it w as one of the jioints on which provisional agreement was reached
at Brussels in May 1923 (see p. 172 below)—but it was pointed out that for

reasons which were partly psychological a large number of optants had trans-

ferred their domicile before the period stipulated by the Treaty of Trianon
began.
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170 SOUTH-EASTERN EUROPE Part II

the Conference of Ambassadors on behalf of their nationals whose

property in Transylvania had been seized by the Rumanian authori-

ties under the Agrarian Law . The Conference of Ambassadors was

asked 'to enjoin the Rumanian Government in order that she [^ic]

should conform her legislation and her attitude concerning the im-

movable pro})CTty of persons who opted for Hungarian nationality

to the explicit dispositions of Article 03 of the Treaty of Trianon’.^

The Ambassadors replied on the 31st August that the matter ap-

peared to relate entirely to the stipulations of the Rumanian Minorities

Treaty- and that the Hungai’ian Government should address their

representations to the League of Nations. In ie])ly to a second com-

munication from Hungary, the Conference of Ambassadors, on the

27th February, 1923, informed the Hungarian Government that the

initiative in bringing the matter to the notice of the League of Nations

must be taken by them or by some other member of the Ijeague/^ In

the meantime, Hungary had also been making direct representations to

the Rumanian (tevernment on behalf of the optants whose estates

had been confiscated. On the 28th February, 1923, the Rumanian
Government, in reply to a series of Hungarian notes, declared them-

selves ‘unable to give satisfaction’ to the claims of the optants in

view^ of the fact that the estates had been expropriated in conformity

with the law% which provided that ‘the absentees shall be exjm)-

Ijriated entirely w ithout making any distinction between Rumanians
and aliens. There cannot therefore be any question of creating for

the landholders of Hungarian origin in the recently annexed territori(\s

a privileged situation, not only as to other aliens, but also as to a

whole class of Rumanian landowmers The contemtion that it was
impossible, in carrying out the agrarian reforms, to discriminate in

favour of Hungarian nationals, provided one of the main arguments

on the Rumanian side throughout the course of the dispute.

On the 15th March, 1923, the Hungarian Government appealed to

the Council of the League of Nationsunder Article 1 1 of the Covenant/^

on the ground that the expropriation of the optants constituted ‘a

^ Quoted hy J)eak, op. ait., p. 21.
- This was not the ease. As has been indicated above, the Treaty of Trianon

also contained provisions relevant to the dispute.
3 Deak, op. ait., pp. 21--2 ; statement by the Earl of Birkenhead in the House

of Lords at Westminster on the 25th June, 1928.
* Quoted by Deak, op. ail., pp. 22-3.
® For a summarized account of the League Councirs discussions on the

optants (piestion between April 1923 and the end of 1927 see The Uungaro-
Rumanian Dispute: The Optants Case before the League, by Mrs. Edgar Dugdale
(issued by the Association for Inteniational Understanding, 10, St. James’s
Square, London, S.W. 1).
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flagrant violation ’ of the Treaty of Trianon and the Minorities Treaty,

and that the Agrarian Law was incompatible with the Treaties. They
asked the Council to declare that ‘ the legislative and administrative

enactments of Rumania are contrary to the Treaties ’
;
to ensure that

‘ Rumania should act in conformity with the Treaties ' in future
;
and

to order 'that the immovable property of persons opting in favour

of Hungary which has been affected by the confiscatory measures

adopted in connection with the agrarian reform . . . should be restored

to the parties entitled thereto in the condition in which it was before
*

. . the measures in question
;
also that it should be maintained in that

condition free from all charges contrary to . . . the Treaties, and that

full compensation for damage should be given to the injured parties’.

The dispute came before the CV>uncil during its session in April

lf)23, and representatives of both Hungary and Rumania were given

a hearing. The Rumanian case, which w^as put by Monsieur Titulescu,

was that the agrarian legislation had been applied with strict im-

partiality and that the provisions for the expropriation of absentees

implied no hostility against Hungarians. In the Rumanian view, 'the

Hungarian Government were not pleading for equality of rights but

for a f)rivilege in Transylvania to the profit of Hungarian nationals

and to the detriment of Rumanian landowuiers. The Treaty of

Trianon stipulated that j)ersons opting for Hungary should retain

their property. The Hungarian Government interpreted this to mean
that the optant remained the owner of a sj)ecial kind of property that

could not be touched without international sanction. 'The Rumanian
contention was that the optants’ property was subject to the national

law^s of a sovereign state ’. On the question of compensation, also, the

Rumanian Government argued that there had been no discrimination

against Hungarians, and that the Hungarian demands for payment
in gold! and restoration of landed property could not possibly

be granted.

The (Council had appointed as rapporteur the Japanese delegate.

Monsieur Adatci, and in the course of the discussions he suggested

that the essential point at issue appeared to be the interj)retation of

the Treaties and that it would therefore be well to refer the dispute

to the Permanent Court of International Justice. Hungary accepted

this proposal, but Rumania rejected it, on the ground that the dispute

raised important questions of principle afifecting ‘the political and
social transformation of a nation’ and that it was therefore not

^ On this occasion Monsieur Titulesco said tliat ])ayinent in gold would have
involved a sum of 15 milliard gold francs. At a later date, lioAvever, he spoke
of 400,000,000 gold francs.
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piimarily a controversy over the interpretation of a text which could

be settled by the Permanent Court. A further proposal that the

dispute might be submitted to the Court merely for an advisory

opinion, which would not limit the Council’s freedom of decision in

any way, was also accepted by the Hungarian and rejected by the

Rumanian delegate—this time on the ground that the d(?lay which

the suggested procedure would involve might give rise to dangerous

imrest among the Rumanian peasants whose title to the lands in

question would remain open to doubt. In view^ of the Rumanian
oi.)position, the Council had to abandon the idea of consulting the

Permanent Court, and a resolution was finally adopk^d adjourning

the question until the next session of the Council and expressing the

hope that the tw o Covernments might come to an agreement in thc^

meantime.

Monsieur Adatei agreed to continue to serve as raj)porteurJ and at

the end of May 1923 a meeting took place at Brussels at w hich Monsieur

Adatei endeavoured to bring representatives of the two Ciovernments

to an agreement. At the time it looked as if the rapporteur’s efforts

were to be crowned with success, for the j)roces verbal of the discus-

sions, recording certain conclusions on which agreement had been

reached, w as initialled by Monsieur Adatei and by the Rumanian and

Hungarian delegates, together with a draft resolution for submission

to the Council. A few days later, however, the Hungarian Govern-

ment repudiated the signature of their delegate, and the debate during

the twenty-fifth session of the Council in July 1923 turned mainly on

the question whether an agreement had or had not been reached at

Brussels. Finally, on the 5th July, the Council adopted the resolution

which had been initialled at Brussels, and which expressed the hope

that both Governments w ould do their best ‘ to prevent the question

of the Hungarian optants from becoming a disturbing influence ’ in

their relations, and the conviction that the Hungarian Government
would ‘ do its best to reassure its nationals ’ and that the Rumanian
Government would 'remain faithful to the Treaty and to the principle

of
j
ustice upon w^hich it declares that its agrarian legislation is founded

,

by giving proof of its good will in regard to the interests of the

^ Monsieur Adatei showed sonie reluctance to continue to act as rapporteur
owing to the doubt w^hich existed as to whether the Council, in dealing with a

dispute referred to it under Article 1 i. of the (Covenant, would have to take its

decisions by a unanimous or a majority vote, and whether the votes of dis-

putants would count in determining unanimity or a majority. Monsieur Adatei
anticipated that difliculties might arise if and when recommendations for a
settlement of the dispute were submitted to the Council utdess all the members
of that body were prepared to agree that the votes of the interested parties

would not count in calculating a unanimous or a majority vote.
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Hungarian optants’. The Hungarian delegate, Count Apponyi, re-

frained from voting on this resolution and reaffirmed his view that no
agreement had been reached at Brussels, whereas Monsieur Titulescu

declared that the resolution confirmed the Brussels agreement.^

With the adoption of the Council’s resolution of the 5th July, 1923,

the first stage of the dispute came to an inconclusive end. During this

stage the original (question at issue—the rights of Hungarian optants

in 'IVansylvania—had been discussed in great detail and both sides

had defined their points of view at length. So far as the original basis

of the dispute, was concerned, the cases of the respective parties

remained unchanged at the beginning of 1927, when the League was
again called upon to intervene, but at this point various new factors

w(u*e introduced which raised general questions of great importance

and thus gave a new character to the controversy.

From December 1 923 onwards a number of applications from Hun-
garian optants owning lands in the territories which had been trans-

ffTred to Baimani.'i were submitted to the Secretariat of the Mixed
Rumano-Hungarian Arbitral Tribunal which had been constituted in

accordance with Article 239 of the lYeaty of Trianon and which sat

in Paris. The optants asked that the Tribunal should declare ‘ that the

measures restricting their right of ownership, which had been applied

to their movable and immovable property by the Rumanian State,

werecontrary to the provisions of Article 250 of the Treaty of Trianon,

and that it should order the Rumanian State to make restitution

In the course of the year 1925 the Rumanian Govcniment raised

objections to the competence of the Mixed Arbitral Tribunal in cases

of expropriation arising from the application of the agrarian laws.

In December 1920 the Tribunal heard (bunsel of the Hungarian and
Rumanian Governments on the question of its competence and on the

10th January, 1927, it decided (by a majority vote)''* that agrarian

^ During the debate the Britift^h delegate. Lord Kobert Leeil, expressed the
view that it would liave been possible for the Couneil, independently of the
parties to the dispute, to submit the question to the Permanent Court for an
advisory opinion, but it did not se^tmi to him proper, ‘particularly in view of

what had taken placie at Brussels that the Couneil should exercise its })ower

in this case. He added that, in his view, ‘the Council could assume that an
agreement had been entered into at Brussels by the repres^uitative of Hungary,
and it was extremely undesirable that that agreement should not be considered
by the Council as having great weight’. For a detailed account of the Brussels
negotiations and an ex]>o8ition of the Hungarian point of view, see D6ak,
op, cit. See also the Survey for 1920-3^ pp. 22C^1.

2 Report of the Committee of Three to the Council (League of Nations
Official Journal, October 1927).

3 Article 239 of the Treaty of Trianon provided that ‘the decision of the
majority of the members of the Tribunal shall be the decision of the Tribunal ’.
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questions came within the scope of Article 250 of the Treaty of

Trianon^ and weix^ therefore within its jurisdiction. It requested

Rumania to submit a reply on the substance of the question within

two months. On the 24th February, 1927, however, the Rumanian
Government informed the Tribunal that they did not intend to submit

a reply and that their judge would no longer sit on the Tribunal when
claims by Hungarian nationals relating to the agrarian j’eforms were

under consideration. At the same time, the Rumanian Government
informed the league of Nations Secretariat of their decision and asked

to be allowed to acquaint the (^ouncil with the reasons for their

attitiide. Like Hungary in 1923, Rumania invoked paragraph 2 of

Article 11 of the CV)venant—that is, she })rought the matter before

the Lc^ague as a circumstance which threatened ‘to disturb inter-

national ])eace or the good understanding between nations on which

peace depends *.

The dispute came before the Gouncil on the 7th March, 1927.

Monsieur Titulescu, for Rumania, and Count Apponyi, for Hungary,

argued the cases of their resjxjctive Governments at great length.

The Rumanian reju'esentative explained that his Government still

considered that the 02)tants (jiiestion had been settled by the Brussels

Agreement of 1923 and insisted that the social and political asjxx^t of

the dispute^, as oj^posed to the purely legal aspect, must dettu’inine the

nature of the solution. Monsieur Titulescu's argument against the

competence of the Mixed Arbitral Tribunal was that the lYeatj' of

Trianon restricted the TribunaFs jurisdiction to claims on account of

liquidation, and that the expropriation of estates under the Agrarian

Laws was not li(2uidation since it was not a war measure and was not

ai)i)lied to ex-enemy pro}x>rty as such.

The Hungarian representative argued that Rumania, in denying

the competence of the Mixed Arbitral Tribunal, desired 'to deal a

mortal blow ’ at ' international arbitral decision He invited Rumania
to agree to ask the Permanent Court of International Justice to give

its judgment on the question whether the Tribunal, in declaring itself

competent to decide claims arising out of the Rumanian agrarian

reforms, had or had not exceeded its powers. He also apjx*.aled to the

Council to appoint arbitrators to take the place of the judge whom
the Rumanian Government had decided to withdraw when agrarian

cases were in question. This appeal to the Council was based on
Article 239 of the Treaty of Trianon, which had made the following

provisions for the constitution of the Mixed Arbitral Tribunal

:

Each such Tribunal shall consist of three members. Each of the

^ See p. 168 above.
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Governments concerned shall appoint one of these members. The Presi-

dent shall be chosen by agreement between the two Governments
concenied.

In case of failure to reach agreement/ the President of the Tribunal

and two other persons, either of whom may in case of need take his place,

shall be chosen by the Council of the League of Nations. . . . These persons

shall be nationals of Powers that have remained neutral during the war.

If in case there is a vacancy a Government does not proceed within a

period of one month to appoint as provided above a member of the

Tribunal, such member shall be chosen by the other Government from
the two persons mentioned above other than the President.^

Both the Hungarian suggestions—for a reference to the Permanent
(V)urt and for the appointment by the League of deputy arbitrators

—

were opposed by Monsieur Titulescu, and the ('ouncil finally adjourned

the whole question. In summing up the discussion, the acting Presi-

dent of the Council (Herr Stresemann) i>ointed out that it was not

‘just a dispute between two members of the League. The question is

much more important than that. The point at issue is that of the

competence of arbitral tribunals in relation to national and inter-

national laws on the same subject \ The tk)uncil finally decided to

a])point a Committee of Three, consisting of the Japanese and (.liilian

representatives (Viscount Ishii and Sehor Villegas), with the British

representative, Sir Austen (liamberlain, as rapporteur, to study the

question and prepare a report.

'llie Committees of Three summoned representatives of Hungary
and Rumania to meet it in London on the 31st May and the 1st June,

and further meetings took place in Geneva later in «June. The com-
mittee’s attempts at conciliation failed to bring about an agreement

between the parties, and as its report was not ready in time for the

June session of the Council, the question was postponed until

^ The French text of this and the ])receding sentence ran :
‘ Le President sera

choisi k la suite d’un accord entre les deux gouverneiiients int^ress^s. Au eas

oii eet accord ne pourrait inlerveiiir, le President. . .
.' Some jurists intc'rpreted

this text to mean that * the case for the intervention of the (Council of the League
under Article 239 of the Treaty of Trianon only arises wlien there is a dis})ute

as to the choice of a President for the Tribunal’ (Professor J. K. G. de Mont-
morency in Agrarian Eeform in Eoumania and the ('use of the Hungarian
Oftants in Transylvania before the League of Nations [Paris, 1927, Imprimerie
dll Palais]). According to this view the Council would not have been justified,

under the terms of the Treaty, in taking the action suggt^sted by the Hungarian
Government.

* In May 1924 the Hungarian Government had asked the Livigue Council to
api)oint a President of the Mixed Tribunal, since the original l^resident had
died and the two Governments had failed to agree on a successor. The Council
decided in June to wait for a few months in the hope that a Chairman would be
appointed by agreement, and at its next session in October 1924 it was
informed that an appointment had been made.
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September. The Committee of Three made further unsuccessful

efforts at the beginning of September to bring about an agreed settle-

ment of the dispute, and on the 17th September the committee’s

report^ came before the Council for consideration.

The report emphasized the desire of tlie committee 'to find a solu-

tion that would allay discontent’. Since the matter had been referred

to the (^ouncil, not under Article 239 of the lYeaty of Trianon, but

under Article 11 of the Covenant, the Council could not, in the

committee’s view , ‘ev<ade the duty imposed upon it by the (.V)venant

and confine itself simply to the election of two deputy membeis for

the Arbitral Tribunal, which the Hungarian representative had

demanded. If it did so it would have failed to discharge its political

duties as a mediator and conciliator in a dispute wdiich extcuided far

beyond the actual terms in which it had been originally su))mitted

by the two parties.’

The main j)roblem which the committee had to consider was defined

as follows

:

Is the Mixed Arbitral Tribunal entitled to (uitertaiii (?laims arising out

of the application of tlie Rumanian Agrarian Law to Hungarian o})tants

and nationals ?

On this question the committee consulted 'eminent legal authori-

ties and its conclusions and recommendations were based on the

advice it received from these experts. The report laid dow n the follow-

ing three principles which, it declared, 'the acceptance of the Treaty

of Trianon has made obligatory for Rumania and Hungary '

:

(1) The provisions of the peace settlement effected after the War of

^ The text is printed in the League of Nations Official Jounuil, October lh‘27.

- The authorities concerned were the jurists attached to six of the delega tions
present at Cieneva for the meeting of the Assembly. On this point, the com-
mittee’s action was criticized on the ground that th(‘, interpretation of the
provisions of the Treaty of Trianon in regard to the competence of the Mixed
Arbitral Tribunal was a matter for the Mixed Arbitral Tribunal itself in the
first instance and for the Permanent Court of International Justice in

the second instance, and not a matter for the committee itself to decide on the
strength of legal opinions from authorities of its own choosing. (See, for

instance, the opinions of a number of British jurists summarized in The
Manchester Guardian on the 27th September, 1927, and a debate in the House
of Lords at Westminster on the 17th November, 1927). For a collection of
legal opinions in support of the Rumanian thesis and of the report of the
Committee of Three, see Agrarian Beform in Boumania and the Case of the

Hungarian Optants in Transylvania before the League of Nations

^

which contains
the replies of a number of jurists of various nationalities to the two following
questions: ‘(i) Under Article 11 of the Covenant and Article 239 of the
Treaty of Trianon, can the Council refuse to nominate an auxiliary judge!
(2) Should the Council refer to the Permanent Court of Justice at the Hague
for an advisory opinion on the rulings which it has suggested to the litigants t

’
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1914-18 do not exclude the application to Hungarian nationals (includ-

ing those who had opted for Hungarian nationality) of a general scheme
of agrarian reform.

(2) There must be no inequality between Rumanians and Hungarians,
either in the terms of the Agrarian Law or in the way in which it is

enforced.

(3) The words ‘retention and liquidation’ mentioned in Article 250,
which relates only to the territories ceded by Hungary, apply solely to

the measures taken against the property of a Hungarian in the said

territories and in so far as such owner is a Hungarian national.

The committee recommended that the Council should request the two
parties to conform to these three principles and should request

Rumania to reinstate her judge on the Mixed Arbitral Tribunal. If

either party should refuse to accept the three principles, certain

‘sanctions’ w^ere proposed.

In the event of a refusal by Hungary . . . the Council would not be
justified in appointing two deputy members in accordance with Article

239 of the Treaty of Trianon. In the event of a refusal by Rumania . . .

the Council would be justified in taking appropriate measures to ensure

in any case the satisfactory w’orking of the Tribunal. In the event of

a refusal of the above recommendations by both parties . . . the Council
will have discharged the duty laid upon it by Article 1 1 of the Covenant.

On the 17th September, 1927, Count Apponyi refused on behalf

of Hungary to accept the principles laid down by the Committee of

Three and defended his refusal in a long and eloquent speech. He
argued that the report amounted to an interpretation of the treaties

and that under the (Covenant the duty of interpreting the treaties

belonged not to the Council but to the International Court of Arbitra-

tion or to the Permanent Court of International Justice. He saw ‘a

tendency to ask the Council to assume the role of an arbitral tribunal,

setting itself up above the Court constituted by the Treaty itself . . .

a tendency to confusion between political power and the judicial

work of a Court. . .
.’ He proposed once more that the question of the

competence of the Arbitral Tribunal to try agrarian cases should be

referred for decision to the Permanent Court of International Justice,

and he also suggested that the (^ourt should be asked to give an
advisory opinion on the question whether the three principles enunci-

Sbted by the Committee of Three in its report had been ‘rendered

obligatory on Rumania and Hungary by the Treaty of Trianon'.

Monsieur Titulescu, on the other hand, intimated that his Govern-
ment would accept the Committee’s three principles, provided that

they were also accepted by Hungary. He rejected once more the

Hungarian proposal for arbitration—pointing out that ‘for Hungary
it is a question of money. Hungary has everything to gain and nothing
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to lose. For Rumania it involves the whole of her social economy’

—

and insisted that a settlement must be reached on a political rather

than a juridical basis.

^

The general discussion of the report of the Oommittt^e of Three

revealed considerable differences of opinion among the members of

the Council, especially in regard to the last part of the report, in

which the committee suggested the course which might be followed

in the event of either party refusing to accept the Council’s recom-

mendations.- The Council finally decided, on the 19th September,

to adjourn the discussion until December in the hoiM? that the

Hungarian and Rumanian Governments, after examining the repoii-

at their leisure, would find themselves able to agree to the principles

which it contained. The Council as a whole did not feel able to

endorse that j)art of the committee’s rt^port which related to sanctions

and the report as it was recommended to the two Governments for

their consideration therefore did not include the final paragraphs.

On the 25th November the Rumanian Government notified the

League of Nations Secretariat that they accepted the report of the

Committee of Three, on the understanding that it was read in con-

junction with the concluding paragraphs—that is, that the recom-

mendations regarding sanctions were accepted. On the 29thNoveinber,

the Hungarian Government informed the Secretariat that they w^ere

unable to accept the report, but that they had made direct proposals

to Rumania for a settlement. These Hungarian proposals, which had
been communicated to Rumania in the middle of November, drew' a

distinction between different kinds of property in Transylvania which

had been confiscated under the Rumanian Agrarian Law. While the

arable land w hich had been expropriated had been distributed among
the peasants, the large areas of forest land had been retained by the

state. The Hungarian Government now suggested that in the case

of forest land the estates should either l^e returned to their owners or

^ The Rumanian contention that the problem was essentially a political one
was supported by the Czechoslovak Foreign Minister, Monsieur Bones, who
submitted a memorandum to the Council during its forty-seventh session in

which he pointed out that Czechoslovakia was directly interested in the
Hungaro-Rumanian dispute by virtue of her own agrarian reforms, and
declared that the Czechoslovak Government could not admit the competence
of a Mixed Arbitral Tribunal to deal with claims arising out of the application
of agrarian laws. In Monsieur Benes’s view, ‘the fundamental political,

economic and socdal conditions of several countries’ were at stake.
2 The Hungarian representative had indicated that he could not accept the

committee’s three principles, and if the Council adopted the report as a whole
and took the sanction suggested by the committee, it would definitely refuse
to grant Hungary’s request for the appointment of two deputy members on the
Mixed Arbitral Tribunal.
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compensation amounting to their full value should be paid
; but in the

case of arable land restoration was not claimed and the Hungarian

Government indicated that they would be i)repared to consider a

compromise with regard to the amount of compensation.

Monsieur Titulescu was unable to attend the December session of

the Council, owing to ill-health, and with Count Apponyi’s consent

the question was adjourned until March 1928. By that time it was

hoped that the direct negotiations which had been opened by Hun-
gary might have progressed far enough for further intervention by

the (buncil to be unnecessary. The Rumanian Government, however,

did not ref)]y to the Hungarian proposals until the end of February.^

They then suggested that any compensation to the Hungarianoptants

which might be agreed upon should be paid by the Hungarian

Government, which should be entitled to deduct the amount thus

expended from the sum due to Rumania under the Peace Treaty on
reparations account. This sugge.sted arrangement was to be contin-

gent on Hungary’s accepting as the legal basis of the settlement the

principles laid down by the Committee of Three in September 1927.

On the 8th March, the CV)uncil once more gave a hearing to the

Hungarian and Rumanian delegates, (bunt Apponyi explained that

his Government could not agree to the counter-iDroposals made by
Rumania at the end of February, since they were, as they had already

explained, unable to accejit the report of the CommitR>e of Three as

the basis of settlement. Moreover, the Rumanian proposal that the

sums paid as comi)ensation should be deducted from reparation pay-

ments and the amount of compensation suggested were alike un-

acceptable. Monsieur Titulescu reiterated his Government’s approval

of the recommendations of the Committee of Three. Sir Austen
Chamberlain, who continued to act as rapporteur, pointed out that

the attempt to reach a solution by direct negotiation apj)eared to

have broken down because Hungary refused to accept the principles

enunciated in the report of the Committee of Three and Rumania
made the acceptance of those principles by Hungary a condition of

agreement to a direct settlement. The rapporteur thei’efore made a

new proposal. He suggested that the Council might exercise its

powers under Article 239 of the Treaty of Trianon and appoint two
neutral members of the Mixed Arbitral Tribunal, but these two
members would be in addition to, and not in substitution for, the

Rumanian member. The two parties might then be asked to agree

^ The delay seems to have been largely due to the uiieertainty of the internal
politic*,al situation in Eutnania as a consequence of the death of Monsieur
Bratianu.
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to the consideration by this tribunal of five members of claims arising

out of the application of the Rumanian agrarian laws. Monsieur

Titulescu said that he would accept this proposal on the understanding

that the reconstituted tribunal would be bound by the three prin-

ciples contained in the report submitted by the Committee of Three

in September 1927. Count Apponyi was prei)ared to accept the

proposal in its original form, but not with the rider suggested by
Monsieur Titulescu, and Sir Austen Chamberlain declared that he
‘ could not make himself responsible for fathering the change ’ in his

resolution which Monsieur Titulescu proposed.^ The resolution which

was finally adopted by the Council on the 9th March did not endorse

the suggestion that the three principles of September 1927 should be

made binding upon the tribunal, but it reaffirmed the value of the

CounciPs resolution of the 19th September, 1927 (in w'hich the report

of the Committee of Three was recommended to the two Governments

for consideration) ;
expressed the view that the best method of settling

the dispute was by friendly negotiation between the parties : and

submitted for the acceptance of both Governments the proposal that

the claims of the optants should be decided by a reconstituted tri-

bunal of five members.2

On the 28th May the Rumanian Government informed the League

Secretariat that they had examined the proposal contained in the

Council’s resolution and regretted that they could not accept it ; and

on the 6th June the Hungarian Government notified the Secretariat

of their acceptance. The position of the two disputants, therefore,

was now reversed. In the autumn of 1927 it had been the Rumanian
Government who accepted the Council’s recommendations and the

Hungarian Government who rejected them. When the question

^ The elfect of Monsieur Titulescu's proposal, in practice, would have been
to bind the tribunal to reject the optants’ claims; since the third of the prin-

ciples of September 1927 had laid it down that claims under Article 260 of the
Treaty of Trianon on account of ‘retention or liquidation’ would only be valid

where the measures complained of had been taken against property in so far

as its owner was a Hungarian national. It was apparently not contested even
by the Hungarians that the Agrarian Law had been applied without dis-

crimination of nationality, and claims arising out of the application of the
Agrarian Law would therefore have been inadmissible.

* For criticisms of the Council’s attitude up to this point see the letters to

The Times from Lord Buckmaster, Lord Newton, and others (issue of the
10th March, 1928); Lord Phillimore (23rd March, 1928); and Sir I>ederick
Pollock (9th April, 1928). For letters in support of the point of view that the
problem was political rather than legal and ought to be setttled in accordance
with ‘equity ’ see The Times, 12th March, 1928 (Professor R. W. Seton-Watson)
and the same journal, 16th and 24th March and 11th April (Mr. Wickham
Steed). For further expositions of both sides of the case see the debate in the
House of Lords at Westminster on the 25th June, 1928.
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came before the Council yet again on the 8th June, 1928, it was
the Hungarian Government who were willing to comply with the

Council’s new proposals and the Rumanian Government who found

them unacceptable.

In these circumstances, the Council seems to have come to the

conclusion that it was useless for it to formulate further suggestions,

and it contented itself with adopting the following resolution, pro-

posed by the rapporteur :
^

The Council, whilst deeply regretting that the parties have failed to

reach agreement on the lines of the Councirs recommendations ; without
desiring to exclude any other friendly arrangement, remains of opinion

that this dispute ought to be settled by the parties upon the basis of the

solutions wliich the Council has recommended to their acceptance

;

maintains its resolutions of September 19th, 1927, and March 9th, 1928

;

and urges the Governments of Hungary and Rumania to bring this long

dispute to a close by reciprocal concessions.

8ir Austen Chamberlain stated subsequently- that the adoption

of this resolution had closed the question ‘so far as concerns the

appeals made to the Council of the Ijeague of Nations by Rumania
and Hungary respectively in March 1927’.

Nevertheless, the Hungaro-Rumanian dispute appeared on the

agenda, for the fifty-first session of the Council in September 1928. At
the close of the discussion on the 8th June Monsieur Titulescu had
intimated that his (;Jovernment intended to make new proposals to

Hungary, according to which the Council would be asked to appoint

one of its members to examine the whole question and decide what
coni|3ensation, if any, should be paid to the optants. An exchange of

views on the subject of this proposal took place between the two
Governments in July and August, but although the Hungarian
Government were willing to enter into negotiations with the assistance

of a mediator, they were not prepared to accept certain principles

formulated by the Rumanian Government. In particular, they

rejected the proposal, which Rumania still maintained, that any
compensation payable to the optants should be deducted from repara-

tions dues. On the 25th August the Hungarian Government informed

the League Secretariat that the negotiations had broken down and
asked for the question to be placed on the agenda for the next Council

meeting—repeating their requests for the appointment of two deputy
members of the Mixed Arbitral Tribunal and for the submission of the

dispute as to the Tribunal’s competence to the Permanent Court of

International Justice. After the Secretariat had received this request

^ Count Apponyi abstained from voting on the resolution.
2 In a written answer to a parliamentary question on the 13th July, 1928.
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from Hungary, however, further communications were exchanged

between the Hungarian and Rumanian Oovemments with regard to

the possibility of direct negotiations on the question of compensation.

The Council judged from these notes, which were placed at its dis-

posal, that there was a possibility that the two parties might yet

arrive at an amicable settlement, and on the 21st September it

adopted a resolution adjourning the question once more and recom-
mending that the two Governments, ‘while reserving their points of

view in regard to the principles involved and the legal situation . . .

should take steps to enable their plenipotentiaries to meet as soon as

possible, and to be furnished with the necessary powers to come to a

practical settlement of the question/

This resolution was accepted by both Monsieur Titulescu and Count
Apponyi, and in the middle of October it was announced at Bucarest

that arrangements had been made for j)lenipotentiai*ies of the two
countries to meet at the beginning of November. The meeting had to

be postponed several times, but a conference finally opened atAbbazia
on the ir)th December, 1928. The course of these direct negotiations

and their outcome will be recorded in a future volume of this Survey.

From the foregoing narrative of the history of the question down
to that date, it will have been evident that, as Dr. Stresemann pointt^d

out in March 1927,^ there was more at stake in this long-drawn-out,

stubborn and intricate controversy than a local quarrel between two
states over a particular concrete issue. As the controversy proceeded,

at least two general questions of principle emerged: first, a conflict

between treaty obligations on the one hand and national legislation on
the other ; second, a conflict between the juridical and the political

method of handling an international dispute. A number of important

points were raised
,
also, in connexionwith the competence of the Council

of the League of Nations. A considerable proportion of the time spent

at Geneva in discussing the optants dispute was occupied by long

debates on the powers and duties of the Council : whether unanimity

was necessary in asking the Permanent Court for an advisory oj)inion ;

whether the Council could place a question on its agenda in opposi-

tion to the wishes of one of the parties to a dispute
;
how far it was

entitled or empowered to interpret treaties
;
and to what extent it was

justified in performing the functions of a committee of conciliation

in preference to taking action under a treaty. The emergence of

these and similar questions lent an interest to the optants controversy

which it would scarcely have possessed if it had remained nothing

more than a South-East European imbroglio.

1 See p. 175 above.
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(iv) Negotiations between Greece and Jugoslavia over Facilities

at the Port of Salonica.

in the Surveyfor 1926^ it was recorded that, on the 15th November,

1924, the Graeco-Serb treaty of alliance of 1913 was denounced by the

Jugoslav (government, and an account was given of the negotiations

for the renewal of that alliance which took place during 1925 and 1926

and which were accompanied by attempts to come to an arrangement

whereby Jugoslavia would receive greater facilities for her trade at

Salonica than had been granted to her under the convention of the

10th May, 1923, establishing a Jugoslav Free Zone at that port.*^

When, on the 17th August, 1926, the Greek Government of which

tieneral Pangalos was the head put their signature to a new treaty of

friendship with Jugoslavia, they also signed a series of technical

conventions dealing with the Jugoslav Free Zone at Salonica and
with access to it by rail; but these conventions—which jjrovided,

inter alia, for joint (4racco-Jugoslav administration of the railway

from f^evgeli on the Jugoslav frontier to Salonica and for the admis-

sion into the Free Zone of the goods of other countries besides

Jugoslavia—w^ent too far for (4reek public opinion, and the overthrow

of General Pangalos a few^ days after the signature of the instruments

involved the lapse of the settlement which had been negotiated during

his regime. Gn the 25tli August, 1927, the Greek (Chamber unani-

mously rejected the treaty and conventions of the 17th August,

1926, on the ground that they conferred privileges upon Jugoslavia

which constituted a threat to Greek sovereignty in Macedonia.^

The new Government which had taken office in Greece in December
1926 declared rejx^atedly that they were ready to grant Jugoslavia

all possible facilities at Salonica provided that the sovereign rights of

Greece were fully safeguarded ; and attempts to find a new^ basis for

discussion appear to have been made in the summer of 1927, in

connexion wdth the negotiations which were then in progress for a

(jrraeco-Jugoslav commercial agreement.^ A ti*eaty of commerce was
signed on the 2nd November, 1927, together with a number of sub-

sidiary conventions dealing with frontier traffic, railway tariffs,

veterinary questions and other technical matters, but questions

relating to Salonica were not included in the scope of these conven-

tions. So long as Greece and Jugoslavia were unable to reconcile

their differences over Salonica, the w^ay was blocked for the conclusion

of a treaty of friendship which w^ould place their relations on a

^ Part II B, Section (ii).

,

2 For the terms of this convention, see the Survey for 1920-3, Part III,

Section (iii) (9). 3 Survey for 1926, loc. cit, * Op. cit., loc, cit.
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satisfactory basis and which might ultimately serve as one of the

foundation stones of a system of treaties of friendship and for the

pacific settlement of disputes comprehending all the countries of

South-Eastern Europe. Both the Greek and the Jugoslav Govern-

ment expressed anxiety to come to an agreement, but an offer to open

fresh negotiations on the Salonica question, which was made by
Monsieur Marinkovic, the Jugoslav Foreign Minister, in September
1927,^ does not seem to have been actively followed up for some
months. In April 1928 Monsieur Marinkovic and Monsieur Mikhala-

k()pulos, the Greek Foreign Minister, were reported to have had an

interview at Geneva and to have agreed that negotiations on out-

standing questions should begin without delay. In June further

conversations seem to have taken place at Athens, but no definite

result had been reached when, at the beginning of July, Monsieur

Venizelos took office for the fifth time as the head of a Greek

Government.

Since it was the declared policy of the new Government at Athens

to establish cordial relations with neighbouring countries, and since

Monsieur Venizelos himself was understood to entertain the friend-

liest feelings towards Jugoslavia, it w^as to be expected that the

negotiations regarding Salonica would be pursued with fresh energy.

On the Greek side, indeed, the prospects for a satisfactory settlement

appeared to be improved by the advent to power of Monsieur

Venizelos, if only because the special prestige which that statesman

enjoyed would be likely to assist him both in negotiating with

Jugoslavia and in securing the approval of his own countrymen for

the terms of any agreement that might be concluded. The Jugoslav

Government, for their part, were not likely to display an intransigent

spirit towards Greece at this stage. For some time past, Jugoslavia

had been making genuine efforts to conciliate her neighbours in the

hope of counter-balancing the success of Italy’s ‘forward policy’ in

South-Eastern Europe—a policy which appeared to Jugoslav minds

to be a direct threat against Jugoslavia.’^

In view of the friendly relations established between Italy and
Rumania in 1926,^ the signature on the 21st JMarch, 1928, of a Graeco-

Rumanian treaty of non-aggression, conciliation and arbitration^ had

^ See the Survey for 1921, p. 209,
® See op. ci%,. Part II C, Sections (i), (ii) and (iv).

* Survey for 1926, Part II B, Section (i).

* The treaty was interesting mainly because it was the first agreement
to be modelled on one of the draft treaties prepared by the Committee on
Arbitration and Security of the League of Nations (see the present volume.
Part I A, Section (iii)).
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added to Jugoslav fears of isolation, and those fears were not

diminished by the firstfruits of Monsieur Venizelos’s foreign policy.

His first steps towards the fulfilment of his design of establishing

cordial relations with his neighbours led him not to Belgrade but to

Rome, where, on the 23rd September, 1928, he and Signor Mussolini

affixed their signatures to a pact of friendship and arbitration.^

Monsieur Venizelos took pains to convince the Jugoslav Government
that they need feel no apprehension on account of the Italo-Greek

rapprochement, but, as he had no doubt calculates! , the existence of

the treaty of the 23rd September provided an additional inducement

to Jugoslavia to settle the Salonica dispute without delay and on
terms more favourable to Greece than those to which General

Pangalos had agreed in 1926.

Early in September, before the signature of the Italo-Greek pact,

discussions had taken place at Geneva between Monsieur Karapanos,

the Foreign Minister in Monsieur Veiiizelos’s Government, and Mon-
sieur Marinkovic, and at the end of September and the beginning of

October Monsieur Venizelos himself had a series of conversations

with Monsieur Marinkovic in Paris. In the course of these discussions

the broad lines of an agix^ement appear to have been laid down. From
the 9th to the 1 2th October, Monsieur Venizelos visited Belgrade,

where he was accorded a warm welcome. The outcome of his negotia-

tions with Monsieur Bumenkovic, the acting Foreign Minister, was
the signature on the 11th October of a protocol specifying the pro-

cedure to be followed for the settlement, within a given time, of

outstanding questions relating to Salonica.

The protocol - provided that the basis of the settlement should be

the existing agreements regarding the Jugoslav Free Zone which had
l)een signed in 1923.^ In order to clear up certain doubtful points in

these agreements and to settle details which had been left for future

consideration, the Greek Government had communicated to the

Jugoslav Government in 1926 the drafts of five additional protocols.

It was now arranged that the Jugoslav Government should inform

the Greek Government, within twenty days, whether they could

accept any or all of these drafts. Any suggested modifications were

to be the subject of an immediate exchange of views between the

Governments. If necessary, specific points would be examined by a

^ See p. 160 above.
^ The text was published by Le Temps and by the Corriere della Sera on the

16th October, 1928.
^ The main agreement had been signed on the lOtli May, 1923, and varioun

subsidiary protocols on the 6th October, 1923 (Survey far 1920-3, Part 111,

Section (iii) (9)).
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mixed commission of experts, who would report within three weeks.

On certain points, agreement was recorded in the protocol. It was

decided, for instance, that the Jugoslav Free Zone could only be used

for Jugoslav goods and that vessels carrying goods into the zone

should be obliged to conform to the Greek sanitary regulations.

Finally, MM. Venizelos and Sumcnkovic recorded their belief that the

value of the agreements concluded regarding Salonica must depend

to a large extent on the degree of confidence and cordiality informing

the relations between the two countries, and they therefore decided

that as soon as the process of settling technical problems was com-

pleted (it was apparently contemplated that this process should not

take more than six weeks), the two Governments should conclude a

pact of friendship and peaceful settlement of disputes, conceived on

the broadest possible lines and with a duration of five years.

The settlement foreshadowed by the protocol of the 11th October

promised to give Jugoslavia the assurance of (h*eek friendshijj, but

the Jugoslav Government did not apparently stand to gain many
material advantages, and it was a sign of the times that they should

be prepared, for fear of alienating (Treece. to withdraw' practically all

their previous demands regarding Salonica. The adoption of the 1923

agreements as the basis for negotiation meant that the Belgrade

Government had abandoned the hope of securing a shar(‘ in the

administration of the Gevgeli-Salonica Railway and the other privi-

leges which Jugoslavia w^ould have enjoyed if the 1926 agreements

had come into force
;
and they seem also to have yielde<l on a point

to which they were believed to attach sj^ccial importance. Jugoslavia

w as interested in Salonica not only as an outlet for her trade in time

of peace but also as the port through which munitions could most

easily reach her in the event of war, and the Jugoslav negotiators were

reported to have made attempts to obtain from Monsieur Venizelos

a guarantee that Greece would adopt an attitude of benevolent

neutrality if Jugoslavia should find herself at war and would not

interfere in any way with the transit of munitions through Salonica.

Monsieur Venizelos was understood to have replied that an under-

taking of the kind suggested would be incompatible with the spirit

of the treaty which he had recently concluded with Italy.

On the 4th November, 1928, the Jugoslav Minister at Athens com-
municated to Monsieur Karapanos his Government's acceptance of

two of the protocols of 1926, but it was not found possible to settle

certain technical points arising out of the other protocols within the

period of six weeks contemplated by the agreement of the 11th

October. The Greek Government agreed to a request from Belgrade
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that the period of negotiation should be prolonged, and the protocols

were still unsigned when the coup d'etat of the 6th January, 1929,

took place at Belgrade and a new regime which was virtually a

dictatorship was established. The negotiations with Greece, however,

were resumed by the new Jugoslav Government in the third week of

January and were carried to a successful conclusion. On the 17th

March six protocols were signed at Geneva, dealing with the condi-

tions governing the use of the Jugoslav Zone at Salonica, with railway,

customs, veterinary and postal services and with general matters.

Ten days later the settlement was completed by the signature at

Belgrade of a Pa(^t of Friendship, Conciliation and Judicial Settle-

ment with a duration of five years. This treaty of the 27th March,

1929, cannot be analysed in detail here;i but it may be noted that

the provisions relating to the submission of disputes of a judicial

character to the Permanent Court of International Justice and

of other disputes to a procedure of conciliation or arbitration were

modelled on the draft treaties prepared by the (bmmittee on

Arbitration and Security at Geneva and adopted by the Ninth

Assembly of the League of Nations in September 1928.^ It was

expressly stipulated, however, that the undertaking to submit to

arbitration should not apply to dispute's which had arisen before the

conclusion of the agreement, or which related to questions falling,

according to international law, within the jurisdiction of a sovereign

state, or which w^re connected with the territorial status of the

parties. Reservations of this kind were common in arbitration

treaties, but the last one, in particular, had considerable potential

importance in this case, in view of the sj^ecial privileges which

Jugoslavia enjoyed at Salonica and of the anxiety which had been

expressed in Greece during the prolonged negotiations over the

Salonica question lest Jugoslavia's status in Macedonia should con-

stitute a threat to Greek sovereignty.^

^ It will be printed in the vohiine of documents supplementary to the

Survey for 1929,
^ See the present volume, Part I A, Section (iii).

® See the Survey for 1926, Part II B, Section (ii).
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PART III

THE ISLAMIC WORLD

A. THE ‘WESTERNIZATION MOVEMENT' (1920-8)

(i) Introductory Note.

Ditking the years 1920-8 the term ‘Islamic World' was still a con-

venient name for a region separating Europe and Russia on the one

hand from Tropical Africa and India and the Far East on the other

;

but in this region, by that time, the process of ‘Westernization’ had

reached a point at which it raised the question whether, except as a

geographical expression, ‘the Islamic World’ any longer represented

a reality. After the inconclusive issue of the C^airo Caliphate Con-

ference in 1920,^ could Islam still be said to exist as a way of life

embracing every as])ect of human activity or as a society uniting

peoples of many races and languages by the bond of common obedi-

ence to its law ? According to the Orthodox tradition, Islam was either

nothing less than this or else it was nothing at all. What had it come

to be in fact ?

The prevailing ideals of the ‘Westernization’ movement in the

old Islamic domain {Ddru^UIddm)—as manifested par excellence in

Turkey during the years in question—were secularism and nationa-

lism
;
and thesetwo ideals—^the separation of church and state and the

equation of the frontiers between different states with the boundaries

between the domains of different languages—were both not merely

alien to the Islamic tradition but were calculated to disrupt the old

unity of Islam in so far as they prevailed. The Turks, for instance, by

the time when they had not only declared a republic and abolished

the Caliphate but had disendowed and disestablished Islamic religious

institutions, abandoned the last vestiges of Islamic dress, and ceased

to use the Arabic Alphabet, had deliberately and effectively cut them-

selves off from other members of Islamic society who had refrained

from following their example or had moved in the opposite direction.

To take an extreme case, it would have been difficult to point to many
common Islamic traits which the Turks and the Wahhabis still shared

in 1928 2 in common contrast to the peoples of Western Europe or to

^ For the history of this conference, see the Survey for 1925, vol. i, Part I,

Section (ii)
( / ).

* In Turkey, religious differentiation was not yet quite extinct in law (see,

for example, pp. 195 and 199 below). The whole tendency, however, was
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the Russians or to the Chinese. Indeed, a student of comparative

sociology would have found more significant common traits between

the Turks and the (Chinese at this time than between the Turks and
the majority of their former co-religionists; for, utterly different

though the Islamic and Far Eastern social heritages were, the Turks
and Chinese at this time were both reacting to the stimulus or virus

of Western Civilization with a revolutionary violence; and the

paroxysms through which they were severally passing revealed, under

examination, remarkable similarities of detail. If the manner and
degree of reaction to the impact of the West was at this time—as in

fact it was—the most significant criterion for the sociological classi-

fication of non-Western peoples, then the Turks and the Chinese

would most naturally be placed together in one class and the Wahha-
bis and Tibetans in another.

If the process of Westernization were to be carried to completion

in every part of the Islamic World, it was true that it would efface in

the end those divisions which it had created between one Muslim

people and another at the beginning; but it would only do so by
effacing Islam itself (at least in its traditional shape as a way of life

embracing every side of human activity) and absorbing the Islamic

World into a Western World which was becoming co-extensive with

the whole inhabited surface of the Earth. The homelands of Orthodox
Christendom in South-Eastern Europe had been swallowed up by the

expansion of the Western World already. On the other hand, Russia

—the ‘New World’ of Orthodox Christendom—after having entered

on the path of Westernization as early as the Greeks and Serbs and
having achieved incomparably greater triumphs in the diverse fields

of war and diplomacy and music and literature in the course of two
centuries—^had been seized by a revulsion which gradually gathered

strength below the surface until it broke out in the Bolshevik Revolu-

tion of 1917—a catastrophe that abruptly reversed in Russia the long

process of ‘Westernization’ and, in the name of a Western revolu-

tionary creed, impelled the i)eoples of the U.S.S.R. along a new course

towards an unknown goal.^ This startling revolt against ‘ Westerniza-

tion ’ in one half of Orthodox Christendom might find its parallels in

towards secularization; and, as will appear from the facts cited in Section (vi)

of this part of the present volume, the process had come very near to com-
pletion by the close of the year 1928. Of course it is easier to change laws than
habits of feeling, thought and action ; and in the Turkish, Chinese and Russian,
as in most other known revolutions, there was a wide difference between the
respective rates of change on the surface and below it. This difference, however,
dehed any attempt at measurement.

^ See the Survey for 1924, Part 1 C, Section (i).
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the Islamic World : and in fact, during the years 1926-8, the same
‘Zealot’ animus against the West was manifest, on a punier scale,

among the Wahhabis of Najd and among the fanatical tribesmen of

north-eastern Afghanistan.

Were these ‘Zealot ’ outbreaks mere rear-guard actions of defeated

hosts which the Man ofWestern Civilization would overbear again and
again, in successive onsets, until the rout was complete ? Or were

they rallies which portended the end of a long retreat and the return,

on a new front, to stationary warfare ? At the time of writing the

answer to that pertinent question was utterly obscure even as

regarded the pro8})ects of Cbrnmunism in Russia, and a fortiori as

regarded the outbreaks of fanaticism in the Islamic World. Could

any non-Western society oppose an effective resistance to the advance

of Western Civilization without borrowing the invader's weapons ?

And w^ould not that amount to borrowing the whole technical

apparatus and organization of the West? And could that be done
without becoming contaminated by the Western spirit and thus being

exposed to the process of Westernization by the very exigencies of the

tactics of defence ? An observer w^ho appraised the strength of the

contemporary Western World—the impetus of Western Europe wdth

the weight of America behind—might have been inclined to pro-

nounce, at first glance, that the advance of Western Civilization was
irresistible, and that not only the Najdls and the Afghans but the

Russians were bomid to succumb to it. The victorious eastward

progress of the Latin Alphabet, not only to Constantinoj)Ie and
Angora but to Baku and Tashkend and Qazan,^ might have been

taken as a sign of the times. Yet such forecasts would have left out

of account the possibility that the peoples of the West might spend
their tremendous strength not in completing the cultural achievement

of assimilating the rest of Mankind but in destroying one another and
themselves by war and revolution. That fatal diversion of abounding
energy and commanding ability from creative to suicidal channels

had once brought the equally impressive advance of Hellenic Civiliza-

tion to an abrupt halt when world dominion seemed to lie within its

grasp. The Parthian raiderswhom Antiochus the Great chastised, and
the Jewish ‘Zealots’ who rose up against Antiochus Epiphanes’s

protege Jason the High Priest for defiling the Holy City with felt hats

and dramatic festivals and athletic competitions, must have appeared
as insignificant to the Hellenistic statesmen of the second century

before Christ as in 1929 Wahhabi raiders appeared to British High
Commissioners in Palestine and ‘Iraq or King Amanu’llah’s Macca-

^ See Section (viii) below.
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baean adversary the Water-Carrier’s son to British political officers

on the North-West Frontier of India. Yet because, in the second

century before Christ, the Great Powers of the Hellenistic World
indulged in wars which ruined all of them before they ended in the

Pyrrhic victory of one, those rear-guard actions of a handful of wild

nomads and highlanders came to stand out in history as portents,

marking the turn of the tide when the flow of Hellenism ceased and

the waters which had gone over the soul of the Oriental peoples began

to ebb away from the Oriental World. In 1929 it was impossible to

tell whether history might not repeat itself.

No doubt, it was virtually certain that, whatever general outcome

the spiritual conflict between Western Civilization and Islam for

dominion over human souls might have, there were at any rate some

originally Islamic peoples who would be lost to Islam irrevocably and

won by the West once for all. Such definitive ' Westernization ’ seemed

to be the almost inevitable destiny of the Ottoman Turks and the

probable destiny of the Persians.^ Thus even if the followers of King
‘Abdu’l-'Aziz in the Arabian Peninsula and the adversaries of King
Amanu’llah in Afghanistan were first to hold and then to enlarge

their ground, the utmost degree of success within their reach would
fall far short of reinstating Islam in full possession of its traditional

domain up to its ancient frontiers. Yet that did not mean that an
Islam thus recalled to life from the brink of the grave would neces-

sarily be doomed to move in a narrower compass or to play a smaller

part than before
;
for even if it had to resign itself to reduced limits

on one front, it might find new worlds to conquer on others.

One of the determining features in the life of Mankind at this time

was the fact that Western Civilization, with its talent for the applica-

tion of physical science to practical affairs, had made a social unity

of the habitable earth by its many inventions
;
for though the j>eoples

of the West had spread this network of communications round the

globe for the pur})oses of their own economic and political expansion,

the network, once constructed, stood at the disposal of any Power
strong enough to extort from its makers a right of user. Thus, for

example, the opening-up of Tropical Africa by Western enterprise

and the fever into which the blast of the Western spirit had thrown

^ The Egyptians and the Syrians had travelled as far, or almost as far, along
the path of Westernization as the Turks and considerably further than the
Persians at this date ; but the very stimulation of their national consciousness,
which was one of the strongest effects of Western influence, was likely to rein-

force their sense of solidarity with other speakers of the Arabic language and
so to deter them from parting company with the 'Zealots' in the Arabian
Peninsula.
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the frail organisms of primitive African societies might open np,

incidentally, for Islam, the possibility of incorporating a whole race

and occupying a whole continent. The Black Race, face to face with

the White intruders from the Western World, might well be attracted

by an organized and ancient way of life which ignored the physio-

gnomical differences between one true believer and another
;
and if

Islam were to become the civilization of the Black Race in Africa,

there seemed to be no reason, under the new conditions created by
Western ingenuity, why the ‘Islamization' of that race should be

confined to the limits of a single continent.

Such speculations as these might serve to point the fact that, in

1929, it was hardly possible, after all, to answer the question whether

there was still an Islamic World in the spiritual sense. In the eyes

of certain Western observers, Islam was then in articulo mortis : in the

eyes of certain Wahhabi fanatics, who recognized no true believeis

among contemporary Mankind outside the ranks of the Ikhwan,^

Islam in 1929 stood again where it had stood in (533, when the tribes

of Arabia, fused together by the Faith, were straining at the leash as

they awaited the signal to go forth conquering and to conquer far and
wide beyond the bounds of the Peninsula. Whether the observer’s

analysis or the fanatic’s intuition came the nearer to the mark, the

future would reveal. It was possible, {igain, that both might be

equally blind to the future; for there was yet a third alternative, and
this was that Islam might adapt itself to the environment of a

Westernized World by accepting that place in the scheme of things

w^hich was occupied, in most Western countries, by the Christian

Churches. It might be true that an Islam conceived on traditional

lines would have no alternatives in a Westernized World, except to

conquer or die
;
but an Islam which consented to ‘render unto Caesar

the things that are Caesar’s and to God the things that are (Clod’s
’

might look forward to the future with no less confidence than Roman
Catholicism or Primitive Methodism. It remained to be seen whether

the main body of Islamic Society might not take this turn.

(ii) The Situation of Foreigners.

During the period under review, the situation of foreigners was an
open question only in those Islamic countries which were effectively

free from foreign political control: that is, in Turkey, Persia, Afghani-

stan, the Najd-Hijaz and the Yaman. In these countries, official

policy towards foreigners differed widely—partly owing to differences

^ For the Wahhabi use of the word ‘Muslims as fueaning Wahhabis and
Tslam’ as meaning Wahhabism, see below, p. 294 n.
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in the previous status of foreign residents and partly owing to differ-

ences in the present policy of the Governments concerned.^

In Afghanistan no foreign Government had ever established rnpre

than a transitory ascendancy and no commercial community of

Western residents with extra-territorial privileges had ever obtained

a footing (though there was an important commercial community of

Hindu residents of British nationality, or at any rate British-Indian

origin). Accordingly, to Afghan minds at this time, the presence of

foreigners did not suggest the same danger to national independence

that it suggested to Turkish and Persian minds ; and therefore, during

years when the Persians were engaged in getting rid of the C 'apitula-

tions^ and the Turks in carrying to its logical conclusion the abolition

of the Capitulations,which had been achieved for Turkey in the Peace

Treaty of Lausanne,*^ King Amanullah was importing selected

foreign experts and technicians, on his own terms, for service in

Afghanistan, with an energy which recalled the importation of

foreigners into Russia by Peter the Great. Among other foreigners,

King Amanu’llah imported Turks—partly, no doubt, because of the

prestige which the Turks had acquired throughout the Islamic World
by defeating the Greeks in Anatolia and negotiating peace on equal

terms wdth the Principal Allied Powders at Lausanne in 1 922-3, partly,

perhaps, because of this Afghan ruler’s personal sympathy with the

radical ‘\Vestcrnizing’ course on which the Turkish revolutionaries

had embarked. At the beginning of 1927 a Turkish medical mission

was reported to have been sent to Afghanistan, and in the autumn of

1928 King Amanu’llah was said to be contemplating the establish-

ment at Kabul of a school for teaching the Turkish language, in order

to equip Afghan boys for entering Turkish military colleges. It was
noteworthy, however, that King Amanu’llah did not confine his

choice to Turks but also freely imported foreigners of all nationalities

^ It may be noted that, apart from Turkey, the Islamic countries in which
foreign residents were most numerous and foreign vested interests largest were
all still under some form of foreign control or administration, e.g. Algeria,

Tunisia, Egypt and the Anglo-Egyptian Sudan, Palestine, Syria and the
Lebanon, British India, Netherlands India. In North-West Africa the in-

digenous i)eoples had so little voice in the matter that the controversies over
the situation of foreigners in that region at this time were controversies between
one foreign community and another (e.g. between French and Spaniards in

Tangier and between French and Italians in Tunisia). In Egypt, the liquida-

tion of the Capitulations waited upon the settlement of relations between
Egypt and Great Britain. In the territories under ‘A’ Mandates the Capitula-
tions were suspended for the duration of the Mandates, and in ‘Iraq for the
duration of the Anglo- ‘Iraqi connexion as established by existing treaties and
conventions with the approval of the League of Nations.

2 See Part III B, Section (xii) below.

o

® Art. 24,
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except Englishmen and Russians—whom he hesitated to employ

because they were the ruling races in the two great Empires w^hich

were Afghanistan's immediate neighbours.^ Some of the foreign

residents in or visitors to Afghanistan under King Amanirilah\s

regime had unfortunate experiences,^ and a number of them wxu*o

evacuated to British India by air during the insurrection w^hieh drove

King Amanullah out of Kabul at the begiiming of 1929.^ The danger,

however, to which foreigners in private stations and foreign legations

wore exposed in Afghanistan at that time seems to have been entirely

incidental to the fighting between one Afghan faction and another

:

and the hostility tow^ards the introduction of Western technique and

institutions and ideas into Afghanistan, which w'^as the mainspring of

the insurrection, does not apjx^ar to have vented itself in personal

attacks u])on those foreign residents who had been brought into the

country as the instruments and exponents of the ‘Westernization'

policy.

In the Najd-Hijaz, the Wahhabi regime stood for a return to

Primitive Islam and a purification of Arabia from Western innova-

tions. Yet it w'as noteworthy that although the King did not follow

his royal confrere at Kabul in importing ^\"estern exjK?rts to Riyad,

ho did take into his employment a number of Westernized Muslims

from Egypt, Syria, and other Arabic-s]x>aking countries where the

process of Westernization had hitherto made more headw ay than in

the Arabian Peninsula.**

As for the Turks, they w^ere still engaged, during the years in

question, in drawing the consequences from the abolition of the

Capitulations which they had secured, after so long a struggle, in the

Peace Treaty of Lausanne
; and their attitude towards foreign resi-

dents was still governed by the impulse to assert this new freedom

from old juridical servitudes, rather than by the consideration that

—

under the conditions of ever closer international intercourse in that

Westernized world in which Turkey’s lot was now cast—the abolition

of the Capitulations could not be an end in itself but had simply

cleared the ground for the establishment, on a more satisfactory basis,

of relations which, in some form or other, were bound to continue.^

* On this point see the Survey for 1925, vol. i, p. 566.
2 See op. cit.,loc. cit. In this connexion, see ‘Das Afghanische Strafgesetz-

buch vom Jahre 1924’ {Die Wdt dee Islams, voL ii, Heft 1/2 (Berlin, 1928)).
® This insurrection will be dealt with in a later volume.
* See the Surveyfor 1925, vol. i, p. 296, foot-note 5, and the present volume,

Part III B, Section (iii) below.
‘ For an interesting analysis of the Turkish state of mind on this matter at

this time, see The Times, 11th October, 1926.
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In March 1926, for example, the Constantinople branch of a British

concern, the Ionian Bank, was threatened by the Turkish authorities

with closure on the ground that it had not complied with a rule that

50 per cent, of the employees of foreign concerns in Turkey must be

Turkish nationals of Muslim religion This incident was settled by
concessions on the Turkish Government’s side

; but an incident which

arose in the same month between the Turkish authorities and the

Headmistress of the English High School for Girls at Constantinoyde

was not settled until the school had been closed and the Head-
mistress y^rosecuted on the ground that she had disobeyed the orders

of the Turkish Ministry of Public Instruction in declining to instal

a Turkish teacher whom the Ministry had posted to the school in

accordance with the law. When the case was examined, the Turkish

authorities ap])ear to luive recognized that the teacher in question

was unsuitable for the y)ost, and before^ the end of the month the

school had b(H*n allowed to reoyjen and the Headmistress had been

acquitted by the Turkish Court. Again, in August 1926, the Turkish

authorities thi eatened to close the five foreign (Chambers of Commerce
in ( -on8tantino])le,‘- on the ground that they were issuing certificates

of origin and that this function a])y)ertained to the Turkish Chamber
of CV)mmcrce alone. '^.Phis threat was aftcuwaids reduced to a demand
that the foreign Chambers should style themselves ‘companies'

instead, and eventually ev^en this demand for a change of title seems

to have been w^aived. Other incidents of the same kind were recorded

by the Straits Commission, set uy) under Arti(;le 5 of the Straits Con-
vention that had been signed on the 24th July, 1923,® in the annual

reports which, in pursuance of Article 15 of the convention, the Com-
mission jjresented for the years 1925, 1926 and 1927.^ These incidents,

though all trifling in themselves, were of some interest as indications

of a state of mind which was a legacy from a dead past rather than

an earnest of w^hat the future y)ermanent situation of foreign residents

in Turkey was likely to be.

A more imiK)rtant matter in which foreign interests in Turkey w ere

concerned was the provision in Article 9 of the commercial convention

attached to the Peace Treaty of Lausanne, under which Turkey had
^ For this rule see The New York Times, 18th April, 1926. The religious

qualification was inserted because the Greek and Armenian minorities in
Constantinople as well as the Jews and a majority of the Catholic Levantines
were Turkish nationals.

* i.e. the American, British, French, and Italian, together with a Mixed
Maritime Chamber.

® Text in British Parliamentary Paper Cmd. 1929 of 1923, pp. 109-29.
* See the Lecigtie of Nations Official Journal, July 1926, July 1927 and

July 1928.
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established her right to reserve cabotage^ between Turkish ports for

Turkish ships. As a concession to the Principal European Allied

Powers, whose shipping had previously taken a large share in this

trade, the Turkish Government had consented ^ that nine foreign

shipping lines (three British, three French, and three Italian) should

I>rovisionaily carry on the trade, and had agreed to negotiate with

them with a view to their continuing in the trade for a term of years,

on the understanding that if an agreement %vere not reached by the

1st July, 1924, the i)rovisional permit should terminate on the 1st

July, 1 926. The comj)anies entered into negotiations with the Govern-

ment during the period prescribed, but without inducing them to

waive certain stipulations (e.g. for a minimum percentage of Turkish

nationals in the crews of the ships employed) which they found

imacceptable ;
and accordingly, in the absence of an agreement, the

Turkish Government announced on the 1st July, 1924, that they

intended to act on their right under the Lausanne Convention after

the two years of grace had expired. During 1 925 the companies appear

to have made a second attempt to come to terms with the Govern-

ment, but again without success; and on the 1st July, 1926, the

Turkish Government’s decision duly took effect. The first result of

this reservation of cabotage between Turkish ports to Turkish bottoms

seems to have been to cramp the coastwise trade of Turkey and to

divert a certain amount of international maritime trade from Con-

stantinople and Smyrna to Peiraeus—a port w hose trade w’^as on the

increase at this time as markedly as the trade of Constantinople was
on the decline. In this matter, as in the other restrictions placed upon
the economic activities in Turkey of foreigners and non-Turkish

native minorities, the Turks seem to have taken the view that the

first necessity for the Turkish nation was to learn, at however great

an immediate cost, to stand on its own feet.

The last vestiges of the capitulatory regime in Turkey were

effaced by the law of the 28th May, 1928, on Turkish Nationality

{Turk Vatan-da§li^i Kanunu),^ which provided among other things

that, from the 1st January, 1929, onwards, children bom in Turkey
of foreigners bom in Turkey would be Turkish citizens

;
and that,

though they would be at liberty, upon coming of age, to opt for the

^ Coastal traffic between two or more ports all belonging to the same country.
2 By exchange of letters on the 24th July, 1923, between the Tiurkish

delegation at Lausanne and the delegations of the three Powers concerned
(for texts, see the British Parliamentary Paper Cmd. 1929 of 1923, pp. 233-5).

^ Text in Oriente Modemo, November 1928, pp. 512-4:, from the Official

Gazette {Reami Gazeta) of the 4th June, 1928. See further a note on the inter-

pretation of this law in Oriente Modemo, February 1929, p. 60.
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nationality of one of their parents, such option would involve their

emigrating from Turkey and liquidating their i)roperty there within

a year (Arts. 4 and 8). It was also provided that foreign women
marrying Turks would become Turkish citizens but that Turkish

women marrying foreigners would not lose their Turkish citizenship

(Art. 13).

(iii) The Situation of Minorities.

In a previous volume^ it has been recorded that between Octobei*

1925 and January 1926, in anticipation of the reception in Turkey of

a Western Civil Code, the rights guaranteed to non-Turkish and non-

Muslim minorities under the Lausanne Treaty were renounced, at

the instance of the Turkish Government, by the three principal

minorities concerned : the Jews, the Gregorian Armenians and the

Orthodox Greeks.'^ It has also been recorded that, in virtue of these

renunciations, it was announced by the l^irkish Minister of Justice,

Mahmud Esad Beg, some months after the adoption of the Swiss

Civil C'Ode by the Turkish Great National Assembly in February 1926,

that the new code was to be applicable to all Turkish citizens without

distinction of race or religion. Between the coming into force of the

new code in August 1926 and the close of the year 1928 the remnant
of the Gregorian Armenians and the Orthodox Greeks in Turkey were

happy in having no history, whereas the Jews and the Catholic

Armenians, who had formerly lived on happier terms with the Turks

than the two minorities above mentioned, found it less easy to adapt

themselves to the new situation—^jiossibly just because they had been

comparatively well off under the previous regime.^

The Catholic Armenians—a small community whose principal

centre hapj^ened to be Angora, the capital of the Turkish Republic

—

waited until the new Civil Code had been introduced before they

intimated to the Turkish Government their willingness to waive the

Lausanne Treaty guarantee of their comniimity organization; and
even then the Mixed Lay Council of the Armenian Catholic Patri-

archate put forward a formula which envisaged sim})ly the substitu-

tion of the Turkish Government’s guarantee for the international

guarantee which was being renounced, without proposing to reorga-

nize the constitution of the community by effecting a separation of

^ Survey for 1925, vol. i, pp. 71-2.
2 It might be doubted whether these acts of renunciation by private com-

munities in any way diminished the binding force of the minority clauses of the
Lausanne Treaty as between Turkey and the other parties to that instrument.

® The Catholic Armenians, for example, had been exempt from deportation
and massacre in 1915-16.
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temporal and spiritual functions in conformity with the secularization

of the Turkish State. The Government at Angora did not show their

hand at the time; but in the spring of 1927 an anti-clerical faction

in the Catholic Armenian comraimity took forcible possession of the

Patriarchate with the comiivance if not the encouragement of the

Turkish police, and set ujj a new (General Assembly, Administrative

(youncil and lay Locum Tenens.^ Thereafter, the Vicar-General and
Apostolic Visitor of the Catholic Armenian community, Monsignorc

Hovhannes Nazlian, left Constantinople for Rome on the 25th April,

1927
;
the faction who had taken possession of the Patriarchate made

a statement to the clergy setting forth the limits within which they

proposed to confine the clergy’s })Owers
;
and on the 2(ith May the

clergy appear to have been informed by the Turkish authorities that

the faction in possession would be regarded in future as the lawful

representatives of the Catholic Armenian community.- The new lay

Locum Tenens was duly recognized by th(5 Turkish Ministry of the

Interior on the 21st August, 1927.

The Jewish community in Turkey, after renouncing its rights under

the Lausamie Treaty, appointed a Commission to draft a new con-

stitution based on a separation of temporal and spiritual functions,

and it also made arrangements for the gradual replacement of French

by Turkish avS the language of instruction'^ in Jewish schools ; but

the prospects of a continuance of good relations between Jew\s and

Turks which were opened up by these conciliatory steps on the Jewish

community’s part were temporarily clouded by an ‘incident’ wiiich

occurred in August 1927. In that month, a Jewish girl was murdered
at Constantinople by a Turk. The murder was a crime passionnel in

which the difference of nationality betw een the two parties was an

accidental circumstance, and the murderer was duly arrested by the

police ; but some of the Jews who attended the girl’s funeral on the

17th August were carried away by their feelings into making an

anti-Turkish demonstration, for which they were arrested and pro-

secuted. On the 21st September, they were all acquitted by the

Turkish Court except one, who was sentenced to thirty-five days’

detention for having assaulted a policeman. Nevertheless, this

^ This ‘direct action’ by the seculaiist faction in the Catholic Armenian
(lommunity against the Catholic Armenian Patriarchate recalled Papa Eftim’s
‘direct action’ against the Oecumenical Patriarchate several years before (see

the Survey for 1925, vol. ii, pp. 26()-72).
2 The statements in this paragraph are taken from an anonymous but

evidently authoritative communication published in Orientc Moderno, July
1927, pp. 31(>-18.

3 The vernacular language of the Ottoman Jews was neither French nor
Turkish but Castilian conveyed in the Hebrew Alphabet.
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‘incident’ canned friction between the Jewish and Turkish communi-
ties which lasted for some time

;
and the Government marked their

displeasure by extending to the Jews a regulation, already in force

against the Gregorian Armenians and the Orthodox Greeks, with-

holding liberty to travel in the interior of Anatolia without special

permission. In March 1928 the application of this regulation to the

Jews was rescinded. The other two communities, however, still

remained subject to it, and in so far they remained in a position of

juridical as well as practical disadvantage compared with their

Turkish fellow-citizens.

This was, no doubt, an anomaly under the new regime, under

whicrh the minorities had been asked to renounce special rights

guaranteed to them by treaty on the ground that equal rights would
be guaranteed to all citizens of the Turkish Republic, without racial

or religious discrimination, by the new Civil Code. Nevertheless, at

the close of the year 1928 it might fairly be said that the minorities

problem was nearer solution in Turkey, wdiere it had once worked

such havoc, than it w^as at that time in many East-Euro])ean countries

where it had never manifested itself in such ghastly forms ; and it

might be pro})he.sied that the vestiges of discrimination would

diminish in proj)ortion as the national self-confidence of the Turkish

community increased. During a century and a half of decline which

reached its climax in the General War of 1914-18, the oppression of

the non-Turkish and non-Muslim minorities in the Ottoman Empire
had been an index of the ‘inferiority complex’ of a ruling race which

felt its imjierial heritage slipping irrevocably out of itwS hands. Under
the Angora regime, the Turkish people, inspired by a new conscious-

ness of national vitality, had not only retrieved by force of arms, out

of the dwindling residue of the Ottoman Dynasty’s dominions, a

Turkish Republic with stable frontiers, but they had also set them-

selves to compete with the non-Turkish minorities in their midst in

the w^orks of peace. As they succeeded in establishing an equality

with the minorities on the economic plane, they might become leas

subject to the impulse to maintain the social balance of i>ower by
taking revenge on the political plane for humiliations suffered on the

other.

At the same time it may be noted that the relation between
majority and minorities in Turkey was not yet by any means so

satisfactory as it had come to be in certain other Islamic countries

which had not entered upon the path of Westernization wdth such

daemonic fervour. In Egypt, for instance, the relation which existed

at this time between the Muslims and the Cbpts was a happy example
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of how the problem might be solved ; and in Persia, where secularists

had to feel their way cautiously in face of the still powerful Shi‘i

divines, it was noteworthy that the Zoroastrian minority was taking

an increasingly active share in public life, in an amicable understand-

ing with the Shi‘i majority of the nation.

(iv) The Emancipation of Womeii.

In a previous volume,^ mention has been made of the decisive

stages in the emanci})ation of Muslim women in Turkey: the pro-

visional recognition of their right to go about unveiled among men
and to do men’s work during the General War of 1914-18, when the

dearth of ‘man-power’ led to the breaking down of social barriers

which might otherwise have remained impregnable for generations

longer
;
the definitive recognition of these rights under the impetus

of the Angora Revolution (a profound social change which was
symbolized outwardly by the discarding of the veil)

;
the establish-

ment of their claim to equality with men in the matter of educational

opportunities ; and finally the abolition of polygamy in virtue of the

reception in Turkey of the Swiss CUvil Code.^ It remained for Turkish

women to secuie the logical consequences of emancipation by being

admitted to the franchise and by asserting in practice their title to

enter the higher professions for which they were now able to qualify

educationally.

During the years in question the Turkish Women’s Union started

a vigorous campaign for the sufiFrage without finding much favour in

the sight of the authorities. On the other hand, at the end of the year

1926 the Ministry of Public Instruction took a practical step for

preparing the ground by arranging for compulsory universal educa-

tional courses for women in child-welfare, hygiene and social science

;

and on the question of entry into the higher professions the Govern-

ment’s attitude was positively favourable. In 1926, for example, all

judicial posts were thrown open, without distinction of sex, to any
graduates of the Turkish Law Schools who had passed the qualifying

examinations; and a woman graduate of the Constantinople Law
School was appointed clerk to the Municipal Court of Constantinople,

as a first step towards the bench, in April 1926, while the first Turkish

woman barrister pleaded in court on the 28th November, 1928. The
medical profession in Turkey was open to women already, and other

professions—^for instance, dressmaking, banking and the stage—^were

^ Survey for 1925, vol. i, pp. 75-7.
* For the procedure of marriage under the new civil code see The Times,

9th October, 1926.
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now entered by Turkish women as well as by Turkish men. At
Constantinople, in the summer of 1928, there were reported to be

six hundred Turkish women teachers, seven lawyers, seven doctors,

two dentists, four chemists, about two hundred coiffcuses, and over

a thousand trained midwives
;
and Turkish women were estimated

to be supplying about 10 jk?!* cent, of the staffs of banks and about

30 per cent, of the working population. Observers in countries which

had undergone the Industrial Revolution several generations earlier

might question whether it was to the ultimate advantage of a nation

to a})ply its ‘ woman-x^ower ’ as freely as its ‘ man-i30wer ’ to industrial

and professional work
;
but the Turkish women might answer that

they were going into business under less unfavourable conditions

than their sisters in many other countries, because they were only

a year or two behind the Turkish men. It was, indeed, true that in

Turkey, before the revolution which came to the surface in 1908 and
gathered momentum from 1920 onwards, the Turkish majority of the

male population had devoted itself to j)ublic service and agriculture,

leaving industry and the professions mainly in the hands of non-

Turkish native minorities and of foreign residents. The simultaneous

entry of the men and women of a community into the industrial and

professional walks of life, wiiich had previously been unfamiliar to

both alike, ^ was an unusual phenomenon in social history. It might

perhaps be taken as a sign of the times in Turkey that, in the sx)ring

of 1927, the news])a|3er Aksam of Constantinople w as prosecuted and

condemned for having insulted the women’s emancix)ation movement
in a caricatuie.

In Egypt, a 'Women’s Union Society’- had been founded in 1923

and had taken up such questions as the marriageable age of women,
the education of women, and the equalization of women’s rights with

men’s under the law of inheritance.

In Afghanistan, since the end of the Third Anglo-Afghan War,
King Amanu’llah had been giving the emancipation of women a

prominent place in his programme of ‘Westernization’. Before he

started on his journey to Euroi)e at the end of 1927, he had founded

one girls’ school at Kabul® and had made financial j)rovision for

opening three more
;
and in July 1 928, after his return, he was reported

to have decreed that in future any Government servant who took

more than one wife w^ould have to tender his resignation. His

* It should be noted that in agriculture—w hich had been the staple economic
activity in Turkey and seemed likely so to remain^—the Turkish women had
always worked in the fields (and worked unveiled) by their brothers’ and
husbands’ sides. 2 Jamiyatu"l lttihddthNi8(Vlytl~Misn,

® Survey for J92S, vol. i, pp, 565-6.
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symbolic unveiling of Queen Surayya on the 10th July, 1928—

a

portent of further steps which wei’c cut short by the ' Zealot ’ insur-

rection of December—is recorded below in another connexion.

(v) Dress.

In a previous volume,’ some account has been given of the com-

j)ulsory imposition of Western head-gear upon men in Turkey and of

the simultaneous liberation of the women from the former compulsion

to wear the veil ; and it has been suggested that these changes in dress

were symbolic of social and psychological changes of greater im]>ort.

The general policy of the Angora rc'giine in promoting the revolu-

tion in dress was to use compulsion w ith the men while simjJy setting

the w^onien free: and the wdsdom of this policy was demonstrated

when attempts w^re made to depart from it. For example, w^hen, on

the 5th December, 192(), the V^ali of Trebizond in Council forbade the

wearing of the veil in that vilayet on the ground that it endangered

health, deprived wx)men of the fundamental right of earning their

own livings and assisted undesirable females to evade the scrutiny of

the police, and when he went on to announce that, after a period of

ten days’ grace, the contravention of this order w^ould render offenders

liable to arrest,*^ the w'omen of Trebizond seem to have made u]) their

minds that liberty for its own sake w^as an even greater good than

being in the fashion. Accordingly, they show^ed as much determina-

tion in resisting compulsion to discard their veils as their sisters at

Constantinoi)le had shown in rebelling against compulsion to keep

them on; and they were reported to have inflicted on the ever-

victorious Ghazi one of the rare reverses wdiich he had sustained in

the course of six years. On the other hand, when, early in 1927, a

similar resolution was throwm out by the Provincial {.buncil of Nigde,

the women of that vilayet were reported to have discarded their

traditional costume forthwith in favour of the Western fashions of

the moment as worn in Constantinople. Thereafter, the authorities,

in dealing with the w'^omen, seem to have reverted from the method
of coercion to that of persuasion. The President, for example, took

occasion at official receptions to invite the ladies present to dance and
also to take off their ^ar.^afs ;

in August 1928 an eloquent plea for hats

in place of gar§afs, for bobbed hair and for short skirts was made at

Constantinople by the President of the Great National Assembly,

Kazim Pa§a
;
and the policy of persuasion was wise, for the Zeitgeist

’ Op. cit., pp. 7^5.
* Text of the order of the 5th December, 1926, in Oriente Moderno^ December,

1926, pp. 582-3.
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was working on the Government's side. In July 1928, the (bnstanti-

nople correspondent of one Egyptian newspaper had already noticed

that hats in place of <;^r§afs—a rare apparition on Turkish women’s
heads, even in Gonstantinople, in the summer of 1927—had now
become the rule and in October it was reported from Constantinople

that active propaganda for the abolition of the far.sr//had been started

by the Union of Turkish Women. It was only after public opinion

had declared itself in this unmistakable way that the Government,

rendered cautious by its exi)erience in the eastern vilayets, resorted

to compulsion once again. Towards the end of the year the Ministry

of Public Instruction issued an order that all female teachers must
wear hats when off duty and teach bare-headed in school, and a few

days later this measure was r€5j)orted to have been made applicable

to all women in public employment.

On the other hand, it was still found possible to im})ose the change

of dress with a high hand upon the men. At the end of 1926, for

instance, the ])icturesc|ue costume of the Zeybeks was outlawed by

the P]*ovincial (Council of Aydin—a])})arently without arousing in

these once redoubtable fighting-men the spirit which a similar and

simultaneous measure aroused in the ladies of Trebizond. It was a

poor com])ensation that, two months later, the Ghazi decreed the

modernization and nationalization of the Zeybek folk-dance.

In I’ersia
,
in this matter of dress as on other points of policy, Riza

Shiih followed in the footsteps of President Mustafa Kemal. In the

autumn of 1928, he baimed the traditional male headgear of the

country, the sugar-loaf-shaped felt kulah -—but here he went one step

further than his Turkish exemplar ;
for, instead of leaving his subjects

free to adopt any alternative Western head-gear that they chose, he

prescribed a compulsory substitute in the shaj)e of the so-called

Kulah Pahlawl—a round cap with a peak, in the style of the contem-

porary headgear of officers in the French Army. There w^as sporadic

opposition to this ordinance—the dissatisfaction being particularly

strongly marked at Tabriz—and a lead was given to the malcontents

by the Shi‘i divines. Nevertheless, the change was carried through.

On the other hand, the year 1928 ran out without any motion having

been made by Riza Shah to dictate changes of dress to the Persian

w^omen.

On Persia’s northern flank, however, the unveiling movement had
1 AUMuqattam of Cairo, 29th July, 1928, as cited in Oriente Moderno,

August 1928, p. 344.
- This had been the headgear of Persian men from time immemorial. It

already appears on bas-reliefs of the Achaemenid Dynasty which date from
the fifth century b.c.
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spread to the Turkish states members of the U.S.S.R. by the spring

of 1927, and in Uzbekistan the Communist Party members of Muslim

religion appear to have been confronted with the hard choice of allow-

ing their women to go unveiled in public or being exj)elled from the

Party. In this predicament they were reported to have appealed to

the 'ulmnd for mercy, but in vain, for the 'ulamd insisted that to

discard the veil was a sacrilege against Islam. At the end of 1928 it

was still unknown in the West how these unfortunate Uzbek Muslim

Communists had fared in the conflict between the two stiff-necked

religions which were contending for their allegiance.^

In Syria, the battle of the veil had started by the begimiing of 1927,

and in the autumn of that year some Damascene ladies announced

their intention to appear unveiled in public and asked the Syrian

Government for special protection. On a j^etition from the local

'ulanid, the Government forbade this act and broke up a female

meeting of protest, whereupon the Syrian ladies apparently decided

to carry their case to the French High Commissioner at Bayrut over

the Syrian Governments head. In 1928, a learned Druse lady pub-

lished a book entitled As-Sufur ival-Hijdb'^ ('Unveiling and the

Veil "), in which she sought to prove that the emancipation of women
was in accordance with the Quran and the Traditions.

The most romantic exponent of emancipation during these years

was another lady with Syrian blood in her veins: the beautiful Queen
Surayya of Afghanistan. When she accompanied her husband King
Araanu’llah on his journey to Europe^ in December 1927, she first

discarded the veil on the voyage from Karachi to Bombay
;
and though

she resumed it during her sojourn in the latter city, she discarded it,

for the rest of the journey, when she sailed from Bombay for Suez on
the 17th of that month. The impression which she made in the West,

where her unveiled beauty was set off by the taste with which she

knew how to dress in the Western manner, was unwelcome news in

Afghanistan, and the Queen was veiled again when the royal party

re-entered Kabul on the Ist July, 1928. This was only done, however,

in order to reserve her final unveiling in her own country for a greater

occasion; and on the 10th July, 1928, at a state banquet and recep-

tion, the King himself ceremonially removed the veil from his con-

sort’s countenance in the presence of his court, as a symbol of the

emancipation not only of the womanhood of Afghanistan but of the

^ In the spring of 1928, the chief "dlim of the 'Ashqabad district of Turkmeni-
stan, a reactionary refugee from Persia, was reported to he in prison on the
charge of having opposed the women’s emancipation movement.

* Bayrfit, 1928, Quzma.
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soul of the country. When the fanatical 'ulamd from the countryside

protested against this act as an outrage upon Islam, the King was
reported to have asked them: ‘Why is there no purdah in the

villages ?
’—

‘ The poor peasant-women have discarded the veil because

they have to work.’
—

‘Well then, when the villagers have learnt once

more to appreciate the alleged blessings of purdah, come again, and
I will re-establish purdah in the Palace.’ The rustic 'ulamd were

reported to have retired somewhat out of countenance ; but the un-

veiling of Queen Surayya was one of the causes of the ‘Zealot’

insurrection which drove King Amanu’llah from Kabul six months
later.^

Moreover, the male Afghan showed himself less tractable to compul-

sory changes of dress than the male Laz or Zeybek. King Amanu’llah
had not visited the marts of Europe in vain

;
and when, in October

1928, he made his five days’ si)eech to the Loe Jirga or Great National

Assembly of Afghanistan—in faithful imitation of President Mustafa

Kemal’s five days’ speech to the Great National Assembly at Angora
just a year before—the 1,001 members of this Homeric assembly of

Afghan chiefs and warriors saw one another, to their mutual amaze-

ment and indignation, arrayed (rank upon rank of their serried

phalanx) in 1,001 soft felt hats, black tail coats and grey striped

trousers which their sovereign’s imperious bounty had provided. The
cup was full, and it overflowed when, in November 1928, the King
decreed that, as from the 31st March, 1929, all inhabitants of Kabul,

and all tribesmen and provincials visiting the capital, must wear

complete Western dress, including hats, w^hen walking or riding on

the main roads. Before the prescribed date arrived, King Amanu’llah

had been hurled from his throne—and he was not the first Oriental

ruler who had courted disaster by commanding his subjects to wear

Western clothes.

In this cause, a hundred and twenty years earlier, the Ottoman
Sultan Selim HI, the first ‘Westernizing’ statesman in the Islamic

World,had lost not only his throne but his life
;
and in the next genera-

tionMehmed ‘Ali in Egypt and Sultan Mahmud at Constantinople had
found it necessary to wipe the Mamluks and the Janissaries off the

face of the earth before they could train new-model armies to bear

the ignominy of wearing uniforms of a Western cut. On the same
account, a century earher, Peter the Great had been denounced as

Anti-Christ by his Orthodox subjects ; and the most dangerous in-

surrection of his reign had been evoked by a pious people’s belief that

his officers’ wig-stands were idols. If these sagacious and enlightened

^ This insurrection w^ill be dealt with in a later volume.
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state^smen deliberately facied such risks in order to carry through a

revolution in di’ess, it may be surmised that they did not do this

without good reason ; and indeed there w as a cogent reason of a

psychological order. So great is the power of 'suggestion’ that in a

certain sense 'clothes make the man‘; and a Zeybek in ‘i*each-me-

downs’ or a Pathan in a morning coat was like Samson shorn of his

locks—a helpless victim in the Philistine’s hands. The British Covern-

me]it, likewise, had been wise in its day with this tyrannical wisdom

when it had stringently forbidden the wearing of the tartan in the

Scottish Higlilands after the suppression of ‘The Forty-Fiv('‘.

(vi) Keligioii.

The principal stepvS in the secularization of the Turkish State were

the transference' of the political powers of the Ottoman Caliphate to

the Great National Assembly at Angora (as from the 16th March.

1920) by a laW' which that body ])assed on the 1st November, 1922 ;

the assignment of the former functions of the Shei/kJm'l-ls^Javt to a

departmental head of religious affairs in the office of the Prime

Minister, by the first of the three laws of the 3rd March, 1024 ; the'

unification of educational systems by the second law^ of that date : the

total abolition of the office eff (’aliphato by the third of the three law s ;

the declaration that the sovereignty of the Turkish Rej)ublic belonged

to the nation as represented by the (beat National Assembly (Articles

3 and 4 of the Constitution of the 20th April, 1924) : the suppression

of Islamic religious orders by three administrative decrees of the 2nd

September, 1925 ; and the adoption of the Swiss CUvil Cbde, virtually

as it stood, on the 17th February, 1920,' and of the Italian Penal ( V^de,

with certain modifications, on the 1st March, 1926. Through the

aggregate effect of these measures the process of secularization was

virtually accomplished
;
and, since some account of all these measures

has been given in a previous volume,- it only remains here to notict'

certain steps by w^hich the process w^as carried to its logical conclusion.

One such step w^as to substitute Turkish for Arabic as the language

for the delivery of the Khutbdh (a Friday sermon constructed round

a bidding prayer).^ In the summer of 1926 the linguistic issue was
raised in a general way by the action of the Imam of the mosque at

Gdz Tei>e (an Asiatic suburb of Constantinople), wdio recited in

1 The new {>ivil Code actually came into force in Turkey on the 4th October,
1926. A new civil procedure for the operation of the new code was approved by
the Assembly at Angora in June 1927.

2 Survey for 1925, voL i, Part I, Section (ii) (c), {d) and (e),

® See op. cit., p. 52, note 2.
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Turkish, not the Khutbah} but verses from the Qur^dn, in leading the

prayer during the first two weeks of Ramazan, The departmental

head of religious affairs provisionally suspended the Imam from his

functions, on the ground that this was a matter of public x)olicy, and
then appointed a commission of five ex])erts to make proposals for

reform. Before the end of the j^ear, the departmental head's decision

was announced. The Khuthah w^as to be recited in Turkish, and a

printed collection of alternative Khuthah,^, prepared by the commis-

sion and sanctioned by the departmental head, was to be distributed

to all KhatlbH—whose discretion was to be limited to choosing be-

tween the alternatives officially ])rescribed. These Turkish authorized

versions of the KImfbah w^ere still to oy)en with the recital of the

Fdfihah in Arabic
;
and this w^as to be followed by the recital, likewise

in Arabic, of the texts from the Quran or the Traditions on which the

different KlmtbahH in the collection were strung ; but the texts were

tlien to be translated by the Khailb into Turkish, and the substance

of the discourse was to be delivered in the latter tongue.-^ At the same
time, the departmental head of religious affairs announced that a

project for an authorized version of the entire Quran and Traditions

in a Turkish ‘ undenstanded of the ])eople' was already in course of

execution, togetluM* w’ ith a commentary
;
and further information on

the }>roeeedings of the commivssion which had been entrusted with

this task w^as given in the first days of the next year. The new
regulations regarding the Khufbah w^ere brought into force in Decem-
ber 1927.

The last vestiges of the 'establishment ' of Islam as the state religion

of the Turkish Republic were removed on the 9th Aj)ril, 1928, by the

passage through the Great National Assembly at Angora of a Bill

amending the text of the relevant articles in the Constitution of the

20th April, 1924. This Bill had been drafted by the Minister of

Justice, Mahmud Esad Beg, endorsed by 109 dei)uties, adopted by
the People’s Party, and sponsored by Ismet Pa.^a as well as by the

President himself. The main effects of the new' Act were to omit the

sentence ‘The state religion of Turkey is the religion of Islam’ from
Article 2 of the Constitution ; to omit the words ‘ sees to the execution

of the precepts of the SherVeh' in the recital of the Great National

^ As stated in The Manchester Guardian^ 2nd July, 1926. This Imam was
reported to be a man of Western as well as Islamic education.

® It was reported that the ethical and theological subject-matter of these
discourses was to be interpolated with exhortations to the congregation to
support the Aviation Society, the Red Crescent, and other patriotic or phil-

anthropic institutions (presumably on the analogy of similar exhortations
which were customary in Christian churches in the West).

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



208 WESTERNIZATION IN THE ISLAMIC WORLD Part III a

Assembly’s functions in ArtioJe 26; and to substitute the formula

‘I swear on my honour’ for ‘I swear by God’ in the forms of oath

prescribed for deputies in Article 1 6 and for the President in Article 38.

In June 1928 a report was published by a Commission on Religious

Reform ax^pointed by the Faculty of Theological Studies in the

University of Constantinople—^a Faculty which had been called into

existence by the Ministry of Public Instruction in pursuance of

Article 4 of the Law for the Unification of Educational Systems,

passed on the 3rd March, 1924.^ This report ^ contained a number of

practical proposals : for example, that a liberal education should be

provided for aspirants to the career of Imam
; that new life should be

put into the teaching of the Qur'an by a re-interpretation of its mean-
ing and a re-valuation of its i)recepts ; that religious exercises in the

mosques should be made more significant and more attractive to the

congregations by the use of the Turkish language in a clear and simxde

form, by good chanting, and by the introduction of instrumental

music ;
and that the congregations should be allowed to enter shod

and to sit in ])ews. It will be seen that these proj>osaLs were of dif-

ferent orders of importance; but they were all insf^ired by certain

consciously revolutionary postulates which were laid down in the

ox)ening paragraphs.

Religion is also a social institution, and is therefore obliged to conform
to the exigencies of existence and the Jaws of progress. ... In the
Turkish democracy religion, like everA thing else, must enter into the
new era of vitality of which it has need. . . . Religious life must be
reformed, like moral and economic life, by means of scientific procedure
and by the aid of reason.

The publication of this report was rumoured to have been regarded

by President Mustafa Kemal as premature, pending an adequate

X)reparation of the ground. A sign of the times, however, was a

proposal, put forward in August 1928 by the Constantinople Chamber
of Commerce, that in Turkey Sunday should be substituted for Friday

as the day of rest of the Islamic community. In October 1928, a

Government Bill to this effect, supj)orted by the Constantinople

deputies, was reported to be on the point of being laid before the

Great National Assembly at Angora.

This sustained and deliberate secularist movement in Turkey had
certain rei)ercu8sions on international relations on the political plane.

For example, a Papal delegate, while allowed to reside in the country,

^ See the Survey for 1926, vol. i, pp. 99 and 574.
2 An EngliBh translation of the report will be found in The Manchester

Guardian, 27th June. 1928.
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was denied official recognition—^apparently for fear of creating a

precedent favourable to Islamic religious institutions. Again, an
American girls’ school at Brusa was closed by order of the Turkish

Ministry of Public Instruction on the 30th January, 1928,^ and
several American teachers were prosecuted and condemned to nominal

fines and terms of imprisonment,- on the ground that, contrary to

law, certain pupils in the school had been subjected to religious pro-

paganda. Such public feeling as this incident aroused in Turkey
seems to have been partly inspired by a secularist hostility to religion

of whatever denomination, but ])erhaps still more by a nationalist

suspicion that Turks who ado])ted the American religion were in

effect ado})ting the American nationality into the bargain. This

feeling, in so far as it existed, was of course a relic of the traditional

Islamic outlook in which societies were not refracted into ‘Church’

and ‘State’ but appeared as indivisible w^holes:^ and in so far as this

outlook still prevailed, it was an illustration of the fact that institu-

tions could he changed rnoi-e easily and more quickly than points

of view.^

On the other hand there secerns to have been a distinct change of

sentiment as well as of law* in the matter of mixed marriages. The
SherVeh sanctioned the marriage of a Muslim man with an uncon-
vertt^d (.'hristian woman, but forbade the marriage of a Muslim
woman with an unconverted (Christian man. This veto was removed
in Turkey by the disestablishment of Islam and the abrogation of the

SherVeh in favour of the Swiss Civil (V>de; and, in accordance with the

new law, the banns of marriage between a Muslim (Turkish) woman
^ Text of tlu* Minister' r.ommuniqne in Oriente Moderno^ Fekriiury 1928,

p. 52.
“ An apj)eal from tin* ju<l,t(nient of the court of first iiisUinee was lodged with

a higher court, but the latter u})held the judgment in principle, though it

appears to have reduced the sentence and limited its ai)plication to tnie teacher
only. ^ On this point see the Survey for 1925, vol. i, p. 26.

* See an article by Kopriilii-Zade Melunet Fii’ad, a ])rofessor at t he T niversity
of Constantin oi)le, which was published in the* Angora we(*kly Ifnynt and
translated in Oriente Modervo, May 1928, pp. 218-20. in this article, which
was entitled ‘The Fact of the Conversions to ("hristianity anel the Cultural
Oisis,’ the writer disputed the proposition that the inc*ident signified ‘the exit
of certain persons from the Muslim community and tlicir entry into the
Christian community', and proceeded: ‘According to me, it is sinqjly a ques-
tion of tlie exit of (*crtain persons from tlie Turkish community and of their
entry into the American community.' Tlie point of interest is that the WTiter
supposed that the proposition which he was disputing was an expression of the
traditional Islamic view' and that his own thesis w^as an expression of a
modernist view. Actually, his owii thesis was a product of Islamic tradition in

as much as it assumed the identity of religion and politics or cliurch and state,

whereas the view that he was combating was the view" which w ould have been
taken of the incident if it had occurred in a Western country.

P
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210 WESTERNIZATION IN THE ISLAMIC WORLD Part III a

and a Christian (Italian) man were reported in March 1926 to have

been published by the civil authorities in Pera. On the other hand,

the liberty accorded to Muslim men by the SherVeh was denied by the

new Turkish state to certain categories of its officials. At a date

between the signatures of the Mudania Armistice and the Lausamie

Treaty, the Angora Government forbade the officials in the Com-
missariats for Foreign Affairs and for Defence to marry women of

non-Turkish nationality ; and on the 11th February, 1929, the Great

National Assembly passed a law providing that officials who married

foreign women should automatically lose their posts and that those

who already had fonngn wives should be removed from the Ministries

of Foreign Affairs and War (which included Marine). The nationalist

spirit which inspired this law had, of course, its counterpart iti con-

temporary Western countries.

The policy of carrying secularization to its logical conclusion was

not followed, during the years in question, by the Governments of

Islamic countries other than the Turkish Republic and does not seem

to have been supj)orted, outside Turkey, by any section of Islamic

society or current of Islamic opinion. It was only to be expected

that this policy should be repudiated by the Muslims of 'the? scattered

fringe’^ as represented by the Indian Khilafatists,- whose attitude

was expressed in a pronouncement made by Mr. Muhammad ‘Ali^ at

Damascus in the autumn of 1928. It was more significant that an

attitude of critical reserve should be maintained by the Egyptian

modernist Shaykh ‘Abdu’r-Raziq, wdio represented the most liberal

opinion on religious matters in one of the most highly cultivated

cormnunities in the Islamic World, and who had suffered ]>ersonally

for his views.^ In an important article^ published on the 13th May,

1928, in the Cairo journal Al-Ahram, the Shaykh declared roundly

that ])riestcraft (As-Sultat-ul-kahaiiutiyah) was a disastrous evil

when it interfered in public affairs, and that its elimination from that

field was the first })rinciple and the main requisite of reform, but at

the same time he submitted that the complete separation of church

and state was not the sole possible way of keeping the state free from

ecclesiastical control, and that many Western states in fact succeeded

in doing so by other methods than the French method of seculariza-

tion which the Turks had imitated.^

1 See the Survey for 1925, voL i, pp. 4-5.
* Op. cit, pp. 47-8, 62-3. ® Op. cit., pp. 46, 48, 62.
* For the case of Shaykh ‘Abdu’r-Raziq see op. cit pp. 80-1. In that volume

the Shaykh ’s name is wrongly spelt ‘Abdu’r-Kazzaq.
5 Translation in Oriente Moderno, June 1928, pp. 238-40.
® An indication of the public interest that was being taken at this time in
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In Egypt an important non-revolutionary reform was carried out

in the year 1927.^ Formerly the appointment of the heads of the

indigenous ecclesiastical communities in Egypt,- as well as the control

over the theological university of Al-Azhar—a seat of learning which
was one of the oecumenical institutions of the Islamic World ^—had
been in the hands of the Sultan of Egypt as the local political heir

of the Ottoman Sultan-( Caliph ; and Article 153 of the Egyptian
Constitution of 1923 had yjrovisionally left the King’s^ prerogative in

this matter intact, while y^ermitting future legislation for the regula-

tion of the exercise of the King’s power by law. In vir-tue of this

enabling clause, tlui exercise of the Royal Prerogative in these matters

was placed in the hands of the Prime Minister, acting under responsi-

bility towards Parliament, by Law No. 15 of 1927,^ which was pro-

mulgated on the 31st May of that year. The reorganization of the

School of Kadis was jirovided for in Law No. 22 of 1927 and on the

27th November, 1927, Sarwat Pasha’s Ministry approved and effected

the appointment of a '(\mimission for the Reform of xAl-Azhar’, with

wide terms of reference which included 'the definition of the aims of

the Establishments for Higher Theological Study . . . and their

application to the iukxIs of the jircsent age \ This Commission started

work on the 8th December, 1927 ;
and on the 18th October, 1928, in

the 'light of its rt\port, Muhammad Pasha Mahmud’s Government set

up’ a new C’ommission to prepare a draft law amending the existing

law under which Al-Azhar was governed.^

On the 17th April, 1928, an incident occurred at Al-Azhar whi(*Ii

offended Egyptian susceptibilities not on the religious but on the

national side. On that date a learned but militant foreign Protestant

missionary of American nationality, Dr. Samuel Zw^emcr, who held

a visitor's pass, took advantage of this in order to enter Al-Azhar,

where he proceeded to dispute with the teachers and students and to

Egypt in the problem of the relations between cliurch and state was the
attention that was given in Egypt to the debates in the Parliament at West-
minster on the Church of Elngland Prayer Book.

^ See A. S6kaly: ‘LThiiversit^ d’El-Azhar et ses Transformations' in Eevue
des Etudes Islamiques, 1927, Cahiers (i) and (iv); 1928, Cahiers (i) and (ii).

* i.e., the Sunni Muslim Grand Mufti, the Jewish Grand Rabbi, and the
Coptic Monophysite and Greek Orthodox Patriarchs.

^ For the part played by Al-Azhar in the Caliphate crisis of 1924—6, see the
Survey for 1925, vol. i, Part I, Section (ii) (/).

* For the change of title from ‘Sultan’ to ‘King’ see the Survey for 1925,
voL i, p. 199. ® Text in S^kaly, op. cit.. Annex xxi.

® Text in S6kaly, op. cit., Annex xxii.
’ Text of the ministerial decree in Oriente Moderno, November 1928, p. 539.
® Text of the R^lemeiit Int6rieur of the 19th December, 1923, in S^kaly,

op. cit.. Annex xxviii.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



212 WESTERNIZATION IN THE ISLAMIC WORLD Part HI a

distribute Protestant propaganda literature. Happily a disturbance

was averted, and on the 24th April the Prime Minister announced in

the Chamber that Dr. Zwemer had surrendered his pass and presented

a letter of apology, and that the United States charge d'affanes in

Egypt had spontaneously expressed his regret for what had occurred.

This incident at Al-Azhar would perhaps have aroused less atten-

tion if it had not followed immediately after the meeting of the

International Missionary Council at Jerusalem on the 24th March-

8th April, 1928.^ This Council was an international Protestant

organization which had been constituted officially in October 1921

and the Jerusalem meeting was made as far as possible ‘re})resenta-

tive in approximately equal numbers of the missionary organizations

of the ‘ sending ' countries and of the Christian councils and missionary

organizations on the mission field, not less than two-thirds of the

delegates from the latter regions being nationals of the countries

they represented'.^ The choice of Jerusalem as the meeting place

evoked protests and demonstrations in Palestine and Transjordan

and hostile comments in the Palestinian, 8yrian and Egyptian Press.

Here, again, it was political rather than religious susceptibilities that

were offended. It was objected that, though the meeting was held

in the heait of the Arab world, there w^ere no Arab (ffiristians among
the delegates;^ and it was resented that, under the mandate, a

private international organization for religious propaganda which was
mainly staffed and guided by Westerners should be able to hold a

meeting in an Arab country without the people of that country being

consulted.

The facts reviewed in this chapter indicate that at this time

religious fanaticism was either e.xtinct or in abeyance in the greater

part of the Islamic World—at any rate in the leading countries of

‘the solid core'. In Turkey, there was no overt opposition at all to a

Westernizing movement which had coinmittc^d itself unreservedlj" to

the policy of secularism. In Egypt, Palestine, Syria and ‘Iraq, there

was a marked tendency for the old alignments of Christian against

Muslim and Sunm against Shi‘i to give place to new alignments on

lines of nationality and for the pursuit of secular ends. It was only in

^ See the Report of the Jerusalem Meeting of the International Missionary
Council (London, 1928, Milford, 8 vols.).

2 Op. cit., vol. viii, p. 4.

^ Op. cii., vol. viii, p. 8.
* This was not quite accurate, for two of the three delegates for Syria were

Syrians, one of the three delegates for Egypt was an Egyptian, and one of the
coopted members was a Copt (see the List of Members in op. cit., vol. viii,

pp. 205-16). It was true, however, that Palestine was not represented at all,

while ‘Iraq and Turkey were represented exclusively by Americans.
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Najd, Persia and Afghanistan that the 'ulamd continued to be a

formidable social force
;
and the secular rulers of Najd and Persia

contrived to pursue their secular aims at a rate, and in a manner,

which affdrded the 'ulumd no opportunity of denouncing them to the

people as enemies of religion. On the other hand, in Afghanistan a

Westernizing sovereign was openly challenged by the ‘ularnd in con-

junction with the tribesmen, during the last month of the period

under review. This conflict between Afghan ‘ Zealots ’ and ' Herodians
’

w^hich broke out in December 1928 will be dealt with in a later volume.

(vii) Literature and Art.^

In the literature and art of the Islamic peoples during the years in

question it was possible to discern several general tendencies—though

these tendencies naturally varied very greatly in both relative and

absolute strength in accordance with the resix^ctive local conditions

of the different Islamic (jountries. There was a negative tendency

towards a breach with the Islamic tradition
;
there was a j)ositive

tendency towards imitation of contemporary Western culture ; and
at the same time there was a tendency towards an accentuation of

national individuality inspired by a new enthusiasm for the local

national past. At first sight the tw^o last-mentioned tendencies might

appear antagonistic
;
but they were not really so, for an archaistic

or 'romantic’ nationalism was one of the characteristic features of

contemporary Western society, in which it served as a psychological

counter-w^eight to the rapid and bewildering changes in the material

circumstances of life w^hich were being brought about by the Western

talent for the practical application of scientific discoveries. Thus it

was no accident and no inconsistency that certain Islamic jx?oples,

particularly the ‘Osmanli Turks, who were in the full tide of the
' Westernisation ’ movement, were beginning to display a new interest

in and care for the literary, artistic and architectural monuments of

the Ottoman past, at the very moment when they were shaking

themselves free from the dead hand of the Ottoman tradition. That
hand had lain so heavily upon them and held them so close in its

grip that they had teen unable to turn and contemplate the spiritual

presence behind it. It was only by breaking with their past in one

sense that they were able to enter into relations with it in another.

^ Space does not permit any systematic survey, here, of the educational
developments that were taking place in a number of Islamic countries: e.g.

the activities of the Universities of Constantinople and Cairo, and—still more
important—the progress that was being made in the diffusion of primary
education.
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214 WESTERNIZATION IN THE ISLAMIC WORLD Part III a

For example, from 1924 onwards the Stamboiil Saray with its

treasures—which had been allowed to fall into decay since Sultan

‘Abdu’l'Mejid had moved to the new ‘alia Franca/ palace of Dolma
Bag^e in 1853—was put into proper repair in 1924 and thrown open

to the public. Steps were also taken to collect, arrange and catalogue

the oriental manuscripts scattc^red through the libraries of the

mosques and other public institutions of ( 'Onstantinople and the

])rovinces.i For the moment, however, this new pious inten^st in

the national past was less to the fore than the revolutionary and the

imitative tenderudes ; foi- the sudden fall of ancicmt religious tahm had

0^)0110(1 up new fields of activity in which the Islamic ])eo])les had to

sc’iek initiation hy copying the West before they could hoj)e to do

original work of their ow n. One fabu which had fallen w as the ban on

gi averi images ; and the erection of a statue of Mustafa Kenial Pafja at

Constantinoj)le in 1929 has been recorded in a previous volunu'.' On
the 4th November, 1 927, a second statue of the President w^as eretded,

this time at AngO!*a
;
a third was ordered for Sivas ; and on the 8th

August, 192s, a monument of the Republic was erected in Pera.

These monuments w^ere all the w^ork of foreigners; but already a

Turkish national school of sculptors—no longer hamjxM'ed by the ban

upon using nude living models—w^as aspiring to render it unnec(\ssary

to resort to the foreign sculptor’s services. Even in Persia the tabu

no longer prevailed—to judge by an amiouncernent made on the

31st January, 1928, in the Majlis at Tihran, by a Zoroastrian deputy,

that the Zoroastrians of India ^ had presented the Persian Parliament

with a statue of Firdawsl.^ The fall of another tabu was confirmed

when, on the 5th November, 1928, the Council of Ministers at Angora
approved a jJan, prepared by the Ministry of Public Instruction, for

a 'Scientific School of Dramatic Art’ in which Turkish women as well

as men were to be trained.

In the field of literature, the variety of local conditions was so great

that generalizations applicable to the w^hole Islamic World were

hardly possible. In relatively backward countries like Afghanistan

or the Soviet Republic of Azerbaijan, the touchstone of i)rogress on

^ e.g., see Oriente Moderno^ November-December 1926, pp. 583-4, for steps
taken by the Ministry of Public Instruction at Angora for the conservation of
books and w^orks of art from the suppressed tekkes.

2 Survef/ for vol. i, p. 70.
3 i.e., the ‘Parsecs’.
^ That the ‘Parsees’ should conceive of Firdawsi as a national hero whose

poetry was a common spiritual heritage of Zoroastrians and Muslims of

Persian race, was characteristic of the secularistic-nationalistic tendency of

the age.
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Sect, vii LITERATURE AND ART 216

the literary plane was the emergence of a newspaper press ^—a step

which had been achieved long before at Cairo and Damascus and
Constantinople and Qazan. In Turkey, the literary movement of the

day was still chiefly concentrated on the ideal—a legacy from the

Panturanian furore of 1914-18—of purging the Ottoman Turkish

language of those Arabic and Persian vocabularies, locutions and
conceits which had made the old Ottoman style so artificial, cumbrous
and obscure.- The discarding of the Arabic Alphabet in favour of the

Latin Alphabet, which is recorded below was at once an extenial

manifestation of this movement and a new weapon j)laced in its

hands. For the IV.rsians and the Arabs the situation was not the

same ;^ for though the Arabic vocabulary was no less alien to the

Persian than it w'as to the Turkish language, its presence in Persian

was consecrated by the existence of a great national literary heritage,

in the arabized Persian style, from which the Persians could not

contemplate cutting themselves off by a 'comb-out’ of Arabic wx)rds

which would have amounted to a linguistic revolution.^ As for the

Arabs, the problem of an alien vocabulary, with wdiich the Persians

and Turks were confronted, did not exist for them, since the influence

of Arabic on lY^rsian and Turkish had no counterpart in the shape of

counter-influences in the oj)posite direction. In the Arabic literature

of the day, the only conflict conceivable was not between foreign and

native elements in the language, but between classical Arabic and the

numerous Arabic vernaculars which were current at this time from

th(^ Atlantic sea-board of Morocco to the western foot of the Iranian

plateau, from Lake Chad to Maskat, and from the northern foot of

the Abyssinian plateau to the southern spurs of the Taurus. Such a

conflict had not yet arisen in fact
;
for though th(^ literary use of the

vernaculars had been suggested, there had been little attempt to ])ut

it into practice.® In all Arabic countries, the classical language

remained the vehicle of literature, and it had two strong points in its

favour. In the first place, it could not be abandoned without a

^ See Oriente Moderno, March 1926, pp. 175-6, for a survey of the newspaper
press in Afghanistan ;

and Oriente Moderno, A})ril 1926, pp. 237-9, for a survey
of the newspaper press in the Eepiiblic of Azerbaijan.

^ See a study of the Turkish apostle of Panturaniaiiisni, Zia (Jok Alp, by
J. Deny in Revue du Monde Musulnian, 1925 (Troisi^me IViinestre), volume Ixi

(Paris, 1925, Leroux), pp. 1-41.
® See Section (viii) of this part. * See p. 221 below.
^ See extracts on this subject from the Persian Press under the heading

‘Le Nationalisme Linguistique ou “Pohlevisme” in Revue du 3Ionde
MustUman, 1925 (Troisi^me Triraestre), volume Ixi, pp. 165-76.

® See, however, D. Misconi: ‘ Renovation dialectale de la Po6sie Arabe en
Iraq et au Hedjaz’, in Revue du Monde Musulman, 1924 (Deuxidme Section)

volume Iviii, pp. 253-66.
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renunciation of a literary heritage which was still greater than the

Persian. In the second place, the classical language was the bond of

unity which held the Arabic-sjicaking ])eoples together. If the classical

language were kept alive—or restored to life—the probable effect, in

an age of increasingly rapid and frequent international intercourse,

would be to cause the various current Arabic vernaculars to converge

towards a single norm, bearing somewhat the same relation to the

classical language as 'Mandarin' bore to Classical Chinese. On the

other hand, if the Arabic vernaculars of Morocco, Egypt, Syria,

‘Iraq and Hijaz were to burst their classical bonds and become the

vehicles of new vernacular lit/cratures, the possible gain in natural-

ness, vitality and vigour might be offset by the break-up of Arabic

into a number of languages almost as different from one another as

the Romance languages of Euro})e. Owing to these considerations,

Classical Arabic seemed likely to hold its own ; but that did not mean
that the language would be incapable of changing and growing in

order to meet the demand for the expression of new moods and new
ideas. The modernization of the classical language was being actively

pursued and the very tendency towards a new solidarity of feeling

among the Arabic-speaking ^leoples, which made for a certain linguis-

tic conservatism, had also the makings in it of new schools of Arabic

literature. For example, two of the most interesting books published

in Arabic during the years in question were records of contemporary

travel and research in the Arabian Peninsula—particularly in the

dominions of Ibn Sa‘rul—by a Lebanese observer, Mr. Ameen Rihani.-

That a Lebanese Christian should regard the doings of Wahhabi Badu
in the Najd, or of Zaydi highlanders in the remote Yaman, as his

concern, and that he should find a cordial welcome awaiting him at

Riyad and Sana‘, were portents of a profound change of outlook in

the Arabic-speaking world.

(viii) The Adoption of the Latin in place of the Arabic Alphabet in

Turkey and in the Turkish Stotes Members of the U.8.8.R.

(191828).

The adoption of the Latin in place of the Arabic Alphabet in the

course of the years 1918-28 by a majority of the Turkish-speaking

nations of the world—^from Thrace and the Crimea and Qazan to the

Pamirs and the Altai and the Lena—^was an event of importance, not

^ This adaptation of Classical Arabic was really less of a tour de force than
the corresponding adaptation of Classical Hebrew which had already been
achieved.

* See foot-note on p. 288, below.
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only in the history of the Latin Alphabet but in that of Western

Civilization, of which that script had become the instrument.

In the two and a half millennia of its history, the Latin Alphabet

had risen from obscurity to a position of dominance over other

scripts, partly, no doubt, owing to its intrinsic excellence, but i)erhaps

still more owing to the accident that some of the communities which

successively employed it happened to attain unusual degrees of

political and economic power. Originating as one of several versions

of the t;}reek Alphabet which were adopted for conveying the various

vernaculars of Ancient Italy, it shared the fortunes of the Latin

vernacular itself, which eventually became the official language first

of the Roman Empire in the West, and then of the Roman Church.

Having achieved this position as the vehicle of the Latin language,

the Latin Alphabet afterwards came to be employed for conveying

the various Romance, Teutonic, Slavonic, Letto-Lithuanian and

Ugrian vernaculars of the European })eoples that successively entered

the fold of Western Christendom, until its domain came to include

not merely Western but Central and Northern Europe up to the

eastern frontieivs of C'roatia, Hungary, Poland and Finland
;
and

then, by a second stroke of political fortune, its domain became
exttuided to all quarters of the earth when the nations that spoke

Spanish, Portuguese, French, English and Dutch, and that had learnt

to use the Latin Alphabet for conveying their respective mother

tongues, broke the maritime bounds of Eui'oi>e and colonized or

conquered the major part of the overseas world, as the Romans had
colonized or conquered the major part of Europe. Therewith the

Latin Alphabet became the universal script, not only of Western and
(central Europe but of the entire continent of America and of the

countries colonized by Western Europeans in the southern temj)erate

zone of the Old World. Yet the Latin Alphabet, while it had thus

extended its dominion into all quarters of the earth, had so far gained

hardly any groimd at the ex|)ense of other scripts. Its expansion

from its original narrow domain in the Roman Campagna had come
about in four different ways ; first by the spread of the Latin language,

and the Latin Alphabet with it, over Western Europe ; then by the

adoption of the Latin Alphabet for conveying the vernaculars of the

illiterate barbarians of Western, (Central, and Northern Europe ; then

by the expansion of the descendants of these barbarians into the

overseas world
; and finally by the activities of the Bible Society and

other Protestant Missions, which in the nineteenth and twentieth

centurieswere adapting the LatinAlphabet for conveying the languages

of primitive peoples in many parts of the world, just as the
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missionaries of the Roman Church had adapted it in the Middle Ages

for conveying the languages of the then primitive peoples of Europe.

Thus the Latin Alphabet had spread through the conversion (in

earlier times to Latinity and in later times to Western Christianity)

of successive tribes of barbarians; but it had only advanced pari

passu with the enlargement of the borders of Western C^hristendom

and had not made conquests among nations which had previously

entered tlu^ fold of other civilizations and learnt to employ other

scripts. For example, the Orthodox Christian nations had not adopted
the Latin Alphabet in })lace of the Creek Al})habet or of its ‘Cyrillic’

version. Even so radi(^al a revolutionary as Peter the Co-eat had

contented himself with reforming the ‘Cyrillic' Alj)habet, without

discarding it in favour of the Latin Al])habet as the vehicle for the

Russian language. Again, even after the politi(;al union of the

Orthodox (Christian Serbs with the Catholic ('loats in the Serb-

Croat-Slovene State in 1918, the Serbs had continiu'd to employ their

‘’Cyrillic ' Alphabet and the (Voats their Latin Al])hahet for conveying

the common language which was the basis and the raison (Vefre of the

United Kingdom of Jugoslavia.^ As for the Islamic peoples, they had

not ceased to employ the Arabic Alphabet for conveying not only

Arabic but also—in the case of non«Arabs—their vernacular lan-

guages: Persian, Turkish, Urdu, Malay, Swaheli- and so on. Simi-

larly, the Hindus had continued to use various forms of the Brahmi
Alphabet for conveying a host of languages—Aryan and non-Aryan,

classical and vernacular. Finally, the peoples of the Far East had
continued to convey their several languages—Chinese, Korean,

Japanese—in the Ancient Chinese Script, which had nothing in

common with the Latin Alphabet, not even the distant relationship

of common origin in the problematical ‘Proto-Phoenician Alphabet’

which the Latin Alphabet shared with all the other Alphabets above-

mentioned.

Down to 1925, the only example of a literate nation, employing a

non-Latin script, wliich had discarded that script and adopted the

Latin Alphabet in place of it, were the Rumanians of the Orthodox

Faith, who had discarded the ‘Cyrillic’ Alphabet for the Latix

Alphabet in the nineteenth century. This, however, was an exception

which proved the rule
;
for the liturgical language of the Orthodon

Church in Rumania, with which the ‘ Cyrillic ’ Alphabet had originally

^ For example, the names of railway stations were painted up in both
Alphabets throughout ‘post-war’ Jugoslavia—the vei-sion in the Latin
Alphabet occupying the upper place in Slovenia and Croatia and the lower
place in Serbia.

2 ‘The language of the coasts’ (Sawahil) of East Africa.
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been introduced into the country, was 'Old Slavonic’
;
the Rumanian

vernacular itself had barely become a literary language at the time

when the Latin Alphabet was substituted for the Slavonic Alj)habet

as its vehicle ; and this Rumanian vernacular had a special claim to

be conveyed in the Latin Al})habet, sincic it hai)i)ened itself to be an

offshoot of the Latin language.

Thus the adoption of the Latin Alphabet in place of the Arabic

Alphabet, in the course of the years 1918-28, for conveying a number
of Turkish languages was the first really signific^ant conquest which

the Latin Alphabet had made at the ex])ense of any other script
;
and

this historic event was a matter of j)ractical importance for several

reasons. In the first i)lace, it instituted a ])recedent which might

afterwards be followed by other nations using the Arabic Alphabet^

or by nations using other scripts—^for (‘xami)le, the particularly

cumbrous and difilcult Chinese characters.- In the second place, it

o]>ened up to the Turkish“Sj)eaking nations, for the first time, an

opportunity of introducing general education, for the Arabic Alphabet

was so difficult to master, by comparison with the Latin Alphabet,

that a relatively high ])ercentage of illiteracy in any population that

em])loyed it was almost inevitable, and it was no accident that

nations em])loying the Latin Alj)habet had been the lirst to conceive

and approach the ideal of making literacy universal.'^ In the third

place, the adoption of the Latin Al])habet for the Turkish languages

opened the door for an influx of the Latin, French, English and Cer*

man vocabularies into these languages and of the Western ideas con-

veyed in those vocabularies into the minds of the Turkish-speaking

^ There was already a movement for using the Latin instead of the Arabic
Alpliabet for conveying Swaheli—a Bantu dialect with an infusion of Arabic
which is the Ungmi franca of East Africa. This movement was natural,

considering that Islamic Civilization had yielded the ascendaTi<‘y to Western
Civilization in East Africa, and that other Bantu languages were being reduced
to literate form in the Latin Alphabet by Western missionaries.

* Among the Chinese themselves at this time, there was a movement for

reducing the number of characters in the Chinese script, which was as good
(or bad) as infinite, to a select thousand. The Japanese had already picked out
a small number of Chinese characters to form a syllabary for conveying the
Japanese language; but the benefits of this syllabary were diminished by the
concun-ent use of a number of other Chinese characters, in the Chinese manner,
not as phonograms but as ideograms.

® It should be noted, however, that the easiness of the script was not the
ultimate determining factor in this matter. In 1923, for example, the per-

centage of illiteracy in Japan was as low as 0-94 notwithstanding the use of a
cumbrous script in which two incompatible principles were followed side by
side. On the other hand, in 1911 the percentage of illiteracy was 68-9 in

Portugal and in 1925 it was 62*0 in Mexico, though in both these countries the
Latin Alphabet was employed.
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|>eoples. So long as the Turkish-sj)eaking peoples had used the

Arabic Al])habet, the Turkish languages had tended to absorb the

vocabularies of other languages, likewise written in the Arabic

Alphabet, which had become the vehicles of great literatures

—

particularly the Arabic language itself and Persian. ‘ Thus the change

of Alphabet involved a simultaneous change in the sources from which

the transliterated languages recruited their vocabularies and from

which the s|>eakers of these languages derived their culture.-

It may be observed that the same feature that made the Arabic

Alphabet difficult to learn likewise made it awkward to print. The
original ‘ Proto-Phoenician ' Alphabet, having been devised for in-

scription on stone, had consisted of separate letters, and its earlier

offshoots, such as the (beek Alphabet and the Latin version of the

Greek Alphabet, had retained this characteristic so long as inscrij)tion

on stone remained the ordinary means of record. When, however,

the ordinary means of record came to be writing with pen and ink on

papyrus, parchment, or ])aj)er, there was a tendency in all alphabetic

scripts to sacrifice clearness to sj)eed by joining the letters of the

Alphabet with ligatures and running them together. In both the

Greek and the Latin Ali)habets, cursive hands came to be employed

for ordinary purposes in place of the old 'block letters' from the

eighth century after Christ onwards ; but in these two Alj>habets the

use of the old * block letters for certain purposes, never died out, and

their value revived with the invention of printing, in which a premium
w^as put upon separate letters by the desirability of restricting to the

smallest possible compass the variety of the fount of ty]>e. Accord-

ingly, the early Western printers not only resorted to the old in-

scriptional ‘ block letters ’ but derived from them the happy idea of

also breaking izp the medieval cursive Latin and (^Ireek hands into

sets of separate letters—the ‘small print’ or ‘lower case’ letters in

which most matter in the Latin and (ireek Alphabets was printed

thereafter. Meanwhile, during the long reign of the pen which had
intervened between the decline of inscription on stone and the

^ Even after the Turkish -sizeaking peoples had begun to come under the
influence of Western Civilization and therefore to seek expression in their

languages for Western ideas, they had usually resorted to the Arabic vocabu-
lary for coining equivalents for Western technical, scientific, and pliilosophic

terms, instead of taking over the Latin and Greek formations used for coining
these terms in French or English.

2 ‘To a purist objector Kemal Pasha explained on the 25th August, 1928
[see p. 229 below] that the new spelling was strictly phonetic, following the
Stamboul pronunciation, and must take no account of Arabic derivations. The
Turkish language was freeing itself from the past.’ (The Manchester Guardian,
27th August, 1928.)
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Sect, viii THE ADOPTION OF THE LATIN ALPHABET 221

invention of printing in the West, certain Oriental Alphabets had
abandoned themselves so far to the cursive style, to which penman-
ship naturally tended, that in course of time they had lost their

original ‘block letters’ altogether. Of these exclusively cursive

Alphabets which arose during the reign of the y)en, the Arabic

Alphabet (derived from a version of the Aramaic Alphabet) was one;

and as a cursive hand it was far superior to the cursive Latin and
Oreek hands that had been develof)ed during the Middle Ages.

Indeed, the Arabic Alphabet could be written at such high speed with

the pen that nations which used it had no need ever to resort to

‘shorthand’. The fact, however, that the Arabic Alphabet had
developed into a kind of ‘shorthand’ itself gives the measure of its

awkwardness for the printer
;
for many letters had come to have four

different forms, according as they were joined to the previous letter

or to the subsequent letter or to both or to neither
;
and, again, many

letters were only distinguished from one another by dots wdiich in

print might easily be blurred. Hence, in a world in which the printing

press had prevailed over the pen, as the pen had formerly prevailed

over the chisel, the nations which had inherited the Arabic Alphabet

found themselves as much at a disadvantage compared with those

which had inherited the Latin as they had been at an advantage over

them w^hen penmanship was supreme.

Jt was no accident that, of all the nations employing the Arabic

Alphabet, the Turkish -s|Kmking nations were the first to discard it in

favour of the Latin Alphabet. To begin with, they had not a great

literary heritage, recorded in the Arabic Alphabet, to tie them to the

past. The ‘Osmanlls were the only one of these nations that had
created a considerable literature

;
and even Ottoman literature w^as

a feeble growth comj)ared with Arabic and Persian. Thus the non-

Ottoman Turks sacrificed hardly anything, and even the ‘Osmanlis

comparatively little, by making a change of Alphabet which cut them
off from their own literary heritage. On the other hand, the Arabs

and the Persians couUI not make that change without cutting them-

selves off from literary heritages which ranked among the great

literatures of the world—a self-mutilation which would almost

amount to cultural suicide. Moreover, the Arabic-speaking peoples,

in giving up the Arabic Alphabet in favour of the Latin, would be

actually giving up a more apt in favour of a less apt vehicle for the

Arabic language, which the Arabic Alphabet had been expressly and
skilfully adapted to convey. The Arabic Alphabet, like the ‘Proto-

Phoenician ’ Alphabet, from which it was ultimately derived through

the Aramaic Alphabet, was an essentially consonantal script in which
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222 WESTERNIZATION IN THE ISLAMIC WORLD Part 111 a

the representation of vowels was partial and riidimentarv
;
and the

Arabic language, like the sister Semitic language for which the original

Alphabet had beeninvented,^ was an essentially consonantal language

,

which made its effects by ringing changes on tri-consonantal roots.’-

Evidently a language which made its effects by ringing changes

on systems not of consonants but of vowels would be particularly ill

served by the Arabic Alphabet and would stand to gain by adopting

the Latin
;
for the Latin Alphabet had preserved the happy addition

which its immediate ])arcnt, the Greek Alphabet, had made to

the Phoenician Alphabet- The Latin Alphabet, like the Greek,

always represented vowels, as well as consonants, by distinct letters

and never by mere optional diacritical marks. This feature of the

Latin Alphabet made it a more suitable instrument from the technical

point of view for conveying an Indo-Euro})ean language like Persian

(apart from the obstacle, noted above, of the Persian litei’ary heritage

recorded in the Arabic Alphabet). A fortiori it commended the Latin

Alphabet as an instrument for conveying the Turkish languages, which

were distinguished by the fine and multiple differentiation of their

vowels and by their systems of vowel harmonies.*'^ Historical accident

had decreed that several languages^ belonging to the kindn^l Ugro-

Finnish family, in which vowels played a similar and equally impor-

tant {)art, should be WTitten in the Latin Al])habet f]'om the first

moment when they were reduced to literate form at all. The Turkish

languages had been less fortunate ; for wdiile the earliest monuments
of Turkish, dating from the eighth century after ( hrist, w'cre wTitten

in a special script of unknown provenance, the Turkish-speaking

^ At the time of writing, the genesis of the original ancestor of all the
Alphabets was still a mystery; and the question whether it was derived from
the Ancient Egyptian script or from the Ancient Minoaii script or from a com-
bination of them or from some independent source was still a matter of con-

troversy. Jt seemed probable, however, that the distinguishing feature of the
original Alphabet and of all its progeny—that is, the graphic representa (ion

of simple sounds and not of syllables or of ideas—was invented in the course
of providing a script for a Semitic language,

^ Actually, one or more of tlie three components of an Arabic root might be
a vowel, but these vowels behaved as consonants structurally.

^ For instance, the four actual and two hypothetical Turkisli wfjrds which
could be distinguished in the Latin Alphabet by the six different spellings dl,

ol, [iilj, [ul], evl and evvel, could only be conveyed in the Arabic Alphabet by
the one identical grouj) of three letters J^l,

^ E.g., Magyar, Finnish, Estonian.
® For the Orkhon Inscriptions see 0. Donner; SSur rOrigine de TAlphabet

Turc du Nord de TAsie,’ in Journal de la Socieie Finno-Ougrienne, xiv, pp. 1

seqq. (Helsingfors, 1896); Finnish Archaelogical Society: Inscriptions de

VJenissei (Helsingfors, 1889), and Inscriptions de VOrIchon (Helsingfors, 1892);
J. Marquart: Die Chronologic der AUdurkischen Inschriften (Leipzig, 1898);
W. W. Radiov: Altdurhische Inschriften der Mongolei (Petrograd: vol. i, 1895,
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peoples afterwards succumbed to Alphabets of the non-vocalic order.

The Manichaean and Nestorian Uighurs who had been a power in

Central Asia during the Middle Ages learnt to write their Turkish

language in a version of the Aramaic Alphabet
;
the pagan Turkish

tribes who overran the provinces of the Arab Calii)hate and were

converted to Islam learnt to write their languages in the Arabic

Alphabet. In order to express their languages in the well-adapted

Latin Alphabet, which accident had thrust uy)on their kindred the

Magyars and the Finns from the outset, the Turks had to wait

a thousand years and then face all the difficulties of transliteration.

This radical stej) was taken at last when, in consequence of the

General War of 1914-18, both Turkey and the Turkish States

Members of the I'^.S.S.R. had come under regimes of a revolutionary

temper.

The movement began in the U.S.S.R.,' in which there were no less

than twenty-seven distinct Turkish-si)eaking nations or nationalities

vol. ii, 1897, vol. iii, 1899, Imperial Academy of 8cienceft); V. ThoniReii:

‘Decliiffremeiit cles IiiHcripiioiis de rOrklion et de IMetiissei: Notice Pr^dimi-

riairo,’ in Bulletin de. VAcademie Uoyale dfis Sciences etdes Lettres de Danemark,
1893, ]>p. 285-99 (Copenliagen, 1893), and ‘ Iimcriptions de rOrklion d^^chif-

fr6es’, ill Memoires de la Societe Finno-Ougriemie, v, pp. 54 seqq. (Helsingfors,

1896); A. V^ambery: ‘Notcii zu den Alt-turkischen Inschriften der Morigolei

und SibirioiiB,’ in Memoires dela Societe Finno-Ongrienney xii (Helsingfors, 1899).

The script of the Orkbon inscriptions bore a su])erficial resemblance to the
Runic Script of the Raltic r(‘gion, but evidence of a genetic relation between
the two scripts was lacking.

^ S(*e J, Castagn^*: TiO C^mgres de Turkologie de Bakou* {Fevue du Monde
Musulman, Ixiii, 1° trimestre 1920, jip. 17-90), Paris, 1920, Leroux;
'Latinisation dt* ral])habet turk dans h».s r^publiciut^s turko-tatares de
rU.R.S.S.’ (Fevue dee Etudes Islamiques, Ann6e 1927, Oahier (iii)). Paris,

1927, Geuthner.
Th. Meiizel: ‘Der ersle Tiirkologische Kongress in Baku’ (Der Islam y xvi,

pp. 1-76). 1927.

Midhat Sa‘du’llah: Latin llarfleri-le Turqce Elifbe Tecribesi. 1928 (June).

E. Rossi: ‘La Questione delF Alfabeto per le Linguc Turche’ (Oriente

ModernOy June 1927, pp. 295-310). Rome, 1927, Istituto per 1’ Oriente;
‘Niiovo Alfabeto Latino introdotto in Turchia ’ (Oriente ModeryiOy

January 1929, pp. 33-48). Rome, 1929, Istituto per 1’ Oriente.

Turkish Government—Dili Enjumeni: Yeni Turk Alfabesi. Imla ve tasrif

^ekilleri. (Tiirk dili oncuinenin karar ve tensibi ile tertip edilmi§-tir).

1928, Government Press.

Turkish Government—Dili Enjumeni: Muhtasar Turk(;e Gramer. Stam-
boul, 1928, Government Press.

A, VissidTo: ‘Les Musulmans chinois et la R6publique: Litt6rature isla-

mique chinoise’ (Fevue des Etudes Islamiquesy Ann6e 1927, Oahier (iii)).

Paris, 1927, Geuthner.
N, Yakovlev: ‘Le D6veloppemeiit d’une langue 6crite nationale chez les

peuples orientaux de F Union Sovi6tique et la naissance de leurs alphabets
nationaux* (Fevue des Etudes Islamiques, Aiin4e 1928, Oahier (i)). Paris,

1928, Geuthner. ^ List in Yakovlev, op, cit., i). 5.
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rei>resented politically by fourteen distinct territorial constituents of

the Union ^ after the reconstruction of the political map of Central

Asia in 1925. The circumstances of these Turkish communities were

extraordinarily diverse. Geographically, they .were scattered from
the Middle Volga to the Pamirs and from the Oimea to North-

Eastern Siberia. Numerically they ranged from nations of six millions

extending over half a continent, like the Qazaqs, to communities of

twelve or fifteen thousand souls occuj^ying a couple of isolated valleys

in the Northern Caucasus or the Altai. Politically, two of the Turkish

territorial constituents of the U.S.S.R. (the Republics of Turkmeni-
stan and Uzbekistan) were direct members of the Union

;
one (the

Republic of Azerbaijan) was a constituent of the Federal Republic of

Transcaucasia, which was itself a direct member of the Union : seven

were autonomous republics inside one or other of the direct members
of the Union

;
and four were autonomous provinces. In culture the

differences among these Turkish-speaking nations were greater still.

They included nomads on the ste})f)es, peasants in the forests arifl

highlands, and urban and industrial populations in the oil-fields of

Baku and in the commercial city of Qazan. Again, some of them were

completely or virtually illiterates, while others had develoy)ed national

cultures which radiated beyond their own borders. In particular, the

Qazan Tatars had developed a literature, convej^ed in the Arabic

Alphabet, which had won for the Qazan Turkish language the status

of a lingua franca among the neighbouring Turkish peoples, for

exaniple, the Qazaqs, the Bashqyrs, and the Nogays. The Qazan
Tatars had also built up a printing and publishing industry which

produced editions not only of native works but of the great monu-
ments of Arabic literature—and these Qazan editions of Arabic w oi ks

found a market far and wide in the Islamic World beyond the

frontiers of the Soviet Union.

The first Turkish nation to adopt the Latin Alphabet were the

Yakuts—a nominally Orthodox Christian Turkish j)eople of North-

Eastern Siberia who had lain beyond the horizon of Islam and whose

language had never previously been reduced to literate form. The
adoption of the Latin Alphabet by the Yakuts seems to have taken

place as early as 1918; but the previous illiteracy of the Yakuts,

which made the step easy for them to take, was also a mark of

cultural backwardness which prevented their action from having

much influence upon the other Turkish peoples—from whom, more-

over, they were geographically as well as culturally remote. The
movement only began to become important in 1922 when it was

^ List ill Yakovlev, op. cit., p. 16.
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taken up on private initiative at Baku, which was the capital of the

Transcaucasian Turkish Republic of Azerbaijan and the centre of the

oil y)roduction of the U.S.S.R.—a factor which, for several generations

past, had brought the Azerbaijani Turks into touch with the outer

world and ydaced them en ra/p'p<yrl with Western civilization. Previ-

ously, the Azerbaijani Turks, being Muslims, had used the Arabic

Alphabet to conv(\y the Azeri Turkish language ;
but in 1922, at Baku,

a journal in Azeri Turk, printed in Latin characters, started publica-

tion. At the beginning of the aeademicj year 1925-6, the Latin

Alphabet began to be taught in the Azerbaijan state schools
;
it was

made the comi)ulsory and exclusive medium of public instruction in

Azerbaijan as from the beginning of the year 1927-S
;
and finally it

was made the (exclusive medium of all Government institutions and
official ymblications as from the 1st Jamiary, 1929. After Azerbaijan

had taken this lead, the question was vigorously canvassed at Qazan,

where the advocates of the Latin Al])habet were opposed by a party

who feared that the abandonment of the Arabic Alphabet might cost

the Qazan Turkish language the currency which it had gained among
other Turkish-speaking peoples. The opposition seems to have been

still more violent in the small and isolated Republic of the Crimea.

On the other hand, the Latin Alphabet was received with favour in

Bashqyrdistan, and in 1927 it was introduced into the secondary

schools of the autonomous province of Klilrglzistan, in the Pamirs.

On the 26th February~6th March, 1926, an unofficial Turcological

Congress was held at Baku^ under the chairmanshiy) of Agham‘ali

Oghlu, the President of the (Central Executive Committee of the

Azerbaijani Republic, and was attended not only by representatives

of the various Turkish-speaking nations of the U.S.S.R. but also by
a delegate from Turkey and by a number of Russian and European
savants. Before dispersing, this Congress passed (by 101 votes against

7, with 6 abstentions) a resolution declaring that the introduction

and application of the Latin Alphabet were matters for each con-

stituent unit of the U.S.S.R. to deal with at its own discretion, but

at the same time emphasizing the importance of the movement in

Azerbaijan and inviting the other Turkish-sjK^aking nations to make
themselves acquainted with what the Azerbaijanis were doing, with

a view to following their example. Indeed, at Baku, on this occasion,

there was founded an official ‘All-Union Central Committee for the

Reform of the Turkish Alphabet’, representing the various Turkish

units of the U.S.S.R. and reinforced by twelve local branches. This

Committee seems to have held a preliminary session at Baku in

^ For this Cojigress see op'p, ciit, in foot-note on p. 223 above.

Q
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March 1927 and a plenary session at the same place on the 3rd-6th

June of the same year—invitations being issued to the Kommissars
for Education in all the constituent units of the U.S.S.R., as well as

to individual Russian Orientalists. At this meeting it was announced
that the Presidium of the Central Executive Committee of the

U.S.S.R. had a])proved the constitution of the Committee and made
a grant of 600,000 roubles for its work, in addition to 500,000 roubles

previously granted for the same pury)ose to the Federal Re])ublic of

Transcaucasia. The (yommittee now organized itself definitively and

appointed a ]^rmanent Presidium of its own
;
and the first act of this

I^residiurn was a decision, voted unanimously, that a unitary version

of the Latin Al])habet should be established, into which all the

Turkish languages of the U.S.S.R. should be either transliterated or

reduced for the first time to literate form, as the ease might be.^

This action was followed up by local and unoflicial enterprise. For
example, the Turkish“S|)eaking peoples of the Russian Soviet Federal

Socialist Republic—the greatest of the six constituent members of

the U.S.S.R.-—held a cultural congress at Moscow on the 28th

September-lst October, 1927, which expressed itself in favour of

the Latin Alphabet. On the 17th January, 1928, the 'All-Union

Central Committee ' met for its second plenary session at Tashkemd

.

By this time the Latin Alphabet had been adopted officially bj’^ four

Turkish-si)eaking nations: the Azerbaijanis, the Yakuts, and two

small North-Caucasian communities called the Balqars and the

Qarachays.^ Its official adoption in Turkmenistan followed as from

February and March 1928. Its spread among all the twenty million

Turks of the U.S.S.R. seemed only a matter of time.

It was noteworthy that the Russian Communists, who were the

ruling power in the U.S.S.R., not merely tolerated but encouraged

and assisted this movement among their Turkish-speaking fellow

citizens. In so doing they were applying their established policy of

giving full play to the principle of nationality on the administrative,

1 Jt should be noted that it was not laopoHcd to unify these Turkish lan-

guages themselves by giving one of them, or an artificial amalgam of several

of them, universal currency at the expense of the rest. The decision was that

these different languages should all be conveyed in the same version of the

Latin Alphabet with identical letters representing identical phonetic values in

every case.
2 The K.S.F.B.R. included the largest Turkish unit in the U.S.S.R. (the

Autonomous Republic of Qazaqistan) and the most literate Turkish unit (the

Autonomous Republic of Tataristan), as well as most of the smaller and more
backward Tmkish-speaking communities.

® The Latin Alphabet had also been adopted by four Caucasic-speaking

nations.
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educational and cultural planes—in striking contrast to the defunct

Imperial Russian Government’s policy of ‘Russification’. Presum-

ably one object of this Russian Communist policy was to ensure that

the propagation of the Communist Faith among the non-Russian

])eoples of the U.S.S.R. should not be compromised by becoming

identified in their minds with the old Russian programme of ‘de-

nationalization’. A second object of the })olicy may have been to

exert an influence upon neighbouring i)eoplcs, beyond the borders

of the U.S.S.R., which hapjKmed to be akin to certain non-Russian

yjeoples of the U.S.S.R. in language, religion or civilization. At any
rate, in the case under consideration, this result actually followed.

In this connexion it may be noted that one of the units represented

on the 'All-Union Central Committee’ was Tajikistan—an Auto-

nomous Rej)ublic of the Uzbek Republic, the latter being one of the

six dii-ect members of the IT.S.S.R. Tajikistan adjoined the Afghan
frontier

;
^ and the Tajiks, like the Afghans, spoke an Iranian vernacu-

lar which had not been reduced to literate form, while for literary

purposes they made use of Persian. Under the influence of the move-
ment among the neighbouring Turkish-sjx^aking peoples of the

U.S.S.R., the Tajiks now began to experiment in reducing their

Iranian vernacular to literate form in the Latin Alphabet
;
and this

experiment might eventually have an effect among more important
Iranian-speaking }XH)ples like the Afghans and the Persians.

Again, the Soviet Republic of Azerbaijan, in which the movement
for (conveying the Turkish languages in the Latin Alphabet was
sti'ongest, was only separated by an artificial frontier from the re-

mainder of Azerbaijan, which lay within the frontiers of Persia—the

})rovincial capital, Tabriz, being the second city of the l^ersian

Emxflre. "J’he same Azeri Turkish language was spoken by the

Azerbaijani Turks on both sides of the political boundary; but in

Persian Azerbaijan the Azeri language had never yet been reduced
to literate form—the Persian Azerbaijanis using the Persian language

for literary purposes, like the Afghans and the Tajiks. It seemed
possible that the new- vitality which the Azeri Turkish language
j)romised to acquire in the Soviet Republic of Azerbaijan through the

introduction of the Latin Alphabet might evoke a consciousness of

linguistic nationality in the Persian Province of Azerbaijan, and that

this might have important international consequences.

The first sequel, however, outside the frontiers of the U.S.S.R., was
in Turkey, where the substitution of the Latin Alphabet for the

^ Therewere also Tajiks in Afghanistan, and the water-carrier’s sonwho made
himself master of Kabul in January 192D was reported to bo one of them.

Q2
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Arabic Alphabet was carried out suddenly and drastically in the

year 1928. The version of the Latin Alphabet which was adopted in

Turkey for conveying the ‘Osinanli Turkish language as spoken at

(/onstantinople w as worked out quite independently of the unitary

Latin Alphabet of the Turkish-speaking nations of the IT.S.S.R.
;
and

the two results differed considerably.^ Nevertheless, the events in

the U.S.S.R. wdiich have been recorded above must have been

followed attentively at Angora ; and it is not inconceivable that they

were partly instrumental in leading President Mustafa Kemal to take

the same road
;
for, down to 1928, the Angora Government hfid shown

a reserve towards the idea of adopting the Latin Alphabet- which
had contrasted rather noticeably with its radicalism in other fields.

The Government campaign for the adoption of the I^atin Alphabet

in Turkey was opened in October 1927, when the Prime Minister,

General Ismet Pa.sa, aimounccd at a conference of the Popular Party

at Angora that the question was being considered. The Minister of

Justice, Mahmud Esad Beg, spoke in favour of the change on an

official occasion in January 1928; and before the end of that month
a committee for the study of the question, under the chairmanship

of a former Minister of Public Instruction, Hamdullah Subhi Beg,

was appointed by the Council of Ministers. The first positive step

w^as taken on the 20th May, 1928, when the Great National Assembly

at Angora passed a Bill making the employment of the Western

instead of the Islamic version of the Arabic numerals optional forth-

with and compulsory as from the 1st June, 1929. On the 25th June,

1928, a Commission for working out a version of the Latin Alphabet

suitable for the ‘Osmanli Turkish language as spoken at Constanti-

nople was appointed by the Ministry of Education. It started work
at Angora next day and reported in the second week of July. Its

specific proposals were approved on the 17th July, 1928, at a plenary

session which the Prime Minister attended. On the 6th August the

Commission reassembled at Constantinople, took its final decisions,

and communicated the new Alphabet to the press.

At Constantinople on the same evening, at a gathering of the

Popular Party, President Mustafa Kemal made a public declaration

of faith in ‘the new Turkish Alphabet’,^ and within a week he started

^ See the table on p. 231 of this volume.
2 For the first step in this direction in Turkey, which had been taken in

April 1926, see the Survey for 1926, vol. i, p. 70.
® Stress was laid upon the new Alphabet being specifically Turkish, in the

sense that it was a version of the Latin Alphabet specially adapted for convey-
ing the Turkish language. On this point see a statement made by Ismet Pa§a
which was reported in The Maiichester Guardiem, Slst August, 1928.
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a class in it at Dolma Bag^e Palace for his suite. Arrangements were

put in hand for teaching Turkish in the Latin Alphabet in the schools

of the Constantinojjle Vilayet from the beginning of the academic

year 1928-29
;
and a lecture on its advantages was broadcast from

Constantinojxle ITniversity on the 21st August, 1928. On the 23rd

August the Ministry of Public Instruction took j)reparatory steps for

teaching Turkish in the Latin Alphabet from the beginning of the

academic year 1928-9 in all the schools throughout the (K)untrv
;
and

before the end of the month a beginning had been made with its use

in the public services. In September the Ministry issued a circular,

warning all (Government officials, gendarmerie officers and emi)loyees

of state banks and other semi-official institutions that they must learn

to read and write Tuikish in the Latin Alphabet by the end of

October; and the (Governors of the Provinces were instructed to

rei)ort officials who omitted to comply with this order. The other

Ministi'ies issued corresponding orders a few^ days later. The Ministry

of the lnt(U‘ior, for example, ordered the officials under its authority

to make the change by the beginning of October and not the end.

Again, the Oovernrnent decided that all Turkish new spa})ers must be

printed in the Latin Alphabet after the beginning of December

—

the financial strain imposed by this decision being somewhat miti-

gated by a sjK}cial exemption of imjwrted Latin type from customs

duties.

Meanwhile, President Mustafa Kemal threw his energies into the

campaign. On the 23rd August, 1928, he preached the virtues of the

Latin Alphabet along the Thracian coast of the Sea of Marmora.

Black-board lectures attended by some hundreds of Members of

Parliament, officers, officials and Ministers of State, and lasting five

hours each, were i)er8onally conducted by the President at Dolma
Bagge on the 2r)th August and on the 29th

;
and on the 14th September

he started on a seven days’ progress along the Black Sea coast of

Anatolia, via Samsun and Trebizond, and thence overland to Angora

via Tokat and Sivas, giving similar lectures all the way. He found

that the only feature seriously criticized in the new' Alphabet was an
over-frequent employment of the hyphen, and he x>^’^>*i^ptly gave

instructions for this j)iece of elaboration to be simj^Iified.^ On the

other hand, he refused to duplicate the letter K by adding Q to the

Turkish version of the Latin Alphabet in order to reproduce, in

loan words from Arabic, the distinction between the Arabic letters

Kaf and Qaf, on the ground that in Turkish this distinction was

^ Text of liis letter of the 21st September, 1928, to Ismet Pa^a in Rossi:
‘Nuovo Alfabeto Latino.’
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230 WESTERNIZATION IN THE ISLAMIC WORLD Part III a

otiose ^ and that the ‘ Turkish Alphabet ’ ought not to be unnecessarily

complicated for the sake of philological exactitude. On the 29th

September certain further simplifications were published by the

Commission. Meanwhile, on the 13th September, Ismet Pa.^a had
commended the new Alphabet in a speech to his constituents at

Malatiya. Thus the most eminent official sponsors of the change

took pains to jirepare the ground in the more backward north-eastern

and eastern provinces before the change was enforced by law.

On the 1st November, 1928, at the first sitting of a new session, the

Great National Assembly at Angora passed a law^ giving the new
Alphabet legal currency forthwith; providing that all newspapers,

magazines, pamphlets, advertisements and public signs must be

printed in the new Alphabet on and after the 1st December, 1928;

that all business of public sei-vices, banks and comyianies must be

conducted in it, and all books printed in it, on and after the 1st

January, 1 929
;
and that all administrative and legal forms, documents

and records must be conceived in it on and after the 1st June, 1929.

On and after the last-mentioned date the public was to correspond

in the new Alphabet with Government Departments, banks and com-
panies. The only exception was that bank notes, treasury bonds,

share certificates, stamj)s and money orders printed in the Arabic

Alphabet were to be tolerated until further notice. The employment
of the Arabic Alphabet in education was forbidden categorically.

On the 11th November the Chamber voted an additional credit for

the Ministry of Public Instruction in order to meet the expense of the

change in the national system of education. Before the end of the

month, arrangements had been made for the compulsory instruction

in the new Alphabet of every Turkish citizen, male and female, above

school age. The coxirses—to be conducted by itinerant parties of

teachers—were to be four months long for illiterates and two months
long for persons literate in the Arabic Alphabet. Men were to attend

on four evenings a week, women on two afternoons. The regulation

number of attendances was to be enforced and pupils were not to be

discharged without having earned certificates of proficiency. This

novel transference of the principle of universal compulsory service

from the military to the educational field appeared, at the beginning

of the year 1929, to be working smoothly on the whole
;
and such

1 It w^as perhaps not entirely otiose, since, in the traditional spelling of

Turkish in the Arabic Alphabet, Kaf had gone with vowel harmonies of the
‘soft’ series and Qaf with those of the ‘hard’ series. It should be noted that

Q appeared, side by side with K, in both the Azerbaijani Alphabet and the
unitary Turkish Alphabet of the U.S.S.R. (See the table on page 232 below.)

^ Text in Eossi, op. cit., pp. 41-2.
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symptoms of opposition as manifested themselves were severely

repressed. For example, in October 1928 three officers of the Naval

Reserve were arrested at Gemlik on the double charge of espionage

and opposition to the ‘ Turkish Alphabet ’ and were put on their trial

;

and, while two of th(}m were acquitted, the third was sentenced to a

year’s imprisonment. Again, within a week of the passage of the law^

at Angora, several persons were arrested on similar charges at

Smyrna. On the wdiole, however, it was remarkable that, in face of

such a sudden and sw^eeping change, so little recalcitrance should

be shown.

TEANSLlTEllATrOX OF TURKISH LANGUAGES FROM THE ArABIC

INTO THE Latin Alphabet (1928)

Name of Latim
Orifjinal Arabic Alphabet of
Character or . Yzerbaijan

Diacritical Marl:. [AzarbajeanY

\

Unitary Latin
,

Alphabet of i

the TurTcifih- '

spealcincf

i natiom of
the V.S.S.IC'^

Latin
Latin ' Translitera-

Alphabet of
j

tion hitherto

Turlcey.^ used in this

tourney A

llamzah Elif medial

1.

omitted

Consonants.

omitt(*d or omitted® *

Ilamzah Elif initial omitted omittc‘(i omitted omitted
llamzah Elif final omitted omitted omitted >

Waslah Elif elided :
omitted omitted ondtled >

Waslah Elif nii-
.

elided omitted omitted omitted omitted
Ba b

i

b b or p b
Pa P ’ P P P
Ta t t t. t

Thii s s s s

Jim c
i '‘t

.i

Chlm V Q eh

lla h h h h

^ After Rossi in Oriente Moderno, June 1927, i>i).
306-7.

2 After Oastagne in Eevue des jStndes Islaviiques, Aiin^e 1928, Cahier (i),

p. 33, and Rossi in Oriente Moderno, January 1929 (from the short-hand

record of the session of the All-Union Centrai Committee held at Baku in

March 1927).
2 After the olficial publication: ‘Yeni Tiirk Alfabesi: tmla ve Tasrif

^ekUleri’ (Tiirk dili encumeninin karar ve tensibi ilc tertip edilmi^tir) (Angora,

1928, Government Press), as amended by the Language Commission’s Resolu-

tion of the 29th September, 1928 {Oriente Moderno, January 1929, pp. 40-1).
* See Survey for 1925, vol, i, pp. xi-xii and passim.
® e.g. ‘mes'ele’.
^ e.g. ‘ meselo’. (The sign ’ being used only if the catch in the voice for wdiich

this Arabic consonant stands is actually preserved in the word as pronounced
in contemporary spoken Turkish.) ’ Sic.
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JSame of
Grig hull Arahic
Character or

Diacritical Mai'h,

\Unitary Latin'
’ Latin : Al'phahet of
: Alphabet of

,

the Turlclsh’
i Azerbaijan ftpealcing

lAzifrbajcany nations of
the U.S.S.'MA

Latin
Alphabet of
Turkey^

Latin
Translitera-

tion hitherto

used in this

SurveyA

I. Consonants continued

Klia li kh
Dfil d

;

d d or t d
Dhrd z z z dh
Rfi :

1- r r r

Zay
1

z z z z

Zhcy [?! z
.i

zii

Siii
^

s s s 8

Shm '.5
1

• .s s Mil

Sad i s s s S

Dad
i

^ Z(f) z d or z

Ta i 1 or d i t or d [?] t or d i or d
Zii z z z z

‘Ayn
1

or omitted [f] or omitted^ ft

(.Thayn ' g i f>1 g® or g’® 1 gh
Fa f f f '

f

Qaf k
Kiif k k k
iryilf oi'- K ' g or g’® g
‘Saghyr KaT (Kuf*

Nfin) n II iig or 11

Lam 1 i ; 1 1

M im in III
' m m

N fill II n n 11

Waw V V ' V
,

V
Ila li h li h
y a j j y y

Elif initial

11,

a a a a

(Maddah)
Elif medial a a a a

Elif final a a. a
;

a

y a final
(

-- a

j

a[?] a [ n :

ai®
! a

Fat-hall [hard] a a a > a

See p. 231.
® After the Russian version of the ‘ Cyrillic ’ Alphabet.
® Insertion or omission optional. ’ e.g. ‘rnes’ut’ -mes‘ud.
* e.g. ‘ibaret’ =‘Ibaret (the sign ’ being used only if the catch in the voice

for which this Arabic consonant stands is actually preserved in the word as
pronounced in contemporary spoken Turkish). • e.g. ‘Gazi’ —GhazL

e.g. ‘dogru’ ^doghru. 8ie. New invention,
e.g., ‘gordiigii’ —gordiigii; ‘sevdigi’ =8evdigi.

w por the use of the sign * over vowels in the Latin Alphabet of Turkey, see
the note on simplihcations on p. 233 below.

‘Mustafa’ =-• Mustafa.
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Name of
Oriffinal Arabic
Character or

Diacritical Marie,

1 Unitary Latin
Latin Alphabet of !

Alphabet of the Turkish- >

A serbaijan : speaking
i

\A 29rbajca7iY ^ nations of

i

Latin
Latin

\

Tran siHera -

Alphabet of I tion hitherto

Turkey? . used in this

Survey.^

77. I ^owels- eoiitiiiued

.

Fat-hall [soft] 0 e e
11 a. (hard] a a 1?] a a.

llfi [soft] e e
Va. [

— I] (hard] ]>« F y
Ya [-1] [soft] i or e i

'

I

K asrah [liardj V b® V
i V

Kasrah [soft] i i i
i

j

Waw
[

u] [hard] ylO
11'

j

u
i

^

Waw
1

fi] [soft]
;

u y'
1

li
i

”

Waw [ -ol[hard]
1

() ' o
i

o
!

<>

Waw
[ 0] [soft]

i

ou : 0^^ d
1

^
Dammahr --ij][hard]! ylO

I

U' ! u
I

u
Daiuiriah

[ --uj (soft]' y"
i

ii

Darninah [
^- o] [hard]' o ! o

'

o
i

o
Damniah [ o] [soft]' o”

i

o“ d
1

d

Total nunib(‘r of let-

ters ill each ver-

sion of the Latin
.Vlpluvbet .32 *- 34 33

Note on Simplificalions introduced into the Latin Alphabet of Turkey by the

Remlution of the 29th September, 1928, as compared ivith the Alphabet
jjublished on the 10th August, 1928,

1. In the original version, Hamzah Elif final as well as medial, and also

*Ayn final, were conveyed by the character ' instead of being omitted (e.g.

‘mebde'’ instead of ‘mebde% and ‘kat” instead of ‘kat’).

2. In the original version, Hamzah Elif medial, and also ‘Ayn medial,
were sometimes conveyed by the lengthening mark " over the preceding
vowel instead of by (Apparently this was done in Arabic loan-words in

which, in the Constantinople pronunciation of Ottoman Turkish, the effect

of Hamzah Elif medial or ‘Ayn medial was to lengthen the preceding vowel
rather than to produce a catch or stop after the vocalization, e.g. ‘temin==
te’min; ‘meraur’=rae’mur). In the simplified version this seems to have
been given up.

See p. 231. ® After the Gregorian Armenian Alphabet.
® New invention. Sic.
® e.g., *d9mir*===demir. ® e.g., ‘ dem^q ' dimek.
After the Russian version of the ‘Cyrillic’ Alphabet.
After the Danish version of the Latin Alphabet.
Assuming the non-existence of a letter reiuesenting Zhey.
Assuming the non-existence of a letter representing ‘Ayn.
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234 WESTERNIZATION IN THE ISLAMIC WORLD Part III a

3. In the original version, the mark " was employed to distinguish the

long vowels in all Arabic and Persian loan-words. In the simplified version,

this use of " was limited to two cases:

(a) to distinguish the Arabic adjectival ‘i’ from the various enclitic ‘i’s

of the Turkish language (e.g. in ‘watani’ and ‘dini’ as contrasted with

'Tiirk dili encumeni’).

(b) to distinguish words which, in the Latin Alphabet, would otherwise

have had an identical orthography (e.g., ‘Ah’ (=‘Ali) as contrasted with

‘Ah’ (-‘Ali).

4. In the simplified version the sign * was not only emploj^ed in Arabic

and Persian loan-words as a distinguishing mark, but was also placed above

long ‘a’ and ‘u’ following the consonants ‘k\ ‘g’ and ‘1’ in Arabic and
Persian loan-words, when the effect of tlu^ juxtaposition, in the pronuncia-

tion of Ottoman Turkish, was to ‘mouiller’ the ‘k’, ‘g’ or ‘T before the

long ‘a’ or‘u’ (e.g. ‘Kazim’~K[y]azym
;
‘ruzgar’==ruzg[y]ar ; ‘lazim’—

l[y]az3nn ;
‘ hiikumet’ ~huk[y]umet ;

‘ mefkure' =mefk[yjureh). In the

original version the modification of V before long ‘a’ or ‘u’ had not been

indicated at all, while the modification of ‘ k’ or ‘ g’ before long ‘ a’ or ‘ u’ hiid

been conveyed by an arbitrary insertion of ‘h’ (e.g. iiukhuraet’ instead

of ‘hiikumet’ for huk[y]umet
;
‘kl)azmi’ instead of ‘kazim’ for k[y]azym,

&c,). N.B. In these cases, the ' in the original version was a lengthening

mark, whereas in the simplified version it represented a modification of the

consonant preceding the vow’el marked
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PART III

THE ISLAMIC WORLD

B. THE MIDDLE EAST

(i) Relations between Egypt and Great Britain (1926-8).

In a previous volume of this series^ the history of Anglo-Egyptian
relations in their several main fields has been carried dowui in one
field to the reorganization of the Sudanese troops into a Sudan
Defence Force separate from the Egyptian Army, a change which was
completed in January 1 925 in another field to the presentation of

the Report of the Nile Waters Commission on the 21st March, 1926

and in yet another field to the restoration of constitutional govern-

ment in Egypt in June 1926 aftcir nine months of what had been a

‘Palace (Jovernmenf in effect though not in form.'* In these circum-

stances the relations between Egypt and Great Britain were as far

from a mutually satisfactory settlement, and therefore as far from
stability, as ever. The four matters which the British (Jovernment

had reserved for free discussion and friendly accommodation at some
future date, when they made their unilateral declaration of Egyptian

independence on the 28th February, 1922,^ had not yet been settled

by an Anglo-Egyptian agreement
;
and meanwhile, as a result of the

assassination of Sir Lee Stack, the British Government had been led

once more to intervene in some measure in Egyptian internal politics,

from which (as disentangled from the four reserved points) they had

intended, in February 1 922, to disengage themselves forthwith once for

all. The British Government’s action after the assassination of Sir Lee

Stack had brought about the resignation of Sa‘d Pasha Zaghlfil, the

leader of the Wafd, and the accession to office of a ministry, presided

over by Ahmad Pasha Zlwar, which could not be sure of commanding
a majority in the Chamber of Deputies

;
and the Ziwar regime, in the

absence of the Prime Minister abroad, had ultimately degenerated

into the thinly veiled ‘ Palace Government ’ above mentioned.’ There-

after, British intervention contributed to the restoration of a con-

stitutional regime ;® but, when the general election of May 1926 had
returned a new Chamber in which the Wafd once again found itself

* Survey for 1925, vol. i, Part 111, Sections (i) to (iii).

2 Op, cit.y p. 251. ® Op, cit., p. 266. * Op, cit,, p. 228.
® Op, cit., pp. 194-5. ® Op, cit,, pp. 212 ei seqq.

Op, cit., pj). 226-7. ® Op. cit., p. 227.
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23() THE MIDDLE EAST Part III B

in a substantial majority over all other parties together, it was also

British intervention that dissuaded Zaghlfil Pasha from seeking to

return to office, as the leader of the majority would normally have

done.^ The outcome was the formation of a Wafd-hiheml Coalition

Government with an independent statesman. ‘Adll Pasha, as Prime

Minister, but with a Wafd majority in l^oth the C'abinet and the
( ’hamber. Cndei* these conditions the internal political situation in

Egypt was as unstable as were the relations l.>etween the Egyptian

Government and the Occu])ying Power; and th(^ new Prime Minister

—with a British High (dmmissioner to be considered on the one side

and a Wafd majority of the Chamber on the other—had an unenviable

task.

Nevertheless, for nearly a year after ‘Adli Pasha succeeded Zlwar

Pasha in office on the 7th June, 1920, AnglO'Egyptian relations were

undisturbe^d by any untoward incident; and meanwhile ])rogress

towards agreement was made in certain spheres.

In the matter of the allocation of the Nile VV'aters, for example,

a departmental committee which had been apj)ointed by the

Egyptian (]!overnment to examine the Ex])ert (yommission s Keport

of the 2Lst March recommended in June 1920 that, in substance, the

report should be accei)ted, and further that the maximum amount of

land which might be irrigated in the Gazirah (Jazirah) district of the

Anglo‘Egyptian Sudan should be raised from 300,009 fadddns- to

450,000—exclusive of 20,000 to be irrigated }x*rennially by pumping.

In November 1920 tenders for the consti uction of the Nag Hamadi
barrage in Upyxr Egypt ^ were invited by the Egyptian (Government

;

and eventually the contract for the barrage itself was awarded to one

British firm (Messrs. Sir John Jackson, Limited) and that for the

sluice gates and ojxrating machines to another (Messrs. Ransome and

Rapier, Limited). The Nag Hamadi barrage was an exclusively

Egyptian affair; but in the course of the year 1920 the Egyptian

Government sent the Director-General of the Physical Department of

the Ministry of Public Works, Dr. H. E. Hurst, on a mission to the

catchment area of the Great Lakes, in order to investigate possibili-

ties of conserving the waters of the White Nile'*—an enterprise in

which the Egyptian Government would have to secure the co-oj>era-

tion not only of the Sudan Government but of the Governments of

Uganda, Kenya, Tanganyika and the Belgian Congo. The founda-

1 Op. cit.^ p. 228.
2 For the history of the 300,000 fadddn maximum, seej op, cit,, pp. 256-8

and 261-2. ^ pp, 258 and 266.

Dr. Hurst had already visited part of the area two years earlier.
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tion stone of the Nag Hamadi barrage was laid in February 1928
;
and

in the same month the Ministry of Public Works was reported to be

studying schemes for heightening the Aswan barrage. In August
1928 the general cpiestion of the conserv^ation of the Nile Waters for

irrigation was discussed in London between the Egyptian Minister of

Public Works, the British High Commissioner in Egypt, the Governor-

GentM*al of the Anglo-Egyptian Sudan, and the Governor of Uganda.
Progress towards a solution of the Nile Waters problem was impor-

tant, not only for the material well-being of all the riverain countries,

but because it tended to lift out of the plane of political controversy

between the Egyptian and the British Governments a matter on

which Egyptian feeling was particularly sensitive.

The (piestion of foreign officials in Egy])tian service had been the

subject of discussions between the Egyptian and British Governments
during the first three months of 1926 in view of the approaching

expiry, in April, of most of the contracts that had been concluded

between the remaining permanent officials of British nationality and
the Egyptian Government under the Egyptian law of 1923.^ As a

result, the services of about eighty per cent, of these officials were

retained for a further term. This arrangement, which was made on
the British (Government’s demand, was criticized by Egyptians as an
instance of somewhat high-handed inconsistency in the conduct of

British policy, for it was pointed out that the law of 1923, the

oi)eration of which was thus suspended, had itself been introduced

on the British Government’s demand, on the ground that, under the

regime inaugurated by the British declaration of February 1922, it

was inequitable to hold foreign officials in the Egyptian service to

their original contractual terms. At the time when the law of 1923

had been introduced, the British Government had exacted from the

Egyi)tian Government an assurance that they would maintain the

arrangement of 1923 in force until it should have produced all of its

effects,2 and between that date and the spring of 1926 it had
duly been in operation at a heavy cost to the Egyptian Treasury.

Egyptians resented the fact that, after this cost had been incurred

under pressure from the British Government, the same Government
should suspend the arrangement on the ground that the retention of

British officials in Egypt under the existing regime was a necessity

—

a contention contradictory to that on which the British Government
had grounded the arrangement of 1923,

On the 18th April, 1926, ‘Adli Pasha resigned office—technically

^ For this Law No. 28 of 1923, see op. cit., pp. 204-5.
* Op. cit.f p. 204.
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on the ground of a vote in the Chamber which he interpreted as a

withdrawal of confidence in his administration. The substantial

ground seems to have been a feeling that the Wafd majority in the

Chamber was making his task too difficult. Zaghlul Pasha failed to

persuade ‘Adli Pasha to reconsider his decision, and only succeeded

with difficulty in persuading Sarwat Pasha to take his place. Sarwat

Pasha's reluctance was overcome, however, on the 23rd April and

he (aimpleted the formation of a new Coalition Cabinet on the 20th.

When he met the Chamber next day he was coldly received
;
and as

early as the 18th May he had a passage of arms over a local question

(with a deputation headed by a prominent Liberal politician) which

might have led to his i*esignation then if Zaghlul Pasha had not

interposed personally.

The origins of the Anglo-Egyptian crisis with which ‘Abdul-

Khilliq Pasha Sarwat was confronted within a month of taking office

were ultimately traceable to the evacuation from the Sudan, at the

end of 1924, of Egyptian units of the Egyj)tian Army, Egyptian

officers previously serving in the Sudanese units which, till then, had
formed part of the Egyptian Army, and Egyptian officers who had

been seconded to the Sudan civil administration. The history of this

evacuation, and of the mutiny in a Sudanese unit wffiich occurred in

cormexion with it, has been recorded in a previous volume,^ and in

the same place it has been mentioned that the Sudanese units were

reorganized forthwith into a separate Sudan Defence Force.- These

changes in the military situation in the Sudan, which had been pre-

scribed in the British Government’s ultimatum of the 22nd November,
1924,^ were foliow^ed by corresponding changes in the strength and
organization of the Egyptian Army in Egyjit. Between 1922 and
1920 the strength of the Egyptian Army in Egypt rose from 4,800 all

ranks to 10,580 all ranks, partly owing to the addition of the Egyptian

units evacuated from the Sudan at the end of 1924 (whereafter, the

whole of the Egyptian Army, now’ shorn of its Sudanese units, was
stationed in Egypt itself) and j^artly owing to the raising of two new
infantry battaUons and one new squadron of cavalry in 1925 with

a view to providing employment at home for those Egyptian officers

who had lost their positions in the Sudanese units (now reorganized

as the Sudan Defence Force) and in the Sudan civil administration.

Again, the organization of the Egyptian Army was changed inas-

much as Sir Lee Stack’s successors in the office of Governor-General

of the Sudan were not appointed simultaneously, as Sir Lee Stack

1 Survey for 1925, vol. i, pp. 250-1.
3 Op. cit, pp. 210-17 and 261.

® Op. cit., p. 251.
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and his predecessors had been, to the office of Commander-in-Chief

(Sirdar) of the Egyptian Army. The raison d'etre for the previous

persona] union between the two offices had, in fact, disappeared now
that no j)ortion of the Sirdar’s command was stationed any longer in

the territory subject to the Governor-General’s administration. At
the same time the Sirdarate, unlike the Governor-Generalship, had
not been filled, after Sir Lee Stack’s death, by a fresh apx^ointment

;

and thereafter the Sirdar’s functions had devolved, first, upon the late

Sirdar’s assistant, Huddleston Pasha, and then u})on the Inspector-

General of the Egyptian Forces, Spinks Pasha, in the caj)acity of

acting Sirdar. It will be observed that this divorce of the Egyptian

Sirdarate from the ( iovernor-Generalship of the Sudan and the devolu-

tion of the functions of the office upon an acting Sirdar had been

effected without the supreme control of the Egyptian Army passing

out of British hands. The total number of British officers attached

to the Egyptian Array, however, fell from 172 in 1922 to 9 in 1926.

This fall was due partly to the detachment from the Egyptian Army
of the Sudanese units, including their complement of British officers,

and partly to the o]K^ration of the law of 1923 regarding the retirement

of foreign officials in the Egyptian service. It should be noted that

both these measures, of which the fall in the number of British

officers attached to the Egyptian Army was the common effect, had
been the work of the British Government and not of the Egyptian.

The Egyptian Government, on their part, had not recognized de jure

the new de facto situation which the British (^lovernmcnt had estab-

lished byforce majeure, and they had protested against the formation

of the Sudan Defence Force, ^ On the other hand, in order to avoid

a fresh crisis in Anglo-Egyptian relations, the credit for the Sirdarate

had been retained in the Eg3"I)tian Budget; and, in addition,

a sum of £E750,000 had been allotted for the Sudan Defence Force

in the Budgets of 1925-6 and 1926-7. In voting the Budget for

1926-7, however, the Chamber had expressly stipulated, not only

that its approval of the Sudan Defence Force credit should not be

taken as constituting an abandonment of Egyptian rights in the

Sudan or the acceptance of the changes that had been made there

since 1924, but also that it should not be taken as giving the Sudan
Government any claim to receive the same contribution annually.-

In the spring of 1927, when the Chamber was dealing with the

Budget for 1927-8, it referred the Ministry of War Chapter of the

Budget to the relevant committee of the House in the ordinary course

of business
; and during the deliberations of the committee one of the

^ Op. city p. 252. 2 Op. cit.y p. 251.
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members, ‘Abdxi’rahman ‘Azzam Bey, placed certain suggestions

before his colleagues on his omii private initiative and not as part of

the coramittee/s official proceedings. He appears to have recom-

mended that the contribution to the Sudan Defence Force should not

be repeated and that the credit for the Sirdarate should be cancelled.

The latter suggestion seems to have been the financial implication of

one among a number of suggestions regarding the technical organiza-

tion of the Egyptian Army and Ministry of War which were derived

fi'om a study of the organization existing in Great Britain. The idea

vas that, in order to avoid an overlapping of powers and functions

between the (V)mmander-m-Chief and the Minister of War, the office

of Gommander-in-Chief should be abolished and that executive unity

should be reconciled with technical efficiency by giving the Minister —
thus left with undivided executive authority—an Army Gouncil to

advise him. This reform had been carried out in Great Britain in

1 904 ;
and one of the two features in it, namely the establishment of

an Army Council, had been in existence in Egypt de facto since 1925,

though parliamentary sanction still remained to be given. ‘Azzam

Bey also seems to have suggested certain concrete increases in the

establishment of the Egyptian Army and improvements in its cicjuip-

ment.^ This private and personal memorandum, which had not been

endorsed or even officially considered by the Committee of the

Chamber, and ex abundantia not by the Chamber itself, became pubhc

property by some channel which remained obscure ; and on the 23rd

May, 1927, the correspondent of The Times at Cairo telegraphed a

summary of it as the ‘published’ ‘report of the Parliamentary War
Committee on the War Budget
The publication of this document was followed by representations

from the British High Commissioner in Egypt to King Fu’ad and to

Sarwat Pasha
;
and, upon receipt of an urgent despatch from Lord

Lloyd, the British Government, on the 30th May, addressed a note

to the Egyptian Government which reached Sarwat Pasha’s hands

on the evening of the same day. On the same evening, under orders

from the Admiralty at Whitehall, three British battleships left Malta

for Egyptian ports—two for Alexandria and one for Port Said. These

^ See the statement made hy Sir Austen Chamberlain in the House of Com-
mons at Westminster on the Ist June, 1927, which is referred to below.

2 See The Times, 26th May, 1927, e^specially the last paragraph of the tele-

gram, which begins: ‘The Committee recommends unanimously the cancel-

lation of the credit for the Sirdarate’. This error was repeated in The Times
of the 3Ist May, 1927, in which ‘the decision of the Committee of the Egyptian
Parliament to recommend the suppression of credits for the Sirdar’ was re-

ferred to. A correction of the error does not seem to have been published in

any subsequent issue.
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stejjs caused some perturbation in Egypt ;
and King Fu’ad, who had

been on the point of j)roceeding to Alexandria en route for Euix)pe,

changed his plans and remained in Cairo.

The text of the British note was not made public/ but it is to be

presumed that the note was drafted and despatched and the warshii)s

ordered to Egypt by the Government at Westminster under the same
misapprehension as that which had been entertained by the correspon-

dent of The Times at Cairo ; for in the House of Commons at West-
minster on the 1st June, 1927, Sir Austen C'hamberlain stated that

‘some days ago, the War Committee of the Egyi^tian Parliament

published its recommendations to the Chamber of Deputies’, and, as

the purport of this non-existent publication, he proceeded to give a

summary of ‘Azztoi Bey's memorandum aforementioned. ‘After

consultation with His Majesty’s Government,’ the Secretary of State

continued, ‘the High Commissioner addressed a note to the Egyptian

Government,’ and ‘ in the note was set forth our view that the whole

question was one in which Egypt and Cireat Britain were both

interested and wdiich should properly form the subject of an agreed

settlement He added that in the British Government’s opinion a

settlement could be so framed as to meet the best interests of both

countries, and that the British Government were ready at once to

begin negotiations for the purpose. He defended the despatch of the

warships as a precaution, pending an agreed settlement, which w^as

recommended by past experience—as an example of wdiich he cited

the outbreak at Alexandria in 1921.2

In opening his statement. Sir Austen Chamberlain declared that

‘for some time past the Egyptian Army ’ had ‘attracted the attention

of a section of Egyptian politicians ’
; and he averred that ‘ the aims

of this section ’ were ‘ firstly, to increase the existing numbers of the

Army and strengthen its armament, and ultimately to convert it into

^ ‘ I felt it w*u« more courteous to the Egyptian Government to leave them
time to consider it before any publication.’ (Statement, referred to below, by
Sir Austen Chamberlain in the House of Commons at Westminster, on the
1st June, 1927).

3 For this outbreak see the History of the Teace Conference of Paris, vol. vi,

p. 202. It may be observed that the violent popular upheavals which had
occurred several times in Egypt between the Armistice of 1918 and the British

Declaration of 1922, and of which the Alexandria outbreak of 1921 was an
instance, had not recurred under the new conditions inaugurated rather more
than five years before Sir Austen Chamberlain made this statement, so that
the allusion might seem somewhat fai-fetched. (On tliis point see p. 272
below). According to Sir Austen Chamberlain on the 1st June, 1927, ‘reports

indicated that efforts were being made to foment political excitement’
;
yet no

specific evidence seems to have been adduced to show that, at this time, an
outbreak, whether serious or trivial, was really imminent.

R

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



242 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III B

a weapon at the dLS])osal of one political party, the Wafd\ He
declared that 'these ]>rojects' were ‘a matter of direct concern to His

Majesty’s (Toverninent ’ and that ‘we cannot })ermit our task to be

corn])]icated by the presence of a potentially hostile force, such as

there is good reason to fear the Egy})tian Army might become if

subversive influences were to be allowed full ])lay'.

On the 3rd June the Egyptian (lovernment delivered its reply to

the British note of the 3()th May: but this reply was apparently

regarded by the British CGovernment as insufficiently precise in its

terms. Thereafter, Sarwat Pasha had an interview with Lord Ijloyd

on the 12th and another with King Fu’ad on the 13th. On the latter

date he received a note from the British Residency suggesting an

interpretation of certain passages in his note of the 3rd and asking

for his confirmation of this ;
^ and the reply which he returned on the

14th to this second note was accepted by Lord Lloyd as 'satisfac-

torily* ex])laining ‘the intentions of the Egyptian (Government and*

disposing ‘of the cause of the recent tension’.-

AVhat this cause had been was made clear by Sir Austen Chamber-

lain in the opening passage of the statenumt cited above. The British

(Government had made up their mind to insist that everjdhing apper-

taining to the control and organization of the Egyptian Army should

be treated, in effect, as being covered by the four reservations to the

British Declaration of February 1922 ;
and the tension which this

determination had caused subsided so soon as a declaration of con-

formity with the British Government’s point of rivw had been ob-

tained from the Egyptian Government. Whether the British Govenx-

ment’s standpoint in this matter was or was not justified was evidently

a matter for argument, in which the interested parties might take

different views
;
but there was no doubt that the British authorities

had raised and forced the issue on the strength of an erroneous as-

sumption. The document which they had taken as their text turned

out not to bear the official character which they had assumed it to

possess
;
and the knowledge of this fact aggravated the soreness which

the incident left behind it in Egyptian minds.

After this incident had been formally disposed of in the manner
described above, King Fu’ad made his intended journey to Europe,

visiting London in July, Rome in August, and Paris in October
;
and

Sarwat Pasha and Lord Lloyd both came to Europe at the same time.

^ Statement in the House of Commons at Westminster by the Under-
secretary of Statci for Foreign Affairs in answer to a parliamentary question
on the 16th June, 1927.

* Statement by Mr. Locker-Lampson, cited in the preceding note.
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In London, on the 13th July, Sarwat Pasha called on Sir Austen
Chamberlain at the Foreign Office by appointment

;
and the conversa-

tion which took place between the two statesmen on this occasion was
the starting-point of yet another attempt to reach an agreed settle-

ment of the Anglo-Egyptian problem.^ The attitude of the protago-

nists in these negotiations indicated that they were both personally

in favour of making considerable concessions in order to secure a

settlement which would terminate the series of incidents—some
tragic, and all humiliating to both countries in different w^ays—that

had punctuated Anglo-Egyptian relations during the past eight years.

Had they been plenipotentiaries, it seems possible, though perhaps

not probable, that their joint endeavours would have been crowned
with success ; but, as it w as, Sarwat Pasha had to convince the leader

of the Wafd and the Wafd majority in the Egyptian ("hamber, and
Sir Austen Chambei lain his colleagues in the British Cabinet and the

Conservative majority in the House of Commons, if an agreement

between the two statesmen w^as to be converttxi into a settlement

betw'een the two countries
;
and Sarwat Pasha’s failure to convince

the Wafd w^as the rock on which the attempt actually suffered ship-

wreck.

From the records which Sir Austen Chamberlain and Sarwat Pasha
made of their conversation on the 13th July, 1927,- it would appear

that both of them were so conscious of not being free agents that

they met without any thought, on either side, of entering into formal

negotiations at this stage.

I did not suggest [Sir Austen Chamberlain wrote in recording his

conversation with Sarwat Pasha] that we should carr}^ on any negotia-

tions during his visit in London, but might we not perhaps prepare the
way for conversations between himself and Lord Lloyd when they had
both returned to Egypt V

I made it clear to His Excellency [Sarwat Pasha wrote of the same
conversation] that I had not been commissioned to open negotiations of

any kind and that my visit to London w^as more modest in its purpose.

. . . All that I could do ... was to learn his opinion and the nature of

the guarantees which, from the British standpoint, appeared to him to

1x5 necessary. If I judged them to be acceptable, I would communicate
them to the Leader of the Majority (Sa‘d Zaghlul Pasha). We should
see then if it would be possible to open official negotiations

;
if the answ or

^ For the course of these Anglo-Egyptian negotiations from the 13th July,
1927, down to Sarwat Pasha’s resignation on the 4th March, 1928, see the
British Parliamentary Pax>er Cmd, 3060 of 1928 and the Egyptian Green Book
No. 1 of 1928 (Cairo, 1928, Imprimerie Nationale).

2 Sir Austen Chamberlain’s memorandum of the 13th July, 1927, in Cmd.
3050 of 1928 ; Sarwat Pasha’s Exposd Liminaire to the Egyptian Green Book
No. 1 of 1928.
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were in the affirmative, the result of the agreement would be subject to

ratifies tion by Parliament. : if it were in the negative, that would be the
end of it, and we should avoid the inconveniences of an official rupture.

These passages imply that neither statesman contemplated opening

formal negotiations in London at this stage. Yet, out of this con-

versation on the 13th July, 1927, there did arise an immediate

attempt not merely to open negotiations but to draft the text for an

Anglo-Egyptian treaty of alliance. Presumably this new departure

must have been made on the initiative of one or other of the two
statesmen ; but on the question which of them w^as actually respon-

sible for it, their records do not tally.

It should be noted that Sir Austen C'hamberlaiii’s memorandum on

the conversation of the 13tli July, 1927, was written down on the day

on which the conversation took place, while Sarv’^at Pasha’s Expose

Liminaire bears the date of the 14th March, 1928. This record of

8arwat Pasha’s w^as presumably compiled from notes taken nearer to

the time of the various transactions recorded in it, and no suggestion

w^as made in any quarter that, in drawing up his final account of

these transactions, he had any intention of misrepresenting w^hat had

occurred. At the same time, at the datc^ at which he was WTiting,

there must obviously have been in his mind, in addition to liis

desire to state the facts, a second coiLsideration which cannot have

been in Sir Austen Phambeiiain's mind on the 13th July, 1927.

Betw’ecn that date and the following March, the attempt to negotiate

a treaty had failed ; and in retrospect it had already become evident

that the ‘ sjjeeding-up ’ of the procedure after the 13th July had had
an adverse effect upon the course of events at a later stage.^ It would

be no imputation upon Sarwat Pasha’s character to suggest that, in

March 1928, this then present consideration may have (joloured his

memory of events then eight months old.

Sarw^at Pasha’s record proceeds :

Agreeing with me completely on this basis, Sir Austen Chamberlain
aiiked me to present him with a draft of a treaty. I made it clear that

^ More than this cannot be said, for there is no warrant for assuming that,

if the more cautious and dilatory procedure originally contemplated had
actually been followed, an Anglo-Egyptian settlement would have been cer-

tainly achieved. On the contrary, it would appear that the concrete issue on
which the negotiations came to grief was the question of the British military

occupation; and on this matter the gulf between the views of the Britisli

Government and of the Wafd was at this time far too wide to be bridged, even
if it had been approached by the most skilful diplomatic method. It seems
probable that if the procedure originally contemplated had been followed, the
Chamberlain-Sarwat conversations of 1927, like the MacDonald-Zaghlul con-

versations of 1924 (see the Survey for 1925^ vol. i, pp. 208-9), would never
have developed into negotiations at all. On this point see further p. 266 below.
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he was taking me a little by surprise
;
that I was hardly equipped for

that; that I had neither the necessary documents nor the necessary

collalDorators ;
and that the Foreign Office was more naturally indicated

as the party that should undertake this task. However, he insisted
;
and

I promised him to try to prepare a draft.

From kSir Austen Chamberlain's record, it would api)ear that it was

certainly he and not Sarwat Pasha who gave the conversation its

first turn in this direction. After Sarwat Pasha had dw^clt upon

recent incidents, Sir Austen remarked that he ‘was much more

interested in the future than in the past ’
; and he w ent on to suggest

that ‘if we had an agreement—or an alliance, if he pleased^—the

whole situation w ould be changed ’
;
that there were concessions

which, ‘with lU’oper safeguards,’ the British Government ‘could

afford to make’
;
and that ‘it would be much easier to make them,

and they might be on a more generous scale, if they were part of a

larger arrangement which placed the relations of the two Govern-

ments on a permanently satisfactory footing.’ But so far from indi-

cating that he asked Sarw^at Pasha to present him with the draft of a

treaty. Sir Austen Chamberlain’s record of wdiat he went on to say

to Sarw^at Pasha proceeds at this point

:

I w^ould beg His Excellency to think over what I had said, and, if he
felt during his stay in this country' that we could usefully go further into

the matter, I should be most happy to resume the conversation wdth

him. Possibly he would be in a position to give me some indication of

the lines on w^hich he thought we might ]:)roceed. I repeated that I had
no idea of entering into a negotiation with him during this visit, but it

might be useful if, before Lord Lloyd left, I could give him rather more
})recise indications of the lines on which w e might proceed than w ere

contained in what 1 had just said to His Excellency. Sarw’^at Pasha, in

reply, expressed his sincere pleasure at the sympathy I had showm and
repeated his agreement with all that I had said a.s to the conditions

which necessarily governed the relations of Eg\q)t and Great Britain.

He w'ould consider whether there was any thing more that he could say
to mo before he left London. In any case he earnestly hoped that some
such agreement as I had foreshadow'ed might be reached.

^ This was probably an allusion to an interview which had been given by
Sarw'at Pfisha to The Daily Mail of London on the 7th July, 1927, and which
had been published in that journal next day. This int(‘rview contained the
words ‘I hope that an alliance between the two countries will augment and
fortify this friendship.’ This passage, of course, showed that a treaty of alliance
was already the objective in Sarwat Pasba’s mind ; and it might be conjectured
that he woTild not have committed himself to a i)ublic pronouncement in
favour of it unless he had reason to know that it also found favour with
Zagldul Pasha. Tliis would not prove, however, that, in coming to England,
he had originally intended, or had been authorized by Zaghlul Pasha, to do
more than reconnoitre the ground with a view to negotiations on some future
occasion.
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On the lOth May, 1928, speaking in rctrosj^ect in the course of a

debate in the House of Commons at VVestminster, Sir Austen Cham-
berlain stated categorically: ‘I did not })ropose a treaty. Sarwat

Pasha prox)osed a treaty to me.’ And after recapitulating the jmssage

that has just been quoted from his memorandum of the 13th July,

1927, he added : ‘What was the result ? In three days’ time Sarwat

Pasha came back to the Foreign Oflfice with the draft of a treaty w^hich

he had to offer.’ That the first draft for a treaty was drawn by, and

put forward by, Sarwat Pasha w^as an undis|)utcd facd
;
and from this

]3oint onw ards the records again agre(‘.

The undisputed facts, the probabilities and the disputed questions

in this transaction might j)erhaps be stated as follows. It was un-

disputed that Sarw^at Pasha and Sir Austen Chamberlain had each

deliberately allowed the other to see that he desired a com])rehensive

Anglo-Egyi)tian settlement in the form of a treaty. It was ])robable

that either statesman desired that, if and when formal negotiations

were oj^ened, the first concrete |)ro])Osals should come from the other

side. It was undisputed, again, that, in the event, the first draft for a

treaty w^as drawn by, and put forw^ard l)y, Sarwat Pasha. Tlu^ ques-

tion which came into dispute was whether Sarw^at Pasha took this

step on his own initiative or on the suggestion of Sir Austen Chamber-

lain. On this question the records contradict one another categori-

cally
; they cannot be reconciled ;

and the reader must choose between

them. Attention has already been drawn to tw^o considerations w Inch,

without impugning Sarwat 's Pasha’s good faith, tell in favour of

Sir Austen Chamberlain’s record a priori.^ In any cas(% it is certain

that Sarw at I^asha communicated the text of a draft Anglo-Egyptian

treaty to the Foreign Office on the 18th July.- A counter-draft,

approved by the British Government,’^ w^as communicated by Sir

Austen Chamberlain to Sarwat Pasha at a second personal meeting

on the 29th and on the 31.st August detailed observations on this

counter-draft were transmitted by Sarwat Pasha to the Foreign

Office.^ These exchanges of ideas brought out clearly the nature of the

obstacles to agreement, without bringing the negotiations (as they

had now virtually become) to an impasse at this stage.

The points on which there was substantial agreement were that the

two Governments should enter into an alliance (Art. 1 of both drafts)

;

that if Egyi)t were attacked, Great Britain should come to her aid

^ See p. 244 above.
* Text ill Cmd. 3050 of 1928 and in Egyptian Green Book, No. 1 of 1928.
® Text in opp. eiU. Sarwat Pasha, Exposi Liminaire, p. xii.

^ Text in CmcL 3050 of 1928 and Egyptian Green Book, No. 1 of 1928.
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immediately in the capacity of a belligerent (Art. 2 of the Egyptian

draft, Art. 3 of the British draft)
;
that the instruction and training

of the Egyptian Army should be in accordance \<uth the methods of

the British Army, and that the Egyptian Government should employ
no foreigners who were not British subjects as officers or instructors

(Art. 2 of the Egyptian draft, Art. (> of the British draft)
;
that Great

Britain should use all her influence with foreign Powers having

capitulatory rights in Egy |:)t in order to obtain some new arrangement

in place of the cajntulatory regime as it then existed (Art. 3 of the

Egyptian draft, Art. 7 of the British draft)
;
that, under such new

arrangement, the British (government should retain certain rights

of intervention on Ixffialf of foreign residents in Egypt (Art. 3 of the

Egyptian draft, Art. 8 of the British draft—the two articles being

mutually compatible, though the British di aft was framed in markedly

wider terms) ; that (ireat Britain should sponsor an a])])lication by
Egypt for admission to nuunbership in tlu' League of Nations (Art. 4

of the Egyptian draft, Art. of the British draft) : that, in the event

of Great Biitain Ixnng involved in w^ar, ‘even if that war should in

no way affect the rights and interests of Egy]:)t,’ the Egyptian

(Government should ])lace the faciliti(\s for communication in

Egyptian territory at the British (Government's disposal (Art. 5 of

the Egyptian draft. Art. 4 of the British draft): that the Egy})tian

(iovernment should authori7.e the British (Government to maintain a

military force upon Egyptian territory—provided that the i)resence

of this force was not to constitute an occuj)ation and w^as not to

prejudice the sovereign rights of Egypt (Art. 0 of the Egyptian draft,

Art. 5 of the British draft)
;
that the Egyptian (Government's foreign

policy should not be conducted in a manner incorn ])atible w ith the

alliance or prejudicial to Great Britain (Art. 7 of the Egyptian draft,

Art. 10 of the British draft); that the existing position and functions of

the Financial Adviser and the Judicial Adviser should be maintained

(Arts. 8 and 9 of the Egyptian draft. Art. 12 (2) of the British draft)

;

and that any disagreement regarding the interpretation or a j)j)lication

of the treaty should be settled by the procedure of the League of

Nations (Art. 12 of the Egyptian draft, Art. 10 of the British draft).

In addition, the British draft explicitly reserved the rights and
obligations arising under the Covenant of the League of Nations

(Art. 14 of the British draft, as well as a clause in Art. 3).

It will be seen that, as between the original draft and counter-

draft for the projected treaty, there was a large extent of common
ground, and that this covered some of the most important matters

involved. At the same time, there were inevitable differences between
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the general attitudes of the two parties, and there were also wide

divergences of view on several matters not less important than those

on which there was substantial agreement.

In general, the British Foreign Secretary desired a text which

would reassure his colleagues in the Cabinet and their sui)})orters in

Parliament that fundamental British interests in Egypt which were

felt to be safe under the sfatu,^ quo would ])e safeguarded by sufficient

sanctions under the proposed new regime,^ while the Egyptian Prime
Minister desired a text which w^ould convince his countrymen that

on the whole a new' relation based on mutufil trust w^as being sub-

stituted for the existing relation of tutelage and control.*- The sj)ecific

matters on which divergences of view' w^er(» brought to light by the

exchange of (haft and counter-draft were the territorial limits within

which the British force on Eg^’^ptian soil w as (eventually to be confined

(Egyptian draft Art . (>, British draft Art. 5) ;
the regime in the Sudan

and the l egulation and the distribution of the Nile Waters (Egy])tian

draft Art. 1 1, British draft Art. 13) ; the question whether the Egyp-
tian Government should be under an obligation to consult the lh*itish

Govemmentincasec^f any tension in their relations with a third Powder

(British draft Art. 2) ;
and the question whether appointments of

foreign officials by the Egyptian Government should be controlled

by the British Government and normally conferred on British sul)-

jects as far as senior posts were concerned (British draft Art. 11).

There was also a clause in the alternative preaml)les which raised the

question of the compatibility or incompatibility of foreign inter-

ference in the internal administration of Egypt with the Egyptian

Constitution of 1923. Of these five matters, the first and second were

more serious than the third, fourth and fifth.

On the first point, the Egyptian draft (Art. 6) proj)osed the formula

:

'This military force, after a period of years from the coming into

force of the j>resent treaty, will be quaiiered in On the

other hand, the text proposed in the British counter-draft (Art. 5)

was: ‘After a period of ten years from the coming into force of the

present treaty the high contracting parties will reconsider the ques-

tion of the localities in which the said forces are to be stationed in the

^ In thin spirit, the British counter-draft was supplemented by an Annex
prescribing the pcacxi strength of the Egyptian Army and providing for strict

British control over its instruction and equipment, maintaining the existing
privileges and immunities of the British forces in Egypt, prolii biting the i)as-

sage of any but British military aircraft over the Suez Canal Zone, and
stipulating for the retention of the Euroj>ean Department of the Egyiitian
Ministry of the Interior.

2 On this point, see the opening paragraphs of Sarwat Pasha’s observations
of the 3l8t August, 1927, in Cmd. 3050 of 1928.
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light of the experi(5nc*e of the oj^ration of the provisions of the treaty

and of the military conditions then existing.’

In regard to the Sudan, the Egyptian draft (Art. 11) proi)osed that

the settlement of the Sudan question should be deferred to future

negotiations in which each of the two contracting parties should have

conijdetc freedom to maintain its lights, whereas the British

counter-draft (Art. 13) simply proposed the continuance of the con-

flominium. Further, the Egyptian draft proposed a return forthwith

to the status quo of before 1924, whereas the British counter-draft, by
passing over this j)oint in silence, implied that the changes, to Egypt’s

disadvantage, which had been introduced into the situation in the

Sudan after the assassination of Sir Lee Stack were to stand, w^hile

on the other hand it ])rovided that Egyj)t’s current contribution (of

fE750,0()0) ‘to the cost of the administration of the Sudan’ should be

continued, j)ending agreement between the tw^o parties that this

arrangement should be revised. In regard to the regulation and
distribution of Nile Waters, both parties accepted the recommenda-
tions in the Expert Commission’s Report of the 21st March, 1926,

and both also agnn^d that the Egyi)tian Government should be free

to carry out, both in Sudanese and in British territory, at their own
expense, those conservancy works for the benefit of Egypt which the

Report recommended. Beyond this, however, they disagrtn^xl on a

question of principle ; for the Egyptian draft proposed that the Egyp-
tian Ministry of Public Works should retain the su])erior executive

jioW'Crs which it had formerly exercised over the regulation and dis-

tribution of Nile Waters in Sudanese as well as in Egyptian territory,

w^hereas the British counter-draft merely proposed that the Irrigation

Department of the Egyptian Ministry should be free to verify, in

Sudanese territory, whether the Sannar (i.e. Makwar) barrage^ was
being operated in accordance with the rules which the Expert Com-
mission’s Rejiort laid down. For the rest, the British draft proposed

that the working arrangements agreed between the representatives

of the Egyptian and Sudan Irrigation Departments respectively on
the 1st May, 1926, should stand, with the implication that the Sudan
Irrigation Department was to be regarded as an authority exempt
from Egyptian control and vested with the same executive powers

in Sudanese territory as were exercised in Egypt by the Egyptian
Department.

These divergences of view in regard to the Sudan and to the

eventual location of the British force in Egypt WTre brought out in

the memorandum which Sarwat Pasha transmitted to the British

^ For the construction of this barrage, see the Survey for 1925, vol. i, j). 257.
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Foreign Office on the 31st August; but in a conversation which he

had on this occasion with a British official, the Egy})tian Prime

Minister cxju'essed the hope and the expectation that these obstacles

might be circumvented. According to this British official’s report,

'On the question of the trooi)s he said that, while he had made his

comments, he wished that matter set aside for the time being, and

made it clear to me that in spite of our proi)osals not having come up
to his ho]H"s, he was not unsanguine of being able to find a solution if

the other matters were dis]K)sed of. Similarly, in the matter of the

Sudan, while he did not hold out any ho])e of being able to carry an

agreement of the kind we had submitted to him in Egypt, he could

see no reason why mention of the Sudan should not b(^ omitted

altogether and resi»rved for settlement for a more faA'ourable occasion

in the future.'^

Meanwhile, Sarwat Pasha had had to take into consideration not

only the desiderata of the British (h)\Trnment but the ])ro])able

attitude of Zaghlfd Pasha and of the Wafd majority in Hie Egyptian

Chamber, both on the matters on which lu' personally had arrived at

a substantial agreement v^ith Sir Austen (/hamberlain and on those

in which th(‘ two drafts for the projiosed Anglo- Egy])tian trcMity were

in conflict. From the jiassage, quoted above, in the interview which

Sarwat Pasha had given to the Daily Mail on the 7th July, 1027, and

from his reference to Zaghlfd Pasha in his interview with Sir Austen

(hamberlain on the 13th, it would seem probable that Sarwat Pasha

had reason to know^ that Zaghlfd Pasha apyiroved, in yiriiKuple, the

idea of attempting to arrive at an Anglo-Egyptian settlement on the

basis of a treaty—whether or not Zaghlfil Pasha was prepared for

Sarwat l^asha to go so far, during his visit to London in July 1027,

as he had actually done. In Sarwat Pasha’s opinion,- his draft of the

18th July proposed no commitments on the Egyptian side wdiich had

not already been proposed by the Wafd during the abortive Milner-

Zaghlul negotiations of 1920;^ but on the 8th August he sought to

make sure of this by despatching to Zaghlfd Pasha an account of his

conversations up to date and enclosing a copy of his draft—with an

offer to forward a copy of the British counter-draft as well, either

before or after his (Sarwat Pasha’s) own observations on this counter-

draft had been completed.^ Unhappily, Zaghlul Pasha, when this

communication reached him, was already too ill to give it his atten-

^ Memorandum by the Private Secretary to the Secretary of State for

Foreign Affairn, covering ObHervations by Sarwat Pasha on proposed Treaty
with Egypt. (Text in Cmd. 3050 of 1928). ^ Expose Liminaire, p. xii.

® For these negotiations see the History of the Peace Conference of Paris

^

vol. vi, pp. 201—2. * Sarwat Pasha, Expose Limirmire^ p. xiv.
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tion,^ and on the 23rd August he died. How he would have re(?eived

the draft and the counter-draft—particularly the crucial clauses

relating to the British army of occupation—can only he inferred from

his attitude during the London conversations of 1924 and from the

attitude afterwards disj)layed by Egyptians of almost all [)arties. and

not merely by the when Sarwat Pasha eventually divulged the

terms of the final draft treaty in F(d)ruary 1928. Yet though it seemed

unlikely, on the face of it, that Zaghlfd Pasha would have approved

the lines along which tlie current Anglo-Egyptian negotiations were

proceeding, his death at this critical moment distinctly clouded the

pros|)ects of the negotiations in two ways. In the first place, it

removed the one Egyptian statesman w’ho, if he had ha})])ened to

approve of Sanvat Pasha’s action in London and its results, would
have been able to give a decisive lead to a majority of the Chamber
and of the ])olitieally conscious ])art of the nation in favour of accept-

ing a definitive Anglo-Egyptian settlement on the basis established

in the Sarwat-Ghambculain negotiations. Secondly, Zaghlfd Pasha’s

death inevitably deflc'cted the attention of his followers from the

larger cpiestion of Anglo-Egyptian relations to the smaller but for

th('m more jiressing question of electing one of their number to be

leader of the Wafd in Zaghlfd Pasha's sb'ad. On the 19th September,

1927, the Party Organization issued a maiufesto announcing that the

Wafd would (‘ontinue to work for the principles for which their late

leader had stood ; and this manifesto w as ap])ro\ ed on the 20th by a

party meeting which elected Mustafa Pasha Nahhas to fill the

vacancy. It w as evident that whereas Zaghlfd Pasha would have been

free to consider Sarwat Pasha's results on their merits and would
almost certainly have been able to carry his countrymen w ith him if

he had come to the conclusion that a settlement on these terms w as

in Egypt's best interests, the first official successor of the national

hero would be compelled—and this most stringently on the morrow
of Zaghlfd l^asha’s death—to consider first and foremost, in his

capacity of executor of his master’s jx)litical testament, whether the

new proposals for an Anglo-Egyptian settlement were consonant with

Zaghlfd Pasha’s statements of principle and i)olicj% even though
those statements had been made, not in reference to these actual

jiroposals, wLich he had been unable to consider, but in reference to

distinctly different situations at earlier dates.

Nevertheless, Zaghlul Pasha’s death did not deter Sarwat Pasha

from proceeding on the course upon w^hich he had embarked. He had
returned to Egypt from Euroi)e on the 10th September, 1927, and on

^ Op. cit.j Joe. cH.
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the 1st and 8th October he had conversations with Nahhas Pasha as

the new leader of the majority party. On the 9th he left Egypt again

for Euroi)e ;
and on the 30th he arrived once more in London and

immediately placed himself in touch with the Secretary of State and

the comix^tent authorities at the Foreign Office. He does not appear

to have given them any indication that he regarded the death of

Zaghhll Pasha as a serious blow" to his prospects of securing the

necessary support in Egypt for carrying the negotiations through to

completion. On the contrary', he ap])ears, in all good faith, to have

given the impression that, if he succeeded in arriving at an agreement

with Sir Austen C’hamberlain in London, he had no fear of failing

afterwards to obtain endoi'sement for such an agreement in Cairo.

In these circumstances, fresh, and this time arduous, discussions

between Sarw at Pasha and Sir Austen Chamberlain, on the basis of

the three documents of the 18th and 28th July^ and the 31st August,

took place in London betw^een the 31st October and Sarw at Pasha’s

departuie on the 8th November.

As a result of these negotiations, agreement was reached, between

Sarw at Pasha and Sir Austen Chamberlain, not only on the terms of

a treaty but on a draft text; and, up to the last moment before

Sarwat Pasha’s departure from London for Paris on the 8th Novem-
ber, there was no doubt, in Sarw^at Pasha’s mind, that their joint

efforts would be completely successful.*^ On the 7th November
however some hitch occurred which thi’eatened to render the negotia-

tions abortive
;
^ and next day, on the platform at the railway station,

Sarwat Pasha handed to Sir Austen Chamberlain a personal note**

urging that a further attempt should be made to prevent the negotia-

tions from falling through when agreement was so nearly in sight.

In response to this, an official of the Foreign Office, Mr. Selby, was
sent to Paris with a view to reaching agreement with Sarwat Pasha

on the i)oints outstanding and eventually only one point remained

^ The British counter-draft was dated the 28th July, though the date of its

communication by Sir Austen Chamberlain to Sarwat Pasha was the 29th.
2 Sarwat Pasha, Exposd Liminaire, p. xvii; Sarwat Pasha’s personal note,

delivered to Sir Austen Chamberlain on the 8th November (Egyptian Green
Book, Document No 4.)

^ The nature of this hitch at the eleventh hour is not stated in either the
Egyptian Green Book or the British White Paper; but the historian who
compares the citations just made from Sarwat Pasha with Sir Austen Chamber-
lain’s first despatch of the 24th November, might read between the lines that,
before the 7th November, Sir Austen Chamberlain had already submitted the
draft text, on which he had agreed with Sarwat Pasha, to his own colleagues in

the Cabinet at Westminster andhad failed to obtain their complete concurrence.
^ Text printed as Document No. 4 of the Egyptian Green Book.
® Sarwat Pasha, Expand Jjiminaire, p. xvii.
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on which textual agreement had not been reached before Sarwat

Pasha sailed. In consequence, Sir Austen Chamberlain was able to

inform Lord Lloyd, before the latter sailed from Marseilles for Egypt
in the same ship as Sarwat Pasha, that His Britannic Majesty’s

Government were pre})ared to accept the treaty as then proposed

—

‘subject only to the settlement of a suitable text for the expression

of the agreement on a minor point which Sarwat Pasha and’ Sir

Austen (Chamberlain ‘had agreed in principle and to the concurrence

of His Majesty’s Governments in the Dominions and India

The draft treaty of alliance between the heads of the British and
Egyptian states,- which had thus taken shape,® was supi)leniented by
two other drafts—a draft note from the British to the Egyptian

Government regarding the utilization of the Nile Waters,^ and another
draft note from the British to the Egyptian Government regarding

Capitulations in Egypt.*^ The draft note regarding the utilization of

the Nile Waters had been communicated unofficially to Sarwat Pasha
in London on the 4th November and had been favourably received

by him in princiyJe, though he was not in a position to accept it

definitively until he had discussed its technical aspect, after his

return to Egypt, with the Egyjitian Minister of Public Works.^ The
draft note regarding Capitulations in Egyyit, which had been prepared

after discussion between Sarwat Pasha and the Legal Advisor to the

Foreign Office, Sir Ocil Hurst, had also been communicated to

Sarwat Pasha in London before his departure. The three texts are

printed in full in the volume of documents supplementary to the

present volume and therefore need not be recayiitulated here.

In the draft treaty, the five specific points of divergence between

the original Egyptian draft and British counter-draft of July 1927

were disposed of partly by omission, partly by concession and partly

by the discovery of fresh common ground.'^ The expedient of omission

^ Statement in a despatch dated the 24th November, 1927, from Sir Austen
Chamberlain to Lord Lloyd (text in Cmd, 3050 of 1928).

2 For the reasons why the British Government found it convenient that
treaties should be drawn as between heads of states see The Conduct of British
Empire Foreign Relations since the Peace SetUement, Section (v) (c).

^ Text in Cmd, 3050 of 1928, and in the Egyptian Green Book (Document
No. 8). Text in Cmd. 3050 of 1928.

^ Text in op. cit., and in the Egyptian Green Book (Document No. 6). An
earlier version of this draft, differing from the final version in the text of Para-
graph 12, is also printed in the Egyptian Green Book (Document No. 5).

® Despatch from the Foreign Office to the British Residency at Cairo, dated
the 9th November, 1927 (text in Cmd. 3050 of 1928).

’ In addition to the five points of difference in the bodies of the Egyptian
and the British drafts, there had been certain points in the annex to the
British draft which Sarwat Pasha had criticized in his observations of the Slst
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was applied to the elimination of the controversies over the ])reaTnble

and over the Sudan—the question of the Nile ^Vaters being separated

from that of the political regime in the Sudan and dealt with, outside

the framework of the draft treaty, in the first of the two draft notes.

Th(^ two remaining matters of secondaiy ini])ortance were disposed

of by concessions on Sarwat Pasha’s ])art to the British desiderata

that the Egyptian (Jovernineiit should consult the British (iovern-

ment in case of any tension in their relations w ith a third Power (draft

of November, Art. 4,^ as compared with the British draft of July,

Art. 2) and that the Egyptian Government should as a rule give

preference to British sid)jetds in engaging the services of foreign

officials—with the omission of the |)roviso tliat, in the making of such

appointments, the British Government should exercise a control

(draft of November, Art. 8, as compared with the British draft of

July, Art. 11).“ Finally, the crucial question of the territorial limits

within which the British force on Egy])tian soil was eventually to be

confined w^as disposed of by an agreement that it should com(> up for

reconsideration after a |)eriod of ten years from the coming into force

of the treaty
;
that, if the two ])arti(^s then failed to agree, the question

might be submitted to the (biineil of the League of Nations
;
and that,

if the decision of the League were adverse to the Egyptian (Govern-

ment's claims, the question might be reinvestigated—at the Egyptian

Government’s request and under the same conditions—at intervals

of five years from the date of the League’s decision. In addition to

this new draft of the second paragraph of the relevant article, a new
clause was added to the text of the first paragraph in order to take

note of the possibility that at some future date another Anglo

-

Egyptian agreement might be concluded by which the British

Government would entrust the Egyptian Government with the task

of ensuring, in Egyptian territory, the protection of the lines of

communication of the British Empire (draft of November, Art. 7, as

compared with the Egyptian draft of July, Art. C, and the British

draft of July, Art. 5).

August. These criticisms were met by modifications in the annex to the new
agreed draft. The provisions relating to the Financial and Judicial Advisers
and to British officials employed in the public security and police services of th(i

Egyptian State were also placed in the annex in the new draft, instead of

being placed in the body of the treaty.
^ In this text, the obligation upon the Egyptian Government to consult the

British Government was extended to ‘circumstances likely ... to threaten the
lives and property of foreigners in Egypt'

.

® In the new version of this article, the British gained in substance while the
Egyptians gained in form ; for the proviso that British subjects should have
preference in Egyptian appointments of foreign officials was not limited to

senior posts in the draft of November as it had been in the draft of July.
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In the discussions ])etween Sir Austen Chamberlain and Sarwat

Pasha in which the new draft of this article had been agreed, it had

been explicitly stipulated and admitted that the new clause in the

first paragraj)h did not commit the British Government to any en-

gagement, ‘express or implied.’^ Nevertheless, this Article 7 of the

agreed draft treaty of November 1927 represented a remarkable

concession on the British (government's part in the matter of British

Empire communications by sea—a matter on which British opinion

was as sensitive as Egyi)tiau opinion w^as in regard to the regulation

and distribution of the waters of the Nile. The British Government
had, in fact, agreed that, after ten years, the territorial limits within

which the British forc^e on Egyptian soil was to be confined should

be decided, in the last resort, l)y the League of Nations
;
and they had

also consented to jnit on leeord the ]>ossibility that some day the

British force might be withdrawn altogether. Sarw^at Pasha w^as

not without justification in claiming that on this crucial question,

on which the conversations between Zaghlfil Pasha and Mr. Mac-

Donald had broken dowm in 1924,- and on which his own conversa-

tions wdth Sir Austen (liamberlain had almost broken down before

the draft was eventually agreed, he had obtained more favourable

terms for Egypt than Zaghlul Pasha himself had obtained in his

conversations with Lord Milner in 1920.-^

In the draft British note regarding the utilization of the Nile

Waters, the controversial question whether the Egyptian Ministry

of Public Works was to retain its former sux)erior executive j)owers

over the rc'gulation and distribution of Nile Waters in Sudanese as

well as in Egyptian territory was disjx)sed of by omission, like the

political question of the Sudan regime. In comi)ensation to the

Egyptians, explicit recognition was given to the principles which

they had at heart and which were, in fact, the fundamental interests

which they were seeking to secure when they demanded that the

former powers of the Egyptian Ministry of Public Works should be

preserved undiminished. In the draft note, it w^as accepted that ‘the

combined flow of the White and Blue Niles and their tributaries must
be considered as a single unit

' ; it was recognized that Egypt had ‘a

prior right to the maintenance of her present supplies of water for

the areas’ then ‘under cultivation, and to an equitable proj^ortion of

' This explicit agreed interpretation was put on record in a despatch of the
24th November, 1927, from Sir Austen Chamberlain to the British High Com-
missioner in Egypt, in which the agreed draft treaty was enclosed (text of this

despatch in Omd, 3050 of 1928).
* Survey for 1925, vol. i, pp. 208-9.
^ Sarwat Pasha, Expose Liminaire, p, xvi.
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any additional supplies which engineering works’ might ‘rejider

available in the future’; and it was agreed that since Egypt, 'as a

lesult of her physical configuration, must I'oly to a greater extent than

the Sudan on irrigation works, . . . she must exercise a preponderat-

ing influence on the general development of works designed to store

the waters of the Nile.’ The principles thus explicitly set forth, which
lepresented the fimdamental Egyptian desiderata in this matter of

\dtal import to Egypt, had already governed the Expert Commission’s
Report of the 21st March, 1926, which the British as well as the

Egyj^tian Government had accepted as the basis for a settlement.

In the draft note, the acceptance of the Report was endorsed, and in

two amiexes draft technical agreements were attached in order to

establish respectively the practical measures which were to be taken

immediate!3
' and the princi])]es which were to govern i)ossible future

developments

.

The specific matter dealt wdth in the draft note regarding Capitula-

tions in Eg37)t w as the question of extending the existing jurisdiction

of the Eg3^ptian Mixed Tribunals over the fields in w^hich jurisdiction

was still exercised, in Egypt, by foreign consular courts. Draft law s

for effecting this change had been prepared as far back as 1920, at

the time of the Milner-Zaghlul conversations of that 3"ear;^ the

question had been raised again by the Egyptian Government, au'pres

the British Government, early in 1927 ;
and Sarwat Pasha, in his

interview with Sir Austen Chamberlain on the 29th July, 1927, had
pressed for a settlement of this question as between Great Britain and

Egypt, as a preliminary to negotiations wdth the other lk)wers con-

cerned.2 In consequence, the question had been taken up before

Sarw^at Pasha’s return to Egypt in September,® and the draft note

of November embodied the result.

It remains to record the fate of these diafts which w^ere the monu-
ment of so much labour, ingenuity and goodwill.

The texts of the draft treat3' and of the draft note regarding Capitu-

lations in Egypt were enclosed respectively in two separate des-

patches, both dated the 24th November, from Sir Austen Chamberlain

to the British High Commissioner in Egypt.^ The despatch enclosing

the draft treaty was to be communicated by Lord Lloyd to Sarwat

Pasha, and this was done at Cairo on the 3rd December.® In this

^ For the Milner-Zaghlul conversations seethe ofthe Peace Conference^

vol. vi. Part IV, section 10. ^ Sarwat Pasha, Exposd Liminaire, p. xiii.

^ Sarwat Pasha, op, cit,, p. xiv.
* Texts of both despatches in Cmd, 3050 of 1928.
® Statement in a despatch dated the 5th February, 1928, from Sir Austen

Chamberlain to Lord Lloyd (text in Cmd, 3050 of 19281.
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despatch the British High Commissioner was informed that His

Majesty’s Government in Great Britain, after communication with

His Majesty’s Governments in the Dominions and India, accepted

the draft treaty,^ and that he was authorized to sign the treaty on
behalf of His Britannic Majesty as soon as Sarwat Pasha was in a

position to sign for the Egyptian Government.
In the second despatch of the 24th November, 1927, from the

Foreign Office to the British High Commissioner in Egypt, enclosing

the draft note regarding Capitulations in Egypt, Sir Austen Chamber-
lain declared his expectation that he would be able to adopt both this

note and that regarding the utilization of the Nile Waters (which had
been communicated to the British Residency at Cairo y)reviously

under cover of a despatch of the 9th November) ^ ‘as part of the

settlement which the coming into force of the treaty of alliance’

would ‘bring about’. ‘Both notes,’ he added, ‘are conditional ujKm
the conclusion of the treaty, and I propose that they should be ex-

changed with the corresponding notes from the Egyptian Government
on the occasion of the exchange of ratifications of the treaty.’

On the 3rd December, 1927, w^hen the despatch enclosing the draft

treaty was communicated to Sarwat Pasha by Lord Lloyd, the posi-

tion was as follows. First, the process of drafting the proposed Anglo-

Egyptian treaty had been definitively completed—at any rate in the

view of Sir Austen Chamberlain, as expressed in the despatch itself:

In its present form the draft treaty must be regarded as expressing

on the one side and the other the limit to which each party can advance
in his wish to meet the other. It was so understood between us, and it

was on this condition only that Sarwat Pasha no loss than I could go
thus far. It was common ground to us both that no further changes
could be made and that the treaty must now be accepted or rejected

as it stands.

On the British side, the text of the draft, as it then stood, had been

accepted not only by the Foreign Secretary but by his colleagues in

His Majesty’s Government in Great Britain—who, by accepting cer-

tain points in the draft which Sir Austen Chamberlain had referred

to them, had ‘ shown their earnest desire to make the treaty such as

Sarwat Pasha could recommend confidently and without reserve to

the Egyptian Government and nation.’ ^ On the British side, the text

had also been accepted by the Governments of the Dominions and

^ For the correspondence on this matter between His Britannic Majesty’s
respective Governments in Great Britain and in the Dominions, see pp. 279-83
below.

2 Text of this despatch in Cmd. 3050 of 1928.
8 Sir Austen Chamberlain’s first desi^atch of the 24th November, 1927.

s •
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India.^ Accordingly, on the British side, there was no obstacle to

immediate signature. On the Egyptian side, however, Sarwat Pasha

had still to secure the acceptance of the treaty by his colleagues before

signature was i)Ossible ;
and, even if the signature of the treaty were

achieved, both Governments would have to secure the acceptance of

it by the respective parliaments, since it had been 'understood’

between Sir Austen ('hamberlain and Sarwat Pasha ‘that on each

side ratification would be subject to parliamentary approval’.- This

was easy for the British Government, which commanded a majority

in the House of Commons, but difficult for Sarwat Pasha, whose

j)osition vis-d-vis the Chamber was deixuident on his securing the

support of the leader of the majority, Mustafa Pasha Nahhas. Mean-

while, the text had not been communicated by Sarwat Pasha to his

colleagues, and no official public statement of the scope of the pro-

posed treaty—or even of the fact that a treaty had been drafted

—

had been made in either country.^ Indeed, on the 20th July, 1927,

Sir Austen Chamberlain had stated in reply to a parliamentary ques-

tion in the House of Commons at Westminster that, while he had
taken advantage of Sarw^at Pasha’s i)resence in Great Britain to

discuss Anglo-Egyptian relations with him, it was not the intention

of either of them to conclude any new agreement during that visit.

Again, on the 17th November, in reply to another parliamentary

question from the same member regarding the outcome of the second

series of conversations which had just taken })lace that month, he had
simply stated that ‘no decisions were taken or sought’. When, how-

ever, some days after the text of the draft treaty had been communi-
cated to Sarwat Pasha by Lord Lloyd on the 3rd December, yet

another parliamentary question w^as put dowm in the House of

Commons at Westminster for the 12th December, Sir Austen Cham-
berlain conveyed to Sarwat Pasha, on the 7th December,^ the

suggestion that the treaty should be signed in the course of the follow-

^ For the constitutional import of this acceptance see pp. 279-83 below.
2 Sir Austen Chamberlain’s first despatch of the 24th November, 1927.
3 On the 9th November, 1927, at the Guildhall, Mr. Baldwin, in his review of

foreign relations, merely said that His Majesty’s Government had availed
themselves of Sarwat Pasha’s two visits to London ‘to discuss fully with His
Excellency the relations of our two countries. Both have reason to be satisfied

with the course of those conversations. We hope they have laid the foundations
on which we may presently build a firm structure of Anglo-Egyptian friend-

ship, so as to ensure to this country and the British Empire the defence of their

essential interests and to discharge all their international obligations, and to

Eg3^t her freedom and independence and proper position in the comity of

nations’.
^ In a telegram of that date to Lord Lloyd (Text in the Egyptian Green

Book, Document No. 10).
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ing week and published simultaneously in Great Britain and in Egypt
on about the 20th December, that is, just before the British parlia-

mentary recess.^

The Egyptian parliamentary session had opened on the 17th

November, and at the first sitting Nahhas Pasha, the new leader ofthe

Wafd, had been elected President of the Chamber. In the speech from
the throne, which Sarwat Pasha read on this occasion, he referred to

his conversations with Sir Austen Chamberlain and intimated that

an Anglo-Egyptian alliance was the goal in view. Between that date,

however, and the receipt of Sir Austen Chamberlain’s message of the

7th December, Sarwat Pasha—shaving re-entered the atmosphere of

Egyptian politics—appears to have discovered that, in all good faith,

he had ]daced himself in a false position. In inducing Sir Austen
Chambej'lain to advance so far towards his point of view as to have
made it possible to j)roduce a draft treaty which he personally could

acce])t, he himself had been led so far towards Sir Austen Chamber-
lain’s point of view that he had passed the line beyond which he could

hope to induce his countrymen to follow him.

In this situation, Sarwat Pasha evidently found the British

Government’s message of the 7th December embarrassing
;
and his

best course w ould probably have been to inform Sir Austen Chamber-
lain at once that he had made a miscalculation and that his expecta-

tion of securing acceptance in Egypt for the draft treaty as agreed

betwxeen Sir Austen and himself was no longer tenable. Instead, he

informed Lord Lloyd that he felt unable to lay the documents before

his colleagues until he had discussed certain issues which (he sub-

mitted) had not bt^en cleared up in London; and, at the end of a

consequent exchange of view^s, his new queries crystallized into a

request, which he made on the 31st December, for written assurances

regarding the interpretation of the text of the draft treaty in Articles

2, 4, 6, 8, and Annex II (c). He also suggested two interpretations, on
his own part, of Annex II (c) and Annex I (a). At the same time, in

connexion with the two draft notes, he raised certain points relating

to the allocation of the Nile Waters and asked for written assurances

on cei-tain points relating to the reform of the Capitulations The
^ For the history of events from the 3rd December, 1927, onwards see two

despatches, dated respectively the 5th February and the Ist ISlarch, 1928, from
•Sir Austen Chamberlain to Lord Lloyd in Cmd. 3050 of 1928, as well as Sarwat
Pasha’s Expose Liminaire^ Part VI (pp. xvii-xviii). Sarwat Pasha’s narrative is

much briefer than Sir Austen Chamberlain’s. On the other hand, it is supple-
mented in the Green Book by the texts of the correspondence exchanged between
London and Cairo during this stage—a correspondence of which only the more
important documents are quoted in full in Sir Austen Chamberlain’s despatches.

* It should be noted that in opening this discussion on the two draft notes
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British authorities, on their side, were aware that Sarwat Pasha's

'difficulties were very real and that undue haste on' their ' j)art might

not only drive him to take a false step, for which the blame might

fall upon His Majesty's Government, but might also be interpreted

as excessive anxiety to secure a treaty in' their ‘own interests'.^

They were therefore disposed to assist him—within the limits of the

previous understanding that the text of the draft treaty, as it then

stood, was definitive—in his difficult task of commending the draft

treaty to his colleagues in the Egyptian Government and to the

majority in the Egyptian Chamber. When, however, the exchange of

views dragged on and was re})eatedly extended in scope by Sarw^at

l^asha, Sir Austen Chamberlain reminded him of his contention,

during the original conversations out of which the draft had emerged,

that one effect of the treaty ought to be the substitution of a new rela-

tion of mutual trust for formal safeguards, and he suggested that the

force of this contention ought to be felt both ways.- Nevertheless, in

a message ® which was received by Sarwat Pasha on the 10th January,

1928, Sir Austen Chamberlain gave written assurances on the points

on which Sarw^at Pasha asked for them ;
and he also dealt with the

two interpretations of Annex I (a) and Annex II (c) which Sarwat

Pasha himself had suggested. After a discussion of this message

between Lord Lloyd and Sarwat Pasha on the 10th and 11th January,

1928, the outstanding points of difference were reduced to Sarwat

Pasha's interpretations of Annex I (a) and Annex II (c) which Sir

Austen Chamberlain had not found hiiUvSelf able to accept, but in

regard to which he had made certain constructive suggestions. On
the first point, which concerned the British personnel to be attached

to the Egyptian Army, Sir Austen Chamberlain had suggested the

conversion of the existing personnel into a military mission
;
and on

the 1st February the Cabinet at Westminster gave authorization for

Sarwat Pasha was unquestionably acting not only legitimately but reasonably,
for he had expressly reserved his acceptance of the note on Nile Waters and
had not signified acceptance of the note on Capitulations, whereas he had
expressly agreed the text of the draft treaty, article by article, except for the
one small point outstanding which has been mentioned. Thus his action in

opening a discussion on the two notes was not on all fours with his action in
reopening the discussion on the treaty.

^ .Sir Austen Chamberlain’s despatch of the 6th February, 1928, to Lord
Lloyd, referring to Lord Lloyd’s own observations to the Secretary of State in
reporting .Sarwat Pasha’s attitude.

^ Text of this message, which was received by Sarwat Pasha on the 28th
December, 1927, in Sir Austen Chamberlain’s despatch of the 5th February,
1928, and in the Egyptian Green Book, Document No. 11.

Text in .Sir Austen Chamberlain’s despatch of the 6th February, 1928, and
in the Egyptian Green Book, Document No. 12.
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an attempt to arrange this by negotiating an agreement to be em-
bodied in a separate exchange of notes. Thus the new differences of

view which had been brought out since the 7th December were in turn

reduced, to aU appearance, to a single issue, namely Annex II (c),

which concerned the British i>ersonnel in the Egyptian public security

and j)olice services. On this issue the British Government sought to

meet Sarwat Pasha by offering him, in lieu of the first version of their

written assurance on this clause, an alternative formula^ according

to which the question of the number, status and functions of the

British officials in the Egyptian public security and police services

should be referred in the last resort to the Council of the League of

Nations, ‘in default of the conclusion, within five years of the coming

into force of the treaty, of agreements with the Powers concerned for

the reform of the capitulatory system as contemplated in Annex II

(c), and in default of agreement between His Britannic Majesty’s

Government and the Egyptian Government for the modification of

the provisions of that clause’. This message was conveyed to Sarwat

Pasha on the 6th February, together with a personal message‘s from

Sir Austen Chamberlain, in which the British Secretary of State im-

j)ressed upon the Egyptian Prime Minister ‘ that so far as His Majesty’s

Government’ were ‘concerned, the last word’ had ‘now been said’;

that they could not ‘ contemplate further discussion ’
;
that, if Egypt

now refused this settlement, the British Government would ‘be

obliged to insist upon a strict observance of the rights which they’

had ‘reserved to themselves by’ the Declaration of February 1922;

and that, with the re-assembly of the Parliament at Westminster, the

Secretary of State could not, consistently with his obligations, avoid

giving a full account of their negotiations, which would necessitate

the publication of the whole correspondence in the near future. Sir

Austen Chamberlain therefore urged Sarwat Pasha to place the treaty

before his colleagues without delay and to proceed at the earliest

possible moment to its signature. In reply, Sarwat Pasha declared

to Lord Lloyd, in the course of the interview on the 6th February,

1928, in which the messages were conveyed, ‘that the last word of

His Majesty’s Government would not satisfy Egyptian public opinion

and that he could, in consequence, see no prospect of the treaty’s

acceptance either by his colleagues or Parliament. The discussions

in London showed that the whole difficulty lay in the maintenance of

^ Text in Sii* Austen Chamberlain’s despatch of the 5th February, 1928, and
in the Egyptian Green Book, Document No. 14.

2 Text in Sir Austen Chamberlain’s despatch of the 5th February, 1928, and
in the Egyptian Green Book, Document No. 17.
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the British Army on Egyj)tian soil. Egypt could only be convinced

of the necessity for this if it could be shown that the advantages of

the treaty were such as to outweigh this disadvantage. By this

test, he condemned, as still unsatisfactory, the British Government’s
alternative formula for the assurance regarding Annex II (c) ;

while,

as regarded the military mission, he 'said that he was quite prepared

to make proposals for its establishment, but that he would never

persuade his colleagues to sign the treaty before the matter was
settled ’.2 He declared himself willing to lay the treaty before his

colleagues as it stood, if Lord Lloyd insisted, but he protested that

‘this would mean failure’.^

By this time Sarwat Pasha was being pressed to communicate to his

colleagues the text of the draft treaty and the result of the exchanges

of views since his return to Cairo not only by the British Government
but by his colleagues themselves

;
and he was under perhaps greater

pressure from Nahhas Pasha—the newly elected leader of the party

to which a majority of his colleagues owed allegiance and by which

a majority of votes in the Chamber was commanded. Under this

attack on two fronts, his resistance broke down. He first communi-
cated the whole dossier of the negotiations to Nahhas I^asha on the

8th February;^ and, between that date and the 25th, he also com-
municated it to his own colleagues in the Cabinet and discussed the

proi)osed terms of settlement with some of them and with Nahhas
Pasha likewise.® In the meantime, he did not cease to cany on his

negotiations with the British Government. On the 18th February,

for instance, he presented a reply® to the two messages which he had
received from Sir Austen Chamberlain on the 10th January and the

6th February respectively
;
on the 21st he presented two notes" deal-

ing further with the questions of British personnel to be attached to

the Egyptian Army and to the Egyptian public security and police

services
;
and on the 25th he received, through Lord Lloyd, a further

personal message from Sir Austen Chamberlain.® From the moment,
however, when he communicated the dossier to Nahhas Pasha on the

^ Sarwat Pasha’s observations as reported in Sir Austen Chainherlain’s
despatch of the 5th February, 1928.

2 Sir Austen Chamberlain’s despatch of the 1st March, 1928. ^ Op. mt.
^ Sir Austen Chamberlain’s despatch of the 1st March, 1928.
^ Sir Austen Chamberlain’s despatch of the Ist March, 1928 ; Sarwat Pasha’s

Exposd JAminaire, p. xviii.

® Text in Sir Austen Chamberlain’s despatch of the Ist March, 1928, and in

the Egyptian Green Book, Document No. 18.
’ Texts in the Egyptian Green Book, Documents Nos. 19 and 20.
® Text in Sir Austen Chamberlain’s despatch of the 1st March, 1928, and in

the Egyptian Green Book, Document No. 21.
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8th February, Sarwat Pasha had really ceased to be the protagonist

on the Egyj)tian side
;
and his actions after that date would not appear

to have had any influence on the further course of events. As soon as

Sir Austen Chamberlain was informed that the dossier had been placed
in Nahhas Pasha’s hands, he began to communicate with Nahhas
Pasha direct

;
^ and this step corresponded with the realities of the

situation in Egypt; since, from the 8th March onwards, Sarwat

Pasha’s role was reduced to the })osition of passively awaiting the

decision of the Wajd under Nahhas Pasha’s leadership, with the fore-

knowledge that this would determine the decision of his own C’abinet,

in which the Wafd commanded a majority as well as in the Chamber.

The dealings between the British (Tovernment and Nahhas Pasha,

which now began, are recorded below
;
but it seems convenient, before

passing to this subject, to conclude the history of Sarwat Pasha’s

draft treaty, with which Sarwat Pasha’s own political fortunes were

bound up.

From the message to Sir Austen Chamberlain which Sarwat Pasha
presented on the 18th February, 1928, he would ayjpear, on that date,

still to have taken the view that his success or failure in commending
the draft treaty to Nahhas Pasha and to his own colleagues in the

Cabinet would turn on the two points relating to Annexes I (a) and
II (c) which still remained at issue : and that if the treaty fell through,

the responsibility would therefore lie with the British Government,

in as much as they had pressed him to communicate the text to his

colleagues before the exchange of views on these points had been

concluded. The sequel showed, however, that the opposition to the

treaty went much deeper ; that in fact, as Sarwat Pasha himseK had
declared to Lord Lloyd on the 6th February, the whole difficulty lay

in the maintenance of the British Army on Egyptian soil
; and that

Sarwat Pasha had deceived himself in supposing that he could secure

from the British Government any interpretation of the treaty which

would be such as to outweigh this disadvantage m the judgement of

those Egyptians on whose action the fate of the treaty depended.

When Nahhas Pasha communicated to Sarwat Pasha his opinion on

the draft, ‘he declared that, “by reason both of its basic principles

and of its actual provisions”, it “was incompatible with the indepen-

dence and the sovereignty of Egypt ”, and that, moreover, “it legalized

the occupation of the country by British forces.” Consequently he

held that it was useless to enter into a discussion which might have

resulted in explaining or clearing up the draft or which might even

1 See the first paragraph of Sir Austen Chamberlain’s second despatch of the

1st March, 1928, to Lord Lloyd in Omd. 3050 of 1928.
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conceivably have opened the way for an attempt to ameliorate it with

a view to rendering it acceptable/^ Again, in an interview with

Lord Lloyd on the 26th February, 1928, Nahhas Pasha ‘stated that

he felt it useless to discuss what advantages might or might not be

afforded to Egypt in various clauses of the treaty, in as much as the

treaty clearly failed to provide for the complete evacuation of Egypt
by the British Army,’ and ‘on the question of the British Army in

Egypt he was entirely uncompromising and repeated himself on this

point again and again/- The attitude of the leader of the Wafd was

reflected in that of the Cabinet, (though not all the Ministers were

Wafd members), and the Cabinet insisted^ that the British Government
should be informed of their view. Accordingly, on the 1st March,

Sarwat Pasha informed Lord Lloyd that his Government were unable

to sign the treaty and on the 4th he handed to him the written text

of their decision. In this document® the grounds for the rejection of

the treaty were stated in the very words which Nahhas Pasha had
used to Sarwat Pasha some days before,® as follows

:

My colleagues have reached the conclusion that draft, by reason both
of its basic principles and of its actual provisions, is incompatible with

the independence and sovereignty of Egypt and, moreover, that it

legalises occupation of the country by British forces. My colleagues

have accordingly charged me to inform His Britannic Majesty's Principal

Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs that they cannot accept this draft.

That afternoon, Sarwat Pasha had resigned office.’ On the 22nd

September, 1928, he died.® He had been the victim of a vain

attempt to serve his country by entering upon a great transaction

in circumstances that did not allow him to succeed. His failure,

which was a personal tragedy for him, was also a grave misfortune

both for Egypt and for Great Britain.

^ Sarwat Pasha, Expose Liminaire, p. xviii. It is not clear whether this

exchange of views between Sarwat Paslia and Nahhas Pasha was identical with
that reported by Sarwat Pasha to Lord Lloyd on the 25th February. According
to this report, as rei)roduced in Sir Austen Chamberlain’s despatch of the Ist

March, 1928, Nahhas Pasha, in conversation with Sarw^at Pasha, ‘had objected
to the right of the British Army to remain in Egyi^t being recognized, but other-
w'ise had been non-committal, arguing that he must first discuss the treaty at
a party meeting which had been summoned for the following day.’

Sir Austen Chamberlain’s second despatch to Lord Lloyd of the Ist March,
1928, quoting Lord Lloyd’s rei)ort to him.

Sarwat Pasha, Expose Liminaire, p. xviii.

^ Lord Lloyd’s telegram of the Ist March, 1928, in Cmd, 3050 of 1928.
® Text in Cmd. 3050 of 1928 and in the Egyptian Green Book, Document

No. 22. ® See p. 263 above.
’ Lord Lloyd’s telegram of the 4th March, 1928, in Cmd. 3050 of 1928.
^ He died in Paris. F^or an account of his career see the obituary notice in

The Times

y

24th September, 1928.
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In a reply, dated the 5th March, 1928,^ to the message which he had
received from Sir Austen Chamberlain on the 25th February, Sarwat
Pasha again suggested that the cause of the failure was the fact that

he had been compelled to communicate the text of the draft treaty

to his colleagues in the Cabinet and to Nahhas Pasha before he had
settled with the British Government the interpretation of certain

points in the Annex relating to British personnel in the Egyptian
Army and the Egyptian Police. He further suggested the deeper

reason that, in the course of negotiations, the procedure had been
changed. The original idea, he submitted, in both his own and Sir

Austen Chamberlain’s mind, had been that the conversations in

London should not be pursued further than the establishment of an
agreement in principle, and that such agreement should be endorsed

by the leader of the Wafd, as well as by Sarwat Pasha himself, before

the real negotiations—which were to take place in Egypt—were

started. An examination of the British as well as the Egyptian record

of Sarwat Pasha \s transactions with the British Government, down
to his final return to Egy])t in November 1927, indicates that Sarw^at

Pasha’s statement on this })oint was correct to the extent that the

embodiment of a provisional agreement in the texts of draft diplo-

matic instruments was something more than either party had originally

exi)ected or intended to accomplish at this stage. It also appears

that, after the conversations had develoi)ed into negotiations over

texts, the British Foreign Secretary, in order to secure the consent

of his own colleagues to certain concessions to the Egyptian point

of view which were contained in the text of the draft treaty as agreed

between him and Sarwat Pasha, found himself obliged to inform

Sarwat Pasha that the limit of British concessions had been reached

and to insist that this text in its existing form must be regarded as

definitive, before any opportunity to consider it had been given to

those Egyptian statesmen with whom the ultimate decision on the

Egyptian side would rest. On the other hand, the change from ex-

X^loratory conversations to negotiations over texts, w^hich undoubtedly

occurred between the 13th and the 18th July, 1927, and of which
Sarwat Pasha complained on the 5th March, seems actually to have
been made on Sarwat Pasha’s own initiative.^ And it also appears

that, after this change of procedure had resulted in the almost

^ Text in the Egyptian Green Book, Document No. 23.
2 For the ‘speeding-up’ of the transactions between the 13th and the 18th

July, 1927, see pp. 243-6 above.
^ See the passage in Sir Austen Chamberlain’s first despatcli of the 24th

November, 1927, which is quoted on p. 257 above.
* See the examination of this disputed point on pp. 244-6 above.
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complete agreement of the text of a draft treaty, Sarwat Pasha had

explicitly acquiesced in Sir Austen Chamberlain’s condition that this

text must be taken or left as it stood.

There remains the prior question whether Sarwat Pasha, being the

representative of only a minority in the Egyptian Cabinet and the

Egyptian Chamber, was well advised to initiate the negotiations at

all
;
and whether the British Government, on their part, were well

advised to enter into negotiations with an Egyptian Prime Minister

who could not command a majority. On this point, both Sarwat

Pasha and Sir Austen t •hamberlain might have replied that they were

so convinced of the need for arriving promptly at a definitive settle-

ment in the interest of both countries, that they felt themselves justi-

fied in making the venture, even when it had to be made on such

uncertain ground. ^ In that case, the failure would be traceable in the

last resort to the anomalous position in the int€>rnal politics of Egypt

since the assassination of Sir Lee Stack—a position in which the

leader of the majority in the Chamber was unable to serve as Prime

Minister—and for this position the British Government w ere respon-

sible in as much as, since the assassination of Sir Lee Stack, they had

interfered in the internal politics of Egypt to the extent of ]>lacing

a veto upon Zaghlfd’s return to office. Even, however, if Zaghlfil

Pasha had been in office in the summer of 1927, and if negotiations

with the British Government had been opened by him at the time and

carried on by his successor Nahhas Pasha, it does not seem probable

that a definitive settlement w'ould have been attained. On the con-

trary it seems far more likely that such negotiations w^ould have

broken down at once over the question of the British military occupa-

tion, as the Zaghlul-MacDonald conversations had done in 19242 and
as the Sarwat-Chamberlain negotiations actually did as soon as the

draft treaty resulting from them was communicated to Nahhas
Pasha. More than that, it seems likely that negotiations would have

brokendownover this crucial question sooner or laterwhateverGovern-

ment had been in office in Egypt
;
and that Nahhas Pasha, in taking

the stand which he took in this matter when it eventually came before

him, was speaking not only for the Wafd but for the majority of

politically conscious Egyptians of all parties.

^ In the course of a debate in the House of Commons at Westminster on the
10th May, 1928, Sir Austen Chamberlain argued very forcibly that, when once
Sarwat Pasha had presented him with the draft of a treaty, he had really no
choice except to go forward and attempt to arrive at an agreed draft. (On the
question how the idea of preparing a draft forthwith arose between the 13th
and 18th July, 1928, see pp. 243-6 above).

2 See the Survey for 1925^ vol. i, jjp. 208-9.
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The British military occupation of Egypt seems, in fact, to have

been the ultimate stumbling-block in 1927-8 as in 1924; but this

occupation, again, was merely the most consjricuous symbol of the

fact that Anglo-Egyptian relations rested on a basis of force; and
this was a part of a vicious circle which had hitherto defied all efforts

to break it. On both sides it was recognized as the objective of

diplomacy that the relations between the two countries should be

lifted from this basis of force and jilaced on a new basis of mutual
consent founded on a common recognition of mutual advantage.

This change of basis, however, could only be effected by the creation

of a new atmosphere of mutual confidence and goodwill
;
and this

new atmosphere was stifled by the old atmosphere of mutual susincion

which the existing basis of force continued to engender.

Perhaj)s the most significant feature of the negotiations had been

the persistence with which this atmosphere of suspicion reasserted

itself. On the British side it had manifested itself first, on the eve of

the negotiations, in the drastic steps taken during May 1927 on the

strength of an unofficial document of Egyptian authorship in which

changes were suggested in the control and organization of the Egyp-
tian Army and then again, during the first stage of the negotiations

themselves, in an anxiety to safeguard British interests and responsi-

bilities in Egypt as far as possible by formal stipulations in the text

of the draft treaty and to rely as little as possible on the psychological

effect which the treaty might have in the way of evoking Egyptian

goodwill. It may be noted that the signal successes which Great

Britain had achieved in arriving at definitive settlements, on a volun-

tary basis of mutual consent, first with the Dutch in South Africa and
then with the C^atholics in Southern Ireland, had been achieved by
taking the very risk which His Majesty’s Government in Great

Britain hesitated to take, with regard to Egypt, both in 1924 and in

1927-8. The essence of the grant of ‘Dominion Status’ had been

that Great Britain had deliberately surrendered her existing ‘ material

guarantees ’ in South Africa and Southern Ireland—guarantees con-

sisting, there also, in military force—in exchange for ‘ j)sychological

guarantees ’ which ex hypothesi did not yet exist, since nothing but the

surrender of the ‘material guarantees’ could call them into being.

There was a striking contrast between this spirit in w'^hich British

statesmen had dealt so successfully with the South African and the

Irish problems and the spirit of suspicion which continued to be

prevalent in British dealings with the Egyptians—^for example, in

the transactions of 1927. On the Egyptian side, precisely the same
^ See pp. 239-42 above.
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atmosphere prevailed during the second stage of the negotiations,

when Sarwat Pasha, in his turn, felt himsetf unable to recommend to

his countrymen, with any hope of success, a draft treaty which left

any detail of Egj^ptian interests dependent on British goodwill. At
this stage, it was Sarwat Pasha who sought the safeguard of the

written bond—not, indeed, by introducing new stipulations into the

text of the draft treaty, which Sir Austen Chamberlain had vetoed in

advance, but by obtaining the British Government’s endorsement of

written interpretations. Thereupon, Sir Austen Chamberlain justly

pointed out^ that Sarwat Pasha was showing at Cairo the very spirit

of suspicion which he had complained of in the British Government
when he had been in London. To a certain extent, no doubt, mis-

givings were inevitable in the mind of a rej)resentative of a small

country when he was negotiating with the Government of a Great

Power a treaty which would virtually determine his own country’s

destiny if once it were concluded. It may bo noted, for instance, that

the two Italo-Albanian treaties of the 27th November, 1926, and the

22nd November, 1927, which were successfully signed and ratified,

were supplemented by unilateral declarations, interj)reting certain

points, which the Italian Government made public at the Albanian

Government’s request.^ At the same time it is probable that, in the

Egyptian mind, misgivings which would have obtruded themselves in

any case were strengthened by the contagion of the conesponding

misgivings which existed on the British side. Here, again, there was

a vicious circle of suspicion breeding suspicion which the joint efforts

of British and Egyptian diplomacy failed to break.

As soon as it was evident that Sarwat Pasha’s draft treaty was
doomed to be rejected by the Wafdy the atmosphere of suspicion re-

asserted itself on the British side. In the spring of 1928, as in the

spring of the preceding year, this was evoked by certain suggestions

and ])roposals for legislation by the Egyptian Parliament—the sub-

ject, this time, being not the Egyptian Army but the provisions in

Egypt for the maintenance of public security. In 1928, once again,

the proposals were quashed by a repetition of the drastic steps which
had been taken the year before.

As early as the 2nd January, 1928, Sir Austen Chamberlain in-

structed Lord Lloyd to warn Sarwat Pasha confidentially that the

British Government regarded ‘the Wafd's reckless legislative pro-

gramme with grave concern ’ and as soon as he was informed that,

^ See p. 260 above. 2 See the Survey for 1927, Part II C, Section (ii).

^ Text of the instructions, as quoted by Sir Austen Chamberlain in the course
of a debate in the House of Commons at Westminster on the 10th May, 1928.
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on the 8th February, 1928, the dossier of his negotiations with Sarwat

Pasha had been communicated by the latter to Nahhas Pasha, he

‘thought it essential that Nahhas Pasha should be left under no
illusion as to the serious nature of the decision which Egypt was called

upon to make and which he, as leader of the numerically strongest

group in the present Egyptian Parliament, would largely influence’.^

He accordingly authorized Lord Lloyd ‘to inform His Excellency

that in the event of a rejection of the treaty His Majesty’s Govern-

ment would have to consider how the enactment of certain projected

legislation in the Egyptian Parliament would accord with their

responsibilities under the Declaration of the 28th February, 1922,

and to add that the wording of recent manifestos by students, and the

reported association with them of undesirable characters, raised the

question of the obligations imposed on His Majesty’s Government by
that instrument for the protection of foreigners '.^ Thereafter, when
he was informed that Nahhas Pasha, in his interview with Lord Lloyd

on the 26th February, had shown himself intransigent as far as the

draft treaty was concerned,^ Sir Austen Chamberlain instructed Lord
Lloyd—‘unless . . . the final decision of the Egyptian Government
differed widely from the attitude adopted by the leader of the Wafd^
—to address an official note to the Egyptian Government in the

following terms

:

His Majesty’s Government have for some time past viewed with
misgiving certain legislative proposals introduced in the Egyptian
Parliament which, if they were to become law, would be likely seriously

to weaken the hands of the administrative authorities responsible for the

maintenance of order and for the protection of life and property in Egypt.
So long as there was any prospect of the early conclusion of a Treaty

of Alliance between Great Britain and Egypt which would define anew
the responsibilities and rights of the two parties. His Majesty’s Govern-
ment were content to refrain from all comment in the expectation that

they might rely with confidence on the Egyptian Government to avoid
legislation which might make it impossible for the Egyptian Administra-

tion to discharge successfully the increased responsibilities inherent in

the treaty regime.

But now that conversations with the Egyptian Goveinment have
failed to achieve their object, His Majesty’s Government cannot permit
the discharge of any of their responsibilities under the Declaration of

the 28th February, 1922, to be endangered whether by Egyptian
legislation of the nature indicated above, or by administrative action,

and they reserve the right to take such steps as in their view the situation

may demand.^
^ Sir Austen Chamberlain’s second despatch of the 1st March, 1928, to Lord

Lloyd, printed in Cmd. 3050 of 1928. ^ 3 p 264 above.
* Text in Sir Austen Chamberlain’s second despatch of the 1st March, 1928,

to Lord Lloyd.
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This note was duly handed by Lord Lloyd to Sarwat Pasha on the

4th March/ and was considered by his Cabinet on the 6th March,

1928 ; but, in view of the fact that Sarwat Pasha had resigned office

on the 4th before leceiving the note from Lord Lloyd, they decided

that they could not deal with the matter. It therefore remained in

suspense until after the formation of a new ministry on the 16th

March. This ministry was a coalition, like its two predecessors—seven

portfolios being assigned this time to members of the Wafd, tw^o

to Liberals, and one to an Independent,- This time, however, the

ministry w^as formed and the post of IVime Minister taken by the

leader of the majoritj', that is, by Nahhas Pasha and it therefore

fell to Nahhas Pasha to deal, on the Egyptian side, with the new
crisis in Anglo-Egyptian relations that was then impending.

The occasion of this crisis was a bill regarding public meetings and
demonstrations which, in compliance wuth a decision taken by the

Egyptian C^hamber of Deputies on the 22nd November, 1927, had
been submitted to the Egyptian Parliament in December. This bill

was designed to replace the Egyptian Law No. 14 of 1923, and it was
the difference between the bill and the existing law wdiich gave

ground for the concern expressed in the note presented by the British

High Commissioner on the 4th March, 1928. It may be observed that

all Egyptian legislation dating from the 2)re-constitutional era was
due to come up, piece by piece, for consideration by the Egyi)tian

Parliament with a view to confirmation, amendment, repeal or

replacement, as the case might be, so that the j)roj)Osal to rey)lace

Law No. 13 of 1923 by a new law w^as not an exceptional measure.

It may also be observed that the bill would probably^ have become
law before the draft Anglo-Egyptian treaty had been rejected by the

Egyptian Government, and while the head of that Government was
stiU Sarwat Pasha, but for the accident of a drafter’s or printer’s

error in the text as first submitted to and passed by the Senate—

a

technical defect which had made it necessary to pass the bill, as a

pure formality, through the Senate again, with the result that it was
still pending at the moment when the treaty was rejected and Sarwat

* Lord Lloyd’s tele^am of ihe 4tli March, 1 928, printed in Cmd. 3050 of 1 928.
For the composition of the new ministry see The Times, 17th March, 1928.

^ It is to be presumed that the veto which the British Government had
imposed, since the assassination of Sir Lee Stack, upon the formation of a
ministry by ZaghlGl Pasha had been regarded as applying to him personally
and not ex officio and as therefore not applicable a priori to his successor in the
leadership of the Wafd.

< The uncertain factor was the date on which the biU, after unimpeded
passage through the Chamber and the Senate, would have received the Koyal
Assent.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



Sect, i EGYPT AND GREAT BRITAIN 271

Pasha fell. As this accident could not have been foreseen by the

British Government, it is difficult to understand how they could have

expected (as stated in the note presented after the rejection of the

treaty) that the passage of the bill into law would be avoided by
Sarwat Pasha’s Administration. If, however, before the rejection of

the treaty, the British Government were content to allow the bill to

take its chance, it must have been not so much a change of expecta-

tion j’egarding the prospects of the bill as a change of attitude towards

the Egyptian Government owing, to the rejection of the treaty and
the fall of the Egyptian statesmen who had sponsored treaty and bill

alike, that led to the new departure in British policy announced on
the 4th March.

On the 30th March, a reply ^ to the British note of the 4th was
presented to Lord Lloyd by Nahhas Pasha, to the effect that the note

did not correspond with the Egyptian Government’s ‘frank willing-

ness to develop and fortify the bonds of friendship which should

govern the relations between Great Britain and Egyj)t ’
;
that it was

‘an evident departure from the rules admitted in matters of diplo-

matic intervention ’
;
and that the Egyptian Government could not

‘admit the principle of an intervention wLich w^ould be tantamount
to its veritable abdication’. To this reply Sir Austen Chamberlain
rejoined, in a message transmitted on the 4th April, by declaring that

the British Government could not accept the reply ‘as a correct

exposition of the relations existing between Great Britain and Egypt
or of their respective obligations’. He then set forth the British

Government’s view' of the situation created by the British Declaration

of February 1 922 ; and declared that, the Egyptian Government
having refused the draft treaty which he had negotiated with Sarwat
Pasha, the status quo ante continued.

The position to-day is therefore the same as when the Ramsay
MacDonald-Zaghlul negotiations broke dowm, except in so far as it has
been modified by the Notes exchanged in November 1924. The reserved

points remain reserved to the absolute discretion of His Majesty's
Government, the Egyptian Government exercising its independent
authority subject to satisfying His Majesty’s Government on these
matters.

In reply to this rejoinder, Nahhas Pasha made a statement® in the

Egyptian Chamber in which he announced that the Egyptian Govern-
ment held to their point of view.

On the 7th April, the text of the bill was transmitted to Sir Austen

^ Text in The Times, 5th April, 1928. * Text in The Times, loc. cit.

® Text in The Times, 7th April, 1928.
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Chamberlain by Lord Lloyd. ^ (It has been explained above that by
this time the bill, having been passed by the Chamber and approved

without any substantial modification by the Senate, would probably

have been law already, but for a drafter's or printer’s error on account

of which it w^as aw’^aiting the purely technical formality of re-passage

through the Senate with the error removed.) In his covering des-

patch, Lord Lloyd submitted that the bill was ‘obviously aimed at

weakening the Executive and at facilitating political agitation and

demonstrations in the frequently recurring i)eriods of tension between

Great Britain and Nationalist Egypt’
;
and after comparing the text

of the bill with that of the existing law, Sir Austen Chamberlain

formed the opinion that certain features of the bill, to w^hich Lord

Lloyd had drawn attention,- presented ‘a very real threat to foreign

lives and proi)erty in Egypt when interpreted in the light of the

general conditions obtaining there

This allusion may have been prompted by events in Egypt w hich

had occurred as recently as the 7th and 8th March, when the new^s of

the rejection of the treaty had been followed by demonstrations of

schoolboys at Asij' ut, Cairo and Tantah. At Asiyut the boys of an

Egyptian school attacked an American school, because their fellows

there would not join them in coming out on strike
; at Cairo, they

made disturbances in the centre of the city and also demonstrated at

the Baytu’l-Ummah—the late Zaghhll Pasha’s house, which had

become the headquarters of the Wafd; at Tantah, they wTecked

several shops belonging to C^ypriots and other foreigners. At all these

places they came into collision wdth the j^olice, and casualties w^ere

inflicted and suffered.^ Yet perhaps the most significant thing about

this outbreak was its triviality, compared with the violent popular

upheavals which had occurred several times between the Armistice

of 1918 and the British Declaration of 1922
;
and it could hardly have

been taken seriously as a threat to lives and property except through

being interpreted in the light of general conditions which had really

ceased to obtain for several years past.^ A neutral student of Anglo-

Egyptian relations might have noted this as another instance of a

^ The text of the hill as it stood at this stage is printed in parallel columns
with the Egyptian Law No. 14 of 1923, and with indications of the changes
contemplated in the bill, in an enclosure to a despatch of the 7th April, 1928,
from Lord Lloyd to Sir Austen Chamberlain, which is included in the British

Parliamentary Paper Cmd. 3097 of 1928.
* For details, see Lord Lloyd’s despatch of the 7th April, 1928.
® Despatch of the 16th April, from Sir Austen Chamberlain to Lord Lloyd,

printed in Cmd. 3097 of 1928.
^ For details of these disturbances see The Times and The Manchester

Guardiany 9th March, 1928. ^ On this point see p. 241 above.
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vicious circle, in which the failure of an attempt to arrive at a settle-

ment by mutual agreement once again evoked an outbreak (though

this time not a formidable one) on the Egyi)tian side
;
and this out-

break inclined the British Government, in default of a settlement and
under the persistent impression of events in the past, once again to

impose their will on the Egyptian (Government by a show of force, in a

matter in which the powers of the Egyjjtian police were in question

—

with the consequence of stimulating hostility in Egypt towards Great

Britain and thereby making a settlement by mutual agreement more
difficult than ever. In any case, Sir Austen (Uiamberlain, after perusal

of the text of the new bill, informed Lord Lloyd, in a despatch of the

Ibth April, 1928, that ‘His Majesty’s Government in Great Britain’

found ‘their resf)onsibility under the Declaration of February

engaged

Thereafter, when it had !)ccome apparent that the Egyptian

Government had resolved to proceed with the bill, the British Govern-

ment sent instructions to Lord Lloyd under which the latter, at

7 p.in. on the 29th April, ^ delivered a ‘final warning’ to Nahhas
Pasha in the following terms :

I am uow instructed by His Britannic Majesty's Government to

request your Excellency, as head of the Egyptian Government, im-
mediately to take the necessary steps to prevent the bill regulating

public meetings and diunonstrations from becoming law. 1 am instructed

to request your Excellency to give me a categorical assurance in writing

that the above-mentioned measure will not be proceeded with. Should
this assurajice not reach me before 7 p.m. on the 2nd May, His Britannic

Majesty’s Government will consider themselves free to take such action

as the situation may seem to them to require.^

This ‘final warning’ of the 29th April, 1928, like the note of the

30th May, 1927, was supported by a show^ of force. On the 30th May,

1927, three British warshi})s had sailed, from Malta for Egyptian

ports. On the 30th April, 1928, five British warships sailed from the

same naval base for the same destination.

Meanwhile, on the 27th April, at the eleventh hour, Nahhas Pasha
had sought to meet the British Government’s desires without amend-
ment of the bill by delivering a speech®—at a reception held in his

^ The date and hour are given in a statement made on the 30th Ai)rii, 1928,
in the House of Commons at Westminster, by the Secretary of State for

Foreign Affairs in reply to a private notice question by the Leader of the
Opposition.

^ The full text of this ‘final warning' is quoted in Sir Austen Chamberlain's
statement of the 30th April, 1928.

® The text of the relevant part of this speech will be found in Cmd. 3097 of

1928, pp.. 17-20.
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honour by the Egyptian Bar—^in which he interpreted the bill in

reassuring terms ; and on the 30th April—the day after that on which

the British Government’s ‘final warning’ had been delivered to

Nahhas Pasha by Lord Lloyd—the Egyptian charge d'affaires in

London communicated to the Foreign Office, bn instructions from his

Government, the relevant portions of the text of this speech
;

‘ pointed

out that a declaration in this sense would be made in the Senate if the

bill came up for discussion ;
and maintained that it would be accepted

by the courts as the correct interpretation of the new law’.^ The
British Secretary of State, however, was ‘ advised that such a declara-

tion would only be accepted by the courts if it did not (a) conflict

with the law itseK, or (6) conflict with pi’evious declarations in

Parliament'. He therefore held that ‘amendments to the bill in the

sense of the declaration would ... be essential ’

;
and he also con-

sidered that, irrespective of the legal force which these interpretations

might or might not j)ossess, ‘they could have no permanent value,

since they would always be liable to be suspended or reversed by
similar declarations made by future Governments’.- Accordingly,

this communication from the Egyptian charge d'affaires in London
did not lead Sir Austen Chamberlain to modify the terms of his ‘final

warning ' which had been conveyed to Nahhas Pasha by Lord Lloyd

on the previous evening; and on the afternoon of the 1st May Sir

Austen (hamberlain read the text of this ‘ final warning ’ in the course

of a statement in the House of (hmmons at Westminster in reply to

a private notice question by the I^eader of the Opposition. Mean-
while, at Cairo, on the 30th April, in secret sittings of both Houses

of Parliament, it was agreed that the bill should be withdrawn for

the current session; and at 10 p.m. on the 1st May a reply to the

British Ch)vernment’s ‘final warning’ was received from Nahhas
Pasha by Lord Lloyd. The crucial paragraphs were the following:

Faced with duty that is incumbent upon them of upholding the rights

of country and of respecting its Constitution Egyptian Government
cannot ^Bfrgnise Great Britain’s right implied in note of the 29th April

and baSi^upon Declaration of the 28th February, 1922, to intervene
in Egyptian legislation. . , .

In conformity with their ardent desire to reach an understanding and
conciliatory sentiments which have never ceased to animate them, the
Egyptian Government, within limits of their constitutional right,

^ Despatch of the 30th April, 1928, from Sir Austen Chamberlain to Lord
Lloyd, printed in Cmd, 3097 of 1928.

2 The foregoing quotations are all taken from Sir Austen Chamberlain's
despatch of the 30th April, 1928.

3 Text of Nahhas Pasha’s note of the Ist May, 1928, in Cmd, 3097 of 1928,

pp. 22-3.
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yesterday requested Senate, who agreed, to postpone examination of

Bill in question until next session. They hope that this step will be
appreciated by His Majesty’s Government.

On the 2nd May, the British Government telegraphed to Lord
Lloyd for transmission to the Egyptian Government, a rejoinder^ to

this reply in which they declared themselves ‘entitled to assume that

the Egyptian Government’ would ‘be careful to avoid any revival

of the controversy which’ had ‘led to the present crisis’
;
reiterated

their objections to the bill
;
informed the Egyptian Government that

‘ if . . . the measure in question were to be revived or if other measures

were introduced which in their view presented similarly dangerous

features they ‘ would again be obliged to intervene, as in the present

instance, to prevent their enactment’; and laid it down that ‘His

Majesty’s Government can enter into no discussion respecting the

Declaration of February 1922’.

At the same time, the British warships en route for Alexandria were

instructed to take a new course.

The postponement of the examination of the Public Meetings and
Demonstrations Bill by the Egyptian Senate was accompanied by
the i)Ostponement of two other projects of legislation, one (which had
never reached the stage of being introduced as a bill into the Chamber)
for altering the status of village headmen and elders, and the other

a bill to replace the existing law on the carrying of firearms.^ The
existing law on the latter subject had been passed in 1917 ;

and dating,

as it did, from the i)re-constitutional era, it had, in the ordinary

course of public business, to be either confirmed or modified by Parlia-

ment. It was criticized in Egypt as having been framed in order to

suit British military requirements during the (General War of 1914-18

;

but, if it was excessively severe, the new bill—which had been drafted,

in a mood of reaction against it, in 1924—tended to err in the other

direction, and it had therefore been ‘pigeon-holed’ for four years

under successive regimes. As for the other project, it envisaged that

village headmen and elders, instead of being appointed by the

Ministry of the Interior, should be elected by the villagers possessing

the parliamentary franchise ;
and that the disciplinary powers over

the headmen, which had hitherto pertained to the provincial gover-

nors, should be vested instead in local committees on which the Bar,

the Bench, the Senate and the Chamber, as well as the official

hierarchy, should be represented. Critics of these two projects

1 Text ill Cmd, 3097 of 1928, p. 24.
2 For these projects, see I'he Times, 27th August, 1926, and The Manchester

Guardian, llth May, 1928.
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deprecated them on the same general ground on which the British

Government objected to the bill regarding Public Meetings and

Demonstrations, namely, that the effect of their passage would be to

weaken the forces of law and order in Egypt to an extent which might

endanger the lives and property of foreign residents in the country.

The postponement of these three bills resolved the Anglo-Egyptian

crisis of 1928, and during the last seven months of that year there

was no further development in Anglo-Egyptian relations worth
recording. This chapter cannot be closed, however, without a brief

mention of certain subsequent events in the internal history of

Egypt which, however they may have stood to Anglo-Egyptian

relations immediately precedent to them, were of serious import for

Anglo-Egyptian relations in the future, since their effect was to

establish in Egypt a dictatorial regime with which it would be even

more difficult for the British (Government to negotiate a definitive

Anglo-Egyptian settlement than it had been under the ]>revious

parliamentary regime when the Egyptian Government had been

represented by a Prime Minister who did not command a majority.

The first sign of a coming storm in the internal politi(jal life of Egypt
was the resignation of the two Liberal Ministers in Nahhas Pasha's

(Coalition (Cabinet. One of them, Muhammad Pasha Mahmud, re-

signed first on the 3rd May, on the morrow of the Anglo-Egyptian

crisis, and then again definitively—after having withdrawn his first

resignation at the request of King Fu’ad—on the 17th June. The
other, GaTar (JaTar) Pasha Wall, resigned on the 19th. It was at

first assumed that the coalition thus dissolved would be replaced by
an oM-Wafcl ministry, in as mtich as the Wafd commanded a majority

in the Chamber and the coalition w ith the Liberals had been dictated

by the exigencies of dealing with Great Britain and not by those of

Egyi)tian party politics. On the 20th, the Wafd held a party meeting

and passed a vote of confidence in Nahhas Pasha
;
but on the 24th

a new and unexpected situation was created by the publication™in

the Liberal and Nationalist Press—of alleged facsimiles of ostensibly

compromising documents, bearing the signatures of Nahhas Pasha
and two other advocates who were likewise deputies—one of these

being the President of the Chamber, Wisa Bey Wasif (a Copt). As
interpreted by opponents of the Wafd, the documents convicted the

three signatories of having made a contract with a client which was
not merely a breach of legal etiquette but which entailed disciplinary

measures, and further of having proposed to abuse their political

position in order to promote legislation for abolishing the court which

had jurisdiction over the case and so causing the case to be transferred
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to another court in which their client’s prospects of success would be

more favourable. The court in question w as ‘ The Court of the Crown
which had jurisdiction over all cases affecting the personal statute of

members of the Egyptian Royal Family
;
the client was the mother of

an Egyptian prince who had escaped from a lunatic asylum in Great

Britain
;
and the incident on account of which the prince had been

certified insane was a murderous assault which he had made in Cairo,

tliirty years before, on no other person than King Fu’ad, who had
been severely wounded. The suit was for the recovery of control over

the ])rince’s estate.^ It is beyond the province of this survey to

examine the question of what the documents proved.- It is perhaps

sufficient to state that all the three gentlemen concerned—Mustafa

Pasha Nahhas, Wisa Bey Wasif and GaTar Bey Fakhn—were

acquitted of the charges against them by the disciplimuy council of

the Egyj)tian Bar on the 7th February, 1929. This ultimate verdict

upon the purport of the documents could not, however, undo the

immediate y)olitical effects of their publication.

On the day of publication, the 24th June, the rumour was confirmed

that there had been twx) more resignations from the Cabinet—this

time on the ])art of the lnde})endent and of one Minister belonging to

the Wafd itself, lliat evening, the Executive Ooramittee of the Wafd
expelled the Wafdist who had resigned his portfolio from the Party,

r(?affirmed its confidence in Nahhas Pasha, and decided that the King
should be asked to fill the four vacancies and thus enable Nahhas
Pasha to remain in office. The King’s reply w as to dismiss 'Nahhas

Pasha from office next day, the 25th June, 1928. On the same da}^

the King offered the task of carrying on the government to Muhammad
Pasha Mahmud, who accepted it that evening and duly formed his

Cabinet on the 27th. On the 28th Parliament was prorogued by the

King for a month at the new l^rime Minister’s request ;
and this step

was folloAved up on the 19th July, 1928, by the publication of a Royal
Decree dissolving Parliament (both the Chamber of Deputies and the

Senate) and suspending the parliamentary regime for three years.

^ On the history of the affair of Prince Ahmad Sayfu’d-Bin see The Times,
25th and 26th June, 1928.

- The crucial document seems to have been a letter from GaTar Bey Fakhrl
to the Agent (Wakll) of Prince Sayfu'd-Din’s mother. On Nahhas Pasha’s
behalf it was asserted (i) that, granting that GaTar Pasha had felt and expressed
hostility to ‘The Court of the Crown’, this hostility was neither expressed nor
felt by Nahhas Pasha

;
(ii) that the passage in Ga*far Pasha’s letter which was

taken to prove intention to promote legislation for abolishing ‘The Court of

the Crown ’ could not bear this interpretation in the Turkish original but only
in the Arabic translation, which did not properly convey the sense of the
original Turkish.
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Simultaneously there was issued the text^ of a note addressed to the

King by Mahmud Pasha, in which the Wafd regime was arraigned.

This coup d'etat, which was admitted by its authors to have been

a violation of the Egyptian Constitution of 1923, was carried through

without any effective opposition. On the 20th July, a meeting of the

Wafd at Tantah passed off with little disturbance of the peace
;
an

attempt at a three days’ strike of lawyers was abortive
;
and a meeting

of Wafd Senators and Deputies on the 28th passed resolutions-

denouncing, as unconstitutional, the susj)ension of the parliamentary

regime without attempting to execute their original plan of marching

to the Parliament House. It would appear that, in this phase of the

struggle between the Wafd and the Crown, the Wafd found itself

unable to arouse popular feeling and mobilize public support as it had

done on so many occasions when it had stood for Egyptian national

aspirations in the struggle betweenEgypt and G reat Britain . The truth

seems to be that the members of the Wafd had rendered themselves

unpopular, not only among their opponents butamong wider circles of

their countrymen who otherwise took little interest in politics, by

their somewhat high-handed methods of asserting themselves ]rer-

sonally during their tenure of power
;
and this unpopularity brought

its nemesis at a moment when they could not appeal for support on

patriotic grounds as being effective champions of the Egyptian cause

against foreign domination. King Fu'ad saw and took his op])or-

tunity, and the successful coups of the 25th June and the 19th July,

1928, were the reward of his political acumen. Y^et there was no

reason to suppose that, in the long struggle between the Egyptian

Crovm and the Egyptian champions of parliamentarism, who included

members of other parties besides the Wafd, this vicissitude was to be

the last, or that the quiescence which had descended upon Anglo-

Egyptian relations after Nahhas Pasha’s capitulation at the beginning

of May was not to be followed by further crises which might give the

Wafd, as the champions of Egyptian nationalism, another opportunity

to play a beau role. Thus the superficial tranquillity which reigned in

both the home affairs and the foreign relations of Egypt during the

second half of the year 1928 was a precarious condition that could not

be expected to endure. For the moment, the British Government
might congratulate themselves on the fact that there had been one

crisis in Egypt in which they had not been implicated. On the 23rd

July, 1928, in the House of Commons at Westminster, Sir Austen

Chamberlain stated, in answer to parliamentary questions, that,

^ Printed in The Times, 20th July, 1928.
2 Text in The Manchester Guardia/n, 30ih July, 1928.
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although he had had some indication of what was going to happen, he

had carefully refrained, and Lord Lloyd had carefully refrained, from
expressing any opinion or tendering any advice before the Egyptian
Royal Decree of the 19th July, 1928, had been issued. He added that

it had been the consistent policy of the British Government to refrain,

as far as possible, from interfering in purely Egyptian affairs and to

safeguard only those interests which they had to maintain and those

obligations which it was their duty to fulfil. In Egypt, on the other

hand, there was a widespread feeling that the cmp d'etat would not

have been attempted unless its authors had had reason to expect that

their action would be countenanced by the British authorities
;
and

there was an equally widespread belief that the unconstitutional

regime could not endure if the light of the British Government’s

countenance were withdrawn from it. While, in the absence of

positive evidence, this could only be a matter of opinion, there was
no disputing the fact that, nearly seven years after the declaration

of February 1922, at least one of the four matters then reserved for

future discussion between the British and Egyptian Governments
was still a controversial issue ; that, in consequence, a comprehensive

and definitive settlement by agreement had not yet been reached

;

and that in the meantime, after a period of parliamentary government,

Egypt had reverted to the former autocratic regime. When recent

exi)eriencc had shown how difficult it was for the British Government
to negotiate a definitive Anglo-Egyptian settlement with the parlia-

mentary (>oaliiion Government of ^Abdul-Khaliq Pasha Sarwat, it

was evident, a fortiori, that it would be still more difficult to do so

with the unconstitutional Government ofMuhammad PashaMahmud.

Note on the Attitude of the (Canadian Government towards the abortive

Negotiations for a Treatg of Alliance between His Britannic Majesty's

Government in Great Britain and the Egyptian Government in 1927-8,

The abortive negotiations between His Britannic Majesty’s Government
in Great Britain and the Prime Minister of Egypt, Sarw^at Pasha, inci-

dentally raised a question regarding the conduct of British Empire foreign

relations.

In the Report of the Inter-Imperial .Relations Committee of the Imperial
Conference in 1926'—a report which w^as unanimously adopted by the
Conference^—it had been recommended ‘that all treaties . . . should be
made in the name of heads of states, and that, if the treaty’ were ‘ signed

on behalf of any or all of the Governments of the Empire, the treaty

should be made in the name of the King as the symbol of the special

relationship between the different parts of the Empire’. In view of the

fact that the treaty-making power had now been recognised to reside

^ Text in The Conduct of British Empire Foreign Eelations since the Peace
Settlement, pp. 106-9. ® Op. cit,, p. 106,
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separately in His Majesty’s Governments in eacli of the several self-

governing vstates members of the British Commonwealth, it had been
added, in this section of the report, that ‘in the ease of a treaty applying
to only one part of the Empire it should be stated to be made by the King
on behalf of that part’.

The Foreign Office counter-draft ^ to Sarwat Pasha’s original draft for

an Anglo-Egyi^ian treaty was duly drawn in the name of His Britannic

Majesty of the one })art and His Majesty the King of Egy})t of the other
;

~

but it contained no statement that it was to apply to one part of His
Britannic Majesty’s dominions only : and apparently no such statement
was contained in the text of the agreed draft which resulted from the

second series of discussions between the Foreign Office and Sarwat Pasha
in November.*'* ‘ There was no limitation to tlu^ parts of the Empire to which
the treaty was to apply. The application of the treaty was not stated to

be limited to Great Britain and Northern Ireland.’^ Presumably, there-

fore, if the Canadian Government had expressed concurrence in the draft

treaty as it then stood, and if thereafter the treaty liad hcvn signed,

Canada would have found herself a party to it. The draft text, thus drawn,
was received by the Canadian Government on the 11th November, 1927,

as an enclosure in a despatch from His Majesty’s Governnu^nt in Great
Britain, in which it was announced that the draft treaty was acceptable

to that Government and that they were prepared to offer it to Egypt if

they received the concurrence of the Governments of the Dominions.
According to a statement made in the House of Lords at Westminster on
the 29th March, 1928, by Lord Salisbury, ‘it nener entered into the heads
of’ His Majesty’s Government in Great Britain to ask the Dominion
Governments to be parties to the treaty, and what was asked for was
‘their concurrence in the general policy embodied in the treaty’, which
was ‘a very different thing’.

—
‘There was no question at any tinu^’, he

declared in the same statement, ‘of asking the Dominions to take part in

being responsible for the treaty or the results of the treaty.’ With reference

to this, Mr. Mackenzie King declared in the House of Commons at Ottawa
on the 80th March: ‘1 accept unreservedly Lord Salisbury’s statement
. . . that the Government of Great Britain had not any intention of obliging

the Dominions to become a party to the treaty, or even of inviting them
to do so’ ; but when a member interjected: ‘They made a very delicate

suggestion’, Mr. Mackenzie King observed: ‘1 think it is a very delicate

suggestion
;
and I submit tliat, as presented to us, the documents are not

capable of any other interpretation in the light of the rules laid down in

the Imperial Conference with respect to the negotiation, signature and
ratification of treaties.’

Accordingly, the Government at Ottaw^a replied, on the 22nd November,
to the despatch which they had received from the Government at West-
minster on the 11th, by ‘stating that they w'ould raise no objection to His
Majesty’s Government in Great Britain entering into an agreement era-

^ See the text in Omd. 3050 of 1928, pp. 9-14.
* See pp. 246-9 above. ® See pp. 252-3 above.
* Statement on the 30th March, 1928, in the House of Commons at Ottaw^a,

by the Prime Minister, Mr. Mackenzie King.
® Statement by Mr. Mackenzie King on the 30th March, 1928.
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])odying the substance of the draft treaty, in appropriate form, with the

Government of Egypt
;
however, that they (?ould not contemplate recom-

menciing to Parliament that the treaty should be made a})plicable to

Canada, nor could they undertake to participate in its signature and
ratification’. The considerations which actuated this reply W(Te set forth

by Mr. Mackenzui King in an earlier statement in the Houses of Commons
at Ottawa, made on the 2()th March, 1928, as follows: ‘The terms of the

treaty . . . involved military sanctions, and they contemplated military

alliaiK'es. What was the reply of the Government to that question ? It was
that we did not Ixdievc that so far as Canada was concerned the Parliament

of ( 'anada would a})prov(^ sucli a course
;
that if Britain and Egypt would

work out a treaty as between thenivselves along the lines ])roposed, well and
good : but so far as Canada was concerned, we did not ft'el that it was in the

interests of the British Enqure itself or in the interests of the larger peace
which it was hoped th(‘. treaty would serve, that tliis country should be

asked to become a party to it.’^ Mr Mackenzie King added, in his statement

of tlu' 2()th Marclj: ‘The British Government immediately accepted our

view’ : and in his statcunent of the 30th March he r(‘Corded that ‘On the

2nd December they received a dt\spatch, saying that the British (Govern-

ment had decidtMl to sign the proposed Treaty, in view of the replies

receivcxl from the vaiious Dominions; that it was btung made clear that,

as r(‘garded the form, tiu' treaty should be concluded in the m»nnner

contemplated in the Report of the Int(T-Imperial Relations Committee,
in case of a treaty made on behalf of one part of the British Empire, that

was, that in th(^ Preanibk^ it should be confined to Great Britain and
Nortln^rn Ireland, and should be signed by a pleni poteentiary holding a full

power limit (‘d correspondingly.’

The effect of th(‘ (Janadian (Government’s reply of the 22nd November,
1 927, which was sent by cable, is indeed apparent in the despatch addressed
on the 24th November by Sir Austen Chamberlain from the Foreign Office

to Lord Lloyd at the British Residency in Cairo.^ ‘ I have now^ the pleasure

to inform your Lordshij)’, the Foreign Secretary wTote, ‘that His Majesty’s

(Gov(‘rnment in Great Britain, after communication with His Majesty’s

^ The passage, here referred to, in tlui Canadian Government’s reply of the
22ud November, J927, ran as follows:

‘It is observed in this connection that it is llis Majesty’s Government in

(Great Britain which has directed the policy in the past as to its relations with
Kgyjjt, which has negotiated the present draft agreement and which is to

administer the provisions and annexes set forth in the treaty. We consider

that, w ere an issue to be raised as to the assumption by ("anada of military

obligations in Europe or the Near East, as would be inevitable were the
(Canadian Government to recommend entering into a military alliance with
Egypt, that it would be prejudicial to the relations between Canada and
the other parts of the British Empire as well as to the interests of Canada
itself.

‘ The Canadian (Government as a Member of the British Commonwealth of

Nations and of the League of Nations will be prepared if occasion arises in

connection with the xiroposed treaty, as in the case of Locarno and other
regional agreements, to consider the policy to bo adopted and if need be to

be recommended to Parliament in the light of the situation then existing

both at home and abroad.*
2 See pp. 256-7 above.
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Governments in the Dominions and India, accept the draft agreed upon
between us, of which a copy is attached to this despatch, and that you are

authorised to sign the treaty on behalf of His Majesty as soon as His

Excellency is in a position to sign for the Egyptian Government/^ In the

text of the preamble to the draft treaty, as enclosed in this despatch, it was
set out that 'His Majesty the King of Great Britain, Ireland, and the

British Dominions beyond the Seas, Emperor of India’, had appointed
Lord Lloyd as his plenipotentiary ‘for Great Britain and Northern
Ireland’

This express limitation, which had not ap])eared either in the original

British counter-draft of the 28th July, 1027, nor, it would s(H‘m, in the

text of the subsequent agreed draft as enclosed in the despatch received

at Ottawa on the llth November, would have had the constitutional

effect, which the Canadian Government de‘sired, of making the treaty

between His Majesty the King of Egypt- and His Britannic Majesty apply,

as far as the latter was concerned, to Great Britain and Northern Ireland

alone of his Dominions.
There appears to be no public record of any discussion of the draft

Anglo-Egyptian treaty between His Britannic Majesty’s Government in

Great Britain and His Governments in any of the self-governing Dominions,
other than Canada, on the constitutional issue. For example, no mention
of the constitutional issue was made in the House of Representatives of the

Australian Commonwealth by tlie Prime Minister and Minister for External

Affairs, Mr. Bruce, when, on the 8th March, 1928, he laid papers relating

to the recent Anglo-Egyptian negotiations. From the statement which he
made on this occasion, as well as from a statement by the Lead(‘r of the

Opposition, it would appear that the Anglo-Egyptian negotiations were
regarded in Australia, first and foremost, not from the constitutional but
from the strategic angle, that is, in their bearing upon the security of the

maritime communications of the British Empin? through the (’anal.

This difference of attitude was a striking illustration of the way in which
the difference in the geographical situation of the several self-governing

Dominions affected their participation in the conduct of British Empire
foreign relations. The very military sanctions which rendered the draft

treaty unpalatable in Canada were designed to safeguard a British Imperial

interest which, for Australians, was their essential interest in the relations

betw een the British Empire and Egypt. In view of the fact that the Anglo-
Egyptian negotiations really broke down over the question of the British

military occupation of Egyptian territory%^ it will be seen that, although
the Australian Government apparently raised no objection, constitutional

or other, to Sir Austen Chamberlain’s conduct of the Anglo-Egyptian
negotiations at any stage, the Australian point of view’ (as that of a
Dominion which was vitally concerned in the Egyptian question) may have
had a greater influence on the course of events than the Canadian ])oint of

view (as that of a Dominion which had so little direct concern in the
Egyptian question that its interest in the draft treaty was confined to its

incidental bearing upon a constitutional matter).

It may be added that on the 2nd May, 1928, in the House of Representa-

1 Text in Omd, 3050 of 1928. * Text in op. cit,

® On this point see pp. 263-4 and 266-7 above*
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tives at Canberra, Mr. Bruce stated, in reply to a parliamentary question,

that the Commonwealth Government ‘accepted and endorsed’ the note
which had been delivered, on the 29th April, to Nahhas Pasha at Cairo by
Lord Lloyd. Were that not so, he added, the Commonwealth would have
indicated its view to the British Government, pointing out where it was
not prepared to accept any line of action.

(ii) The Delimitation of the Frontier between Italian Libya

and Egypt.

In a previous volume,^ the history of the negotiations over the

Liby-Egyptian frontier has been recorded down to the signature of

an Italo-Egyptian agreement at Cairo on the 6th December, 1925.

As there noted, one of the provisions of this agreement w^as that a

Mixed Delimitation Commission should be appointed and that

differences over the interpretation of the agreement should be settled

by arbitration.

The Mixed Commission, which was duly constituted, did not find

it easy to agree upon all heads of the rather wide range of questions

which had been i(fferred to it. By the beginning of July 1926 the

two questions which w^ere causing greatest difficulty on the Ccom-

mission w(Te, first, whether the Sanusi inhabitants of the oasis of

Jaghbilb should be free to opt for Egyptian nationality or whether
they should be obliged to become Itahan subjects; and, second,

whether Italian subjects, natives of Libya, other than nomads in

search of pasture, who crossed to the Egyptian side of the frontier

should be subject to the sj)ecial tribunal of the Egyptian frontier

administration or should come, under the capitulations, before the

Italian consular court at Sallum. For a time it seemed as though

these two questions might have to go to arbitration, as the agreement

had provided
;
and in August the w^ork of the Commission w as tem-

porarily suspended. On the 28th October and the 9th November,

1926, however, there were signed at Cairo certain protocols to the

agreement of the 6th December, 1925, in which the two Governments
settled the question of jurisdiction over Italian subjects, natives of

Libya, on Egyptian territory, as well as a toi)ographical question

regarding access to a well, but agreed to deal wdth the question of the

Sanusi in s|)ecial diplomatic conversations and to leave over certain

matters relating to the customs regime on the frontier until the

existing Italo-Egyptian commercial treaty came up for renewal or

revision in 1930.

On the 26th and 27th April, 1927, there were signed, on the frontier,

^ Survey for 1925^ vol. i, pp. 184-8.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



284 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III B

the maps and the proces verbal embodying the results of the delimita-

tion of the frontier on the ground, which had been the Mixed Com-
mission’s principal task.

(iii) Relations of the Kingdom of Najd-Hijaz with (Ireat Britain and
with the Arab Countries under British Mandate or Aegis (192(>-8).

In a previous volume,^ the personal union of the Hijaz with the

!Najd under the King-Sultan 'Abdu’l-'Aziz b. SaTid and the relations

of this rising Arabian Pow(U* with Great Britain and with the Arab
countries under British mandate or aegis have been recorded down to

the signature at Bahrah and Haddii, on the 1st and 2nd November,

1925, resj)ectivcly, of two agreements between Ibn SaTid and His

Britannic Majesty. Tlw fii'st-named of these agreements dealt wuth

relations between Najd and ‘Iraq and the second with relations

between Najd and Transjordan; and, when read together with the

treaty signed at Muhammarah and th(^ i)rotocols and the agreement

signed at ‘Uqayr in 1922,- they completed the regulation of the

frontier regime between Najd-Hijilz and its northern neighbours and

also defined a frontier line from the coast of the Persian Gulf west-

wards to the intersection of meridian 38'^ E. wdth parallel 29 35 N.

Certain questions, how^ever, remained outstanding. In the first place,

bctw'een the point just specified and the coast of the (hilf of ‘Aqabah

there was a stretch of nearly 200 miles as the (;row^ flies, whei'e Hijaz

marched with Transjordan, across which even an imaginary frontier-

line had not been agreed upon. In the second place, it remained to be

seen w hether, along the very much longer stretch w here an imaginary

line had been laid down by agreement, the })roposed frontier regime

would work satisfactorily in practice. In the third place, all the

instruments negotiated betw'een His Britamiic Majesty and Ibn

ISaTid in 1922 and 1925 were concerned solely with relations between

the latter and the Arab countries under British mandate or aegis, and

not with relations betw een Ibn Sahld and Great Britain herself, which

continued to be governed by the treaty of the 26th December, 1915.^

This treaty, which had been concluded after Ibn Sa‘ud had asserted

his independence of the Ottoman Empire de facto and had come into

^ Sxirvey for 1926, vol. i, Part HI, Sections (v) and (vi).

For the treaty, the two protocols and the agreement of 1922, see op. cit»,

pp. 333-7.
3 For the terms of this treaty, the text of which was not published officially,

see op. cit., pp. 282-3. This treaty contained no reference to the subsidy which
the British Government had started to pay to Ibn Sa‘ud during the General
War of 1914-18 and had continued to pay until the 3l8t March, 1924 {op. cit.,

p. 294).
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direct contact with the British sphere of influence in the Persian CJulf

by conquering the Ottoman province of Hasa, had been framed more
or less on the pattern of earlier British treaties with lesser ‘Gulf

(chiefs ’
;
and it had therefore become an anachronism in the course

of ten years during which Ibn Sa‘ud, by his successive conquests of

Jabal Shammar and Hijaz, had built up his Wahhabi principality

into a state stretching from the J^ersian Gulf to the Red Sea and
embracing the Holy Cities of Islam. His change in status had been

marked first by his acceptance, on the 8th January, 192(>, of the title

(jf King in respect of the Hijaz and the logical sequel to this step

occurred in January 1927,^ when an assembly of NajdT notables at

Riyad passed a resolution in favour of raising the senior dominion of

Ibn Sa‘ud’s dual monarchy, hitherto styled the Sultanate of Najd and
its Dependencies, to the same rank as the conquered Hijaz by styling

it a kingdom likewise and proclaiming ‘Abdu’I-'Aziz b. Sa‘ud King
in resyject of this realm also. Ibn SaTid gave effect to this resolution

forthwith in a decree.'*

Meanwhile, llm Sa‘ud had prejiared the w^ay for strengthening his

relations with the four Powers which had so far recognized him

—

namely, Great Britain, France, the Netherlands and the U.S.S.R.

—

by sending his second surviving son, the Amir Faysal, Viceroy of

Mecca, on a visit to London, the Hague and Paris in the autumn of

192G
;

and in December 1920 it was reported that the British Agent
and Consul-General in the Hijaz had gone to Ibn Sa‘ud’s head-

quarters in order to discuss treaty questions. The treaty of 1915 had
in fact contained a provision for the conclusion of a detailed treaty at

some future date uns])ecified
;
and in May 1927 Sir Gilbert Clayton,

who had negotiat(^d the Bahrah and Hadda Agreements as the British

Government’s representative in 1925, entered into new negotiations^

with Ibn Sa'ud at Jiddah, with the result that there was signed in

that place, on the 20th May, 1927, a fresh treaty between the King
of the Hijaz and of Najd and its Dependencies and His Britannic

^ Op. cU., p. 310. Tlie Hijaz had been erected into a Kingdom by a tacit

compromise between the Sharif Husaynu’bHashimI and his Western allies in

1916 (op. cit., p. 287),
* The Islamic date was the 25th Rajab, a.h. 1345.
^ Text of a royal proclamation, rehearsing the resolution and embodying the

text of the decree, in The Timeat. 21st April, 1927.
* The Amir Faysal w^tis prevented by indisposition (clinical or diplomatic)

from visiting Moscow. In August 1926i, Ibn Sa‘ud’8 eldest surviving son, the
Amir Sa‘ud, Governor of Riyad, had visited Egypt.

^ The negotiations would appear, from their rapidity, to liavegone smoothly.
On the 16th May it was reported in Cairo that they had begun at Jiddah, and
on the 24th Sir Gilbert Clayton arrived in Cairo on his return journey.
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Majesty,^ in substitution for the treaty of 1915.2 The ratifications

of the new treaty were duly exchanged, likewise at Jiddah, on the

17th September of the same year.

The treaty of 1927 naturally reaffirmed (Art. 1) the British recogni-

tion of Ibn SaTid’s independence wffiich had been accorded in the

treaty of 191 5 ;
but it took account of the enlargement of his dominions

by styling him 'the King of the Hijaz and of Najd and its Dej)en-

dencies ' and it described his indej)endence as ‘ complete and absolute
’

—in contrast to the treaty of 1915, which had hedged it about with

conditions (customary in treaties between the British or the British

Indian Government and 'Gulf C'hiefs*) that gave the word a iitarrowly

restricted and indeed almost technical meaning.*'^ In fact the new
treaty differed principally from the old in being drawn as between

parties on an equal footing, in terms of reciprocity. Either j^arty

undertook, not only to maintain good relations with the other, but
' by all the means at its disposal to prevent his [dc] territories being

used as a base for unlawful activities directed against peace and
tranquillity in the territories of the other party’ (Art. 2) ; and either

sovereign recognized the national status of the other sovereign’s sub-

jects if and when they happened to be in his (the former sovereign’s)

dominions (Art. 5)
—

‘it being understood that the principles of inter-

national law in force between independent Governments shall be

resj)ected’ (a proviso which presumably ruled out anything in the

nature of (Capitulations). For the rest, Ibn Sa'ud undertook, as in

1915, ‘to maintain friendly and peaceful relations’ with the terri-

tories of Kuwayt and Bahrayn and with the Shaykhs of Qatar and

1 The text of this treaty is reprinted in the appendix to the j)resent volume
from British Parliamentary Paper Cmd, 2051 of 1027, which also contains the
texts of four pairs of notes exchanged between Sir Gilbert Clayton and King
‘Abdu’l-'AzIz on the 10th-21st May, 1927.

2 It was expressly laid down in Article 0 of the treaty of the 20th May,
1927, that the treaty of 1915 should cease to have effect as from the date on
which the new treaty was ratified.

® For example, in the treaty of 1915, Ibn Sa‘ud had agreed that the indi-

vidual whom he selected as his successor should not be antagonistic to the
British Ciovernment in any respect; that he would not enter into relations with
any foreign I^ower other than Great Britain and would not alienate or lease
territories or grant concessions to any other foreign Power or its nationals ; and
that he would follow Great Britain’s advice unreservedly—provided that it

were not damaging to his own interests (a proviso which placed Ibn Sa‘ud, from
the outset, in a freer position vis-d-vis the British Government than any
ordinary ‘Gulf Chief’ could have hoped to secure for himself). In return the
British Government had pledged itself to aid Ibn Sa‘ud—at its discretion and
if it had not had a previous opportunity to intervene diplomatically—in the
event of aggression by any foreign Power against his territories. (For the
terms of the 1915 treaty see the Survey for 1925, vol. i, p. 282.)
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the TJman coast^ (Art. 6), and to give facilities and protection to

British Muslim pilgrims to the Islamic Holy Land.^ There was also

a new provision (Art. 7) for co-operation between the two parties in

the supi^ression of the slave trade.

The treaty was accompanied by four pairs of notes, all exchanged

between Sir Gilbert Clayton and King ‘Abdu’l-‘Aziz in the course of

the 19th to the 21st May, 1927.

In the first pair of notes. Sir Gilbert Clayton set out the British

Government’s view that the frontier between the Hijaz and Trans-

jordan started at the intersection of meridian 38° E. and parallel

29 35 N., which marked the termination of the already agrened frontier

between the Najd and Transjordan, and followed a line which brought

Mudawwarah, on the Hijaz Railway, and the town of ‘Aqabah, on
the coast of the gulf of the same name, just inside Transjordan

territory. King 'Abdu’l-‘Azjz recorded his dissent from this view, but

signified his willingness ‘to maintain the status quo in the Ma‘an-

‘Aqabah district’ and promised ‘not to interfere in its administra-

tion until favoura])lc circumstances’ should ‘x)ermit a final settlement

of this question.’

In the second ]jair of notes Sir Gilbert Clayton announced, and
King *Abdu’l-*AzIz acquiesced in, the British Government’s intention

‘to abstain at ])rosent from renouncing the right of manumitting
slaves, which’ had ‘long been practised by His [Britannic] Majesty’s

consular officers’, until it should have become clear to both parties

that the co-operation inovided for in Article 8 of the treaty

would secure the same ends effectively.

In the third 2)air of notes it was x)ut on record that the British

embargo on the ex])ort of war materials to Arabia had been removed
and that the Government of the Hijaz and Najd would be free to

^ This enumeration exhausted the list of ‘Gulf Cliiefs’ now that, the Shaykh
of Muhaniinarali liad been eliminated by tlie I’ersian Government (see op. eit.,

pp. 5‘}0~42) and that Ibii 8a‘ud himself liad definitely passed out of the
category.

2 Arts. 5 and 0, corresponding to Art. 5 of the 1915 treaty. The i)rovision in

Art. (> for the recovery of the property of British Muslim pilgrims who died in
Ibn Sa‘ud’s territory was new. On the other hand, the 1915 treaty (in con-
sideration of the control which it gave Great Britain over Ibn Sa‘ud’s relations
with other foreign Powers) had stipulated for facilities and protection for all

pilgrims crossing Najdi territory (the British Government regarding itself as
being responsible towards all other foreign Governments for the treatment of
all pilgrims in Najdi territory), whereas the 1927 treaty referred to British
pilgiims only and assured these no more than ‘most-favoured-nation’ treat-

ment.
3 In the text of the treaty as published in Cmd. 2951 of 1927, the article

dealing with the slave trade is numbered not 8 but 7.
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place orders in Great Britain for war materials for its own use, in

accordance with the conditions set forth in the Arms Traffic (V^n-

vention of 1925.

The fourth pair of notes elucidated Article 4 of the treaty » relating

to the recovery of the property of British Muslim pilgrims who died

while in King ‘Abdul-‘Aziz's dominions.

The conclusion of this new treaty between His Britannic Majesty

and King ‘Abdul-‘AzIz b. SaTid, vlth the accompanying exchanges

of notes, was opportune. It placed the formal relations between the

two parties on a basis no less friendly than that of 1915 and at the

same time more stable, inasmuch as it was more in consonaiux? with

present realities
;
and it accomplished this at a time when the internal

situation in Ibn Sa‘rKrs dominions was on the point of producing a

fresh outbreak of disturbance along the border where these dominions

marched with three Arab states mider British mandate or aegis,

namely Kuwayt, Traq and Transjordan.

A brief notice of the religious mission and theocratic organization

of Ibn 8a‘rid s ancestral principality of Najd has been given in a

previous volume ;
^ and it has bt^en explained there that these were the

driving force and the building material with which ‘Abdul -’Aziz

b. Sa‘ud had fashioned his Arabian empire during thc^ quarter of a

century ending in the year 1925. Now that the dual monarchy of

Najd-Hijaz was united in his person and a new treaty concludc^d on
equal terms with the principal Great Power in contact with his

dominions, Ibn Sa‘ud’s achievement might have seemed complete

and his j)ersonal position secure. The empire which he had created

was, indeed, the product of his {>ersonal genius in the sense that the

forces and materials which he had brought into play would not have

produced the same result automatically if they had not been handled

by Ibn Sa‘ud himself or some other statesman. At the same time, in

the very act of employing these forces and materials with such success,

Ibn Sa‘ud had increased their strength as well as his own ;
and when

the time seemed to have arrived for stabilizing the empire that he had
already conquered rather than continuing to extend his conquests

further, he had to reckon with the momentum which, under his

^ Survey for 1925, vol. i, pp. 276-8, especially the quotation, there given,
from H. St. J, B. Philby, The Heart of Arabia (London, 1922, Constable, 2
vols.). The reader may now be referred further to another volume by the same
author entitled Arabia of the Wahhabis (London, 1928, Constable) and to three
books by a Lebanese Christian Arab publicist and traveller, Mr. Ameen Eihani.
One of Mr. Eihani's books has been published in English under the title

Ibn Sa'oud of Arabia (London, 1928, Constable), the other two in Arabic under
the titles: MulukuH^Arab (Bayrut, 1928, Sadir, 2 volumes) and Ta'rlkh Najdi'
I’Hadith (Bayrut, 1928, Sfi-dir).
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leadership, the Wahhabi movement had once more acquired after

more than a century of adversity and quiescence.

The history of Arabian empires, from Muhammad’s downwards,
appeared to show that they could only be generated by religious

enthusiasm ;
but it also indicated no less clearly that they could only

be maintained by statesmanship and extended by the exercise of

religious toleration ;
and Ibn Sa‘Qd had acted on this principle when

he extended his own dominions from his patrimony of Najd, in which
the Wahhabi form of Islam was the prevalent and virtually exclusive

religion of the people, to embrace other parts of Arabia in which
Wahhabism was not indigenous. While on the one hand he had pre-

pared the way for his fighting men by sending out his missionaries

among the tribes that paid allegiance to his rivals, and had thus

gained a following in the enemy’s camp before going to war with him,

he had hitherto refrained, when the victory was won, from imposing

Wahhabism by force upon the unconverted inhabitants of the con-

quered countries. For example, when he had conquered the Gulf

coast province of Hasa in 1913, he had taken under his personal pro-

tection the important Shfi community there ^ and had secured them
liberty of law and worship; and again, when he had conquered the

Red Sea coast j)rovince of Hijaz in 1924-5, he had contented himself

with prohibiting certain religious practices which were flagrantly

idolatrous in Wahhabi eyes and with insisting on the substantial

observance of the Hanbalite inadhhah or rite, without requiring that

the Hijazis or the foreign pilgrims should go to the extremes of rigour

with which that rite was observed by the Wahhabis themselves.

Otherwise, he had been careful to preserve the separate constitutional

existence of the Hijaz as a kingdom connected with the Najd solely

through a personal union. In January 1920, after assuming the crown
of the Hijaz, he had given the Hijazis a majority over the Najdis in

the Consultative Council which he then attached to the Viceroy of his

new kingdom, and an overwhelming majority in the Constituent

Assembly .2 In August 1926,^ he had approved a new organic law for

the Hijaz ^ which, while avowing and sanctioning the plain fact that

the Government was an absolute monarchy, at the same time marked
a definite constitutional advance by providing for the essentials of

^ Shi^ism in llasa was strong by virtue of the neighbourliood of the partly
Shi‘I country of ‘Iraq and the almost wholly Shl‘i country of Persia.

2 Survey far 1925^ vol. i, p. 310.
3 That is, on the 2l8t Safar, a.h. 1345.

Text in Oriente Moderno, October 1926, pp. 530-3, translated from a text
reprinted in Al-Ahrdm of Cairo, 14th September, 1926, from the Hijaz official

journal Ummu'UQwrd,

U
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orderly administration ;
^ and by the autumn of the same year, with

the King's encouragement, the new Government of the Hijaz had
made some progress in the promotion of education. In this connexion,

it is noteworthy that the King api)ointed a Damascene Arab as

Director-General of Education for the Kingdom of the Hijaz, and
that the Hijazi Government apjdied for the services of forty Syrian

teachers who had obtained their normal-school diplomas.- This was
one instance of a policy which Ibn SaTid had followed in Najd itself

from an early stage in his career: the ])olicy of taking into his service

men from Arab countries which had been in longer and closer contact

than the Arabian Peninsula itself with Western civilization.-* Again,

after completing the conquest of the Hijaz, Ibn SaTid had shown
himself anxious to stimulate a revival of the Pilgi-image by ensuring

law and order, improving means of communication, and making
some provision for j)ublic health.^ This had been a leading joint in

the agenda of the Islamic Congress which had been held at Mecca, on

his initiative, in June and July 1926 ;^ and towards the end of the

year it was rejorted that Mecca was to be endowed with sanitary

regulations and with a chamber of commerce. This j^romotion of

social and economic development, likewise, was simply an applica-

tion, to the rather more advanced conditions in the Hijaz, of a policy

which Ibn Sa‘ud had been ]3ursuing, since 1912, in face of greater

material difficulties in the more primitive Najd. His policy in Najd
had been to grapple with the crux of the social and economic problem

there by converting a considerable proportion of the nomadic cattle-

breeders into agriculturists concentrated in permanent settlements

;

and this movement had made remarkable progress in fifteen years.®

There was, however, an unresolved contradiction between the

objective of religious toleration and material development, towards

^ The Hijazi Fundamental Law of 1926 was not unlike the Afghan Constitu-
tion of 1923 (see the Survey for 1925, vol. i, j). 566).

2 For an interesting notice of Syrian officials employed in the Hijaz, see

AUMuqattam of Cairo, 23rd July, 1927, as quoted in Oriente Modem o, August
1927, pp. 375-6.

® See the Survey for 1925, vol. i, p. 296, foot-note 5.

* For the mort^ity (amounting to about 10 per cent.) among the Javanese
pilgrims during the pilgrimage of 1927, see a statement by the Netherlands
Consul at Jiddah which is reproduced in Oriente Moderno, November 1927,

pp. 559-60.
® For the proceedings of this Congress see the Survey for 1925, vol. i. Part

III, Section (v) (d).

« See Rihani, Ihn Sa'oud of Arabia, pp. 191-9, for an account of the move-
ment, with a list of settlements and their quotas of fighting men. These settle-

ments were called hijrahs and the settlers muhajirin, with an evident allusion
to the history of Primitive Islam.
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which Ibn Sa‘ud was feeling his way, and those forces of fanaticism

and theocracy through which he had to work
;
and this contradiction

became acute when the Hijaz came under his rule
;
for the Hijaz,

unlike the Najd, was in constant communication with the outside

world and, as the Holy Land of Islam, was of interest to all Muslims
and also to all non -Muslim Powers which had any considerable

number of Muslim subjects. Ibn Sa^fid’s problem in the Hijaz was to

work out a regime which would seem sufficiently liberal to satisfy

public opinion abroad and at the same time sufficiently strict to

avoid exciting the religious indignation of his own puritanical Najdis,

on whose supjiort his military jK)wer depended. The difficulty which
he found in conciliating Muslims abroad—especially those of Egypt
and India—has been touched upon in a previous volume.^ To these

foreign Muslims his ])uritanical measures in the Hijaz wc^re stumbling-

blocks
;
and they threatened to win him that reputation for impious

fanaticism which had proved fatal to his ancestors when they had
conquered the Hijaz a century and a quarter before him. Yet this

perilous odium which Ibn SaMd’s regime in the Hijaz was exciting

outside Arabia did not save Ibn Saild from incurring the suspicion

and resentment of his own Najdis, wffio took these self-same measures

as indications that their leader was becoming almost impiously

lukew7irm

.

The Najdis, in fact, were prone to regard toleration as irreligion

and material progress as corruption
;
and they w ere especially prone

to take this view^ when the country concerned was the Hijaz—

a

neighbour whom they despised as unwarlike and feared as versed in

arts unknown to them—and when the responsibility for the regime

which excited their indignation lay with their own prince who had
now ascended the Meccan throne. Well versed as the Wahhabi
'ulaind were in Holy Writ, they were cognizant of the irresistible

attraction which Mecca had exercised upon the Prophet Muhammad
himself

;
and they knew that when once Mecca had capitulated to

the military power which he had built up at Medina with the assistance

of Medinese arms, it had availed these ‘Helpers’ nothing that they

had borne the heat and burden of the day. The Meccans, not the

Medinese, had reaped the fruits of the mighty empire into which the

modest theocratic state of Medina rapidly grew ; and the temr deforce

which a conquered Mecca had once achieved at Medina’s expense,

the same Mecca—holy as ever and now just conquered once again

—

might achieve a second time, and this time at the expense of Riyad.

It w^ould be safe to assume that from 1925 onwards this striking and
^ Survey for 1925, vol. i, Section (v) (c) and (d).

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



292 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III B

ominous parallel was constantly in the Najdi ‘ulamd’s minds ; and it

may also be assumed that the Najdi tribal chiefs who, as swords of

the Wahhabi God and lieutenants of the Wahhabi hndm, had exe-

cuted the conquests through which Ibn SaMd’s new Arabian empire

had been built up, now chafed to see their leader turning more and
more from the familiar pursuit of war to the new-fangled arts of peace

and inviting into the country a host of miwarlike strangers whose

only claim to power and honour was their skill in these very arts

which Najd could well dispense with in the chiefs’ opinion. At any
rate, it would seem to be something more than a mere coincidence

that the reactionary opposition to Ibn Sa‘ud in the Najd became
active in 1926 and 1927, which was the very time when he was seek-

ing to consolidate his position in the Hijaz and abroad. In the sum-
mer of 1926 an indication of this I'eactionary pressure upon Ibn

Sa‘ud was given in a report that he had issued a public notice declar-

ing that thenceforth there was to be no division between Shfi and

Sunni in his dominions, that the mosques of either community were

to be open to adherents of the other, and that the prayers were to be

conducted by new prayer-leaders (imams) who were to be sent from

Mecca. This seemed tantamount to an unavowed withdrawal of the

toleration which Ibn Sa‘ud had extended to the Shi‘is since his con-

quest of Hasa thirteen years before ; and a reversal of policy in this

sense was so contrary to his usual practice that, if the re^jort were

correct, it seemed reasonable to infer that he was acting under

virtual compulsion.^

Again, in the autumn of 1926 it was reported that the most re-

doubtable of Ibn Sa‘ud’s captains—Shaykh Faysalu’d-Dawish,- chief

of the Mutayr tribe and governor of the first of Ibn Sa‘ud’s settle-

ments, Artawiyah—had joined with another captain who was chief

of the ‘Utaybah in presenting certain demands to their ruler. The
first of these reported demands was for permission to wage the Holy
War (Jihad) against all non-Wahhabis ; the rest were for the abolition

^ In some quarters this report was interpreted in the directly opposite sense
of a roundabout concession to the Shi‘i8 of Hasa with an eye to conciliating
their co-religionists in Persia; but it is difficult to see how this ordinance can
be interpreted in that sense if the account of it, here cited, is correct.

* For the part which this captain played in the war against Ibn Bashld and
in the raids on ‘Iraq and Kuwayt during the years 1921-5, see the Survey for
1925, vol. i, p. 284. It was alleged against Faysalu’d-Dawlsh that his show of
importunate religious zeal was a cloak for personal animosity against his master.
He was said to have been aggrieved, first, because Ibn Sa‘ud had not appointed
him governor of Ha’il after the fall of Ibn Kashid in 1921, and secondly because,
after the surrender of Mecca in 1924, he had forbidden him to enter the city
with his Mutayris for fear that they might sack it.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



Sect, iii THE NAJD-HIJAZ AND GREAT BRITAIN 293

or prohibition of a number of Western innovations: custom-houses,

hospitals, telephones, post-offices, motor-cars. Ibn Sa‘iid was re-

ported to have replied by making the suggestion that the chiefs should

consult the Wahhabi 'ulamd at Buraydah in the district of Qasim,

which seems to have been under his immediate control, to which the

captains retorted by making the counter-suggestion that the con-

sultation should be held at Artawiyah—the settlement in which

Dawish himself was master and which was the natural base for mili-

tary operations in the direction of Kuwayt and Traq. These demands
do not appear to have been pressed at the assembly of Najdi notables

which met at Riyad in January 1927 in order to raise their country

to the rank of a kingdom ;
^ l)ut the notables were reported to have

complained on this occasion of Ibn Sa^ud’s laxness in having allowed

the idolatrous Egyptian Mdhmal to enter the Hijaz during the last

Pilgrimage ;
- and, though the main purpose of their meeting was to

confer an honour on Ibn Sa‘ud, it may be conjectured that this act

was inspired by Najdi nationalism as well as by i)ersonal regard for

their ruler who thus became twice over a king. Meanwhile, Ibn

Sa‘ud himself, during his sojourn at Riyad, requested the ^ulaind of

Najd for a legal opinion (fatwd) on a number of points which had been

submitted to him by members of the Wahhabi Brotherhood (the

IlcJiwdn)
;
and in February 1927^ the opinion was duly rendered—on

the whole, on reactionary lines. In regard to the lawfulness or unlaw-

fulness of the telegraph, the 'ulamd suspended judgement on the plea

of insufficient knowledge. In regard to two shrines in the Hijaz which
savoured of idolatry, they advised that these ought to be destroyed.

With regard to secular laws {qawdnin), they advised that, if any such

existed in the Hijaz, they ought to be abolished immediately and that

the country ought to be governed by the Religious Law (Shar") alone.

With regard to the entry of the Egyptian pilgrim-caravan into the

territory of the Holy Land under arms, they advised that this ought

to be forbidden. With regard to the Mdhmal^ they advised that its

entry into the Great Mosque at Mecca ought to be prohibited, that

no one ought to be allowed to kiss it, and that its escort ought to be

forbidden to play music. As a counsel of perfection they advised that,

^ See p. 285 above.
For the ‘incident’ which occurred over the Mahmal during the Pilgrimage

of 1926, see the Survey for 1925, vol. i, x)p. 299-2.
3 i.e., on the 8th Sha‘ban, a.h. 1345.
^ Text of this,/a^ti7d in Oriente Modemo, June 1927, pp. 276-7, translated

from As-Siydeah of Cairo, weekly edition, issue of the 21st May, 1927,
5 For the previous history of this controversy over the Mahmal see the

Survey for 1925, vol. i, pp. 290-2.
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if this could be done without causing a disturbance, the Mahmal
ought to be prevented from entering Mecca at all. With regard to the

Shils of Hasa, including the port of Hafif, the ^ulama advised that

they ought to be compelled to abandon all their peculiar rites and
doctrines, that Sumii prayer-leaders (imams) should be imposed on

them, that their special places of worship should be destroyed, and
that the penalty for contumacy should be exile. As for the Shi'is of

Iraq who had mingled with the Wahhabi nomads, they advised that

they ought to be denied residence in Wahhabi territory. With regard

to taxes not authorized by the Religious Law, they advised that these

were evidently unlawful and that it was Ibn SaTid’s duty to give

them up
;
but they dij^lomatically added that, if he refrained from

giving them up, it was not lawful for Wahhabis to rebel against him
on that account. V\^ith regard to the steppes and villages under the

government of the Wahhabis, they advised that Ibn Sa'ud ought to

send among them missionaries (du'dt) and teachers and to compel his

lieutenants in every district to assist these missionaries in enforcing

the observance of the Religious Law. With regard to the Holy War,
they advised that the decision lay with Ibn Sa‘ud in his capacity of

Imdm^ of the Wahhabi commonwealth, and that the Imam was
required by the Religious Law to take into consideration what m ould

be most to the interest of Islam and of the Muslims.

It will be seen that, while this f(itwd was reactionary in spirit- and
categorical in its injunctions on certain secondary matters, it gave

Ibn Sa‘ud sanction for exercising the powers which he needed if he

was to hold his own against his captains on two points in which his

authority as a ruler was at stake. It left him a free hand for imposing

taxation and a free hand for declining to proclaim the Holy War. In

fact, in this fatiod, the Wahhabi 'ulamd proved, not for the first time

in history, that it was possible to combine diplomacy with the role

of a Puritan divine.

At the beginning of April 1927, however, Faysalu'd-Dawish re-

^ For the nature and history of the Islamic Imamate or Caliphate, sec the
Survey for 1925, vol. i. Part I, Section (ii) (a).

^ It may be noted that, throughout, Ibn Sa‘ud was referred to, not by the
secular titles of ‘Sultan’ or ‘King’, but by the theocratic title of Imam, and
that the Wahhabis were referred to as ‘the Muslims’ without qualification.

The inference was that the non-Wahhabi majority of the Islamic World were
destined to become Wahhabis, by conversion or compulsion, so that, by
anticipation, the generic term ‘Muslims’ could properly be employed there and
then to designate the existing Wahhabi nucleus of a future reformed Islamic
Church Universal. In the same spirit, a contemporary Protestant Sect in

Kentucky styled themselves ‘Christians’ pure and simple, in the expectation
that the laxer majority of Christendom would presently be gathered into
their fold.
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turned to the attack by coming again to Riyad at the head of a

representative deputation of captains and chiefs—who constituted,

with their followers, a body of about 3,000 fighting men—and waiting

upon Ibn Sa‘ud in order to ascertain whether their Prince ‘were

allowing himself to be tempt^ed by wordly interests into neglecting

the interests of (iod.'^ Ibn Sa‘ud reassured them in a speech with

which they j)rofessed to be satisfied, and the deputation dispersed

ix^acefully ; but the incident was an omen of trouble to come.

Ibn Sa‘rKrs policy, in this situation, seems to have been to give way
on secondary matters in order to insist on points which were vital to

his authority. His sacrifice of his ShPi subjects has been mentioned

above ;

- and he also risked the sacrifice of friendly relations with

Egypt in order to comply with the ulama,^ injunctions regarding the

Egyptian pilgrim-caravan and the Mahmal. Upon receipt of informa-

tion from the Egyptian (Consul at Jiddah that King ‘Abdu’l-^AzIz

had laid down conditions, in these matters, in conformity with the

'ulumVs requirements, the Egyptian Government, on the 12th May,
1927, decided to refrain from sending the Mahmal that year and to

inform Egyptian pilgrims that the Government would take no re-

sponsibility for them.'^ Later, the Egyptian Government further

decided not to send the Sacred Carpet {Kiswah) apart from the

Mahmal, as they had originally intended to do, and also not to send

the customary alms for the poor at Mecca. In spite of the Egyptian

(fOvernment's warning, not less than 8,030 Egyptian pilgrims were

reported to have left for the Hijaz by the 18th May. It also appears

that several hundred Persian pilgrims succeeded in making their way
to Mecca, though in Persia the pilgrimage to the Hijaz was not only

discouraged but officially prohibited. Next year, Ibn Sa‘ud took the

precaution to order a Kiswah in India :
^ and this was duly conveyed

to Jiddah from Bombay and was exhibited at Mecca ceremoniously

on the 25th May, 1928, in the presence of representative pilgrims from

many countries. The number of pilgrims in 1928 was reported to be

not so large as it had been in 1927, but, without counting those from

Ibn Sa‘ud’s own dominions, it was estimated to have approached the

figure of 100,000. A feature of the Pilgrimage of 1928 was the busy

^ Oriente Moderno, June 1927, quoting Al~Muqatiam of (<airo, 17th May,
1927.

Compare King Amanu’llah’s sacrifice of the Ahmadlyah Sect in Afghanis-
tan in 1924 (Survey for 1925, vol. i, p. 568).

3 Text of an official communique from the Egyptian Government, translated

from As-Siydsah of Cairo, 13th May, 1927, in Oriente Moderno, May 1927,

p. 213.
* See an interview given at Cairo by Ibn Sa‘ fid's counsellor Shaykh Hafiz

AVahbah (Oriente Moderno, March 1928, p. 125).
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motor traffic between Jiddah, Mecca and Medina, which was said to

have been supervised by a Scottish engineer.

Meanwhile, Ibn Sa^ud’s most serious preoccupation was given him
by the conduct of his captains on the northern frontier, where, before

the end of the year 1927, they began on their own account to take that

aggressive action against the neighbours of the Wahhabi common-
wealth for which they had failed to obtained sanction from the

Wahhabi /mam. It will be convenient to deal with events on the

Transjordan border separately from events on the borders of ‘Iraq

and Kuwayt. Notwithstanding the fact that, as between Ibn Sa‘ud’s

dominions and Transjordan, it had not yet been found possible to

agree upon a frontier line, the disturbances along this sector of the

border in the years 1927 and 1928 were less serious than those along

the sector where Najd marched with ‘Iraq and Kuwayt—a sector in

which agreed lines had been laid down.

In the Transjordan sector, it was rumoured that the Wahhabis had
seized the station of Mudawwarah, on the Hijaz Railway, from the

Huwaytat (a tribe paying allegiance to the Transjordan Government)

in the autumn of 1926. In the course of the year 1927, ‘the tribunal,

set up under the Hadda Agreement, to settle raiding claims,^ sat at

Ma‘an, Jericho and Jerusalem
;
but the difficulty of securing the

attendance of claimants and witnesses rendered it abortive
;

’ - and
in this connexion there were rumours of Wahhabi concentrations near

the Transjordan border in April. On this occasion, no raid followed

;

but by the beginning of 1928 the Wahhabis had apparently succeeded

in ‘peacefully penetrating’ the principal Badu tribes which had
hitherto paid allegiance to the Transjordan Government—for ex-

ample, the Huwaytat, the Shararat, and even the comparatively

remote Banu Sakhr, as they had penetrated the tribes of the Hijaz

before making war on King Husayn in 1924-5. Partly, perhaps,

under the influence of Wahhabi missionaries and partly on the cal-

culation that the Amir ‘Abdu’llah would not be capable of affording

them protection against a serious attack from the followers of Ibn

Sa‘ud, certain sections of all the three Transjordanian tribes above

mentioned seem to have transferred their allegiance from the weaker
to the stronger Power. In February 1928 Faysalu’d-Dawish, en-

camped at Jawf
,
was reported to have written to the people of Ma‘an

and ‘Aqabah, demanding the payment of the traditional Islamic tax

^ For this tribunal see the Survey for 1925, vol. i, pp. 344-5.
2 Beport by H.B.M. Government to the Council of the League of Nations

on the administration of Palestine and Transjordan for the year 1927 (Colonial
No. 31 of 1928), p, 75. See also Oriente Moderno, February 1927, p. 93 ; March
1927, p. 137.
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{zakdt) to the Government of the Hijaz
;
and on the 11th February his

men attacked two sub-tribes of the Banu Sakhr who had already

seceded from ‘Abdu’llah to Ibn Sa‘ud, had embraced Wahhabism,
had begun to pay zakdt to their new sovereign, and had crossed to the

Najdi side of the frontier laid down in the Agreement of Hadda.^

This curious incident, in which a tribe that had sought security by
coming into Ibn Sard’s fold found itself attacked by Ibn Sa‘ud’s

most distinguished captain, was another indication that the Wahhabi
Imam was at that time finding it difficult to control the forces which
he had set in motion in the Arabian Peninsula. There were still

plainer symptoms of this difficulty along the borders of Traq and
Kuwayt during these years.

Along the Traq border, the reciprocal pledge, given in the Bahrah
Agreement of the 1st November, 1925, to prevent tribal raiding as

far as possible, was faithfully observed on both sides for nearly two
years. During the whole of the year 1926 and the first nine months of

1927 Iraq was comj)letely immune from raids on the part of Najdi

tribes
;
^ and though the Traq Government did not succeed so quickly

in initting an end to raids on Najd by ‘Iraqi tribes—particularly the

refugee Shammar who had found new grazing-grounds in the Meso-

potamian Jazirah since the Wahhabi conquest of their homelands in

1921 —it seems to have achieved this in the course of 1926, partly

through the co-operation of the British Royal Air Force and partly

through the establishment of a chain of military posts along the inner

edge of the Shamij^ah steppe, on the south-west of ‘Iraq, with an
alignment roughly parallel to the Najd-‘Iraq frontier as laid down,
far out in the Shamiyah, in 1922.^ Moreover, early in April 1926 the

‘Iraq Government requested the British High Commissioner at

Baghdad to communicate with Ibn Sa‘ud with a view to obtaining

his agreement to the prompt constitution of the sj^ecial tribunal for

inquiring into the particulars of any aggression committed across the

frontiers of the two states, for assessing damages and losses and for

fixing responsibility, which the Bahrah Agreement had prescribed.

Ibn Sa‘ud twice asked for postponement of this on account of his

being detained in the Hijaz by the necessity of superintending the

arrangements for the Pilgrimage of the year
;
but he agreed that his

^ For this frontier see the Survey for 1925, vol. i, p. 343.
2 See Golouial No. 29 of 1927 (Report on the Administration of ‘Iraq for the

year 1926), p. 21, and Colonial No. 35 of 1928 (Report for the year 1927), p. 56.
2 See the Survey for 1925, vol. i, pp. 330-1. For a vivid account of the

mobility of the Shammar and of the consequent difficulty of keeping them
under effective control, see Colonial No. 29 of 1927, p. 22.

^ See the Survey for 1925, vol. i, p. 334.
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frontier governors at Ha’il and in Hasa should be authorized to

correspond direct with certain ‘Iraq frontier officials over matters

touching the peace of the border
;
and this arrangement yielded good

results. The claims outstanding from a number of previous raids were

liquidated to the satisfaction of both sides
;
and no incidents occurred

in 1926 during the seasonal migrations of the nomads across the

frontier or during the visits to Traq of Najdi caravans.^ Further, in

April 1927, the Traq Parliament passed a law- imposing severe

penalties on persons guilty of raiding or plundering in the teriitoiy

of a foreign state at peace with ‘Iraq
;
and this law was duly enacted

on the 4th May and promulgated on the 11th. Yet, though these

measures on both sides were effective in maintaining peace on the

Najd-Traq border for nearly two years dating from the signature of

the Bahrah Agreement, this peace did not carry with it the mainten-

ance of the political status quo : for the Wahhabis, while refrainmg

from raids, were carrying on their policy of ‘peaceful })enetration ’ at

the expense of ‘Iraq as well as Transjordan. For example, before the

end of these two years, the chiefs of the two Iraqi tribes, the Dhafir '^

and the Dahamshah,^ had passed over from the orbit of ‘Iraq into

the orbit of Najd, visited Ibn Sa‘ud at Riyad, been received by him
with honour, and been sent back to their tribes accompanied by
Wahhabi 'ularnd to instruct them in the true faith. Under the in-

fluence of these missionaries, Ibn SaTid’s new clients, who had origin-

ally inclined towards him from mundane motives of fear or calculation,

acquired the zeal of the convert and themselves became apostles of

Wahhabism among the other tribesmen of ‘Iraq
; and this religious

merit received an immediate secular reward, for the converts from

the other Traqi tribes abandoned their own brethren and clave to the

Dhafir and the Dahamshah, with the result that these two tribes

increased while the ‘Iraqi tribes which remained loyal to King Faysal,

like the ‘Amarat ‘Anazah, decreased in proportion. There could

hardly have been a more striking demonstration of the advantages of

adhesion to the rising Arabian Power ; and thus, during the two years

of peace along the Najd-Traq border which ended in the autumn of

1927, the Wahhabis had prepared the ground for an overt advance

at ‘Iraq’s expense.

^ The foregoing facts are taken from Colonial No. 29 of 1927, p. 22.
2 The Kaidiiig and Plunder (Forbiddance of) Law No. 47 of 1927. (Text in

Colonial No. 35 of 1928, pp. 186-7).
® For the part played by the Dhafir in the frontier relations between Najd

and ‘Iraq from 1919 to 1925, see the Survey for 1925^ vol. i, pj). 330-5.
* Whereas the Dhafir had been expressly recognized by Ibn Sa‘ud as being

an ‘Iraqi tribe {Survey for 1925, vol. i, pp. 334-5), the allegiance of the Daham-
shah had remained in dispute between the Governments of ‘Iraq and Najd.
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‘The first warnings of a renewed trouble came in October 1927,

when letters were received from the Najd Govt^rnment protesting

against the building of fortifications and barracks at Bfisayyah, a spot

in the desert seventy-five miles from the Najd frontier, and against

other military measures which it was rumoured in Najd that the

‘Iraq Government were contemplating jn the frontier districts, such

as the construction of a railway line to Busayyah. The Najd Govern-

ment based their j)rotest on Article 3 of the ‘l^qayr Protocol, which
reads as follows :

The two Governments mutually agree not to use the watering places

and wells in the vicinity of the border for any military purpose such as
building forts on them and not to concentrate troops in their vicinity.

‘They requested the removal of the posts which the Iraq Govern-

ment had constructed at Abu’l-Ghari and Busayyah. These posts,

they said, had created great excitement among the Najd tribes on the

border, who regarded their construction as an act of hostility. It was
evident that very distorted accounts had been sent to Riyad about

the scope and purpose of the arrangements which the ‘Iraq (Jovern-

ment had made for the control of the frontier. No barracks or forti-

fications had, in fact, been built, and the idea of constructing a railway

in the remote deserts on the Najd border had never for a moment
been entertained. The posts of Abu1-(jihar and Busayyah had been

established as a part of the general scheme for keeping order on the

border and were intended to serve as centres of intelligence from

which early news could be obtained of any movements of raiders

either from ‘Iraq into Najd or from Najd into ‘Iraq.- In Abul-Ghar
there was a small garrison of a platoon of the Traq Army, and in

Busayyah fifteen men of the Nasiriyah camel police. Neither could

reasonably be regarded as coming within the meaning of Article 3 of

the ‘Uqayr Protocol, Busayyah being situated approximately 75

miles and Abu’l-Ghar 90 miles from the nearest point on the Najd
frontier. The ‘Iraq Government were unable therefore to agree to

the demand that the posts should be dismantled, and a reply was
sent to the Najd Government’s protest pointing out how^ exaggerated

were the accounts which they had evidently received and explaining

the exact position and strength of the j)osts. Meanwhile the Mutayr
tribe of Najd took the matt/cr into their own hands. On the night of

the 5th November, 1927, a party of about a hundred men under

^ For the Wahhabi raids on Abu’l-Ghar in 1922, see the Survey for 1925,
vol. i, pp. 332 and 341.—A.J.T.

2 On this point see further a statement made by the British High Commis-
sioner in ‘Iraq to the correspondent of The Times at Baghdad which was pub-
lished in The Times of the 13th March, 1928.—A.J.T,
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Faysalu’d-Dawish, chief of the Tlwah Mutayr, attacked and over-

whehned the Busayyah post, killing six policemen, one overseer of

the Public Works Department, twelve Arab labourers, and one

woman. The building of the post [a very simple and inexpensive

erection of mud and brick] had not been finished, and the policemen

and the labourers working t^ere were unable to defend themselves

against the sudden attack of the tribesmen. A protest and a demand
for reparation and the j>unishment of the raiders was sent to the

Najd Government, and about the same time a dispatch was received

from Riyad, dated the same day as the attack on Busayyah, again

protesting against the construction of the Busayyah post and stating

that, much as an outbreak of raiding would be deplored, the Najd
border tribes were so excited that no guarantee could be given that

regrettable incidents would not occur, unless the post was immediately
evacuated. A warning was also given to the Political Agent, Kuwayt,
by the Najd Representative^ who had arrived there for the meeting

of the Frontier Tribunal,*- that serious trouble had broken out in

Najd, and that, contrary to the express order of the King, a tribal

force was moving northwards against the Traq frontier. A few days

later reports came from Kuwayt that men from the same Mutayr
tribe under a relative of Faysalu’d-Dawish had on the 4th December
raided Kuwayt territory near Jahrah and had carried off a number of

camels,^ and on the 9th December the Mutayr committed a raid on

the Ghalidh section of the Banu Hachaym, an Traq shepherd tribe,

while they were grazing their sheep in the neutral zone between Najd
and Traq. These raiders also fired on an air patrol, which by chance

was passing over that area, and wounded a British wireless operator.

‘As it seemed clear that the Mutayr were at least temporarily out

of control, it was decided that, as a temporary expedient, aeroplanes

should be authorized to pursue raiders across the frontier.^ The Najd
Government were informed of this decision and at the same time

^ In regard to this warning, see further a statement by Mr. Amery in the
House of Commons at Westminster on the 14th December, 1927.—A.J.T.

* On the eve of Faysalu’d-Dawlsh’s raid, Shaykh Hafiz Wahbah, one of

Ibn Sa‘ud’8 non-Najdl civilian advisers, had arrived at Kuwayt from the Hijaz
by air for a conference on outstanding questions relating to the Najd- ‘Iraq
frontier. In view of the raid on Busayyah this conference was postponed by
the British Acting High Commissioner in ‘Iraq.—A.J.T,

3 For details of this Wahhabi raid on Kuwayt territory see The Times and
The Manchester Guardian, 29th November, 1927; The Times, 6th and 7th
December, 1927.—A.J.T.

* It was reported in The Times of the 15th and the 22nd December, 1927,
that the British Koyal Air Force counter-attacked certain Wahhabi raiders

who fell upon two ‘Iraqi tribes in the NSsiriyah district on the 13th December,
1927.—A.J.T.
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thanked for the warning given by the Najd Representative to the

Political Agent in Kuwayt.
‘On the 17th December, 1927, a party of about 250 of the Mutayr

again led by Faysalu’d-Dawish once more crossed the border into

‘Iraq and attacked an encampment of ‘Iraq shepherd tribesmen near

Jumaymah. The raiders killed all males who fell into their hands

;

even babies were not spared. The situation then became extremely

critical. The ‘Iraq tribes were very uneasy, and since they dared not

move southwards to their accustomed grazing-grounds they were in

danger of serious loss from lack of grass for their flocks and herds, the

northern grazing-grounds being completely dried up and exhausted.

The great ‘Anazah tribe, which stretches north across the desert

motor-route from Baghdad to Damascus, was particularly affected,

and their paramount chief came in to see the High Commissioner at

Baghdad and declared that, unless urgent measures against the

raiders were taken, the loyalty of his tribe could no longer be relied

upon
;
they would sever their connexion with ‘Iraq and depart either

to Syria or elsewhere.’’

The first step which the British Government took—before the end
of December 1927—^for dealing with this new" and dangerous situation

was to suggest a meeting between Ibn Sa‘ud and the British Resident

in the Persian Gulf to discuss any matter in dispute, and this sugges-

tion was repeated several times before the 12th March, 1928, when
the Colonial Secretary of His Britaimic Majesty’s Government in

Great Britain, Mr. Amery, stated in the House of Commons at West-
minster that Ibn Sa‘ud had ‘not so far seen fit to avail himself of the

opportunity offered him for a full discussion of outstanding questions

On the other hand, Mr. Amery had already stated in the same place,

on the 27th February, 1928, that Ibn Sa‘ud had ‘entirely disavowed
these raids and some time ago announced his intention of dealing

with the raiders’, but that he had not dealt with them by that date.

When these facts are read in connexion with the warning of Faysalu’d-

Dawish’s intentions which Ibn Sa‘ild had conveyed to the British

authorities at an early date,- it may be inferred that the raids repre-

sented an outbreak of the elemental force of Wahhabism when
temporarily unamenable to the Wahhabi hnani's control. In these

circumstances the ‘Iraqi and the British Government took measures

for meeting force by force in operations not only on the ground but
in the air

; and they felt themselves justified in allowing their air-

craft, when counter-attacking Wahhabi raiding parties which had

^ Quoted from Colonial No, 35 of 1928, i)p. 56-8.
See p. 300 above.
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crossed the frontier into Traq, to cross the frontier in the opj)osite

direction in their turn.

Before the middle of January 1928 the arrangements for these air

operations appear to have been made and an air reconnaissance

appears to have been carried out as far as Faysalu’d-Dawlsh s head-

quarters at Artawiyah. The next Wahhabi raid was delivered on the

22nd January against an TraqT tribe some ten miles within the ‘Iraq

frontier: and this time casualties estimated at seventy-five killed

were inflictedJ On the 27th January, another party raided in Kuwayt
territory but were there engaged by the forces of the Shaykh of

Kuwayt, who recovered their loot from them^ and were then located

—on the 29th and 30th .January—by British aircraft, which inflicted

a number of casualties on them. In February, however, a message

was received at Kuwayt from Faysalu’d-Dawish in which the chief

of the Mutayr and Governor of Artawiyah demanded with threats

that the ])ort should be oj^ened to his people and thereafter a

British cruiser was stationed off Kuwayt as a measure of ]}recaution.

On the 19th February Traqi and Kuwayt! tribesmen were attacked

at Jarishan, south-west of Basrah, some sixty-five miles within the

frontier; but this time, again, the raiders were located by British

aircraft and were effectually counter-attacked from the air on the

19th, 20th and 21st. The casualties inflicted on the raiders were

believed to be severe, but the aircraft were also heavily fired upon
and one machine was shot doA^vm, the pilot losing his life.'* On the

24th February British aeroplanes, having passed over the frontier,

located the raiders again—this time in Najdi territory at As-Safah,

on the route from Kuwayt to AHawIyah—took them by surprise

when they were concentrated (apparently for the distribution of loot),

and inflicted casualties again.**’ A new British air base was now
established at Kuwayt, and the border zone traversed by the Wah-
habi raiders was intensively patrolled.

The British Government had ‘been most careful to furnish Ibn

Sa‘ud with prior information as to the action to re})el raiders in

^ See a statement made in the House of Commons at Westminster, in answer
to a parliamentary question, by Mr. Amery on the 27th February, 1928.

* For details of this battle see The Times, Slst January, 1928, and The
Manchester Guardian, 2nd February, 1928. The Kuwaytls brought motor-cars
into the field as well as cameleers.

® Faysalu’d-Dawlsh was said to have made this demand on the Shaykh of

Kuwayt because his suzerain Ibn Sa‘ud had recently closed against him the
ports of Hasa.

* For details see The Times, 22nd and 23rd February, 1928, as well as the
official communique published in The Times of the 28th February, 1928.

® Official communique cited above.
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‘Iraq Nevertheless, Ibn SaTid—in deference, no doubt, to Wahhabi
feeling—appears to have made a formal protest against the air raid

on As-Safah on the ground that it was a breach of treaty while he

charged certain envoys who had been sent to Riyad by the Shaykh
of Kuwayt to carry back the message that he could not answer for

the Mutayr or the ‘Utaybah and that the Shaykh of Kuwayt had
better rely on self-help. At this point, the gravity of the situation

seemed to be increasing
;
for the chief of the Ajman was reported to

have accompanied Faysalu’d-Dawish and his Mutayr tribes in the

raid of the 19th February
;
and the chief of the 'Utaybah (who had

joined Faysalu’d-Dawish in ju*esenting certain reactionary demands
upon Ibn Sa'iid in the autumn of 1926)^ was also reported to be

bringing up his followers, to join in the raids, from their distant

grazing-grounds on the border between Najd and Hijaz. In these

circumstances alarming rumours (not afterwards substantiated) began
to arise. On the one hand it was rumoured that Ibn Sa'ud had

received Faysalu’d-Dawish, together with his confreres the chiefs of

the Ajman and the ‘Utaybah, at Riyad in order to inform them of his

conversion to their view that the non-Wahhabis of ‘Iraq, Kuwayt
and Transjordan were only amenable to the argument of the sword

;

that he had given the militants arms and munitions, as well as his

blessing : and that he had even gone so far as to proclaim the Holy
War (Jihad). On the other hand it was rumoured that a Gurkha
battalion was being sent by the British Indian Government to

Kuwayt. Both these rumours, however, were denied ;^ and on the

8th March, 1928, Mr. Amery was able to state in the House of Com-
mons at Westminster that there had been no further Wahhabi raids

since that of the 19th February, In the same place, on the (5th April,

it was stated on behalf of the C/olonial Office that the raiders on the

borders of 'Iraq and Transjordan had so far been engaged only with

aeroplanes and armoured cars
;
that no ground forces had been in

^ Statement by Mr. Amery in the House of Commons at Westminster on the
5th March, 1928, in answer to a parliamentary question. It must be remem-
bered that the means of communication with Ibn Sa‘ud were slow and difficult

and that messages were often long delayed in transmission.
* See Oriente Modemot April 1928, pp. 178-9, for a resume of an article in

Ummu'l-Qurd of Mecca, 10th March, 1928, formulating six points in which the
Bahrah and Hadda Agreements had been infringed by the ‘Iraqi and Trans-
jordanian Governments according to the Najdi point of view.

® See p. 292 above.
^ The rumour regarding the Gurkhas was denied by the Colonial Office in

Whitehall and later by the India Office. The rumour regarding the Holy War
was denied by the Secretariat of the Palestine Government as well as by Ibn
Sa‘ud’8 Counsellor Shaykh Hadz Wahbah. Shaykh Hafiz Wahbah also denied
that Ibn Sa‘iid had supplied the raiders with arms and munitions.
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action ; and that the British casualties had been one pilot killed and

one wireless operator wounded. In fact, after the 19th February,

1928, the situation steadily improved. At first, it is true, there was

still some reason for anxiety. It was rumoured, for instance, that

Wahhabi forces were encamped at three points not far from the

northern frontiers of Najd and the Hijaz
;
and, while the Mutayr were

believed to have lost their appetite for raiding after the reprisals

taken on them at As-Safah from the air on the 24th February, the

‘Utaybah tribe, ‘ which hadhad no experience of the devastating effects

of aerial warfare might still be tempted to try its fortune in the hope

of plunder,^ However, it was afterwards reported that their chief had
been overtaken on the march by an emissary from Ibn SaMd and had
been persuaded to turn back. Early in April, it was rumoured that

the Mutayr and the Ajman were once more on the move—this time

supported by another tribe from the interior, namely the TJtaybah’s

neighbours the Harb—but by the middle of April it was reported that

the tribal concentration on the frontier had dispersed and that the

tribes had severally repaired to their respective summer ranges. It

was added that Ibn Sa‘ud had summoned a conference of tribal chiefs

to meet him at Buraydah. By May, according to report, Faysalu'd-

Dawish had so far changed his behaviour that he caused certain

Mutayri sheep-stealers to restore their plunder to its ‘Iraqi owners

;

and again in August he caused Mutayri camel-thieves to make
restitution to the Dhafiris to whom the stolen camels belonged.

This second restitution was the more notable inasmuch as it

occurred after the breakdown of a conference which had been held

at Jiddah in May and August 1928 between Ibn Sa‘ud of the one part

and representatives of the British and ‘Iraqi Governments of the

other, to discuss the matter which had been the occasion (or pretext) of

the Wahhabi raids, namely, the establishment by the ‘Iraqi Govern-

ment of military posts along the inner edge of the Shamiyah steppe.

The British representative. Sir Gilbert Clayton, left London on the

19th April, wras joined at Cairo by the two representatives of the

‘Iraqi Government and by one representative of the Transjordanian

Government,^ and arrived at Jiddah with his colleagues on the

1 Statement by the British High Commissioner in ‘Iraq.

2 Both these representatives of the ‘Iraqi Government were Englishmen, one
of them being Adviser to the Ministry of the Interior and the other an ad-
ministrative inspector in the ‘Iraq Government service. The Counsellor at the
British Residency at Baghdad also came to Cairo to meet Sir Gilbert Clayton
en route, but did not accompany him to Jiddah. This caused some dissatisfac-

tion in ‘Iraq.

® Mr. G. Antonius, a member of the staff of the secretariat of the British

High Commissioner for Transjordan.
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2nd May. The conference opened on the 8th
;
but on the 22nd it

was announced in London by the Colonial Office that it had been

suspended owing to the approach of the Pilgrimage season. On the

20th July Sir Gilbert Clayton left London again and resumed negotia-

tions with Ibii SaTjd at Jiddah on the 1st August, the Government of

‘Iraq being represented this time by its Minister of Education, Tawfiq

Beg Suwaydi ; but, within a week of resumption, the conference broke

down—this time definitively—over the crux of the question under

discussion.^ The Najdis continued to insist that the construction of

the military posts in ‘Iraq along the inner edge of the ShamJyah was
an infringemeiit of the ‘Uqayr Protocol of 1922, while the ‘Iraqis and
the British held to their view' that the posts at Salman, Busayyah and
Abu’l-(Jhar, being respectively 60, 75 and 90 miles distant from the

frontk^r, could not reasonably be regarded as having been built in

its ‘vicinity’, and that the construction of these posts was therefore

covered by the general principle that, apart from ihv stipulations of

treaties and the customs of international law, every Government was
entitled to liberty of administration on its own territory.

About a week later, on the 15th August, 1928, at Haifa, there was
a breakdown in another conference in wdiich Ibn Sa‘ud and the British

we^re participants, together with the French. This Haifa Conference

had been ‘convened to meet the expressed wish of the King of the

Hijaz that the wdiole question of reconditioning the Hijaz Railway
should be examined from the practical point of view’;^ and the

British and the French had participated in their capacity as manda-
tories for Palestine and vsince the track of the Hijaz Railway,

which had originally lain wholly within the Ottoman Emyjire, had
been partitioned, as a result of the I^eace Settlement, between the

three states of the Hi jaz, Palestine (including Transjordan), and Syria.

At the Haifa Conference, ‘the Palestine Government was represented

by three senior officers of the Palestine Railway Administration,which
also’ operated ‘the section of the Hijaz Railway in Transjordan’.^

According to the British Government, the conference proved abortive

because, at the opening of it, on the 26th July, 1928, ‘the Hijaz

representative declined to proceed with the discussions unless the

^ For tlie draqi Government'^ rej»ort of the breakdown see The Times and
The Nanchester Guardimi, 10th August, 1928; for Ibn 8a‘ud’s version see a
statement issued by the Hijaz Govern ineiit Agency at Cairo and reproduced
in The Times and The Manchester Guardian, 11th August, 1928. In these
reports there was no disagreement regarding the reason why the conference
broke down.

2 Statement by Mr. Amery in the House of Commons at Westminster on the
12th November, 1928, in answer to a parliamentary question,

3 Amery, loc. cit.

X
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general question of the status of the railway was first considered,’^

whereas ‘the invitation to the Hijaz Government’ had ‘made it clear

that the discussions would be confined to technical questions only’.^

On the 12th November, 1928, when a statement on the subject was
made in the House of Commons at Westminster b}^ the Secretary of

State for the Colonies, Mr. Amery declared that there was no prospect

of the conference being resumed at an early date.

Nevertheless, the breakdown of the Jiddah and Haifa Conferences

in August 1928 does not appear to have undone or even checked that

improvement in the situation along the northern borders of Najd-

Hijaz which had been in progress since the latter part of Fe})ruary

;

and the outlook was further improved by the amiouncement, early

in October, that the British High Commissioner in ‘Iraq, Sir Henry
Dobbs, whose term of office was approaching its end, was to have for

his successor Sir Gilbert Clayton, who in a series of negotiations

—

some fruitful and some abortive—during the previous three years had

established with Ibn Sa‘ud a personal relation of a friendly character.

Thus the immediate situation along the border gave no ground for

serious anxiety
;
and the prospect of a great and permanent change

for the better was oj>ened up by certain important events which now
followed in the interior of Ibn Sa‘ud’s dominions.

On the 5th November, 1928, there assembled at Riyild a great

congress in which almost all the 'ulamd, tribes, hijrahs of Ihhwdn and

towns of Najd and its Dependencies were represented.® The cliief aim

of King ‘Abdu’l-‘AzIz in convening this congress evidently was to

dispose of the criticisms which had been evoked by certain features

in his policy and to obtain affirmations of loyalty. These he duly

received ;
but the moral effect of the congress was diminished by the

fact that Faysalu’d-Dawish and Ibn Humayd (the chief of the

‘Utaybah) had absented themselves. This overt gesture of defiance

probably convinced Ibn Sa‘ud that a trial of strength with his

recalcitrant captains was no longer avoidable. At any rate, during

the winter of 1928-9 both sides prepared for war, and in the spring

Ibn Sa‘ud took the offensive. The campaign was short, for when the

King and the rebels met in battle near Artawlyah in March 1929

1 For the previous history of this question see the Survey for 1925^ vol. i,

pp. 316-17 and 342. For further details see The Times

^

30th July and 17th
August, 1928; The Manchester Guardian

,

17th August, 1928.
2 Amery, loc. cit.

® A report of this congress is given in an extra edition of TJmmu'l-Qurd of

Mecca, dated the 18th llecember, 1928. (See two articles on the subject by
Professor C. Snouck Hurgronje in De Telegraaf of Amsterdam, 7th and 9th
February, 1929.)
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the result was decisive. The rebel forces were scattered, and the two
leaders fled from the field and sent humble messages to their sovereign,

throwing themselves on his mercy. Ibn Humayd was punished by the

loss of his chieftainship. Faysalu’d-Dawish died of wounds at

Artawiyah.

At the time of writing it seemed as though this signal victory of

Ibn Sa'ud over his enemies within his own household in a.d. 1929

might have the same effect in consolidating his Arabian Empire as

Abu Bakr’s triumph over the Ridddh of 632-3 had had in consolidat-

ing the commonwealth of Primitive Islam. In Arabia, it had always

been less difficult to build an empire than to maintain it in being
;
and

it might well prove, in retrospect, that the defeat of Faysalu’d-

Dawlsh, rather than that of Ibn Rashid or that of King Husa}^, had
Ijeeii the decisive event in Ibn SaTid’s career. Be that as it might, it

seemed probable that this ‘ crowning mercy ’ of 1929 would give him
time at any rate to consummate his policy of solving the Malthusian

]:)rob]em in the Arabian Peninsula by turning a certain proportion of

the Badu into fallahin. So far as he succeeded in doing this, he would
incidentally be solving the problem of his relations with his neigh-

bours
;
since the Najdi tribesman’s incentive to raid Transjordan and

Traq would be diminished in proportion to the increase in his op-

portunities for securing a livelihood at home by the arts of peace.

(iv) The Relations of the Zaydi Imam of San^a with Great Britain

and with Italy (1926-8).

In a previous volume ^ it has been recorded that, as a result of the

General War of 1914-18, the Zaydi Imam Yahya of San‘a became the

independent ruler of those districts in the Yaman highlands, inhabited

by a Zaydi population, in which he had previously exercised a measure

of religious and judicial authority, under Ottoman sovereignty, by
the terms of an agreement negotiated with him by Tzzet Pasha in

1911 and confirmed by bl firman from the Sultan in 1913. It has also

been recorded in the same place that the Imam Yahya afterwards

extended his rule over certain non-Zaydi territories in South-Western
Arabia, first by occupying Dala" and other places in the British Aden
Protectorate at the close of the year 1919, and then by conquering

from the Idrisi Sayyid of Sabya the two Red Sea ports of Luhayyah
and Hudaydah, together with the whole southern section of the

coastal plain {Tihdmah) between the highlands and the Red Sea. In

another section of the present volume,^ an account is given of his

1 Surv^for 1925, vol. i, pp. 276 and 320-1.
® Section (vi) of this part.

X2
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subsequent dealings with the Idrisi Sayyid Hasan, which resulted in

one portion of the IdrlsI's former holdings, from Midi southwards,

becoming incorporated in the Imam’s dominions, while the remnant

of the Idrisiyah principality placed itself under the suzerainty of Ibn

Sa‘ud by an agreement signed on the 21st October, 1926. It remains

to record the history of the Imam’s relations during the years 1926 to

1928 with his south-eastern neighbour Great Britain and with Italy,

whose colony of Eritrea faced the Imam’s newly acquired ports of

Hudaydah and Luhayyah on the opposite coast of the Red Sea.

Direct political relations between the Zaydi Imam and Great

Britain may be said to have begun with the Imam’s encroachment

upon the British Aden Protectorate in 1919; for, before that, the

British Government’s political dealings in South-Western Arabia had

been partly with the local Arab rulers and tribes in the immediate

hinterland of the Aden Settlement and partly with the Ottoman
Government as the sovereign Power in other ])arts of the Yaman, but

never with the Zaydi Imam, since the Imam had not been an inde-

pendent ruler, cither de jure or de facto, at any time between the

establishment of British influence in the hinterland of Aden and

the extinction of Ottoman authority in Arabia by the execution of the

Armistice of October 1918.^ It was, indeed, in effect the British

themselves who had rendered the Imam independent by evacuating

the Turkish forces from South-Western Arabia after the Armistice

had been concluded. In so doing, they had removed an etat limitrophe

which had previously recognized the British Aden Protectorate within

a certain agreed boundary, and had left its place vacant to be occu-

pied by a new^ etai limitrojdie which had never been in relations with

Great Britain and had not recognized her position in South-Western

Arabia at all.

The Anglo-Turkish frontier in South-Western Arabia had been laid

down because the British, who had made themselves masters of the

port and town of Aden in 1839, and the Turks, who had reoccupied

the Southern Tihamah in 1849 and the central highlands of the

Yaman, including San‘a, in 1872, had gradually extended their

authority or influence into the interior of South-Western Arabia,

starting resjjectively from the coasts of the Indian Ocean and the

Red Sea, until they had come into collision with one another in 1873.

From that year until the beginning of 1902, the boundary between

^ Thus, though the Imam had previously invaded the British Aden Protec-
torate, in the wake of the Turkish forces which invested the Aden Settlement
during the General War of 1914-18, he had taken this action as an Ottoman
subject and not as a belligerent in his own right.
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the British and the Turkish sphere in the Yaman had been fluctuating

and disputable ;
but between January 1 902 and May 1904 the frontier

was delimited by a Mixed Anglo-Turkish Commission from a point

at the extreme south-western corner of the Arabian Peninsula, op-

posite I'erim Island, as far north-eastward as the Bana River, leaving

the town of Dala‘—about seventy miles inland from Aden, in a direc-

tion slightly west of north—just on the British side of the line and the

town of Qa‘tabah just on the Turkish sideJ Beyond the Bana River,

the line was not delimited, but on paper it was theoretically produced,

in a general north-easterly direction, into the empty and unexplored

Rub'u’l-Khali, where, at latitude 20"’, it was eventually met by
another imaginary line, produced in a north-and-south direction from
a point on the Arabian coast of the Persian Gulf opposite the southern

end of the Bahrayn Islands, by which the British and Turkish spheres

in the hinterland of the Gulf were demarcated in the Anglo-Turkish

Convention of 1913/- Thus, by the eve of the War of 1914-18, the

entire Arabian Peninsula had been divided in theory between two
non-Arab Powers, the British and Ottoman Empires; but this

theoretical division, which was impressive on the map, ignored the

actual fact that the greater part of either sphere was actually in the

hands of virtually independent Arab rulers and tribes. In the hinter-

land of Aden, for example, the British authorities did not exercise

direct authority beyond a radius of ten miles from Aden itself
;
^ the

4,200 square miles of the Protectorate,^ outside the 80 square miles

of the Settlement,*^ were parcelled out among a number of tribal

confederations under native chiefs; and these chiefs were in treaty

relations with the British Government® which left them entirely

autonomous and which, so far from obliging them to pay any taxes

to the Paramount Power, quaUfied them for receiving annual British

subsidies. Outside the limits of the Protectorate, again, in the larger

section of the Aden Interior which extended, east and north-east of

the River Bana, to the fringes of the Rubhi’I-Khali, the British

Government were in similar, though even looser, treaty relations with

^ The foregoing facts are taken from British Admiralty Haiidbook, Arabia,
vol. i (issued for official use in 1916; i)uhlished without alteration in 1920 by
H.M. Stationery Office), pj). 179 and 196-7. Dissatisfaction with this new
frontier was said to have been one of the causes of tlie rising against the Turks
in the Yaman in 1904.

® For this convention see the Survey for 1925, vol. i, p. 282.
^ Admiralty Handbook, p. 196. * Op, c/it., p. 183.
^ These eighty square miles included three separate enclaves on the mainland,

together with the island of Perim {op. cit., p. 199).
® The ImSm Yahya contended that these chiefs with whom the British

Aden Protectorate treaties had been concluded had no authority to negotiate.
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other tribal confederations, for instance, the Yafa‘;^ but in the

greater part of this section the British Government had no relations

with the local population at all, but simply a sphere of potential

influence recognized by Turkey in virtue of the imaginary north-

eastward prolongation of the Anglo-Turkish frontier. Conversely,

in large parts of the territory to the north-west of the line, the

Turkish Government had nothing more than a potential sphere of

influence recognized by Great Britain.

These arrangements which the British Government had made
partly with the Ottoman Government and partly with local Arab
princes had never been recognized by the Zaydi Imam

;
and thus the

Imam was not breaking any engagement to which he himself was a

party when, at the close of the year 1919, he encroached on the

British side of the former Anglo-Turkish frontier.^ Nevertheless, this

encroachment was, in effect, an act of aggression, as the Imam was
well aware, and he seems to have taken this serious step on two
grounds. The first ground was resentment at the conduct of the

British, after the evacuation of the Turks from the Southern Tihamah,
in handing over the port of Luhayyah to their ally, the Idrisi, and
provisionally retaining in their own hands the more important port

of Hudaydah, whereas the Imam claimed to be the rightful successor

of the Ottoman Empire in this quarter.^ The second and more
permanent ground for the Imam’s encroachment on the Aden Pro-

tectorate was a claim, which he maintained, to sovereignty or

suzerainty over all Arab rulers and tribes in the Yaman. This claim

was based on the fact that his ancestors had actually asserted a more
^ Op. cit., pp. 183 and 196.
2 It should be noted that the Imamate of Saii‘a had not yet been officially

recognized by Great Britain as a sovereign independent state when the Imam
occupied Dala* at the end of 1919, and that British recognition was naturally
withheld throughout the nine years, from the winter of 1919-20 to the autumn
of 1928, during which the Zaydi forces were in occupation of territory on the
British side of the Anglo-Turkish frontier in South-Western Arabia ; so tliat, as

towards Great Britiiin, the Imam was not juridically bound, either <?xplicitly

or implicitly, to take over obligations which had been entered into by tlie state

which Great Britain had formerly recognized as sovereign over the Imam’s
country, i.e. the Ottoman Empire (which had been the other party to the
Anglo-Turkish boundary delimitation of 1902-4).

® On geographical grounds the Imam might reasonably lay claim to Huday-
dah and Luhayyah, as being the natural ports of San‘a ; but he could hardly
expect that, on this consideration. Great Britain would send her ally the
Idrisi empty away and hand the two ports over to the Imam, who during
the War had loyally supported his sovereign lord the Ottoman Sultan, Great
Britain’s enemy. It should be noted that the Imam occupied Dala‘, in the
British Aden Protectorate, before, and not after, the British evacuated
Hudaydah and allowed it to pass into the Idrisi’s hands (see the Survey for
1926. vol. i, p. 321).
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or less effective authority over the highlands and also at certain

points along the coasts, including not only Mokha but Aden itself,

after the first Turkish occupation of the Yaman had come to an end
in the seventeenth century. On this historical ground the Imam
Yahya seems to have contended that the British and Turkish oc-

cux)ations in the nineteenth century were usurpations
; that a frontier

laid down by agreement between the two usurpers had no legal

validity; and that, in encroaching upon the British side of that

frontier, he was really reoccupying territory that was part of his own
lawful heritage. In this claim on the Imam’s part to be the legiti-

mate sovereign of the whole Yaman there were certain flaws. In the

first place, before the seventeenth century, the patrimony of these

Zaydi Imams of the Rassi House had been confined to Sa‘dah, in the

extreme north of the Yaman highlands.^ Secondly, their authority

over the whole Yaman, during the two centuries when they had had
the entire field to themselves, had never been made effective. In the

third place, such authority as they had established had fallen into

decay before the British appeared on the scene for the first, and the

Turks for the second, time in the nineteenth century—so much so

that when the Turks reoccupied the Zaydi capital of San‘a in 1872

they came at the invitation of the inhabitants themselves. Finally,

the Zaydi regime was only welcome among communities of the Zaydi

persuasion, and the Zaydi form of Shi‘ism was not prevalent through-

out the Yaman biit only in the highlands—the inhabitants of the

Southern Tihamah, the Aden Protectorate and the Jawf and Najran
(between the highlands and the desert) being predominantly Sunnis.

Although, however, the Imam’s claim to sovereignty over the whole

Yaman would hardly bear close examination, he seems to have

entertained it seriously and his attitude on this point was of con-

siderable political importance. If his sole motive for encroaching

upon the Aden Protectorate had been to take a territorial hostage for

the ports of Luhayyah and Hudaydah, the British negotiators might

have found him more inclined towards peaceful evacuation after the

two ports had passed into his hands during the first quarter of 1925.

As it was, the expulsion of the Idrisi from the Southern Tihamah was

^ Sa‘dali was situated not far to the south-east of Sabya, whiclx eventually
became the stronghold of the Idrisi Sayyids. For the history of the Rassi
Dynasty see Rihani, Muluku'l-'Arab, vol. i. Part (ii).

“ The Imam Yahya does not seem to have admitted the existence of the
flaws in his claim. At any rate, he is reixorted to have stated the claim in the
following formula: ‘The Yaman is a united country with one people and one
religion, whoso rulers were our direct ancestors for more than a thousand
years back.’
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312 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III B

not followed by any detente between the Imam and Great Britain over

the Aden Protectorate ;
and on the 5th July, 1927, more than twenty-

eight months after Sir Gilbert Clayton’s mission to San‘a in 1925,^ the

situation was described in the House of Lords at Westminster, by the

Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Dominion Affairs, in the

following terms

:

The portions of the Aden Protectorate of which the Imam is in

occupation are as follows: the whole of the territories of the Amiri,

Qutaybi, ‘Alawi and Shalb tribes; outlying portions of the Upper
Yafa‘ territory; about half of the Awdali country and a small border

tract belonging to the Subayhis. The chiefs of these tribes are all in

their respective territories, with the exception of the Amir of Dala‘, the

head of the Amiri tribe, who has been living in Aden since 1 920 and still

remains there.

This situation, in which the territories of Arab rulers who had long

been in treaty relations with Great Britain, and over whom the

British Government had asserted a i)rotectorate as against the Otto-

man Empire, had passed under the military occupation of another

Arab ruler who had been under Turkish suzerainty himself until 1918

and whose independence had never been recognized officially by
Great Britain, w^as inevitably damaging to British political prestige

in South-Western Arabia. It was also damaging to British trade with

the interior, throxigh the port of Aden; for the former trade routes

across the Amiri country were now blocked;- and though other

routes remained open to some extent and for some time, additional

customs dues were being levied by the Imam, beyond those regularly

levied by the local rulers, so that the trade languished or was diverted

from Aden to Hudaydah.^ This situation lasted altogether for nearly

nine years, from the winter of 1919-20 to the autumn of 1928; and
during this period, when British traders were under so grave a dis-

advantage, some portion of the former British trade with the Yaman
was reported to be passing into Italian and American hands.'* The

^ For Sir Gilbert Clayton’s visit to San‘a, which lasted from tlie 24th
January to the 2l8t February, 1925, see the Survey for 1925, vol. i, p. 321, and,
further, a statement made in the House of Lords at Westminster, on the
23rd June, 1926, by the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Dominion
Affairs. At the time of writing, Sir Gilbert Clayton’s report had not been
j)ublished.

2 Statements in the House of Lords at Westminster by Lord Lovat on the
5th July, 1927, and on the 15th March, 1928. There was even some fear that
the Zaydis might push their way down to the coast of the Indian Ocean between
Aden and Makallah (see a speech delivered by the Earl of Glasgow in the House
of Lords at Westminster on the 15th March, 1928).

2 Lord Lovat’s statements in the House of Lords at Westminster, just cited.
* Statement by Lord Lamhigtou in the House of Lords at Westminster on

the 15th March, 1928.
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capture of Hudaydah by the Zaydi from the Idrisi forces in March1925,

^ which opened up a new trade route, entirely within the Imam’s
dominions, from the Red Sea coast to the wealthiest part of the

Yaman highlands, offered a particularly favourable commercial op-

portunity to the Italians
;
for the Italian colony of Eritrea, on the

African coast of the Red Sea, was hardly more distant, via Hudaydah,
from San‘a than Aden had been via Dala‘

;
and the Italians enjoyed

this commercial advantage of proximity without labouring under the

l)olitical handicaps, from which the British were suffering, of having

a disputed frontier with the Imam and being under treaty-obligations

to local rulers in the debatable territory.^ On the 2nd September,

1926, the Italian Government prepared the ground for Italian trade

in the Yaman by concluding a treaty of amity and commerce with the

Imam Yahya.
The text of this treaty, which has been j)rinted in the apj)endix to

a previous volume,^ need not be analysed here. It is merely necessary

to note that this Italo-Yamani treaty of September 1926 had a

political as well as a commercial significance in virtue of the first

article, in which ‘the full and absolute independence of the Yaman
and of its sovereign, H.M. the Imam Yahya’, was recognized by the

Italian Government. The conclusion of this treaty cannot have been

altogether agreeable to the British Government, whose i)olicy it had
been—during the secret inter-Ally discussions on the partition of the

Ottoman Empire during the General War of 1914-18—to secure the

acceptance of a kind of British ‘Monroe Doctrine’ covering the whole

of the Arabian Peninsula. In the event, however, Italy had emerged
from the War without any commitment, secret or overt, to Great

Britain in this sense and in concluding her treaty with the Imam
1 S(?e the Surrey for 192!), vol. i, p. 322.
2 This point was made by Lord Lovat in the House of Lords at Westminster

on the 5th July, 1927.
® Survey for 1925, vol. i, pp. 580-7. For the Italian text, with citations from

the Arabic text, see Oriente Moderno, October 1926, pp. 534—6.
* In the abortive secret agreement of the 17th August, 1917, between Great

Britain, France and Italy, the j)artie8 had pledged themselves—subject to a

possible rectification of the frontier ofthe Aden Protectorate—not to acquireand
not to consent to a third Power acquiring territorial possessions in the Arabian
Peninsula, and not to consent to a third Power installing a naval base either

on the east coast or on the islands of the lied Sea ; but—for reasons over which
Italy had no control and with results which on the whole were disadvantageous
to Italy—this secret agreement had never come into force; and even if it had
done so, it w^ould not have been contravened by the terms of the Italo-Yamaiil
Treaty of the 2nd KSeptember, 1926. It may be noted that France had not so

free a hand as Italy in this matter, for the same provision had been included in

the secret Anglo-French Agreement of the 16th May, 1916, and this secret

agreement had both come into force and been put into action, for the benefit
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Yahya in 1926, she was doing nothing to which Great Britain had a

right to object, either juridically or morally. This was frankly

recognized by the British Government themselves. In January 1927

conversations—describedas
'
purelyinformative ’andas ‘dealing 1argely

with economic questions’
—

‘on the subject of British and Italian

interests in the Red Sea, and in particular on its Arabian littoral’,

took place between Sir Gilbert Clayton, on behalf of the British

Government, and Commendatore Gasperini, the Governor of Eritrea,

on behalf of the Italian Government. On the 5th July, 1927, in the

House of Lords at Westminster, the Parliamentary Under-Secretary

of State for Dominion Affairs declared that the Italo-Yamam treaty

of the 2nd September, 1926, had not affected the British Government’s

negotiations with the Imam
;
that there had been a full exchange of

views between the British and Italian Governments in regard to their

respective interests in this part of the world
;
that there had been no

misunderstanding between Italy and Great Britain
;
and that there

need not be any apprehension that legitimate British interests would

be adversely affected by Italian policy^ or action.^

Meanwhile, from the 24th June to the 13th July, 1927, Italy was
giving hospitality to a Yamani mission which was headed by the

Imam Yahya’s second son, Prince Sayfu’l-Islam Muhammad, and

which was accompanied by a son of the head of the Mirghaniyah

religious fraternity, whose head-quarters were at Cheren in Eritrea.

of France, in Syria. Moreover, in an exchange of views which also look place

durmg the General War of 1914—18, the French Government had recognized
that, in the Arabian Peninsula, Great Britain possessed 'special x>clitical

interests
1 On the 2nd September, 1927, Al-Ahram of Cairo published what purported

to be the text of a secret Halo-Yamani Agreement, signed on the 1st June,
1927, as a supplement to the public treaty of amity and commerce which had
been signed on the 21st Sex)tember, 1926. The existence of this secret supple-
mentary agreement was denied at Rome, on the 4th September, 1 927, by the
Agenzia Stefani. For an English summary and an English translation of the
text of the alleged agreement of the Ist June, 1927, as given in Al-Ahrdm, see

The Times, 3rd September, 1927, and the European Economic and Political

Survey, vol. hi. No. 15, pp. 491-2.
* In May 1927 it was reported at Aden that Italian aeroplanes had arrived

at Midi, a place which had formerly been in the hands of the Idrisi but which
had passed, in 1926, into the hands of the Imam and was in fact the northern-
most point occupied by him on the coast of the Tihamah (see p. 320 below).
It was suggested that this visit was ‘intended to impress the tribes with a sense
of Italian power and to weaken their allegiance to the Idrisi’ {The Times,
23rd May, 1927). Even, however, if the report were true and the motives were
correctly interpreted, the parties affected were the Idrisi Sayyid Hasan and
his suzerain Ibn Sa‘iid, and not the British Government or their clients in the
Aden Protectorate. In January 1927 the Yamani Director of Communications,
in an interview with Al-Muqattam of Cairo, had taken occasion to deny a
rumour that an Italian military mission had been sent to San‘a.
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This Yamani mission was not only received in state by the King of

Italy and by Signor Mussolini, but was given an opportunity of seeing

something of the life and industry of different parts of Italy during

its stay in the country.^

In January 1927 the Imam Yahya also entered into regular rela-

tions with another Power, Turkey. On the 15th of that month,

Ahmad Uns! Efendi arrived at Constantinople as diplomatic repre-

sentative of the Yaman, and in the same month the Turkish Govern-

ment were reported to have despatchedMahmudNedim Bey, formerly

Ottoman Vali of the Yaman, as Turkish consul to San'a.-

As for the impasse in the relations between the Imam and the

British Government, this was eventually brought to an end by a

further act of aggression, within the borders of the British Aden
Protectorate, on the Imam’s part.

As far back as the time of Sir Gilbert Clayton’s abortive mission

to San‘a in 1925,^ when the Imam had refused to withdraw from the

Protectorate, ho had been ‘informed that, while His Majesty’s

Government were anxious to secure a friendly settlement of their

differences with him, they could not recognize that he had any rights

whatever within the Aden Protectorate, and they warned him that

his continued occupation of parts of it would render him liable to

retaliatory measures. In spite of this communication, armed Zaydi

forces penetrated further into the Protectorate in September 1927 and
only withdrew on being warned that air action would be taken against

them. Warnings were then dropped on certain towns in the Yaman
that, in the event of further incursions being made into the Protec-

torate, air action would be taken against them. On the 8th February

the Zaydis kidnapped the ‘Alawi Shaykh and a relation of the Qutaybi

Shaykh, both of whom ’ were ‘entitled by treaty to the protection of

His Majesty’s Government. After forty-eight hours’ notice, air action

was taken against Qa‘tabah in Yaman territory which’ was ‘under-

stood to be the Headquarters of these Zaydi forces directly responsible

for the outrage’.'* ‘That action resulted in the return of the Protec

-

* Texts of the speeches exchanged by Prince Sayfu'Mslam and Signor
Mussolini on the 29th June, 1927, in Oriente Moderno, June 1927, pp. 280-1.

Even Signor Mussolini, accustomed as he was to the highest flights of Occi-

dental rhetoric, must almost have had his breath taken away by the following

conceit of Prince Sayfu’Mslam’s Arabian eloquence: ‘Your Exalted Person
has been the cause and the basis of the peace and tranquillity which reign and
persist in the Universe.’

* For Mahmud Nedim Bey’s previous career see the Survey for 1925, vol. i,

pp. 320-1. 3 312 above.
^ Statement made in the House of Commons at Westminster on the

12th March, 1928, in answer to a parliamentary question, by the Secretary
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torate Shayklis who had been kidnapped and in a request by the

Imam for a truce of thirty days for general negotiations. The request

was granted, and the truce took effect from the 25th March. The
Acting Resident at Aden proceeded to Talzz in Yaman territory to

open negotiations, but found that the Imam’s representative there

was empowered to carry on informal discussion only and not to

negotiate a treaty. Subsequently, the Imam was informed that His

Majesty’s Government were prepared to conclude immediately a

brief treaty confined to (1) recognition by His Majesty’s Government
of the Imam’s independence in the Yaman; (2) recognition by the

Imam of the frontier of the Aden Protectorate with certain modifica-

tions in his favour
;
and (3) a i)romisc to the Imam of such assistance

as His Majesty’s Government could render him within the limit of

their international obligations. The truce was extended to the 1st June

to give the Imam time to consider this proi)osaL On his asking for

a further extension to the 17th July, the Imam was informed that

this extension would be given provided that, as an earnest of good

faith, he evacuated the town of Dala‘ by the 20th June. This he

failed to do. Consequently, demonstration flights were made and
warnings dropped giving four days’ notice, and on the 25th June air

action was recommenced. Air action’ was ‘taken in all on fourteen

several days, including one on which an attack was dt^livered on

Ta‘izz. The Royal Air Force suffered no casualties during such

action’.^ ‘The result of the action was that the Imam withdrew all

his forces from the Dala‘ area’^ on the 14th July, 1928; and before

the end of November he had ‘evacuated all the country within the

Aden Protectorate, the frontier of which was definitely delimited in

1904. However, he still remained in part of Yafa‘ and about half the

‘Asdali country’^—districts which lay outside the eastern boundary
of the Aden Protectorate Prox)er‘* but inside the north-western

boundary of the Aden Interior as defined by the north-eastward

prolongation of the Anglo-Turkish frontier which had been laid down
of State for the (])olonies, Mr. Amery. Cf. a stateineiit made in the House of

Lords at Westminster on the Kith March, 1928, in answer to a parliamentary
question, by the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Dominion Affairs,

Lord Lovat.
^ Statement made in the House of Commons at Westminster on the

•2nd July, 1928, in answer to a parliamentary question, by Mr. Amery, in con-

tinuation of his statement made in the same place on the 12th March, 1928.
* Statement made in the House of Lords at Westminster on the 28th Novem-

ber, 1928, in answer to a parliamentary question, by the Under-Secretary of

State for War, Lord Onslow. For details of the fighting see the Gorriere della

Sera, 15th, 17th and Slst July; The Times, 26th July, 1928.
® Statement by Lord Onslow, just cited.

See Admiralty Handbook, Arabia, vol. i, p. 183.
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in the years 1902-4 from a point on the coast opposite Perim Island

as far as the western bank of the River Bana.^ Thus, at this stage, the

Imam had ceased to trespass on territory which had been recognized

specifically in an international agreement as being a British sphere,

but he was still in occupation of territory belonging to one tribal

confederation, the Yjifa‘, with some of whose chiefs the British

Government had been in treaty relations since 1903 and 1904.2

'In September [1928] the Resident at Aden received a letter from
the Imam indicating his willingness to reopen negotiations, and an
invitation was sent to him to send a representative to Aden to confer

with the Resident there as to the terms of a pi^eliminary agreement.’

The British Government proposed that they ‘should recognise the

complete independence of the Yaman, and that in the preliminary

agreement there should be a clause relating to the boundary and a

definition of the actual situation of the boundary at the date of the

Treaty The position as it stood after this proposal had been made
was described on the 28th November, 1928, in the House of Lords at

Wejstminster by the Under-Secretary of State for War as follows

:

A full power has bt^en prepared to enable the Resident to negotiate

with the Imam and we have been in frequent communication with the

Resident as to the terms to be discussed. I mentioned just now that the
Imam has withdrawn his forces over the actual delimited frontier so that
now' the de jure frontier, the old Anglo-Turkish frontier, is in fact the

frontier. If recognition of this frontier can be obtained and furthtT

frontier incidents can be avoided, it will be possible to take up the
various points of detail which may be at issue between the Government
and the Imam

,
and it is hoped that we may be able to come to an under-

standing with him. I may say that harvesting operations are going on
quietly, and that the weekly market at Dala' is in full swing and attract-

ing people from over the border.^

Thus, at the close of the year 1928, the next move lay with the

Imam Yahya. Certainly it was to the advantage of the British Empire
to establish stable relations of peace and friendship with the Imam;
and there were certain facts which might incline the Imam to find

such a settlement to his interest likewise. One of these facts w^as the

restiveness of the Sunni communities on which he had been seeking

to impose his rule since the extinction of Turkish authority in the

Yaman after the Armistice of October 1918. In the spring of 1928,

for example, during his armistice with Great Britain, he had to cope

with raids on the part of the Zaraniq—a Sunni tribal confederacy in

1 See p. 309 above.
- Admiralty Handbook, Arabia, vol. i, pp. 196 and 539.
Statement by Lord Onslow, just cited.

4 Ibid,

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s
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the Southern Tihamah between Hudaydah and the Aden border.

The recalcitrance of the Zaraniq was serious for the Imam, since they

were in a position to harass the trade route from Hudaydah to

San‘a ;
and in May 1928 he launched a punitive expedition against

them with the object of driving them back within their own tribal

boundaries as a preliminary to reducing them to subjection. These

operations, however, were presumably interrupted by the renewal of

hostilities between the Zaydis and the British on the 25th June.^

North of San'a, again, the Imam was having difficulties with the still

more powerful confederation of Hashid wa Bakil; for these com-

munities, who were both highlanders and Zaydis, were more fanatical

than their spiritual chief ;
they had never forgiven the Imam Yahya

for having come to terms with the Turks in 1911 and they were

apparently no longer disposed to submit tamely to his rule. Finally,

in the far north-east, where the oases of Jawf and Najran—interven-

ing between the barren mountains of ‘Asir and the barren sands of

the Rub‘u’l-Khali—constituted a possible line of communication

between the highlands of the Yaman and the steppes of the Najd, the

Imam was exposed to a possible danger from the expanding Wahhabi
Power.^ In 1926 the communities of Najran, having repelled a

Wahhabi attack in the previous year, were reported to have placed

themselves under the Imam’s protection. Thereafter, the Wahhabis
appear to have begun to advance in that quarter again—this time by
those methods of ];)eaceful penetration which have been described

elsewhere.^ The ImamYahya evidently could not afiord to be on bad
terms with the Wahhabis and with the British simultaneously

;
and

in February 1928, after the fresh Zaydi act of aggression in that

month which provoked energetic British reprisals,® the Imam sent

a mission from San‘a to Mecca with a view to settling the outstanding

differences between himself and Ibn Sa‘Qd.® This Yamani mission

reached Mecca at the end of March, and thereafter there were

rumours that an agreement between King ‘Abdu’l-‘Aziz and the

Imam Yahya might be achieved. This was significant, at a time

^ See p. 316 above.
* On this point see Admiralty Handbook, Arabia, vol. i, pp. 165 and 486.
® It is noted elsewhere that the Wahhabi and Zaydi dominions had

become conterminous on the coast of the Tihamah as far back as 1926, when
the former Idrisiyah Principality had been virtually partitioned between these
two Powers ; but that, contrary to prognostications at the time, the Wahhabi
and the Zaydi rulers had not quarrelled over the division of the Idrisi’s spoils.

* See pp. 296 and 298 above. ^ See p. 315 above.
® According to a Cairo journal, cited in Oriente Modemo, February 1928,

p. 73, this Yamani mission to Mecca had been preceded by a Najdl mission to
San ‘a.
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when the negotiations between King ‘Abdu’l-'Aziz and the British

Government, over outstanding differences between the Kingdom of

Najd-Hijaz and the Arab states under British mandate or aegis on

Ibn Sard's northern borders, were proving a failure.^ In fact, it

seemed possible that the outcome of the Imam’s negotiations with

Ibn SaTid might be the determining factor in deciding his future

policy towards Great Britain.

(v) Relations between Ibn Sa‘ud, the Idrisi Sayyid of Sabya, and
the Zaydi Imam of San^a (1926-^).

In a previous volume,^ the history of the relations between these

three Arabian princes has been recorded down to the spring of 1926.^

By the March of that year, the Imam of San"a had already made
himself master of the Southern Tihamah, including the two ports of

Luhayyah and Hudaydah, which had fallen temporarily into the

hands of the Idrisi since the eviction of the Turks by the British at

the close of the General War of 1914-18
;
and the Zaydi forces were

then besieging the two focal points of the Idrisiyah principality,

Sabya and Jayzan. In anticipation of this Zaydi attack, the Idrisi

Sayyid Hasan—who had recently supplanted his incompetent nephew
‘All in the rulership of the principality with assistance from the

Wahhabi Governor of Ibha in the interior of the ‘Asir—^liad apparently

offered in February 1926 to recognize Ibn Sa‘ud as his suzerain if he

would come to his rescue; but Ibn Sa‘ud was reported to have

declined this proposal and to have withdrawn certain Wahhabi
garrisons, which had been sent to Sabya and Jayzan earlier in the

year, when the Zaydis advanced upon those two places in March.

In this situation Sayyid Hasan aj^pears, before the end of the

month, to have sought and obtained an armistice from the Zaydis

with a view to negotiations, and these appear to have been duly

initiated on the understanding that the Idrisiyah principality, while

retaining its internal autonomy, was to acknowledge Zaydi suzer-

ainty. In the event, these negotiations fell through
;
and on the

21stOctober, 1926,an agreementwas signed instead between the Idrisi

Sayyid and Ibn Sa‘ud. The text of this agreement, which has been
printed in the appendix to a previous volume,^ need not be analysed

here. It is sufficient to note that the Idrisi only avoided falling under
the Zaydi’s suzerainty by accepting the Wahhabi’s; and that Ibn
Sa‘ud—^while this time responding to an overture which he had

1 For Sir Gilbert Clayton’s negotiations with Ibn Sa‘ud in 1928, soe pp. 304-5
above. 2 Survey for 1925, vol. i, Part III, Section (v) (e).

® In op. cit., p. 322, fifth line from the bottom, ‘spring’ should be read
instead of ‘autumn’. ® Survey for 1925, vol. i, Appendix Vll.
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rebuffed before—was careful only to assume this suzerainty over the

Idrisl’s dominions as they stood at the moment, without incurring

any obligation, explicit or implicit, to assist his new vassal to recover

territories which he had lost to the Zaydi before the agreement

was signed.^

Thereafter, the Zaydi forces, while remaining in occupation of the

Tihamah as far north as Midi inclusive, appear, notwithstanding the

breakdow^n of the Yamani-^Asiri negotiations and the conclusion of

the Najd-‘Asiri Agreement, to have refrained from reopeming hostili-

ties against the Idrisi, while Ibn Sa‘ud,on his part, refused to be drawn
by the Idrisi into a war with the Zaydi Imam for the recovery of the

Southern Tihamah. It was apparent that neither of the two surviving

Arabian Powers was willing to risk a war with the other for such

small stakes as these fragments of the Idrisi’s dominions
;
and in June

1927 Ibn Sa‘ud, at the Imilm Yahya's request, sent a delegation to

San‘a in order to settle frontier and other questions outstanding

between the two sovereigns. From that time untilthe close of the year

1928, the stxitw qtto in ‘Asir remained undisturbed, while the Wah-
habis and the Zaydis strengthened their hold upon their respective

acquisitions. In the summer of 1927 Ibn Sa‘ud sent a resident*^ to

Sabya to supervise the fulfilment of the treaty of Octobiu* 1 926 ; and

the Zaydi troops, on their side of the line, put down insurrections

among the tribes in that portion of the Tihamah which they had

occupied the year before.

^ Tlie lirst article of the Najdl-^AsTrl Agreement of the 21st October, 1926,

ran as follows:

‘His Lordship the Imam 8ayyid Hasan h. ‘All the Idrisi recognizes that the.

former frontk^rs, defined in the agreement of the ICtli Safar of the year [a.h.
|

1339, which was concluded between the Sultan of Najd and the Imam Sayyid
Muhammad b. ‘AH the Idrisi—frontiers which are subject to the House of

Idrisi (Al iddrisah) at the present date—are under the lordship (siyadah) of

His Majesty the King of the Hijaz and Sultan of Najd and its d(‘pendent*ies in

virtue of this [ f i.e. the present] agreement.’
The agreement of Safar a.h. 1339 (October 1920) had i>resumably been

concluded with an eye to joint action against the then independent principality

of the Al ‘A’id in the interior of the ‘Asir. The Al ‘A’id were common enemies
of the two contracting parties «and moreover were friends of their greater
common enemy. King Husayn of the Hijaz (see the Survey for 1925, vol. i,

p. 288). It may be noted that in October 1920, wdien this first Najdi-Asiri
Agreement had been signed, the Idrisi had been in possession of Luhayyah
but had not yet succeeded the British in the occupation of Hudaydah (see the
Survey for 1925, vol. i, pp. 320-1).

2 This resident was a certain Salih b. ‘AbduT-Wahid, a Yamani by origin

and an enemy of the Imam Yahya. In August 1928 it was reported that
Salih had arrived in Mecca in company with the Idrisi Sayyid’s Wazir, in order
to consult regarding the possibility of concerted action against the Zaydis ; but
even if this report was true, there was nothing to show that anything came of it.
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(vi) The Signature of an Agreement between His Britannic Majesty

and His Highness the Amir of Transjordan on the 20th February,

1928.

In a previous volume^ it has been recorded that, on the 25th May,
1923, the British High (Commissioner for Palestine announced at

‘Amman, the capital of Transjordan, that, subject to the approval of

the League of Nations, His Britannic Majesty’s Government would

recognize the existence of an independent Government in Trans-

jordan under the rule of His Highness the Amir 'Abdu’llah, provided

that such Government were constitutional and were to place His

Britannic Majesty’s Government in a position to fulfil their inter-

national obligations in respect of the territory by means of an agree-

ment to be concluded between the two Governments. It has also been

recorded that the independence of Transjordan was proclaimed by
the Amir 'Abdu’llah on the same date

;
but that, nearly two years

later, the British (Tovernment intimated that the conditions on which

they had undertaken to recognize the independence of Transjordan

had not yet been fulfilled.

The obstacles to the fulfilment of these conditions were consider-

able. In the first place, Transjordan itself was an artificial entity^

which had only been called into existence by the exigencies or acci-

dents of international politics.- The frontiers which divided the

settled districts of Transjordan from the states of Palestine,^ Syria

and Jabalu’d-I)uruz‘* were as arbitrary as those which divided the

ranges of the Transjordanian Badu from the ranges of the Badu
paying allegiance to the Governments of Najd^ and Hijaz ;

and indeed

the Transjordan-Hijaz frontier had not yet been delimited, even on

paper, by the end of the year 1928.^* Moreover the task of government
in Transjordan was rendered difficult by the great extent of ‘the

desert’ which was nominally included in the Transjordanian frontiers

as compared with ‘ the sown ’—especially in view of the fact that the

desert borderland of Transjordan in the Shamlyah marched with the

dominions of Ibn Sa‘ud. A second and quite separate difficulty was

^ Survey for 1925, vol. i, pp. 362-3.
^ See op. cit., pp. 361-2.
® The state of Palestine must be distinguished from the t(»rritory subject to

the British Mandate for Palestine, in which the state of Transjordan as well as

the state of Palestine was included. (See op. cit., p. 361.)
* For the frontier between Transjordan and Jabalu’d-Duruz, see Section (vi)

of this part of the present volume.
s For the delimitation of the frontier between Transjordan and Najd, see

the Survey for 1925, vol. i, pp. 337-46.
® See the preinent volume. Section (iii) of this part,

Y
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the idiosyncrasy of the Amir ‘Abdullah, who tended to govern—like

his father King Husayn at Mecca,^ but unlike his brother Faysal at

Baghdad or his brother ‘Ali at Jiddah ^—in the traditional Islamic

style, in which no rigid distinction was drawn between the public

administration and the sovereign’s personal acts or between the

public revenues and the sovereign’s privy purse. Thus the post-war

regime was unwelcome to the settled inhabitants of Transjordan in

two respects
;
it cut them off from their fellow countrymen in the rest

of ‘Syria’ (in the popular sense of the name);® and it placed them
under a regime which in many ways was retrograde by comparison

with that under which they had lived, as Ottoman subjects, since the

Ottoman Revolution of 1908 or indeed since the innovations of

Sultan Mahmud II and Mehrned ‘Ali Pasha. This post-war regime

was accepted by many Transjordanians only under force m<ijeure and
in the belief that it was an unavoidable state of transition on the way
towards better things

;
and public expressions of discontent were not

lacking. For example, in October 1926 the Amir, under pressure of

public opinion, appears to have convened an assembly of notables to

prepare an electoral law for a Legislative Council; and in 1927 a

memorial^ was presented to the Amir by certain Transjordanian

notables® demanding the establishment of a National Representative

Council to control public finance and to lay down the bases of ad-

ministration
;
the cancellation of the Rutenberg Concession;® an

economical conduct of the administration by native Transjordanian

officials
;
the substitution of a responsible Council of Ministers for

the existing Executive Council
;
a constructive agrarian policy

;
the

limitation of military service to Transjordanian subjects
;
a veto on

Jewish immigration an effort to dispense with the British subsidy ;®

^ For King Ilusayn’s Government at Mecca, 1916-24, see the Survey for
1925, vol. i, pp. 287-99.

* For King ‘All’s Government at Jiddah, 1924-5, see the Survey for 1925,
vol. i, pp. 299-301.

® i. e. the whole territory under French and British mandate between Turkey
on the north, ‘Iraq on the east, Najd-Hijaz on the south, and Egypt and the
Mediterranean on the west.

* Precis in Oriente Moderno, July 1927, pp. 334-5, quoting Al-Ahram of

Cairo, 29th June, 1927.
® Possibly these were identical with the leaders of the Transjordanian

‘People’s Party*, the formation of which was reported in May 1927.
* See the Survey f^ 1925, vol. i, pp. 381-3.
^ This demand might perhaps be held to have been met thereafter by the

promulgation of the Transjordan Aliens Law, 1927.
» The total grant-in-aid for the financial year 1924-5 was ££75,632*811, for

1925-6 ££101,368*076, for 1926-7 ££64,360*000 (Report on Palestine and
Transjordan for the year 1926 (Colonial No. 26 of 1927), p. 67 ; Report for the
year 1927 (Colonial No. 31 of 1928), p. 76).
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and finally the maintenance in force of Ottoman Law until the pro-

posed Representative Council should be established.

Meanwhile negotiations were taking place between the Amir
'Abdu’Uah and the British Government which resulted in the signa-

ture of an agreement at Jerusalem on the 20th February, 1928.^ In

the preamble to this instrument, the British undertaking of 1923 was
rehearsed; but in the text of the agreement there was no express

recognition of Transjordanian independence, while there were a
number of provisions which cumulatively might seem almost incom-

patible with independence—except, i>erhaps, in the technical sense

in which the term was used in British treaties with ‘ Trucial Chiefs ’ in

the Persian Gulf. His Britannic Majesty was to be represented in

Transjordan by a British Resident acting on behalf of the High Com-
missioner for Transjordan,'^ and communications between His Britan-

nic Majesty and all other Powers on the one hand and the Transjordan

(Jovernment on the other were to be made through the British

Resident and the High Commissioner aforesaid (Art. 1). The powers

of legislation and of administration entrusted to His Britannic

Majesty as Mandatory for Palestine were to be exercised in that part

of the area under Mandate known as Transjordan by His Highness

the AmTr through such constitutional government as was defined and
determined in the Organic Law of Transjordan® and any amendment
thereof made with the approval of His Britannic Majesty (Art. 2).^

No official of other than Transjordan nationality was to be appointed

in Transjordan without the concurrence of His Britannic Majesty

—

the number and conditions of British officials so appointed being left

to be regulated by a separate agreement (Art. 3). Transjordanian

legislation was to be in conformity with British responsibilities and
obligations under the Mandate (Art. 4). The Transjordanian Govern-

ment were to be guided by the advice of the British Government and

^ Official EngliBli text in tlie Britifth Parliamentary Paper Cmd. 3069 of

1928. Italian translation of the English text, with citations from the Arabic
text, in Oriente Moderno^ April 1928, pp. 151-4.

® The intention was that the British High Commissionership for Trans-
jordan should be held by the same person as the High Commissionership for
Palestine; and the separate appointment of Lord Plumer to the High Com-
missionership for Transjordan, in addition to that for Palestine, was duly
gazetted on the 24th April, 1928.

* i. e. a law which did not yet exist but which was in contemplation by the
contracting parties.

* In the same article, the boundary between Transjordan and the State (as

distinct from the Mandated Territory) of Palestine was described as running
down the centres of the Rivers Yarmuk and Jordan, the Dead Sea and the
Wadi ‘Arabah from the Syrian frontier to the Gulf of 'Aqabah, which it was to
strike at a point two miles west of ‘Aqabah town.

Y2
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their representatives in a number of matters so comprehensively

enumerated as to leave few important activities of state unaffected

(Art. 5). The annual budget law and any other law which concerned

matters covered by the agreement or matters falling within any one

of eight specific categories (relating to currency, differential treatment

of foreigners, jurisdiction over foreigners, the personal interests of

the Amir, or the modification of the future Organic Law) were to be

referred to the British Government for their advice (Art. 6). His

Britannic Majesty was to be at liberty not merely to maintain armed
forces in Transjordan but to raise, organize and control them there,

whereas the Amir was not to do likewise without His Britannic

Majesty’s consent (Art. 10). The Amir recognized the principle that

the cost of the forces required for the defence of Transjordan was a

charge on the revenues of that territory
;
and it was agreed that, at

the coming into force of the agreement, Transjordan should continue

to bear one-sixth of the cost of the Transjordan Frontier Force—with

an eventual obligation to bear further the excess of the cost of British

troops stationed in Transjordan over their (*ost when stationed at

home, as well as the whole cost of any forces raised for Transjordan

alone (Art. 11). Meanwhile, the balance of these charges was still to

be met by British grants or loans in aid (Art. 12). Martial law was

to be proclaimed in Transjordan on the British Govermnent’s advice

and to be administered by British officers nominated by the British

Government (Art. 14). The Amir agreed to be guided by the advice'

of His Britannic Majesty in all matters concerning the granting of

concessions, the exploitation of natural resources, the construction

and operation of railways, and the raising of loans (Art. 17); and

also agreed that no territory in Transjordan should be ceded or

leased or in any way placed under the control of any foreign Power
(Art. 18).

In addition to these provisions for British control, it was provided

that, except by agreement between the two countries, there should

be no customs barrier between Palestine and Transjordan ;
that the

customs tariff in Transjordan should be approved by the British

Government; that the trade and commerce of Transjordan should

receive at Palestinian ports equal facilities with the trade and com-

merce of Palestine (Art. 7) and that, so far as was consistent with

the international obligations of His Britannic Majesty, no obstacle

should be placed in the way of the association of Transjordan for

1 Compare with this article the fiscal arrangements established between the
Lebanon, Syria and the other states in the territory assigned under an ‘A'

Mandate to France, as recorded in the Survey for 1925

^

vol. i, p. 360.
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customs or other j^urposes with such neighbouring Arab states as

might desire it (Art. 8).

This agreement betwe^en His Britannic Majesty’s Government in

Great Britain and the Amir ‘Abdullah b. Husayn was questioned

from one point of view by the Permanent Mandates Commission of

the League of Nations and from a different point of view by Trans-

jordanian public opinion.

The Permanent Mandates (Commission, having been informed of

the agreement officially by the accredited representatives of the

British Government at their Thirteenth Session (12th-29th June,

1028),^ rej)orted to the Council of the League that, while it was ‘in

accordance with the spirit of the Covenant and of the Mandate for

t he Mandatory Power to further the development of self-government,

especially in the territories under “A ” Mandate the i.)rovision in the

agreement that the powers of legislation and of administration en-

trusted to His Britjinnic; Majesty as Mandatory for Palestine should

be exercised in Transjordan by the Amir ‘Abdullah did not seem to

be compatible with the stipulation in the Mandate to the effect that

the Mandatory should have full i)ow’ers of legislation and of adminis-

t ration, save as they might be limited by the terms of the Mandate.

The question came before the (Council on the 1st September, 1928,

(luring its fifty-first session; and after the British view had been

stated by the representative of Great Britain, I.iord Cushendun, the

(Council a(i(q)ted a resolution taking note of a declaration on Lord
Cushemdun’s part that the British Government regarded themselves

iis responsible to the ( Council for the aj)plication in Transjordan of the

Palestine Mandate (with the exception of the articles which were not

locally applicable) - and then acknowledging that the agreement of

the 20th Eebruary, 1928, was in conformity with the principles of the

Mandate, ‘which remains fully in force’.

In making the declaration above mentioned. Lord Ciishendun had
suggested that, inasmuch as the Palestine Mandate remained in full

force in Transjordan, the situation created by the signature of the

agreement of the 20th Eebruary, 1928, was not comparable to that

created by the signature of the Anglo-‘Iraqi treaty of the 10th

October, 1922^—a treaty which had been intended to be a substitute

for a Mandate and not to implement a Mandate which would still

be operative. It was thus the British Government’s deliberate policy
:AS<ie

^ For the relevant pro(.*e(Miii)gfl of the ComiiiiBsioii on the 14th June, 1928,
see the Minutes of their Thirteenth Session, pp. 42-5.

^ For this exception see the Survey for 1925, vol. i, p. 361.
3 See oy. cit., p. 467.
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to retain, for the time being, a more direct responsibility for, and a

closer control over, the Amir ‘Abdu’Uah’s Government in Transjordan

than over King FaysaPs Government in Traq
;
and one motive for

this policy may have been (like the motive of the Permanent Mandates

Commission when it questioned the agreement) a desire to protect the

people of Transjordan against possibilities of arbitrary rule or mis-

management of public affairs on the Amir’s part. The politically

conscious element in the population of Transjordan was likewise fully

ahve to these possibilities and likewise anxious to guard againstthem

:

but British control was not the form of safeguard which these Trans-

jordanians desired. On the contrary, they were inclined to resent the

constitutional restriction upon the independence of Transjordan

which was implied in the exercise of the British Mandate, as well as

the more personal restraints to which individual liberties might be

subject under the arbitrary rule of the Amir
;
and hence, instead of

viewing the agreement of the 20th ^ifebruary, 1928, as a check imposed

by Great Britain, in the interests of the people of Transjordan, upon
the Amir, the Transjordanians were ready to entertain the suggestion

that it was an unholy compact concluded over their heads and at

their expense—a compact in which the Amir had bartered away the

liberties of the country to Great Britain in order to secure British

support for himself, while Great Britain had sacrificed the ])eople’s

liberties to the Amir in order to strengthen her hold upon the country

for ‘imperialistic’ ends of her own. Accordingly, the publication of

the text of the agreement was followed by a movement of protest

throughout Transjordan, and this movement was stimulated when
the Amir sought to quash it. Nor was it appeased when, on the 16th

April, 1928, theAmir promulgated a Constitution ;
^ for, while this Con -

stitution provided for the establishment of a Legislative Council with

which the legislative power was to be shared by the Amir (Art. 25),

it reserved to the latter extensive powers, including the powers

requisite to enable him in all circumstances to carry out his agreement

with His Britannic Majesty. Among other things, it constituted him
public trustee of all public lands and mineral deposits (Art. 67), with

power to lease or even alienate them (Art. 68) ; it empowered him to

proclaim martial law (Art. 69) ;
it empowered him, when the Legisla-

tive Council was not in session, to promulgate provisional laws, which
need not be submitted subsequently to the Legislative Council if the

purpose of them was to insure the fulfilment of obligations imposed
upon the Amir by treaties (Art. 41) ; and finally it empowered him,

^ Text, translated from the Arabic, in Oriente Moderno, July 1928,

pp. 285-92.
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at any time within two years of the date of application of the Organic

Law, and within the limits of obligations imposed by treaties, to

modify the Organic Law itself by proclamation (Art. 70).

On the 25th July, 1928, an unofficial Transjordanian National

Congress,^ assembled at 'Amman, adopted a 'national pact'^ (so

named, no doubt, in allusion to the celebrated Turkish National Pact

of the 28th January, 1920). This manifesto, after recalling the

promises made to the Arabs by Great Britain and the other Allied and
Associated Powers during the General War of 1914-18, declared

Transjordan a sovereign independent constitutional Arab State;

repudiated the British Mandate except in the form of t;echnical

assistance ^ to be defined in an agreement concluded on a footing of

equality and without prejudice to national sovereignty
; rei)udiated

the Balfour Declaration regarding a national home in Palestine for

the Jews
;
^ repudiated military service imposed by a non-constitu-

tional and non-representative Government ; repudiated expenditure

for the maintenance of any foreign military forces in the country

;

and demanded that the Transjordan Government should be both

self-sufficing and independent in their finances. Further, with an eyc^

to an electoral law which had been promulgated by the Amir at the

beginning of July, the manifesto declined to rec^ognize as an expres-

sion of the national will any elections based on rules which were not

in accordance with genuine rei>resentation, or based on the principle

of the non-responsibility of the Government vis-a-vis the Representa-

tive Council.

That this 'national pact’ had been meant in earnest became mani-

fest when, at the beginning of September 1928, the Government set

out to compile electoral registers
;
for a movement to refrain from

registration at once arose and became so widespread and so persis-

tent, in spite of certain restrictive measures that were taken against

the promoters of it,® that the Government’s effort to bring a Legisla-

tive Assembly into being in pursuance of the new Constitution was
^ For the membership see Oriente Moderiio, September 1928, px). 404-5.
2 Text in Oriente Moderno, SeiJtembcr 1928, pp. 405-6, from Al-Ahrdni of

Cairo, 16th August, 1928.
^ There seems to have been a very real feeling of hostility to the employment

in Government service of officials who were not of Transjordanian birtli,

though this feeling was less marked in the case of foreigners occupying posts
which evidently required technical qualifications.

^ See the History of the Teace Conference of Paris

^

vol. vi, Pt. Ill B.
Section (ii).

® The Amir’s principal complaints against the leaders of the opposition were
that their funds had been partly subscribed from a source outside Trans-
jordan, that is, by the Syrian National Party, and that, in their political

campaign, they were arousing the fears of the peasantry on a false pretence
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seriously embarrassed in the initial stage. The Government retaliated

by confining the President and Secretary of the National Congress to

their liouscs, promulgating a law on exile and expulsion/ and for-

bidding any Transjordanian official to take in more than one political

newspaper. Nevertheless, the opposition to the agreement of the

20th February, 1928, and to the Constitution of the IBth April was

still continuing at the end of the year; and by that time it was

expressing itself in a movement for the reunion of Transjordan

with Syria—the country to which it had belonged not only under

the Ottoman regime but also in the days of the short-lived Arab

National State, with its capital at Damascus, which had existed

from November 1918 to July 1920. The ultimate objective was an

Arab Federation embracing not only Syria and Transjordan but also

Palestine, Traq and perhaps other Asiatic Arab countries.

(vii) The Suppression of the Insurrection in the French Mandated
Territory and the Consequences on the Border between Jabalu’d-

DurQz and Transjordan (1926-8).

In a previous volume,- some account has been given of the insurrec-

tion in the French mandated territory from its outbreak in the sum-

mer of 1925 down to the reoccupation by the French forces of

Suwayda, the chief town in the Jabali/d-Duruz, on the 25th April,

1926, and of Salkhad, the second town in the Jabal, on the Srd June.^

This time, the French retained their hold on the territory in which

the insurrection had originated and from which its main driving force

had been drawn. Before the end of the year 1926, the French military

governor of the Jabal reorganized a native Druse administration

recruited from elements amenable to the authority of the Mandatory
Power and although, in January 1927, insurgent guerrilla bands

were still operating in certain other parts of the mandated territory,^

these had already been more or less effectively expelled by that date

from the Ghutah (the Damascus oasis), while the Lajah (the boulder-

strewn volcanic wilderness between the Ghutah and the Jabalu’d-

that the Government intended to introduce conscription. Some of the or-

ganizers of the political boycott were confined to their own villages; others
were brought in to ‘Amman by order of the Government (though these were
allowed to return to their homes after giving the Amir assurances of their

goodwill). One x)erson was placed for a time under police supervision, aiid one
was placed in forced residence at ‘Aqabah.

1 Summary in Oriente Moderno, November 1928, pp. 529-30.
2 Survey for 1925, vol. i, Part III, Section (vii) (e) and (/).
® Op. cit., p. 451,
^ For details see Oriente Moderno, November-Deceinber 1926, 695.
^ For their organization see Oriente Moderno, March 1927, pp. 125-6.
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Diiruz) was likewise cleared by a French column on the 30th March-
1st April, 1927. Thereafter, the only points within the borders of the

French mandated territory where insurgent forces of any consequence

still remained in being apix^ar to have been Jabalu’s-Safa’ (another

volcanic wilderness, situated east of Damascus on the fringe of the

Shamiyah steppe) and the Jabalu’z-Zawiyah (east of Aleppo). By
the summer of 1927, peace had been so far restored that the military

jegime under which the (Uty of Damascus had been living for two
years was relaxed. On the 17th February, 1928, a decree of the

French High (Commissioner granted a general amnesty to insurgents

throughout the mandated territory who had already submitted or

who should submit within the next thirty da57's
;
and that period of

grace was subsequently prolonged first for six and then for thirty

days more. This amnesty was extended to nine persons at that time

undergoing internment on the island of Arwad (Aradus). On the

other hand thirty-nine i)ersons—including Sultanud-Atrash and Dr.

AbduV-Rahman Shahbandar—who had been previously convicted

l)y the French authorities of political offences, were excluded from the

amnesty by namc.^

With the proclamation of this amnesty, the insurrection may be

said to have come to an end. The negotiations between the people of

the mandated territory and Monsieur Ponsot, who succeeded Monsieur

de Jouvenel as French High Commissioner on the 27th August, 1926,-

with a view to the introduction of an agreed organic statute in ])lace

of the regime which the Mandatory Power had hitherto imposed by

force, will be recorded in a later volume. In this place it is only

necessary to complete the history of the insurrection by noting the

effects wdiich the French reoccupation of the Jabalu’d-Duruz in

the summer of 1926 ]3roduced on the other side of the frontier

between the territories mandated rcsfxjctively to France and to Great

Britain.

When the French troops reoccupied the homes of the Druse in-

surgents in the Jabal, those Druses who followed Sultanul-Atrash’s

lead in still attempting to keep up a guerrilla warfare now sent their

women and children across the border to Qasrul-Azraq—an oasis in

the Shamiyah, towards the north-western extremity of the Wadi
Sirhan, which lay on the British side of the boundary between the

French and British mandated territories as laid down in the Franco-
^ Eighteen of these political offenders excluded from the amnesty were

nationals of the State of Syria, thirteen were nationals of the State of Jahalu’d-
Duruz, six of the Lebanon and two of the ‘Alawi State. There was a separate
list of ordinary eiimiiial oftendorswho werelikew ise excluded from the amnesty.

2 Surveij for 1925, vol. i, p. 457.
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330 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III B

British Agreement of 1920,^ and on the Transjordanian side of the

boundary between Transjordan and the Najd, as laid down in the

Hadda Agreement of the 2nd November, 1925.2 Before the end of

the year 1926, more than two thousand Druse refugees, mostly

women and children, had gathered at this point in the British man-
dated territory. Here they were allowed by the mandatory authori-

ties to remain under the supervision of a police officer and the protec-

tion of a limited number of their own armed men; and ‘positive

assurances ’ were given by Sultanu’l-Atrash and his comrades in arms

‘that the hospitality accorded to their women in Transjordan would

not be abused by them ’. The Britishmandatory authorities, however,

had information that Druse combatants had ‘occasionally visited and
remained concealed in the oasis ’

;
and this placed the representatives

of the Mandatory Power in an embarrassing position.^ On the one

hand, it exposed them to suspicion of neglecting to secure the strict

fulfilment in Transjordan of the obligations of neutrality towards th(^

neighbouring Mandatory Power at a time when that Power was in

difficulties
;
and this suspicion might readily arise in French minds

owing to the traditional rivalry between Great Britain and France in

that part of the world—a tradition which had been strong enough to

produce considerable local tension during the time between the inter-

Allied occupation of Syria in the autumn of 1918 and the French

conquest of the interior by General Gouraud in the summer of 1920.

On the other hand, the British authorities were deterred from under-

taking a forcible evacuation of the refugees, partly by the humane
consideration that the oasis of Al-Azraq was their last asylum, and
partly perhaps by regard for the fact that the oasis, though displayed

on official maps as situated in a corridor of territory under British

mandate, was in fact virtually a no-man’s-land in which the State

of Transjordan, to which it nominally belonged, had not yet exerted

its authority. In these circumstances the Druse insurgents were

warned that if they continued to transgress the recognized conditions

of hospitality, either forcible evacuation or some other effective

measure of prevention would be taken ; and in 1927, ‘to prevent the

use of this territory as a base for hostile operations against the Syrian

forces, the Amir ‘Abdu’llah placed the oasis and its environs under
martial law, and a detachment of the Royal Air Force and the Trans-

jordan Frontier Force assumed control. Seven hundred refugees were

repatriated, under generous terms of amnesty offered by the High

^ See the Survey for 1925, vol. i, p. 347. ^ See op. cit., p. 343.
^ See the Keport on the Administration of Palestine and Transjordan for

the year 1926 {Colonial No, 26 of 1927), pp. 66-7.
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Commissioner for Syria ; a few Druses were allowed to remain, to work
the salt deposits

;
and the intransigent remainder, under Sultanu’l-

Atrash, were expelled from Transjordan and sought asylum inNajd.^

Sultanu’l-Atrash and three or four of his comrades appear, in fact, to

have been excepted from the amnesty which the French authorities

offered to the remainder.^ The Wahhabi Governor of theWadi Sirhan

was reported to have welcomed Sultan and his fellow-exiles in Ibn
Salad’s name, assigned them camping-grounds between Kaf (Qura-

yatu’l-Milh) and Jawf, and made some provision for their needs.

Meanwhile, before the end of 1926, other Druse refugees had
gathered at Mafraq on the Hijaz Railway, just inside the Transjor-

danian frontier, whence they had either passed on into Palestine or

returned to the French mandated territory eventually. From Damas-
cus, also, many refugees had entered Transjordan, settled in the

larger villages and established themselves there in trade. This was
another instance of the way in which the various upheavals in the

former Arab territories of the Ottoman Empire were causing the local

Arab populations to intermingle and so possibly paving the way for

their ultimate national consolidation.^

The restoration of French authority up to the border between the

French mandated territory and Transjordan also led to some trouble

between the French and the native Transjordanians. ‘Towards the

end of the summer [of 1926], a company of the Transjordan Frontiei*

Force, stationed in the neighbourhood of the northern frontier [of

Transjordan], frustrated anincipient movement to form bands for the

purpose of raiding into Syria. In 1927, ‘a misunderstanding as to

the de facto administrative boundary, which’ was ‘not entirely super-

imposed on that laid down in the Anglo-French Convention of 1920,

led to a collision of Banu Sakhr tribesmen and Syrian troops, in which

the Banu Sakhr suffered some casualties. The establishment of

cholera control posts near the Syrian frontier was also complicated

by uncertainty as to the boundary.’ ^ In commenting on this report

in an audience of the Permanent Mandates Commission on the 26th

June, 1928, the accredited representative of the French Government

1 Report on the Administration of Palestine and Transjordan for the year
1927 (GolonM No, 31 of 1928), p. 74.

^ See p. 329 above.
® Other instances were the migration (recorded just above) of SultanuT-

Atrash and his fellow Druses from the Jabalu’d*Duruz to the Najd in 1927 ; the
migration of an intransigent section of the Shammar from the Jabal Shammar
in Najd to the Jazlrah in North West ‘Iraq in 1921 {Survey for 1925, vol. i,

pp. 330-1) ; and the translation of the two Hashimi princes Faysal and ‘Abdu’l-

lah b. Husayn from the Hijaz to ‘Iraq and Transjordan respectively.
* Colonial No, 26 of 1927, p. 67. ® Colonial No. 31 of 1928, p. 74.
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recalled the fact that, between the River Yarmuk and the River

Tigris, the boundary between the French and British mandated
territories 'had only been roughly determined under the agreement

of the 23rd December, 1920, by geographical points which, however,

were quite definite;’ and he submitted that one of these points,

Imtan, where the line skirted the southern spurs of the Jabalu’d-

Duruz, lay considerably to the north of the limits of the country that

actually belonged to the Druses by usufruct. At the same time he

testified that 'there was no difficulty between the French and British

authorities on the two sides of the boundary ’.

In the summer of 1928, the French and British frontier posts on

this sector of the border were both stationed in the village of Umm
Jamal, about twenty-five miles south of Salkhad.

(viii) The Fraiico-Tiirkish Controversy over the Delimitation of the

Syro-Turkish Frontier after the Signature of the ‘de Jouvenel

Agreement’ on the 30th May, 1926.

In a previous volume^ the history of this controversy has been

carried down to the signature at Angora, on the 30th May, 1926, of

the Convention of Friendship and (^ood Neighbourly Relations

between France and Turkey which had already been initialled at the

same jfiace on the 18th February of that year. In this convention - it

had been agreed (Art. 2) that, within a period of two months from its

entry into force, a Franco-Turkish Commission specially ax)pointed

for the puri)ose should proceed to effect the delimitation of the

frontier in accordance with the boundaries named in Article 8 of the

treaty signed at Angora on the 20th October, 192 1,-*^ with due reference

to such further definition or adaptation as might ensue from a Protocol

of Delimitation which was attached to the new convention as Annex 1.

In this Protocol, certain readjustments of frontier in favour of Turkey,

as against the territory mandated to France, were agreed upon in the

western part of the zone between the Mediterranean and the Euph-
rates, particularly in the Payas and Killis sectors.^ On the other

hand, east of Choban Bey, a station on the Baghdad Railway between

Alepjx) and the bridge over the Euphrates at Jarablus, the 'Franklin-

Bouillon line ’ was reaffirmed in the new Protocol. From the station

of Choban Bey to Nisibin, the frontier was to follow the Baghdad
Railway, of which the track as far as Nisibin was to remain Turkish

^ Survey for 1925, vol. i, Part III, Section (viii).

- Text of the convention and its annexes in League of Nations Treaty Series,

vol. liv, pp. 195-229.
® i.e., the so-called ‘Franklin-Bouillon Agreement’ (see the Survey for 1925,

vol. i, p. 457). * Op. cit., p. 461.
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territory—the stations and sidings in the section between Choban
Bey and Nisibin and all the existing installations employed in the

working of the line being assigned to Turkey on the ground that they

formed part of the railway track.^ From Nisibln to Jeziret Ibn ‘Umai*

the frontier was to ‘follow the old road ’ between the former of these

two places and the latter, where it was to join the Tigris. This road

was to be identified by the Boundary Commission and to be traced

out by them on the spot. The localities of Nisibin and Jeziret Ibn

‘Umar were to remain Turkish, but the two countries were to have

the same rights to the use of the road. In a note addressed by the

Turkish Foreign Minister, Tevfik Ru§di Beg, to the French Ambassa-
dor to Turkey, Monsieur Sarraut, on the 31st May, 1926, with refer-

ence to certain points in the convention which these two gentlemen

had signed on behalf of their respective countries on the preceding

day, it was agreed that, in addition to one French and one Turkish

member, the Delimitation Commission should include a President

chosen from among the nationals of a third Power
;
and that, ‘should

the tw'o High Contracting Parties fail to agree in the matter, the

Danish Government’ should ‘be requested, at the instance of the

more diligent Party, to appoint one of its nationals, the two Parties

agreeing in advance to accept this choice’.

A request to this effect was duly made
;
the Danish Government

responded by appointing one of its officers. General Ernst
;
and under

his presidency the Delimitation Commission started work before the

end of the year 1926 and remained at work during 1 927. They appear

to have found little difficulty in delimiting the western sector, wffiere

concessions to Turkish desiderata had been embodied in the protocol,

and the central sector, where the frontier was to follow the Baghdad
Railway . Their real difficulties began beyond the rail-head at Nisibin ;

for in the eastern sector, which extended from that point to Jeziret

Ibn ‘Umar, they no longer had, to guide them, the permanent way of

a railway which was still ‘a going concern’, but were instructed to

identify the track of a road which had been built by the Romans and
which had remained out of repair since the decline and fall of the

‘Abbasid Caliphate. This was not so much a diplomatist’s or a

surveyor’s task as an archaeologist’s ; and archaeology was a science

notoriously fertile in controversies. Accordingly, when the Commis-
sion arrived at this last sector in the course of its work, the Danish

President, it appears, very prudently^ asked his French and Turkish

^ Special arrangements were laid down for the joint use of the river port of

Jarabius and the branch line connecting it with the Baghdad Railway.
2 Disagreement between the French and Turkish Commissioners in regard

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



334 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III B

colleagues to undertake in advance that, in case of disagreement with

one another, they would accept the solution recommended by him.

The French Commissioner appears to have assented to this request

without reservations, whereas the Turkish Commissioner appears to

have confined himself to pointing out that the opinion of the Presi-

dent, supported by one of the Commissioners, would be the opinion

of the majority of the Commission—^without expressly committing

himself to the inference that the expression of such a majority opinion

would be tantamoimt to a regular decision of the Commission which,

under the terms of the convention, would have to be put into effect.^

Thereupon, General Ernst’s exi)ectations were fulfilled. The Com-
mission set out to identify Hhe old road’; the French and Turkish

O^mmissioners found themselves in favour of two different align-

ments ; and on the lOth January, 1928, the Commission, by amajority

vote, decided in favour of an alignment virtually coincident with the

French Commissioner’s line.- Thereupon, the Turkish Commissioner

refused to accept the decision resulting from the vote of his French

and Danish colleagues; and the Turkish Government declined to

lecognize the decision of the majority of the Commission as being a

valid decision of the Commission itself.® Thereafter, the Turkish

Government seem to have intimated to the French Government their

desire for a resumption of direct diplomatic negotiations on the

outstanding point at issue.

The fact was that the more southerly line which the Turks claimed

as the true alignment of ‘the old road’ had been occupied by Turkish

forces as far back as October 1922;^ that a Turkish advance post had
even been established, south of the line claimed as the correct frontier,

to the Nislblii-Jeziret Ibn ‘Umar sector appears to have revealed itself as

early as the spring of 1927, at a time when Greneral Ernst was absent in

Europe on leave.
1 For this account of General Ernst’s request and of his colleagues’ respec-

tive replies, see Le Temps, 1st December, 1928.
® For details see Oriente Moderno, February 1928, pp. 54-5.
® According to the Turkish Government’s view, the decision which they

refused to accept had not been rendered by the Commission in due form but
was a would-be arbitral decision on the part of the President which his terms
of reference did not empower him to render. They maintained that the Com-
mission, as such, liad not taken the first step laid down in the protocol, which
was to identify ‘the old road’, and that therefore no basis yet existed for

making any finding in regard to the traci of the frontier. Compare the Turkish
attitude over the Mosul Boundary Award, as recorded in the Survey for 1925,
vol. i, pp. 490-4.

* That is, immediately after the expulsion of the Greek Army from Western
Anatolia had liberated the Turkish Army for other tasks, and after a first

Franco-Turkish Delimitation Commission had failed, in July 1922, to agree on
this sector of the frontier.
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in May 1923; and that the Turks were unwilling to recede from

territory of which they were in possession de facto.

The impasse created by this rejection of a decision which had been

taken by the majority of the Delimitation Commission continued

during the year 1928; and meanwhile a new element of danger was
introduced into the local situation in the disputed territory. The
Turkish Government represented that raids were being made into

Turkish territory from Syrian territory by a Kurdish Cheteh, ‘Osman
Agha Hajo, at the instigation of the French authorities—a charge

to which the French replied by pointing out that the territory in

question was the disputed territory, which the French Government
regarded as being a part of Syria unlawfully held under Turkish

occupation in defiance of the Delimitation Commission’s award
; that

Hajd and his followers were inhabitants of the disputed territory

whom the Turks had been seeking to expel into territory under

French occupation;^ and that in these circumstances it was un-

reasonable to demand that the French authorities should take any
7'esponsibility for Hajo’s actions. Hajo himseK appears to have

stated that, during the Kurdish Revolt of 1925,^ he had taken the

Turkish Government’s side, but that he had afterwards become con-

vinced that the Turks were aiming at the extermination of the Kurds
and that this had led him to take up arms in self-defence, which he

had done in the spring of 1926.® He also stated that he and his fellow

Kurdish refugees in the French mandated territory had no faith in

Turkish offers of amnesty, and that they desired to settle permanently

beyond the Turkish frontiers.

It may be recalled that already, during the decade immediately

antecedent to the General War of 1914-18, when the potentially

fertile lowlands between the Amanus and Anti-Taurus on the north

and the Syrian Steppe on the south were being opened up by the

advance of the Baghdad Railway from Aleppo to Nisibin, there was
a certain influx of Kurdish settlers from the relatively barren high-

lands
;
and in the period after the War, when the highlands had been

separated from the lowlands by the new frontier between the Turkish

Republic and the territory mandated to France, and when the new
Hajo’8 tribesmen were the Haverki Kurds of the Tur ‘Abdin district

(Report on the Administration of ‘Iraq for the year 1926 [Colonial No, 29 of

1927], p. 16).
2 For the Kurdish Revolt of 1925 in the eastern vilayets of Turkey, see the

Survey for 1925, vol. i, Part III, Section (xi) (e).

® ‘Hajo and his tribesmen, after a few initial successes, were routed and
driven southwards into Syria. He pressed for permission to come into ‘Iraq

but was dissuaded by the stringent terms which the ‘Iraq Government pur-
posely offered him.’ (Colonial No. 29 of 1927, loc, cit.)
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regime in Turkey had set itself to denationalize the Kurdish popula-

tion within the new Turkish frontiers, the former economic motives

for Kurdish migration were reinforced by political motives of a far

more compelling character. Owing to this movement of migration,

which attained considerable dimensions after the suppression of the

Kurdish Revolt in the eastern provinces of Turkey in 1925, the

northern fringe of the French mandated territory was becoming, by
the year 1928, a second Kurdish national home, in addition to the

home which the Kurds had retained under the British aegis in the

north-eastern corner of the Kingdom of ‘Iraq in virtue of the Mosul

Boxmdary settlement of 1925-6.1 In a previous volume,- it has been

suggested that the tenacity with which the Turks maintained their

claim to the Mosul Vilayet was largely due to a fear that, if the

Kurdish population of that territory were left free to develop their

national life outside the frontiers of Turkey under a liberal regime,

that development might endanger the success of the policy of de-

nationalizing the Kurdish population inside the frontiers of Turkey

—

a jjolicy on which the Turkish (Government were obstinately bent.

The same consideration might explain the Turkish refusal to accept

the Delimitation Commission’s decision regarding the much smaller

piece of territory that was in dispute between Turkey and Syria.

On the Ist November, 1928, President Mustafa Kemal declared in

the Chamber of Deputies at Angora that it was necessary to find an

effective, pmctical and radical solution of the Franco-Turkish frontier

controversy, and that with this object fresh negotiations had just

been started between the Turkish Foreign Minister, Tevfik Rii^di

Beg, and the new French Ambassador at Angora, Count de Cham-
brun. Before the end of that month, however, it was reported that

these negotiations had reached a deadlock, and’' this was still the

situation at the close of the year.

Note on the Delimitation of the Turco-'Iraqi Frontier.

While the Tiirco-Syrian Frontier Delimitation Commission failed to

arrive at a unanimous decision, with the result that an agreed settlement
of this frontier was delayed, the work of the Turco- ‘Iraqi Frontier Delimita-

^ See the Surveyfor 1925, vol. i, pp. 506-7 and 621 . It may be noted that the
Kurdish poj>ulation in the northern fringes of ‘Iraq was also being reinforced
simultaneously by Kurdish refugees from Turkey. The British authorities in

‘Iraq pressed the Turkish authorities, without success, to allow these refugees
to return to their homes on the Turkish side of the frontier. (Colonial No. 29
of 1926, pp. 16 and 20). By the end of 1927, aU but about 460 of the refugees
had contrived to return to their homes by one means or another (Report on
the Administration of ‘Iraq for the year 1927 [Colonial Ao. 35 of 1928], p. 26).

2 Survey for 1925, vol. i, pp. 491-2.
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tion Commission was attended with greater success. ‘The Mixed Com-
mission charged under the Treaty of Angora ^ with the task of tracing on
the ground the frontier set forth in Article 1 of that treaty began its work
in March 1927. The President appointed by the President of the Swiss

Republic was Monsieur C. F. Baeschlin, Professor of Geodesy at the ficole

Polytechnic of Zurich. . . . The Commission assembled for their first meeting
at Mosul on the 19th March. . . . The work of delimitation was finished on
the 9th September, and the Commission held their last meeting on the

23rd September. . . . With the agreement of the two delegations, several

small deviations were made from the line laid down in the treaty. These
and all other decisions were made on a unanimous vote, excepting . . .

two . . . which were adopted by a majority against the Turkish delegation,

who opposed them.’'^ The fact that a frontier approximately 235 miles

long, running through mountainous and difficult country, had been
delimited on the ground by agreement within a period of six months and
four days, showed how greatly the political tension had diminished in an
area which, from 1918 to 1926, had been one of the worst danger zones in

the Middle East.

(ix) The Regulation of the Frontier between "Iraq and Syria (1926-8).

In a previous volume,^ the history of the Hyro-TraqI frontier has

been recorded down to March and A]>ril 1920, when the Syrian

s(‘ction of the Nortliern Shamrnar^ raided the ‘Iraqi section and wore

routed on ‘Iraqi teriitory by a ])atrol of British armoured cars.^ The
feud between these two wings of the Northern Shammar was only one

of several transfrontier tribal feuds by which the x)eace of the Syro-

‘Iraqi border was disturbed, and in 1926 an effort was made by the

French and British mandatory authorities to arrive at a comprehen-

sive settlement of the frontier regime. ‘At the close of March Colonel

Vincent, the French High Commissioner’s C'hef du Cabinet Militairc,

came to Baghdad to discuss a number of questions touching the

mutual interests of Syria and ‘Iraq. As the result of this visit, agree-

ments for the treatment of frontier tribes, the extradition of offenders,

^ For this treaty, which was signed on the 5th June, 1920, on belialf of

Turkey of the one x>art and of Great Britain and Traq o{ the other, see the
Survey for 1925, vol. i, pi). 527-8.

2 Report on the Administration of Traq for the year 1027 {Colonial No. 35
of 1928), p. 52.

® Survey for 1925, vol. i, Part III, Section (ix).

^ i.e. the Shammar who had been split off from the main body of their fellow-
tribesmen in Najd and been driven into the northern fringes of the Syrian and
Mesopotamian steppes by the impact of the ‘Anazah in the seventeenth
century after Christ (op. cit., p. 326). They must not be confused with the
Shammar who took refuge in ‘Iraq in 1921 after the conquest of the Jahai
Shammar by the Wahhabis.

® For further details of this encounter see the Report on the Administration
of Traq for the year 1926 (Colonial No. 29 of 1927), p. 23.

z
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traffic in antiquities and the regulation of motor traffic between the

two countries were drafted and . . . formed the basis of subsequent

negotiations. It was decided that, for various reasons, these agree-

ments when concluded should be regarded as provisional.’^ The
provisional agreement for the prevention of illicit traffic in antiquities

was signed on the 11th October, 1926.- In the matter of transfrontier

tribal feuds, there were two meetings, at the turn of the years 1926

and 1927, between the French DUegue stationed at Dayru’z-Zur and
the British Administrative Insi)ector stationed at Mosul

;
and the

outcome was the convocation on the Hth April, 1927, at 'Anah on the

Euphrates, of a general meeting of tribal chiefs from both sides of the

frontier. At this meeting, outstanding issues were referred to a mixed
court of chiefs, under thv, presidency of the Syrian Governor of the

Dayru’z-Zur Province or the ‘Iraqi (Governor of the Dulaym province,

according to the nationality of the plaintiffs in each case. ‘ Guided by

the couil and their own common sense, the Shaykhs of the tribes

concerned very quickly came to the (conclusion that to bury all claims

for raids which had occurred uj) to the time of the meeting was the

only way to settle their quarrels;'*^ and on this basis undertakings to

live in the future on friendly terms were draw^n up and signed by

seven pairs of formerly hostile tribes or tribal groups.*^ ‘These under-

takings were well honoured by all concerned uj) to the end of the year

'

1927, except for one or two incidents that occurred in the autumn
betwi^en the rival branches of the Northern Shammar; ‘but before

the year closed the High Commissioners in ‘Trilq and Syria had, in

direct correspondence, gone far towards reaching agreement on a

common policy for dealing with this matter.’^ The British Govern-

ment, however, in their report on the administration of ‘Iraq for the

year 1927, observed^’ that

although good will and co-operation of the two Governments are excel-

lent palliatives for the disorders which occur, they do not iouch the

roots of the age-old feuds and customs of the bedouin, which will

perhaps only be eradicated when the tribes of the desert at last surrender

to the influence of the foreign civilisation which is now rapidly encircling

them.

The modification and delimitation of the frontier-line between

Syria and Traq was still under discussion between the French and
British Governments in 1928.’

^ Op. cit., loc, cit. 2 Text in op. ct/., j). 160.
3 Rciport on the3 Administration of ‘Iraq for 1927 (Colonial No. 35 of 1928),

p. 59. * List in op. cit., p. 60.

® Op. cit., loc. cit.
^ Op. cit., p. 58.

’ Op. cit., p. 60. See also the Survey for J925, vol. i, pp. 464-6.
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(x) The Signature of a Treaty between Great Britain and Triiq on
the T4th December, 1927.

‘Under the treaty concluded at Baghdad in January 192()J the

duration of the special relations between Great Britain and Traq (as

defined in the Anglo-Traqi Treaty of 19222) was extended for a

maximum i)eriod of twenty-five years. Under Article 3 of the treaty

the British Government undertook that the question of ‘Iraq’s

admission to the League of Nations would be examined by them in

August 1928 and thereafter at subsequent successive intervals of four

years. The question of ‘Iraq's entry into the League formed the

subject of discussions between King Faysal and the High Commis-
sioner in the spring of 1927, in which the Head of the Middle East

Department of the Colonial Ofiice also took part during his visit to

Baghdad between the 19th March and the 2nd A])ril. Subsequently,

the matter was examined by the British Cabinet, and in July the

High Commissioner was authorized to inform the ‘Iraq Government
that it was the intention of His Britannic Majesty's Government to

take up with the League of Nations in 1932*^ the question of ‘Iraq’s

admission, jirovided that all went well in the interval and [that] the

present rate of progress in ‘Iraq w^as maintained.

‘The discussions at Baghdad had proceeded on the assumption

that, prior to the admission of ‘Iraq into the Li^ague, a new’^ tieaty

would be concludtHl between Great Britain and Trilq to regulate

their subsequent relations, and that this treaty would be based on
the altered status which ‘Iraq would have then acquired as a fellow

member of the League. The question of the form that such a treaty

might take had therefoie also been discussed concurrently with that

of the entry of ‘Iraq into the League ; . . . but, whether or not ‘Iraq

w as admitted to the League, there was no prhna facie obstacle to the

revision at any time of the terms of the treaty of 1922, an article of

which expressly" provided that nothing should ‘prevent the High
Contracting Parties from revising its provisions from time to time.

^ See the Survey for 1926, vol. i, pp. 523-4.—A.J.T.
^ See op. cit.. Part HI, Section (x), pp. 46(V-7].—A.J.T.
® This decision to take iq) the question in 1932 and not in 1928 (jaused con-

siderable disappointment in ‘Iriiq. It may be conjectured tliat one of the con-
siderations which moved the British Government was the piobability that, if

they had decided to take up the question of Traq’s admission to the League
at the earlier date, the application might have b(*.en opi>osed by at least two
States Members, that is, France and Persia. They may also have felt that the
Council of tlie League might suspect them of rather shaip xiractice if they
advocated a termination of the mandatory relationship so soon after securing

a favourable decision in the Mosul controversy by extenduig that relationship

for a maximum x)eriod of as much as twenty-five years.—xV.J.T,
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When the Traq Covernment were informed that the British Govern-

ment would not agree to recommend to the League of Nations that

‘Iraq should be admitted as a member in 1928, they expressed a

desire to continue the discussion for the revision of the treaty, with

a view to making a further advance in the direction of complete

indeptmdence. Sir Henry Dobbs, the High Commissioner, left Bagh-

dad for London on leave on the 7th July, and had an opportunity of

discussing the whole question with Mr. Amery, the Secretary of State

for the (k)lonies, before he started on his tour round the British

Dominions. As a result the British Government informed King
Faysal that they were examining the possibility of revising the treaty

of 1922 and that it might be convenient if he were sufficiently within

reach during the summer to be consulted j)ersonally on points that

might arise. King Faysal willingly accepted this suggestion and,

having left Baghdad on the 6th August, arrived at Aix before the

end of the month. Two members of the staff of the (Colonial Office

soon after visited His Majesty at Aix and ascertained his views on

the subject of the revision of the treaty, and in September the King,

having summoned his Prime Minister, Ja‘far Pasha, from Baghdad,
despatched him to London to remain in touch with the ( \)loniaI Office.

Tn October the British Government decided to open formal negotia-

tions for the conclusion of a revised treaty with ‘Iraq, and Sir Henry
Dobbs was entrusted with the conduct of the discussions on behalf

of the British Government, while King Faysal nominated Ja‘far

Pasha to act on behalf of ‘Iraq. Ja‘far Pasha was assisted by RaTif

Beg Oiadirchi, the ‘Iraq Minister for Justice, and Muzahim Beg
Pashachi, the ‘Iraq Diplomatic Agent in London. King Faysal him-

self also came from Aix to London to keep in close touch with the

‘Iraq Delegation. The first formal meeting of the representatives of

the two Governments to discuss the new treaty was held on the

25th October. The negotiations lasted a little over a month and,

agreement having been reached early in December, the King and the

High Commissioner w^ere able to leave London for Baghdad, where
they arrived on the 15th December. The new treaty was signed in

London, on the 14th December, by Ja‘far Pasha and Mr. Ormsby
Gore (the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for the Colonies).

It was agreed, however, that the treaty should not be ratified, and
consequently would not become operative, until the revision of the

military and financial agreements had been completed and all three

instruments had been approved by the Council of the League.’^

1 Keport on the Administration of ‘Iraq for the year 1927 (Colonial No. 35 of
1928), pp. 15-16.
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The text of the Anglo-'Iraql Treaty^ of the 14th December, 1927,

is printed in full in the appendix to the present volume and
therefore need not be analysed here. It need merely be noted that

the new instrument did not differ greatly in purport from the two
treaties of the 10th October, 1922, and the 13th January, 1926,

which it was exx)licitly declared to replace and which were to

cease to have effect when the new instrument entered into force

(treaty of the 14th December, 1927, Art. 16). Perhaps the most
imyjortant new feature was the pledge that, ‘]>rovided the present

rate of progress in Traq' were ‘maintained and air were to go ‘well

in the interval, His Britannic Majesty’ would ‘support the candida-

ture of ‘Iraq for admission to the League of Nations in 1932’ (Art.

S). It may be added that the relations maintained between the

British and ‘Iraqi Governments through the medium <ff the British

High Commissioner in Baghdad were described, in the new instrument

(Art. 5), in terms that were studiously consonant with the British

(h)vernment’s recognition of ‘Iraq as an indej)endent sovereign state

(Art. 1).2

It was no secret that the ‘Iraqis had hoj^ed for something more than

this
;
and at one moment the negotiations in London had been within

an ace of breaking down. Indeed, on King Faysal’s instructions,

Ja‘far Pasha had actually left London en route for Baghdad; and it

was only after this, at the eleventh hour, that an informal conversa-

tion which the King had with certain British (Cabinet Ministers

enabled him to see the situation in a new light—with the result that

Ja‘far Pasha was recalled to London from Marseilles by telegram and
the negotiations were resumed, this time with success. As it was, the

new treaty was coldly received in ‘Iraq, and the publication of the

text in Baghdad on the 20th December was immediately followed by
the resignation of two members of Ja‘far Pasha’s Cabinet, After

Ja‘far Pasha’s return to Baghdad, he and his whole Ministry resigned

office on the 9th January, 1928; but the main reason for this seems

^ i.o. the English text published in Parliamentary Paper Cmd. 2998 of 1927.
2 In June 1927, at an official banquet given by King Faysal at Baghdad, the

British High Commissioner had recited the following passage from the written
instructions that he had received from His Britannic Majesty’s Government in

Cirreat Britain, when he had been originally appointed High Commissioner
nearly five years earlier:

‘The basic principle underlying the relations between the two Governments
is co-operation towards a common end, namely, the progressive establishment
of an independent Government of ‘Iraq, friendly to and bound by gratitude

and obligation to His Britannic Majesty’s Government. There is no question
of His Britannic Majesty’s Government pursuing a policy with any other

object in view.’ [Colonial No. 35 of 1928, p. 11).
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342 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III B

to have been disapproval, not of the new Anglo-Traqi treaty, but of

the postponement of the question of compulsory military service.^

On the 17th February, 1928, Ja'far Pasha was appointed by King
Faysal to be TraqI Diplomatic Agent in London in succession to

Muzahim Beg PashachT—a frank of>ponent of the treaty, though not

of friendship between Traq and Great Britain on any footing that he

could regard as being one of true equality

Meanwhile, the ratification of the treaty of the 14th December,

1927, waited upon the negotiation of two separate though comple-

mentary instruments which w(^re contemplated in the treaty itself

(Arts. 12 and 13) : a financial agreement to supersede that of the 25th

March, 1924, and a military agreement to supersede that of the same
date just mentioned.*'^ These su]>|)lementary negotiations had not yet

been carried to com})let ion by the end of the year 1928.

(xi) Pcrso-^^Iraq! Relations (192(>-8).4

Perso-Traqi relations during these years fell under three heads:

first, the regime along the frontier ; second, the regime in the Shattul-

'Arab and third the interrelated questions of the non-recognition of

Traq by Persia and the status of persons domiciled in Traq who were

of Persian origin.

Frontier relations tended to improve as the two Governments
succeecU'd in asserting their authority more effectively over the Kurd
and Lur tribesmen in the Zagros ranges through which the frontier

ran
;
and inter-governmental co-operation was promoted by meetings

of officials from either side at Khanaqin in March 1926 and at Qasr-i-

Shlrm in July 1927. On the 9th July, 1927, at the instance of the

British High Commissioner in Traq, a section of the TraqI Pizhder

tribe, which was accustomed to migrate annually for a season into

Persian territory, came to an understanding with the local Persian

authorities regarding conditions of sojourn on Persian soil. In

August 1927 a Perso-Traqi Mixed Commission settled a long-standing

controversy over the division of the water of the Gangir River

^ Since this (luestion was an internal affair of ‘Iraq, the history of it falls

outside the scope of this Survey.
^ For Miizahirn Beg’s outlook on Anglo- ‘Iraqi relations see two interviews,

one in The Time-^ of the 18th February, 1928, and the other in The Daily
Express of London, 17th February, 1928.

^ For the Anglo- ‘Iraqi financial and military agreements of the 25th March,
1924, see the Survey for 1925, vol. i, p. 468.

^ The information in this section is taken mainly from the Report on the
Administration of ‘Iraq for the year 1926 [GoUmial No. 29 of 1927), pp. 24-8,
and the Report for 1927 {Colonial No. 35 of 1928), pp. 61-3.
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between the Persian district of Sawinar and the Traqi district of

Mandali. In 1926 the Traq Government were embarrassed by the

activities of a pretender to the Persian throne—Abii’bFath Mirza

Qajar, Salar Ad-Dawlah—who, in spite of the ‘Iraq Government’s

precautions, succeeded in making his way in disguise across Traqi

territory from Bayrilt to the Persian frontier, raised a revolt among
the Avruman Kurds, was driven back over the ‘Iraq frontier again

by Riza Shah’s forces in October, and was discovered and arrested

in the ‘Arbil district by the Traqi police on the 3 1st of that month.

Almost simultaneously a Persian Kurdish chieftain, Isma‘il Shakkak
(‘Simko ’) ^ rebelled against the Persian Government, likewise suffered

defeat, and made his way across a corner of Turkey into the Rowiinduz

distri(!t of Traq. Salar Ad-Dawlah was disposed of under an an^ange-

jiient 1)3^ which the Persian Government were to })rovidc for payment
of his debts and to give him a subsistence allowance* on condition that

he would live under police supervision at Haifa
;
and on these terms

he left Baghdad on the 23rd June, 1927. To dispose of ‘Simko' and
his band w^as less easy, for the ‘Iraq! Government were unwdlling to

e.Ktraditc him on the ground that he was a political and not a criminal

offender; and ‘Sirako’ w^as uiiwdlling to accey)t the offer of a pardon

and an estate from tlu* Persian Government excei)t on condition that

the estate should be situate in his old haunts. He had the advantage

of being still at large in the Kurdish highlands ; and at the end of

1928, when he had made his asylum in the Rowanduz district unsafe

for its native inhabitants, he was repoi'ted to have rejected a second

offer of an estate outside the highlands—this time on the part of the

Government of ‘Iraq, ‘Simko's’ predilection for the Rowanduz
district may have been due to the fact that during the j^ears 1926 and
1927 the Persian and Traqi Governments were actively engaged, on
the Persian Government’s initiative, in opening up a motor route

through this very district from Tabriz in Persia to the nearest termi-

nus of the Traq railways at Kirkuk.

The regime in the Shattu’l-‘Arab was governed by the terms of the

Erzerfim Treaty of 1847, to which effect had been given in the findings

of the Turco-Persian Frontier Commission of 1914, which had fixed

the frontier on the Shatt, up-stream from a i)oint tw^o miles below
Fao, at low-water-line on the east bank. Thus the whole waterway
above that point had been recognized as being subject to the jurisdic-

tion of the Ottoman Empire and had since become subject to the

1 Or ‘ Semiqo ’ or ' Semitqu ’. For some of ‘ Siinko’s ’ previous exploits see the
Survey for 1925, vol. i, pp. 538-9. In op. cil., loc, cit., he was erroneously
reported killed—not for the first time.
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344 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III B

jurisdiction of Traq as the ‘ successor state ’ of the Ottoman Empire in

this quarter.^ The effect of this arrangement was that the Persian

navigable waters of the River Karun, which debouched into the Shatt

just below Muhammarah, were only accessible from the Persian

Guff via the territorial waters of a foreign country. The apparent

anomaly of this arrangement was mitigated by the consideration that,

whereas Persia possessed other alternative outlets on the Guff, the

navigable chamiel of the Shatt was the only line of access from ‘Iraq

to the open sea between Persian territory on the one side and Kuwayti
territory on the other. Nor had any serious trouble arisen in practice

so long as ‘Iraq’s immediate neighbour de facto on the eastern bank
of the Shatt had been Shaykh Khaz‘al of Muhammarah, whose sub-

ordination to the sovereignty of the Persian Government at Tihran

had been only nominal.^ The situation changed when Riza Shah
eliminated Shaykh Khaz‘al and established a direct administration

in Khuzistan in 1 924.^ Thereafter, there was a series of small incidents

in the Shatt, between the local Persian and ‘Iraqi authorities, over

questions of customs and police control;^ and a fresh point was raised

in April 1928 by the Persian Minister of Finance, Prince Firilz

Nusrat Ad-Dawlah, when he was the guest of the Anglo-Persian Oil

Company at the port and refineries of Abdan (‘Abbadan), where the

pipe-line from the South Persian Oilfield had its terminus on the

Persian bank of the Shatt. Abdan Island, on which the port of the

same name was situated, and which had formerly been part of

Shayldi Khaz‘ars domain, was admittedly Persian territory; and the

official port offices which the ‘Iraqi Government maintained at this

point on the Shatt were on board a vessel moored on the ‘Iraqi side

;

but for several years past the ‘Iraqi port authority had also main-

tained offices for routine work on the Persian side, and the ‘Iraqi port

officer’s private residence was there. It also seems to have been the

practice for vessels not belonging to the Anglo-Persian Oil Company,
including British warshii)s, when taking in oil from Abdan, to moor in

‘Iraqi waters alongside a jetty projecting into these waters from
Persian territory, and to do this without asking the Persian authori-

ties’ permission. The Persian Government now ordered the removal

of the subsidiary offices of the ‘Iraqi port authority from Persian

territory, declared that no foreign warship ought to moor alongside

the Persian jetty without permission, and questioned the right of

1 See the Report on the Administration of ‘Iraq for the period April 1923-
December 1924 (Colonial No, 13 of 1925), p. 52.

* See the Survey for 1925^ vol. i, pp. 539-41. ^ Op. cit,, pp. 641-2.
^ See Colonial No. 13 of 1925, pp. 52-3; Colonial No, 21 of 1926, p. 29.
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foreign merchant ships, other than those belonging to the Anglo-

Persian Oil Com])any, to do so either. This Persian dermrche was
followed by negotiations, as a result of which the Traq! offices on the

Persian bank were removed in accordance with the Persian demand,

while on the other hand the Persians waived their stipulation regard-

ing British warships in practice without receding in theory from their

contention that only vessels belonging to the Anglo-Persian Oil

( Company had a right to moor alongside the Persian jetty. This

incident indicated that the Persians were sensitive over the fact that

the waterway leading from the Persian Gulf to the two Persian river-

ports of Muhammarah and Ahwaz, on the River Karun, via the

Shattu’l-‘Arab, was under foreign jurisdiction. It may be noted that

at this very time preparatory work was being put in hand for

the construction of a trans-Persian railway from Bandar Gaz, at the

south-east corner of the (Caspian Sea, to a point at the head of the

I^ersian Gulf, and that the x>oint selected was the deep-water creek of

Khilr Musa, which lay entirely in Persian territory, well to the east

of the Shattu’l-‘Arab.^

A more serious issue between the Persian and Traqi Governments
was the status of the considerable element in the population of Traq
which was of Persian origin. ‘Under Article 14 of the Traq Nationa-

lity Law of 1924
2 persons desiring to renounce ‘Iraqi nationality,

acquired under Article 8 of that law, were given until the 0th August,

B)26, to complete the necessary formalities. The provisions of

Article 8 affected a large number of persons of Persian race living in

Traq : and the Persian Government made representations through the

British Legation and the High Commissioner for an extension of this

time limit, giving as their reasons the large number of persons con-

cerned, their ignorance of the announcements which had been made
})ublic on this subject, and their inability to pay the necessary fees

for renunciation of Traq nationality. The matter was laid before the

‘Iraq Government, who agreed to extend the time limit up to the

31st December, 1927, and to reduce the fee. . . . Legislation to sanction

these alterations was not, however, finally passed by Parliament

until early in January 1928.’ ^ Meanwhile a further extension of the

time-limit was asked for by the Persian Government.

* It also may be noted, once again, that whereas Persia possessed this and
other alternative outlets on the Gulf, the Shattu’l-‘Arab was the only line of
access from ‘Iraq to the Gulf between Persia on one side and Kuwayt on the
other.

2 Text in the Report on the Administration of ‘Iraq for 1925 {Colonial No. 21
of 1926), Appendix.

3 Report on theAdministration of ‘Iraq for 1927 {Colonial No.35 of 1928), p. 63.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



346 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III B

There remained the question whether Persian subjects resident in

Traq. whose status as such was established, were to have extended

to them the privileges in lieu of the Ottoman Capitulations which

were secured, under the Anglo-Traqi Judicial Agreement of the 25th

March, 1924,^ to nationals of states which had had Capitulations with

the Ottoman Government at the time when Traq had formed part

of the Ottoman Empire. The Persian Government claimed these

privileges for their nationals in ‘Iraq
;
- and, in an interview published

on the 17th x\ugust, 1928,*^ a Persian Minister of State, TTrnur Tash

Khan, explicitly declared that Persia did not intend to recognize

‘Iraq until this claim had been satisfied
;
but on several grounds the

‘Iraqi Government were unwilling to make this concession. In the

first place, under the Ottoman regime in Traq, Persia had not been

a Capitulatory Powder. In the second place, Persia showed no inten-

tion of granting to ‘Iraqi subjects in Persia any privileges equivalent

to those which Persian subjects would enjoy in ‘Iraq if the judicial

agreement were extended to them. On the contrary, the Persian

Government w^ere taking steps to extinguish the privileges wliicdi

nationals of certain other foreign countries actually enjoyed in Persia

in virtue of existing Capitulations.^ In the third place, the numb(*r of

Persian subjects resident in Traq whose status as such might be

expected to be established in accordance with the Traq Nationality

Law of 1924 w^as likely to be so large compared with the number of

nationals of the former Capitulatory Powers that the privileges secured

to the latter under the judicial agreement of 1924 could not be ex-

tended to Persians without danger of serious encroachment uj^oii the

normal administrative and judicial functions of the Traqi state. For
these several reasons the ‘Iraqi Government were disinclined to give

way in the matter, and this Perso-‘lraqI controversy still remained
unsettled at the close of 1928.^

' By Article 14 of the A agio- ‘Iraqi Treaty of the 14th December, 1927 (see

Section (x) of this jjart) the ‘lra<p Government undertook to maintain this
agreement in force.

^ See a letter from the Persian Government submitted to the Council of the
League of Nations on the 27th September, 1924 (printed in League of .Nations

Official Journal, October 1924, Annex 683). See also the oral statements made
at a meeting of the Council on the same date by tbe representative of Persia,
Prince Arfa Ad-Dawlah, and by the representative of Great Britain, Lord
Parmoor.

^ The Giornale d'Italia of the 17th August, 1928, quoted in Orierite Moderno,
September 1928, pp. 409-11,

* See the following section.
^ This controversy came under discussion during the Twelfth Session of the

Permanent Mandates Commission (24th October-1 1th November, 1927), in the
Sixth Committee of the Ninth Assembly of the League (September 1928), and
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(xii) Relations between Persia and the Western Powers (1926--8).

In a previous volume^ some account has been given of the situation

of Persia during the years 1922-5—a period which saw the foundation

of a new dynasty by Riza Shah Pahlawl. During those years the new
ruler of Persia was mainly occupied in making his power effective

throughout the country and j)utting down insurrections of tribes or

local chiefs who chafed under an assertion of authority on the part

of the Central CSovernment at Tihran to which they had long been

unaccustomed. During the years 1920-K there w^re occasional out-

breaks of the same kind, Jn the late summer and autumn of 1926,

for examj)le, there was the abortive incursion of Abu’l-Fath Mlrza

Salar Ad-Dawlah into Persian Kurdistan, whicdi has been recorded

elsewhere and this attempt at a restoration of the old dynasty had

been precedcid in the July of that year by mutinies—likewise abortive

— of Riza Shah’s troops in Azerbaijan and Khurasan.** Again, in

January 1928, there was a fresh revolt among the Arab population

of Southern Khilzistan, who had enjoyed, down to the close of the

yeai* 1924, a virtual autonomy under the local government of Shaykh
Khaz‘al of Muhammarah.^ The immediate occasion of this revolt—
which started at Qasbah, on the Persian bank of the Shattu’l-^Arab.

opposite the MraqI town of Fao—was a demand made by the Persian

authorities, on occupiers of palm groves wdio had formerly been

Shaykh Khaz aFs tenants, for the payment of rents as well as taxes.

A deeper cause seems to have been the rapacity and corruption of the

local Persian regime during the three years which had elapsed since

its restoration in Southern Khuzistan—a district where such mal-

administration was particularly impolitic, considering that, for these

Arabs, a Persian regime was at best an alien government, and that

they had lost a long-enjoyed autonomy at a time when their Arab
kinsmen and neighbours in ‘Iraq, just across the Shatt, had been

liberated from the suzerainty and the sovereignty of the Ottoman
Empire. After the suppression of this dangerous revolt, the Shah
changed the Governor of Khuzistan and apparently took steps to

again during the P^ourteenth Session of the Permanent Majjdates Commission
(26th October-1 8tli November, 1928).

^ Survey for 1925, vol. i, Part III, Section (xih).

See p. 343 above.
3 See letters from the Persian charge ^affaires and the Persian military

attache in London published in The Times on the 14th July and the 13th
August, 1926, respectively.

* P'or the occupation of Shaykh Khaz‘ars princij^ality by Riza Shah’s forces
in 1924 and for the Arab attack on the Persian garrison of Muhammarah in
July 1925, see the Survey for 1925, vol. i, p. 542.
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investigate, if not to remedy, the Arabs’ grievances. Finally, in

April 1928 there was a new rising, produced by similar causes, in

Luristan^—a district in which the Persian Government had a parti-

cularly strong motive for asserting its authority effectively at that

time, when it was in the act of putting in hand the preliminary work
for the construction of a Trans-Persian Railway which was to be

carried across Luristan on its w^ay from the Persian Gulf to the

Caspian Sea.- The insurgent Lur tribesmen attacked and killed the

Persian Minister of Public Works w^hen he was on a visit of insi)ection.

Accordingly the Shah superintended the operations in Luristan in

person
;
and before the end of the month law and order appear to have

been re-established there—by the distribution of favours more than

by the application of force.

In 1927 Riza Shah also came into collision once again with the

Shri 'ulamd—this time*^ over the introduction of compulsory military

service which had been approved by the Majlis in 1926. In protest

against this law, a number of 'ulmrm took sanctuary in the holy city

of Qum and thence telegra])hed to the Majlis, in November 1927, a

demand that compulsory military service should be abolished. The
Majlis ai)pears to have ignored this demand ; but in December the

Prime Minister and several other representatives of the Government
repaired to Qum and, after conferring with the 'ulama there, arrived

at a compromise—apparently on the basis that the 'ulamu should

reconcile themselves to the military service law with certain modifica-

tions, in consideration of assurances from the Government that the

^ulamd should retain a generous share of power and office in the new
regime. Thereupon, the 'ulamd emerged from sanctuary and the

bazars at Ispahan and Shiraz, which had been closed as a gesture of

sympathy with their action, were re-opened. Thereafter, compulsory

military service w^as enforced, and steps were taken with a view to

bringing the peace-strength of the Persian Army up to 50,000 men.

From this brief review it will be seen that although Riza Shah still

had to reckon wdth the Shi'i 'ulafud, and although his authority was
still being challenged in several outlying or not easily accessible parts

of his dominions in the course of the years 1926-8, the disturbances

were inconsiderable compared to those with which he had had to deal

during the four preceding years. Thus the Shah’s energies were

released for other tasks, and this fact became apparent in the conduct

1 For the rising in Luristan in the Spring of 1924 see the Purvey for 1925,
vol. i, j). 539. ® For this project see p. 345 above.

3 For the intervention of the 'ulamd in 1924 to prevent the declaration of a
republic in Persia, see the Survey for 1925, vol. i, pp. 536-7.
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of his foreign relations. His relations during this period with the

U.S.S.R. and with Turkey and Afghanistan are recorded elsewhere.^

In this place it remains to record his relations with the Western

Powers.

In this field, Riza Shah's most important achievement during the

years here in question was the abolition of the Capitulations. The
system of juridical ‘servitudes’ upon sovereignty which were known
collectively by that name had long been irksome to almost all non-

Western countries which had been bound by Capitulations vis-a-vis

Western or Westernized Powers; and since the outbreak of the

General War of 1914-18 the sacrosanctity of the system had been

breached by such signal events as the denunciation of the Ottoman
( ^aj>itulations by the Ottoman Government in the autumn of 1914

and the abolition of them by mutual agreement in the Peace Settle-

ment of Lausanne
;

2 the abolition of the ( -hinese Capitulations vis-d-

vis (Termariy , Austria and Hungary in the Peace Treaties of Versailles,

St. Germain and Trianon
;
the emergence in the Western World of

‘successor states' of the Hapsburg, Hohenzollern and Romanov
Empires which were not in a position to insist upon inheriting capi-

tulatory privileges formerly enjoyed by the Great Powers of which

they were territorially the heirs; and finally the renunciation of

capitulatory privileges by the Soviet (Jovernment—a renunciation

that was not simply proclaimed in principle but was put into effect

in the series of treaties which the Soviet Government proceeded to

conclude with non-Western countries vis-d-vis which the defunct

Imperial Russian Government had been a capitulatory Power. In

par-ticiilar, the Soviet Government had concluded a treaty on this

basis with the Persian Government on the 26th February, 1921
;

and
this formal and contractual renunciation of capitulatory rights

vis-d-vis Persia on the part of Russia was of particular importance,

since the capitulatory rights vis-d-vis Persia which were possessed

at that time by the Western Powers were derived, through the opera-

tion of the most-favoured'iiation-treatment principle, from an earlier

Russo-Persian treaty, namely, the Peace Treaty signed at Tiirkmen-

chay on the 10th/22nd February, 1828. As between Persia and Great

Britain, reciprocal most-favoured-nation treatment of subjects and
of trade was stipulated for in a peace treaty of 1857 and again in a

commercial convention of 1903.^

^ Sec Section (xiii) of this part.
* See the History ofthe Peace Conference ofPam, vol. vi. Part II, Section ( vi).

3 For this treaty see op. cit., vol. vi, pp. 214-15; the Survey for 1920-3^

p. 387 ; the Survey fm l925, vol. i, pp. 534-5.
^ See the Sitdre-yilrdn of the 28th April, 1927 (quoted in Oriente Moderno,
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The campaign for a general abolition of capitulatory privileges was
opened by the Persian Government in 1927. The first move was a

radical reorganization, early in the year, of the Ministry of Justice and
the ( hurts of Law ;

and it was perhaps in the light of this preparatory

work on the Persian Government’s part that, on the 21st March, the

question was asked, in the House of Commons at Westminster,

whether any modifications had been effected in the system of extra-

territoriality obtaining in Persia, and, if not, whether His Majesty’s

(Tovernment proposed initiating any st(?ps to bring about such modi-

fications, in view of the fact that Persia was a Member of the League

of Nations. The British (Jovernment’s answer to both parts of the

question was in the negative, and, in the sequel, the abolition of

the Capitulations in Persia was accomplished at the instance of the

Persian Government themselves and not on the initiative of any one of

the capitulatory Powers. The first overt move on the Persian side was
made on the 2t)th April, 1927, at the formal inauguration of the new
Judicial Regulations, when the Shah publicly commanded the Prime

Minister to take action with a view to securing the abolition of the

C^apitulations
;
and on the 10th May the Persian (Toverninent formally

notified all Powers enjoying capitulatory ])rivileges in Persia that

those privileges would be abolished on the 10th May, 1928.

In the course of the year ending on the last-mentioned date,

pourparlers took place between the Persian Government and certain

of the foreign Governments interested in the matter. The Persian

Government showed a disposition to be reasonable and conciliatory

on questions of practice if the question of principle were settled

May 1927, p. 231), for a list of countries at that time posBessing capitulatory
privileges vis-d-vis Persia. The list inclutled Spain, Prance, the IJnitcid States,
J>eumark, Belgium, Mexico, Great Britain, Italy, Austria and Hungary,
Germany, Switzerland, Uruguay, Brazil. The texts of most of the treaties grant-
ing capitulatory privileges will be found in Hertslet: Treaties y d;c. between Great
Britain and Persia and between Persia and other Foreign Powers (London, 1891).
Bee further a Note on the Abolition (»f Extra- territoriality in Persia in The
Asiatic Review y October 1927, pj). 557-05. In this note, the text is (pioted of a
unilateral Capitulation, covering all Christian merchants, which was granted
to a representative of Queen Elizabeth of England, Bir Anthony Sherley, by
Bhiili ‘Abbas in the year 1698 of the (‘hiistian era. Whether this Capitulation
(which, after Bhah ‘Abbas’s death, was re-confirmed in 1 632 and renewed, with
one modification, in 1736) remained valid in the twentieth century was a nice
question for historical criticism. If the answer to this question were in the
affirmative, this Capitulation of 1598 constituted a basis for the status of British
nationals in Persia which was independent of the Russo-Persian treaty of Tiirk-
menchay. The writer of the note from which these facts are taken observes
that, whatever the historical and juridical bases of the foreign Capitulations in
Persia might be, the capitulatory regime in practice had produced much lees

friction in that country than in the Ottoman Empire.
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according to their wishes
; and the new Judicial Regulations contained

certain safeguards for foreign residents in substitution for the

Capitulations—for example, a provision that any lawsuit between

a Persian and a foreigner should be referred to arbitration compul-

sorily on the demand of either party. The French Government, which

had replied to the Persian notification of the lOth May, 1927, by
making certain reservations, were moved by the aforementioned

safeguards, and by an assurance from the Persian Government that

French nationals should enjoy most-favoured-nation treatment under

the new regime, to notify the Persian Government in December that

they accepted the abolition of the C/apitulations in j)rinciple and were

ready to enter into new treaty relations. For Persia, this acquiescence

of France was a notable diplomatic success ; but the general outcome

of the Persian (rovemment’s efforts depended mainly upon the

attitude of Great Britain. Great Britain took rank with Russia

as Persia’s most important neighbour, being in territorial contact

with Persia on three frontiers in virtue of her political i)osition in

India, in the Persian Gulf and in Traq, apart from the importance

of the economic contact between the two countries, as measured by
the volume of Anglo-Persian trade and the size of the British Com-
munity in Persia, which greatly outnumbered the sum total of all the

foreign residents belonging to the other Western countries concerned.

In 1927, British trade with Persia was being carried on under a

Persian tariff agreed between the two parties in 1920^—an agreement

which was a corollary to and almost the only relic of the comprehen-

sive but abortive Anglo-Persian Agreement of 1919.- This tariff

convention of 1920 was not subject to revision until 1930;^ and, on
the most-favoured-nation-treatment principle, the benefits of it

accrued to the other capitulatory Powers as well as to Great Britain

herself.

Thus the attitude of the British Government towards the abolition

of the Capitulations in Persia was a matter of great concern to the

Persian Government; and, at this moment, the very geographical

situation which had made Great Britain one of the two most impor-

tant neighbours of Persia, hapi)ened to make the attitude of the

Persian Government towards a certain British desideratum a matter
of great concern to the British Empire. This British desideratum was

1 Statement made in the House of Commons at Westminster on the 9th
May, 1928, by Sir Austen Chamberlain, in answer to a ])arliaTfjentary (piestion.

2 For the Anglo-Persian Agreement of 1919, see the History of the Peace
Conference of Paris

^

vol. vi, pp. 211-13.
3 Statement by Sir Austen Chamberlain, cited above.
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the completion of an air route between Great Britain and India by
the organization of the easternmost section, which was to run from

Cairo to Karachi. The first portion of this section would pass over

Egyptian territory, and then over the territory of Arab states

mandated to or allied with Great Britain, from Cairo via Baghdad
to the head of the Persian Gulf but from that point to the western

frontier of the British Indian Empire in Baluchistan the most con-

venient course for the route to take was to follow the (Julf coast of

Persia, and the grant of a right of way along this alignment depended

on the Persian Government’s will. In this matter, the Persian

Government’s hands were free ; for though they had acceded in 1 to

the International Air C-onveiition of 1919, this step had not yet been

approved by the Persian Parliament ; and even if that ap})roval were

given and if the terms of the convention consequently became binding

upon Persia, she would still not be bound to grant Great Britain a

right of way along the particular alignment which the British desiied.

Nor, pending approval by Parliament, was she yet bound by a pro-

visional agreement for opening the coastal right of way to British

enterprise which had been signed by the Persian Minister for Foreign

Affairs and by the British Minister at Tihran, on behalf of lmj)erial

Airways, Limited, in September and October 1925.^ The terms of

this provisional agreement, in themselves, were favourable to Persia,

since they would have provided her with an unsubsidized air service

over a remote and inaccessible part of her territory where a local

service could hardly have paid its way. Moreover, the aerodromes

were to be prepared and equipj)ed at British expense and weie then

to become the Persian (iovernment’s property.^ The ju’ovisional

agreement, however, had a greater incidental value for the Persian

Government as an instrument for bringing pressure to bear on the

British Government in the matter of the Capitulations. On the 14th

March, 1927, in the Majlis at Tihran, the Minister of the Interior

stated, in reply to a parliamentary question, that the agreement

would not become oi)erative without Parliament’s approval
;
and on

the 28th April, in the House of Commons at Westminster, the Under-
secretary of State for Foreign Affairs announced ‘ a recent and sudden

reversal of policy by the Persian Government, who decided not to

allow an international airway along the southern coast of Persia'.

According to a further statement made on the 18th May by the same
1 An air service between Cairo and Baghdad had been in operation since 192].
2 Statement made by Mr. Locker-Lampson in the House of Commons at

Westminster on the 28th April, 1927, in answer to a parliamentary question.
® See a statement by Sir Samuel Hoare in the House of Commons at West-

minster on the 12th March, 1928.
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Minister in the same place, the Persian Government had declared

that, should the Persian Parliament eventually approve the Inter-

national Air Convention of 1919, they would be prepared to fix a line

for international traffic, but that in that event the internal situation

and frontier considerations would lead them to choose a line not along

the Gulf coast but across the middle of the country.^ Meanwhile, a

concession for internal air services in Persia had been accorded to the

German firm of Junkers, which opened one line in February 1927 and
a second in March. In the November of the same year it was reported

that a contract with the same firm for the establishment of a regular

air service between Moscow and Tihran had been approved by the

Soviet Government ;
and before the end of the year a Russo-Persian

protocol was signed at Tihran for the provision of a weekly air postal

service between the Persian port of Pahlawi^ and the Trans-Caucasian

port of Baku, with connexions to Tihran at one end and to Moscow
at the other, as from the 1st May, 1928.

The Persian Government’s refusal to proceed with the provisional

Anglo-Persian air agreement of 1925, together with their denunciation

of the Capitulations as from the 10th May, 1928, naturally led to an ex-
change of views between the British and Persian Governments

;
and

it was rumoured that early in November 1927 the British Government
presented a note in which they not only asked for the implementation

of the air agreement but raised the questions of the recognition of

Traq by Persia,^ the rehabilitation of Shaykh Khaz^al of Muham-
rnarah,^ and the recouping of expenditure incurred by the British

Government, during and after the General War of 1914-1 8, on account

of the South Persia Rifles.^ The Persian Government were rumoured
to have replied by ignoring the reference to Shaykh Khaz‘al and
declining to take action on the other points.® On the 22nd February,

1928, Sir Austen Chamberlain refrained from either denying or

affirming the accuracy of this rumour when questioned about it in

^ That is, presumably, along the chain of relatively considerable centres of
population—Ilamadan, Ispahan, Yazd, Kirman—between the central desert
and the inner edge of the Zagros ranges which constituted the western and
south-western rim of the Persian plateau. * The former Anzali.

® For this question see Section (xi) above, p. 346.
* See the Survey for 1925, vol. i, pp. 539-43 and the present section of the

present volume, p. 347.
^ See the History of the Peace Conference of Paris, vol. vi, p. 210.
® For this rumour regarding an alleged British note see an identical state-

ment in the Turkische Post of Constantinople, 17th December, 1927, and in the
Qommunlst of Baku, 11th December, 1927, as cited in Oriente Moderno,
December 1927, p. 610; and The Times of Mesopotamia, as cited in The Times
(of London) on the 17th February, 1928. The date of the alleged note was
given in the first of these two versions of the rumour.

A a
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the House of Commons at Westminster
;
but he let it be understood

that no official information had been given to the Press concerning

any of the British Government’s communications to the Persian

Government in these negotiations.

Meanwhile, Persia had been taking other action in order to bring

pressure to bear not upon Great Britain alone but upon the capitula-

tory Powers in general. In 1927 she had introduced a new customs

tariff applicable to her trade with countries towards whom her tariff

autonomy was not limited ;
and this tariff was accepted by the

U.S.S.R.^ in the Russo-Persian customs convention which was signed

at Moscow on the 1st October, 1927, in pursuance of the Russo-

Persian treaty of the 26th February, 1921.- On the 3rd May, 1928,

the Majlu ai)proved a new customs tariff which was to come into

force, simultaneously with the abolition of the Capitulations, on the

10th of that month. The new tariff had alternative minimum and
maximum scales—the maximum scale being double the tariff of 1927

as modified by reductions on a few items in the list. This new maxi-

mum scale was to be applicable to imports from all countries except

those to which more favourable terms were specially conceded by

existing (non-capitulatory) treaties or by new treaties.

Meanwhile, Anglo-Persian negotiations on the tariff question were

also taking place and on the 10th May, 1928, when the abrogation

of the Capitulations was duly j)roclaimed by a decree of the Shah,

these negotiations resulted in a settlement which was described by
Sir Austen Chamberlain in the House of Commons at Westminster

on the 14th May in the follow terms

A treaty regulating the commercial relations between this country and
Persia was signed at Tihran on the 10th May by His Majesty’s Minister

on behalf of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and all other parts of

the British Empire which are not members of the League of Nations, and
of India. The treaty, which has been concluded for a period of eight

years, provides for the abrogation of all provisions of existing treaties

which limit in any way the right of Persia to settle her customs tariff

autonomously.® It provides that, on condition of perfect reciprocity,

British and Indian goods imported into Persia shall not be subject to

higher duties than are the goods of any other foreign country. By this

^ Statement made in the House of Commons at Westminster on the 9th
May, 1928, by Sir Austen Chamberlain in answer to a parliamentary question.

2 For Russo-Persian relations during the years 1926-8, see Section (xiii) below.
^ Sir Austen Chamberlain’s statement of the 9th May, 1928, cited above.
* The text of the treaty signed on behalf of the British and Persian Govern-

ments at Tihran on the 10th May, 1928, is printed in the volume of docu-
ments supplementary to the present volume.

® Compare the terms of the Sino- British treaty of the 20th December, 1928
(Part IV, Section (ii) (c) of the x>re8ent volume).—A.J.T.
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treaty, the minimum rates in the tariff approved by the Pemian legisla-

ture on the 3rd May will be applied to British and Indian goods. It is

also provided that if at any time the rates of the minimum Persian

tariff are reduced on any frontier, British and Indian goods shall benefit

by those reductions, by whatever frontier they are imported. In a proto-

col attached to the treaty, the Persian Government reserve the right to

increase the rates of the minimum tariff in the event of the duties on the

chief Persian articles, other than oil, imported into Great Britain or

India being increased. In an exchange of notes, it is agreed that the
treaty shall provisionally enter into force at once pending formal ex-

change of ratifications, and that goods consigned to Persia before the
10th May shall not pay rates higher than those in the 1920 tariff.

Further notes were exchanged at the same time maintaining in force,

with a view’ to the conclusion within a year of a full treaty of commerce
and navigation, those provisions of existing treaties which do not limit

Persia's tariff autonomy. In imrticular, reciprocal most-favoured-
nation treatment of subjects and trade and the status quo in regard to

the national treatment of shipping are to be continued. Other notes
exchanged regularised the position with regard to the Dominions.
As regards facilities in Persian territory for the proposed air service

between Egypt and India, the Persian Government have formally stated

their readiness to enter into negotiations with a representative of

Imperial Airw^ays, Limited, regarding the conditions on which such a
service should be operated.^

With regard to the abolition of the Capitulations in l\'rsia on the
lOtli May, the Persian Government have addressed to His Majesty’s
Minister a list of the safeguards which they are prepared to extend to

British nationals in Persia; and steeps are being taken to bring these
safeguards to the knowledge of British nationals concerned. These safe-

guards are in complete accordance with the relevant provisions of

Persian law’ as recently amended.-
Finally, the Persian Government have agreed formally that missionary

enterprises in Persia shall be authorised to carry on their charitable and
educational work on condition of not contravening either public order
or Persian laws and regulations.®

^ An agreement between the Persian Government and Imperial Ahways
Limited W’as concluded on the 8th December, 1928. In this agreement the
Persian Government accommodated itself to the British Comjjany’s desire
that, in the Persian sector, the new air-route should follow the Persian coast
of the Persian Gulf instead of running inland. Imperial Airways started their
regular through-service between England and India in March 1929. The first

party of passengers left Croydon on the 30th March and arrived at Karachi on
the 6th April. Arrangements were also made for a connexion at Baghdad
between the Imperial Airways Service and the service which had been started
in Persia by the firm of Junkers (see p. 363 above).—^A.J.T.

For a summary of the list of these safeguards in the Persian Government’s
note of the 10th May, 1928, see The Times, 15th May, 1928. It will be seen that
in this matter the Anglo-Persian Agreement of the 10th May, 1928, went
further than the Anglo-Chinese Agreement of the 20th December, 1928, since

the scope of the latter agreement was confined to the recognition of China’s
tariff autonomy.—A.J.T.

» The reference in this last paragraph of Sir Austen Chamberlain’s statement

A a 2
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This provisional Anglo-Persian settlement was rapidly followed by
a series of provisional arrangements, pending definitive settlements,

between Persia and other ex-capitulatory Powers.^

On the 11th May, 1928, there was signed at Tihran a provisional

agreement between Persia and France,^ to run for a maximum
period of one year pending the conclusion of a definitive Perso-

French treaty of amity which was to be accompanied by consular,

customs, commercial and establishment conventions. This instru-

ment provided that, from the 10th May, 1928, onwards, the nationals

of either party should be admitted into and treated in the territory

of the other party in conformity with the rules and practices of

international common law and on a basis of complete reciprocity.

In the matter of personal statute, the nationals of either of the con-

tracting parties in the territory of the other were to remain subject

to the prescriptions of their national laws. There was a reciprocal

recognition of complete tariff autonomy, and a reciprocal undertaking

between the parties to give one another the benefit of their respective

minimum tariffs during the year for which the provisional agreement

was to run. On the 15th May there was signed at Tihran a provisional

agreement between Persia and Belgium on the same pattern.®

Further, the Persian Acting Minister for Foreign Affairs addressed

to the American Minister at Tihran on the 14th May and to the

German Minister at Tihran on the 15th two notes'^announcing that, on

condition of complete reciprocity, the Persian Government proposed,

as from the 10th May, to accord to American and German nationals

resident in Persia and goods imported into Persia a certain treatment

which would be similar to that laid down in the Perso-French and

Perso-Belgian agreements aforementioned. In both cases these

arrangements were to remain in force until the conclusion of fresh

was to instructions wliicli Western missionary educational institutions in

Persia had received from the Persian Ministry of Education in 1927. These
foreign institutions had been required to conform to the curricula of corre-

sponding Persian institutions, and in particular to give instruction in the
[Shfi version of the] SliarVah (the Islamic Religious Law). After long negotia-

tions on this point, the American School at Hamadan, which worked under the
auspices of the Presbyterian Board of Foreign Missions in New York, had
closed in December 1927. All the other foreign schools in Persia, however, had
still been in operation at the end of that year. (Statement from the Bureau of

Education of the Department of the Interior at Washington, published in The
United States Daily, 16th March, 1928).

1 It may be noted that a treaty of friendship and commerce between Persia

and Poland, which was perhaps the most important of the new non-capitula-
tory European ‘successor states’, had been signed at Tihran on the 14th April,

1928. ® Text in Oriente Moderno, June 1928.
^ Text in op, cit, loc, cit, * Texts in op, cit., loc, cit.
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Perso-American and Perso-German treaties and conventions, unless

denounced by the Persian Government at thirty days’ notice. A
provisional arrangement on the same basis of reciprocity and most-

favoured-nation treatment between Persia and Italy was embodied

in an exchange of notes of the 25th June, 1928.^ Similar provisional

agreements were concluded between Persia and the Netherlands on

the 21st June, 1928, and between Persia and Sweden on the 10th

August.

Moreover the Persian Government, not content with getting rid of

the privileges formerly enjoyed in Persia by foreign nationals and
foreign protected persons, took steps during the year 1928 to reduce

the number of Persians claiming such status. Early in the year, the

Ministry of Foreign Affairs at Tihran issued a circular to Persian

officials at home and abroad instructing them to investigate the cases

of all Persians found to be holding foreign passports. If the holder

was abroad, he was not to be allowed to enter Persia until he had
either proved his right to hold the foreign passport or had obtained

a Persian passport from a Persian consulate. In the summer of 1928,

the Ministry laid a Bill before the Majlis for debarring any person

who was originally of Persian nationality from claiming foreign

nationality unless he could show a special warrant from the Shah.

The spirit which had animated the Persians in this successful

campaign for the abolition of the Capitulations was likewise displayed

in their dealings with their American financial adviser Dr. Millspaugh,

whose contract, made in 1922,^ was due to expire in September 1927.

When the question of a new contract was broached in the May pf that

year, the Persian Government suggested a reduction of Dr. Mills-

paugh’s powers. Thereupon, Dr. Millspaugh informed them that he

would not enter into a new contract which differed from his present

contract in any vital way. Thereafter a draft, representing a modi-

fication of the Persian proposals of May, was submitted to him in

June
;
but the Persian Government stood out for the right to refer

any dispute between Dr. Millspaugh and the Minister of Finance to

the Council of Ministers or the Majlis alternatively, while Dr. Mills-

paugh insisted that the right of reference should be to the Majlis

alone. This difference of view proved insurmountable, and Dr.

Millspaugh left Persia before his first contract had run out. Moreover,

there ^was a general exodus from Persia of all American advisers and
experts except those engaged upon railway construction.'"*

‘ Texts in op. cit., September 1928.
* See the Survey for 1925^ vol. i, pp. 543-5.
^ For the Bandar Gaz-Khur Musa railway, see p. 345 above.
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In consequence, on the 29th September, 1927, a Bill was submitted

to the Majlis for engaging four foreign financial advisers in place of

Dr. Millspaugh and his American colleagues, namely, a Chief Inspec-

tor of Revenue and a financial and economic expert who were to be

of German nationality and a Treasurer-General and a Chief Ac-

countant who were to be of Swiss nationality. All four were to be

under the direct control of the Persian Minister of Finance and amen-
able to the Persian penal code. In November 1927 a German banker.

Dr. Botzke, accepted an invitation to go to Persia in order to examine

and report on the financial situation. On the 20th April, 1928, it was
reported from Berlin that another German banker, Dr. Lindenblatt,

had accepted an appointment from the Persian Government, on a

longer term than Dr. Botzke, as Dr. Millspaugh ’s successor. On the

8th September, 1928, a National Bank w^as opened by the Shah.

Thus, between 1926 and 1928, Persia had vigorously and on the

whole successfully shaken off the greater part of that Western control

to which she had submitted, either voluntarily or involuntarily,

before
;
and she had thus come to take a not unimportant part in a

general movement for throwing off the political ascendancy of

Western Powers by adopting the technique and the culture of Western

civilization—a movement which was perhaps the most striking

feature of Islamic international history during these years, as it had
been during the decade ending in 1925.^

(xiii) Relations of Turkey, Persia and Afghanistan with the

U.S.S.R. and with one another (1926-8).

When the Bolshevik Revolution of 1917 set almost every foreign

Government’s hand against the new regime in Russia and the Soviet

Government’s hand against almost every other Government in the

world, the statesmen responsible for the conduct of Soviet Russian

foreign relations eagerly scanned the international horizon for any
breaches in the hostile cordon and made the most of any diplomatic

foothold that offered itself there. During the first ten years of the

Soviet Government’s existence, there were three fields in which there

seemed to be some possibility of breaking the united diplomatic

front of the ‘Capitalist’ phalanx. One of these fields was Germany,
another China, and a third the Islamic World, particularly the three

Middle Eastern countries, Turkey, Persia and Afghanistan, which
were immediate neighbours of the U.S.S.R.—a geographical situation

^ See the Survey for 1925, vol. i, Part I, Section (i), and the present volume.
Part III A.
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which made it impossible for the Great Powers of the Western

World to prevent Moscow from entering into direct relations with

them.

The course of Russo-German and Russo-Chinese relations down to

the close of the year 1928 has been recorded in the History of the

Peace Conference of Paris and in other parts of this Survey.^ In this

place it remains to carry down to the same date the record of the

relations of Turkey, Persia and Afghanistan with the U.S.S.R. and
with one another.

In these three Islamic countries the diplomatic opportunities that

offered themselves to Soviet Russian statesmanship on the morrow of

the Bolshevik Revolution of 1917 had been peculiarly favourable,

since the Soviet Government had been able to ^ steal the thunder ’ of

the British Government and to assume the role of an enlightened and

disinterested champion of Turkish, Persian and Afghan liberties at

a moment when a new political self-consciousness was arising in

Turkish, Persian and Afghan minds. During the century that ended

in 1917, a somewhat similar role had been played by the British

Empire, thanks to the overbearing and aggressive policy of the Czar-

dom, which had seldom failed to provide British diplomacy with a

serviceable foil. Latterly, however, the British Empire had been

drawn into abandoning its traditional posture—first by the Anglo-

Russian Entente of 1907 (an agreement in which the traditional

British x)olicy in the Middle East was sacrificed to the exigencies of

defence against a new danger in Europe) and thereafter, still further,

by the military alliance between the two Powers during the General

War of 1914-1 8 . Between the outbreak of that war and the Bolshevik

Revolution of 1917, the British Government had gone far towards

committing itself to a virtual partition of the Middle East between

the Russian Empire on the one side and the British Empire, with its

Western allies France and Italy, on the other; and then, at the

moment when the edifice of ‘the secret agreements’ had almost been

completed, the Power which bore perhaps the largest share of ulti-

mate responsibility for them had suddenly ceased to exist and had

been supplanted by a revolutionary ‘ successor state ’ which repudiated

and published what the Czardom and itsWestern Allies had done. The

^ For Russo- (jlermaii relations see the History of the Peace Conference of
Paris, vol. i, Cli. VI, Part JI, and vol. iii, App. 1, Part I ; the Survey for 1920-3,

pp. 30-1 ; the Survey for 1924, Part I C, pp. 214-17 ;
the Survey for 1925, vol.

ii, pp. 63-6, and Part II D, Section (iv). For Russo-Chinese relations see the
Survey for 1920-3, Part VI, Section (i); the Survey for 1925, vol. ii, Part 111,

Sections (ii) and (iii) ; the Survey for 1926, Part III A, Section (vi) ; the Survey

for 1927, Part III, Section (ii).
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whole of the odium thus created inevitably tended to attach itself to

the surviving members of the Entente ; and this effect was confirmed

when the Principal European Allied Powers continued, for several

years after the Bolshevik Revolution of 1917 and after the Armistice

of 1918, to carry on in the Middle East a policy into which they had
been drawn originally by their alliance with the Czar. This Middle

Eastern policy of the Principal European Allied Powers, which

played so conveniently into the Soviet Government’s hands, was
maintained for several reasons. The first reason was military neces-

sity; for the collapse of the Czardom as a military Power before the

close of the General War left the Czar’s allies ‘in the air’ and com-

pelled them to some extent to take the place of the Imperial Russian

forces in order to prevent the vacuum from being occupied by the

Central Powers. Another reason was a temporary hallucination (due

to the abnormal tension of mind and mobilization of material forces

at the end of a great war) which made it seem feasible for these

Western Powers to take over the Czardom ’s allotted portion in the

Middle East in addition to their own. The third and perhaps the most
potent reason was vis inertiae. It may be noted that the British

Empire proceeded further along these lines than either France or

Italy. It was the British Army that closed the gap which the dissolu-

tion of the Imperial Russian Army had opened on the extreme right

flank of the Allies’ front by moving up into Northern Persia in 1918

and thence into Transcaucasia and Transcaspia. Again, it was the

British Government that played with the idea of entering into the

Imperial Russian Government’s heritage by forcing upon an unre-

presentative Persian Government the Anglo-Persian Treaty of 1919,

under which the Persianswere relieved of the shadow of partition that

had oppressed them since 1907 at the price of seeing the whole of

their country dominated by a single foreign Power.^ Finally, it

was the British Government who persisted in giving their moral

support to the Ottoman Sultan-Caliph at Constantinople and to the

Greek Army in Anatolia against Mustafa Kemal Pasha and his com-
panions after the other two Allied Powers participating in the

occupation of Constantinople and the Straits had come to the con-

clusion that the new Turkish Nationalist Movement was a force to be

reckoned with and had begun to explore the possibility of coming to

terms with it while the Greeks were still holding it at bay. Thus the

suggestion that, in the Middle East, the mantle of the Czardom had

1 For this treaty and the means by which it was rendered abortive, see the
History of the Peace Conference of Paris

^

vol. vi, pp. 211-16; and the Survey
for 1925y vol. i, p. 534.
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descended upon the shoulders of the British Empire found ready

acceptance in Turkey, Persia and Afghanistan during the period

between the Bolshevik Revolution of 1917 and the peace settlement

at Lausanne in 1923; and, even after that, this presentation of

British policy was still facilitated by the residual Anglo«Turkish

controversy over the Mosul Vilayet.^ Indeed, it was not until after

the settlement of the Mosul question by the signature of a tripartite

treaty between Turkey, ‘Iraq and Great Britain on the 5th June,

1926,2 that the suspicion and hostility under which the British

Empire had been labouring in the Middle East for nearly ten years

showed signs of abating, or rather of being transferred from Great

Britain to France. After the settlement of the larger question of the

frontier between Turkey and ‘Iraq, Turkish attention became con-

centrated on the smaller but still outstanding question of the frontier

between Turkey and Syria, in which France found herself constrained

to oppose Turkish aspirations in her capacity as mandatory Power.^’^

Again, after the outbreak of the insurrection in the French mandated
territory in 1925,^ the relative liberality of British policy towards

‘Iraq since 1920 was thrown into relief. For these reasons there was
a marked abatement of anti-British feeling in the Middle East during

the years 1926-8, though not so marked an abatement of feeling

against ‘Western Imperialism’ as represented now to a greater

extent by another Power.

This brief review of the roles played by the Western Powers in the

Middle East during the decade ending in 1928 is necessary to an
understanding of Soviet Russian diplomatic activities in that region

during those years. The monuments of these activities were two sets

or systems of treaties, the first of which was built up during the year

1921 and the second during the years 1925-8. The component
treaties of the system of 1921 were:

1. The Russo-Persian Treaty signed at Moscow on the 26th

February, 1921

2. The Russo-Afghan Treaty signed at Moscow on the 28th

February, 1921
;

®

^ See the Survey for 1925, vol. i. Part III, Section (xi).

® See op. cit., pp. 526-8.
® For the history of the Turco-Syrian frontier question see the Survey for

1925, vol. i, Part III, Section (viii) and the present volume, Section (viii) of

this Part.
^ For the history of this insurrection, see the Surveyfor 1925, vol. i, Part III,

Section (vii) (c) and (/), and the present volume. Section (vii) of this Part.
® See the History of the Peace Conference of Paris, vol. vi, pp. 214-15; the

Survey for 1920-‘3, p. 387 ; the Survey for 1925, vol. i, p. 534.
® See the Survey for 1920-3, pp. 385-6.
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3. The Turco-Afghan Treaty signed at Moscow on the 1st March,

1921;!

4. The Russo-Turkish Treaty signed at Moscow on the 16th March,

1921, with the two subsidiary treaties between the Turkish Govern-

ment at Angora and the Soviet Governments of Georgia, Erivan and

Azerbaijan and between the Turkish Government at Angora and the

Soviet Government of the Ukraine which were signed respectively

at Kars on the 13th October, 1921, and at Angora on the 2nd

January, 1922 ;

^

5. The Perso-Afghan Treaty signed at Tihran on the 2nd June,

1921.3

Thus in 1921 a system of treaties linking Turkey, Persia and
Afghanistan with Soviet Russia and with one another was built uj) on

Russian initiative—the only link missing in the chain being a direct

treaty between Turkey and Persia.

The component treaties of the system of 1925-8 were:

1. The Russo-Turkish Treaty signed at Paris on the 17th Decem-
ber, 1925 ;

^

2. The Turco-Persian Treaty signed at Tihran on the 22nd April,

1926;

5

3. The Russo-Afghan Treaty signed at Paghman (King Amanu’l-

lah’s summer residence) on the 31st Aiigust, 1926;^^

4. The Russo-Persian Treaty signed at Moscow on the 1st October,

1927;’

5. The Perso-Afghan Treaty signed at Kabul on the 28th Novem-
ber, 1927 ;

8

* 8ec op. cit., PJ3. 386-7.
2 For this group of treaties between Angora and tlie various Soviet (xovern*

inents see op. cit., pp. 370-3,
3 This is the date given in the reference to this treaty in Article 1 of the

subsequent Perso-Afghan Treaty of the 28th November, 1927. In the Survey

for 1925, vol. i, p. 546, the date was erroneously given as the 7th September,
1923.

* See op. cit, j). 525. ® See op. cit., pp. 545-6.
® According to The Times, 23rd December, 1926, the treaty of neutrality

and mutual non-aggression signed at Paghman on the 3l8t August, 1926, was
followed by the signature of a treaty of friendship on the 14th September, 1926.

’ The official French text (which, according to Article 8 of the treaty itself,

was to prevail over the Russian and Persian texts) is printed in Oriente Modemo,
March 1928, pp. 98-101, together with the texts of one exchange of notes and
two protocols. Ratifications were exchanged on the 3l8t January, 1928, at

Tihran.
** An unofficial translation of the Persian text is printed in Oriente Modemo,

April 1928, pp. 154-6, together with the texts of one protocol and one exchange
of notes. An unofficial French translation of the Persian text is printed in Le
Messuger de Teheran, 10th February, 1928. The Persian text was the only
official text, Persian being the official language of both contracting parties.
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6. The Turco-Afghan Treaty signed at Angora on the 25th May,

1928; 1

7. The Turco-Persian Protocol (supplementary to the treaty of the

22nd April, 1926) signed at Tihran on the 15th June, 1928 ;

^

8. The Perso-Afghan Protocol (supplementary to the treaty of the

28th November, 1927) signed at Tihran on the 15th June, 1928/'*

It will be seen that, in the system of 1925-8, the network of treaties

between the four parties concerned was complete—consisting, as it

did, of three treaties between the U.S.S.R. and the three Middle

Eastern states and three treaties linking the Middle Eastern states

with one another. The Turco-Persian and Perso-Afghan supplemen-

tary protocols brought the preceding Turco-Persian and Perso-

Afghan treaties into line with the Turco-Afghan treaty, which had

been framed on wider and more positive lines than those on which

the two preceding treaties had been conceived.^

In this place it is unnecessary to summarize, analyse or compare the

texts of these two sets of treaties, since all the treaties of the 1921

system and two treaties of the 1925-8 system have been dealt with

already in previous volumes of this series,^ while the text of the

Russo-Turkish Treaty of the 17th December, 1925, is printed

in the volume of documents supplementary to the present vohime,

as an example of the 1925-8 system. It is sufficient here to point

out certain differences in the political circumstances in which the

two sets of treaties were concluded.

Perhaps the most significant difference was that Russian diplomacy

played a relatively greater part in 1921 than in 1925-8. In 1921, one

of the two treaties concluded by the Middle Eastern parties with one

another, as well as all the three treaties to which the Soviet Govern-

ment themselves were a party, was signed at Moscow under the Soviet

1 All unofficial French translation of the Turkish text is printed in Orienie

Moderno, July 1928, pp. 283-5, together with the text of one protocol. The
official texts were in Turkish and Persian, and, according to Article 8 of the
treaty itself, both these texts were to have equal validity.

^ The official French text of this protocol {which, according to the concluding
paragraph of the protocol itself, was to prevail over the official Turkish and
Persian texts) is printed in Orienie Moderno, July 1928, p. 285. According to
Le Temps, 19th June, 1928, two other Turco-Persian protocols (dealing re-

spectively with mutual economic assistance and with postal and telegraphic
relations) were signed on the same occasion.

® An unofficial translation of the Persian text of this protocol is printed in

Orienie Modemo, August 1928, p. 339. According to Le Temps, 19th June,
1928, three other Perso-Afghan protocols (dealing respectively with mutual
economic assistance, postal and telegraphic relations, and extradition) were
signed on the same occasion.

* On this point, see the Moscow Izvesiia, 19th June, 1928.
^ See the previous foot-notes.
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364 THE MIDDLE EAST Part III B

Government’s auspices. Indeed, it was apparently the Soviet Govern-

ment that first suggested the idea of a rapprochement between the

three Middle Eastern states themselves as a complement to the

rapprochement between each of them and Russia
;
and if the Soviet

Government had not taken the initiative, it may be doubted whether

Turkey, Persia and Afghanistan on their own motion would have

come together at this date. On the other hand, in 1925-8 only one

out of eight instruments was signed at Moscow, as against one at

Paris and six at either Tihran, Angora or Kabul
;
and it is noteworthy

that it was in the new Turco-Afghan treaty negotiated at Angora

—

presumably without Russian participation or influence—that certain

new provisions tending towards a greater measure of solidarity were

introduced, and that these provisions were then added, in the form

of supplementary protocols, to the Turco-Persian and Perso-Afghan

treaties, though not to the three treaties in which the U.S.S.R. was
concerned. Thus, by 1928, the direct relations, originally promoted

by Russian diplomacy, between the three Middle Eastern states were

not merely being maintained by the indei)endent activity of Turkish,

Persian and Afghan diplomacy but were being carried further than

the respective relations between each of the three states and the

U.S.S.R.^ Moreover, by this time, Turkey, Persia and Afghanistan

were each extending their treaty relations in other directions.

Turkey, for example, which was implicated in South-Eastern Euroj>e

and in the Mediterranean as well as in the Middle East, concluded a

treaty of neutrality, conciliation and judicial regulation with Italy

on the 30th May, 1928, at Rome,^ and was negotiating, during the

same year, for the conclusion of a similar treaty with Greece
;
® and

on the same 30th May, at Cairo, a treaty of friendship was concluded

between Afghanistan and Egypt.^ Meanwhile, in 1927, Afghanistan

^ It may be noted that iii the autumn of 1928 the Afghan Minister at Angora
was raised to the rank of Ambassador.

2 This important treaty is dealt with in Part II, Section (i) (c) of the present
volume, in its relation to other South-East European affairs. The official

French text is printed in Oriente Modemoy June 1928, pp, 227-9.
3 Apropos of the Turco-Afghan treaty of the 25th May, 1928, the Turco-

Italian treaty of the 30th May, 1928, and the Turco-Persian protocol of the
30th June, 1928, a statement was made in the Chamber at Angora.to the effect

that Turkey intended to extend her relations with European and Mediterranean
countries as well as with the Middle Eastern countries and the U.S.S.R. Of.

a speech delivered by Ismet Pasa at Malatiya, as reported in the Corriere della

Seray 15th September, and Le Temps, 16th September, 1928.
* Unofficial French translation of the text in Oriente Moderno, June 1928,

p. 265. The official texts were in Persian and Arabic. For a speech on the
solidarity of the non-Western peoples which was delivered in Cairo on the
12th June, 1928, by the Afghan signatory of the Egypto-Afghan treaty of
the 30th May, 1928, see Oriente Modemo, June 1928, p. 240. At about the
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had begun to conclude treaties of friendship with European countries,

and this policy received an impetus during King Amanu’llah’s visit

to Europe in 1928. An Afghan-Polish treaty was signed at Warsaw
on the 6th November, 1927, an Afghan-Latvian treaty at Riga on

the 16th February, 1928, and an Afghan-Swiss treaty at Berne on

the 17th February, 1928. An Afghan-Japanese treaty was signed in

London on the 4th April, 1928. The treaties and provisional agree-

ments, in substitution for the Capitulations, which the Persian

Government concluded with the ex-capitulatory Powers in the same
year have been dealt with elsewhere.^ On the 28th November, 1928,

a Perso-Egyptian treaty of friendship ^ was signed at Tihran.'^

This decrease in Soviet-Russian ascendancy over the foreign

policy of Turkey, Persia and Afghanistan between the years 1921

and 1928 was the natural consequence of that general change

in the international situation in the course of seven years which

has been touched upon above. At the time when the treaties of

1921 were concluded, the Soviet Government either had recently

performed or were still performing signal services for each of the

three Middle Eastern countries in question. A Soviet Russian

naval and military expedition despatched to Anzali, the principal

port on the Persian coast of the Caspian Sea, in May 1920,

had been the final decisive factor in securing the evacuation of

Northern Persia by the British forces and so had opened the way for

the Persian Government’s denunciation of the Anglo-Persian Agree-

ment of 1919.^ Soviet Russian diplomatic support, reinforced by
consignments of munitions and by military co-operation in Trans-

caucasia, was the mainstay of Mustafa Kemal and his companions

in their life and death struggle against the Greeks supported by Great

Britain.® Even Afghanistan was indebted to the change of policy in

Russia in 1917 for the liberty of action which she used so rashly in

1919 in precipitating the Third Anglo-Afghan War.® Thus, in 1921,

all three Middle Eastern countries had good reason to regard Russia

name time, an unofficial Afghan mission for the study of the situation in the
Haramayn and for strengthening the relations of Afghanistan with the Ilijaz

and other Islamic countries arrived at Bayrut.
^ See the preceding section.
2 The official French text of this treaty, which, according to Article 12 of the

treaty itself, was to prevail over the Persian and Arabic texts, is printed in

Oriente Moderno, December 1928, pp. 550-2, together with the French text

of an identical letter exchanged on the date on which the treaty was signed.
3 On the other hand it was suggested on the 20th September, 1927, in the

Majlis at Tihran, that Persian subjects should be prohibited from setting foot,

not only in ‘Iraq, but in any of the Asiatic Arab countries at all.

^ History of the Peace Conference of Paris, vol. vi, p. 215.
s Survey for 1920-3, Part IV, Section (iii). ® Op. cit., p. 377.
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as a valuable friend in need ; and the i>ossibility that she might in the

future prove to be a dangerous friend, as she had formerly been a

dangerous enemy, was hardly a consideration that her Middle

Eastern neighbours could afford to entertain at a time when they

were conscious of more acute dangers from other quarters. The Turks
were then just approaching the crisis of the Anatolian War; the

Persians scarcely yet ventured to believe that the danger embodied
in the Anglo-Pcrsian Agreement of 1919 had been surmounted; and
the Afghans had not yet been taken back into the British Indian

Government’s good graces after their military fiasco. By 1928,

however, it had come to be realized in the Middle East that the aggres-

siveness of the Western Powers, which had evoked the defensive

treaties of 1921, was a temporary after-effect of the General War of

1914-18; and that, though the habits and ambitions of ‘official

circles’ in Western countries might not cease to be ‘imperialistic’,

the Middle Eastern jiolicy of the Western Powers was now being

determined in the last resort by a public opinion which had made uj)

its mind that, at any rate in this part of the world, ‘imperialism ’ was
no longer profitable.^ Even in Egypt, and in those Asiatic Arab
provinces of the Ottoman Empire over which mandates had been

assigned to Great Britain and France, Western Governments, in-

creasingly sensitive to opinion at home, were showing a correspond-

ingly greater disinclination to act with a high hand and a greater

discomfort when they failed to find any alternative method of

procedure. Noting this tendency, the Middle Eastern }>eoples gradu-

ally became less afraid of the Western Powers, and in proportion as

their recent fear of these diminished, their old suspicion of Russia

showed signs of revival. Naturally these symptoms were strongest in

Turkey, Persia and Afghanistan, which were immediate neighbours

of Russia and which, unlike the Arab countries, had succeeded in

rejecting the political domination of Great Britain and France.

This detente between the Western Powers and the Middle Eastern

countries synchronized with the detente between the Western Powers
and Germany which was symbolized in the Pact of Locarno

;
and

thus the Soviet Government were confronted with the prospect of

seeing the two main gaps in the hostile cordon round the U.S.S.R.

simultaneously closed. Monsieur Chicherin’s riposte was to enter into

competition with the statesmen of Locarno by setting out to build

up a rival network of treaties promoting peace on different lines and
ramifying from Moscow. The Russo-German treaty of 1926 and the

Russo-Lithuanian and Russo-Latvian treaties of 1926 and 1927,

1 Ou this ijoint see the Survey for 1925, vol. i, pp. 11-12,
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which have been dealt with in the preceding volume,^ constituted one

portion of this network; the Middle Eastern treaties of 1925-8, in

so far as they were Monsieur Chicherin’s handiwork, constituted the

other portion. It must be noted again, however, that the position of

Soviet Russia was less dominating in the Middle Eastern system of

1925-8 than it had been in the system of 1921 ; and it was significant

that Persia, like Germany, when she entered into the Moscow system,

was careful to insist on the priority of her obligations as a member of

the League of Nations.

While the principal cause of this decline in Soviet Russian influence

in the Middle East is thus to be found in the simultaneous decline in

the aggressiveness of the Western Powers, there were two contri-

butory causes of a non-political order, one economic and the other

cultural.

In economic matters the Soviet Government, hampered as they

were by the rigid tenets of the Marxian creed and by the acute

economic dislocation and distress of the U.S.S.R. during these years,

found it difficult to show themselves as accommodating towards

their Middle Eastern neighbours as they had shown themselves on
the political plane.

As between the U.S.S.R. and Turkey, for example, a sudden and
unexplained cessation of the grant of export licences to Russia on the

part of the Soviet authorities at (.Constantinople caused friction

between the two countries in February 1926 on the eve of negotia-

tions for a commercial treaty—and this at a time when, owing to

Turco-British tension over the Mosul question,^ Turco-Russian poli-

tical relations were warmer than they had been at any moment since

the Peace Conference of Lausanne. A controversy between the two
Governments over this restriction of imports into the U.S.S.R. seems

still to have been in progress in May 1926, when the port authorities

at Odessa were reported to be refusing permission for goods from
Turkey to be landed. It may have been a desire on the part of the

Soviet Russian and Turkish Governments to counteract the untoward
effect of this economic friction upon their political relations that

prompted a meeting at Odessa, on the 12th November, 1926, between
the two Foreign Ministers, MonsieurChicherin andTevfikRu§diBeg

—

a meeting which gave rise to far-fetched and far-reaching speculations

in the Western Press.^ Yet, so far from proving to be the prelude to

1 Survey for 1927

,

Part II E, Section (v) and Part II D, Section (ii).

2 See the exchange of notes attached to the Russo-Persian Treaty of the
1st October, 1927.

3 See the Survey for 1925, vol. i. Part III, Section (xi) {g).
* See The Times, Le Temps and the Corriere della Sera, 13th and 16th
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a portended Pan-Asiatic iK)litical coalition, the Odessa meeting was
not even followed by any perceptible improvement in Turco-Russian

relations in the economic field; for the complaints of Tiirkish ex-

porters against Russian import restrictions revived in January 1927.

Before the end of that month, the negotiations for a commercial

treaty were taken up again, in view of the fact that a provisional

agreement which had been concluded in 1923 was due to expire in

February
;
but, even at the eleventh hour, agreement was delayed by

Turkish objections to several Russian desiderata—for example, an

insistence that certain Turkish products should be excluded alto-

gether from the U.S.S.R., a demand that diplomatic immunity and
extra-territoriality should be conceded to members of the Soviet

Russian Trade Delegation and its branches on Turkish soil,^ and a

suggestion that on both sides Turco-Russian trade should be kept in

the hands of the Governments to the exclusion of private traders.

In the event, the text of a Russo-Turkish commercial treaty was agreed

early in March 1927, and the instrument was signed on the 11th of

that month and came into force on the 4th July, after ratifications

had been exchanged on the 5th June.-^ The basis of this treaty was
reciprocal most-favoured-nation treatment within certain limits.

Beyond that, the special Russian desiderata were met by the stipula-

tion that Turkish imports into the U.S.S.R. should be restricted to

a maximum annual value (expressed in Turkish currency) and by the

provision that the Soviet trade delegate in Turkey and his tw^o sub-

stitutes should enjoy diplomatic status. Turkish desiderata were met
by the provision that products of either country should be given

transit, free of duty, across the territory of the other country en route

to a third country,'^ with special facilities for Turkish trade through

the Transcaucasian port of Batum.^ There was apparently no pro-

November, 1926; The Times, 17th November, 1926; Oriente Modernoy
November-December 1926, p. 567 (where the text of the colourless oflicial

communique, on the meeting will be found).
^ For other cases in which international difficulties had arisen over the

status of Soviet Russian trade delegates abroad, see the Survey for 1924, pp.
214-17; Survey for 1927, Part II E, ^Section (ii).

2 On the actual d«ate of signature, one of the officials of the Russo-Turkish
Trade Corporation in Constantinople named Akunov was arrested by the
Turkish police, apparently on suspicion of espionage, and was not released

until the 15th March, 1927.
“ With a view, no doubt, to stimulating the revival of the transit trade

between Russia and other countries through the Turkish territorial waters of

the Black Sea Straits, the Great National Assembly at Angora, in 1928,
approved a law authorizing the Turkish Government to create a free zone
within the municipal limits of Constantinople or its neighbourhood.

* For previous Turkish complaints regarding conditions at Batum see Le
Temps, 8th September, 1926.
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vision, however, for the transit of goods originating in a third country

across Russian territory en route for Turkey (or vice versa).^ It may
be added that this treaty did not have the effect of bringing Russo-

Turkish friction in the economic sphere to an end. In February 1928,

for example, the Turkish Government had to intervene against cer-

tain Turkish chambers of commerce which had been evading the

treaty restrictions on imports from Turkey to the U.S.S.R. by making
false returns. On the other hand, other possibilities of friction were

reduced by the conclusion in August 1928 of four conventions

regulating the regime along the frontier between Turkey and the

U.S.S.R. in Transcaucasia.-^

As between the U.S.S.R. and Persia, a mutually satisfactory

economic settlement proved still more difficult to reach than it had
proved as between the U.S.S.R. and Turkey. In the Russo-Persian

treaty of the 26th February, 1921, it had been laid down that a

Russo-Persian customs convention should be concluded subsequently,

and in fact a commercial treaty was negotiated in 1924 ;
but the terms

of this treaty were rejected by the Majlis at Tihran.*^ The Soviet

Government, who were not willing to accept the modifications which
the Majlis desired, continued to apply to Persia the Imperial Russian

tariff of 1903 ;
and in 1926 they went so far as to place an embargo

on imports from Persia into the U.S.S.R.—a measure calculated to

produce considerable economic dislocation in Northern Persia, which

had been accustomed to use the Transcaspian and Transcaucasian

Railways and the Caspian ports as the main channels of its foreign

trade."* Moreover, the Soviet Russian Government had so far failed

to execute certain measures which had been stipulated for in the

treaty of 1921 itself. For example, they had not given Persia facilities

for using the waters of the River Atrak, which constituted the frontier

between Transcaspia and the Persian Province of Astrabad
;
they had

not handed over to Persia the village of Firuz ® or the port of Anzali

^ For the terms of this Kusso-Turkish commercial treaty of the 11th March,
1927, see Oriente Moderno, March 1927, pp. 118-20.

2 All agreement on the use of waters crossing this frontier seems to have
been reached at the beginning of 1927.

® For Dr. Millspaugh’s unsuccessful attempt to bring about an economic
settlement between I’ersia and the U.S.S.K., see the Survey for 1925, vol. i,

p. 546.
* See the present volume, p. 343 above, for Persian efforts to find an alter-

native channel for the foreign trade of Tabriz via Rowaiiduz and Baghdad. No
doubt the alignment of the projected Caspian-Persian Gulf Railway was also

chosen with an eye to rendering Northern Persia to some extent less dependent
on the U.S.S.R. The Soviet Government were said to be hostile to this project.

® On the border between Khurasan and Transcaspia.

B b

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



370 THE MIDDLE EAST Part IH B

or the South Caspian fisheries
;
and they had not granted to Persian

trade the stipulated right of transit across Russian territory On the

15th March, 1927, there was an ‘incident’ off the Persian port of Bar-

furush, when the local Persian authorities took forcible measures to

prevent a Russian fishing fleet from operating in Persian territorial

waters.

In the same month, the Persian Minister for Foreign Affairs, 'Ali

Quli Khan Ansari, Mushawir Al-Mamalik, who had been the Persian

negotiator of the Russo-Persian treaty of 1921, travelled from

Tihran to Moscow in order to take up the commercial negotiations

again." As a result, a commercial agreement in the form of an ex-

change of notes and a customs convention was signed in Moscow,
simultaneously with the Russo-Persian treaty of neutrality and non-

aggression, on the 1st October, 1927. The exchange of notes—which

was a provisional arrangement designed to remain in force for two
years pending a definitive settlement—restricted Persian imports

into the U.S.S.R. to a maximum annual value of 50,000,000 roubles

and Soviet imports into Persia to 90 per cent, of Persian imports into

the U.S.S.R. in any given year. Transit, free of duty, across Soviet

territory, was conceded to Persian products en route for a third

country, but not to imports from a third country into Persia, unless

that third country had a commercial treaty with the U.S.S.R. and
unless the goods fell within certain specified categories. The estab-

lishment of a Soviet Russian trade delegation in Persia was provided

for.'^ The customs convention, which was conceived on a most-

favoured-nation basis, was to run for five years unless previously

denounced by either party at six months’ notice
;
but the Soviet

Government appear to have agreed that the convention should be-

come void automatically if Persia introduced an autonomous general

tariff,^ as she did on the 10th May, 1928.® On the 31st January, 1928,

ratifications of all the Russo-Persian agreements of the 1st October,

1927, were exchanged at Tihran
; and on the 14th January the port

of Anzali (renamed by the Persians Pahlawi, after the dynastic title

of Riza Shah) was handed over by the Russian to the Persian

1 Orienie Moderno, April 1927, p. 171, citing the Yeni Qdfqdsyd of Con-
Btantinople (N.B. the Yeni Qdfqdsyd was a journal which expressed the views
of Transcaucasian Muslim refugees who were hostile to the U.S.S.R.).

2 ‘Ali Quli Khan seems to have been preceded by an unofficial mission of

Persian business men, who went to Moscow earlier in the year under the
leadership of the Chairman of the Tihran Chamber of Commerce.

^ For the terms of the Russo>Persian commercial agreement of the Ist

October, 1927, see Orienie Modemo^ December 1927, pp. 613-15.
* For this point see the Moscow Izvestia, 15th May, 1928.
^ See Section (xii) above, p. 354.
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authorities—the harbour installations being consigned to a Russo*

Persian company for a term of twenty-five years.

As between the U.S.S.R. and Afghanistan, negotiations for a

commercial treaty were carried on at Moscow from May to August

1928, but in this case, again, the Soviet Government sought to deny
transit across Soviet territory for imports from a third country into

Afghanistan, with the exception of goods belonging to certain specified

categories; and over this i)oint the negotiations appear to have
broken down.

This outline of the economic relations between the U.S.S.R. and its

Middle Eastern neighboxirs during the years 1926-8 suggests that, on

the economic plane, the foreign policy of the Soviet Government was
less easy to distinguish than it was on the political plane from the

foreign policy of the Czardom;^ and this consideration, in Turkish,

Persian and Afghan minds, was no doubt one of the contributory

causes of that diminution of Soviet Russian influence in the Middle

East which has been noted above. The other contributory cause was
of a cultural nature

;
for the substitution of the Soviet regime for the

Czardom, which had placed Russia in a more favourable position

than before for presenting herself to the Middle Eastern peoples as

a political friend, had had the ox)posite effect on the cultural plane.

The Czardom, which had been feared and hated politically in the

Islamic World as an aggressive Power, had at the same time enjoyed

a certain yjrestige as a vehicle of Western civilization ; and some of

those Muslim peoples that had been subdued after strenuous resis-

tance by the superior force of Imperial Russian arms had afterwards

shown an unexpected readiness to adopt the Russian version of

Western cxilture. The Soviet regime, however, repudiated not merely

Western political ‘imperialism’ but the whole way of life of the

Western ‘bourgeoisie’ ;
and this aspect of Soviet Russian policy had

no attraction for the Islamic jxeoples during the ten years ending in

1928. During those years, the leadership of the three independent

Islamic coimtries adjoining the U.S.S.R. was in the hands of men who
were not less eager than the Russian Communists to j)ut an end to

the political ascendency of the Western Powers, but in whose eyes

the sovereign means towards the attainment of this political goal, as

well as the ultimate object in pursuing it, was to adopt the technique

1 Moreover, under the new regime in Kusaia, aa under the old, economic
meaiift might be made to serve political ends. For example, the Soviet Govern-
ment maintained consulates at places in the south of Persia where there were
no Soviet Russian nationals or commercial interests to look after. The inference

was that the functions of these establishments were political.

B b 2
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and institutions and ideas of Western civilization.^ These Islamic

leaders were concerned, not to overthrow Western society, but to

force an entrance into it on a footing of equality with the original

members; and although this ‘Westernizing’ movement in the Islamic

World sometimes evoked an ‘anti-Western’ reaction where it was
pushed on too fast or was carried to extremes,^ the Islamic reaction-

aries sought refuge from the abominations of the West in a return to

the strict letter of the holy law of Islam, to which the Marxian revo-

lutionary creed, no less than ‘bourgeois’ orthodoxy, was anathema.

Thus, in this fierce and momentous internal struggle in the bosom of

Islamic society, Communism failed to find favour on either side
;
and

indeed the influence of this doctrine on Islamic society was so slight

that it hardly entered into the issue. In the Islamic World, at this

time, the names inscribed on the banners of the opposing camps
were not ‘Communism’ and ‘Capitalism’ but ‘Westernization’ and
‘Islam’.

Thus there was a tendency for Turkey, Persia and Afghanistan to

establish a certain unity of front towards the U.S.S.R. as well as

towards the Western Powers ; but the three Middle Eastern states

did not on that account abstain altogether from the luxury of falling

out with one another. Between Turkey and Afghanistan, it is true,

the possibilities of controversy were narrowed down by the absence

of a common frontier—though Turkish encouragement of King
Amanu’llah’s ‘Westernizing’ activities gave the King’s Afghan op-

ponents occasion for resentment. Between Turkey and Persia,

however, frontier controversies could and did arise during the period

under review.

In the autumn of 1926, one of Riza Shah’s Ministers, Timur Tash
Khan, visited Turkey on a diplomatic mission which was to set the

seal on Turco-Persian friendship; but in the summer of 1927 the

frontier relations between the two coimtries were disturbed by the

course of Turkish military operations against recalcitrant Kurdish

tribesmen under Turkish sovereignty.^ Riza Shah had his own
troubles with other Kurdish tribes on the Persian side of the frontier

^ On this dual aspect of the policy of Islamic ‘Herodians’ in the ‘post-war’
period, see the Survey for 1925, vol. i, p. 1.

* The ‘anti-Western’ reaction in Afghanistan, which came to a head at the
end of the year 1928, will be dealt with in a future volume.

® For the repercussion of Kurdish insurrections against the Turks upon the
frontier relations between Turkey and another neighbouring country, ‘Iraq,

see the Surveyfor 1926, vol. i. Part III, Section (xi) (e), and the present volume,
p. 336 above.

* See op. cit,, pp. 536-9, and the present volume, Section (xi) of this

Part.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



Sect, xiii TURKEY, PERSIA, AFGHANISTAN AND U.S.S.R. 373

but the Kurdish problem in Persia differed from the problem in

Turkey owing to a marked difference in policy. In Persia the problem

was purely social and economic, for the Government were simply

concerned to maintain order and repress brigandage among the

turbulent and poverty-stricken Kurdish tribesmen. There was no

attempt to ' Persianize ’ the Persian Kurds
;
and indeed it would have

been difficult to give a meaning to any such programme, since the

Persian Kurds spoke an Iranian vernacular as their mother-tongue

and had no desire to transfer their allegiance from the Persian

Government to any other. In Turkey, on the other hand, where

the Kurds were the victims of a policy of forcible 'Turcification’, the

Kurdish problem was primarily political.

The trouble began with an anti-Turkish outburst in the Persian

I)ress against alleged misconduct on the part of the Tiirkish frontier

authorities, who were accused of countenancing and promoting

Kurdish raids from the Turkish to the Persian side of the frontier.

The Turks protested against these charges, recalled their Ambassador
from Tihran to report, and retorted with counter-charges of the same
kind. Thereafter, on the 5th September, 1927, the Turkish charge

d'affaires at Tihran requested the Persian Government to prevent

certain Kurdish insurgents, against whom the Turkish Government
were on the point of taking action, from seeking asylum on Persian

territor}^ and further to prevent them from receiving aid from their

kinsmen on the Persian side; and on the 11th and 17th September

the Persian Government announced that they had taken steps to

comply with the Turkish Government’s desires. On the Ist October,

however, the Turkish charge d'affaires presented a note alleging that

a party of Turkish troops had been captured by Kurds on Turkish

soil and carried away captive into Persia, and demanding the release

of the prisoners, with an apology, under threat of a ruptui’e of

diplomatic relations. The Persian Government, on their part, alleged

that the Turkish force had been cut to pieces with the exception of

one officer who had been hospitably received by a Persian frontier

post and eventually escorted back to safety. They therefore refused

to accept the Turkish note and proposed a joint investigation. To
this end Mirza Muhammad "All Khan Furughi was sent as envoy
extraordinary from Tihran to Angora and was appointed Ambassador
in the course of the year 1928 ; but protracted negotiations on the

frontier question between this representative of the Persian Govern-
ment and the Turkish Minister for Foreign Affairs apparently failed

to produce any positive result.

Thus, at the close of the year 1928, the Kurdish question was still
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disturbing the relations between Turkey and Persia, as it had been

doing during the past four centuries ; and it might also again disturb

the relations between either or both of these countries and Traq

—

the third of the three states among which Kurdistan was now
partitioned—as it had done on certain occasions since the General

War of 1914“! 8, particularly in the controversy over the Vilayet

of Mosul.
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PART IV

C^HINA

(i) The End of the Civil War between the Kuomintang and the

Ankuochiin (Coalition of Northern Tuchiins) and the Beginning

of Keconstrnction.

(a) The Campaign of 1928

In the preceding volume,^ the history of the civil war between the

forces fighting under the flag of the Kuomintang and the forces of the

northern coalition of tuchiins has been recorded down to the local

(‘ainpaign, on the borders of Chihli and Shansi, between the ‘Model

Tuchiin’ of Shansi, Yen Hsi-shan, and the ruler of the Manchurian

provinces, Chang Tso-hn. In the military sense, this local campaign

had been indecisive, since Yen, in his offensive, had failed to capture

lacking, while C^hang, in his counter-offensive, had failed in turn to

drive Yen out of his provincial capital. Thereafter, the fighting had

been brought to a standstill by the advent of the winter of 1927-8

;

but the political situation had been changed to the Ankuochiin’s

disadvantage
;

for Yen was now irrevocably committed to the

Kuomintang cause, and thus the position of the Ankuochiin in

Shantung and Chihli—the last provinces remaining to them inside

the Great Wall—was threatened thenceforward from the west as

well as from the south.

The principal partners in the northern coalition at this time were

(/hang Tso-lin (who was still standing outside his own borders),

Chang Tsung-ch’ang (who had been driven back northward almost

up to the southern border of his province of Shantung at the close of

the preceding campaign), and Sun Ch’uan-fang (who had lost almost

his last foothold in his former province of Kiangsu). The once

dominant Wu P’ei-fu had gone into retirement; and only a few

tatters from his mantle had fallen on the shoulders of his former

subordinate Yang Sen, who was now playing for his own hand in

eastern Szechuan .

2

Nor were the surviving partners in the Ankucchiin

more than superficially united among themselves—as was to be

proved in the course of the coming campaign. On the other hand,

there were personal rivalries among their opponents which the com-

mon Kuomintang colours covered but did not overcome. At this

1 Survey for 1927^ Part III, Section (i).

2 For Yang Sen's collision with the British Navy in 1926, see the Survey for
1926, pp. 308-13.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



376 CHINA Part IV

stage, in fact, the Nationalist forces were under three separate com-

mands. In Shansi there was Yen Hsi-shan with his provincial troops

;

in Honan there was Feng Yii-hsiang with his Kuominchiin
;
and in the

middle and lower Yangtse Basin there was the army of the Kuo-
mintang proper, whose (lommander-in-Chief, Chiang Kai-shek, was
responsible to (and for) the reunited Kuomintang Central Govern-

ment at Nanking.^ In theory, the authority of the Nanking Govern-

ment was recognized by Yen and Feng
;
and the nine provinces -

which were supposed to be under the direct control of Nanking were

far more extensive, populous and wealthy than Yen’s single province ^

or Feng’s three. ^ The effectiveness of this control, however, varied in

proportion to the distance from the centre of power, and on the

fringes it was not far from vanishing point. The provinces of the

southern littoral, in particular, were inclined each to go their own
way

;
and the commanders of the troops from Kwangsi were showing

an inclination to defy their nominal Cornmander-in-Chief, Chiang

Kai-shek, and build up an empire for themselves in Hunan and
Hupeh.''* The rivalry between this ‘Kwangsi Faction’ and Chiang

Kai-shek did not come to an open breach until the spring of 1929,

but it was already latent at the beginning of 1928
;
and this threat of

disunity in his own forces weakened Chiang Kai-shek’s hands in that

year’s campaign.

The campaign of 1928 opened early in April with a drive by Chang
Tso-lin down the Peking-Hankow Railway against Feng’s position in

northern Honan
;
but Chang’s advance soon came to a standstill

—

possibly because his right flank was now exposed to attack from
Shansi—and whenChiang Kai-shek advanced up the Pukow-Tientsin

Railway and invaded Shantung on the 10th April, Feng was free to

fall simultaneously upon the right flank of Chang Tsung-ch’ang, with

the result that the Shantung tuchiin suffered a severe defeat and
Feng’s Muslim cavalry ‘cut in ’ in front of Chiang’s advance-guard by
occupying Taianfu—a point on the railway about thirty miles south

of Tsinanfu, the capital of the province. Tsinanfu was evacuated by
the Ankuochun on the 30th April and was occupied without incident

by Chiang Kai-shek’s forces on the following day. The collision

between Kuomintang troops and Japanese troops at Tsinanfu on the

3rd May is dealt with elsewhere.® An incidental effect of this collision

^ For the reconstitution of a reunited Kuomintang Government at Nanking
in the autumn of 1927, see the Survey for 1927, pp. 357-8.

® Kiangsu, Anhwei, Kiangsi, Hupeh, Hunan, Kwangsi, Kwangtung, Fukien,
Chekiang. ® Shansi. * Honan, Shensi, Kansu.

® The province of Kiangsi was also semi-independent at this time under
Chu Pei-teh. ® See Section (ii) (a) below.
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was to put Chiang Kai-shek out of the running in the race between the

three Nationalist commanders for the occupation of Peking—a mishap

which w^as particularly mortifying for the Nationalist Commander-in-

Chief since it was followed within less than a week by a surrender of

the prize on the part of Chang Tso-lin. On the 9th May Chang Tso-lin

sent a circular telegram^ to all the provinces of China in which, after

repeating his denunciations of Communism, he announced that he

had ordered his troops to cease fighting immediately, on account of

the misfortunes which the civil war was bringing upon the country.

As regarded national politics, he declared that the question of right

and wrong rested with the people. Whatever may have been the

intention behind this gesture, Chang was compelled to act up to his

declaration by the intervention of the Japanese Government. On the

18th May the Japanese representatives at Peking and Nanking pre-

sented a memorandum to the Ankuochiin and Kuomintang Govern-

ments, warning them both that, ‘should the disturbances develop

further in the direction of Peking and Tientsin, and the situation

become so menacing as to threaten the peace and order of Manchuria,

the Japanese Government on their part’ might “'possibly be con-

strained to take appropriate and effective steps for the maintenance

of peace and order in Manchuria’. In presenting this memorandum
to Chang, the Japanese Minister at Peking informed him that, if he

did not withdraw^ to Manchuria at once, his passage would be barred

by Japanese troops at the boundary between the provinces of Chihli

and Fengtien, where the Peking-Mukden Railway ran through a

narrow^ pass between the mountains and the sea.- Simultaneously,

Japanese women and children were withdrawn from the Peking-

Tientsin area; reinforcements (accompanied by 12 field guns and
9 aeroplanes) which raised the Japanese detachment at Tientsin

from 462 to about 4,500 men, arrived on the 24th May and on the

1st June the defence of the several foreign concessions at Tientsin was
organized by the foreign forces on the spot under Japanese command.
In these circumstances Chang Tso-lin evacuated Peking on the night

of the 2nd-3rd June and withdrew the bulk of the Manchurian forces

^ Text in The Manchester Guardian, 10th May, 1928.
* It is here that the Great Wall strikes the coast ; and this easterninost

sector of the Great Wall marked the boundary between Chang Tso-lin’ s own
domain and the territory which he was occupying in China Proper.

3 The Japanese Tientsin Defence Force was an expression of the same policy
as were the Tsingtao-Tsinanfu Railway Defence Forces sent out in 1927 and
1928. ( See pp . 403- 1 3 below. ) For the strengths of the several foreign contiii -

gents at Tientsin before the arrival of these Japaneses reinforcements, see a
statement made by Sir Austen Chamberlain in the House of Commons at
Westminster on the 14th May, 1928.
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from Chihli, in good order, along the Peking-Mukden Railway. As
Chang’s own train was passing under the bridge, just outside Mukden,
over which this Chinese line was crossed by the Japanese South

Manchiu:ian Railway, the train was blown up, and Chang died of

wounds thus received—the official date of his death being the 21st

June.^ Meanwhile Chiang Kai-shek had been making a simultaneous

(though less tragic) railway-journey to his own rear
;
and upon his

arrival on the 4th June at Nanking Yen Hsi-shan was promptly

appointed commander of the gendarmerie at Peking and Tientsin.

On the 8th Yen’s forces duly marched into Peking, while Peng’s

remained outside the gates ; and thus Chiang, having lost the race

himself, had at least the consolation of having preventeti Feng from

winning it. The only ‘incident’ on this historic occasion was the

disarming and internment, by Feng’s troops, of part of a Manchurian

brigade which had stayed behind to keep order during the interregnum

on the understanding that they should afterwards be allowed to

march away with the honours of war. The Diplomatic Corps, which

had been one of the parties to this understanding, protested
;
and

eventual!}^ the Manchurian troops were allowed to depart as had been

originally arranged. At Tientsin, where the Chinese city was held

by a remnant of the armies of Chang Tsung-ch’ang and Sun (jh’uan-

fang, the advance of the Nationalists was resisted on the 9th
;
but this

resistance was brought to an end by the defection of the Chihli con-

tingent on the 11th ;
and the Chinese city of Tientsin was taken over

by Yen’s troops next day; but the disbanded northern soldiery

pillaged the city on their retreat, and it was several days before order

was restored. At Tientsin, however, in happy contrast to Tsinanfu,

there was no collision between Chinese troops and the foreign troops

guarding the foreign concessions. Thereafter, Chang Tsung-ch’ang

and his soldiery—^now more disorderly and more straightened for

means of subsistence than ever—settled down at Tongshan, on the

^ For the ostensible facts, see a statement by Mr. Locker-Lampsoii in the
House of Commons at Westminster on the 5th June, 1928. It was almost
inevitable that the Japanese should be accused of having instigated or even
arranged this act of violence ; but Chang had no lacjc of bitter enemies ; and, on
the principle of cui hono, it was difficult to see how Japan stood to gain by his

destruction, especially when he had fallen in with Japanese wishes by with-
drawing from Peking. Nevertheless, the persistent refusal of Baron Tanaka’s
Government to make any authoritative statement on the matter lent some
colour to the very widespread Chinese belief that Japanese personages in

responsible j>08ition8 were privy to the plot and were consenting to Chang’s
death, on the calculation that Chang’s Chief-of-Staff, Yang Yu-ting, wpuld be
more convenient to Japan as ruler of Manchuria than Chang himself. Some
colour was lent to this belief by the subsequent death of Yang Yu-ting at the
hands of Chang Tso-liii’s son Chang Hsueh-liang (see p. 383 below).
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Peking-Mukden Railway, just inside the Great Wall, in a no-man's-

land between the advance-guard of the Nationahst forces and the

rear-guard of the Manchurians. Here they began to exact supplies

from a local Sino-British coal-mining company, the Kailan Mining

Administration
;
and on the 24th June a detachment of British troops

was sent to the spot^—apparently with the tacit approval of both

the Manchurian and the Nationalist authorities, who were not yet

prepared to deal with Chang Tsung-ch’ang themselves.

Meanwhile, on the 10th June, 1928, Chiang Kai-shek had publicly

resigned his offices of Commander-in-Chief and Chairman of the

Militarj^ Council of the Kuomintang Government, on the ground

that the war was over.- On the 3rd July he arrived at Peking and was

followed by Feng on the 6th, when the Nationalist commanders in a

body attended a ceremony in the Western Hills in order to announce

to the spirit of Sun Yat-sen the definitive success of the camj)aign

Avhich he had originally inspired.

It remained to stamp out the embers
;
for ( 'hang Tsiing-ch'ang’s

remnant at Tongshan still remained in being ; and on the 23rd July

a detachment of them landed at Chefoo in Shantung and captured it.

On the 3rd September, however, ("hefoo came under the Nationalist

flag again; and on the 9th September operations against C^hang

Tsung-ch’ang’s main body at Tongshan were started under the com-
mand of the Kwangsi commander Pai Tsung-hsi, with whom the Man-
churian forces co-oi)erated passively by barring Cliang Tsung-ch^ang^s

line of retreat from C'hihli into Fengtien. C-hang's troops put up no
effective resistance to their assailants

;
but when, in their flight, they

collided with the Manchurian cordon on the 16th September, they

inflicted a severe defeat on it. Within a few days, however, they had
all either dispersed or surrendered, and fighting had ceased by the end

of the third week in September. Therewith, the civil war between

Ankuochun and Kuomintang came to an end.

(b) The Situatioj^ at the Close of the Civil War between
THE Kuomintang and the Ankuochun

After the break-up of the Ankuochun coalition, withdrawal of the

Manchurian contingent to the north of the Great Wall, and dispersal

of the armies of Chang Tsung-ch'ang and Sun Ch’uan-fang, the

Kuomintang flag flew throughout the territories of the Chinese

^ Foreign interests in tliis district of the Pekiiig-Tientsiii area had been
under the protection of United States troops, but these had been withdrawn
on the 19th May.

3 Text of this announcement, and extract from an accompanying statement,
in The Manchester Guardian, 11th June, 1928.
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Republic^ with the exception of the three north-eastern provinces

of Fengtien, Kirin and Heilungkiang (together constituting Man-
churia). It is true that the allegiance of the three south-western

provinces of Szechuan, Kweichow and Yunnan was only nominal.

Yet although Szechuan was the greatest of the Chinese provinces in

both area and population, the attitude of the south-west was of little

importance. This great region was split up among a nTimber of petty

tyrants, ranging from Wu P’ei-fu’s former henchman Yang Sen^ on

the Upper Yangtse to ‘the aboriginal tuchiin’ in Yunnan; it had

produced no Government claiming the allegiance of All China in

rivalry to Nanking; and, although Yunnan marched with French

Indo-China and with British Burma, the pressure of foreign Powers

was less felt in this remote and land-locked part of China than in any

other. If the Kuomintang Government at Nanking succeeded in

effectively asserting their authority elsewhere, they could look for-

ward to bringing the south-west to heel whenever they had the energy

to spare. The crux in completing the reunification of China was not

the south-west but Manchuria, where there was not only the strong

local Chinese Government established by Chang Tso-lin, whose

authority extended over all three north-eastern provinces, but where

the Chinese had to reckon with the vested interests of two foreign

Powers, Japan and the U.S.S.R.^

For some time before Chang Tso-lin’s death, there had been a sharp

division of sentiment and policy in his entourage. The older school

were in favour of continuing to take the lead in the Ankuochiin

coalition against the Kuomintang—a policy which meant spending

the resources of Manchuria on military campaigns outside her own
borders. The younger school sympathized with the programme of the

Kuomintang—particularly, perhaps, in the matter of relations be-

tween China and foreign Powers—and were in favour of coming to a

friendly understanding with them, though they did not contemplate

going so far towards unification as to surrender their own local

autonomy. In their policy towards the Kuomintang, the younger
school had the support of Chang Tso-lin’s son Chang Hsiieh-liang,

who took control of the Manchurian Government at Mukden on the

20th June, 1928 (the day before the official date of his father’s death)

;

1 Excluding Tibet and Outer Mongolia, wliicli had been dependencies of the
Manchu Empire but whose international status in 1928 was in dispute (see the
Survey for 1920-3, Part VI, Section (i)).

* Before the fall of Peking in June 1928, Yang Sen had signified his recogni-
tion of the Nanking Government by accepting a commission in the Kuomin-
tang army.

® See Section (ii) (d).
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and the young general’s accession to power transformed the relations

between Mukden and Nanking. When the Nationalist commanders
congregated at Peking at the beginning of July, Chang Hsiieh'liang

sent them a friendly message ; and when they destroyed the remnants

of Chang Tsung-ch’ang’s army in September, the Manchurian forces

co-operated with them against their own former allies. Meanwhile,

the Japanese Government had intervened.

On or about the 18th July, 1928,^ the Japanese Consul-General at

Mukden, upon being consulted by Chang Hsiieh-liang, advised him
to pause before coming to an agreement with the Nanking Govern-

ment
;
and though this advice was given personally and unofficially,

the Consul-General expressed the belief that his Government were of

the same mind. This was borne oiit by a statement made by the

Japanese Prime Minister, Baron Tanaka, in an interview with the

representatives of foreign Governments at Tokio on the 25th July

;

and something in the nature of an ultimatum was delivered to Chang
Hsiieh-liang in a personal interview on the 9th August by Baron

Hayashi, who had been sent on a special mission to Mukden

—

nominally to attend the funeral of Chang Tso-hn. In this interview,

Baron Hayashi was reported to have declared that the unification of

Manchuria with the territories under the Kuomintang Central Govern-

ment would jeopardize Japan’s special interests, privileges and
acquired rights in the three eastern provinces of China, and that for

this reason the Japanese Government desired the Manchurian Govern-

ment to adopt a waiting policy for the time being. The Baron was
reported to have added that, if Chang Hsiieh-liang were to override

Japan’s wishes and to hoist the Kuomintang flag, Japan had decided

to take a free hand to act on her own initiative. Chang Hsiieh-liang

appears to have shown recalcitrance
; and the Japanese Government

refrained from forcing the issue.‘^ In the end, Baron Hayashi and

^ The date was not without significance. On the 7th July the Nanking
CTOvernment had announced their intention of terminating immediately all

the ‘unequal treaties’ which had not yet expired (see below, p. 422). The
Sino-Japanese commercial treaty of 1896 ran out, after several prolongations,
on the 19th July, and on that date Mr. Wang notified the Japanese Consul-
Ceneral at Nanking of the termination of the treaty as from the 20th. (See
further p. 423 below.) These contemporary events at Nanking might have
had something to do with Japanese action at Mukden. This suggestion was
denied by Baron Hayashi on the 17th August in an interview with the corre-

spondent of The Times at Kyoto. It may be noted, however, that, besides

the diplomatic action taken by the Japanese Consul-General at Mukden on the
18th July, military action was taken in another part of China, namely the
Tsingtao-Tsinanfu railway-zone, by Japanese forces. (Bee p, 411 below.)

* One of the considerations in Baron Tanaka’s mind may have been the
declared attitude of the British Government. In the House of Commons at
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382 CHINA Part IV

Chang Hsiieh-liang arrived at an understanding that the Kuomintang
flag should not be hoisted in Manchuria until after a lapse of three

months, but that thereafter Japan would not interfere in the relations

between Mukden and Nanking. On the 9th August Baron Tanaka
announced enigmatically to the Seiyukai Party (of which he was the

leader) that the Japanese Government had no intention of opposing

the union of the Nanking and Mukden Governments, but that they

could not endorse it. On the 17th August, upon his return from

Mukden to Tokio, Baron Hayashi announced^ that Chang had agreed

to suspend negotiations with Nanking temporarily. He added that

Japan had no objection to Manchuria uniting with a unified China,

but that she would object strongly to Manchuria becoming attached

to one of the several contending factions and so being di*awn into the

civil war.

Japan made no protest when, upon the inauguration of the new^

constitution of the Kuomintang Central Government at Nanking

on the 10th October,- Chang Hsiieh-hang was appointed one of the

sixteen State Councillors. Nanking and Mukden had still to agree

upon the future of the district of Jehol—a territory situated im-

mediately outside the Great Wall, to the north-west of Peking, which

had originally formed i)art of Inner Mongoha, had gradually been

colonized by Chinese and had eventually become attached to the

province of ChihU, but was now in Manchurian hands and was pro-

ducing lucrative opium revenues.^ Before the end of December 1928,

however, a comprehensive agreement w as reached by which Nanking
agreed to leave Jehol as well as Manchuria under Chang Hstieh-

Westminster, on the ]3tli July, 1928, in answer to a parliamentary question,

the following statenient had been made by 8ir Austen Chamberlain:
‘His Majesty’s Government regard Manehuria as being part of China; they
do not recognise Japan as having any special interests in that territory other
than those conferred by Treaty ami those referred to in Baron KShidehara’s

statement at the Plenary Session of the Washington Conference on 4th
February, 1922.'

In the same place, on the 30th July, J928, in answer to the question 'What is

our attitude towards Japanese intervention in Manchuria ? ’ the Secretary of

State had declared

:

‘We do not recognise Manchuria as anything but a part of China. We recog-

nise that Japan has great interests in Manchuria, which has a great Japanese
population, and may well have a certain anxiety as to the protection of those

persons. But our interest is a united China under one Government, which
can take obligations and keep obligations, and with which we can negotiate
a friendly settlement and maintain friendly relations.’

^ In an interview with the correspondent of The Times at Tokio (The Times,
18th August, 1928). ^ See p. 390 below,

3 The province of Chihli proper apx>ears to have been completely evacuated
by the Manchurian forces before the end of August 1928.
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Hang's administration and to give him the title of Commander of the

North-East Frontier Defence Force, while Chang accepted his ap-

pointment to the State Council at Nanking and modified the per-

sonnel of his Government without relinquishing his own position as

head of it. In token of this agreement, the Kuomintang flag was
hoisted in all the territories under Chang Hsiieh-Hang’s authority on
the 29th December, 1928.

Thus the one surviving effective ruler in China who had not yet

paid formal allegiance to the Kuomintang had fallen into line with

Feng Yii-hsiang and Yen Hsi-shan before the close of the year
;
^ and

the new year began without the Government at Nanking having

come into conflict with either Feng or the Kwangsi commanders,

although the relations between the latter and Chiang Kai-shek were

already ominously strained. Meanwhile, apart from the obscure local

struggles in the south-west, disorders in China were confined to

sporadic insurrections against one or other of the several rulers that

were flying the Kuomintang flag.

In August 1928, for instance, the extreme north-western corner of

Chang Hsiieh-Uang’s domain was raided by a party of horsemen from

Outer Mongolia who momentarily interrupted communications along

the Chinese Eastern Railway in the ManchouU-Hailar sector. The
object of the raid was to detach from Manchuria the Barga Buriat

principahty—a fraction of Outer Mongolia, traversed by this north-

western section of the Chinese Eastern Railway, which had been

detached from the rest of Outer Mongolia since the outbreak of the

Chinese Revolution in 1911.2 The Barga Buriat Prince rejected the

^ On the 10th January, 1929, Chang IlKueh-liang confirmed his poftitioii in

Manchuria by suddenly arresting and executing Yang Yu-ting, the Chief-of-
KStaff of the army which he had inherited from his father Chang Tso-lin. For
the possibility of a connexion between the execution of Yang Yu-ting and the
attentat against Chang Tso-lin in the preceding June, seep. 378 above. Whether
or not Yang Yu-ting had been privy to the murder of his old master, he was
believed to have boon angling for Japanese support by offering facilities for

completing the Kirin-Kwainei Railway (see pp. 430-7 below). lie was also

believed to have been intriguing with Pai Tsung-hsi and the other Kwangsi
leaders against Chiang Kai-shek. The execution of Yang Yu-ting was thus a
blow to the Kwangsi Faction, and in this way it had an important influence on
the fortunes of the Nanking Government.

® In 1912 the Barga Buriats liad declared their independence of China.
Thereafter, under Russian mediation, the Barga Buriat principality had been
made autonomous under nominal Chinese sovereignty and a virtual Russian
protectorate—a Sino-Russian agreement on the subject being signed on the
0th November, 1915 (see MacMurray, Treaties and Agreements with and concern-

ing China, vol. ii, p. 1,247). After the Russian Revolution of 1917, and after

the withdrawal of the Japanese expeditionary force to Harbin in 1920, the
principality had come under the control of the Chinese tuchiinship at Mukden,
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384 CHINA Part IV

raiders’ demands and the latter were quickly driven off upon the

arrival of Manchurian troops. The incident was significant only

because the Soviet Socialist Republic of Outer Mongolia had by this

time become virtually a member of the U.S.S.R.^ The Soviet Govern-

ments at ITrga and at Moscow both denied that they were implicated

in this disturbance of the peace.

Far more formidable and destructive was a Muslim insurrection in

Western Kansu against Feng Yii-hsiang’s regime, which broke out in

April 1928.2 instigation was said to have come from Chang
Tso-lin, when he was on the point of launching that offensive against

Feng which opened the final campaign of the civil war between

Ankiiochiin and Kuomintang.® Chang’s object was to create a

diversion in Feng’s rear which would prevent Feng from deploying

his full strength in Chihli
;
but the old civil war in Chihli and the new

civil war in Kansu each followed its own course without either having

any decisive influence upon the fortunes of the other. The war in

Kansii immediately developed into a war of religion^ on traditional

local lines, and was waged with the barbarity which had characterized

the insurrection of 1862-76.® The Muslim insurgents, advancing from

the west, gained ground so long as Feng’s energies were taken up by
the war in Chihli

;
but these Muslim successes in Kansu did not save

the Ankuochiin from destruction ; and in August Feng marched west

to stem the tide. Before the end of September the tide had definitely

turned,® but this did not put an end to the horrors of the struggle

;

for the Muslims now set themselves to exterminate the non-Muslim

population in the territory still held by them. The total loss of life

while the rest of Outer Mongolia had fallen under the influence of the Soviet
’ Government at Moscow.

^ In addition to Outer Mongolia, the small mountainous territory of Urian-
khai, which had likewise formerly been recognized as part of the (Chinese Empire,
had passed over into the orbit of the U.S.S.K. by this date.

2 The scene of this insurrection was so remote that the first reports of it

(derived from Western missionaries) did not begin to reach the outer world till

the autumn. One of the best of the accounts available was a letter dated the
5th November, 1928, from a missionary at Minchow, Mr. W. W. Simpson,
which was printed in the Horth China Daily News and cited in The Times,
4th December, 1928. For other news see The Manchester Guardian, 10th and
11th October, and 21st November, 1928, and a letter in The Times, 5th
December, 1928. ® See p. 376 above.

* Not a war of race; for the Muslims of Kansu, unlike the Turki Muslims of

Sinkiang (the Tarim Basin), were of the same Chinese race as their non-Muslim
fellow provincials.

® For this previous Muslim insurrection in Kansu, see the Survey for 1926,

p. 336.
® E. g. the city of Liangchow, beyond the Yellow Kiver, was retaken by the

Kuominohun before that date.
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in Kansu, during the year 1928, from the sword, pestilence and
famine was variously estimated at from 200,000 to 500,000 souls.

The Muslim troops which Feng himself had raised and had used with

effect in the advance upon Peking ^ remained loyal to him
;
but the

struggle in Kansu was a serious drain upon his strength
;
and this

may have been one of the reasons why he refrained from trying con-

clusions with Chiang Kai-shek, not only throughout the year 1928,

but also when Chiang was at grips with his Kwangsi opponents in the

spring of 1929.‘'2

By April 1928, when the Muslim reign of terror in the north-west

began, the Communist reign of terror in the south was on the wane.

The critical moment here had been when the Communists had seized

but failed to hold Canton in December 1927.^ They still remained at

large both in eastern Kwangtung^ and in southern Kiangsi and
Hunan

;
but early in 1928 Pai Tsung hsi, a member of the Kwangsi

Faction who w^as in command of the Kuomintang forces at Wuchang,
began operations against the ( k)mmimists in the two latter provinces ^

which ended in their being dispersed or driven away.‘* Thereafter, the

Communist regime w^as substantially confined to the Haifung and

Lukfung.districts of eastern Kwangtung, in the immediate hinterland

of Swabue.’ The moving spirit here was a certain P’eng P’ai, who had
originally come to the district in 1923 in order to organize a peasant

union in the name of Dr. Sun Yat-sen. In the autumn of 1927, when
bodies of Cbmmimist troops drifted down upon this district from the

north,® P’eng P’ai had set up a local Communist regime which far

surpassed the Kansu Muslim insurgents in refinement of cruelty,

though happily its campaign of extermination against non-Cbm-
munists took a comparatively moderate toll of lives owing to the

smallness of the area which this regime controlled. Like ‘the Old

Man of the Mountain’ in medieval Persia and the founder of the

^ See j). 376 above.
2 This will be dealt wdth in the Survey for 1929.
® Survey for 1927, j)p. 358-62. ^ Op. cit., p. 362.
® Pai Tsiing-hsi was conducting this indej)endent local campaign whilfi his

nominal Commander-in-Chief Chiang Kai-shek was engaged in the campaign
against the Ankuochun. Pai’s object was to consolidate the liold of the
Kwangsi Faction over south-central China. He did not tjike part in the
northern campaign until September 1928, when he conducted the final opera-
tions against Chang Tsung-ch’ang in north-eastern Chihli. (See p. 379 above.)

® For reports of some of the earlier vicissitudes of these operations, see a
statement by Sir Austen Chamberlain in the House of Commons at Westmin-
ster on the 19th May, 1928.

^ A port on the coast, east of Bias Bay. The district had at all times been
wild and lawless.

** Survey for 1927, pp. 359-60.
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Taip’ing Movement in Kwangsi in the second quarter of the nine-

teenth century after Christ, P’eng P’ai was reported to have made
himself an impregnable stronghold in the hills, whither he could with-

draw on the approach of punitive expeditions, in order to sally out

again after their departure. P’eng P’ai seems still to have been at

large at the end of 1928.^ Meanwhile, the greater part of Kwangtung
and Kwangsi was under the control of Li Chai-sum, a member of the

Kwangsi Paction who had returned to power at Canton after the

supi)ression of the Omimunist hneute there at the end of 1927.^

Under Li’s regime during the year 1928 relations between C -anton and

Hongkong improved, and along the southern littoral as a whole

—

notwithstanding the failure to smoke out the nests of Communists

and jnrates which it harboured here and there—there was a distinct

decrease of disorder and increase of prosperity.

The explanation was that the Chinese Revolution—with all the

conflicts between Chinese and Chinese and between (liinese and

foreigners which it brought in its train—was a kind of social cyclone ;

and it was now two years since the storm had begun to travel north-

wards from Canton towards Peking. In 1927 the storm-centre had

hovered over the Yangtse Basin and its track had been marked by
disturbances, or threats of disturbances, at Wuhan, Kiukiang, Nan-

king and Shanghai. In 1928 it moved farther north over Honan and

Shantung, and again its track was marked by disturbances—this time

at Tsinanfu and Chefoo. The sufferings of Honan and Shantung

could be measured by the stress of the famine which visited those

two provinces in 1928. As the storm passed on from Shantung into

Chihli, its violence began to abate. There was no disturbance when
Peking passed out of the hands of the Ankuochiin into those of the

Kuomintang
;
^ and neither at Peking nor at Tientsin nor atTongshan

was there any violent collision between Chinese and foreigners.

Finally, at Mukden, at the farthest extreme of China from Canton,

the change of regime was carried out without any revolutionary

breach of continuity.

^ For P’eng P’ai’s reign of terror, see The Times, 12ili January, 9th and
13th F(?bruary, lOth and 29th March, 1928; The Observer, 12th February, 15th
and 22nd April, 1928.

2 Survey for 1927, p. 362.
3 Peking did, liowever, begin imraediately to feel the effects of ceasing to be

one of two rival capitals of China. The liquidation of the Ankuodiun Govern-
ment and the transfer of all the central administrative offices from Peking to
Nanking jiroduced serious impoverishment and unemj>loyrnent. Peking was
being overtaken by the fate that had already befallen Petrograd, Constanti-
nople and Vienna, and the symiitoms of social and economic dislocation were
the same.
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(c) The Beginning of Reconstruction

When the Kuomintang commanders addressed the spirit of Sim
Yat-sen in the Western Hills on the 6th July, 1928, they might

reasonably claim that the first of the three stages into which their

master had divided the programme of the Chinese Revolution was

now accomplished. The ])eriod of military conquest was over, the

]>eriod of political tutelage had begun
;
and this claim was duly made

in the preamble to the new Government Organization Law which

^\as promulgated at Nanking on the 3rd October. By that time there

were even signs that the third stage had begun, in which power w^as

to pass from the Kuomintang Party to the Chinese people
;
for, on

certain public affairs of fundamental importance, public opinion was
asserting itself much more vigorously and effectively than before.

It was significant that these questions in which the people themselves

were showing concern were not constitutional but social and eco-

nomic. The three insistent demands were for peace, disbandment of

troo})S and sound finance. Peace was the paramount desire
;
disband-

ment was demanded as a preventive measure against an otherwise

inevitable resumption of civil war ; while sound finance and disband-

ment were inseparable demands because neither could be realized

apart from the other. The progress made towards these popular goals

ill 1928 will be surveyed briefly here; but it may be convenient first

to deal with the constitutional reorganization, to wLich the leaders

of the Kuomintang first turned their attention, and with certain

})ersonal relations among these leaders themselves.

In the preceding volume,^ the political history of the Kuomintang
has been carried dow n to the installation of a new united Kuomintang
(iJovernment at Nanking on the 20th September, 1927, the return

of Chiang Kai-shek from abroad in November, his marriage on the

1st December to a sister of Mr. T. V. Soong and Mrs. Sun Yat-sen, and
his reassumption of the post of Commander-in -(,'hief before the close

of the year. (Chiang Kai-shek’s return and restoration to power was
immediately followed by the resignation of Sun Fo (Sun Yat-sen’s

son) from the Ministry of Finance and of Dr. C. C. Wu from the Minis-

try of Foreign Affairs, and by their departure from China on the

25th January, 1928, for a prolonged tour in Europe with fifteen com-
panions, including Hu Han-min, an influential leader of the Right

Wing of the Kuomintang.^ Thus they were not present at the Fourth

’ Survey for 1927, j)p. ,357-8.

2 For jVir. Hu llan-miii’H return to China in the autumn of 1928, see p. .390

below.

c c 2
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Plenary Session of the Central Executive Committee of the Kuomin-
tang, which was at last held at Nanking on the 3rd~8th February and

which set up a provisional Government.^ The temporary withdrawal

of these two statesmen was due to disagreement with Chiang Kai-

shek
;
2 but this rift was not so serious as the possibility of friction

between Chiang and Feng or between Chiang and the Kwangsi

Faction,^ since in these two cases a personal disagreement would be

likely to result in a military collision. Throughout the year 1928 the

Kwangsi Faction was on the rise, not only in the Middle Yangtse

Basin, where Pai Tsung-hsi was suppressing the Communists for the

benefit of his own party but also in Canton, where Li Chai-sura had
come back into power after the suppression of the (bmmunist trneute

of December 1 927.^ For the time, however, the Kwangsi commanders
hesitated to break with Chiang Kai-shek

;
and in April 1928 Li found

it politic to pay a visit to Nanking. Meanwhile, in the Foreign

Ministry at Nanking an underground struggle had been going on

between Mr. C. C. Wu’s adherents and his successor in office. General

Hwang Fu. This struggle was decided against Hwang Fu by the

Tsinanfu incident of the 3rd May.® He had been too closely identified

with a friendly policy towards Japan to survive the shock to i)ublic

opinion throughout China which was the immediate reaction to this

affair. Hwang Fu resigned towards the end of May and was succeeded

on the 14th June by Mr. C. T. Wang.’ On the other hand, Sun Fo’s

successor in the Ministry of Finance, Mr. T. V. Soong, was gaining

in authority with the support of public oijinion, as will be recorded

below.

The Fifth Plenary Session of the Central Executive Committee of

the Kuomintang opened at Nanking on the 8th August, and was
attended by Feng Yii-hsiang, as well as by the two Kwangsi com-

manders Li Tsung-jen from Hankow and Li Chai-sum from C'anton.

The most important business on the agenda were the interrelated

problems of finance and disbandment, in which the fundamental

question of centralism versus regionalism was involved; but this

question was debated in the Committee on the political and not on

the economic plane. The contentious issue was whether the branch

1 For details of the personnel and organization of this provisional Govern-
ment, see a statement hy Bir Austen Chamberlain in the House of Commons at
Westminster on the 19th March, 1928.

2 See extracts from their letters of resignation in The Times

^

8th May, 1928.
3 For relations between Chiang and the Kwangsi Faction, see Sir Austen

Chamberlain’s statement, just cited. * See p. 385 above.
^ Survey for 1927^ pp. 358-62. ® See Section (ii) (a) below.
’ Statement by Sir Austen Chamberlain in the House of Commons at West-

minster on the 21st June, 1928.
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political councils of the Kuomintang at Hankow, Canton, Peking and
elsewhere should be abolished or maintained

;
and on this issue the

session broke up on the 15th August, when the representatives of the

Kwangsi Faction destroyed the quorum by withdrawing in a body.

Thereafter, Feng Yii-hsiang went west to deal with the Muslim
insurrection in Kansu, ^ and a compromise was patched up between

the Kwangsi Faction and Chiang.

Before breaking up on the 15th August, the Central Executive

Committee of the Kuomintang had authorized the drafting of a pro-

visional constitution, and a Government Organization Law was duly

promulgated at Nanking on the 3rd October.^ In general this docu-

ment was })ervaded by the doctrines of Sun Yat-sen
;
and the i)ar-

ticular doctrine of the three stages of revolution was invoked by the

suj)porters of the most important and the most hotly contested

provision, whereby the Chinese state was explicitly placed under the

suj^ervision and supremacy of the Kuomintang Party. In the final

text of the law, this provision was inserted in the preamble, as follows

:

The Kuomintang of China, in pursuance of the Three People’s Prin-

cif)le8 and the Five Power Constitution of the Revolution, hereby
establishes the Republic of China.

The Party, having swept away and removed all obstacles by military

force and having passed from the period of military conqiu^st to that of

})olitical tutelag(\ now must establish a model government based upon
the Five Power (ybnstitution to train the people, so that they may be
able to exercise their political powders and to expedite the handing over
of su(h powers by the Party to the people.

Accordingly, the Kuomintang, in the execution of the duty of direc-

tion and supervision of the Nationalist Government which devolves on
it by virtue of its history, hereby formulates and promulgates the Law
governing the organisation of the National Government.

Thus on the ground that the Chinese Revolution had now entered

upon the second of Sun Yat-sen’s three stages without having yet

reached the third, the Chinese Republic w^as given a constitution on
the contemporary Russian and Italian model, in which one particular

party, and not the people as a whole, was the depository of political

power. It may be noted that in Italy, at any rate, this regime was
avowedly intended to be permanent. It remained to be seen whether
in China a similar r6gime, having been introduced as a transitional

measure, would eventually give place to the democratic policy which
had been Sun Yat-sen’s ultimate goal.

The term ‘Five Power Constitution’, in the passage quoted from

1 See p. 384 above.
* For its main provisions see The Times, 6th October, 1928 ; The Manchester

Guardian, Gth October and 7th November, 1928.
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the preamble, referred to the five Yuan (boards) of which the new
Government was composed in accordance with another doctrine of

Sun Yat-sen. Three of these corresponded to the executive, legis-

latives and judicial powers of Western political theory, while the

fourth and fifth corres})onded to the board of public examiners (of

candidates for jmblic employment) and the board of censors of the

Chinese Imperial regime. The Executive Board was to be the senior

Yuan and w as to exercise control over ten Ministries : finance, foreign

aftairs, w^ar, agriculture, industry, education, railw^ays, interior,

communications and health. At the head of the five Yuan there was
to be a State Council, the Chairman of w'hich w^as to be ex officio

President of the National (government and concurrently Commander-
in-(yhicf of the Army, Navy and Air Force. There were to be from
twelve to sixteen State Councillors, and the Presidents and Vice-

Presidents of the five Yuan were to be chosen from among these.

All laws promulgated and all mandates issued by virtue of a decision

of the State Council were to be signed by the President of the National

(xovernment and countersigned by the Presidents of the five Yuan.

The new (Government were installed on the 10th October (the

official anniversary of the foundation of the R.ej)ublic). On that date

Chiang Kai-shek took the presidential oath and assumed office. Two
of his State (Councillors were Feng Yti-hsiang and Chang Hsiieh-liang.^

The President of the Executive Board was Tan Yen-kai, of the Legis-

lative Board Hu Han-rnin,- and of the Judicial Board Wang (ffiung-

hui. The Ministers of Finance and of Foreign Affairs were Mr. T. V.

Soong and Mr. C. T. Wang as before. The Minister of Railways was
Sun Fo. The appointments of Yen Hsi-shan to be the Minister of the

Intcu’ior and of Feng Yii-hsiang to be Minister of War were more or

less honorary, since each of these commanders was prevented from

attending more than occasionally at Nanking by the cares of ruler-

ship in his own domain.

While this constitution-making occupied the foreground of the

political stage at Nanking, the crucial question, on wffiich the exis-

tence of the Nanking Government depended, was finance; and the

real burden and heat of the day was borne by the Finance Minister

^ On Cliaiig Hsueh-liang’s appointment to this post see p. 382 above.
2 For Mr. llu Ilan-min’s departure from China at the beginning of the year

see p. 387 above. Ho had recently returned to China from abroad with an
open mind and, after examining the situation, had decided to give his support
to tlje Nanking Government. In the opinion of at least one foreign observer
who was particularly well qualified to judge, this decision of Mr. Hu Han-min’s
had an important effect in consolidating the Kuomintang regime at a moment
when its fortunes were in the balance.
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Mr. T. V. Soong. In seeking to provide ways and means for the

moment and to evolve financial order out of chaos with a view to the

future, Mr. Soong had to reckon on the one hand with the provincial

administrations and the military commanders and on the other hand
with those AlK'hina administrative services which had been built up
with the aid of a foreign staff—particularly the Maritime Customs
and the Salt Gabelle.

Mr. Soong’s first success after taking office was gained in February

1928, when he persuaded the provincial administration of Chekiang

to hand over to the National Finance Ministry at Nanking th(i control

and collection of national revenues in the province and also to

increase the subvention from provincial funds to the Nanking
exchequer. The Chekiang administration further undertook not to

levy any new provincial taxes without Nanking’s consent. This

agreement was even more valuable as a precedent than it was for its

immediate effect in increasing the national revenues.

Mr. Soong's next step was to mobilize effective public opinion by
organizing an Economic Conference, which met on the 20th June,

1928, at Shanghai and was atttuided by bankers, industrialists,

merchants and owners of ‘department-stores’ as well as representa-

tives of the Government. In his invitation, Mr. Soong had suggested

that the national finances could never be placed on a firm basis

without the cooperation and approval of the people, and in his

oj)ening address he asked for recommendations on five prol)lems:

currency reform, improvement of national credit by revising the

management of foreign and domestic loans, simplification of taxation,

revival of trade, and reallocation of public expenditure with the

double purpose of reducing the total and applying the reduced

amount to productive purposes. After examining these problems in

sub-committees, the conference passed a number of salutary reso-

lutions on the 28th and 29th June. It submitted that the existing

services of secured loans ought to be maintained, that the status of

unsecured loans ought to be investigated, that a strong central bank
ought to be established, that a special fund ought to be created for

putting the railways in working order again, that the Army ought

to be limited to fifty divisions of 10,000 men each, with a total

military budget not exceeding $ (Mexican) 192,000,000, and that a

commission ought to be appointed to take charge of disbanded

soldiers and employ them on reconstruction work. The reconstruction

work suggested was the re-conditioning of the railways together with

river conservancy and harbour development. The fund envisaged for

this purpose was $ (Mexican) 300,000,000 (about £30,500,000 sterling).
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and it was contemplated that this should be raised by a loan. At the

close of the proceedings, telegrams calling for the reduction of the

Army at an early date and for the rigid limitation of military expendi-

ture were sent to the Government at Nanking and to all the military

commanders. Mr. Soong then convened a National Financial Con-

ference at Nanking which confirmed the resolutions of the Shanghai

Economic Conference and defeated an attempt of the Kwangtung
delegates to retain control of national revenues within their own
provincial boundaries. While this Nanking Conference was in session,

the Military Council at Nanking published a disbandment scheme

which had been hastily drawn up by the four commanders at Peking

—an attempt to forestall the interference of the bankers which was
in effect a tribute to the bankers’ growing power. This scheme con-

templated the maintenance of an Army of fifty to sixty divisions,

together with a gendarmerie 200,000 strong
; it was to be carried out

by a commission consisting simply of the four commanders them-

selves and of official nominees
;
and it ignored the financial aspect of

the problem, which made the co-operation of the bankers essential.

After the Nanking Conference had finished its w^ork on the 1 1th July,

Mr. Soong hastened to lacking, where the military commanders
had assembled in order to address the spirit of Sun Yat-sen on the

fith July.^ Mr. Soong carried a message from the Chinese bankers of

Shanghai that if there were no disbandment of troops there would
be no reconstruction loan

; and the Shanghai (^hinese bankers were

in a strong position for delivering an ultimatum to the generals,

because almost all the liquid assets in China that weie in Chinese

possession were in their hands, while within the charmed circle of the

International Settlement the bankers were proof against the argu-

ment of force majeure. At Peking Mr. Soong saw all the four leading

commanders except Feng Yii-hsiang (who had already left), as well

as the heads of the Maritime Customs and Salt Administrations.

Mr. Soong returned to the charge on the eve of the opening of

the Fifth Plenary Session of the Central Executive Committee of the

Kuomintang on the 8th August.^ In a statement addressed to the

Committee, he pointed out that, since January, the Nanking Ministry

of Finance had had to provide for military expenditure at the rate of

$(Mexican) 320,000 a day, and that the Government was on the road

to bankruptcy. He insisted that the only hope of salvation lay in

a unification of the national finances, an accurate budget and the

establishment of a budget committee with plenary powers and full

^ See p. 379 above.
2 For the political results of this session, see p. 389 above.
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control over revenue and expenditure. The Minister’s warning to

the t/ommittee was reinforced by a memorandum from Chinese

business organizations in Shanghai
; and before the Committee dis-

persed from Nanking, it was visited by a delegation of Chinese

business men from Shanghai a hundred strong, representing the

Chinese Chambers of Commerce in the Foreign Settlements, Nantao
and Chapei, together with sixty guilds. The business men, who felt

themselves to be inadequately represented on the ( 'entral Executive

Committee itself, put their case before the Committee through this

delegation very vigorously and urged insistently that the recommen-
dations of the Shanghai Economic Conference should be carried out.

In September Mr. Soong announced that so far the Ministry at

Nanking had secured full financial control in three provinces only

—

Kiangsu, Chekiang and Anhwei—but that Fukien and Kiangsi were

on the point of falling into line. In the same month it was announced

that the Nanking (Government would make themselves responsible in

these five provinces for the execution of the recommendations of the

National Financial Conference which had met at Nanking in July,^

and that the same measures w^ould be extended to all the provinces

by groui)s. The new Central Bank of China was organized in October

and opened at Shanghai on the 1st November.
This was a beginning

;
but the crux was the problem of the dis-

bandment of the troops, and here there was a vicious circle. Without
funds in hand to employ the disbanded soldiers upon productive

work, disbandment could not begin; yet, unless the military com-
manders first gave evidence of good faith by beginning to disband,

the loan from the Shanghai CMnese bankers, which was to provide

the funds, was unlikely to be forthcoming. In October the Govern-

ment announced that a conference of all the military commanders,
to deal with disbandment, was soon to be convened. Meanwhile the

business men kept up their pressure. In December sixteen Chinese

business organizations in Shanghai, headed by the General Chamber
of Commerce, sent an urgent memorial to Nanking addressed to the

Presidents of all the boards in the new constitutional hierarchy from
Chiang Kai-shek downwards. In this memorandum they recalled

the resolutions of the Shanghai Economic (Conference of June,

insisted especially upon the demands for the disbandment of troops

and the drawing up of an accurate budget, as being indispensable

preliminaries to all reform, and complained bitterly that nothing had
been accomplished during the six months that had elapsed. There-

upon, rumours of imminent action became rife ; and on the last day

^ See p. 392 above.
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of the year, at Nanking, a Conference on the Reorganization and

Disbandment of the Army was duly opened. This conference was

attended not only by (^liiang, Feng and Yen but by members of the

Kwangsi Faction and by a delegate from Chang Hsueh-liang. The
sequel will be recorded in the Survey for 1929,^

From this brief and necessarily imperfect account of the beginning

of reconstruction in China during the year 1928, it will be apparent

that the result achieved at this stage was mainly negative. The
action of the various disruptive and destructive forces that had been

j)laying havoc with the life of the Chinese people during the preceding

seventeen years had been checked; but the process of j)Ositive re-

construction was only very slowly getting under w^ay, and what had

been accomplished by the end of the year might seem little compared

with what remained to be done. Nevertheless, the achievement of

the Kuomintang in 1928 was impressive when viewed in relation to

the difficulty of the task and to the scantiness of the resources at the

disposal of the men who were grappling with it ; and an observer who
took these pertinent considerations into account might be inclined

to marvel, not that these (ffiinesc statesmen had accomplished so

little, but that they had succeeded, in the circumstances, in accom-

plivshirig anything at all.

^ It may be rioted here that at the third ^^oneral session of the Uoorfijaiiiza tion

and Disbandment (Conference, on the 1 Itli January. 1929. Mr. Soong presented

a inemorandurn wliicli might be regarded as the first budget spc^ecli ever de-

livered, under modern conditions, by a Chinese Minister of Finance. The
recommendations contained in Mr. Soong’s memorandum were formally

endorsed by the conference.

Statement of Tjoans issued by the Nanking Government
(as at the 16th March, 1929).

1. Treasury Bonds, issued on tlie security of the 2J j)er cent.

surtax; first series issued at »Shanghai, June 1927 . . $.30,000,000

Ditto. Second series issued at Shanghai, October 1927 . 40,000,000

2. Ditto. Issue-d at Tientsin, July 1928 .... 9,000,000

3. ‘Spring F(5stival’ Special Bonds of the Fifteenth Year . 8,000,000

4. ‘Currency Reform ’Loan issued October 1928. (This loan,

being secured upon the German Boxer Indemnity can-

(jelled by Art. 128 of the Versailles Peace Treaty and the

Sino-(jrerman agreement of th(‘ 20th May, 1921, was in fact

a charge upon (histoms surplus) ..... 30,000,000

5. Loan for Redemption of Central Bank Hankow Notes issued

December 1928 ....... 4.5,000,000

0. ‘Famine Relief’ Loan issued January 1929 . . . 10,000,000

7. ‘Disbandment’ Loan issued January 1929 . . . 50,000,000

8. ‘ Reorganisation’ Loan issued June 1928 . . . 40,000,000

$262,000,000

The aggregate charge on the increased Customs Revenue in respect of the

above-mentioned issues for the current year was $44,524,000.
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I^ote on the Im2^orlation of Arms and Munitions into China from. Abroad,
1919-29; and on the Arrival of Colonel Bauer in China in the Autumn
of 1928,

‘By an agrceiiient dated the 5th May, 1919, the Governments of Great
Britain, Spain, Portugal, the United States, Tsarist Ptussia, Brazil, France
and Japan agrt^ed effc^etively to restrain their subjects and citizens from
(‘xporting to or importing into China arms and munitions of v/ar or

material destined exclusively for their manufacture until the establish-

ment of a Governmeint whose authority was recognised through the whole
country. This policy was subsequently endorsed by the Governments of

the Netherlands, Denmark and Belgium.’^
Germany was not a party to the agreement

;
and on the 5th April, 1 927,

it was alleged in the Beichf^tag at Berlin that the German Government had
been conniving at shipments of arms to the Ankuoclnin forces. This was
denie.d by Dr. Stresemann

; and it appeared that, wdiile consignments of

arms in transit across Germany had been shipped from Hamburg to
Tsingtao for the use of the Ankiiochiin, the Association of Hamburg Ship-
owners had subsequently decided to refuse to accept arms for (^hina

wh(‘ther in transit or not, while German Consuls in China had protested

against such shipments on the ground that any breach of neutrality during
th(‘ Chinese civil war would react unfavourably on (German commercial
interests.

In January 1928 there w^ere several conspicuous importations or

attempts at importation by nationals ,of states which were not parties to

the agreement of 1919. A Norwegian steamer, tli(‘ Skule, delivered at

Tsingtao, to tlu' Ankuochun forces, a shipment of munitions imported
through the agency of German firms. Another steamer, the Praga, fiying

the CV.echoslovak flag, arrived at Manila with a cargo of rifl(\s, destined
likewise for the Ankuochun forces, which were said to have been ordered
froin the Brno Small Arms Factory (a concern in wdiich the Czechoslovak
Government had a controlling interest) and to have been transported
«across German territory for shipment at Hamburg with the German
Government’s permission. Early in the same month, seventeen truckloads
of arms, wJiich proved subsequently to be of German origin, w'ere detained
by the local police and customs officials at Kiel, whence they were to have
be(m conveyed to China in another chartered Scandinavian steamer.

This last incident stirred public opinion in Germany and was ventilated

in the Budget Committee of the Reichstag ; and on the 24th February the

German Government issued a warning to German firms trading witli China
to abstain from traffic in arms and munitions, whether these originated in

(Germany or not.

Meanwhile, at a meeting of the Diplomatic Corps at Peking on the 21st

February, the German Minister had declared the readiness of his Govern-
ment to accede to the agreement of 1919;^ and in March the members of

^ Communication issued by the Foreign Office in Whitehall on the 25th
April, 1929. For statistics of imports through the Maritime Customs at the
Treaty Ports during the year 1926, see a statement by Sir Austen Chamberlain
in the House of Commons at Westminster on the 4th July, 1928.

2 Statement by Sir Austen Chamberlain in the House of Commons at West-
minster on the 28th March, 1928.
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the Diplomatic Corps sent an identic telegram to their respective Govern-
ments, calling attention to the importance of the agreement of 1919 and
suggesting that Governments which had not yet taken measures to pro-

hil)it the export of arms and munitions to China should be induced to do
so as soon as possible. On the let March, the Japanese Government
invited the Government of the U.S.S.R. to take common action with the

other Powers
;
and Monsieur Chicherin, though he declined this invitation

(on the ground that, as diplomatic relations between the U.S.S.R. and
China had been broken off, the U.S.S.R. could not join in an agreement
regarding China with other Powers), was report^ed simultaneously to have
given the Japanese Government a definite promise that arms would not
be (exported from the U.S.S.R. to any Chinese faction. Simultaneous repre-

sentations were made by the British Government to the Czechoslovak
Government, to which Dr. Benes replied that Czechoslovakia could not
become a party to the agreement unless it were realJy an international

agreement equally binding on all states.^ At the end of March, the

German Government showed their good faith by introduenng into the

Beichstag a Bill prohibiting the (export of arms from German}^ to China and
the underwriting in Germany of exports of arms to China

;
and this Bill was

carried through into law, as a matter of urgency, just before the close of the

session, on the 30th of the month.
‘On the 21st May Sir Austen Chamberlain announced in the House

of Commons at Westminster that 8te])S had been taken to prevent the

insurance in Great Britain of shipments of arms to China. He pointed out
that without special legislation it would not be possible to prevent British

firms undertaking business of this nature, and stated that, at the request

of the Foreign Office, all marine underwriters at Lloyds, together with the

Institute of London Underwriters and the Liverpool Underwritt^rs Asso-

ciation, had voluntarily agreed not to underwrite consignments of arms
and/or munitions to China.’

-

After the termination of the civil war between the Ankuochiin and the
Kuomintang in the summer of 1928 the situation changed

;
and ‘with the

conclusion of treaties with and the recognition of the National Government
by practically all the parties to ’ the ‘ agreement, its continued operation’

became ‘anomalous, particularly in view of the fact that it’ was expressly

intended to last ‘ until the establishment of a Government whose author-

ity’ was ‘recognized throughout the whole country’. Accordingly, the

Dij)lomatic Corps in Peking ‘unanimously agreed to cancel the agreement
of 1919’

;
and this decision took effect as from the 26th April, 19i29, when

^ Statement by Sir Austen Chamberlain, just cited.
* The Institute of London Underwriters j>roceeded to circularize the under-

writing associations of the i3rincipal markets of the world, suggesting that they
should enter into a voluntary agreement on the lines of the undertaking which
the London Underwriters had given to the British Government. Such an
agreement was adopted by the underwriting associations of France, Rotter-
dam, Amsterdam, Greece, Japan, Poland, Switzerland, Jugoslavia and the
United States—and also by the association of Czechoslovakia for the duration
of the German law of the 30th March, 1928. (Statement by Mr. Locker-
Lampson in the House of Commons at Westminster on the 10th December,
1928.)
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it was formally notified to the Chinese Minister for Foreign Affairs by the
Senior Minister at Peking.^

While the embargo on the import of arms and munitions into China was
thus terminated, the question of the embargo on the export from Germany
of military, naval and air-force instructors was ventilated (without being
raised officially) in the autumn of 1928, upon the report that Colonel Maxi-
milian Bauer, a distinguished member of General Ludendorff ’s staff during
the General War of 1914-18, had been engaged by the Kuomintang
Government at Nanking as a military and commercial adviser. Thereupon
it was stated in the German press, as on the authority of Colonel Bauer
himself, that he had neither received nor accepted any appointment under
the Chinese Government. In November 1928, however, Colonel Bauer
arrived at Shanghai ; and he then stated that he had come, not as military

adviser to the Nanking Government, but as economic and industrial

adviser to President Chiang Kai-shek.^ In December 1928, on the eve of

the Nanking Conference on the Reorganization and Disbandment of the

Chinese Army,^ it was rumoured that the engagement of G('.rman military

instructors was on the agenda. If the Chinese were contemplating the

engagement of any foreign military instructors, it was natural that they

should choose nationals of a state with a great military tradition but with-

out capitulatory rights—two conditions which Germany and German
nationals would fulfil.'^

{d) The Policy of the Kuomintang Government at Nanking
TOWARDS THE China Maritime Customs and the Salt (4abelle.

The success or failure of Mr. Soong’s efforts as Minister of Finance

at Nanking partly turned on his policy towards the China Maritime

Customs and the Salt Gabelle. In the efficiency of these two admini-

strations, both the public credit and the public revenue of China were

concerned
;
for, in the past, the proceeds of the Maritime Customs and

the Salt Gabelle had not only covered the services of the public loans

with which they were respectively charged, but had yielded important

annual surpluses to the Chinese Exchequer
;
and these surpluses had

been one of the surest sources of supply for the Chinese Government.

This relatively high and regular yield from these two administrations,

as compared with other Chinese revenues, had been due to the fact

that, in the organization and control of both the Maritime Customs
and the Salt Gabelle, the Chinese authorities had been associated with

^ The quotations in this paragraph are taken from the communication,
quoted above, from the Foreign Office in Whitehall.

® Nevertheless, the engagement of Colonel Bauer apparently dated from a
visit paid to Germany in the summer of 1928 by a Chinese military mission
under General Chen Yi. ® See p. 394 above.

* The part played by Colonel Bauer in Chiang Kai-shek’s campaign against

the Kwangsi General in the spring of 1929 will be dealt with in Survey for
1929.
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foreigners who were aloof from Chinese politics and who did their

work with that integrity and efficiency which had become the

standards of Western administration in recent times. These foreign

officials in Chinese employment had also been assisted in their work

by the fact that, as nationals of ‘Treaty Powers’, they had personally

enjoyed the rights of extra-territoriality. Moreover, in the last resort,

they had been able to count on the collective support of the foreign

Powers
;
for the Chinese tariff was fixed by treaty, and the Chinese

bonds secured on the proceeds of the Maritime Customs and the Salt

CJabelle were mostly held by foreigners whose respective Covern-

ments were disposed to take action if the interests of their nationals

in China appeared to be threatened. Thus, by several different

threads, the financial strength of the Maritime Customs and the Salt

Gabelle was bound up with that system of foreign intervention in

(.Chinese affairs which the Chinese people had come to resent and which

the Kuomintang Party was pledged to terminate ; and, as Minister

of Finance in a Kuomintang fJovernment, Mr. Soong, when he had

to deal with the Maritime Customs and the Salt Gabelle, sometimes

found himself in a perplexing position.

In a previous volume, the history of the relations of the Maritime

Customs Administration with the declining Chinese (central Govern-

ment at Peking on the one hand and with the rising power of the

Kuomintang on the other hand has been carried down to the virtual

dismissal of the Inspector-General then in office, Sir Francis Aglen,

by the Peking Government towards the end of January 1927.^ In

the same place it has been mentioned that eventually Sir Francis

Aglen was sent on leave for a year on the understanding that he

would retire at the end of that period, and it has also been mentioned

that another British subject, Mr. A. H. F. Edwardes, was ai)p()inted

Acting Inspector-General by the Peking Government for the interim.

This appointment was not recognized by the Kuomintang Govern-

ment,“ who were at war with the Government at Peking
;
and the

situation remained in suspense throughout the year 1927 ;
but it was

brotight to a head early in 1928 by the imminence of Sir Francis

Aglen’s official retirement, for this would raise the question whether

a definitive appointment to the office of Inspector-General should be

made, and if so, by what authority, since the Peking Government,

though in articulo mortis, were not yet defunct.

On the 27th January, 1928, the Nanking Government announced

^ Survey for 1926, pj). 294-5.
2 Statement issued by the Acting Foreign Minister of the Kuomintang

Government, Mr. Quo Tai-chi, on the 29th January, 1928.
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that they did not recognize the right of any authority other than

themselves to control the Maritime Customs Administration or to

appoint an agent for the exercise of such control.^ Simultaneously,

they invited Mr. Edwardes to Shanghai—an invitation which Mr.

Edwardes accepted with the Peking Government’s approval. On the

29th January, 1928, the Acting Foreign Minister at Nanking, Mr. Quo
Tai-chi, declared that the Peking Government had sunk to the posi-

tion of a mere regional administration ; that the appointment to the

post of Inspector-General of the Maritime Customs was a ])urely

domestic issue (i. e. an issue purely within the jurisdiction of whatever

Government made good their claim to represent the ('cntral Govern-

ment of the Chinese Republic)
;
and that, until a definitive appoint-

ment was made, the Nanking Government in future would only

recognize subordinate appointments to posts in the (Historns Service

in the territory under their control when these were made on

the recommendation of the Ckistoms Commissioner at vShanghai,

Mr. F. W. Maze.

The crux was that the Customs Administration still paid allegiance

to the Peking Government, as the only Government claiming to

represent the Chinese Republic that had yet been recognized inter-

nationally, and that this allegiance gave the Peking Government

political prestige and a prospect of future financial advantage.- After

Shanghai, as well as Canton, had come under the Kuomintang Govern-

ment’s rule de facto, the paradoxical situation had arisen that the

Maritime C-ustoms revenues were being collected by agents recogniz-

ing the Peking Government’s authority, in the territories of a rival

(Tovernment with which the Peking Government were actually at

war.^ This situation placed the Kuomintang Government in a

dilemma
;
for they must either continue to allow the Peking Govern-

ment to retain this attribute of sovereignty in the Kuomintang
domain, or else they must sweep away the Maritime C^ustorns Admini-

stration there. The latter step would not only seriously embroil the

Kuomintang Government with the Foreign Powers; it might also

diminish or even destroy a source of revenue which would otherwise

^ Text of procliitnation in The Manchester Guardian, 28th January, 1928.
2 Tlie prospect was that the Peking Government might endeavour to float

a new loan on the security of i)rospective revenues from tlie Maritime Customs.
Tlie Peking Government derived no present financial advantage from the
situation because at this time there was no surplus for tlie Customs Administra-
tion to hand over after existing charges had been met.

® In Pebniary 1928 it was estimated that more than 70 per cent, of tlie t ot al

proceeds of the Maritime Customs was coming from Kuomintang territories

—

the reason being that about 40 per cent, of the total i>roc€K>ds was obtained at

Shanghai.
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flow into the Nanking exchequer as soon as the Kuomintang had

completed the discomfiture of the Ankuochun in the forthcoming

campaign of the civil war.^ Mr. Edwardes, in negotiating with the

Kuomintang Government during February 1928 at Shanghai, was

concerned to prevent the disruption of the Maritime Customs

Administration ; and he suggested, as a provisional working arrange-

ment to meet the political difficulties of the moment, that any

surplus which might remain after all existing obligations had been

met should be divided by the Customs Administration jpro rata among
the ports at which duty was collected. These negotiations failed, and

the situation remained indeterminate until after the Ankuochun
Government had been extinguished. On the 2nd October, 1928, it

was announced that Mr. Edwardes had been api)ointed Officiating

Inspector-General and Mr. Maze Deputy Inspector-General ; but on

the last day of the year Mr. Edwardes resigned, on the ground that

the Maritime Customs Administration was suffering from dual con-

trol; and on the 10th January, 1929, Mr. Maze was appointed

Inspector-General without any qualifying adjective.

As for the fortunes of the Salt Gabelle, it has been recorded in a

previous volume‘s that, at the close of the year 1926, the whole of the

Salt Revenue was being retained by the local Chinese authorities

except the proceeds from the salt-fields near Tientsin (less certain

monthly payments to the tupan of Chihli) and from other districts in

the neighbourhood of Peking. At the end of June 1927 it was an-

nounced that the Nanking Kuomintang Government had authorized

the issue of a loan secured on the Salt Revenue surplus for 1928 in

Kiangsu and Chekiang and had also decided to abolish the district

inspectorates of the Salt Administration, in which, as in the chief

inspectorate, Chinese officials were associated with colleagues of

foreign nationality. In the provinces under the Kuomintang Govern-

ment’s control, the inspectorate establishments were duly abolished

on the 1st July and the work of administration and collection was
taken over by the Government itself. The Tientsin salt-fields alone

remained in the Salt Administration’s hands, and in 1927 the revenue

from this field was greatly diminished by the depredations of the

Ankuochun and by the northward advance of the civil war, which
cut off the Tientsin salt-fields from their markets in Honan. The
total net Salt Revenue collected for the year 1926 amounted to

$57,907,000—a decrease of $6,380,000 as compared with the corre-

sponding figure for 1926^—and of this no less than $52,557,000 was

^ See Section (i) (a) above.
^ See op. eiUy p. 279.

2 Survey for 1926, pp. 279-80.
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retained either by the Kuomintang Government or by provincial

authorities, so that the sum paid into the Group Banks in 1927 was
only $5,350,000, as compared with $16,615,000 in 1926. Thus in

1927, so far from there being any possibility of releasing a surplus

to the Peking Government, the question arose whether the service

of the secured loans could be covered
;
and even after the reserve in

the Group Banks had been almost exhausted, one of these loans—the

Anglo-French loan of 1908—^fell into default.

The Kuomintang policy towards the Salt Gabelle underwent a

change immediately after Mr. Soong’s appointment to the Ministry

of Finance at Nanking at the beginning of 1928.^ Early in February
1928 Mr. Soong restored the four district inspectorates held by foreign

officials in Kiangsu and Chekiang ; and on the 20th February he

announced that the entire personnel of the Salt Administration,

foreigners included, was to be reinstated. In the same announcement,
he declared that the Kuomintang Government had not repudiated

and would not repudiate f^ny of China’s just obligations, and that

they were arranging for the ‘so-called Salt Loans’ to be placed on a

basis which would be an evidence of the Government’s good faith.

He laid it down, however, that the service of these loans was to be

met by his Ministry direct, out of general public funds, and that the

Salt Administration officials were no longer to earmark for this

purpose any of the revenues that passed through their hands. No
less than seventeen foreign officials of the Gabelle had been reinstated

by the 24th February
;
but they were not permitted to collect the

duties, their salaries were reduced by 40 per cent, as a contribution

to the conduct of the war against the Ankuochiin, and meanwhile no
contribution for the service of the Salt Loans was made by the

Nanking Treasury. Accordingly, in April 1928, the Foreign Chief

Inspector informed the Ministry of Finance at Nanking that the

reopened offices would be closed again and the staff withdrawn
unless satisfactory assurances on the above-mentioned issues were
given forthwith, and unless the staff and administration were left

subject to the orders of the Chief Inspectorate. On the 5th May, the

Chief Inspectorate made good the default on the Anglo-French loan

of 1908; but, a few days earlier, its last source of revenue had been
taken from it by the Ankuochun Government, which, in the throes

of dissolution, seized the depot near Tientsin. Thereafter, the Kuo-
mintang Government, in anticipation of the conquest of western

Shantung and northern Chihli, directed the district inspectors at

Chefoo and Tientsin to stop all payments as from the 3rd June and
^ See p. 388 above.
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402 CHINA Part IV

to hand over all funds collected.^ On the 2nd July, $173,000 deposited

in the Bank of China at Peking in the name of the Foreign and

Chinese district ins{>ectors of the Salt Administration at Tientsin

were transferred, by order of the Nanking Government, to their own
credit. In view of these proceedings, representations were made to

the Nanking Government in Sej^tember 1928 by the French, British

and Japanese Governments; and on the 24th of that month the

Nanking Government decided that while all revenue collected by
the district inspectors was to be credited locally to the account of the

Ministry of Finance in the Chinese collecting banks, standing orders

were to be given for the monthly transfer, to the foreign district

inspectors, of quotas which in the aggregate would bring in the

$10,000,000 required annually for the service of the loans secured on

the Salt Revenue. This new arrangement was accepted at the begin-

ning of November by the Foreign Associate Chief Inspector of the

Salt Administration, Mr. Hussey Freke; and on the 16th November
Mr. Soong publicly confirmed him in his office. On the same date,

Mr. Soong issued the following official communique :

It has been found necessary to revise the regulations hitherto govern-

ing the Salt Administration for the purpose of making it an effective part

of the National Government under the exclusive control of the Ministry

of Finance. While the insj)ectorate of the service will be under new
regulations and continue to collect all the salt revenue, it will no longer

be entrusted with the custody of any funds except those provided by
the Minister of Finance to meet the service of loans. While these funds

will in practice be furnished from the collections of the different salt

areas in varying proportions, the Minister of Finance assumes full

responsibility for making adequate provision for the loan service.*^

The French, British and Japanese Governments took note of this

scheme without accepting it as a satisfactory alternative to the

arrangement laid down in the Reorganization Loan Agreement of

1913,^ under which the Salt Revenue had been in the joint custody of

the Chinese and Foreign Associate Chief Inspectors, who had lodged

it in the foreign Group Banks and had provided therefrom for the

service of the secured loans before releasing the surplus to the

Chinese Government.^ The three Powers placed upon the Nanking
Government the responsibility for meeting all commitments that

might result from their deliberate departure from the terms of the

1913 agreement.

^ Statement by Sir Austen Chamberlain in the House of Commons at
Westminster on the 27th June, 1928.

* The Times, 17th November, 1928.
® Statement issued on the 19th November, 1928, by the Foreign Office in

Whitehall. * See the Survey for 1926, p. 277.
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Sect, i THE BEGINNING OF RECONSTRUCTION 403

This was the situation at the close of the year 1028. The Nanking
Government duly made arrangements for meeting the autumn pay-

ments due on the Salt Revenue loans
;
and the quotations of these

loans in the foreign markets rose by several points.

(ii) Relations between China and Foreign Powers*

(a) The Despatch of Japanese Defence Forces to the Tsjngtao-
Tsinanfu Railway Zone in 1927 and 1028 and the Tstnanfit

Incident of May 1028.

During the years 1025 and 1926, when the storm-centre of the

Chinese Revolution had hovf^red over the southern littoral and the

Yangtse Basin, and w^hen Russian Communist influence had been in

the ascendant in the counsels of the Kuomintang, the campaign
against foreign encroachments upon Chinese sovereignty had been

directed first and foremost against (freat Britain and British nationals.^

In the course of the year 1927, however, the situation underwent a

radical (change
;
for Russian Communist influence, after reaching its

zenith in January, declined to its final fall in December; and at the

same time the storm-centre of the Revolution travelled forward again

from the Yangtse Basin, where the iiredominant foreign interests

were British, towards the north-eastern provinces, where the pre-

dominfint foreign interests were Japanese. In response to this double

change in the situation, the Chinese movement against foreign ‘im-

Ijerialism ’ took a new direction, and its brunt began to fall upon the

Japanese, while the British in China experienced a certain relaxation

of pressure.

As soon as Chiang Kai-shek’s troops crossed the southern boundary
of Shantung in the 1927 campaign of the civil war between Kuomin-
tang and Ankuochiin, Japanese interests in the Tsingtao-Tsinanfu

Railway were placed in jeopardy ; and the Japanese Government acted

as the British Government had recently done, in somewhat similar

circumstances at Shanghai, by sending a Defence Force to the spot.

This measure was repeated when, in the spring of 1928, Shantung
became one theatre of the final and conclusive campaign of the

Chinese civil war
;
and this time there was a violent collision between

the Japanese and the Chinese Nationalist forces.

The risk of such a clash was inherent in the policy
;
and though that

risk had been run with impunity by the British Defence Force at

Shanghai and by the Japanese Defence Force which had been

1 See the Survey for 1925, vol. ii. Part 111, Section (xi) ; the Survey for 1926,
Part 111, Sections (xi) and (xii).
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404 CHINA Part IV

despatched to Shantung and then withdrawn again in the preceding

year, it must be remembered that Shantung was a particularly

dangerous field for the despatch of a Defence Force by Japan, of all

Powers. From 1915 to 1922, the Japanese Government’s attempt to

step into the German Government’s shoes in this Chinese province

had been the burning question in China’s foreign relations
;
and the

feeling aroused throughout China by this foreign encroachment upon
the homeland of Confucius had done more than anything else to

awaken a national consciousness in the Chinese people. Accordingly,

Japanese policy in Shantung had become ‘the acid test’ of Sino-

Japanese relations. The signature of the bipartite Shantung Treaty

at Washington on the 4th February, 1922,^ and the withdrawal of the

last Japanese troops from Shantung on the 17th December of that

year, 2 had been followed by a Sino-Japanese detente
;
but the painful

memories which the settlement of 1922 had begun to efface in C'hinese

minds were sharply recalled when Japanese troops reappeared at

Tsingtao and Tsinanfu in 1927 and again in 1928
;
and these memories

revived some of the animus which the Japanese policy of 1915-22

had evoked at the time.

The Japanese reoccupation of Tsingtao was less provocative than

the reoccupation of Tsinanfu. Tsingtao was a maritime ‘treaty i)ort’

in a territory which (/hina had been compelled to lease to a foreign

Power in 1898
;
and this territory had only been brought back under

Chinese administration in 1 922 by certain effects of the General War
of 1914-18 and of the Washington Conference of 1921-2 upon which
the Chinese could not have reckoned. On the other hand, Tsinanfu

was an inland city ^ which was not a ‘ treaty-j)ort’ but a ‘trade-mart’,

i. e. it had been opened to foreign trade by a unilateral decree of the

Imperial Chinese Government in 1904. Moreover, while Tsingtao was
a small place on a mountainous peninsula, Tsinanfu was a large city

with an estimated population of over 377,000, a provincial capital

and a railway junction. The two railways which met at Tsinanfu were

the Tsingtao-Tsinanfu line and the Tientsin-Pukow line (the latter

constituting the principal section of the railway route between Peking

and Shanghai). In 1927 and 1928 both these railways were Chinese

property; for on the Ist January, 1923, in pursuance of the Sino-

Japanese treaty signed at Washington on the 4th February, 1922, the

Tsingtao-Tsinanfu Railway had been formally transferred to the

^ Survey for 1920-3, pp. 460-2. * Op. cit., p. 463.
® There were, of course, internal cities in China which could be reached by

ocean-going ships, e. g. Hankow up the Yangtse ; and Tsinanfu was situated
near the southern bank of the Yellow Kiver; but the Yellow Kiver, unlike the
Yangt-se, was not navigable.
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Sect, ii THE TSINANFU INCIDENT 405

Chinese by the Japanese Government ^—subject only to the retention

of a Japanese traffic-manager and a Japanese joint-accountant until

China’s purchase of the railway from Japan had been completed.^

In the neighbourhood of the railway junction, and outside the walls

of the Chinese City, a trading centre had been laid out in 1 906 on the

C^hinese Gove^rnmcnt’s initiative; and this new quarter attracted the

foreign residents and foreign business concerns to whom Tsinanfu

had been thrown open in 1904. It must be noted, however, that the

trading centre was neither a foreign concession nor a foreign settle-

ment but was a piece of territory under ordinary Chinese administra-

tion which the Chinese Government had always reserved the right to

control and develop at their own discretion.

At the beginning of 1927 the Ministry of Foreign Affairs at Tokio

was still occupied by Baron Shidehara, who had represented Japan

at the Washington Conference in 1921-2 and had pursued a studiously

moderate and conciliatory policy since taking office in June 1924.^

From January 1927 onwards some pressure was put upon Baron

Shidehara at home to take precautionary measures in China in case

the militant movement against foreign privileges, the brunt of which

was then being borne by the British in the Yangtse Valley, might

travel farther north and come to be directed against the Japanese

(as eventually happened). On the 14th March, however, the Japanese

Minister of War stated that, while an increase of 400 men in the

Japanese garrison in North China was contemplated, the Govern-

ment had not yet seen any necessity for despatching land forces to

Shanghai (as the British Government had done).^^

An immediate and conspicuous change of policy occurred when,

on the 16th April, 1927, the Government of which Baron Shidehara

was a member resigned and were succeeded on the 19th by a new
Government in which General Baron Tanaka, the leader of the

Seiyukai Party, combined the offices of Prime Minister and Foreign

Minivster. On the 28th May, 1927, Baron Tanaka’s Government
announced that, in view of the situation created by the advance of the

Kuomintang forces and the contingent threat to Japanese interests

in Shantung, they had decided to despatch to Tsingtao two battalions,

^ Survey for J920-3y p. 463. * Op. cit., p. 461.
3 These facts about Tsinanfu in general and about the trading centre (in

Chinese ‘8hang Pu’) in particular are taken from pp. 153-5 of the Official

Guide to China (second [revised] edition) issued by the Japanese Government
Railways (Tokio, 1924, Official Series, vol. 1).).

^ See the texts of his two speeches of the 21st January, 1926, and the
18th January, 1927, printed in the Survey for 1926, pp. 500-11.

® For the despatch of the Shanghai Defence Force in January 1927, see the
Survey for 1927, Part III A, Section S (xii) (/).
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with the necessary ancillary troops, for the protection of Japanese

interests in the province. They added that, while they regarded this

action as an indispensable measure of defence, they had no intention

of keeping the troops on Chinese soil for a prolonged period and would

withdraw them immediately when the fear of danger to Japanese

residents ceased to exist. The troops landed at Tsingtao on the

31st May; and on the 8th July they moved up the railway and

occupied various points on it, including Tsinanfu itself, while 500

naval ratings were landed at Tsingtao for local defence and 200 more

troops, with artillery, arrived there on the 12th July from Dairen.

At this moment, Ghiang Kai-shek, advancing up the Pukow-Tientsin

Railway, was within striking distance of Tsinanfu, and at Kaomi (a

point on the Tsingtao-Tsinanfu Railway) one of Sun (li’uan-fang’s

commanders had revolted against his master and had hoisted the

Kuomintang flag. In fact, it looked as though the situation would

arise that actually arose in the next campaigning season with un-

happy consequences. On this occasion, however, the danger was

averted; for, before the end of July 1927, the revolt at Kaomi had
been suppressed and Chiang had begun to fall back southwards

towards Pukow.^ On the 29th August Baron Tanaka announced that

it had been decided to withdraw all Japanese troops from Shantung
in the immediate future

;
and the withdrawal was duly completed by

the 8th September.*^

The original landing at Tsingtao at the end of May 1927 and the

advance to Tsinanfu in July evoked popular i)rotests in (liina
;
and

during July an anti-Japanese boycott, tentatively sui)]5orted by the

Nanking Kuomintang Government, was partially enforced in the

Lower Yangtse Basin and at Canton. In Shantung itself, however,

the Japanese Defence Force came and went without falling into any
violent collision either with Chinese troops or with the ( -hinese civil

population
;
and thus, in the first experiment, Baron Taiiaka’s policy

might seem to have been justified by its fruits. Accordingly, in his

announcement of the 29th August, the following intimation appeared

:

In case peace and order are disturbed in future not only in Shantung,
but in any part of China where many Japanese reside, and it is feared

that their safety may be affected, the Japanese Government may be
constrained to take such self-defensive steps as circumstances require.

We remain firmly convinced that the timely despatch of troops certainly

1 For these events in the Chinese civil war, see the Survey for 1927, pp. 327
and 329. The despatch of the Japanese force was probably one of the factors

that accounted for the non-success of Chiang's operations in this campaign.
® Statement made by the Japanese Government to the League of Nations

on the 28th May, 1928.
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Sect, ii THE TSINANFU INCIDENT 407

accounts for the fact that, notwithstanding serious disturbances, we
have been able to protect our residents satisfactorily and to prevent the
occurrence of any untoward event.

As early as December 1927 a force of marines was being held in

readiness to disembark from seven Japanese warships anchored off

Tsingtao ;
but the experiment which had been tried without mishap

in the summer of 1927 was not actually repeated till the following

spring, when Shantung had become the theatre of a camj)aign in the

Chinese civil war again.

On the 10th April, 1 928, Chiang Kai-shek began a fresh advance up
the Pukow-Tientsin Railway into Shantung.^ Thereupon, Japanese

marines were landed at Tsingtao; on the 17th April these marines

were held in readmess to proceed to Tsinanfu, while additional

Japanese warships were ordered to assemble at Tsingtao
;
and on the

19th April the Japanese Government despatched 5,000 troops to

Shantung for the protection of the Tsingtao-Tsinanfu Railw'ay Zone
and of Japanese nationals at Tsinanfu.^ At the same time, as on

the previous occasion, the Japanese Ministry of Foreign Affairs issued

a statement declaring that the despatch of these troops was an
indispensable measure of self-defence, that it did not imply un-

friendliness towards C^liina, and that Japan had no intention of taking

sides for or against any Chinese faction or of interfering in the Chinese

civil war. Meanwhile three companies of Japanese troops, travelling

from Tientsin by train, reached Tsinanfu on the 20th
;
and the main

body, which came from Japan to Tsingtao by sea, had completed its

disembarkation by the 28th April and was moving up to Tsinanfu

along the Tsingtao- Tsinanfu Railway. Thus, before the Ankiiochiin

forces evacuated Tsinanfu on the 30th April and the Kuomintang
forces belonging to Chiang Kai-shek’s army entered the city on the

1st May, about 2,000 Japanese troops had established themselves

there, had made arrangements for protecting about four-fifths of the

trading quarter, and had erected barricades and barbed wire entangle-

ments at two points therein.^

‘ Sec p. 376 above.
* The number of Japanese nationals at Tsinanfu at this time was estimated

to have been about 2,000.
® From this i)oint onwards, the narrative is based partly on the statement

sent by the Japanese Government to the League of Nations on the 28th May,
1928 (text in The Times

^

30th May, 1928); partly on a statement signed by
Chiang Kai-shek and Ilwang Fu (text in The Manchester Guardian, 7th May,
1928) ; and partly on messages from the Peking correspondent of The Manches-
ter Guardian, who was in Tsinanfu at the time (The Manchester Guardian,
11th and 12th May, 1928). See also a statement by Sir Austen Chamberlain
in the House of Commons at Westminster on the 14th May, 1928.
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On the 2nd May Chiang Kai-shek himself arrived at Tsinanfu and

‘proposed to the Japanese commander’, General Fukuda, ‘that, as

the Southern Army would by all means ensure the maintenance of

peace and order, the Japanese troops might speedily be withdrawn

and the above-mentioned defence-works be removed. Accordingly,

the defence-works were removed at 11.0 p.m. on the night of the

2nd May, and some of the Japanese residents who had gone to places

of safety returned to their homes At this moment, the Japanese

force at Tsinanfu was not only greatly outnumbered by the Kuomin-
tang troops, but was isolated from its base and from its reserves at

Tsingtao through the cutting of the I’singtao-Tsinanfu Railw'ay by

another body of Chiang Kai-shek’s forces. In these circumstances,

on the 3rd May, fighting broke out between the .Japanese and t'hinese

Nationalist troops in Tsinanfu. So much was common ground, but

on the question of how the collision occurred, the Japanese and

Chinese accounts were incompatible. The Japanese version was as

follows

:

On the 3rd May, at 9.30 a.m., the house of a Japanese, by the name
of Chohei Yoshifusa, was looted by regular soldiers belonging to the

Southern Army. About 30 Japanese soldiers commanded by a lieutenant

hastened to the scene. The plundering Chinese soldiers had fled to the

neighbouring Chinese barracks. From these barracks they fired on
the Japanese soldiers, some of w'hom w^ere wounded. The Japanese then
responded to the fire. On the outbreak of this collision the Southern
troops, with which Tsinan was crowded at the time, almost simul-

taneously began, at various points, to fire on the Japanese troops, to

massacre the Japanese residents, and to plunder Japanese houses. The
Japanese troops endeavoured to afford shelter and protection to the
Japanese residents, and also to drive the Southern troops out of the

Foreign Quarter or to disarm them. In the face of much danger the
Japanese Consul contrived on several occasions to get into touch with
the Chinese and endeavoured to bring about the suspension of hostilities.

As, however, the Chinese troops continued fighting, probably because
the orders of General Chiang Kai-shek to the contrary were not obeyed,
hostilities were not discontinued until the afternoon of the 5th.

^

According to the Chinese version:

The immediate cause of the Tsinanfu massacre of Chinese soldiery and
civilians by Japanese troops arose when a Nationalist soldier passed
through a street which the Japanese had included in the area occupied by
their troops. The soldier was killed, and a large detachment of Japanese
troops then went to the Bureau of Foreign Affairs and broke into it.

They dragged out the Foreign Commissioner, Tsai Kung-hsi, bound him
with ropes, stabbed him with bayonets and swords, cut off his nose and

‘ Japanese statement of the 28th May, 1928.
® Japanese statement cited above.
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Sect, ii THE TSINANFU INCIDENT 409

ears, and murdered him. They also killed the entire office staff and
burned the building. The same Japanese soldiers then invaded the
temporary office of the Nationalist Foreign Minister, Hwang Fu, and,
failing to find the Minister, looted and burned the building. While these

atrocities were taking place the Japanese directed gun-fire upon Nation-
alist troops and civilians, killing great numbers. They stormed our
posts and disarmed some of our troops. This occurred on the morning
of the 3rd May, and on the evening of the same day, while Chiang Kai-
shek was negotiating with the Japanese commanders, the Japanese
again shelled our military quarters, destroying our wireless station.

Under such untoward circumstances the Chinese troops could not be
restrained, so they returned the fire.^

As presumptive evidence in favour of their assertion that the ( -hinese

Nationalist troops were the aggressors, the Japanese recalled what
had happened at Hankow on the 3rd January, 1927,- at Kiukiang on

the 0th January, 1927,^ and at Nanking on the 24th March, 1927.^

As regards the fate of the Kuomintang ‘Commissioner for Foreign

Affairs in Shantung’, Mr. Tsai Kimg-hsi, there seems to be no doubt
that he disappeared during the fighting

;
but the Japanese denied that

they had killed him knowingly, and also denied all allegations of

atrocities, while they accused the Chinese troops of having committed
atrocities upon the fifteen Japanese civilian residents who had lost

their lives up to the 15th May.
On the 7th May General Fukuda at Tsinanfu received reinforce-

ments of 2,000 men from Tsingtao ; and at 4.0 p.m. on that afternoon

he sent an ultimatum to the local Chinese Nationalist Commander,
Chiang Tso-ping, demanding that the Chinese troo])s should with-

draw to a distance of twenty li (about sevtm English miles) from
Tsinanfu and from either side of the Tsinanfu-Tsingtao Railway
from end to end, that any Chinese trooi)s which had committed out-

rages on Japanese troops and residents should be disarmed, and that

the responsible officers should be punished. The time-limit given was
twelve hours. General Fukuda refused to grant a request for the

extension of this period, and on the 8th, as soon as the twelve hours

had expired, he launched a vigorous attack upon the Chinese forces

with a view to carrying out his objects by force. On that day, the

Chinese troops were driven to the prescribed distance of twenty li

from the city and the railway except for a body, estimated to have
been about 4,000 strong,® that remained in the Walled City. ‘In

consequence, early in the morning of the 9th the Japanese troops

bombarded the central points d'appui of the Chinese troops, such as

Statement by Chiang Kai-shek and Hwang Fu, cited in a previous foot-note.
2 Survey for 1926, pp. 348-51. ® Op. pp. 351-2.
^ Surveyfor 1927, pp. 382-94. ® Japanese statement of the 28th May, 1928.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



410 CHINA Part IV

the offices, within the Walled City, of the Tuchiin (Military Governor
of the Province) and of the Taoyin (District Governor), and the Walls,
and at the same time took all possible means to induce the Chinese
troops to get away and escape. As a result, early in the morning of

the 1 1th, the greater number of the Chinese troops changed into plain

clothes and escaped from within the Walls. Thus, except for the
‘‘ununiformed soldiers” in ambush, the Chinese troops were driven
outside the 20 Chinese mile limit.’ ^ This Japanese bombardment of

the Walled City of Tsinanfu was reported to have been carried out
with threednch field guns and Stokes mortars ; and in such a densely
populated area the casualties inflicted upon the civilian inhal>itants

must have been considerable.**^

Here, again, the Chinese and the Japanese versions were irreconcil-

able on the qiiestion of who was the aggressor. According to the
Chinese, the cessation of fighting on the 5th had been broiiglit about
by the voluntary withdrawal of the (liinese troops from the tiapanese
zone of occupation under direct orders from ( -hiang Kai-shek. There-
after Chiang Kai-shek himself had retired to Taianfu, about forty
miles south of Tsinanfu

;
and his representative remaining at Tsinanfu,

General Chiang Tso-ping, who received the Japanese ultimatum on
the 7th, had paid a personal visit to General Fukuda and had asked
for an extension of time in order to enable him to communicate with
his superior officer Chiang Kai-shek and with the Kuoinintang
Government at Nanking. General Fukuda had refused this recjuest

and had also refused to receive an envoy from Chiang Tso-ping who
appeared before the Japanese lines on the Sth, five minutes before the
time-limit was due to run out. At 4.0 p.m. on the 8th precisely, the
Japanese artillery opened fire.*^ According to the Japanese version,

the Chinese troops, after the cessation of fighting on the 5th, pro-
ceeded to dig trenches round the trading quarter and to place guns,
trained on Tsinanfu, in position on the neighbouring hills

;
and after

the delivery of the Japanese ultimatum on the 7th they not only failed
to comply with its demands but ‘ assumed an even more threatening
attitude In these circumstances, (Tcneral Fukuda’s refusal to grant
an extension of the time-limit and his resort to ‘positive military
action’ as soon as it expired were represented by the Japanese

^ JapaneHP Rtatement cited above.
* TJnoffi<dal reports from Japanese sources (estimated that about 200 dunese

civilians were killed and 2,000 Chinese soldiers killed or wounded, as against
14 Japanese civilians killed, 15 wounded, 131 Japanese houses looted, 40
Japanese soldiers killed and 143 Japanese soldiers wounded.

® This Chinese version will be found in The Manchester Guardian, 12th May,
1^28. 4 Japanese statement of the 28th May, 1928.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



Sect.ii THE TSINANFU INCIDENT 411

Government as having really been indispensable measures of self-

defence.

The two bouts of fighting at Tsinanfu, on the 3rd~5th May, 1928,

and on the 7th- 11th, were happily not followed by a third. Mean-

while, on the 8th May, the Japanese Government had decided to send

an additional division at war-strength to Shantung, to replace the

three companies which had been sent to Tsinanfu from Tientsin by
five further companies from Japan, and to ‘despatch an additional

number of cruisers and destroyers to the Yangtse and to South China

for the purpose of safeguarding Japanese residents in case unforeseen

hapj)enings should occur in the southern districts out of possible

misunderstandings relating to the Tsinan incident’.^ The number of

additional warships sent was twenty-seven. In the Tsinanfu district

itself, the Japanese forces were rej)orted to have disarmed about

20,000 Chinese Nationalist troops in all. Pending a settlement of the

Tsinanfu affair, the Japanese prohibited the flying of the Kuomintang
flag at Tsinanfu and in the twenty-ii-wide zone on either side of the

Tsinanfu-Tsingtao Railway, and on the 20th July they drove off by
force a body of (Chinese troops who tried to cross the zone. Moreover,

they took possession of the Tientsin-Pukow Railway likewise, over a

section extending from a point a few miles south of Tsinanfu to the

bridge over the Yellow River, suspended traffic along this line (which

was of vital importance commercially as well as strategically), and
impounded fifty locomotives and four hundred pieces of rolling-stock

which were the property of this railway.

At the same time the Japanese Government declared, in a com-

munique of the 9th May, 1928, that the troops and warships would be

withdrawn as occasion permitted on the disappearance of the necessity

for their continued presence. On the 21st June the additional

twenty-seven Japanese warships that had been sent to southern

Chinese waters were recalled. On the 26th the Japanese Minister of

War was authorized to arrange for the withdrawal of the Shantung
Defence Force as and when he thought opportune. Six thousand
men from the additional division that had been ordered to Shantung
on the 8th May were duly withdrawn about the middle of July

;
and

on the 14th August Imperial sanction was granted for the withdrawal

of five companies from Tientsin. Six thousand more men from the

additional division were withdrawn in October andNovember, leaving

the Japanese Shantung Defence Force at a strength of about six

thousand all told. The completion of the withdrawal, however, waited

^ Statement issued at Tokio by the Japanese Government on the 9th May,
1928.
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upon the outcome of negotiations between the Japanese Government
and the Nanking Government, and these were far from conclusion at

the end of the year 1928.

The anticipatory reduction of the Japanese forces, in advance of a

settlement, may be ascribed partly to considerations of financial

economy and partly to the surprising mildness of the anti-Japanese

reaction in China which was evoked by the events above recorded.

Notes of protest were addressed to the Japanese Government by the

Nanking and the Peking Governments simultaneously on the 5thMay

;

and on the 11th a telegram from the Nanking Government^ was
received by the Secretariat of the League of Nations at Geneva and
was circulated to all States Members of the Council. A similar

telegram was sent by the Nanking Government to President Coolidge.

From the outset, however, the Nanking Government exerted them-

selves to restrain popular manifestations of anti-Japanese feeling in

the territories under their control.- The popular indignation w^as

sincere and widespread
;

it showed itself in Chinese communities as

far afield as Singapore and Rangoon
;
but there was much less

organized action than there had been on earlier occasions on which

the genuine feeling had been less intense and the provocation less

signal. Anti-Japanese boycotts were declared sporadically through-

out the year in many parts of China, but they were only put into

execution half-heartedly and intermittently.

Meanwhile, though Sino-Japanese hostilities had ceased on the

11th May, the Japanese Army remained in occupation of the zone

round Tsinanfu and along the Tsinanfu-Tsingtao Railway
;
and there

was no prospect of this anomalous state of affairs being brought to an
end until the incidents of the 3rd~llth May had been disposed of by

agreement between the Governments of Tokio and Nanking.

On the 15th May, 1928, the Japanese War Office instructed General

Fukuda to make the following demands upon the Nanking Govern-

ment:

1 . A formal apology from General Chiang Kai-shek in connexion with
the Tsinanfu incident.

2. The punishment of General Ho Yao-tsu and others primarily

responsible for the outrages.

3. The suspension of hostilities, propaganda and warlike activities

vithin 20 li (seven miles) from Tsinanfu, Tientsin and the Shantung
Railway.

4. The Chinese negotiator must produce credentials from General
Chiang Kai-shek.®

^ Text in The Times, 12th May, 1928.
® E.g., at Shanghai. ® The Times, 16th May, 1928.
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Soot, ii THE TSINANFU INCIDENT 413

Thereafter the negotiations passed from military into civil hands and
became involved in the negotiations over treaty revision. In this

connexion, they are dealt with elsewhere.^

(6) The Settlement of the Nanking Incident of the 24th
Makch, 1927, AS between the Kuomintang Government and
the Governments of the United States, Great Britain,

France and Italy.

In the preceding volume,^ some account has been given of the

outrages upon foreign persons and property which were committed

at Nanking, on the 24th March, 1927, by the soldiery of the Kuomin-
tang Army

;
and it has been recorded that Consuls and (Consulates,

as well as private individuals and private interests, were attacked and

that the incident affected no less than five Great Powers : the United

States, Great Britain, France, Italy and Japan. It has also been

mentioned that the representatives of these Powers at Shanghai and

Hankow presented identic notes, demanding satisfaction, to the

local Nationalist authorities on the 11th April, 1927, and received

five separate and variant answers from Mr. Eugene (Chen on the 14th ;

but that thereafter these negotiations lapsed owing to the virtual

interregnum in the Kuomintang regime during the remainder of

that year.

When, at the turn of the years 1927 and 1928, a new united

Kuomintang Government established themselves at Nanking, their

chief concern in foreign affairs was the same as that of all other

Governments that had claimed to speak for the Chinese Republic

since the beginning of the Revolution. They were concerned to get

rid of the ‘unequal treaties’ between China and certain foreign

Powers. In this enterprise, however, they laboured under two
handicaps from which their rivals at Peking—including the then

moribund Ankuochiin Government—^had been exempt. In the first

place they lacked diplomatic recognition ; and in the second place the

five principal Treaty Powers were alienated from them by the still

unsettled controversy over the Nanking affair. It was evident that

the Kuomintang Government would have a better prospect of obtain-

ing the consent of the Powers to treaty revision if this stumbling-

block were first removed.

As an earnest of conciliatory intentions in regard to a settlement

of the Nanking Incident, the Kuomintang Government issued two
unilateral ‘mandates’ on the 18th March, 1928. In the first they

^ See pp. 429-30 below. 2 Survey for 1927, Part III, Section (iii) (c).
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414 CHINA Fart IV

ascribed the responsibility for the outrages to a Chinese Communist,

Lin Tzu-han, at that time Director of the Political Department of

the Sixth Army ; ordered Lin’s arrest
;
and published the names of

nineteen responsible officers and fifty-one ‘ responsible local despera-

does ’ who had been already executed. In the second mandate they

declared that the protection of foreign lives and property was the

duty of the Government, and enjoined the performance of this duty

upon the local military and civil authorities. Simultaneously Chiang

Kai-shek issued a statement that the Political (council of the Kuomin-
tang (government, of its own motion, had approved an attempt to

settle the Nanking Incident and had instructed the Foreign Minister,

Hwang Fu, to initiate discussions with the Powers.

These overtures were the first-fruits of conversations which had

been taking place at Shanghai between representatives of the

Kuomintang Government and of the British, American, Japanese

and French Ckwernments—now acting separately and no longer

collectively as they had done in April 1927. The British Minister in

China, Sir Miles Lampson, arrived at Shanghai on the 5th March,

1928 (on his way back to Peking from a visit to Hongkong and

Canton)^ and there met Hwang Fu. In these Sino-British conversa-

tions, substantial agreement seems to have been reached over the

form in which the Kuomintang Government should give satisfaction

for the outrages which British subjects and the British Government
had suffered

;
and it was also agreed that some reference should be

made, in separate but simultaneous notes, to the desirability of

revising treaties between China and Great Britain, and also to the

action of British (and American) warships in the Yangtse, off Nan-
king, on the 24th March, 1927, in xmtting up a barrage round Socony

Hill.- The negotiations broke down, however, over a Chinese demand
that the reference to the barrage should take the form of a British

apology
;
and on the 25th March, 1928, Sir Miles Lampson sailed from

Shanghai for Peking, leaving it to the British Consuls-General at

Shanghai and Nanking to take the negotiations up again as oppor-

tunity offered. Meanwhile, Sir Miles Lamf)son’s abortive negotiations

with Hwang Fu paved the way for the successful conclusion five

days later, on the 30th March, of the Sino-American negotiations

which had been proceeding at Shanghai on parallel lines since the

1 The visits paid to Canton by Sir Milos Lampson towards the end of

February and by Sir Cecil dementi, the Governor of Hongkong, on the 9th~
1 1th March, went far towards restoring, on the southern littoral, the traditional

cordiality of Sino-British relations.
^ For the circumstances in which this action had been taken, see the Survey

for 1927, pp. 388-9.
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26th February between Hwang Fu and the United States Minister

in China, Mr. MacMurray. The Chinese and American negotiators

adopted the expedient of relegating the contentious questions of

treaty revision and the Socony Hill barrage to separate notes
;
and

the Chinese, after experiencing the effect of their demand for an

apology upon the attitude of Sir Miles Lampson, refrained from

addressing a similar demand to his American colleague. Accordingly

a settlement of the Nanking Incident, as between the Kuomintang
Government and the United States, was embodied in three pairs of

notes 1 exchanged between Hwang Fu and Mr. MacMurray on the

2nd April.

In his first note Hwang Fu, in the name of his Government,

expressed regret and accepted responsibility for the outrages suffered

by the United States Government and by American citizens at

Nanking on the 24th March, 1927, while declaring that the incident

had been ‘entirely instigated by the Cbmmunists prior to the estab-

lishment of the Nationalist Government at Nanking'. He men-
tioned that ‘the troops of the particular division which took part in

the unfortunate incident, at the instigation of the Communists’, had

been disbanded. Finally, he announced that, ‘in accordance with

the well-accepted imncijfies of international law’, the Nationalist

(Government undertook ‘to make compensation in full for all personal

injuries and material damages done to the American Consulate and to

its officials and to American residents and their property at Nanking ’

;

and he proposed that injuries and damages should be verified and
compensation assessed by a Sino-American joint commission. Mr.

MacMurray, in his reply to this note, accepted its terms—with

emphasis upon the desirability of inflicting punishment at an early

date on Lin Tzu-han.

In his second note, Hwang Fu asked for an expression of regret

on the United States Government's part for the bombardment of

Socony Hill. To this Mr. MacMurray replied by recalling the circum-

stances and declaring that, in the United States Government's
opinion, ‘its naval vessels had no alternative to the action taken

—

however deeply it deplores that circumstances beyond its control

should have necessitated the adoption of such measures for the pro-

tection of the lives of its citizens in Nanking’.

In his third note, Hwang Fu expressed the hope that, in view of

the settlement of the Nanking Incident, a new epoch would begin in

the diplomatic relations between China and the United States ;
and

he suggested that ‘further steps’ might ‘be taken for the revision of

^ Texts in The United States Daily

j

6th April, 1928.
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416 CHINA Part IV

the existing treaties and the readjustment of outstanding questions

on the basis of equality and mutual respect for territorial sove-

reignty \ In reply Mr. MacMurray submitted that the question of

treaty revision could 'scarcely be considered germane to that of

amends to the American Government and its nationals for the Nan-
king Incident’, but declared his willingness to put on record his

Government’s established policy, and proceeded to do so in the

following terms

:

The Government and the people of the United States are in full

sympathy with the desire of the Chinese people to develop a sound
national life of their own and to realise their aspirations for a sovereignty

so far as possible unrestricted by obligations of an exceptional character.

With that in view, the American Government entertains the hope that
the remedying of the conditions which necessitated the incorporation
of such provisions in the earlier treaties may from time to time afford

opportunities for the revision, in due form and by mutual consent, of

such treaty stipulations as may have become unnecessary or inappro-
priate. To that end, the American Government looks forward to the
hope that there may be developed an administration so far representa-

tive of the Chinese people, and so far exercising real authority, as to be
capable of assuring the actual fulfilment in good faith of any obligations

such as China would of necessity have for its part to undertake inci-

dentally to the desired readjustment of treaty relations.

On the 2Gth April the Nanking Government paid $100,000

(Mexican) to the United States Consul-General at Shanghai on
account, pending the forthcoming joint assessment.

This Sino-American agreement was the only settlement that

emerged from the four parallel sets of negotiations at this time ; for

the Sino-French, like the Sino-British, negotiations hung fire on the

verge of success, and the Sino-Japanese negotiations were interrupted

in consequence of the landing of Japanese troops in Shantung on the

19th April.^

As far as the British Government were concerned. Sir Austen
Chamberlain, in the House of Commons at Westminster on the

30th July, expressed the opinion that ‘the first step in ’ their ‘relations

with the Nationalist Government must be a settlement of the Nan-
king Incident ’.2 This condition was fulfilled on the 9th August by
the exchange, between Mr. C. T. Wang and the British Consul-

General at Nanking, Sir Sidney Barton, acting for Sir Miles Lampson,
of three sets of notes ^ conforming closely to the Sino-American

^ See p. 407 above.
* He had already emphasized this point in interviews held on the 18th and

the 23rd July with Hu Han-min and Sun Fo, members of the Kuomintang
mission abroad who were visiting London. (For this mission see p. 387 above.)

® Texts in British Parliamentary Paper Omd, 3188 of 1928.
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correspondence of the 2nd April. The British negotiator’s exposition

of his Government’s policy, in reply to Mr. Wang’s third note, was

as follows

:

His Majesty’s Government in Great Britain recognise the essential

justice of the Chinese claim to treaty revision, and in tJieir declaration

of the 18th December, 1926, and their seven proposals of the 28th
January, 1927, they have made their policy abundantly clear, and have
taken such practical steps as lay in their power to carry it into effect.

In order to give fuither expression to the friendly and sympathetic
attitude which they have always maintained towards China, His
Majesty’s Government in Great Britain are prepared in due course to

enter into negotiation witli the Nationalist Government, through their

duly authorised representative, on the subject of tre^aty revision. His
Majesty’s Government in Great Britain do not intend to allow the Nan-
king incident to alter their previous attitude towards China, and prefer

to cojisider it as an episode bearing no relation to their treaty revision

policy.

At the end of August 1928 the British Consulate-General at Nanking
was reopened after having been closed since March 1927. The con-

sular premises, which had been intermittently occupied by Kuomin-
tang troops,^ were in a dilapidated condition, and, while they were

being put in order, a house at Nanking was placed at the British

Consul-General’s disposal by the Kuomintang Government.
As between France and the Kuomintang Government and between

Italy and the Kuomintang Government, the Nanking Incident was
settled by notes exchanged resjjectively on the 1st and the 9th

October, 1928.^ These settlements followed the lines of the Sino-

American and Sino-British settlements—except that there was no
Chinese demand for a counter-apology, since no French or Italian

warsliips had taken part, on the 24th March, 1927, in the bombard-
ment of Socony Hill.

The Sino-American, Sino-British and Sino-French mixed com-
missions of investigation and assessment had none of them
concluded their labours by July 1929. The amount of compensa-

tion to be paid for the life of the Italian missionary who had been
murdered at Nanking on the 24th March, 1927, was agreed on the

30th October, 1928.

Before the Nanking Incident had thus been disposed of, other

1 Statement by Sir Austen Chamberlain in the House of Commons at West-
minster on the 2nd April, 1928.

2 Texts of notes exchanged between the French charge d'affaires in China
and Mr. C. T. Wang on the 1st October, 1928, in Le Temps, 18th October, 1928,
and in L'Europe Nouvelle, 5th January, 1929. For the Sino-ltalian settlement
of the 9th October, 1928, see the Corriere della Sera, 10th October, and The
Times, 31st October, 1928.
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incidents involving foreign Governments and nationals had occurred.

The Tsinanfu Incident of May 1928 is dealt with elsewhere.^ On the

16th April, at an earlier stage of the same campaign in the Chinese

civil war, an American citizen who was head of the American Presby-

terian Mission hospital at Tsining, in Shantung, was shot dead by
soldiers

;
and a note of protest - regarding this crime was transmitted

by the United States Government to the Kuomintang Government
on the 15th May. In August 1928, again, the United States Minister

in China addressed a strong note to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs

at Nanking regarding the non-evacuation of American i)roperty in

China, public and private, which had been occupied by Kuomintang
troops and authorities.

Nevertheless—apart from the murders of Japanese nationals and

the looting of Japanese properties at Tsinanfu—the year 1928 was

favourably distinguished from each of the three previous years by
the relative shortness of the roll of outrages in China in which foreign

Governments, individuals and interests were numbered among the

victims.

(c) The Pbogress of Treaty Revision and the Recx>gnition of

THE Kuomintang Government of the Chinese Republic at
Nanking by Foreign Powers.

In previous volumes,’*^ some account has been given of the revision

of ‘unequal treaties^ between China and foreign l^owers from the

close of the General War to the end of January 1927. This process

was carried further during the next two years.

Before recording the events of those years, it may be well to recall

two points. The first point is that, in this matter of treaty revision,

a remarkable uniformity and continuity of policy had been maintained

throughout by the several Governments which had each claimed, at

different times and places, to represent the whole of China. Their

frequently parallel and sometimes identic action had not been

appreciably affected by the fact that they were often at war with one

another; and the same policy was carried on with no change in

principle, when in June 1928, after the occupation of Peking by the

Kuomintang forces, the Wai-chiao Pu (Ministry of Foreign Affairs)

at Peking was closed and the whole initiative in treaty revision on
the Chinese side was concentrated in the hands of the Kuomintang
Government at Nanking. The second point to be recalled is that, in

^ See pp. 407-13 above.
2 Text in The United States Daily, 23rd May, 1928.
^ Survey for 1925, vol. ii, pp. 32CC-37 ; Survey for 1926, pp. 271-7.
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general, ‘the unequal treaties’ consisted of two sets of provisions:

tariff and commercial clauses, in which the principal ‘inequality’ was

that they deprived the Chinese Government, but not the other con-

tracting l)arty, of tariff autonomy; and extra-territoriality clauses,

which deprived the Chinese Government of jurisdiction over private

individuals of foreign nationality, and their property, on Chinese soil.

Many of the tieaties contained an article providing for the revision

of the tariff and commercial clauses, at stated intervals, by free

negotiation between the parties, upon due notice on either side. The
policy of the Chinese, in pursuing their aim of getting rid of ‘ unequal

treaties ’ altogether, was to interpret such provisions as entitling them,

when one of these stated dates approached, to demand negotiations

for revising not merely the tariff and commercial clauses of a treaty

but the treaty in its entirety—such demand being often coupled with

a declaration that the existing treaty would terminate at a certain

date in any event, whether or not it had been revised by agreement

in the meanwhile. If the other party demurred to the demand that

the whole of the treaty should be thrown into the melting-pot, or

if negotiations covering the whole of a treaty were opened but did not

lead to any agreement upon a fresh basis by the date which the Chinese

had laid down, the next resort of the Chinese was to declare the treaty

terminated as from that date and to announce their intention to treat

the nationals of the other party in China accordingly. The employ-

ment of this ultima ratio was governed by expediency, that is, by the

Chinese diplomatists’ estimate of the other party’s ability and in-

clination to resist or retaliate.

At the end of January 1927 the situation was as follows. The last

‘ unequal treaty ’ of the old type that the Chinese Government had
concluded had been the Sino-Swiss treaty of the 13th June, 1918.

In the Sino-Bolivian treaty of the 3rd December, 1919, and the

Sino-Persian treaty of the 1st June, 1920, extra-territoriality had
been expressly ruled out. In the Sino-German treaty of the 20th

May, 1921, and the Sino-Austrian treaty of the 19th October, 1925,

China had entered for the first time into treaty-relations on a footing

of equality with European Powers—^her former treaties with these

two Powers having lapsed when she had intervened in the General

War of 1914--18 on the opposite side. The Sino-Austrian treaty was
a comprehensive and elaborate instrument which seemed intended

by the Chinese negotiators to serve as a model for other ‘equal

treaties ’ which they hoped to conclude in the future. In the treaty

of the 31st May, 1924, between China and the U.S.S.R., all former

treaties and agreements between China and Russia were cancelled

E e 2
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420 CHINA Part IV

and it was laid down that new treaties on a footing of equality were

to be negotiated in place of them. By the end of January 1927 the

Belgian, Japanese and French Governments had all entered into

negotiations with the Wai-chiao Pu at Peking—under pressure (of

the kind described above) from the Chinese side and under protest

on their own part.

Meanwhile, on the 10th November, 1926, the Wai-chiao Pu had

notified the Spanish Government that it intended to terminate the

Sino-Spanish treaty of the 10th October, 1864, on the strength of a

revision clause therein
;
and it had proposed, in the same note, that

a new treaty should be concluded ‘on the basis of equality and mutual

respect for territorial sovereignty’. In reply, the Spanish Govern-

ment agreed in principle to the conclusion of a new treaty but con-

tended that the existing treaty became subject to revision only on the

10th November, 1927, and not on the 10th May, as the Wai-chiao Pu
had suggested in its interpretation of the relevant clause (Article 23

of the Sino-Spanish treaty of the 10th October, 1864). The Spanish

Government also contended that this clause referred to the tariff and

commercial provisions of the treaty only and not to the extra-

territoriality provisions. The Wai-chiao Pu yielded on the question

of dates, but insisted that the revision clause covered the whole treaty

because this instrument ‘was one primarily for commercial inter-

course and most of its articles directly or indirectly had a bearing on

this intercourse’. Negotiations began on the 8th August, 1927, and
on the 18th of that month the Chinese draft of a new treaty was
handed to the Spanish Minister at Peking

;
but the standpoints of the

two parties still remained unreconciled on the 10th November, 1927.

Accordingly, on that date, the Generalissimo of the Ankuochiin

Government, Chang Tso-lin, issued a mandate^ to the Minister for

Foreign Affairs declaring the treaty of the 10th October, 1864, to be
of no effect as from the 10th November, 1927 ; instructing the Wai-
chiao Pu to negotiate and conclude a new treaty with the Spanish

Government as speedily as possible ‘on the basis of equahty and
mutual respect for territorial sovereignty ’

;
and ordering the local

Chinese authorities to extend full and due protection, ‘in accordance
with the rules of international law and usage’, to the Spanish Legation
and Consulates and to the persons and property of Spanish nationals

in China. The Spanish Legation protested against this action on the
14th November and the Spanish Government endorsed this protest

^ Text in The China Year Booh, 1928, p. 1402. An explanatory statement
(text also in op. cit,, toe, cit) was issued by the Peking Government on the
same date.
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on the 17th.^ They contended that the revision clause in the 1864

treaty applied to one part of the treaty only
;
that, even in regard to

this part, it authorized, not a unilateral denunciation, but merely a

request for revision by agreement
;
and that, before Spain had con-

sented to enter into negotiations in 1927, she had obtained a promise

from the present Minister for Foreign Affairs at Peking that, pending

the signature of a new Sino-Spanish treaty, Spain should receive

treatment not less favourable than that granted to the other countries

with which China was in process of negotiating new treaties. In a

reply delivered on the 25th November, 1927,^ the Wai-chiao Pu
contested all these points and suggested that the negotiations for a

new treaty, on a footing of equahty, should be expedited. On the

4th December, 1927, the Kuomintang Government at Nanking
followed up the action of the Ankuochiin Government at Peking by
issuing a series of regulations for the treatment of Spanish subjects,

under which these were to be subject to Chinese law and in general

were to receive the treatment accorded to nationals of ‘non-treaty-

Powers

On the 28th April, 1928, the Peking and Nanking Governments
simultaneously requested the Portuguese Government to enter into

negotiations for a revision of the Sino-Portuguese treaty of the 26th

March, 1887, and this, again, not merely in respect of the tariff and
commercial clauses to which, on the face of it, the revision clause in

the treaty applied, but in respect of the treaty as a whole. It was
intimated that if revision by agreement were not effected at an
early date, the treaty would be denounced unilaterally on the

Chinese side.

In May 1928 the Peking Government, in articulo mortis, secured

two last diplomatic successes in the shape of treaties, on a footing of

equality, with two countries with which China had not yet been in

treaty relations. On the 19th May, 1928, a Sino-Polish treaty was
signed at Peking. On the 26th, a Sino-Greek treaty was signed in

Paris by the Chinese and Greek Ministers there.'**

After the fall of the Ankuochiin Government at Peking, the

Kuomintang Government at Nanking issued, on* the 7th July,

1928, a mandate^ declaring that, since the unification of China was
now an accomplished fact, it was their task to make every effort to

1 Texts of the two communications from the Spanish Legation to the
Wai-chiao Pu in op, eit,, pp. 1403-4.

2 Text in op. cit., pp. 1404-5.
® Greek nationals in China had formerly enjoyed French protection, but

latterly the Chinese authorities had been unwilling to concede them the
benefit of this. * Text in The Manchester Chiardian, 9th July, 1928.
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carry the policy of treaty revision to completion. This mandate con-

tained the following ‘ specific declaration ’

:

First, all uncjqual treaties between the Republic of China and other

co\intries w hich have already expired shall ipso facto be abrogated and
new treaties shall be concluded.

Secjondly, the Nationalist Government, will immediately take steps

to terminate, in accordance with the proper procedures, those unequal

treaties which have not yet expired, anel conclude new treaties.

Thirdly, in the e^ase of old treaties which have already expired but

have not yet been replacinl by new treaties, the Nationalist Government
wdll promulgate apj)ropriatc interim regulations to meet the exigencies

of such a situation.

These interim regulations were promulgated forthwith on the 8th

July, 1928, under seven he*ads:i first, they were to apply only to

nationals of countries whose treaties with China had already expired

and with whom new treaties had not yet been concluded
;
second, all

diplomatic and consular representatives were to be entitled to proper

treatment in accordance with international law; third, the ])ersons

and property of foreigners in China were to receive due protection

under Chinese law
;
fourth, foreigners were to be subject to the pro-

visions of Chinese law^ and to the jurisdiction of the C'hinesc courts

;

fifth, pending the enforcement of a national tariff schedule, the

regular customs duties on imports into China from foreign countries,

or by foreigners, and on exports from China to foreign countries,

were to be collected in accordance with the existing tariff schedule

;

sixth, all taxes and duties payable by Chinese citizens w^cre to be

payable equally by foreigners
;
seventh, matters not covered by the

foregoing regulations were to be dealt with according to international

law and to Chinese municipal law.

Simultaneously, the Nanking Government notified the Danish and
Italian Governments respectively that the Sino-Danish treaty of the

13th July, 1863, and the Sino-Italian treaty of the 26th October,

1866, had terminated on the 30th June, and invited them to enter

into negotiations for the conclusion of new agreements on a footing

of equality. On^the 11th July a similar notification, reinforcing that

of the 28th April, was transmitted from Nanking to the Portuguese

Minister, and another on the 13th to the French Minister, declaring

that the Sino-French commercial conventions of 1886, 1887 and 1895,

relative to trade between China and French Indo-China,^ had ter-

minated on the 7th July. Finally, on the 19th July, the Nanking

1 Summary in The Times

^

lOtb July, 1928.
2 Texts of all three documents in UEurope Nouvelle, Ist September, 1928,

pp. 1198-1202.
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Government transmitted to the Japanese Minister a notification that

the Sino-Japanese treaty of the 21st July, 1896, would terminate

next day—the 20th July, 1928. It will be remembered that negotia-

tions for a revision of the Sino-French and Sino-Japanese treaties

had been started at Peking in January 1927. In the case of the Sino-

Japanese treaty, the close of a decennial period, which had given the

Chinese the right to ask for a revision of the tariff and commercial

clauses, had occurred on the 20th October, 1926; but the Chinese,

having waited until the arrival of that date before presenting their

demand for revision, had themselves proposed an extension up to the

20th April, 1927 ;
and during the negotiations this extension had been

prolonged, in five instalments, down to the 20th July, 1928—the date

on which the Nanking Goveimment now declared the treaty to

terminate.

The Italian (Government replied on the 11th July, 1928,^ the

Danish Government on the 14th, the Portuguese on the 25th. All

three Governments contested the Nanking Government’s assertion

that the treaties had terminated—and this on the double ground,

already taken by the Spanish Government, that the revision clauses

only applied to part of the treaties and that, even in regard to this

part, they authorized, not a unilateral denunciation, but merely

a request for revision by agreement. At the same time, they all three

declared themselves ready, on certain conditions, to enter into

negotiations for the conclusion of new treaties on a footing of equality.

Meanwhile, the Italian Government’s contention that the existing

Sino-Italian treaty was still in force was challenged in the field of

extra-territoriality. On the 20th July, the Chinese Judge of the

Shanghai Provisional Court refused to allow the Italian Vice-Consul

to sit on the bench on the ground that Italian extra-territorial rights

had been abrogated, but he receded from this position the next day
on it being made clear that the Vice-Consul was attending not as an

Italian representative, but as the Senior Consul’s deputy. A week
later a similar objection was taken to the participation of the Vice-

Consul in an Italian civil case. On this occasion the Chinese Judge
refused to sit and the Italian deputy adjourned the case, affirming

his right to sit and protesting emphatically against the absence from
the bench of the Chinese Judge.

The French Government replied to the Nanking Government’s

notification in sharper terms, and the Japanese Government’s reply,

which was despatched on the 1st August, 1928,^ was pointedly

^ Text of this reply in tbo Corriere della Sera^ 12tli August, 1928.
2 The note was dated tJje Slst July, 1928.
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combative. After contesting the Nanking Government’s assertion that

the treaty had terminated, the Japanese Government denounced the

suggestion that Japanese subjects in China should come under the

interim regulations of the 8th July as "an outrageous act’ in which

they were "wholly unable to acquiesce’. They added that they were

still prepared to effect a revision of the existing treaty by negotiation

if the Nanking Government were to recognize the validity of the

existing treaty by withdrawing the interim regulations as far as

Japanese subjects were concerned. Otherwise they declared that they

would decline to resume negotiations ; and, if the Nanking Govern-

ment ‘should persistently attempt to enforce the interim regulations

unilaterally ’, they intimated that they might be obliged to take such

measures as they deemed suitable for securing their treaty rights and

might also insist on the existing treaty remaining in force for the

whole duration of the decennial period which had begun to run on
the 20th October, 192G. In their counter-reply, the Nanking Govern-

ment neither renounced their contention that the treaty of 1896 had
terminated nor formally withdrew the interim regulations of the 8th

July, 1928 ;
but they stated that they desired to preserve trade and

diplomatic relations and that they did not intend to discriminate

against Japan; and in this connexion they observed that, in the

matter of the interim regulations, they had exercised particular care.

In practice, the Nanking Government had not attempted and did not

attempt to apply the interim regulations to Japanese subjects. The
Japanese Government refrained from continuing the correspondence

;

but at the same time they did not shut the door upon the resumption

of negotiations, as they had threatened to do.

Thus tlie Nanking Government’s demarches of July 1928 had only

partly achieved their object. The success or failure of the Chinese

policy of treaty-revision would be determined ultimately by the

response which it received not from small countries like Belgium,

Denmark and Portugal, or from a Power of intermediate calibre

like Spain, but from the Great Powers which were in a position to

vindicate their own interpretation of their treaty-rights by force;

and, of the three Great Powers whom the Nanking Government had
challenged, Italy alone had shown herself at aU disposed to fall in with
the Chinese proposals. At this critical moment, the scales were turned
in the Nanking Government’s favour by a spontaneous concession on
the part of one of the greatest of the Great Powers, the United States.

On the 24th July, 1928, the Secretary of State at Washington,
Mr. Kellogg, addressed a note^ to the Nanking Government in which,

^ Text in The United States Daily

^

26th July, 1928 .
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after referring to the Sino-American correspondence of the previous

March in settlement of the Nanking Incident,^ he announced that the

American Government were ready to begin at once, through the

American Minister to China, negotiations with properly accredited

representatives of the Nanking Government in reference to the tariff

provisions of the treaties between the United States and China, with

a view to concluding a new treaty. Copies of this note were com-
municated to the other seven signatories of the treaty ‘relating to

principles and policies to be followed in matters concerning China’

which had been signed at Washington on the 6th February, 1922.

^

Presumably this was done in deference to Article 7 of that treaty, in

which the parties had agreed that ‘there should be full and frank

communication’ between them whenever a situation arose which

involved the application of the treaty in the opinion of any one of

them. If so, it was done somewhat late in the day ;
for the new Sino-

American treaty, which Mr. Kellogg had foreshadowed in his note of

the 24th July, was signed on the very next day at Peking by the

United States Minister in China, Mr. MacMurray, and by the Minister

of Finance in the Nanking Government, Mr. T. V. Soong.

The text of this treaty need not be analysed here, since it is printed

in full in the volume of documents supplementary to the present

volume of this Survey. It is sufficient to note that it related exclu-

sively to the tariff and commercial clauses of previous Sino-American

treaties; that it abrogated anything in such clauses that was in-

compatible with a reciprocal application of the principle of complete

national tariff autonomy ; that it made the application of this principle

subject to the condition that either party should enjoy, in the

territories of the other, treatment in no way discriminatory as com-
pared with the treatment accorded to any other country

;
and that

its provisions were to become effective on the 1st January, 1929, if

ratifications had been exchanged by that date.^

The signature of this treaty, in which China obtained the recogni-

tion of her tariff autonomy from a Great Power, was a notable step

in the general process of treaty revision. On the other hand, the

actual revision of Sino-American treaty-relations, thus effected,

applied to one part of the field only; and this limitation was at

variance with the usual Chinese contention that the whole field,

^ See i)p. 414-16 above. ^ See the Survey for 1920-3, pp. 477-8.
® It may be noted that the coming into force of the treaty was not necessarily

synonymous with its taking i)ractical effect. Owing to the insertion of the
most-favoiired-nation-treatment clauses, this Sino-American treaty could have
no practical effect until tariff autonomy had been conceded to China by aU the
other Treaty Powers likewise.
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including not only tariff and commercial clauses but extra-terri-

toriality, was covered by the revision clauses which most of the

existing treaties contained. Thus, while the Chinese had reason to

hope that the new Sino-American treaty would serve as a precedent

for a general acceptance of the Chinese demand for tariff autonomy,

they also had reason to fear that it might be taken as a precedent

for confining treaty-revision, at any rate in the first instance, to this

single head. Such considerations can perhaps be detected in the reply

to Mr. Kellogg’s note of the 24th July, 1928, which was returned by

the Foreign Minister of the Kuomintang Government at Nanking,

Mr. C. T. Wang. In this reply Mr. Wang—apparently ignoring the

treaty which, in the interval, had just been signed at Peking by his

colleague Mr. T. V. Soong—notified the appointment of Mr. (’. C. Wu
as Chinese plenipotentiary for the negotiations proposed by Mr.

Kellogg and expressed the hope that these negotiations would ‘result

in a proper settlement of all questions which’ were 'in need of

immediate solution’. This reply caused Mr. MacMurray to point out
—'in order to avoid any possibility of misconception of the purpose

of’ the United States Government in the existing circumstances

—

that, whereas Mr. Wang’s note to him referred to negotiations soon

to commence, it was 'now the fact that such negotiations as the

American Government had in contemplation’ had 'already been

satisfactorily concluded’. Thereafter, on the 20th October, 1928, it

was explicitly declared at the Department of State in Washington

that the position of the United States, regarding the termination

of treaty provisions covering extra-territoriality in China, remained

unchanged since it had been set forth by the Secretary of State on

the 27th January, 1927. On that occasion, Mr. Kellogg had declared

that the United States was prepared to put into force at once those

recommendations of the Extra-Territoriality Commission which could

be put into force without a treaty, and to negotiate the relinquish-

ment of extra-territorial rights as soon as China was prepared to

provide protection by law and through her courts to American

citizens, their rights and property.^

^ It should be noted that extra-territorial rights, in the strict sense of the
term, by no means covered all tlie abnormalities in the status of foreign Powers
in Chinese territory. Some measure of the extent to which foreign interference
in China trenched upon Chinese national sovereignty is given by the fact that,

during the year 1928, six new river gunboats, destined exclusively for service
in Chinese waters, were being built for the United States Navy in a shipyard
on Chinese soil (the Kiangnan Docking and Engine Works at Shanghai). The
second of these gunboats was placed in commission on the 2nd March, 1928.

The six old gunboats previously maintained on the Yangtse by the United
States Government were placed out of commission one by one, as the new gun-
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Nevertheless, the gains which the Nanking Government derived

from the treaty of the 25th July, 1928, were substantial. In the first

place, it was announced, at the Department of State in Washington

on the 28th September, 1928, that the signature of that treaty con-

stituted a recognition of the Nanking Government by the United

States as the Government of the Chinese Republic. In the second

place, the treaty of the 25th July, 1928, was followed, before the close

of the year, by a number of others. In fact, it led to the solution of

the difficult question of the Chinese Customs Tariff, which the Peking

Tariff Conference of 1925-6 had failed to solve,^ and which probably

would never have been solved by all the Powers acting together.

On the 17th August there was signed at Peking a provisional Sino-

German commercial treaty, as a supplement to the general treaty of

the 20th May, 1921, and as a prelude to a definitive treaty of com-

merce and navigation which was to be negotiated as soon as possible.

The principal effect of this instrument was to bring Germany’s posi-

tion regarding the (^liinese tariff into line with the position taken in

the treaty of the 25th July, 1928, by the United States
;
for the new

Sino-German treaty annulled a stipulation, contained in an exchange

of notes annexed to the treaty of 1921, that German imports into

China should pay duty on the basis of the Chinese general tariff until

a Chinese autonomous tariff came into general effect.

The pattern of the Sino-Amcrican treaty of the 25th July, 1928,

was followed still more closely in a Sino-Norwegian treaty signed at

Shanghai on the 12th November, 1928, and again in a Sino-Dutch

treaty signed on the 19th December, a Sino-British and a Sino-

Swedish treaty signed on the 20th December, and a Sino-French

treaty signed on the 22nd December—all four at Nanking.- Later

on the day on which the Sino-British treaty was signed, the British

Minister in China ceremoniously presented his credentials to President

Chiang Kai-shek. The new Sino-French treaty aj)plied to all terri-

tories under the French flag and not merely to Indo-China. In regard,

boats were placed in commission. Another illustration was the action taken
by British consular and naval authorities in March 1927 in yjreveiiting Chang
Tsung-ch’ang from transferring rolling-stock belonging to the Slianghai-
Nanking Railway to the north bank of the Yangtse—the ground of the veto
being that the whole property of this railway was mortgaged to British interests

as security for a loan. (Statement by Sir Austen Chamberlain in the House of

Commons at Westminster on the 23rd May, 1927, in answer to a parliamentary
question.)

1 For the history of this conference, see the Purvey for 1925^ vol. ii, Part III,

Section (viii).

2 The points of correspondence and discrepancy between these five treatk^s

and the Sino-American treaty of the 25th July, 1928, are set out in the volume
of documents supplementary to the present volume of this Survey,
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however, to the existing Sino-French conventions relative to trade

between China and French Indo-China, which the Nanking Govern-

ment had previously declared terminated as from the 7th July, 1928,

it was agreed in an exchange of notes ^ that a new convention should

be negotiated forthwith and that, pending its conclusion, the status

quo should continue. In a further note, Mr. Wang announced that

the status quo would terminate on the 31st March, 1929, in any event,

even if the new convention had not been negotiated by that date.

To this announcement the French Minister returned a non-committal

reply.

The same pattern was followed, in the matter of the recognition of

(Jhinese tariff autonomy, in a Sino-Belgian preliminary treaty signed

at Nanking on the 22nd November, 1928, a Sino-Italian preliminary

treaty signed on the 27th November, a Sino-Portuguese preliminary

treaty signed on the 19th December, and a Sino-Spanish preliminary

treaty signed on the 27th December—all these, again, being signed

at Nanking, These five preliminary treaties, however, all alike went
beyond the Sino-American treaty of the 25th July, 1928, inasmuch as

they further provided in principle for the rehnquishment in each case,

by the non-Chinese contracting party, of extra-territoriahty. It

should be added that in every case this relinquishment of extra-

territoriality was conditional, and that the conditions varied from

one treaty to another.^

Thus, by the close of the year 1928, China had obtained some
measure of treaty-revision, in every case including a recognition of

her tariff autonomy, from eleven out of fifteen^ ‘Treaty Powers’ to

whom she had still been bound by ‘unequal treaties ’ at the beginning

of the year ;
^ and on the 5th December, when four of the new treaties

^ Texts in L'Euro'pe Eouvelle, 5th January, 1929, pp. 31-2.
2 The points of variation in the conditions attached to the relinquishment

of extra-territoriality in these five preliminary treaties, as well as the points of

forrespondence and discrepancy between these five treaties and the Sino-
Ainerican treaty of the 25th July, 1928, in regard to the recognition of Chinese
tariff autonomy, are set out in the volume of documents supplementary to the
present volume of this Purvey.

^ List in The China Year Book, 1928, p. 440.
* It was a sign of the times that on the 3rd August, 1928, the Pope sent

a message to the Apostolic Delegate in China, for the Catholic Episcopate and
(Uergy there, in which, after claiming that the Holy See had been the first

party to treat China not only on a footing of perfect equality but also with
special sympathy, he expressed the hope that the legitimate aspirations and
rights of the most numerous nation in the world might be fully recognized.
In this context, he jiointed out that the Catholic Church enjoined upon its

adherents the duty of obedience and respect towards lawfully constituted
authority. The Vatican was not a ‘Treaty Power’ in China, and perhaps not
a Power at all at this time in the technical meaning of the term, since the State
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had already been signed and when the signature of the other seven

was in prospect, the Nanking Government duly promulgated a new
autonomous tariff, with a notification that it would come into force

on the 1st February, 1929. Having achieved their aim in principle,

the Chinese showed moderation in the use which they made of their

newly asserted liberty
;
for the schedule of the new tariff was based,

not on the original proposals which had been put forward at the

Peking Tariff Conference of 1920^ by the Chinese delegation, but on

the modified version of these proposals which had been suggested by
the delegations of the foreign Powers.

No objection was taken to the new tariff by the four ‘Treaty

Powers’ that had already signed new treaties or by the seven that

were then engaged in negotiations with the Nanking Government.

There remained four other ‘ Treaty Powers ’ that had not yet made
any concession to Chinese desires, namely, Brazil, Japan, Peru and

Switzerland; but, out of these four, three had so little interest in

their relations with China and so little opportunity for bringing any
pressure to bear on the Chinese Government, even if they had the will,

that they could virtually be left out of account. The only one of the

four whose attitude was important was Japan; and the Japanese

Consul-General at Shanghai, Mx. Yada, refused to accept the note

announcing the promulgation of the new Chinese tariff at the Nanking
Government’s hands.

The special stumbling-block in the way of treaty-revision in the

case of Japan and China was the fact that this issue had become
involved with a number of other issues outstanding between these

two Powers. During the interval between the signature of the new
Sino-American treaty on the 25th July, 1928, and the signatures of

ten other new treaties, recorded above, in November and December,

a fresh effort to arrive at a Sino-Japanese settlement had been made.

It has been mentioned above that the Japanese Government had not

taken Mr. Wang’s reply to their note of the 1st August as precluding

a resumption of negotiations. On the 20th August, Mr. Yada went
to Japan in order to confer with Baron Tanaka. Mr. Yada returned

to China on the 6th September ;
and towards the end of that month

a certain General Chang Chun arrived in Japan, ostensibly in order

to attend the Japanese military manoeuvres on the Nanking Govem-

of the Vatican City had not yet been recognized by Italy. At the same time,
the Vatican was defacto a Power of imponderable but immense influence in the
world, and the Papal diplomatists enjoyed a reputation for political foresight

and sagacity. For this reason, it was signifleant that the Pope should have
taken this step at this juncture.

1 For this conference see the Survey for 1926

,

vol. ii, pp. 370-6.
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merit’s behalf, but actually in order to prepare the ground for a

renewal of diplomatic negotiations. As a result of General Chang
Chun’s mission, informal negotiations were opened at the beginning

of October between Mr. Yada and Mr. T. V. Soong, the Nanking

Minister of Finance, and the scope of these negotiations was subse-

quently extended so as to bring in Mr. C. T. Wang, the Minister for

Foreign Affairs. The following subjects were reported to have been

included in the discussion:

1. The Nanking Incident of the 24th March, 1927
;

2. The Hankow Incident of the 3rd April, 1927
;

^

3. The Tsinanfu Incident of the 3rd-llth May, 1928;-

4. The continued occupation of the Tsinanfu-Tsingtao Railway

Zone by Japanese forces

5. Treaty Revision

;

6. Tariff Revision

;

7. The future status of Manchuria;^

8. The question of whether the unsecured loans (including the

Nishihara Loans) which had been made by Japanese finan-

ciers to the now defunct Peking Government should be

recognized by the Nanking Government.

On the 17th October the Japanese Minister in China, Mr. Yoshizawa,

returned to Japan to confer with the Government
;
and on the 28th

Mr. Arita, the Chief of the Far Eastern Department of the Japanese

Ministry of Foreign Affairs, left for Shanghai in the hope of furthering

Mr. Yada’s negotiations, which were to have been resumed, after

a pause, on the 20th November. The Nanking Government, however,

now demanded, as a preliminary conditipn for resumption, that the

Japanese troops should be withdrawn from Shantung; and on this

point the Japanese, while not insisting that a settlement of the

Tsinanfu Incident must first be reached, did insist that they must
first receive satisfactory guarantees for the safety of Japanese

nationals in Shantung. Thus the general Sino-Japanese negotiations

came to a deadlock over a matter w^hich had no intrinsic connexion

with the question of treaty revision
;
andMr. Yada leftNanking. From

Shanghai, he continued his negotiations over the Chinese tariff with

Mr. Soong
; and on this matter a provisional agreement between these

two negotiators was reported to have been reached, when Mr. Wang
took objection to this agreement being consummated before the

Japanese Government had announced a definitive date for the with-

1 For this incident, see the Survey far 1927, pp. 398-9.
2 See Section (ii) (a) above. ^ gee Section (ii) (a) above.
* See Section (i) (h) above and (ii) (d) below.
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drawal of their troops from Shantung. On the 19th January, 1929,

Mr. Yoshizawa came to Shanghai; and on the 30th notes were ex-

changed between the Chinese and Japanese Governments according

to which Japan took note of the new Chinese import tariff and also

of the fact that it would be in force as from the 1st February, 1929.

In other words, Japan did not, like other countries, recognize China’s

right to tariff autonomy, but merely intimated that she would not

oppose the new tariff schedtde being put into force. It was generally

understood at the time that in return the Chinese Government had

given to Japan some kind of assurance that measures would be taken

to meet the unsecured debts, and also that with the enforcement of

the new tariff there would be no further collection of the ' Washington

surtaxes ’ which Japan had never recognized. Thus the tariff question

was disposed of juovisionally as between China and Japan; but the

other questions at issue between the two countries still remained

unsettled.

The Japanese Government appear to have felt some concern at

finding themselves in a position of diplomatic isolation vis-a-vis

( Jhiiia; and in September 1928 Count Uchida, who had gone to

Europe in order to sign ‘the Kellogg Pact’ at Paris,^ visited London
and Washington in order to explain Japanese policy in China to the

British and American Governments. After Count Uchida’s return to

Japan, when the Sino-Japanese negotiations at Nanking broke down
in November, suggestions a^Jpeared in the elapanese press to the effect

that Count Uchida’s mission had resulted in a rapprochement between

the British and the Japanese Governments in regard to the pro-

tection of their respective interests in China.^ These suggestions

apparently received some encouragement from official quarters in

Japan; and there were even rumours of a possible revival of the

Anglo-Japanese Alliance*^ which had been liquidated at the Washing-
ton Conference of 1921-2.4 On the 28th November, 1928, in the

House of Commons at Westminster, in answer to a question whether
the Foreign Secretary could make any statement regarding the

^ the present volume, Part I A, Section (i).

* Compare the suggestions that appeared in the IVench Press, after the con-
elusion of the provisional Anglo-French Naval Compromise in the summer of
1 928, to the effect that the Anglo-French Entente of 1904-19 was being revived.

® These suggestions may have been based on a passage in a speech delivered
by Mr. Baldwin in London at the Lord Mayor’s banquet on the 9th November,
1928, in which the Prime Minister of Ilis Britannic Majesty’s Government in
Great Britain had declared that ‘the spirit of the historic Anglo-Japanese
Alliance still flourishes and constitutes one of the strongest guarantees of peace
in the Far East’.

4 See the Survey for 1920-3, Part VI, Section (iv) (5).
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progress of conversations between Great Britain and Japan in regard

to joint policy in China, Sir Austen Chamberlain declared that

relations between Great Britain and Japan with regard to China

were based on the obligations of full and frank communication laid

down in Article 7 of the Washington Treaty of the 6th February,

1922,1 and on the fact that Japan and Great Britain had much larger

interests in China than had the other Washington Powers. In these

circumstances, he stated, the two Governments had agreed informally

that the close contact which they desired to maintain could best be

promoted and developed by constant communication and consulta-

tion between their respective Ministers at Peking. In answer to

a supplementary question, Sir Austen Chamberlain gave an assurance

that no sort of differentiation or preferential treatment was given by
the British Government to the Japanese Government and Japanese

policy in China, as against the United States Government and

American policy.

This was the situation at the turn of the years 1928 and 1929.

Evidently the progress of treaty revision and the recognition of the

Nanking Government by most of the Powers were symptoms that

the efforts at reconstruction which the new Government were making

had impressed foreign observers favourably. It was also significant

that there was a marked increase of cordiality in the relations between

the Nanking Government and the Powers at a time when the Nanking

Government were steadily forcing the pace in the process of bringing

these relations on to a new basis. The promulgation of the new
autonomous tariff was justified by success in two directions. On the

one hand, the new schedule was eventually accepted, as has been

recorded above, by all the Treaty Powers whose attitude was of any

practical importance. On the other hand, the control which the

Nanking Government were asserting over the provinces proved strong

enough already to secure the remission of the additional tariff

revenues to Shanghai from all parts of China except Manchuria. This

was a notable advance on the road towards the stabilization and
consolidation of the Chinese Bepublic.

^ For tins article, see p. 425 above. It should be observed that this instru-

ment was not a bilateral Anglo-Japanese treaty but a nine-Power treaty, and
that one of the nine contracting parties was China. In view of this, it is difB-

cult to see how Article 7 could cover conversations d deux between two of the
parties respecting their interests in the territory of one of the other parties.
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(d) The Ecx)nomic Rivalry between the Chinese, Japanese
AND Russians in Manchuria.

In a previous section of this part^ some account has been given of

the diplomatic action taken by the Japanese Government during the

year 1928 in regard to Manchuria ^—first in order to prevent the

Chinese civil war between Kuomintang and Ankuochiin from spread-

ing beyond the Great Wall into the three north-eastern provinces,

and thereafter in order to retard the rapprochement between Chang
Tso-lin’s son and heir at Mukden, Chang Hsueh-liang, and the

Kuomintang Central Government at Nanking. The special concern,

thus displayed by the Japanese Government, over the political future

of the Manchurian provinces of China was due to the peculiar impor-

tance of Japanese economic interests in this Chinese territory for the

whole national economy of the Japanese Empire.

The economic situation in Manchuria, stated briefly, was as follows.

Manchuria was the only large region in the northern temperate zone

that had not yet been fully developed economically. Its economic

importance was increased by the fact that it offered empty lands for

agricultural colonization in proximity to the congested provinces of

northern and central China (particularly Shantung) and mineral

resources for exploitation in proximity to the industrial districts of

Japan (a. country deficient in coal and iron). The process by which
Manchuria was being opened up in the twentieth century was not

unlike that by which the Western United States had been opened up
during the nineteenth. Railway construction and immigration were
going forward simultaneously and interdcpendently—the new rail-

ways being indispensable to the immigrants not only for their actual

migration to their new homes but for the marketing of the agricul-

tural produce which they raised after settling there, while the new
population was indispensable to the railways because it created the

wealth that enabled them to pay their way. For this new wealth,

thus produced, three nationalities were competing—the Chinese, the

Japanese and the Russians—and their prosj)ects were i)artly governed
by their respective political standing in Manchuria at this time. The
whole of Manchuria was Juridically part of the Chinese Republic

;
and

in 1928 almost the whole of it was under the administration de facto

^ Section (i) (&).
® For the previous diplomatic history of Manchuria, sec A BriefAccount of

Diplomatic Events in Manchuria by Sir Harold Parlett (published under the
auspices of the Royal Institute of International Affairs by Humphrey Milford,
London, 1929).

Ff
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of a local Chinese Government with its capital at Mukden^ (the

administrative centre of the southernmost of the three Manchurian

provinces, Fengtien). The exceptions were the territory of Kwantung,

on the Liaotimg Peninsula, containing the naval base of Port Arthur

and the commercial port of Dairen, which was leased to Japan, and

the zone containing the South Manchurian Railway, which was like-

wise under Japanese administration. In virtue of Article 1 of the

Sino-Japanese treaty of the 25th May, 1915, regarding South Man-
churia, the leases of both the Kwantung territory and the South

Manchurian Railway were to run for ninety-nine years as from the

27th March, 1898.^ On the other hand, the zone containing the

Chinese Eastern Railway, which had formerly been under Russian

administration, had reverted to Chinese administration in virtue of

the Sino-Soviet Russian agreement of the 31st May, 1924.**

The history of railway construction and railway competition in

Manchuria down to the year 1926 has been dealt with elsewhere^ and
need not be recapitulated. It is sufficient to recall that both the

Chinese, with Japanese connivance, and the Japanese themselves were
openly encroaching upon the Russian sphere, while the Chinese were

on the watch to make discreet encroachments upon the Japanese

sphere as opportunity offered. For the time being, the economic

ascendancy in Manchuria, as far as it was determined by the control

of railways, lay in the hands of Japan. Ultimately, however, the

economic and therewith the political destinies of the country would

be determined by the factor of immigration,^ and here the ascendancy

lay with the Chinese. The Japanese population in Manchuria num-
bered less than a quarter of a million, of whom the great majority

resided either in the leased territory or in the railway zone. Moreover,

these Japanese residents were mostly business men and technicians

and officials who had not struck permanent roots in the country.

The only Japanese subjects that had settled in any considerable

numbers on the land in Manchuria in the territory under Chinese

administration were Koreans ; but even these only numbered about

800,000 as against a Chinese population which was already estimated

at 20,000,000 and which was rapidly increasing.

^ For tlie political relations between Mukden, Peking and Nanking during
the year 1928, see Section (i) (h) above.

2 Survey for 1920’-3, pp. 463-4 and 469.
® Survey for 1925^ vol. ii, p. 342.
* Op. ct/., pp. 337-46 and 350-6 ; Survey for 1926, pp. 280-3.
® For the movement of population in Manchuria see the Survey for 1920’-‘3,

p. 433; Survey for 1925, vol. ii, pp. 350-1 ; and an article by C. W. Young in

Current History of New York, July 1928.
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The infiltration of Chinese immigrants into Manchuria dated back

to the conquest of China by the Manchus in the seventeenth century

after Christ, which was the origin of the political union of the two
countries. Under the Manchu Dynasty, the movement had been

intermittently tolerated but more than once prohibited for fear that

the subject race might swamp the ruling race in its homelands
;
and

this fear was justified by the event when the building of the Chinese

Eastern and South Manchurian Railways opened up a new means of

ingress from China into Manchuria, and when the decline and fall of

the Manchu D3niasty finally removed the political ban. During the

first quarter of the twentieth century there was a great and growing

seasonal influx of agricultural labourers into Manchuria from Nor-

thern and Central China
;
and of these an annual residue took up their

permanent residence in Manchuria ; while those who returned home
became familiar with the opportunities offered by the new country.

Thereafter, in 1927 and 1928, the movement not only increased

suddenly in scale ^ but changed in character under the double incen-

tive of a severe famine in Shantung and of the civil war between

Kuomintang and Ankuochiin, in which Shantung became a theatre

of operations during the last two campaigns.'^ The majority of these

latest comers passed through Southern Manchuria in order to settle

in the vaster, emptier and more fertile region between the Chinese

Eastern Railway and the frontier of the U.S.S.R. It was significant

that the new immigrants were bringing their women and children

with them, for this meant that they had come to stay.

This was the background to the history of economic rivahies in

Manchuria during the years 1927 and 1928.

On the 24th August, 1927, the Japanese Minister in Peking, Mr.

Yoshizawa, communicated to Chang Tso-lin certain desiderata of the

Japanese Government regarding the construction in Manchuria, by
Chinese enterprise and with Chinese capital, of two railways^ which
might be held to compete with the Japanese South Manchurian

^ Exact and complete statistics were lacking, and the current estimate that
in each of these years the volume of migration into Manchuria from the pro-
vinces south of the Great Wall approached a million must be accepted with
caution, at any rate as far as the year 1928 is concerned. On the 11th July of
that year it was stated in the official gazette {Rung Pao) published at Harbin
that the flow of immigrants into Northern Manchuria had entirely ceased
by that date, and that, up to date, the number of immigrants into Northern
Manchuria since the beginning of the year was not more than about 200,000,
according to preliminary estimates.

* See the Survey for 1927, Part III, Section (i), and Section (i) (a) of this

part of the present volume.
* From Mukden to Kirin and from Tungliao (in Fengtien) to Chaoyang (in

Jehol).

Ff 2
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Railway
;
regarding the levying in Manchuria of the Washington sur-

taxes/ regarding the leasing of agricultural land to Japanese sub-

jects in Manchuria / and regarding the opening of certain Japanese

branch Consulates on the Korean border and the sale and distribution

of a Japanese newspaper in Mukden, with which there had been

interference on the Chinese side. As soon, however, as it became

known in Manchuria that the Japanese Government had presented

fresh demands, there was a wave of anti-Japanese feeling which

expressed itself in a formidable demonstration at Mukden on the

3rd September, 1027. In deference to this Chinese reaction, the

Japanese allowed their demands to lapse.

Chinese public opinion asserted itself successfully for a second time

before the end of the year. As the result of a visit paid to Jax>an in the

autumn of 1927 by a partner in the firm of Messrs. J . P. Morgan & Co.,

Mr. Thomas Lamoiit, this American financial house was on the point

of issuing a loan for the Japanese South Manchurian Railway Com-
pany

; but when this transaction became publicly known, there was

so great an outcry in China that the American financiers withdrew.

A protest was addressed to the Japanese Minister in China, Mr.

Yoshizawa, by the Minister for Foreign Affairs in the Kuomintang
Government at Nanking, Mr. C. C. Wu ;

and it was still more signifi-

cant that the transaction was denounced in strong terms by Chang
Tso-lin’s chief-of-staff, Yang Yu-ting,® in an interview with the

foreign press correspondents at Peking on the 29th November, 1927.

The continuance of friction was indicated in April 1928 by the

emergence of a minor dispute between the Japanese and Chinese

railway administrations in Manchuria over certain locomotives and

rolling-stock. This dispute, however, was soon settled, and simul-

taneously a more important occasion of controversy was removed by
an understanding that the Japanese would abandon their opposition

to the building of the Heilungcheng section of the Chinese railway

from Mukden to Kirin on condition that the Chinese, on their part,

ceased to obstruct the extension of the Kirin-Tunhwah Railway to a

point on the frontier between Manchuria and Korea, where it would
link up with the Japanese railway system. The construction of this

^ For the resistance of the Japanese to the collection of these surtaxes in

Manchuria in January 1927, see the Survey for 1926, p. 295.
^ The right to lease land in Manchuria had been given to Japanese subjects

by the South Manchuria Treaty of the 25th May, 1915 (Survey for 1920-3,

p. 469). For the complaints of Japanese and Korean settlers in Manchuria
regarding their treatment by the local Chinese authorities, see The Times,
2l8t December, 1927, and 17th April, 1928.

5 For the execution of Yang Yu-ting by Chang Hsueh-liang on the 10th
January, 1929, see p. 383 above.
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Sect, ii ECONOMIC RIVALRY IN MANCHURIA 437

link was of importance for Japanese trade because it would materially

shorten the distance between Japan and the interior of Manchuria,

as compared with the existing route via Dairen.

A sign of the times was the change which was reported to have

taken place in the attitude of the President of the South Manchmian
Railway, Mr. Yamamoto. When he came to Manchuria from Japan

to take up his post in the autumn of 1927, Mr. Yamamoto had
intimated that he was in favour of pushing forwardJapanese economic
penetration in Manchuria vigorously. A year later, on the 4th

September, 1928, Mr. Yamamoto was reported to have attended a

Cabinet Council at Tokio in order to exhort the Japanese Govern-

ment to authorize certain changes of policy in Manchuria with

a view to allaying Chinese and foreign suspicions regarding Japanese

intentions.^

Thus, by almost insensible degrees, the position of the Chinese in

Manchuiia wa.s growing stronger not only vis-d-vis the Russians,

but also vis-a-vis the Japanese.

^ According to this report, the first step in the new policy was to be the con-
version of some of the subsidiary enterprises of the South Mancliurian Eailway,
such as soya beans, oil, shaping, soda, glass, .and iron industries, into joint

stock com|)anies with no restrictions as to the nationality of the shareholders

—

the intention being to attract foreign capital to Manchuria and to destroy the
idea that this country was a Japanese preserve. Mr. Yamamoto was also

exj)ected to negotiate various railway extensions, including a line from Kirin
to Kwfiinei on th(i Korean border. This railway had already been completed
as far as '^I'unhwah and would eventually lead into a now port on the Japan Sea,

intermediate between Vladivostock and Dairen. On the 30th October, 1928,
the New York National City Bank issued $19,900,000 of thirty year per
cent. External Gold Bonds of the Oriental Development Company, a Japanese
concern largely interested in Manchuria. A natural inference would be that
this loan was connected with railway building, and that its ultimate object was
akin to that of the projected Morgan Loini which had aroused such aii outcry
in China in November 1927 (see p. 436 above).
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APPENDICES
(i) Treaty between His Britannic Majesty and His Majesty the King

of the Hijaz and of Najd and its Dependencies, signed at Jiddah,

the 20th May, 1927.i

Hiw Majesty the King of Great Britain, Ireland and the British Dominions
beyond the Seas, Emperor of India, on the one y)art ; and His Majesty the

King of the Hejaz anci of Nejd and its Dependencies, on the other part

;

Being desirous of confirming and strengthening the friendly relations

which exist between them and of consolidating their respective interests,

have resolved to conclude a treaty of friendship and good und(u\standing,

for which purpose His Britannic Majesty has ap})ointed as his plenipoten-

tiary Sir Gilbert Falkingham (Sayton, and His Majesty the King of the

Hejaz and of Nejd and its Dependencies has appointed His Royal Highness

the Amir Faisal ibn Abdul-Aziz, his son and Viceroy in the Hejaz, as his

plenipotentiary.

His Highness the Amir Faisal ibn Abdul-Aziz and Sir Gilbert- Falkingham
(Hayton, having examined their credentials and found them to be in good

an(i due form, have accordingly agreed upon and concluded the following

articles

:

Art, 1. His Britannic Majesty recognizes the complete and absolute

independence of the dominions of His Majesty the King of the Hejaz and
of Nejd and its Dependencies.

Art. 2. TIktc shall be peace and friendship between His Britannic

Majesty and His Majesty the King of th(‘ Hejaz and of Nejd and its

Dependencies. Each of the high contracting parties undertakes to main-

tain good relations with the other and to endeavour by all the means at

its disposal to prevent his territories being used as a base for unlawful

activities directed against peace and tranquillity in the territories of the

other paity.

Art. 3. His Majesty the King of the Hejaz and of Nejd and its Depen-
dencies undertakes that the performance of the pilgrimage will be facilitated

to British subjects and British-protected persons of the Moslem faith to

the same extent as to other pilgrims, and announces that they will be safe

as regards their property and their person during their stay in the Hejaz.

Art. 4. His Majesty the King of the Hejaz and of Nejd and its De-
pendencies undertakes that the property of the aforesaid pilgrims who
may die within the territories of His Majesty and who have no lawful

trustee in those territories shall be handed over to the British Agent in

Jeddah or to such authority as he may appoint for the purpose, to be

forwarded by him to the rightful heirs of the deceased pilgrims
;
provided

that the property shall not be handed over to the British representative

until the formalities of the competent tribunals have been complied with

and the dues prescribed under Hejazi or Nejdi laws have been duly

collected.

1 The text is reprinted from the British Parliamentary Paper Cmd. 2951

of 1927.
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440 TREATY BETWEEN GREAT BRITAIN & NAJD-HUAZ
A rt. 5. His Britannic Majesty recognizes the national (Hejazi or Nejdi)

status of all subjects of His Majesty the King of the Hejaz and of Nejd
and its Dependencies who may at any time be within the territories of His
Britannic Majesty or territories und(^r the protection of His Britannic

Majesty.

Similarly, His Majesty the King of the Hejaz and of Nejd and its

Dependenci(?s recognizes the national (British) status of all subjects of His
Britannic Majesty and of all persons enjoying the protection of His Britan-

nic Majesty who may at any time be within the territories of His Majesty
the King of the Hejaz and of Nejd and its D(^])(uidencies : it being under-
stood that the principles of international law in force between independent
Governments shall be respec‘ted.

6*. His Majesty the King of the Hejaz and of Nejd and its Depen-
dencies undertakes to maintain friendly and pcjaceful relations with the
territories of Kuwait and Bahrai!!, and with the Sheikhs of Qatar and
the Oman (^oast, who an* in spt^cial treaty relations with His Britannic

Ma
j
esty 's Governm (*n t

.

Art. 7. His Maj(\sty tlu* King of the Hejaz and of Nt^jd and its De-
pendencies undertakes to co-operate by all the means at his disx)osal with
His Britanni(^ Majesty in the suppression of the slaA^e trade.

8. The present treaty shall be ratiii(^d by each of the high (contract-

ing parties and the ratificatioris exchanged as soon as possible. It shall

come into force on the day of tlu* <cx(chunge of ratiflcatkms and shall be
binding during seven years from that dat(c. In cease neither of the high
contracting parties shall have given notice to ihe other six months before

the expiration of the said period of seven years of his intention t o t-(‘rminate

the tre^aty it shall remain in forces and shall not be held to have terminated
until th(' (cx])iration of six months from the date on which either of the
parties shall have given notice of the termination to the other party.

Art. 9. The treaty concluded between His Britannic Majesty and His
Majesty the King of the Hejaz and of Nejd and its Dependencies (then
Ruler of Nc'jd and its then Dependencies) on the 26th December, 1915,

shall cease to have effect as from the date on which the present treaty is

ratified.

Art. 10. The iresent treaty has bc*en drawn up in English and Arabic.
Both texts shall be of equal validity

;
but in case of clivergence in the

interpretation of any part of the treaty the English text shall prevail.

Art. 11. The present treaty shall be known as the Treaty of Jeddah.
Signed at Jeddah on Friday, May 20th, 1927 (corresponding to the

18th Zul Qa’da, 1345).

(ii) Treaty between His Britannic Majesty and His Majesty the King
ot Traq, signed in London, the 14th December, 1927.^

His Majesty the King of Great Britain, Ireland, and the British Do-
minions beyond the Sea, Emperor of India, and His Majesty the King
of Traq,

Desiring to consolidate the friendship and to maintain and perpetuate
the relations of good understanding between their respective countries

;
and

2 The text is rei>rinted from the British Parliamentary Paper Omd. 2998.
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TREATY BETWEEN GREAT BRITAIN AND TRAQ 441

Recognizing that the terms of the Treaties of Alliance signed at Baghdad
on the 1 0th day of October, 1922, corresponding with the 19th day of

Sa'far, 1341, Hijrah, and on the 13th day of January, 1926, corresponding

with the 28th day of Jamadi-al-Ukhra, 1344, Hijrah, are no longer appro-

j^riate in view of the altered circumstances and of th(^ progress made by
the Kingdom of 'Iraq and stand in need of revision ; and

Consich^ring that the revision of the terms of the said Treaties of Alliance

can best be elfected by the conclusion of a new Treaty of Alliance and
Amity

:

Have agreed to conclude a new Treaty for this purpose on terms of

ecpiality and have appointed as their plenipotentiaries:

His Majesty the King of Great Britain, Ireland and the British Do-
minions beyond the Sea, Emperor of India,

Por Great Britain and Northern Ireland

:

The Right Honorable William George Arthur Ormsby-Gore, M.P.,

Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for the Colonies
;
and

His Majcvsty the King of ‘Irax^l

:

Ja'far Pasha el Askeri, UM.G., Prime Minister and Minister for

Foreign Affairs

;

who having (mnmunicated their full powers, found in due form, have
agreed as follows

:

Arf. /. His Britannic Majt\sty recognizes Traq as an independent
sovereign State.

ArL 2. There shall be peace and friendship between His Britannic

Majesty and His Majesty the King of 'Iraq. Each of the High Contracting

Parties undertakes to observe friendly relations towards the other and to

do his best to prevent in his own country any unlawful adlvities affecting

peace or ^)rd(‘r within the other’s territory.

Art, J. His Majesty the King of 'Iraq undertakes to secure the execution

of ail international obligations which His Britannic Majesty has under-

taken to see carried out in respect of Traq.
His Majesty the King of Traq undertakes not to modify the existing

provisions of the Traq Organic Law in such a manner as adversely to

affect the rights and interests of foreigners or as to constitute any difference

in rights before the*, law^ among 'Iraqis on the ground of difference of race,

religion, or language.

Art. 4. There shall be full and frank consultation between the High
Contracting Parties in all matters of Foreign Policy which may affect their

common interests.

Art. 0 . His Majesty the King of 'Iraq agrees to place His Britannic

Majesty's High Commissioner in a position to give information to His
Britannic Majesty regarding the progress of events in 'Iraq and the pro-

jects and proposals of the 'Iraq Government, and the High Commissioner
will bring to the notice of His Majesty the King of ‘Iraq any matter which
His Britannic Majesty considers might prejudicially affect the well-being

of 'Iraq or the obligations entered into under this Treaty.
Art. 6. His Majesty the King of 'Iraq undertakes, so soon as local

conditions in 'Iraq permit, to accede to all general international Agree-
ments already existing or which may be concluded hereafter with the
approval of the League of Nations in respect of the following : The Slave
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442 TREATY BETWEEN GREAT BRITAIN AND TRAQ

Trade; The Traffic in Drugs; the Traffic in Arms and Munitions; the

Traffic in Women and Children
;
Commercial Equality

;
Freedom of Transit

and Navigation
;
Aerial Navigation ; Postal, Telegraphic, or Wireless Com-

munication, and measures for the Protection of Literature, Art, or

Industries.

His Majesty the King of 'Iraq further undertakes to execnite the provisions

of the following instruments in so far as they apply to 'Iraq : Th(' Covenant
of the League of Nations; The Treaty of Lausanne; the Anglo-French
Boundary Cbnvention : the 8an Remo Oil Agreement.

Art. 7. His Majesty the King of 'Iraq undertakes to co-operate in so far

as social, religious, and other conditions may permit, in the execution of

any common policy adopted by the League of Nations for preventing and
eoml)ating disease, including diseases of plants and animals.

Art. S. Provided the pn»sent rate of progress in 'Iraq is inaintaiiKd and
all goes well in the interval, His Britannic Majesty will support the candi-

dature of 'Iraq for admission to the League of Nations in 1932.

Art. 9. There shall be no discrimination in 'Iraq against the nationals

of any State, member of the D^ague of Nations, or of any State to which
His Majesty the King of 'Iraq has agreed by Treaty that the saint* rights

should be (^n8ured as it would enjoy if it were a member of the said League
(including companies incorporated under the laws of such States), as com-
pared with those of any other foreign State in matters concerning taxation,

commerce, or navigation, the exercist^ of industries or professions, or in the

treatment of merchant vessels or civil aircraft.

Nor shall there be any discrimination in 'Iraq against goods originating

in or destined for any of the said States.

Art. 10. His Britannic Majesty undertakes, at the request of His Majesty
the King of 'Iraq, and on his behalf, to continue the protection of 'Iraqi

nationals in foreign countries in which His Majesty the King of Iraq is

not represented.

Art. 11. Nothing in this Treaty shall affect the validity of the contracts

concluded and in existence between the 'Irfiq Government and British

officials; in every respect those contracts shall be interpreted as if the

British Officials Agreement of the 25th March, 1924, were in existence.

Art. 12. A separate Agreement shall regulate the financial relations

between the High Contracting Parties. This Agreement shall supersede

the Financial Agreement of the 25th day of March, 1924, conesxionding

with the 19th day of Sha'ban, 1342, Hijrah, which shall thereupon cease

to have effect.

Art. 13. A separate Agreement shall regulate the military relations

between the High Contracting Parties. This Agreement shall supersede

the Military Agreement of the 25th day of March, 1924, corresponding

with the 19th day of Sha'ban, 1342, Hijrah, which shall thereupon cease

to have effect.

Art. 14. His Majesty the King of 'Iraq iindertakes to maintain in force

the Judicial Agreement signed on the 25th day of March, 1924, correspond-

ing to the 19th day of Sha'ban, 1342.

Art. 15. Any difference that may arise between the High Contracting

Parties as to the interpretation of the provisions of this Treaty shall be
referred to the Permanent Court of International Justice provided for by
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Article 14 of the Covenant of the League of Nations. In such case, should

there be any discrepancy between the English and the Arabic texts of this

Treaty, the English shall be taken as the authoritative version.

Art. 16. This Treaty shall come into force as soon as it has been ratified

and ratifications have been exchanged in accordance with the constitu-

tional methods of the two countries, and shall be subject to review with

the object of making all modifications required by the circumstances, when
Traq enters the League of Nations in accordance with the provisions of

Article 8 of this Treaty. This Treaty shall replace the Treaties of Alliance

signed at Baghdad on the 10th day of October, 1922. (corresponding with

the 19th day of SaTar, 1341, Hijrah, and on the 13th day of January,

1926, corresponding with the 28th day of Jamadi-aJ-Ukhra, 1344, Hijrah,

which shall cease to hav(^ efiect upon the entry into force of this Treaty.

In faith whereof the respective Plenipotentiaries have signed the present

Treaty and have affixe^d thereto their seals.

Done at London, in duplicate in the English and Arabic languages, this

fourteenth day of December, One thousand nine hundred and twenty

-

seven of the Christian Era, corresponding with the eighteenth day of

Jumada-al-Thani, Oik^ thousand three huntlred and forty-six, Hijrah.

(iii) Chronology of Events and Treaties, 1st Janijary-3lst December,
1928.

N.B. The references in brackets indicate published texts of treaties and
documents. The following abbreviations are used: Cmd. British Parliamentary
Paper ; D.I.A. -Documents on International Affairs (publishi^d as a supplement
to the present volume); E.E.P.S.=^ European Economic and Political Survey;
E.N.~L’EJurope NouveUe; EJ. —VEsprit Jnter'natiotml ; L.N.T.S. ^League of
Nations Treaty Series; T. — The Times (London); U.S.D.-The United States

Daily ; U.S.T.S. — United States Treaty Series.

Abyssinia

1928, Aug. 2. Treaty of friendship and arbitration with Italy signed at

Addis Abbaba (E.N. 12. 1.29: D.I.A. 1928).

Afghanistan

1928, Jan. 8. King and Queen of Afghanistan arrived in Rome to begin

tour of European capitals. King and Queen arrived back at Kabul
on July 1, having visited Italy, France, Belgium, Germany, Great

Britain, Poland, Russia, Turkey, and Persia.

Feb. 16. Treaty of friendship with Latvia signed. Ratifications

exchanged July 6 {L.N.T.S. Ixxviii).

Feb. 17. Treaty of friendship with Switzerland signed. Ratifications

exchanged April 20 {L.N.T.S. Ixxiii).

April 4. Treaty of friendship with Japan signed in London.
April 30. Ratifications exchanged of treaty of friendship with Poland

of Nov. 3, 1927 (L.N.T.S. Ixxiv).

May 25. Treaty of friendship and security with Turkey signed at

Angora (T. 28.5.28 ; E.E.P.S. May 15/31,‘ 1928).

June 7. Treaty of friendship with Egypt signed in Cairo. Ratifica-

tions exchanged Dec. 10.
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444 CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS AND TREATIES

Afghanistan', eont.

June 15. Four protocols supplementing treaty with Persia of Nov. 29,

1927, signed at Tihran {E,N. 31.8.29).

Nov. 22. Shinwari tribes attacked «Talalabad as a protest against

King Ainanu’llah's reforms. Kabul attacked on Dec. 14. On Dec,

23 and 24 women and children from foreign legations at Kabul
evacuated by aeroplanes to Peshawiir. Rebels driven back on
Dec. 20-7.

A Ibania

1928, Juno 2. Navigation agreement conelufled with Hungary {L.N.T.S,

Ixxxii).

June 5. League of Nations (V)iincil heard Albanian Government’s
complaint regarding Albanian properties in Greece.

Sept. 1 . Albanian National Assembly passed resolution proclaiming

Ahim^d Bey Zogu King of the Albanians. Zogu took oath as King.
Officiial recognition of new regime notified by Italy on same day,

by Greece and Hungary on Sept. 4, by the United States on Sejjt.

12, by Jugoslavia on Sept. 18, hy Rumania on Sept. 20, by France
on Sept. 21 , by Great Britain on Sept. 22, by Germany on Sept. 24,

by Spain on Sept. 20, by Czechoslovakia on Oct. 2, and during

October by Japan, Colombia, Egypt, and Belgium.
Oct. 22. Arbitration and coiKjiliation treaties with U.S. signed at

Washington.
Nov. 10. Ratifications exchanged of extradition treaty with (^reece

of tluno 25, 1920, and of commercial treaty and nationality con-

vention of Oct. 13, 1920 {L.N.T.S. Ixxxiii).

Arabia

1928, May 8. Negotiations between Ibn Sa*ud and Sir Gilbert (/layton

opened at Jiddah, with a view to settling outstanding questions

regarding Najd, 'Iraq, and Transjordan. May 22, negotiations sus-

pended. Conference resumed on Aug. I
,
but broke down within a

week.
July 20. Representatives of Great Britain, France, and Hijaz met at

Haifa to discuss questions relating to Hijaz Railway. Omference
adjourned on Aug. 15 without agreement.

A rgentine

1928, Jan. 12. Treaty regarding literary and artistic rights signed with
Mexico at Buenos Ayres.

Feb. 28. Argentinian delegate on League Committee on Arbitration

and Security protested against wording of Art. 21 of Covenant on
ground that Monroe Doctrine was not a regional understanding but
a unilateral declaration.

May 3. Medical agreement signed with Denmark at Buenos Ayres.
May 14. Agreement signed with Sweden regarding compensation for

occupational accidents.

Sept. 11. Extradition convention signed with Sweden.
Oct. 2. Medical convention signed with Sweden at Buenos Ayres.
Oct. 23. Ratifications exchanged of frontier convention with Brazil

of Dec. 27, 1927.
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CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS AND TREATIES 445

Austria

1928, Jan. 17. Additional agreement, regarding df^bt settlement with
Rumania signed. Ratifications ex(^hanged Oct. 25.

Jan. 18. Ratifications exchanged of treaty of commerce and naviga-
tion with Finland of Aug. 8, 1927 (L.NJ\S, Ixx).

Jan. 31. Liquidation Commission which succcieded Tnter-Allied

Military (Commission of Control in Austria withdrawn.
Feb. 21. Ratifications exchanged of air (convention with CCzecho-

slovakia of Feb. 15, 1927 (L.A\T.jS\ Ixxiii).

Feb. 23. Debate in Austrian National Assembly on South Tirol

([uestion. Signor Mussolini replied in Italian Chamber on March 3.

During summccr, communications exchanged between Dr. Seipol

and Signor Mussolini in which former declared that he considered
South Tirol question purely cultural and an internal affair of

Italy.

Feb. 24. Agreement signed Avith Poland regarding execution of Arts.

266 and 273 of the Treaty of St. Germain (L.N.T.a>\ Ixxxi).

Feb. 29. Agreement with Germany signed in Vienna regarding assis-

tance to unemployed. (Came into force March 1 {L.N.T.8. Ixxix).

March 14. Ratilications exchanged of double taxation eonverdion
with Switzerland of Oct. 24, 1927.

March 26. Ratifications exchanged of (convention with Hungary of

March 11, 1927, Regarding s<dtlement of questions arising from
frontier delimitation {L.N.T.S. Ixxx).

April 6. Commercial convention signed with Denmark (for Iceland).

April 16. Ratifications ex(changod of judicial assistance convention
with Franc(' of March 4, 1925 {L,N.T,8. Ixxv).

April 19. Agrc('mcnt concluded with Germany f(U' assimilation, as

from Oct. 1, (J railway traffic rc'guJations in the two (countries.

May 1. Cemvention with Jugoslavia regarding judicial relations

signed in Belgrade.

May 11. Air navigation c(mvention signed with Italy.

May 16. Commercial agreement with France signed in Paris. (Vime
into force provisionally Aug. 1.

May 22. Ratifications exchanged of eonventic^n with P(Jand of Nov.
24, 1926, regarding double death duties (L.N.T.S. Ixxvii).

May 24. Ratifications exchanged of extradition convention with
Estonia of Oct. 15, 1926 {L.N,T,S. Ixxiv).

June 11. Ratifications exchanged of commercial agreement with
Czc^choslovakia of July 21, 1927 {L.N.T.S. Ixxxi).

June 11. Arbitration and conciliation treaty signed with Spain.
June 14. Additional commercial convention with Hungary signed.

Ratifications exchanged July 14 {L.N.T.S. Ixxix).

June 17. Provisional commercial convention concluded with Persia,

June 19. Treaty of friendship comprising trade treaty and consular
agreements signed with United States.

July 9. Supplementary commercial agreement with Jugoslavia
signed. Ratifications exchanged Dec. 31

.

July 21“-2. Demonstrations in favour of Anschluss in course of

German singers’ festival held in Vienna.
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Austria: cont.

Aug. 16. Arbitration and conciliation treaties with United States

signed at Washington {U.S.T.S. Nos. 776 and 777).

Aug. 17. Ratifications exchanged with Italy of insurance conventions

signed on March 29, 1924 (2) : June 15, 1924 (1) ;
June 18, 1924 (2)

;

Sept. 27, 1924 (2); Jan. 17, 1925 {3). All came into force Aug. 31

(L.A\7\S. Ixxxiv).

Sept. 29. Agreement concluded wdth Spain at Vienna modifying
economic convention of Feb. 3, 1925. Ratifications exchanged
Dec. 18 (L.N/r.S, Ixxxiii).

Oct. 5. Commercial convention signed with Lithuania in Vienna.

Came into force immediately.

Oct. 22. Treaty of extradition and judicial co-operation signed with
Finland.

Dec. 11. Treaty of commerce concluded with Estonia.

See also under Hunejary, Jan. 1.

Belgium

1928, Jan. 1 1. Ratifications exchanged of liquor smuggling convention
with U.S. of Dec. 9, 1925 (L,N.T.S. Ixxii : U.S.T.S, No. 759).

Jan. 16. Ratifujations exchanged of convention and protocol with
France concerning employment of seamen of June 1 ,

1921.

Jan. 23. Extradition and judicial assistance convention with Finland
signed. Ratifications exchanged May 5 (L,N,7\S. Ixxiv).

Jan. 30. Ratifications exchanged of treaty of commerce and naviga-

tion with Jugoslavia of Dec. 16, 1926 (L,N.T.S. Ixx).

Feb. 10. Ratifications exchanged of industrial treaty with France of

Dec. 24, 1924 {L.N.7\S, Ixxviii).

Feb. 17. Additional jirotocol signed to extradition treaty with
Lithuania of May 17, 1927.

Feb. 23. Commercial agreement with France signed. Ratifications

exchanged April 6 (E.N, 7.4.28; L.N.T.S. Ixxii).

March 2. Ratifications exchanged in Lisbon of agreements with
Portugal regarding Belgian and Portuguese Africa, of July 19, 20,

21, and 22, 1927 (L,N.T,S. Ixxi). April 14, agreement concluded
regarding point of junction on river Luao of Belgian and Portuguese
railways.

March 28. Agreement concluded with Portugal regarding trans-

mission of judicial and extra-judicial acts.

April 13. Agreement with Luxembourg concerning exchange of

information regarding lunatics signed on Ax>ril 2 and 13 {L,N.7\S.
Ixxii).

April 16. Agreement with Netherlands concluded regarding exchange
of information concerning lunatics {L.N.T.S. Ixxv).

April 23. Ratifications exchanged of extradition and legal assistance

conventions with Czechoslovakia of July 19, 1927 {L,N.T,S. Ixxiv).

April 26. Sanitary agreement concluded wdth Luxembourg by ex-

change of notes of April 23 and 26.

April 30. Ratifications exchanged of consular tr<eaty of Feb. 8, 1927,
with Estonia {L,N.T.8. Ixxiv).
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Belgium : cont.

May 4. Agreement concluded with Switzerland regarding search for

eHca])cd criminals.

May 11. Ratifications exchanged of conciliation and arbitration

treaty with Portugal of July 9, 1927 {L.N.T.S. Ixxiv).

May 15. Agreement with Persia (See under Persia, May 10).

May 1 7. Extradition convention with Lithuania signed. Ratifications

exchanged May 16 (L.N.T.S. Ixxvii).

May 23. Ratifications exchanged of treaty of conciliation and
arbitration with Spain of July 19, 1927 (L.^\T.S. Ixxx).

May 23. Notes exchanged with France on May 22 and 23 regarding
notification of contagious illness in frontier region.

»Tune 12. (V^nsular convention with Poland signcnl in Brussels.

July 4. Labour agreement with France signed. Ratifications ex-

changed Dec. 4.

Aug. 16. Provisional commercial agreement signed with Lithuania.

Came into force same day (L.N.T.S. Ixxxi).

Sept. 12. (-onventions regarding nationality of marric^d women and
military recruiting signed with France.

Oct. 12. Ratifications exchanged of commercial treaty with Turkey
of Aug. 28, 1927 (L.N.T.S. Ixxxii).

Oc^t. 25. Treaty of arbitration and conciliation with Poland signed.

Oct. 29, (Convention with Norway for the jirevention of maritime
taxation signed in Brussels.

Nov. 22. Treaty with China (see under China).

Dec. 15. (Commercial agreement with Spain signed (L.N.T.S. Ixxxiv).

Dec. 26. Agreement with Denmark and Iceland signed in Brussels for

the (exemption of shipping profits from double taxation.

See also under Afghanistan, Jan 8; Albania, Sept. 1; Germany. Aug.
2G~7 : Outlawry of War.

Bolivia

1928. Dec. 6. Fighting between Bolivian and Paraguayan troops on
frontier. Dec. 10, diplomatic relations with Paraguay broken off.

Pan-American Conference on Conciliation and Arbitration, at open-
ing session in Washington, adopted resolution urging pacific settle-

ment of dispute and appointed committee to consider measures of

conciliation to be adopted if necessary. Dec. 1 1, League of Nations
sent telegrams urging pacific settlement of dispute. Dec. 12,

Bolivia telegraphed to League giving account of incident and
placing entire responsibility on Paraguay. Bolivia and Paraguay
replied to League’s telegram of the 11th. Dec. 14, Pan-American
Conference on Conciliation and Arbitration offered to mediate in

dispute. Bolivian reserves called up. Dec. 15, further fighting on
frontier between Paragiiayan and Bolivian forces. League Council
sent message to both Governments regarding obligations under
Covenant. Dec. 16, mobilization ordered in Paraguay. Dec. 17,

Paraguay accepted Pan-American Conference’s mediation offer.

Dec. 18, Bolivia accepted Pan-American Conference’s mediation
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Bolivia: cont.

offer. Replies to League's telegram of Dec. 15 received from
Bolivia and Paraguay. Dec. 31, Special Committee of Pan-
Ameri(;an Conference announced that both parties had accepted
protocol of conciliation drawn up by the Committee.

Dec. 25. Convention demarcating frontier signed with Brazil at Rio
de Janeiro.

Brazil

1928, Feb. 13. Convention regarding venereal diseases signed with
Uruguay at Montevideo. Ratifications exchanged Nov. 15.

Feb. 10. Two conventions vsigned with Uruguay at Montevideo, (i)

regarding employment of funds from boundary settlement, and (ii)

modifying trc>aty of July 22, 1918. regarding establishment of a
labour institute. Ratifications of (ii) exchanged on Nov. 15.

Feb. 25. Ratifications exchaTiged of arbitration convention with
France of Aug. 27, 1927, relating to payment in gold of (certain

Brazilian state loans {L.N,7\S. Ixxv).

March 8. League (.\nincil decided to invite Brazil to re(u)nsider her

resignation from the Lc*ague. A])ril 9, Brazilian Government
replied juaintaining its decision to resign. tJune 14, Brazil's member-
ship of League et^ased on expiry of two years’ notice.

June 7. Agreement rc^garding diplomatic representation concluded
with Great Britain by exchange of notes.

Aug. 18. Frontier treaty with Venezuela signed at Rio de tlaiuuro.

Sept. 15. Ratifications exchanged of treaty of friendship with
Turkey of Sept. 8, 1927.

Nov. 15. Frontier treaty signed with Colombia at Rio de Jaiudro.

See also under Argentina. Oct. 23; Bolwia, Dec. 25.

Bulgaria

1928, Feb. 11. Temporary commercial agreement vith Estonia con-

cluded. Came into force July 24 (L.N.T.S. Ixxix).

Fob. 12. Treaty of commerce and navigation with Turkey signed.

Ratifications (exchanged Aug. 31 (L.N.T.S. Ixxxi).

March 10. Protocol regarding stabilization loan signed at Geneva.
Ratified by Bulgaria on June 4. Sept. 8, additional Act increasing

amount of loan signed. Council finally approved loan on Sept. 17.

Sept. 24, Inter-Allied Commission released certain charges in

favour of loan. Nov. 1, agreement signed in London for issue of

loan; ratified by Bulgaria on Nov. 15. Nov. 20-1, loan issued in

New Yc)rk and London.
June 22. Provisional commercial agreement concluded with Latvia.

Aug. 10. British and French Ministers at Sofia made representations

to Bulgarian Foreign Minister on subject of suppression of Mace-
donian Revolutionary Organization.

Dec. 17. Ratifications exchanged of agreement of Dec. 9, 1927, with
Greece regulating settlement of property of exchanged Graeco-

Bulgarian populations.
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Canada

1928, March 15. Treaty of commerce with Czechoslovakia signed at
Ottawa. Ratifications exchanged Oct. 30 (L.N,T.^. Ixxxii).

Sept. 17. Exchange of notes with United States of A\ig. 2 and Sept. 17
regarding reciprocal exemption from taxatioi^ on in(‘om(' of shipping
companies.

Sec also undc'r Outlawry of War.

Chile

1928, Feb. 1. Commensal modus viven^i concluded with Salvador.
April 18. Agreement regarding drug traffic concluded with Germany.

(L.N.T.S, Ixxix).

J unc 2. Rat ifications exchanged of extradition treaty witli Paraguay
signed in Montevideo in 1897.

July 9. Ratifications exclianged of commercial treaty with Norway
of Feb. 9, 1927 (L.N/T.S. Ixxx.)

July 13. Resumption of diplomatic relations with Peru announced by
State Department at Washington. Oct. 10, suspension for four
months of Tacna-Aiica Boundary Cbmmission announced.

Aug. 4. Ratifications exchanged of extradition treaty with Colombia
of Nov. ](), 1914 {L.N/f.S, Ixxxii.)

Sept. 29. Ratifications exchanged of consular treaty with Netherlands
of Nov. 4, 1913 {L.N.T.S. Ixxxiv).

China

1928, Jan. G. Chochow surrendered by Shansi troops to northern forces
after nearly three months’ siege.

Jan. 9. Chiang Kai-shek issued circular telegram announcing his

resumption of post of Commander-in-Chief of Nationalist armies
and his intention to resume hostilities against the northerners and
to suppress Communism.

Jan. 18. Chiang Kai-shek made recommendations to Central Execu-
tive Committee of Kuomintang declaring that abrogation of ‘un-
equal treaties’ should wherever possible be achieved by j^eaceful

negotiation.

Jan. 25. Unofficial mission from Nanking Government consisting of

C. C. Wu, Sun Fo, Hu Han-min, and others left for tour of- various
countries to prepare ground for treaty revision and to investigate
political and economic problems.

Jan. 27. Nanking Govenimcnt issued proclamation, interpreted to
mean that they intended to take control of Maritime Customs from
Peking Government. Acting Inspector-General, Mi\ Edwardes, in-

vited to go to Nanking.
Feb. 3-10. Fourth Plenary Session of Kuomintang held at Nanking

to reorganize Nationalist administration. Government Council and
Military Council formed, both with small standing committees.

Feb, 26. Agreement reached at Dairen between representatives of

Peking and Nanking Governments regarding future administration
of postal services, by which powers of foreign Director-General
would be shared by Chinese officials. March 13, representatives of
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Chum

:

cont.

Washington Treaty Powers protested to Peking Government that

2)ropo8od arrangement contravened conditions agreed on at Wash-
ington.

Feb, 15. Nanking Government promulgated trade-mark law requiring

re-examination by Get. 18, 1928, of trade-marks registered at Peking.

F(‘b. 20. Nanking Government announced that personnel of Salt

Inspectorate would be restored to their positions.

F(?b. 21. Memlx'rs of Diplomatic Corps at Peking decided to urge

their Governments to induce Powers which had not done so to

prohibit cx])orts of arms* and munitions to China, in accordance

with Arms Embargo of 1919; German Minister declared that his

Government was ready to accede to agrc(‘ment. Marcli 1, Japanese
Government apj)C‘.aled to Soviet Government to prohibit ex])ort of

arms to China. March 27, M. Chicherin replied that Soviet Govern-
ment could not joi?i in agreement with other Powers in matters

affecting China, but that it would not export arms to any Chinese

faction. F'(d). 17, Czechoslovak Government refused to accept arms
embargo agreement unless it was equally binding on all states.

March JIO, German bill x>rohibiting export of arms to (^hina passed

Reichstag.

March 5. Negotiations between Sir M. Lampson and Gera^ral Hwang
Fu for settlement of Nanking Incident began at Shanghai. Sir

M. Lampson left for Peking on March 25.

March 18. Nanking Government issued two mandates: one ordering

arrest of persons responsible for Nanking Incident and announcing
execution of some of those concerned ; the other enjoining gtmeral

protection of foreign lives and property.

March 30. Notes exchanged between Nanking Government and C.S.A.

recording settlement of Nanking Incident of March 1927 (U,S.D.

6.4.28).

Ai)ril 3. Agreement reached between Shanghai Municipal Council and
Chinese Ratepayers’ Association. April 18, agreement ratified by
foreign ratepayers at annual general meeting

;
resolution adopted

to admit Chinese to public parks of settlement.

April 14. After many rumours, campaigning started on large scale

with Nationalist advance northwards.
April 1 1. Agreement reached by British and Chinese electors regard-

ing British concession at Tientsin.

April 18. Arrangement reached between Chinese and Japanese
authorities in Manchuria settling disputes over through traffic and
over rolling-stock seized by Chinese.

April 1 9. Japanese Government ordered 5,000 troops to be despatched
to Shantung for protection of railway zone. April 20, three com-
panies from Tientsin arrived at Tsinanfu; Peking Government
protested against despatch of troops. April 21, Nanking Govern-
ment made similar protest. April 25, advance guard of defence
force from Japan reached Tsinanfu.

April 28. Peking and Nanking Governments both informed Portu-
guese Government that they proposed revision of Sino-Portuguese
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treaty of 1888 during next Bix months. Further notification given
by Nanking Government on July 11. On July 25, Portuguese
Government replied agreeing to negotiate new treaty, but denying
Chinese right of abrogation.

April 30. Northerners withdrew from Tsinanfu. Railway line be-

tween Tsingtao and Tsinanfu cut, thus iscdating about 2,500
Japanese troops at Tsinanfu. May 1, Chiang Kai-shek’s army
entered Tsinanfu. May 2, Nationalist authorities asked Japanese at
Tsinanfu to remove certain protective safeguards

;
Japanese agreed.

May 3, Japanese proj)erty at Tsinanfu looted. Ma}^ 3-5, fighting

between Chinese and Japanese soldiers. May 7, Japanese reinforce-

ments reached Tsinanfu from Tsingtao ; Japanese military

authorities demanded withdrawal of Nationalists from Tsinanfu,
punishment of ofiicers connected with incident, &c. May 8, Na-
tionalists having failed to comply with Japanese demands, Ja})aneso

troops attacked them. Japanese Government decided to send a full

division (15,000 to 18,000 men) to Shantung. By May 9, Tsinanfu,
with exception of walled city, had been cleared of Nationalist

troops. On May 9, Japanese bombarcled walled city. By May 11,

Japanes(‘ troops in occupation of whole of Tsinanfu.
May 9. After a big campaign against Yen Hsi-shan’s and Feng Yti-

hsiang’s forcjes, Chang Tso-lin issued circular telegram to civil and
military authorities throughout China announcing that in view of

Tsinanfu and other incidents he had ordered his troops to suspend
hostilities.

May 11. League of Nations Secretariat reccjived telegram from Nan-
king Government complaining that territorial integrity and political

independence of China had been violated by Japanese aggression

at Tsinanfu.
May 13. Nanking Government published telegram addressed to

President Coolidge inquiring attitude of his Government and people
towards the Tsinanfu Incident.

May 15. Japanese War Office instructed Japanese commander at

Tsinanfu regarding terms to be demanded from Nationalist Govern-
ment.

May 18. Memorandum on Japanese policy in China and Manchuria
handed to Peking and Nanking Governments

;
Chang Tso-lin

w^arned to retreat at once to Manchuria or Jaj)an would close

Manchuria against him. May 25, Peking Government replied.

May 29, Nanking Government replied.

May 19. Treaty of friendship and commerce with Poland signed.

May 20, U.S. note handed to Nanking Minister for Foreign Affairs

calling attention to murders of American missionaries during
Nationalist advance through Shantung.

May 26. Treaty of friendship with Greece signed in Paris.

May 28. Japanese note on Tsinanfu Incident sent to League.
May 31. Japanese commander at Tsingtao demanded withdrawal of

Chinese troops to distance of 7 miles from city by June 1.

June 2. Chang Tso-lin issued circular telegram announcing his

Gg2
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intention to withdraw to Manchuria. Jnne 3, Chang left Peking
for Mukden. June 4, Chang’s train bombed outside Mukden

;
Chang

seriously wounded, and Wu, Governor of Tsitsihar, killed.

.Tune 8. Shansi troops entered Peking.

June 10. Yen Hsi-shan arrived at Peeking. Chiang Kai-shek an-

nounced his resignation from all military olhces.

June 12. Shansi troops entered Tientsin. Kwangsi troops under
General Pai Tsuiig-hsi arrived at Peking from Hankow.

June 14. Mr. C. T. Wang appointed Minister for Foreign Affairs in

the place of General Hwang Fu.

June 15. Directorate of Posts withdrawn from Peking to Nanking,
indicating that Nanking would be future capital. June 21, name
of Peking changed to Peiping.

June 17. Manifesto demanding treaty revision publislu'd by Nanking
Government.

June 20-30. Economic conference called by Mr. Soong, Nationalist

Minister of Finance, and attended by officials, bankers, and mer-
chants, hold at Shanghai. July 11, Official Nationalist Financial

Conference, convened by Mr. Soong, at Nanking, concluded its

discussions and submitted recommendations.
June 20. Chang Hsueh-liang, Chang Tso-lin’s eldest son, proclaimed

Governor of Fengtien Province. June 21, Foreign Consuls at Muk-
den officially notified that Chang Tso-lin died that day.

June 24. Detachment of British troops arrived at Tongshan to })rotect

lives and property of British and other foreign employees of Kailan
Mining Administration.

July 1. Nanking Government denounced (as from June 30) treaty

with Italy of Oct. 26, 1866, and proposed negotiation of new ‘equal’

treaty, cluly 11, Italian Government declared willingness to nego-

tiate new treaty, but denied Chinese right of abrogation.

July 2. Sum of $173,000 deposited in Bank of China in name of

District Salt Inspectors at Tientsin transferred to Nanking Govern-
ment’s credit without depositors’ consent.

July 7. Nanking Government denounced treaty of July 13, 1863, with
Denmark as from June 30 and suggested negotiation of new ‘equal’

treaty. July 14, Danish Government declared willingness to nego-

tiate new treaty but denied Chinese right of abrogation.

July 7. Nationalist Government issued Mandate announcing that all

‘unequal treaties’ which had already expired would ipso facto be
abrogated and new treaties concluded

;
that they would take steps

to terminate treaties which had not yet expired
;
and that interim

regulations would be issued.

July 8. Government issued ‘interim regulations’ subjecting nationals

of Powers whose treaties had ‘expired’ to Chinese laws.

tluly 10. Japanese Cabinet decided that 7,000 reservists in Shantung
should begin to withdraw on July 20.

July 11. Chinese Minister in Washington asked U.S. Government to

appoint plenipotentiaries for treaty negotiations.

July 13. Nanking Government announced termination, as on July 7,
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of three conventions with France of 1886, 1887, and 1895 regarding
trade on Indo-Chinese frontier. French GovernTnent replied denying
Chinese right of abrogation especially as France had been nego-
tiating new conditions.

July 13. Sir A. Chamberlain stated in House of Commons that

H.M.G. regarded Manchuria as part of China.

July 18. Japanese Consul-General at Mukden advised Chang Hsiieh-

liang to reconsider proposed agreements between Manchuria and
Nanking. Aug. 9, further warning given by Baron Hayashi (re-

presenting .Japan at funeral of Chang Tso-lin)
;
Chang Hsiieh-liang

agreed to defer decision for three months.
July 19. Japanese Government announced its terms for settlement

of Tsinanfu Incident, Nationalist Government informed Japanese
Consul at Nanking that 8ino-Japanesc Treaty of *July 21 , 1896, was
abrogated as from .July 20. Aug. 1, Japanese rex>ly, dated .July 31,

despatched, refusing to accept denunciation and threatening deci-

sive measures if elapanesc nationals were deprived of treaty j)rivi-

leges. Aug. 16, Nanking Gove^mmemt’s rei)ly received, promising
no discrimination against Japan.

July 24. IJ.S. Government addressed note
(
U.S.D, 26.7.28) to Nanking

Government announcing that it was ready to negotiate a treaty pro-

viding for Chinese tariff autonomy. July 25, treaty signed at Peking
{DJ.A, 1928; U.SJJ. E\E,PA 1.9.28).

July 29. U.8. Government received telegram from Nanking expressing

hope that settlement of all outstanding questions would follow

signature of tariff treaty. .July 30, U.S. (xovernrnent replied that

negotiations contemxdated had been satisfactorily concluded by
signature of tariff treaty.

Aug. 1. National Reconstruction Committee announced project for

converting Nanking into capital of China.

Aug. 8-15. Fifth Plenary Session of Central Executive Committee of

Kuomintang, posti)oned from Aug. 1 in absence of quorum, held
at Nanking.

Aug. 9. Agreement with Great Britain for settlement of Nanking
Incident of March 1927 signed at Nanking (T, 14.8.28

;
Cmd, 3188).

Aug. 17. Treaty with Germany signed at Nanking, providing for

reciprocity in customs and similar matters (E,N. 1.9.28).

Sept. 9. Pai Tsuiig-hsi, commanding Kwangsi troops, attacked rem-
nants of Chihli and Shantung armies along Peking-Mukden Railway
between Tientsin and Manchurian border. By Sept. 16, Northerners
had retreated beyond Lwan River.

Sej)t. 12. Nanking Government projiosed to Norwegian Government
conclusion of new treaty dealing with customs and other matters.

Sept. 24. Nanking Government announced that henceforth local

Chinese collectorates would pay into specified banks a proportion of

receipts amounting to sum required for service of foreign loans

secured on Salt Gabelle.

Oct. 2. Nanking official news agency announced that Nanking
Government had confirmed appointment of Mr. A. H. F. Edwardes
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as Officiating Inspector-General of Maritime Customs and had ap-

pointed Mr. F. W. Maze Deputy Inspector-General.

Oct. 4. Organic Law of tlie National Government of the Republic of

China promulgated at Nanking {IJ.I.A. 1928).

Oct. 7. National Government announced formation of a Central Bank
of China and issue of a short term loan designed to restore currency.

New Bank opened at Shanghai on Nov. 1.

Oct. 9. Sino-Fremch settlement of Nanking Incident of March 1927
effected by exchange of notes of Oct. 1 and 9 {Temps, 18.10.28 : E.N

.

5.1.29).

Oct. 10. New National Government formed on basis of Organic Law^
of Oct. 4.

Oct. 19. Conversations opened at Nanking between Mr. Wang,
Chinese Foreign Minister and Mr. Yada, Japanese Consul-General

at Shanghai, for settlement of Nanking and Tsinanfu incidents and
other outvstanding questions. Further conversations took place

early in November ; no agreement reached, owing to Chinese demand
that evacuation of Japanese troops from Shantung should precede
settlement.

Oct. 22. National Bureau of Registration of Nanking announced that

time-limit for re-examination of trade-marks formerly registered

at Peking had been extended to April 18, 1929.

Oct. 28. National Government issued manifesto detailing programme
of internal reform.

Nov. 10. National Government confirmed appointment of Mr. F.

Hussey Frekc as Associate Chief Inspector of Salt Gabelle.

Nov. 1 1. British Consulate-General reopened at Nanking.
Nov. 12. Tariff autonomy treaty with Norway signed. Notes ex-

changed on Nov. 15 and 17 regarding negotiation of treaty to

replace that of 1847 in its entirety {E.N

.

5.1.29).

Nov. If). Chinese IVIinister of Finance issued official announcement
that regulations governing Salt Administration had been revised,

bringing it under exclusive control of Ministry of Finance. Nov. 19,

French, British, and Japanese representatives announced in Chinese
press that statement of Nov. 16 did not imply that their Govern^
ments accepted new scheme as satisfactory.

Nov. 18-23. Further Sino-Japanese conversations at Nanking.
Negotiations broke down on question of withdrawal of troops from
Shantung.

Nov. 21. Army ratings detailed to serve as permanent anti-piracy

guards for British steamers plying between Shanghai—Hongkong
—Singapore.

Nov. 22. Provisional treaty wdth Belgium providing for tariff auto-

nomy and for conditional abolition of extra-territoriality signed at

Nanking {E.N. 5.1.29 ; D.I.A, 1928).

Nov. 27. Treaty with Italy on similar lines to that with Belgium
signed at Shanghai {E.N. 5.1.29),

Nov. 28. Sir Austen Chamberlain explained in House of Commons
that in view of obligations of Washington Treaties and of predomi
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nant intereHtB of Japan and Great Britain in China, British and
JapaiK^se Governments had agrtied informally to maintain close

contact by means of constant communication and consultation
between their respective ministers at Peking.

Dec. 5. New Chinese tariff promulgated, to come into force on Feb. 1

,

1929. On receipt of ("hinese note announcing promulgation of new
tariff, Japanese Consul-General returned it, expressing surprise at
revision of tariff as fixed by treaty without Japan’s prior consent.

Dec. 12. Treaty Avith D<mmark, on same lines as Italian and Belgian
treaties, signed at Nanking.

Dec. 13. 8tud<‘nts’ riot at Nanking; anti-Japanese and anti-treaty

agitation ; Mr. Wang’s house wrecked.

Dec. 19. Tariff autonomy treaty signed with the Netherlands
;
tariff

and extra-territoriality treaty signed witli Portugal.

Dec. 20. Treat i(^s granting (Chinese tariff autonomy signed at Nanking
with Great Britain and Sweden. (British treaty: T. 28.12.28 ; E.N,
5.1.29). Sir Miles Lampson prcisented credentials as British

Minister to (-hiang Kai-shek, thus formally recognizing National
Government.

Dec. 22. Treaty witli Franc(» granting Chinese tariff autonomy
signed at Nanking (E.N. 5.1.29).

Dec. 27. Tariff autonomy and extra-tcrritfiriality treaty with Spain
signed at Nanking.

Dec. 29. Manchurian authorities announced adoption of Sun Yat-
sen’s Three Principles and hoisted the Nationalist ffag.

Dec. 31 . (kmference of military headers on disbandment of Chinese

armies ojiened at Nanking.

Colombia

1928, March 9. (Vimrnercial treaty with Sweden sigm^d in Lemdon.
March 15. Ratifications exchanged of boundary treaty with Peru of

March 24, 1922 (L.N.T.S. Ixxiv).

March 24. Treaty signed wdth Nicaragua at Managua for settlement

of disxiute ovct sovereignty of Great and Little Corn Islands and
the Mosquito Coast.

April 10. Agreement concluded with United States regarding

sovereignty of Serrano and Quita Sueno Banks and Roneador Cay.

May 5. Cknivention with Vatican regarding missions signed at

Bogota (L.N.T.S. Ixxix).

May 7. Extradition treaty with Costa Rica signed at San Jose.

June 12. Extradition treaty signed with Mexico.

July 11. Arbitration treaty signed with Mexico.

Oct. 8. (Convention signed with Costa Rica regarding mutual recogni-

tion of professional degrees.

See also under Albania, Sept. 1 ;
Brazil, Nov. 15 ;

Chile, Aug. 4.

Conferences, International

1928, Jan. 16-Feb. 20. Sixth Pan-American Conference held at Havana.
March 24~April 8. International Missionary Conference held at the

Mount of Olives.
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456 CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS AND TREATIES

Conferences y
International: cont.

March 31-April 16. Conference on Emigration and Immigration held
at Havana.

May 7-^Tune 2. Conference for protection of Literary and Artistic

Works held in Rome, attended by representatives of 53 nations

;

adopted amendments to Berne Copyright Convention of 1886.

May 30-»June 16. Eleventh Session of International Labour Con-
ference held at Geneva. Draft convention adopted regarding

methods of fixing minimum wages, together with recommendation
regard! t)g application of convention.

June 20-22. Little Entente Conference held at Bucarest.

Aug. 29-31. Fourth Conference of European Minorities held at

Geneva.
Nov. 26-Dec. 14. Economic Statistical Conference held at Geneva,

attended by 41 States. Convention and final Act signed on Dec. 14.

Dec. 10. Pan-Anu'rican Conference on Conciliation and Arbitration

opened at Washington.
Dec. 12-14. International Civil Aeronautics Conference held in

Washington.

Costa Rica

1928, March 15. League Council appealed to Costa Rica to return to

League, of which she ceased to be a member on Jan. 1, 1927.

July 18, Costa Rican Government replied asking for interpretation

of reference to Monroe Doctrine in Ai‘t. 21 of the Covenant. Sept. 1

,

Acting President of (Council replied elucidating this point.

Aug. 17. Exchange of notes with Germany of July 13 and Aug. 17

regarding certain claims.

See also under Colombia. May 7, Oct. 8.

Cuba

1928, Jan. 9. Ratifications exchanged of commercial treaty with Spain
of July 15, 1927.

June 29. Radiotelegraph ic convention with Mexico signed.

Oct. 5. Extradition convention signed with Italy at Havana.

Czechoslovakia

1928, Jan. 7. Ratifications exchanged of four agreements with Poland
of Feb. 8, 1927, regarding disposal and exchange of acts {L.N.T.S.

Ixx). Protocol of April 14, 1927, regarding exchange of acts came
into force on May 24, 1928.

Feb. 2. Modus vivendi with Vatican, signed on Dec. 17, 1927, came
into force (E,N. 18.2.28).

Feb. 18. Convention signed with Poland relating to fishing in frontier

w^aters.

March 5. Ratifications exchanged of commercial treaty with Turkey
of May 31, 1927 {L.N.T.S. Ixxi).

March 8. Ratifications exchanged of agreement with Germany of

March 25, 1927, regarding railway in the Schweinitz valley

(L.N.T.S. Ixxv).

March 22. Frontier agreement with Germany signed.
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CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS AND TREATIES 467

Czedboshvakia : cont.

April 6. Ratifications exchanged of establishnKMit convention with
Turkey of May 31, 1927 (L.N.T.S. Ixxv).

May 7. Extradition convention with France signed in Paris.

May 1 1 . Labour agreement with Germany concluded (L.N.7\S. Ixxxi).

June 17. Agreement with Persia (see under Persia, May 10).

July 2. Commercial agreement with France sigiuid (E.N, 26.1.29).

Ratifications exchanged of commercial treatv with Estonia of

June 20, 1927 {L.N.T.E, Ixxvii).

July 16. Naturalization treaty sigtied with United States.

Aug. 16. Arbitration treaty signed with United States.

Sept. 19. Protocol signed prolonging treaty of alliance with ) ugoslavia.

Nov. 4. Protocol signed with Germany in Berlin regarding draft of

an agreement concerning Hamburg Free Zone.

Nov. 16. Arbitration convention with Spain signed in Pragu(\

Dec. 13. Commercial agreement with Spain signed.

Se(^ also under Albania, Sept. 1 ;
AnMria, Feb. 21, June 11 ;

Belgiuiyi,

April 23 ;

( ^anada, March 15 ;
China, Feb. 21 ;

Conferences, Inter-

national, June 20-2
; Hungary, Jan. 1 ;

Outlawry of War.

Danzig

1928, March 3. Pt^rmanent Court of International Justice gave advisory

opinion dissenting from High Commissioniu's decision regarding

claims of former Danzig railway officials employed on Polish rail-

ways.
March 6. Railway convention with Poland signed at Danzig.

Aug. 4. Three <HJonomic agreements signed with Poland.

Denmark

1928, Jan. 2. Treaty of commerce and navigation with Spain signed.

Ratifications exchanged March 1 {L.N.T.E. Ixxi).

Jan. 13. Ratifications exchanged of customs agreement with Germany
of Oct. 8, 1927 {L.N.T.S. Ixx).

Feb. 14. Provisional agreement with Germany for the prevention of

double taxation signed (L.N.T.S. Ixxi).

March 14. Arbitration treaty signed with Spain. Ratifications ex-

changed May 24 (L.N.T.S. Ixxiv).

March 28. Ratifications exchanged of insurance convention with

Netherlands of Oct. 23, 1926 (L.N.T.S. Ixxii).

April 4. Ratifications exchanged of arbitration treatv with France of

July 5, 1926 (L.N.T.S. Ixxi).

April 5. Treaty with Haiti for pacific settlement of disputes signed

at Washington.
April 13. Ratifications exchanged of legal declaration with Estonia

of May 9, 1927 (L.N.T.S. Ixx).

May 18. Conciliation treaty signed with United States.

June 14. Arbitration treaty signed with United States.

Aug. 22. Treaty of commerce and navigation signed with Greece.

Sept. 8. Agreement with Persia (see under Persia, May 10).

Oct. 25. Convention for assistance to nationals concluded with
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458 CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS AND TREATIES

Denmurk: coiit,

Finland. Norway, and Sweden. Ratification deposited Nov. 22
{L,N/J\S, Ixxxiv).

See also under Argentina, May 3; Austria, April 6; Belgium, Dec. 26;
(himi, tJuly 7, Dec. 12.

Egypt
1928, Feb. 28. Ratifications exchanged of commercial convention wdtli

Hungary of Feb. 16, 1927 Ixxx).

Man^h 4. Sarwat Pasha presented note explaining reasons for rejec-

tion of draft Anglo-Egyptian Treaty of Alliance. Sarwat Pasha
resigned office. British note presented objecting to Public Assem-
blies Bill befon^ Egyptian Parliament. March 30, Nahhas Pasha,
new^ Egyptian Prime Minister, pn^sented note declaring that

British note of March 4 constituted departure from rules of diplo-

matic intervention. April 4, British note presented stating that, as

negotiations for treaty of alliance had broken dowii, relations had
returned to sUilus quo ante. April 29, British ultimatum sent

demanding withdrawal of Public Assemblies Bill. April 30, five

British warships left Malta for Egypt. Egyptian Parliament

decided to withdraw' Public Assemblies Bill. May 1, Egyptian reply

to British ultimatum delivered. May 2, British note delivered

threatening further intervention if Bill were revived. British

warships en route for Egypt instructed to take new' course.

June 9. Provisional commercial agreement with Switzerland con-

cluded. Ratifications exchanged Dec. 11.

June 13. Provisional commercial agreement with the I-<evant States

under French mandate concluded.

June 21 . Provisional commercial agreement with Palestine concluded.

Came into force June 21 {L.N.T.S, Ixxx; Crnd, 3236).

June 25. King Fu’ad dismissed Nahhas Pasha from office
;
Muham-

mad Pasha Mahmud became Prime Minister. July 19, royal decree

issued suspending parliamentary regime for three years.

Nov. 28. Treaty of friendship with Persia signed at Tihran (DJ.A,
1928).

See also under Afghanistan, June 7 ; Albania, Sept. 1.

Estonia

1928, Jan. 20. Ratifications exchanged of agreement with Russia of

Aug. 8, 1927, regarding st^ttlemcnt of frontier disputes (L,N.T.S, Ixx).

Feb. 1. Commercial treaty with Jugoslavia signed at Belgrade.

March 3. Convention with Russia signed regarding protection of

trade-marks. Ratifications exchanged Aug. 30 {L.N.T.S. Ixxx).

March 12. Commercial convention with Turkey signed at Angora.
March 25. Provisional commercial treaty signed with Latvia. Ratifi-

cations exchanged April 16 (L.N,T.B. Ixxii).

May 15. Ratifications exchanged of convention of July 22, 1927, with
Latvia regarding immovable property (L.N.T,S. Ixxiii).

June 11. Legal declaration signed with Sweden (L.N.T.S. Ixxxi).

June 23. Agreement concluded with Sw^eden regarding reciprocal

recognition of tonnage certificates.
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CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS AND TREATIES 459

Estonia: cont.

July 1. Provisional commercial agreement with Italy signed.

Dec. 7. Commercial treaty with Germany signed in Tallinn.

See also under A iistria, May 24, Dec. 11 ;
Belgium, April 30; Bulgaria,

Feb. 11 ;
Dennmri^ April 13.

Finland

1928, Jan. 24. Ratifications exchanged of commercial convention with
Turkey of June 2, 1926 (BN.T.S. Ixx).

March 3. Ratifications exchanged of insurance agreement with
Germany /jf June 18, 1927 {L.N/I\S. Ixxi).

March 17. Convention signed with Russia modifying agreement of

June 5, 1923, regarding navigation of Finnish vessels in the Neva.
Ratifications exchanged July 31 {L^N.T.S. Ixxx).

April 16. Ratifications exchanged of commercial treaty with Sweden
of Dec. 14, 1927 (BN.T.S, Ixxii).

May 31. Treaty of conciliation, arbitration, and judicial settlement

signed with Spain. Ratifications exchanged Nov. 26 (L.N.T.S.

Ixxxii).

June 7. Treaty of friendship and aibitration with United States

signed at Washington (U.S.T.S. No. 768).

June 9. Conciliation treaty with Netherlands signed at Geneva.
Juno 1 1 . Ratifications exchange<l of conciliation treaty wdth Switzer-

land of Nov. 1(), 1927 Ixxvii).

Aug. 11. Additional commercial agreement with Spain signed.

Ratifications exchanged Nov. 3 {L.N.TB. Ixxviii).

Aug. 21. Arbitration and conciliation treaty and two agreements
regarding pa.ssj)orts and civil procedure signed with Italy.

Sept. 24. Exchange of notes with Russia at Helsingfors regarding the

settlement of frontier disputes (L.N.T.S. Ixxxii).

Oct. Q. Provisional commercial agreement with Lithuania concluded.
Came into force Oct. 15 (L.N.T.S. Ixxxii).

Oct. 23. Convention with Norway regarding reciprocal recognition of

tonnage certificates signed.

Dec. 12. Treaty of arbitration and judicial settlement signed with
Hungary.

See also under Austria, Jan. 18, Oct. 22; Denmarlx, Oct. 25.

France
1928, Jan. 20. Convention relating to assistance to nationals signed

with Saar. Came into force Feb. 15.

Jan. 21. Commercial agreement with Switzerland concluded. Rati-

fications exchanged March 3. Additional clause signed March 11.

Ratifications exchanged April 13 (E,N. 31.3.28; L.N.T.S. Ixxii).

Feb. 6. Arbitration treaty with United States signed in Paris, re-

placing treaty of 1908 (D.I.A, 1928). Notes exchanged on March
1 and 5 asserting that new treaty did not affect j)rovisions of Bryan
Treaty for advancement of peace of Sept. 15, 1914.

Feb. 11. Consular convention with Lithuania signed in Paris.

Feb. 23. Agreement with Germany regarding Saar customs signed.

Ratifications exchanged March 29 {L,N.T.S. Ixxix).
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460 CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS AND TREATIES

France: cont.

March 3. Arbitration and conciliation treaty with Sweden signed.

March 7. Commercial agreement signed with Italy in Paris. Ratifica-

tions exclianged March 31 (L.N.7\S. Ixxii).

March 10. Arbitration and conciliation treaty with the Netherlands
signed at Geneva (D.I.A. 1928).

March 16. Agreement with Germany signed regarding deduction at

source of 26 per cent, on Reparation account {L.N.T.S. Ixxix).

March 21. Ratifications exchanged of compromis d'arbitrage of Oct.

30, 1924, w'ith Switzerland regarding dispute over Savoy Free
Zones

;
consent of Swiss F'ederal Assembly to suppression of neutral

zone in Upper Savoy officially notified to French Government.
March 29, question formally submitted to Permanent Court of

International Justice.

March 22. Air navigation convention with Spain signed. Came into

force saiiK' day 15.9.28; L.N.T.S. Ixxiii).

March 28. Convention with Rumania for settlement of dc'bt signed

{E.E.r.S. 15.7.28).

April 1 8. Agreement wdth Jugoslavia relating to Jugoslav loan signed.

Ratifications exchanged May 15.

May 9. Extradition treaty and other legal conventions with Lithuania
signed.

May 10. Agreement with Persia (sec under Persia).

May 15. Ratifications exchanged of frontier delimitation treaty with

Germany of Aug. 14, 1925 (L.N.T.S. Ixxv); also of commercial
agreement wfith Germany of Aug. 17, 1927.

May 16. Labour agreement with Great Britain signed (Cmd. 3138;
L.N.T.S. Ixxx).

May 27. Consular convention with Poland of Dec. 30, 1925, came into

force (L.N.T.S. Ixxiii).

June 1. Protocols with Germany and Saar Governing (>oimnission of

Sept. 14 and Nov. 13, 1926, and agreement and protocols with
Germany of Dec. 22, 1926, regarding Saar frontier questions came
into force (L.N.T.S. Ixxvii).

June 12. Convention signed with Spain for the delimitation of the

frontier inside Samport tunnel.

June 28. British note presented to French Government containing

proposals for effecting compromise between British and French
views on naval armaments. July 20, French Government replied.

July 28, further British note (D.I.A. 1928). July 30, announcement
by Sir A. Chamberlain in House of Commons regarding Anglo-
French conversations. Sept. 11, Japanese Prime Minister stated

that Japanese approval of principle of Anglo-French compromise
had been communicated to Great Britain. Sept. 28, notes from
U.S. Government delivered to French and British Government:^
rejecting compromise as basis of discussion (D.I.A. 1928). Oct. 6,

Italian reply to proposals delivered to French and British Govern-
ments. Oct. 22, documents relating to negotiations issued as White
Paper (Cmd. 3211) and as French Blue Book.

July 6. Arbitration treaty with Portugal signed.
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France: cont.

July 8. Supplementary commercial protocol signed Mith Poland.

July 9. Ratifications exchanged of customs agreement of Jan. 26,

1927, with Italy (L.N.TM, Ixxix).

Jiily 17. C^onvention signed with Spain regarding international rail-

way station at Canfranc. Came into force July 19.

July 20. Commercial rmdus invendi with Lithuania signed.

Aug. 13. Agreement with Germany signed relating to admission of

residents of one country into the other; additional exchange of

notes on Sept. 7.

Nov. 28. An Italian emigre, di Modugno, sentenced to tw^o years’

imprisonment and a fine of 200 frs. for murder of Count Nardini,

late Italian Vice-Consul in Paris, on Sept. 12, 1927. Nov. 30,

demonstrations in Italy against verdict.

St^e also under Afghanistan, Jan. 8; Albania, S(ipt. 1 ;
Arabia, July 26;

Austria, April 16, May 16; Belcjium, Jan. 16, Jan. 23, Feb. 10,

Feb. 23, May 23, July 4, Sept. 12; Brazil, Feb. 25; Bulgaria, Aug.

10 ;
China, July 13, Oct. 9, Nov. 16, Dec. 22 ;

Czechoslavakia, May 7,

July 2 ;
Denmark, April 4 ; Germany, Aug. 26-7

;
League of Nations,

Sept, 3-26
;
Outlawry of War ; Tangief.

Germany

1928, Jan. 6. Commercial treaty with Jugoslavia of Oct. 6, 1927 came
into force. Oct. 19, supplementary agreement signed.

Jan. 17. Convention with Great Britain for prevention of double
taxation in navigation signed {L.N.T.S. Ixxi; Cmd, 3027).

Jan. 29. Arbitration and conciliation convention signed with Lithu-

ania
;
also three frontier treaties and one treatv regarding Memel

Territory {E.N, 30.6.28).

Feb. 4. Insurance convention signed with Switzerland, Ratifications

exchanged May 4 (L.N.T.S. Ixxix).

Feb. 13. Ratifications exchanged of frontier agreement with Poland
of Feb. 16, 1927 (L.N.T.S. Ixxi).

Feb. 13. Customs agreement with Netherlands concluded. Ratifica-

tions exchanged April 7.

Feb. 27. Agreement with Norway of Nov. 25, 1927, regarding repara-

tion of losses suffered by Norway during the War, came into force.

Feb. 29. German ratification of optional clause of statute ofPermanent
Court deposited at Geneva.

March 10. President Coolidge signed Act providing for return of or

compensation for German property seized dining War.
March 13. Ratifications exchanged of air agreement with Italy of

May 20, 1927 (L.N.T.S. Ixxix).

March 14. Ratifications exchanged with Poland of convention of

June 21, 1926, regarding mining areas intersected by frontier

(L.N.T.S. Ixxii).

March 20. Civil procedure convention with Great Britain signed.

March 24. Convention signed with Italy putting into force Hague
Conventions on private law.
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462 CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS AND TREATIES

Germany: cont.

Marc}) 24. Ratifications exchanged of legal declaration with Portugal
of July 21, 1927.

March 24. Commercial treaty signed witli Greece. Ratifications ex-

changed Oct. 22.

April 5. Ratifications exchanged of commercial treaty with Japan of

July 20, 1927 {E.N. 6.8.27
;
L.N,T,S. Ixxiv).

April 7. Treaty of friendship, commerce, and navigation signed wdth
Siam. (>ame into force Oct. 24 (E.N. 6.10.28).

April 13. Exchange of notes witli Latvia regarding reciprocal recogni-

tion of tonnage certificates (L.N.T.S. Ixxiii).

April 14. Ratifications exclianged of claims agreement with Mexico
of March 16, 1925 (L.N.T.S. Ixxix).

A}>ril 16. Permanent Court of International Justice gave judgement
regarding German minority schools in Upper Silesia.

April 25. Double taxation convention with Sweden signed. Ratifica-

tions exchanged Aug. 14 (L.N.T.S. Ixxxi).

April 28. Customs convention with Rethcu'lands signed.

May 5. Conciliation and arbitration treaties with United States signed

at Washington.
May 15. Note from Persia (see under Persia, May 10).

May 25. insurance treaty witli Poland signed.

May 29. Arbitral tribunal to decide disputes regarding interpre-

tation of Daw^es Plan gave opinion against German contention

that net j^roceeds of German property, riglits and int(U’ests liqui-

dated by Allied Powers should be included as part of Dawes
annuities.

May 31. Ratifications exchanged of air navigation convention with

Spain of Dec. 9, 1927 (L.N.T.S. ixxix).

June 18. Agreement concluded with Luxembourg regarding expulsion

of foreigners. Came into force July 1.

July 5. Financial agreement with Poland signed in Berlin.

July 6. Legal agreement concluded with Switzerland.

July 16. Ratifications exchanged of conciliation and arbitration

treaty with Italy of Dec. 29, 1926 (L.N.T.S. Ixxviii).

July 2A Agreement signed with Great Britain relating to surplus

German property in China (Cmd. 3204).

July 31. Commercial treaty with Lithuania signed in Berlin.

Aug. 26-7. Herr Stresemann, during visit to Paris for signature of

Peace Pact, discussed question of evacuation of Rhineland with

M. Briand and M. Poincare. Sept. 5, Franco-German negotiations

regarding evacuation of Rhineland began at Geneva. Conversations

extended to include British delegate on Sept. 8. On Sept. 1 1 and 13,

question discussed at private meeting of representatives of France,

Great Britain, Italy, Japan, Belgium, and Germany. Sept. 16,

third conference of six Powers held
;
announced that agreement had

been reached regarding opening of official negotiations concerning

German request for early evacuation of Rhineland, and regarding

constitution of committee of financial experts to reach complete
and definite settlement of the Reparation problem, and on accep-
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Gerimny: cont.

taiice of the principle that a commiBsion of ‘Vitrification and Con-
ciliation’ should be constituted (D.l.A. 1928).

Aug. 29. Protocol signed motlifying arbitration and conciliation ti caty
with Switzerland of Dec. 3, 1921.

Sept. 1. Coninu‘r(?ial treaty with South Africa signed.

Sept. 13. Permanent Court of International »Justi(;e gave judgement
supporting German claim for indemnity from Poland in respect of

Chorzow' Factory.

Sept. 24. Double taxation agreement signed with Netherlands.

Oct. 30. (VminK^rcial treaty and consular and judicial agreement
signed with Lithuania.

Nov. JO. Finaruaal agreement signed with Rumania.
De(^ 11. Supplementary commercial agnmient signed with Sweden.
D(‘C. 14. Finamjial convention signed wdth Polancl.

Dec. IT). Question of German minoritie.s in Upper Silesia discussed hy
League CouiKjil.

Dec. Jo. Two agreements concluded with Jugoslavia in Berlin

regarding (i) social insurance and (ii) scnisonal w orkers.

Dec. 21. Protocol signed with Russia in Moscow regarding mutual
interpretation of trade treaty of 1925.

Dec. 31. Not(\s exchanged with United States extending jurisdiction

of Mixed Claims Commission No. 760).

See also under Afghrmistath Jan. 8: Albania. Sept. 1 : Austria, Feb. 29,

April 19, duly 21-2; (^hile, Ax)ril 18; (^hina, Feb. 21. Aug. 17;

Costa Rica, Aug. 17 ;
(^zeckoslavakia, March 8, March 22, May 11,

Nov. 4; Denmark, Jan. 13, Feb. 14; Estonia, Dec. 7; Finland^
March 3; France, Feb. 23, March 10, May 15. June 1, Aug. 13;

League of Nations, Sept. 3-20
;
Outlawry of War.

Great Britain

See under Afghanistan, Jan. 8 ; Arabia ; Albania, Sept. 1 ;
Brazil, June 7 ;

Bulgaria, Aug. 10; China, March 5, April 11, June 24, July 13,

Aug. 9, Nov. 1 1 , Nov. 10, Nov. 21, Nov. 28, Dec. 20 ;
Egypt, March

4; France, May 10, June 28; Germany, Jan. 17, March 20, July 20,

Aug. 20-7
;

Haiti, Feb. 25 ; Icelaml, Aj)!*!! 27 ; 'Iraq, May 28

;

Jugoslavia, Feb. 9; Mexico, March 8; Netherlands, March 30;
Norway, Jan. 17; Ouilaurry of War; Panama, Sept. 25, Sept. 26;
Persia, Jan. 19, May 10; Portugal, Jan. 27; Salvador, Jan. 7;
Tangier : Transjordan ;

United Stales of America.

Greece

1928, Jan. 18. Additional agreement concluded with United States

regarding settlement of Greek War Debt.
Jan. 30. New international loan issued under ausj)ices of League for

refugee settlement and stabilization.

Feb. 16. Ratifications exchanged of commercial treaty with Latvia
of Feb. 25, 1927 (L.N.T.S. Ixxi).

March 21. Treaty of non-aggression, conciliation, and arbitration

with Rumania signed {E.I. July 1928; D.l.A. 1928).

April 25. Liquor traffic convention concluded with United States.
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Greece: cont.

May 30. Provisional commercial agreement concluded with Spain.

Nov. 1, new commercial r%ime came into force.

June 12. Greek Chamber decided not to ratify commercial convention
with Russia of June 23, 1926.

June 28. Navigation Agreement concluded with Hungary {L.N.T.S.

Ixxxii).

Aug. 11. Ratifications exchanged of treaty of navigation, civil and
commercial rights with Spain of Sept. 23, 1926.

Sept. 23. Pact of friendship and arbitration with Italy signed in

Rome {L\N. 6.K).2S; L\E,P.8. 15.9.28
;
D./.A. 1928).

Oct. 11. Protocol signed with Jugoslavia regarding procedure for

settlem(^nt of questions relating to Salonika Free Zone (E.E.P.S.

Oct. 15/31, 1928).

Nov. 1 . Ratifications (exchanged of commercial treaty with Jugoslavia
of Nov. 2, 1927.

Nov. 14. Ratifications exchanged of commercial treaty with Norv^ay
of June 29, 1927 (L.N.T.S. Ixxxii).

Nov. 30. Ratifications exchanged of Cistablishment and juridical pro-

tection conventionwith Switzerland of Dec. 1 , 1927 (L.N.7\8. Ixxxiv).

See also under Albania, Sept. 1, Nov. 10; Bul^garia, Dec. 17; China,

May 26 ;
Denmark, Aug. 22 ;

Germany, March 24.

Gmtermla

1928, April 12. Mixed Boundary Commission with American President

constituted to establish provisional boundary line between CJuatc-

mala and Honduras. June 5, U.S. representative on Mixed Com-
mission having abandoned idea of tracing frontier and recommended
arbitration, U.S. Secretary of State suggested submission of dispute

to arbitration by Central American Tribunal (V.S.D. 7.6.28). July
19, Guatemala agreed to arbitration (U.S.D. 24.7.28). July 27,

Honduras refused to submit dispute to Central American Court but
suggested arbitration by President of U.S. or Chief Jusjtice of U.S.
Supreme Court (U.S.D. 3.8.28).

Nov. 17. Ratifications exchanged of commercial treaty with Nether-
lands of May 12, 1927. •

Haiti

1928, Jan. 14. Ratifications exchanged of commercial treaty with
Netherlands of Sept. 7, 1926 (L.N.T.S. Ixxi).

Feb. 25. Commercial agreement with Great Britain concluded. Came
into force March 1 (Cmd. 3182).

March 19. Ratifications exchanged of commercial convention with
Italy of Jan. 3, 1927 (L.N.T.S. Ixxi).

See also under Denmark, April 5.

Hijdz. See under Arabia, July 26.

Honduras

1928, June 5. Ratifications exchanged of extradition treaty with United
States of Feb. 21, 1927 (U.S.T.S. No. 761).
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Honduras: cont.

July 19. Ratifications exchanged of treaty of friendship, commerce,
and navigation \dth United States of Dec. 7, 1927.

See also under Q'lmtemahi, April 12.

Hungary

1928, Jan. 1. Austrian customs olhcials at St. Cotthard on Austro-

Hungarian frontier discovered consignment of machine-gun parts

sent from Italy under guise of machinery. Feb. 1, (Vzechoslovakia,

Jugoslavia, and Rumania appealed for intervention of League
Council. March 7, League Council a})pointcd Committee of three

to investigate. April 13, t(jchnical experts left (hmcva for Hungary
to examine question on the spot. June 7, Council considered report

of (.'OmniitJ(’ie of Three and adopted series of resolutions.

Feb. 22. Four conv(‘ntions with Jugoslavia signed dealing with
financial and econoriiic questions.

March 9. Hungaro-Rumanian optants dispute considered by League
Council, l^t^w pro])osal for n^constitution of Mixed Arbitral Court ac-

(lepted by Rumaniawith qualifications wliich weredt^clared toamount
to a refusal, and by Hungarian dek^gate unreservedly. Disputants
urgexl to negotiate afresh on basis of Councirs recommendations.
June 8, Council again urged disputants to make reciprocal conces-

sions and find solution on basis of (biirjcirs (earlier recommendations.
Aug. 2(), disputants having failed to agree on basis of negotiations,

Hungary again referred question to League Council. Sept. 21,

resolution of League Council recommending early opening of direct

negotiations ac^cepted by both parties, w^hile each adhering to their

respective juridical points of view. Dec. 15, conference opened
at Abbazia. Dec. 22, negotiations suspemU^d till Jan. 18, 1929.

March 26, Insurance convention with Poland signed.

May 11. Ratifications exchanged with Italy of three financial conven-
tions of May 21, 1927 Ixxiv)

;
of double taxation conven-

tion of Dec. 25, 1 925 {L.N,T,S, Ixxiv)
; and of convention of July 25,

1927, regarding Hungarian traffic through Finnic {L.N.T.S. Ixxiv).

May 12. Two double taxation conventions signed wfith Poland.
July 4. Commercial treaty signed with Italy.

July 13. Ratifications exchanged of convention w ith Italy of Dec. 10,

1927, for settlement of certain outstanding questions {L.N.T.S.
Ixxviii).

Oct. 8. In note to U.S. Government adhering to Kellogg Pact,

Hungary protested against provisions of Treaty of Trianon.

Oct. 23. Commercial agreement concluded with Lithuania {L.N.T.S.
Ixxxiv).

Nov. 8. Treaty of commerce signed with Sw^eden.

Nov, 30. Conciliation and arbitration treaty signed with Poland.
Dec. 2. Commercial treaty signed with Poland. Additional protocol

signed Dec. 3.

Dec. 29. Additional commercial agreement signed with Spain.
See also under Albania, June 2, Sept. 1 ;

Austria, March 26, June 14;
Egypt, Feb. 28; Finland, Dec. 12; Greece, June 28.

Hh
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466 CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS AND TREATIES

Iceland

1928, March 10. Declaration and convention signed with Sweden at

Stockholm regarding tonnage certificat(^s (L.N /I\S, Ixxi).

A})ril 27. Double taxation agreement signed with Great Britain

{Cmd. 3094; L.N//\S. Ixxx).'

Nov, 30. Maritime declaration signed with Norway {L,X/I\S. Ixxxii).

See also under Amfria, April 0 ;
Behjium, D('c. 26.

^Jrdq

1928, May 28. Mixed Frontier Commission set up under Anglo-Traql-

Turkish treaty of June 6, 1926, completed its w^ork.

Juno 3. Provisional commercial agre^ernent concluded with Persia by
exchange of not<^s of May 23 and June 3.

See also under Arabia, May 8.

Italy

1928, Jan. 25. Protocol signed extending treaty of friendship with

Jugoslavia of Jan. 27, 1924, for six months (E.E.P.S. 31.1.28).

Feb. 22. Ratifications exchanged of arbitration treaty and trade

agreement with Lithuania of Sept. 17, 1927 (L,N,T,S, Ixxiii).

April 19. Arbitration treaty with United States signed.

May 30. Pact of arbitration, neutrality, and conciliation with Turkey
signed in Rome (E.E.P.B. 15/31.5.28; DJ,A. 1928).

June 18. Railw^ay convention signed witli Sw itzerland.

June 29. Agreement with Persia (see under Persia),

Aug. 13. Nettuno conventions with Jugoslavia of July 20, 1925,

ratified by Jugoslav Parliament (Croat deputies being absent and
Agrarians refraining from voting). Nov. 14, ratifications exchanged
of Nettuno Conventions and of Belgrade Conventions of July 24,

1924 {L.N.T.S, Ixxxii and Ixxxiii).

Sept. 10. Ratifications exchanged of financial convention with Sjpain

of Nov. 28, 1927 {L.N.T.S. Ixxxii).

Oct. 6. Aviation treaty and protocol signed w5th Spain.

Oct. 24. Frontier traffic agreement signed with Switzerland.

Nov. 27. Ratifications exchanged of claims convention wdtb Mexico
of Jan. 13, 1927.

See also under .4 ; Afghanistan, Jan. 8 ;
Albania, Sept. 1 ;

Austria,

Feb. 23, May 11, Aug. 17 ;
China, July 1, Nov. 27 ;

Cuba, Oct. 5;

Estonia, July 1 ; Finland, Aug. 21 ; France, March 7, June 28, July

9, Nov. 28; Germany, March 13, March 24, July 16, Aug, 26-7;
Greece, Sept. 23; Haiti, March 19; Hungary, May 11, July 4, July

13; Outlawry of War ;
Tangier.

Ja'pan

1928, Jan. 23. Fisheries convention signed with Russia. Ratifications

exchanged May 23 {L.N.T.S. Ixxx).

May 31. Liquor traffic convention signed with United States.
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Japan: cont.

July 24. Commercial agreement concluded with New Zealand. Came
into force August 9 {Cmd, 3287).

Aug. 24. Arbitration treaty with United States of May 5, 1908, re-

newed for five years on Aug. 23, 1923, expired. Proposal for new
treaty had been sTibmitted to Japan on Dec. 31, 1927, but negotia-

tions had not yet concluded.

Aug. 25. Ratifications exchanged of commercial treaty with Latvia
of July 4, 1925 (L.N.T.S. Ixxx).

See also under Afghanistan, April 4; Albania, Sept. 1 ;
China, Feb. 21,

April 18, April 19, April 30, May 15, May 18, May 28, May 31,

Nov. 28, Dec. 5, Dec. 13; France, June 28; Gernmny, April 5,

Aug. 26-7
;
OutJawry of War.

Jugoslavia.

1928, Feb. 9. Ratifications exchanged of commercial treaty with Great
Britain of May 12, 1927 (Cmd. 3065; L.N.T.S. Ixxx).

May 16. Ratifications exchanged of pact of friendship and of arbitra-

tion and conciliation treaty with Poland of Sept. 18, 1926 {L.N.T.S.

Ixxviii).

Oct. 18. Treaty of commerce and navigation signed with Latvia.

Came into force Nov. 1

.

Nov. 27. Ratifications exchanged of judicial assistance convention
with Poland of May 4, 1923.

See also under Albania, Sept. 1 ;
Amtrla, May 1, July 9; Belgium., Jan.

30; Conferences, Tnfernalional, June 20-2; Czechoslovakia, Sept. 19;

Efitonia. Feb. 1 ;
France, April 18 ;

Germany, Jan. 6, Dec. 15 ; Greece,

Oct. 11, Nov. 1 ; Hungary, Jan. 1, Feb. 22 ;
Italy, Jan. 25, Aug. 13.

'Kellogg J^acL.' See under Outlawry of War.

Latvia

1928, April 20. Treaty of friendship and commerce signed with U.S.

Ratifications exchanged July 25 {L.N.T.S. Ixxx).

May 18. Protocol signed with Russia additional to convention of

Oct. 10, 1927, regarding arbitral procedure in civil and commercial
matters. Ratifications exchanged August 29 {L.N.T.S. Ixxxiv).

May 28. Treaty of commerce and navigation signed with Tiukey.
June 21. Legal agreement signed with Sweden.

See also under Afghanistan, Feb. 16 ;
Bulgaria, June 22 ;

Estonia, March
25, May 15: Germany, April 13; Greece, Feb. 16; Japan, Aug. 25;

Jugoslavia, Oct. 18.

League of Nations

1928, Feb. 6-15. Committee of Jurists, charged with duty of preparing

for conference on Codification of International Law, met at Geneva.
Fourth session held at Geneva June 22-8.

Feb. 20-March 7. Arbitration and Security Committee held second

session at Geneva. Models drawm up of general and bilateral

nh 2
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468 CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS AND TREATIES

League of Nations : cjont.

arbitration and non-aggreKsion treaties. June 27~Jiily 4, Third

Session of Committee. Further model conventions drawn up.

March 5-10. 49th Session of the Council.

March 15-24. Fifth Session of Preparatory Commission for Disarma-

ment Confere^nce h(4d at Geneva. States represented included

U.S.A., U.S.S.Il,. and Turkey. Kiissian proposals for complete

general disarmament r(\je(ite(l ; alternatives Itussian proposal for

disarmament by stages refe^rred to Governments for consicioration.

Second reading of draft conv^ention drawn up at Commission’s Third

Session in Mareh-April 1927 postponed.

May 14-19. (Consultative (Committee, set up in 1927 to follow apj)lica-

tion of Economic*. Confcireiute's ret'.oniiruuidations, held first meeting

at Geneva.
June 4-9. 50th Session of the (".ouncil.

Aug. 27 -30. Special Committee met. at Geiieva <and adoptofl draft

convention for submission to Coundl on supervision of private

manufacture of arms and publicity of arms manufacture.

Aug. 30-Sept. 8. 51st Session of the Council.

Sept. 3-20. Ninth Assembly. Sept. 7, Herr Miiller (German (Chancel-

lor) made speech referring to failure of Powers to carry out general

disarmament 1928). Sept. 10, M. Briand replied to Herr
Muller 1928).

Sept. 12-26. 52nd Session of the Council.

Dec. 10-15. 53rd Scission of the (buncil.

See also under Albania, June 5; Argentina, Feb. 28; Bolivia, Dec. 0;

Brazil, March 8; Bulgaria, March 10; China, May 11, May 28;

Costa Rica, March 15 ; Germany, Dec. 15 ;
Greece, Jan. 30 ; Hungary,

Jan. 1, March 9; Lithuania, March 30; Spain, March 9; Trans-

jordan.

Lithuania

1928, March 30. Lithuanian-Polish conference opened at Kdnigsberg.

April 2, conference adjourned, having appointed three Mixed Com-
missions to deal w'ith economic subjects and communications;
security and indemnities

;
and local traffic and identity cards, &c.

May 8-13, commission on security and indemnities held first session

at Kovno. Polish draft of non-aggression pact rejected by Lithu-

anians. May 18, commission on juridical and local traffic questions

opened at Warsaw. May 21, first session of commission on economic
and transit questions. May 31, Polish note to Lithuania regarding

mention of Vilna as capital in new Lithuanian constitution (T.

5.6.28). June 6, MM. Voldemaras and Zaleski heard by League
Council. Sir A. Chamberlain appealed to M. Voldemaras to show
a more conciliatory spirit. June 25, commission on security and
indemnities renewed work at Kovno, and commission on economic
questions and communications at Warsaw. July 7, security com-
mission broke off discussions, having been unable to reach agree-

ment. July 14, last meeting of economic and communications
commission at Warsaw ;

no agreement reached. July 24, Lithuanian

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS AND TREATIES 469

Lithuania : eont.

note to League proteHting against impending Polish army inan-

anivres near frontier. July 27, Polisli note to League n^futing

Lithuanian allegations. Sej)t. 8, League Council adoptee! resolutions

to efh^et that if no appnHuablc' })r()gress was made in Lithuanian-

Polish negotiations, question should be submitted to investigation

by exjjerts. Nov. 3, Polish-Lithuanian conhuiuicti reo])ened at

Konigsberg in plenary session. Nov. 7, conference ended without
any agreement being reached except regarding local frontier

traffic (q.v.). Dec. 14, League Council adopted resolutions recom-
mending continuation of negotiations and asking Advisory and
Technical (Vmimittee on Communications and Transit to ])rox)ose

measures for imxiroving communications between the two countries.

May 26. New' Lithuanian constitution came into force. Capital of

n^public said to be Vilna {D.l.A, 1928).

Sex)t. 24. Provisional commercial agreement concluded with Russia.

Nov. 7. Agn^ement signed with Poland at Konigsberg regarding local

frontier traffic.

Nov. 14. Arbitration and conciliation treaty signed with U.S.

See also under Austria, Oct. 5; Belgium, Feb. 17, May 17, Aug. 16;

Firdavd, Oct. 6 ;
Frame, Feb. 11 ,

May 9, July 20 ;
Germany, Jan. 29,

July 31 ,
Oct. 30 ;

Hungary, Oct. 23 ;
Italy, Feb. 22 ;

liussia, Dec. 31.

Luxembourg, See under Belgium, Ajiril 13, April 26 ;
Germany, June 18.

Mexico

1928, Jan. 1 1. Law promulgated modifying Arts. 14 and 15 of petroleum
Jaw of Dec. 26, 1925. March 27, new' regulations promulgated
carrying amendnu'nts into effect.

March 8. Ratifications (exchanged of claims convention with Great

Britain of Nov. 19, 1926 (Cmd.. 3085). First meeting of Mixed
Claims (Commission held in Mexico City on August 22.

March 1 6. Treaty w ith United States for examination of live stock at

frontier signed at Washington.
May 25. Treaty of friendship wdth Turkey signed in Rome. Ratifica-

tions exchanged June 27.

Oct. 23. Flxtradition treaty signed wdth Panama.
See also under Argentina, Jan. 12; Colombia, June 12, July 11: Cuba,

June 29 ;
Germany, April 14; Italy, Nov. 27.

Najd. See under Arabia.

Netherlands

1928, Feb. 13. Interj)retative declaration signed of treaty with U.S. of

Dec. 18, 1913, for pacific settlement of disputes. Ratificatiojis of

treaty and jjrotocol exchanged on Marcli 10 (IJ.S.T.S.No. 760;

L.N.T.S. Ixxiv).

March 30. Treaty for frontier delimitation in Borneo signed with

Great Britain.

April 4. Arbitral aw^ard given assigning sovereignty over Palmas
Island to Netherlands.
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Netherlands

:

cont

.

June 20. Agreement with Persia (see under Persia).

June 24. Commercial treaty with Portugal signed.

July 10. Agreement concluded with U.S. regarding petrol exploration

in Netherlands Indies.

July 25. Commc^rcial treaty signed at Angora with Turkey.

July 27. Ratifications exchanged of conciliation treaty w ith Sweden
of May 21, 1927 {L.N.T.S. Ixxix).

Oct. 27. Arbitration and conciliation treaty signed with Siam.

Dec, 27. Arbitration and conciliation treaty signed with Spain.

See also under Belgium, April 16; Chile, Sept. 29; China, Dec. 19;

Denmark, March 28 ;
Finland, June 9 : France, March 10 : Germany,

Feb. 13, April 28, Sept. 24; Guatemala, Nov. 17 ;
Haiti, Jan. 14.

Netv Zealand. See under Japan, July 24; Outlawry of TlV/r.

Nicaragua

1928, Jan. 3. Following report of fighting between General Sandino\s

forces and U.S. marines, orders issued for des]>atch of 1 ,000 U.S.

marines to Nicaragua to augment force of 1,415 marines already

there. By end of July there were about 6,000 marines in Nicaragua.

March 7, Nicaragiian Senate passed amended draft of electoral law .

Draft n^jected by Chamber of D(‘puties on March 13. Mardi 21,

President Diaz issued decree ai)pointing General McCoy (chairman

of National Board of Elections and conferring on Board powers to

supervise elections. Nov. 4, Presidential Elections carried out under
U.S. supervision. General Moncada (Liberal) elected by large

majority.

See also under Colombia, March 24.

Norway
1928, Jan. 16. Agreement concluded with Russia for reciprocal com-

munication regarding nationals arrestcnl (L.N.T.S. Ixx).

Jan. 17. British (Colonial Office announced that lease of Bouvet and
Thompson Islands in S. Atlantic Ocean had been granted to a

Norw^egian firm. Jan. 18, Norwegian Government announced that

Bouvet Island had been occupied on Dec. 1, 1927. Nov. 16,

British claim to Islands waived.

Feb. 24. Industrial property convention signed with Russia. Ratifica-

tions exchanged July 5 {L.N.T.S. Ixxixj.

June 5. Treaty of friendship, commerce, and cojisular rights signed

with United States at Washington.
Dec. 27. Arbitration and conciliation treaty signed with Spain.

St'c also under Belgium, Oct. 29; Chile, July 9; China, Sept. 12,

Nov. 12 ;
Denmark, Oct. 25 ;

Finland, Oct. 23 ;
Germany, Feb. 27

;

Greece, Nov. 14; Iceland, Nov. 30.

Outlawry of War

1928, Jan. 5. French note to U.S., in continuation of proposals regarding

renunciation of war (originating in M. Briand’s statement of April 6,

1927), and in reply to Mr. Kellogg's note of Dec. 28, 1927, suggesting
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Outlawry of War: eont.

a multilateral instead of a bilateral treaty. Jan. 1] ,
American note

to France. Jan. 21, French reply. Feb. 27, further American note.

March 2f5, French note to Mr. Kellogg containing French reserva-

tions. April 7, agreement reached between France and U.S. to

submit corresjiondence to other Great Powers. April 13, American
note sent to Great Britain, Germany, Italy, and Japan, enclosing

American draft treaty. April 21, French draft treaty published.

April 27, German Government replied to Ameri(;an note, accepting

draft treaty. April 29, Mr. Kellogg replied to French reservations

in spejech before American Tntc'rnational Lfiw Association. May 9,

Italy replied to American note. May 19, British Government's
reply sent, containing so-called ‘British Monroe Doctrine’ . May 24,

British Dominions and India invited to become parties to treaty.

May 26, Japan rex^lied to American note. May 30, Irish Free State

ancl New Zealand readied. June 1, Canada replied. June 2, Aus-
tralia re])lied. June 12, India replied. June 15, South Africa readied.

June 23, IJ.S. note handed to all Locarno Powers and British

Dominions and India, enclosing revised draft treaty. July 11,

Germany replied. July 14, France and Irish Free State rexJied.

July 15, Italy replied. July 17, Belgium and Poland rexJied. July

18, Great Britain, Australia, New Zealand, South Africa, India, and
Canada r(;plied. .luly 20, Japan and Czechoslovakia rej)lied. July

27, M. Briand issued invitations for signing of Pact in Paris on

Aug. 27. Aug. 27, Pact signed by })lenipotcntiaries of 15 Powers.

U.S. circular note siuit to 48 other staters, inviting their adherence.

Similar invitation addressed to IJ.S.S.R. by French Government.
See also under Timtiia, Dec. 31.

Palestine

1928, Sej)!. 24. Incident at Wailing Wall at Jerusalem during Day of

Atonement Ctjremonies {(Jmd. 3229).

See also under Egypt, June 21.

Panama

1928, July 25. Ratifications exchanged of convention with Sj^ain of
* March 15, 1926, for reciprocal recognition of academic titles and

diplomas.

Sept. 25. Commercial trt^aty signed with Great Britain.

Sept. 26. Commercial travellers treaties signed with Great Britain

and with U.S.

Nov. 29. Agreement concluded with Venezuela regarding diiJornatic

representation.

See also under Mexico, Oct. 23.

Pan-American Conferences. See under Bolivia, Dec. 6 ; Conferences,

Interrvaiional.

Paraguay. See under Bolivia ;
Chile, June 2.

Permanent Court of International Justice. See under Danzig, March 3

;

France, March 21 ;
Germany, Feb. 29, April 16, Sept. 13.
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Persia

1928, Jan. 19. British Government replied to Persian note of Nov. 22,

1927, claiming sovereignty over Bahrein Islands.

Jan. 31. Ratihcations exchanged of neutrality, fishcTies, and customs
agreements with Russia of Oct. 1, 1927.

April 14. Treaty (^f friendship and oomnierce with Poland signcid.

IVlay 10. AhrogatJon of foreign ca])itiilations in Persia came into

force*, together witli new' customs tariff. IVovisional agreements
regulating commercial relations and status of nationals signed with
Great Britain 15.7.28; JJ.l.A. 1928). Provisional agree-

ments concluded with France on May II (L.N.T.S. Ixxxii); with
Belgium on May 15 ;

with ( /zechoslovakia and Netherlands on June
21 ;

with Italy on June 25 ;
with Sweden on Aug. 10 ;

with Switzer-

land on Aug. 28 ; with Dcuimark on Sept. 8 (P.A^T./S^ Ixxxii). Notes
promising most-favoured-nation treatment delivered to Germany
on May 14 and to II.S. on May 15 {E.E.P.S. 15.7.28).

May 31 . Frontier traffic convention signed with Russia.

June 15. Protocol signed with Turkey supplenuaiting treaty of

friendshi]) and neutrality of April 22, 1920 (E.E^P.S. 15.7.28).

See also under Afghanistan. Jan. 8, June 15; Austria. June 17 ;
Egi/pt.

Nov. 28 ; *Irdq, June 3.

Peru. See under (Jhite, July 13 ;
(oUmihia, March 15.

Poland

1928, Jan. 3. Exchange of political prisoners with Russia.

Feb. 10. Concordat with V^atican signed in Rome*.

May 4. Official of Russian Legation at Warsaw' shot at and w ounded.
May 5, Soviet Minister presented note of protest to Polish Govern-
ment. May 7, M. Chicherin presentcjd note of protest to Polish

Minister in Moscow'. June 3, Polish reply presented. June 16,

further Russian note demanding more severe restrictions on
Russian refugees in Poland.

May 22. Tonnage certificates convention w ith Sweden signed. Came
into force Oct. 22 (L.N.T.S. Ixxxii).

Aug. 16. Arbitration and conciliation treaty with U.S. signed.

Aug. 18. Legal convention conchuhid with Switzerland.

Dec. 5. Arbitration convention signed with Spain.

See also under Afghanistan, Jan. 8, Ajiril 30 ; Austria, Feb. 24, May 22 ;

Belgium, June 12, Oct. 25 ;
China, May 19 ;

Czechoslovakia, Jan. 7,

Feb. 18; Danzig
;

France, May 27, July 8; Germany, Feb. 13,

March 14, April 16, May 25, July 5, Sept. 13, Dec. 14; Hungary,
March 26, May 12, Nov. 30, Dec. 2 ;

Jugoslavia, May 16, Noa^. 27

;

Lithuania, March 30, Nov. 7; Outlawry of War ;
Persia, April 14;

Russia, Dec. 31.

Portugal

1928, Jan. 18, Conciliation and arbitration treaty signed with Spain.

Ratifications exchanged May 28 (L.N.T.S. Ixxvii).
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Portugal : coiit.

Jan. 27. Agreement for mutual recognition of load line certificates

sipiod with Groat Britain (Cmd. 3033; L.N/f.S. Ixxi).

ApriJ 15. IVotocol signed with Vatican regarding Portuguese juris-

diction iii the East. Ratifications exchanged IVlay 3 {E.N, 29.9.28).

Sept. 11. New Mozambique convention signed with South Africa.

Oct. 17. Arbitration treaty signed with Switzerland.

See also und(‘r Bchjrmn, March 2, March 28, May .11 : Canada, March 15 ;

(hina, April 28, Dec. 19: Fra^ncc, July G; Germany, Marcli 24;
Netherlands, Jutk^ 24.

liumania. Sec under Albania, St'pt. 1 ; Aust/ria, tian 17 : Conferences,

International, June 20-2
;
France, March 28 ;

Germany, Nov. 10 ;

Greece, March 21 ;
Hungary, Jan. 1, Marcli 9.

Russia

1928, March 31. Ratifications exchanged of agreement with Sweden of

Oct. 8, 1927, concerning rights and obligations of Russian com-
mercial delegation in Moscow {E.E.P.S. 15.11.27; L.N.T.S. Ixxi).

June 24. Ratifications exchanged of convention with Turkey of

Jan. 8, 1927, re^garding rivers Aras and Arpatchai.

July 17-Sept. 2. Sixth Congress of Third Int(u*national held in

Moscjow.

Aug. G. Four treaties with Turkey signed at Angora, regarding (i)

pasture rights
:

(ii) frontier communications
:

(iii) settlement of

disputes: (iv) inspection of cattl(\

Dec. 23, Ratifications exchanged of railway convention of July 9,

1922, witli Turkey,
Dec. 31. M. IJtvinov pro])osed to Polish Government signature of

])rotocol making 'Kellogg Pact’ binding before original signatories

ratified it. Idiuitical proposal made to Ijithuania.

See also under Afghanistan, Jan, 8; China, Feb. 21 ;
Estonia, Jan. 20,

March 3 ;
Finland, March 17, Sept. 24 ; Germany, Dec. 21 ;

Greece,

June 12; Japa/n, Jan. 23; Latvia, May 18 ;
League of Nations,

March 15-24: Lithuania, Sept. 24: Norivay, Jan. IG, Feb. 24;
Persia, Jan. 31 , May 31 ;

Poland, Jan. 3, May 4.

Saar

1928, Aug. 15. JVovisional air navigation convention signed with

Switzerland. (Jame into force Sept, 15 (L.N,7\S. Ixxxi).

See also under France, Jan. 20, Feb. 23, June 1,

Salvador

1928, Jan. 7. Commercial modus invendl concluded with Great Britain

(Cmd. 3071 : L.N.T.S. Ixxx).

April 25. Ratifications exchanged with Uruguay of arbitration

treaty of Nov. G, 1924.

See also under Chile, Feb. 1.

Siam. See under Germany, April 7 ;
Netherlands, Oct. 27.
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South Africa. under Germany, Sept. 1; Outlawry of War
\
Portugal,

Sept. 11.

Spain

1928, March 9. League (Council invited Spain to reconsider resignation

from League. March 23, Spanish Government withdrew resigna-

tion. Sept. 10, vSpaiii ek^cted to non-permanent seat on Council and
declared re-eligible in three years’ time.

April 20. Treaty of arbitration, conciliation, and judicial settlement

signed with SA^eden. Ratifications exchanged June 16 [L.]^ .T.S.

May 28. Commercial convention signed with Sweden. Additional

exchange of notes on August 9 and 25. Ratifications exchanged
Oct. 19 (L.N.T.S. Ixxxiiij.

May 31. Supplemt'-ntary commercial agreements with Groat Britain

concluded (L.N/f.S. Ixxxiii).

Dec. 31. CV)mmercial modus vivendi signed with Switzerland.

See also under Albania, Sept. I ; Austria, June 11, Dec. 20; Belgium.,

May 23, Dee. 15; China, Dec. 27; Cuba, Jan. 9; Czechoslovakia,

Nov. 16, Dec. 13; Denmark, Jan. 2, March 14; Finland, May 31,

Aug. 11 ; France, March 22, June 12, July 17 ; Germany, May 31

;

Greece, May 30, Aug. 1 1 ; Hungary, Dec. 29; Italy, Sept. 9, Oct. 6

;

Netherlands, Dec. 27; Norway, Dec. 27; Panama, July 25;

Poland, Dec, 5 ; Portugal, didah. 18; Tangier.

Sweden

1928, Feb. 4. Treaty of commerce and navigation signed with Turkey.

Oct. 27. C/onciliation and arbitration treaty signed with U.S.

Sec also under Argenihia, May 14, Sept. 11, Oct. 2; China, Dec. 20;
Colombia, March 9 ;

Denmark, Oct. 25 ;
Estonia, June 1 1, June 23

;

Finland, April 16; France, March 3; Germany, April 25, Dec. 11

;

Hungary, Nov. 8; Iceland, March 10; Latvia, June 21; Nether^

lands, K)u\y 21 : Persia, Mny 10 ;
Poland , May 22 ;

Bussia, March
31 ;

Spain, April 26, May 28.

Switzerland

1928, April 28. Ratifications exchanged of establishment (jonvention

with Turkey of Aug. 7, 1927 {L.N.T.S. Ixxiii).

Dec. 11. Arbitration and conciliation treaty signed with Turkey
(Temps, 12.12.28).

See also under Afghanistan, Feb. 17; Austria, March 14; Belgium.,

May 4 ;
Egypt, June 9 ;

Finland, June 11 ;
France, Jan. 21, March

21 ;
Germany, Fob, 4, July 6, Aug. 29; Greece, Nov. 30; Italy,

June 18, Oct. 24; Persia, May 10; Poland, Aug. 18; Portugal,

Oct. 17 ;
Saar

;
Spain, Dec. 111.

Tangier

1928, March 3. Franco-Spanish agreement signed in Paris regarding

application of Tangier Statute of 1923. July 25, agreement embody-

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS AND TREATIES 475

Tangier: cont.

ing modifications to statute of Tangier proposed })y French and
Spanish Governments signed by representatives of France, Spain,

Italy, and Great Britain {Cmd. 3165).

Transjord/in

1928, Feb. 20. Treaty signed with Great Britain at Jerusalem {Cmd.

3069; E.N. 19.5.28; E.E.P.S. 31.3.28; D.LA. 1928). Sept. 1,

League Council adopted resolution recognizing that treaty was in

conformity with principles of mandate for Palestine.

See also under Arabia, May 8.

Turkey. See under Afghanistan, Jan. 8, May 25; Belgium, Oct. 12;

Brazil, Sept. 15; Bulgaria, Feb. 12; Czechoslovakia, March 5,

April 6; Estonia, March 12; Finktnd, Jan. 24; ^Irdq, May 28;

Italy, May 30; Latvia, May 28; League of Nations, March 15-24;

Mexico, May 25; Netherlands, July 25; Persia, .lune 15; liussia,

June 24, Aug. 6, Dec. 23; Swede7i, Feb. 4; Switzerland.

United Stales of America

1928, June 4. Arbitration treaty of 1908 with Great Britain expired.

Negotiations on draft treaty submitted to British Foreign Office on
Dec. 7, 1927, not yet concluded.

See also under Albania, Sept. 1, Oct. 22; Austria, June 19, Aug. 16;

Belgiimi, Jan. 11 ;
Canmla, Sept. 27; Chim, March 30, May 13,

May 20, July 11, July 24, July 29; Coloynbia, April 10; Czecho-

slovakia, July 1(), Aug. 16; Denmark, May 18, Juno 14; Finland,

»hino 7; France, Feb. 6, Jiuie 28; Germany, March 10, May 5,

Dec. 31 ;
Greece, Jan, 18, April 25 ;

Guatemala, April 12 ;
Honduras

;

Hungary, Oct. 8; Italy, April 19; Japan, May 31, Aug. 24;

Latvia, April 20; League of Nations, March 15-24; Lithuania,

Nov. 14 ;
Mexico), March 16 ;

Netherlands, Feb. 13, Aju-il 4, July 10

;

Nicaragua
;
Norway, June 5 ;

Outlawry of War ;
Panama, Sept. 26

;

Persia, May 10; Poland, Aug. 16; Sweden, Oct. 27.

Uruguay. See under Brazil, Feb. 13, Feb. 16 ; Salvador, April 25.

Vatican. See under Colombia, May 5; Czechoslovakia, Feb. 2; Poland

Feb. 10 ;
Portugal, April 15.

Venezuela. See under Brazil, Aug. 18; Panama, Nov. 29
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Abdan, 344.

‘Ab(lu’l-‘Aziz b. ‘Abdrr-Rahmilm’s-Sa‘ud

—see Ibn Sa‘ud.

‘Abdu’lliili b. Hiisayn, Amir of Traris-

jordan, 321 s^qq.^ 331 n.—indepen-

dence of Transjonlan proclaimed by,

321 ;
methods of government of, 322;

powers of—und(^r agreement w'ith

Great Britain, 323-4, 325;—under
Constitution of 10 April, 1928, 320-7.

‘Abdu’r-Raziq, Shaykh, 210.

Abu’l-Char, 299, 305.

Actiuni, Battle of, 3, 5.

Adatci, Monsieur, 171-2.

Aden: boundaries of, 309, 316-17; pro-
!

war position in, 308 0 ;
trade through,

|

312; tribes, British relations with, >

309- 1 0, 3 1 7 ; Zaydi <incroachment on— '

see under Yahya.
'

‘Adli Pasha, 236‘, 238.
|

Afghanistan : i

Dress question, 204-5.
i

Egypt, treat-v of friendship with

(30.5.28), 304.

Foreigners, position of, 193 4.

Great Britain, relations with, 194, 365,

366.

Language, 227.

New^spapers in, 214-15.

Persia, treaties with, 362-4.

Revolt against Westernization, 190-1,

194, 202, 205, 213, 372.

Treaties of friendship concluded by:

with Middle Ejustern States, 301-3

;

with Western l^owers, 365.

Turkey, relations with : treaties, 362-4

;

Turkish encouragement of Wester-

nization movement, 372; Turkish

experts, 193.

‘Ulama, opposition of, to Westerniza-

tion, 205, 213.

U.S.S.R., relations with: economic

questions, 371 ; experts not invited

from, 194 ;
treaties with, 361-2.

Women, position of, 201-2.

See also under Amanu’llah ; League of

Nations ; War, Renunciation of.

Agham‘ali Oghlu, 225.

Aglen, Sir Francis, 398,

Ajman, the, 303, 304. i

Al-Azhar, 211-12.

! ‘Alawi, the, 312, 315.

i Albania: Italy—the influence of, 153-4;

—treaties with, 147,268; Monarch-

i

ical regime established in, 154 w.

j

See also under Italy: Jugoslavia.

:
‘All b. llusayn. King of the Hijaz, 322.

j

‘All b. Muhammad, IdrIsI Sayyid of

I

Sabya, 319.

I ‘All, Mr. Muhammad, 210.

I Aljihabets:

Arabic: advantages of—ns ciirsivc

hand, 221 ;—^for expressing Arabic

languages, 221-2; difliculty of—to

learn, 219-20;—to print, 220-1;

literature written in, 215-16, 221,

222, 224 ;
vernacular languages con-

veyed in, 215-16, 218.

Aramaic, 221, 223.

Brahmi, 218.

Chinese, 218, 219.

Cyrillic, 218.

Genesis of, 222

Greek, 217, 218, 220, 222.

Latin

:

Block letters, 220.

History of, 217-18.

Turkish languages, adoption of, for

:

Advantages of, 221-2.

Importance of, 216-17, 219-20.

Transliteration, table showing,

231-3.

Turkey, movement in, 188, 190,

215, 227-31—Commission on
Alphabet, 228, 230; influence

of movement in U.S.S.R.,

228; instruction, arrangements
for, 229-31 ; law (1.11.28), 230;
newspapers, printing of, 229;
numerals. Western form of,

228; opposition to movement,
231 ; simplifications, 229-30,

233-4.

U.S.S.R., Turkish states members
of, movement in, 224-7—^All-

Union Central Committee for

reform of Turkish Alphabet,

225-6; approval of movement
by Bolshevik authorities, 226-7

;

Azerbaijan, movement in, 225,
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478 INDEX
Alphabets: Latin (cow/.)

Turkish languages, adoption of, for:

U.S.S.R., Turkish states members
of, movement in (emt,)

226, 227 ; C'ultural Congress at

Moscow, 226; Tajikistan, ex-

periments in, 227 ; Turcological

Congress at Baku, 225 ;
Yakuts,

movement among, 224, 226.

Proto-Phoenician, 218, 220, 221.

Amanu’llah, King of Afghanistan: in-

surrection against, 100 1, 194, 202,

205, 213; attitude of, to foreigners,

193-4; and emancipation of women,
201-2; and dress question, 204-5;

European journey of, 204, 365; ad-

dress of, to Loe Jirgcif 205.

Amery, Mr. L. S.: on Wahhabi raids,

301, 303; on Hijaz Railway Confer-

ence, 306; on Anglo- ‘Iraqi relations,

340 ; on situation in Aden Protectorate,

315-16 n.

Amiri, the, 312.
i

‘Aiiazah, the, 298, 301, 337 n.

Andrade, General Freire d’, 116 w., 129 w.

ATiglo-Frenoh Compromise—see vnder

Armaments.
Anglo-Persian Oil (^o,, 344-5.

Anzali, port of, 365, 370. See also

Pahlawi.

Anzilotti, Cornmendatore, 136.

Apponyi, Count, 173, 174, 177, 179, 180,

182.

‘Aqahah, 284, 287, 296, 323 w., 328 n.

Arab Federation, proposal for, 328.

Arabia, British and Turkish spheres of

influence in, 308-10, 316-17.

Arbitration and Secui’ity, Committee on,

—see under Security.

Argentina, armaments expenditure of,

95.

See also under League of Nations ; War,
Renunciation of.

Arita, Mr., 430.

Armaments, limitation of :

Anglo-French compromise on, 59,

61-81.

Announcements and speeches re-

garding: at Preparatory Commis-
sion (March 1928), 57-8, 68; by
Sir A. Chamberlain (House of

Commons, 30.7.28), 70-1, 74; by
Lord Cushendun—(March 1928),

58, 67-8;—(in League Council,

30.8.28), 72, 79;—(25.10.28), 78;

—(31.10.28), 79;—<in House of

Lords, 7.11.28), 64, 70, 79-80; by
Mr. Baldwin—(Albert Hall, 28.

10.28), 78-9;—(House of Com-
mons, 13.11.28), 79; by Mr,
Bridgeman (13.11.28), 64 n., 80;
by J^rd Grey (5.11.28), 79; by
White House Spokesman (23.10.

28), 80.

Assumptions of principle under-

lying, 62 seqq.

Coincidence of dates with Kellogg

Pact, 73-4.

Conversations regarding: Naval ex-

pt^rts—(Nov.-l)ec. 1927), 65, 73;
—(June 1928), 69; naval and
military experts (Mart‘h 1928),

67-8; M. Briand and Sir A.

(Chamberlain (9.3.28), 65-6.

Cb-operation, further Anglo-French,

70, 72, 78-9.

German attitude, 62, 71-2.

Italian attitude, 62, 64, 71, 72, 77-8.

Jai)anose attitude, 78.

Naval classification, proposed, 62,

64, 66, 68-70.

Notes and telegrams regarding;

British: to Ambassador in Paris

(26.6.28)

, 68-9; to France—

(28.6.28)

, 01 w., 69;—(28.7.28),
61 n., 69, 7071., 74; to U.S.,

Japan and Italy (30.7.28), 71;

from and to Ambassador in

Berlin, 71-2 ; to Ambassador at

Washington (10.8.28), 72; to

Ambassadors at Washington,

Tokio, and Rome (26.9.28), 75,

77 ; to representatives in coun-

tries on Preparatory Commis-
sion (9.10.28), 78.

French; to (ireat Britain (20.7.28),

61 71., 69, 70 ;
to Ambassador in

Washington (31.12.27), 65 71.;

to Ambassadors in Washington,

Tokio, and Rome, 71 ; to diplo-

matic missions (3.8.28), 75.

Italian, to France and Great
Britain (6.10.28), 77-8.

Japanese, to Great Britain (29.9.

28), 78.

U.S.: to Great Britain (28.9.28),

64; to France (28.9.28), 77.

Origin of, 57, 61, 65.

Proposals: British (March 1928), 66,

67, 68; French, 68-9.

Public opinion regarding, 62, 64, 71

—in France, 72; in Germany, 71-
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INDEX 479

2; in Great Britain, 20, 71, 74-5,

78-80; in Italy, 72 ;
in U.S.A.,

65, 72-4, 79.

Publication of terms ; official—with- i

held, 7 J
, 75, 79 ;~takeB place, 76

; |

unofficial—^in American press, 75;

—in lYcnch press, 76.

Submission to other naval Powers,

61 n.y 65, 70, 71, 77.

Terms, summary of, 69-70.

Traint^d reserves, provisions regard-

ing, 61 n.y 67, 68, 70, 71, 72, 77,

80.

U.S. attitude, 31, 62, 64, 65, 71, 72,

73, 76-7, 79, 80. 1

(inferences on: i

League of Nations (project(‘.d): con-
j

vocation of at early date pro-

posed—by Germany, 49, 50, 58 ;— |

by Russian delegate, 53 ; reooni-
!

mended by Eighth Assembly, 51 ; i

discussed by Ninth Assembly, 59.
j

^ee also under Armaments: Pre-
i

paratory CV)mmission.

Three-Power Naval (Geneva, 20
;

June-4 August, 1927), 13, 17, 26,
|

30, 31, 61 ,
(i2, 64, 65, 66, 73, 76.

|

Washington (projeettid, 1931), 31,
j

73, 80.
’

!

Control of Trade in Arms, Conven-
j

tion on, 167, 288.
I

Ex-enemy countries, League of
|

Nations’ right of investigation in, I

102-3, 164, 165, 167.
j

Expenditure on armaments by various !

countries, table showing, 93-102.

Preparatory Commission for the Dis-

armament Cinference

:

British attitude, 59, 66.

Deadlock on, 48, 51, 57, 62, 80;

private negotiations to solve,

recommended—bv Jonkheer Lou-

don, 57, 61, 63, 65, 67, 80;—by
M. Paul-Boncour, 80;—by U.S.

delegate, 61 ;—by Nintli As-

sembly, 60. aSVc also Wider Arma-
ments : Anglo-French compro-

mise.

Draft convention: failure to agree

on, at Third Session, 48 ; nature of,

56-7 ; second reading of, question

of, 56, 67-8.

French attitude, 48, 49, 52, 54, 58,

69, 69.

German attitude, 49-50, 51, 62, 54,

66, 57, 58, 59, 60.

Membership of, 51-2.

Publication of minutes of, 143.

Sessions of : first, 86 n. ; third, 48, 57,

62, 66; fourth, 51-4;—agenda
for, 52 ;—general discussion, 52-3

;

—Russian proposals submitted,

53 ;
- Security (Committee con -

stitutod, 54, 81 ; filth, 54-8—date
of debated, 54; - Russian pro-

posals for complete disarmament
discussed and rejected, 55-6;

—

Russian proposals for disarma-
ment by stages postponed, 56 ;

—

private conversations announced,
57-8, 67-8; sixth—question of

fixing date of, 58, 59-60.

Swedish attitude, 54.

Tmkish representation on, 54.

U.S.A., representation of, on, 51, 55,

61.

U.S.8.R. : representation of, on, 51-2

;

proposals of, to, 53 seqq.

Security in relation to, 49, 51, 54. See

also under Security.

Artawiyah, 292, 293, 302, 306, 307.

‘Asdall, the, 316.

‘iVsir, 318 -20.

Augustus, Emperor, 3, 4, 6, 8.

Australia: armaments expenditimo of,

97; attitude of, to Anglo-Egyptian
negotiations, 282-3. See also under

Mandates.
Austria, armaments expenditure of, 98.

See also under ( Jiina: unequal treaties

;

Eungary: machine gun parts; League
of Nations.

Avereseu, General, 169.

Azerbaijan: Latin alphabet adopted in,

225- 7; newspapers in, 214-15; Per-

sian district of, revolts in, 347; posi-

tion of, in U.S.S.R., 224; Turkey,

treaty with, 3()2.

‘Azzam Bey, ‘Abdu’rahmaii, 240, 241.

Baoschlin, Monsieur C. F., 337.

Baghdad Railway, 332, 333, 335.

Bahrayn, 286, 309.

Baku, ‘ 190, 224, 225, 353.

Baldwin, Mr. Stanley: on War, 9; on
Anglo-French compromise, 78-9; on
Anglo-Egyptian relations, 258 ;

on
Anglo-Japanese relations, 431 n.

I

Balqars, the, 226.

I

Bana, River, 309, 317.

Bami Hachaym, the, 3(X).

Banu Sakhr, the, 296, 297, 331.
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480 INDEX

Barga Buriat, Principality of, 383-4.

Barton, Sir Sidney, 416.

Bfisaricek, Monsieur, 1 56 n.

Bashqyrdistan, 224, 225.

Bauer, Colonel Maximilian, 397.

Beaumarchais, Monsieur do, 77 w., 150,

151, 153.

Belgium, armaments exfx^nditure of, 97.

See also under (%ina: unequal treaties;

Ijeague of Nations; Mandates; Persia:

capitulati(His ; War, Kcnunciation of.

Benes, Monsieur: signs Peace Pact, 24 ;

Chairman of Security (.^ommittec, 82,

85; and Hungarian-Rumanian Op-
tants Dispute, 178 n. ; and importation

of arms into China, 396.

Bornstortf, Count, Cerman didegato on

Preparatory (^^ommission, 49 sex^q,

Besnard, Monsieur Rone, 150 n.

Bcthlcn, Count, 148, 164.

Bingham, Senator, 43 n.

Blame, Senator, 41, 45.

Bolivia: armaments expenditure of, 100;

Paraguay, dispute with, 109. See also

under Leagiui of Nations.

Btmin-Longare, Count, 129.

Borah, Senator: introduces re^solution

advocating outla'WTy of war, 18; and
Naval Construction Bill, 28, 33; and
‘freedom of the sctis’, 31, 33-4; and
Peace Pact, 32, 39 n., 40, 41, 43;

and concurrent consideration of Peace
Pact and Naval Construction Bill,

32~3, 41 ; and naval oomj:)etition with
Great Britain, 33-4

; and Anglo-

French compromise, 74 n,

Botzke, Dr., 358.

Branting, Monsieur, 131-2 n,

Bratianu, Monsieur, 169, 179 n.

Brazil: armaments expenditure of, 96;
China, relations with, 429. See also

under League of Nations; War, Re-
nunciation of.

Briand, Monsieur: and Peace Pact,

16seqq,y 74; at Ninth Assembly, 59;
and Anglo-French Compromise, 66-7,

70; and Permanent Mandates Com-
mission, 127 ; and French Mandate for

Syria, 129 w. ; on relations with Italy,

149; and Szent Gotthard machine-
guns incident, 164; appeal of, to Bul-

garia and Greece (Oct. 1925), 164-5.

Bridgeman, Mr., and Anglo-French com-
promise, 80.

British Empire: constitution of, 112;

Imperial Conference, 1926—Commit-

j

tee of, on questions connected with

I

Mandates, 130;—Inter-Imperial Rela-

! tions Committee, report of, 279-81.

See also wider Egypt: Groat Britain;

T..eague of Nations; War, Renuncia-
tion of.

Britten, Representative, 29.

i

Brown, Dr. I’hilip M., 40.

j

Bruce, Mr., 282 -3.

!

Bugge-Wicksell, Mme, 116 ri., 129

I

Bulgaria: armaments expenditure of,

j

99; France, relations with, 147-8 n.

;

i

Great Britain, relations with, 147-8 n .

;

i Greece, frontier dispute with (Oct.

1925), 164 5; Italy, relations with,

;

147 ;
]>olitical crisis, 148 n.

I

Busayyah, 299, 300, 305.

I Butler, Dr. Nicholas Murray, 17.

. Butler, Mr., 29.

j

Caliphate: abolition of, 188, 206; Con-

;

ference (Cairo, 1926), 188.

Canada: armaments expenditure of, 98;
attitude of, to Anglo-Eg3q)tian nego-

tiations, 279-83; and British Monroe
Doctrine, 21 n. See also under League
of Nations.

Canton, 385, 386, 388, 389.

Capper, Senator, 18.

Cecil, ViH(^ount, of Chelwood, 62, 129,

173 n,

Chadirchi, Ra’uf Bog, 340.

Chamberlain, Professor J, P,, 17.

Chamberlain, Sir Austen:

and Anglo-Egyptian relations: crisis

of May 1927, statements regarding,

in House of Commons (1.6.27),

241-2; crisis of Maroh-Apiil 1928,

268 9, 271, 273, 274; internal

political crisis (June-July 1928),

278-9; negotiations for treaty of

alliance, 24^3 seqq,

and Anglo-French compromise, 66-7,

70-1, 72, 74.

and Anglo-Persian relations, 363-5.

and Chinese questions: on British

attitude regarding Manchuria, 381-

2 n . ; and importation of arms into

China, 396 ; and settlement of Nan-
king Incident, 416; and Anglo-

Japaneso relations over China,

431-2.

and Hungarian-Rumanian optants

dispute, 176, 179-81.

and Peace Pact, 74.
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INDEX 481

Chamberlain, Sir Austen [cord.)

and Permanent Mandates Commission,

126-7, 130, 134.

and Szent Gotthard Incident, 167.

on definition of ‘the aggressor’, 84.

speech at Eighth Assembly of League,

49.

Chambnin, Count de, 336.

Chang Chun, General, 429, 430.

Chang Hsiieh-liang: executes Yang Yu-
ting, 378 w., 383 n . ; assumes control of

Manchurian Government, 380; policy

of, towards Kuomintang, 380-2; be-

comes member of State Council, 382-3,

390; sends delegate to Disbandment
Conference, 394.

(^hang Tso-lin: campaign of, against Yen
Hsi-shan (1927), 375; position of, at

beginning of 1928, 375; attacks Peng
Yii-hsiang (April 1928), 376, 384; an-

nounces cessation of lighting, 377

;

warned by Japan to withdraw to Man-
i^huria, 377 ; evacuates Peking, 377-8;

j

death of, 378, 380 ; funeral of, 381

;

alleged instigation of Muslim insurrec;-

tion by, 384.

Chang Tsung-cirang: position of, at be-

ginning of 1928, 375 ; defeated by Peng
Yii-hsiang (April 1928), 376; at Tong-
shan, 378-9; defeated by Pai Tsung-
hsi, 379.

Chen, Mr. Eugene, 413.

Cheng Lo, Mr., 164, 165, 167.

Chiang Kai-shek: part played by, in civil

war (1927), 406; relations with Peng
Yii-hsiang, 383, 385, 388; restoration

to power (Dec. 1927), 387 ; marriage of,

387
;
position of, at bt^ginning of 1 928,

376
;
part played by, in civil war (1928),

376-7, 407 ; loses race for Peking, 377,

378; returns to Nanking (4.6.28), 378;

resigns offices (10.6.28), 379 ; arrives at

Peking (3.7.28), 379; takes oath as

President of National Government,
390 ; attends Disbandment Confer-

ence, 394 ;
and Tsinanfu Incident, 408,

410, 412; and settlement of Nanking
Incident, 414.

Chiang Tso-ping, 409, 410.

Chicherin, Monsieur, 366-8, 396.

Chile, armaments expenditure of, 97. See

also under League of Nations; War,
Renunciation of.

China:

Armaments: expenditure on, 95; im-

portation of, into, 396-7.

li

Civil War: campaign of 1927, 376, 403,

406; position at beginning of 1928,

375-6 ; campaign of 1928, 376-9, 407.

Communists, activities of, 385-6, 388,

414, 415.

Constitution, Pive-Power, 389-90.

Czechoslovakia, arms importationfrom,

395-

6.

Disbandment: popular demand for,

387 ; discussions regarding, in Kuo-
mintang Central Executive (Jom-

mittoe, 388; Military Council’s re-

commendations regarding, 392 ;
diffi-

culty of, 393 ; confe^en(^e of military

commanders on, 393-4, 397.

Extraterritoriality: Chinese contention

that revision clauses in treaties

covered provisions regarding, 419;

denial of this C(3ntention by Treaty

Powers, 420, 421, 423 ; Italian rights

to, challenged, 423 ;
Commission on,

426 ; U.8. declarations regarding

426; relinquishment of, conditional,

in certain new treaties, 428.

Pamino, 386.

Pinanco: Bankers and business men,
attitude of, 392, 393 ; C/cntral Bank,

393; tliscMissions regarding in Kuo-
mintang Central Executive Com-
mittee, 388; Economic Conference

(June 1928), 391-2, 393; Loans—
Iteconstruction, proposed, 392, 393

;

—issued by Nanking Government,
as at 16.3.29, 394 ;—secured on Mari-

time Customs and Salt Gabelle, 397,

399 w., 400, 401, 402, 403;—Re-
organization ( 1 91 3), 402 ;—.Japanese,

recognition of, by Nanking Govern-

ment, 430 ; military expenditure,

391, 392; National Financial Con-

ference (.July 1928), 392, 393; pro-

vinces, Nanking Government’s con-

trol over, 391, 392, 393, 432; public

opinion and, 387, 391 ; Washington
surtaxes, 431, 436.

Prance, relations with, over Salt

Gabelle, 402. See also under China:

unequal treaties ; Nanking Incident.

Germany: arms importation tlirough,

396-

6 ; military advisers from, 397

;

treaties with—(20.5.21.), 394 w., 419,

427;—(17.8.28), 427.

Great Britain; Consulate-General at

Nanking re-opened, 417; improve-

ment in relations, 403, 414 ». ; recog-

nition of Nanking Government, 427

;
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482 INDEX
China (cont.)

|

Great Britain (cont.)

Salt Gabelle, 402 ; Shanghai Defence

Force, 403 ;
Tongshan, British troops

at, 379; veto on removal of rolling

stock from Shanghai-Nanking Rail-

way, 427 n. See also under China:

unequal treaties; Nanking Incident.

Greece, treaty with (26.5.28), 421.

Tntenial affairs, international impor-

tance of, 100.

Italy: representative on Shanghai
Provisional Court challenged, 423.

See also under China: unequal
treaties; Nanking Incident,

Japan
: |

Arms importation question, 396.
|

Boycotts, anti-Japanese, 406, 412.
j

British attitude to Japanese policy, <

431-2.
j

Chang Tso-lin: warning to withdraw
j

to Manchuria, 377 ;
complicity in

,

his death, question of, 378 w.
|

Memorandum (18.5.28) threatening
|

action in Manchuria, 377.
|

Negotiations on outstanding ques-

tions (August 1928-Januarv 1929 ), i

429-

31.

Salt Gabelle, 402.

Shantung:
Relations over (1915-22), 404.

Troops in: Dispatch of, to Tsi-

nanfu-Tsingtao Railway Zone in

1927, 403-4, 405-6 ; withdrawal,

406; dispatch of (April 1928),

407 ;
additional divisi()n sent

1

(May 1928), 411; partial with-

drawal, 411-12; negotiations

regarding complete withdrawal,

430-1 . See also under Tsinanfu.

Tariff question : note announcing
promulgation of now tariff re-

fused, 429; negotiations, 430;
provisional agreement (30.1,29),

430-

1.

Tientsin, Japanese forces in,377.

Wamhips, dispatch of, to southern

Chinese waters, 411.

See also under China : finance

—

loans, unequal treaties ; Man-
churia; Nanking Incident; Tsi-

nanfu.

Kuomintang;
|

Achievements of, 394, 432.
j

Branch Political Councils, dispute
;

regarding, 389.

Central Executive Committee:
Fourth Plenary Session of, 388;
Fifth Plenary Session, 388-9, 392.

Dissensions in, 376, 383, 385, 388,

389.

Governments:
Nanking (reunited Sept. 1927),

376, 387,413.

National (Oct. 1928): Government
Organization Law—promulga-
tion of (3.10.28), 387, 389;—
provisions of, 389, 390 ;—powers

of Kuomintang under, 389; in-

stallation of new Government
(10.10.28), 382, 390; State

Council, 382-3, 390; Yuan, 390.

I^ovisional (Feb. 1928), 388.

Jurisdiction of, extent of: at begin-

ning of 1 928, 376 ; at end of civil

war, 379-80.

Miswsion to Europe, 387, 41 (» n.

See also under Manchuria.
Kwangsi Faction, 376. 383. 385, 386,

388, 389, 394.

Maritime Customs, 391, 397- 400.

Muslim Insurrection, 384-5.

National Government—see under Kiio-

mintang.

Norway, arms importe<l from, 395.

See also under China : unequal

treaties.

Outlawry of War in, 3-4, 6, 8.

Peru, relations with, 329.

Poland, treaty with (19.5.28), 421.

Railways: Peking-Mukden, 377, 378,

379 ; Tientsin-Pukow', 376, 404, 41 1

;

Shanghai-Nanking, 4:21 n.; Tsing-

tao-Tsinanfu,403ae^g'. See also under

Manchuria,

Revolution: cyclonic nature of, 386,

403 ; three stages of, 387, 389.

Salt (Gabelle, 391, 397-8, 4fK)-3.

Script used in, 218, 219,

South-Western provinces, position in,

380.

Switzerland, relations with, 429.

Tariff: autonomy granted in new'

treaties, 425 seqq. ; Conference on
(1925-6), 427, 429; Japanese atti-

tude regarding, 429-31; promulga-
tion of (5,12.28), 428-9.

Turkey, comparison with, 189.

Unequal Treaties; revision of, 106,

418 seqq,

Austria, treatyof 19.10.25 as a model,
419.
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Belgium, preliminary treaty signed(22.11.28)
, 428.

Denmark: notification of termina-

tion of 1863 treaty, 422; Danish

reply, 423.

Ex-enemy Powers, lapse of treaties

with, 349, 419.

France: negotiations for revision,

420, 423 ; notification of termina-

tion of treaties relating to Indo-

China, 422; French reply, 423;
treaty signed (22.12.28), 427;

notes exchanged regarding Indo-

China, 428.

Great Britain: desirability of re-

vision recognized, 414, 417 ; treaty

signed (20.12.28), 355 427.

Italy: notification of termination of

1866 treaty, 422; Italian reply,
|

423 ;
preliminary^ treaty signed

(27.11.28)

, 428.

Japan: negotiations for revision of

1896 treaty, 420. 423 ; notification

of termination of treaty, 381 n.,

423 ;
Japanese reply, 423 -4 ; Nan-

king Government’s counter-reply,

424 ;
negotiations resumed. 429.

Mandate isaut*d by Nanking (liovern-

ment (7.7.28), isi a., 421-2.

Netherlands, treaty signed with (19.

12.28), 427.

Norway, treaty signed with (12.11.

28), 427.

Policy of Chinese Governments re-

garding, 413, 418 19.

Portugal: revision of 1887 treaty

suggested by China, 421 ; notifica-

tion of termination of tn^aty, 422

;

Portuguese reply, 423; treaty

signed (19.12.28),*428.

Position regarding, Jan. 1927, 419-
20 .

Regulations, interim, promulgation
of (8.7.28), 422, 424.

Spain; denunciation of 1864 treaty,

420; negotiations (1926-7), 420-1

;

regulations for treatment of Span-
ish subjects issued, 421 ; treaty

signed (27.12.28), 428.

Sweden, treaty signed with (20.12.

28), 427.

U.S.A.: notes exchanged regarding

treaty revision (2.4.28), 415-16;
American offer to negotiate new
treaty (24.7.28), 424-5 ; note com-
municated to Washington Treaty

Powers, 425 ; Tariff Autonomy
Treaty signed (25.7,28), 425, 429;
extraterritoriality excluded from
scope of treaty, 426 ; Chinese reply

to American note and counter-

reply, 426; importance of treaty,

427.

U.S.A. : Gunboats built for, in Chinese
shipyards, 426 n.; Morgan loan to

tJapan, proposed, Chinese opposition

to, 436, 437 n.

;

protests to Nanking
Government, 418; recognition of

Nanking Government. 427 ; troops

in Tongshan, withdrawal of, 379 n.

;

Tsinanfu Incident, telegram to

President Coolidge regarding, 412.

tS'ee aUo wider China: unequal
treaties

;
Nanking Incident.

U.S.S.R.: arms importation from,

396; decline in influence of, 403;
treaty with (31.5.24), 419 20, 434.

Vatican, message from. 428-9 n.

Western Hills, ceremony in, 379, 387,

392.

See alfio wider Brazil ; (.'Unton ; C^ang
Hsiieh-liang ; C’hang Tso-lin ; Chang
Tsung-ch’ang ; Chiang Kai-shek

;

Feng Yu-hsiang; Hankow; Kiu-
kiang ; League of Nations ; Nanking

;

Peking ; Shanghai ; Soong, Mr. T. V.

;

Tientsin; Tsinanfu; Yen Hsi-shun;

Wang, Mr. C. T.

Chinese Eastern Railway—see under

Manchuria.
Choban Boy, 332-3.

Chu Pei-tell, 376 n.

Clauzel, Count, 57-8, 59, 68.

Clayton, Sir (Gilbert: negotiations with

Ibn Sa‘ud—(May 1927), 285-7;™
(May and August 1928), 304-5; ap-

pointed High Commissioner for 'Iraq.

306; conversations with Commenda-
tore Gasperini, 314; negotiations with
Imam of San‘a, 312, 315.

dementi. Sir Cecil, 414
Ck)lban, Monsieur, J 66.

Colijii, Monsieur, 144.

Colombia, armaments expenditure of,

100. See also under League of Nations.

Conferences, international: Hague (1899

and 1907), 90; Institute of Pacific Re-
lations (Honolulu, July 1927), 22; In-

ternational Missionary Council (Jeru-

salem, March-April 1928), 212; Pan-
American—(Havana, Jan.-Feb. 1928),

13-14;—Arbitration and Conciliation,
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484 INDEX
Conferences, international (cmiL)

14; Lausanne (1923), 52; Washington
(1921-2), 76, 382 w., 405, 431. See. also

under Armaments.
Constantinople : Allied occupation of,

360; Chambers of Commerce, foreign,

195; Free Zone, 368 w.; High School

for Girls, 195; trade, decline of, 196;

University of, 208, 213 229.

Coolidge, President: and Naval Construc-

tion Bill, 28, 29, 30, 33, 34 ; Armistice

Day speech (1928), 31-2; and Police

Pact, 32, 37, 43; and Anglo-French
compromise, 80 ; Nanking (xovern-

ment’s appeal to, regarding Tsinanfu

Incident, 412.

Cosgrave, Mr., 24 n.

Costa Rica, armaments expenditure of,

101. See also under War, Renunciation

of.

Crimea, Republic of, 225.

Cuba, armaments exptmditure of, 98;

relation of, to U.S.A., 112; Uruguay,
dispute with, 112n. See also under

League of Nations.

Cushendun, Lord: signs Peace Pact,

24 w. ; British delegate on Preparatory

(^^ommission, 55, 59, 80~1
;
on Anglo-

French Compromise, 58, 64, 68, 70, 72,

78, 79; British delegate on Security

Committee, 88 w., 89, 90 n. ; and
British-Transjordanian Treaty, 325.

Czechoslovakia: agrarian reform in,

178 n. ; armaments expenditure of, 95.

See also under Benes, Monsieur ;
China

;

Hungary; Rumania; League of Na-
tions ; War, Renunciation of.

Dahamshah, the, 298.

Dala‘, 307, 309, 316, 317.

Damascus, 328, 329, 331.

Deleuze, Commandant, 68, 70.

Denmark, armaments exfjenditure of, 99.

See also under China : unequal treaties

;

League of Nations.

Dhafir, the, 298.

Disarmament

—

see under Armaments,
Limitation of.

Dobbs, Sir Henry, 306, 339, 340,

Dodecanese, question of, 160 n.

Dominican Republic, armaments ex-

penditure of, 102.

Doude van Troostwijk, Monsieur, 131.

Drummond, Sir Eric, 107, 135, 136, 139,

140, 144,

Duca, Monsieur, 148 n.

Ecuador, armaments expenditure of, 101.

See also under War, Renunciation of.

Edwardes, Mr. A. H. F., 398-400.

Edwards, Don Agustin, quoted, 103, 108w.

Eftim, Papa, 198 n.

Egypt:
Armv: British personnel attached

toi 239, 247, 248 w., 260-1, 262,

265; Parliamentary Committee on
Budget, alleged report of, 239-40,

241, 242; reorganization—(1922-6),

238- 9 ;—suggestions for (1927), 240-

2, 267; Sirdarate, question of, 239,

240 ; Sudanese units detached from,

238, 239.

Budget, military chapter of, 239-40.

Capitulations, 193 w., 247;—draft

British note regarding, 253, 256,

257, 259, 260 w.

Constitution (1923), 21 1, 248, 278.

Disturbances: Alexandria (1921), 241

;

(March 1928), 272.

Education, 211, 213 n.

Financial Adviser, 247, 254 n.

Foreign officials, question of, 237, 239,

248, 254, 261.

Foreign policy, conduct of, 247, 248,

254.

Foreigners, protection of, 247, 254 w.,

269, 272, 276.

Great Britain, relations with

:

‘British Monroe Doctrine’, 21 n.

Communications, British lines of,

247, 254, 255, 282.

Crisis, 1924 (assassination of Sir Leo
Stack), 235, 238, 249.

Crisis, May 1927 (army question),

238-42, 267;-—origin of, 238-9;
British note (30.5.27), 240-1, 242

;

British battleships dispatched,

240-1 ; Sir A. Chamberlain’s state-

ment, 241-2; notes exchanged,

242 ; settlement reached, 242.

Crisis, 1928 (public security), 268-76

—British Government’s warning
(Jan. and Feb. 1928), 268-9;
British note (4.3.28), 269-70 ; BiU
regarding public meetings and
demonstrations pending when
draft treaty rejected, 270-1, 272

;

Egyptian reply to British note

(30.3.28)

, 271; British rejoinder

(4.4.28)

, 271 ; text of Bill trans-

mitted to British Government
by High Commissioner, 271-2;

British Government declare their
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responsibility under Declaration

of 1922 engaged, 273 ; British

Government’s final warning (29.

4.28), 273, 274, 283 ;
warships dis-

patched, 273 ; Nahhas Pasha’s

speech interpreting Bill, 273-4;
Egyptian Parliament decides to

withdraw Bill, 274; Egyptian
reply to British final warning
(1.5.28)

, 274-5; British rejoinder

(2.5.28)

, 275; British warships
diverted, 275.

Declaration of Egyptian independ-

ence (28.2.22), 235, 242, 261, 269,

271,273, 274,275.

MaoDonald-Zaghlul conversations

(1924), 244 n., 255, 266.

Military Occupation, British, ques-

tion of, 244 w., 247, 248-9,250,251,

254, 255. 262, 263-4, 266, 267, 282.

Milner-Zaghlul conversations, 250,

255, 256.

Negotiations for treaty of alliance

(1927-8):

Oharnberlain-Sarwat conversa-

tions, 243 —interview (13.

7.27), 243-6; initiative in draft-

ing text of treaty, question of,

244 6, 265; Zaghlul Pasha’s

attitude, 243, 250-1; interview

(29.7.27), 246, 256; draft texts

of treaty exchanged, 246; Sar-

wat’s memorandum on British

counter-draft, 246, 249-50, 252,

253-4 effect of Zaghlul

Pasha’s death, 251-2; Sarwat
returns to Egypt, 251 ; conver-

sations resumed (Oct,-Nov.),

252 ;
agreement reached, 252-3.

Dominions, British, attitude of,

257, 279-83.

Draft notes on Nile Waters and
Capitulations, 253, 254, 255-6,

257, 259, 260 a.

Draft treaties (Egyptian and
British—July), 246-50, 252—
points of agreement between,

246-7
;
points of difference, 247-

9 ; Sarwat’s comments on British

draft, 246, 249-50, 252, 253-4w.

;

submission of texts to Zaghlul,

250.

Draft Treaty (agreed—^Nov. 1927),

252-64—^agreement reached on
text, 252-3; comparison with

July drafts, 253-4; text as ap-

proved by British C4ovcrnmcnt
dispatched to Lord Lloyd, 256-

7; definitive nature of draft,

257, 260, 265, 266; ratification

essential, 258 ; Parliamentary
discussions at Westminster,

258 ; signature suggested by
Great Britain, 258-9; Sarwat’s

difficulties, 259-60; discussions

reopened, 259-61 ; Sarwat com-
municates dossier to Nahhas
Pasha, 262-3, 266, 269 ; negotia-

tions between British Govern-
ment and Nahhas, 263-4

;

Egyptian Government rejects

treaty, 264, 270, 271.

Failure, causes of, 243, 244, 263,

265-8.

Safeguards, substitution of mutual
trust for, 248, 260, 267.

Suspicion, atmosphere of, 260,

267-8.

Warships, British, dispatch of, to

Egypt, 240-1, 273, 275.

See also U7ider Chamberlain, Sir A.

;

Egypt: army, internal politics,

public security ; Lloyd, Lord ; Sar-

wat Pasha.

Internal politics

:

‘Adlf Pasha’s Government (1926),

236, 237-8.

British intervention, 235-6, 266,

270 n., 271,279.

Constitutional Government—re-

storation of (June 1926), 235;

—

suspension of (July 1928), 277-9.

General Election (May 1926), 235.

Mahmud Pasha’s Government, 277.

Nahhas Pasha’s Coalition Govern-
ment-formation of, 270;—resig-

nation of non-Wafd Ministers,

276-7 ; dismissal of Nahhas, 277.

Sarwat Pasha’s Government—for-

mation of, 238 ; resignation of, 264,

270.

Wafd; and armj^ questions, 242;
and Anglo-Egyptian negotiations

(1927-8), 243, 244 w., 250-1, 258,

262-3, 264, 266; and legislation

regarding public security, 268

8eqq,\ and political crisis (June-

July 1928), 276 seqq , ;
participation

in Coalition Governments, 236,

238, 270, 276; Nahhas Pasha
succeeds Zaghlul as leader, 251;

unpopularity of, 278.
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Egypt : Internal politics {conL)

Zaghlul Pasha—resigns Premiership,

235;—return to office vetoed by
British High Commissioner, 23C,

270 n.

ZTwar Pasha’s Government ( 1 925-6),

235-6.

Judicial Adviser, 247, 254 n.

Juridical status of, 25.

Legal scandal (June-July 1928), 276-7.

Legislation: Foreign Officials Bill

(1923), 237, 239; revision of, 270;
Bill on public meetings and demon-
strations, 270-5; Bills on status of

village headmen and crarrying of fire-

arms, 275-6.

Libya, delimitation of frontier with,

283-4.

Minorities in, 199-200.

Najd-Hijaz, relations with, 285 /i.,

295.

Nile Waters: Aswan barrage, 237 ; De-
partmental Committee’s recomraon-

dation.s, 236; discussions regarding

(London 1928), 237; draft note re-

garding, 253, 254, 255-6, 257, 259,

260 n . ; draft treaties (July), points

of agreement and difference regard-

ing, 248, 249 ; Expert Commission’s
rc}K)rt (March 1926), 235, 236, 249,

256 ; Makwar barrage, 249 ; Nag
Hamadi barrage, 236, 237; White
Nile, conservation, investigations re-

garding, 236.

Persia, treaty of friendship with, 365.

Public security; legislative proposals,

crisis over, 268-76 ; services, British

personnel in, 261, 262, 265.

Public Works, Ministry of, and Nile

Waters, 236, 237, 249, 253, 255.

Religious reforms, 210-11.

Suez Canal Zone, aircraft over, 248 n,

Wafd—see tinder Egypt ; internal

politics.

Westernization, 191 w., 194.

Women, position of, 201.

See also under Afghanistan; Fu’ad;
Islamic World: Pilgrimage; Nahhas
Pasha ; Sarwat Pasha ; Sudan ; War,
Renunciation of ; Zaghlul Pasha.

Eritrea, 313, 314.

Erivan, treaty with Turkey, 362.

Ernst, General, 333-4.

Esad Beg, Mahmud, 197, 207, 228.

Estonia, armaments expenditure of, 100.

Eysinga, Monsieur van, 138.

!
Fakhrl, Ga‘far Bey, 277.

i Faysal b. ‘Abdi’ l-‘Azizi’s-Sa‘ud, 285.

j

Faysal b. Husavri, King of ‘Iraq, 322,

I

331 n„ 339-4L
I Faysalu'd-Dawish: grievances of, against

j

Ibn Sa‘ud, 292 n .
;
presents demands to

Ibn Sa‘ud, 292- 3, 303; heads deputa-
' tion to Ibn Sa‘ud (April 1927), 294-5;

;

demands tax from Ma‘an and ‘Aqabah,

!
296-7

;
attacks Banu Saklir, 297 ; raids

I

‘Iraq, 300 2 ; demands opening of port
i of Kuwayt. 302; absent from Riyild

I
Congress, 306 ; defeat and death,

i

306-7.

I

Feng Yu-hsiang: position of, at begin-

ning of 1928, 276; part played by, in

!
1928 campaign of civil war, 376, 378,

I

384-5
;
arrives at Peking (6.7.28), 379

;

relations with Chiang Kai-shek, 383,
' 385, 388 ; Muslim insurrection against,

I

384-5, .389 : attends Fifth Plenary

j

Session of Central Executive Commit-
i U>se of Kuomintang, 388; Member of

1 State C‘ouncil, 390; attends Disband-

ment Conference, 394.

Finland; armaments expenditure of, 98;

i proposal made by, for linancinl assist-

! ance to states victims of aggression,

j

86 ??. See also under League of Nations.

{

Firdawsi, 214.

j

France:

j\rmaments expenditure of, 94.

I

Great Britain, rivalry with, in Middle

I

East, 330. See also under Arma-
I ments: Anglo-French compromise.

Italy, relations with: effect of, on
South-East European situation, 147,

151, 152, 153; crisis of 1927, 147,

149 ; French Government’s concilia-

tory policy, 149; modus vivendi on

I

status of nationals (3.12.27), 149-

50 ; Signor Mussolini’s response, 150

;

diplomatic conversations, 150-1,

153 ; Commission established to dis-

cuss outstanding questions, 151

;

I

Tunisian question, 193 n.

Jugoslavia, treaty of friendship with

(11.11.27), 147.

Turkey, treaties with, 332. See also

under Syria: Turkey.

U.S.A., arbitration treaties with, 18.

See also under

\

Armaments: Anglo-

French Compromise, Preparatory

Commission ; Briand, Monsieur ; Bul-

garia; China; Hungary; machine
guns ; Mandates

;
Paul-Boncour,
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Monsieur ; Persia : capitulations

;

Security ; Syria.

Fu'ad, King: and Anglo-Egyptian crisis

of May Juno 1927, 240-2; European
journey of, 241, 242; and political

crisis, June-July 1928, 270-8.

Fu'ad, Kopriilu-Zade Mehinet, 209 a.

Fukuda, General, 408 10, 412.

FurughT, Mirza Muhamnuul ‘Ali Khiin,

373.

Gasperini, Commendatore, 314.

Geneva Protocol for the Pacific Settle-

ment of International Disputes : British

attitude to, 15-16, 49; proposal for

restudying principles of, 15, 48, 49;

Security (Vunmittex^.'s views on, 85-6,

86-7 71.

Georgia, tn^aty with Turkey, 362.

(Jermany: armaments expenditure of,

95; disarmament of -as prelude to

general disarmament, 50, 59;-- with-

drawal of Commission of Control, 162;

Persia, German experts appointed to

posts in, 358; U.S.S.R., treaty with

(24.4.26), 158, 366, 367. JSee also 7i}ider

Armaments: Anglo-French compro-

mise, Conferences, Pnparatory Com-
mission; China; Hungary: machine-
guns; 1-oague of Nations; Mandates;
Persia: capitulations ;

Security ; Strese-

mann, Herr; War, Renunciation of.

Gibbon, Edward, 8 w., 9.

Gibson, Mr., U.S. Delegate on Prej>ara-

tory Commission, 61.

Gouraud, General, 330.

Great Britain: armaments expenditure

of, 93 ; Middle Eastern policy of, 359-

61. See also imder Aden ; Afghanistan

;

Amery, Mr. L. S. ; Armaments : Anglo-

French compromise, Preparatory Com-
mission; Baldwin, Mr,; Bulgaria;

Chamberlain, Sir A. ; China ;
Clajdon,

Sir G. ;
Cushendun, Lord; Kgj^pt;

Geneva Protocol; Gulf Chiefs; Hun-
gary : machine-guns ; Ibn Sa‘ud ; ‘Iraq

;

Islamic World: Pilgrimage; Italy;

League of Nations : Covenant, finances

;

Manchuria; Mandates; Persia: capi-

tulations ; Security ;
Transjordan ; Tur-

key; U.S.A. ; Yahya.
Greece

;

Armaments expenditure of, 97.

Italy, relations with, 148, 151, 158

seqg.—Pact of friendship negotiated

and signed, 160; effect of pact on

Jugoslavia, L55, 160, 185; tripartite

arrangement including Turkey, sug-

gested, 148, 159, 160.

Jugoslavia, relations with : commercial
agreement (2.11.27), 183 ; friendship,

treaty of—1913 treaty of alliance

denounced by Jugoslavia, 183;

—

1926 treaty rejected by Greek
Chamber, 183;—new^ treaty signed

(27.3.29), 187 ; Salonic.a, (piestion of,

183-7.

Rumania, treaty with (21.3.28), 184-5.

Turkey: Anatolian War. 158, 159, 193,

334, 360, 365, 366; diplomatic con-

versations, 159, 160-1 ; exchange of

jiopulations—convention for (.30.1.

23), 1.59;—difficulties regarding, 1.59,

161; Italian attempts to promote
rapprochement, 151, 159; Pact of

Friendship, proposed, 160, 161, 364.

See also iritder Bulgaria: China;

I.ieague of Nations ; Mikhalako-
pulos, Monsieur; Vcnizelos, Monsieur.

Grey, Viscount, of Fallodon, 79.

Guatemala, armaments expenditure of,

101 .

Gulf Chiefs, Britisli treaties with, 285,

286, 323; Ibn 8a‘Qd's relations with.

286-7.

Hafiz Wahbah, Shaykh, 295??., 300 w.,

303 n,

Haiti, armaments expenditure of, 101.

See also under League of Nations.

Hajo, ‘Osman Agha, 335.

Hale, Senator, 32-4, 41.

Hambro, Monsieur, 138.

Hankow Incident (3.1.27), 409, 430.

Hanotaux, Monsieur, 131- 2 r?.

Harb, the, 304.

Hasa, province of, 285, 289, 292 r?., 294,

298, 302 n.

Hasan, Idris! Sayyid of Sabya .—See

under Idrisi.

Hashid wa Bakil, confederation of, 318.

Hayashi, Baron, 381, 382.

Hijaz—set under Najd-Hijaz.

Hijaz Railwav, Conference on (Aug.

1928), 305-6.

Holstj, Monsieur, 82, 85.

Honduras, armaments expenditure of,

101 .

Ho Yao-tsu, General, 412.

Hudaydah, 307, 310, 311, 318, 319,

320 w.

Hughes, Admiral Charles F., 27.
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488 INDEX

Hughes, Mr. C. E., 14.

Hu Han-min, 387, 390, 416 n.

Hungary:
Armaments: expenditure on, 97; con-

trol over by League, 162-3.

Italy, relations with, 147, 148 w. /S’ec

also under Hungary: machine-guns.

Jugoslavia, relations with, 151.

Machine-gun parts, incident arising

out of the discovery of, at 8zent

Gotthard, 161-7 ;—Austrian atti-

tude, 161, 162 n., 164; British atti-

tude, 166- 7 ;
Committee of Three

—

appointed, 165 ;—preliminary re-

port of, 165-6;—^hnal report of,

166-7; Council of League—inter-

vention asked for by Little Entente,

163;—^Acting President approaches

Hungarian Government regarding

sale of parts, 164;—discussions

(March 1928), 165;~(*^^une 1928),

166-7; destination, question of,

161-2, 166, 167; experts, investiga-

tion by, 166; French attitudes 163,

166; German attitude, 163, 165,

167; Italy indirectly con(5erned,

163 n > ; Little Entente—discuss steps

to be taken, 162;—bring question

to notice of the Council, 163;

—

motives, 165;—dissatisfaction with

Committee’s report, 166; Polish

attitude, 162 ; sale of parts by auc-

tion, 164; smuggling, suspicion of,

162, 166.

Rumania, relations with, 163 n.^ 168

Mixed Arbitral Tribunal : claims

submitted to under Art. 250 of

Trianon Treaty, 168, 173; com-
petence of, in agrarian cases

—

denied by Rumania, 173-4;

—

tribunal declares itself competent,
174,•^arbitration suggested, 174,

177, 181 ;—Committee of Three’s

views, 176-7 ;
— Czechoslovak

views, 178 w.; constitution of,

provisions regarding, in Peace
Treaty, 168, 174-5; President,

League Council’s power to ap-

point, 175; reconstitution of, sug-

gested, 179-81 ; Rumanian judge
—withdrawal of, 174;—^reinstate-

ment of, suggested by Committee
of Three, 177; substitute judges

—Hungarian request to Council

to appoint, 174, 181;—^Council’s

powers regarding, 175, 176, 179;

—Committee of Three’s recom-
mendations, 177, 178

Optants Dispute, 168-82—

.

Agrarian legislation, Rumanian,
168-9, 171, 178.

Brussels agreement, 169 w., 172-3.

C'ompensation, question of, 169 7i.,

171, 179, 181, 182.

Committee of Throe: appointed,

175; attempts at conciliation

fail, 175-6; consults legal au-

thorities, 176; reports, 176-7;

three principles— enunciated,

1 76-7 ;—^rejected by Hungary
and accepted by Rumania,
177-9;—acceptance of them
made a condition of settlement

by Rumania, 179;—Rumania’s
attempt to make them binding

on reconstituted tribunal, 180;

sanctions — proposed, 177 :

—

Council recommends report for

consideration without them,

178, 180.

(conference of Ambassadors, Hun-
garian appeal to. 169-70.

Council of League: Hungarian
appeal to (15.3.23), 170- 1 ; dis-

cussions—(April 1923 ), 1 7 1 -2 ;

—

(July 1923), 172-3; Rumanian
appeal (Feb. 1927), 174; dis-

cussions (March 1927), 174-5;

Hungarian appeal for appoint-

ment of substitute judges, 174-

5 ; Committee of Three ap-

pointed, 175; discussions—
(Sept. 1927), 176-8;- (March
1928), 179-80;—June 1928,

181;—(Sept. 1928), 181-2.

Czechoslovak view, 178 w.

Discrimination against Hunga-
rians: denied by Rumania, 171,

174; Committee of Three’s

views, 177, 180 7?.

General issues raised, 175, 182.

Minorities Treaty, Rumanian, pro-

visions of, 168, 170, 171.

Negotiations between disputants:

(1923), 170, 172; (Nov. 1927-
Feb. 1928), 178-9; (Summer
1928), 181-2; (Dec. 1928), 182.

Permanent Court of International

Justice, reference to suggested,

171-2, 173 n., 174, 175, 176 n.,

177, 181.
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Peace Treaty, provisionH of, 168,

169 n., 171, 174, 176, 177.

Political solution, arguments in

favour of, 174, 176, 178, 180 w.

See also under League of Nations.

Hurst, Sir Cecil, 253.

Hurst, Dr. H. E., 236.

Husaynu’ l-Hashinn, King of the Hijaz,

285, 320 w., 322.

Hussey Frekc, Mr., 402.

Huwaytat, the, 296.

Hwang Fu, General, 388, 409, 414, 415.

Ibn Humayd, Chief of the ‘Utavbah, 292,

303, 304, 306, 307.

Ibn Rashid, 292 w., 307.

Ibn Sa‘ud

:

Captains, recahiitrant : demands of

(1926), 292-3 ;
deputation of (April

1927)

, 294 5; aggressive action

by, on northern frontier, 296 seqq .

;

absence of, from Kiyad Congress,

306; defeat of, 306 -7.

See also under Faysalu’d-Dawlsh.

Economic policy of, 290, 307.

Egypt, relations with, 295.

Empire: building up of, 285, 288-9,

292 ; consolidation of, prospects for,

307 ; theocratic nature of, 288, 294.

Foreigners, attitude to, 194, 290, 292.

Hijaz Railway Conference, represented

at, 305-6.

Great Britain, relations with;

Jiddah Conference (May and Aug.

1928)

, 304-5, 319.

Pilgrims, British, protection of, 287,

288.

Recognition, British, 285, 286.

Slavery, question of, 287.

Subsidy, British, 284 w.

Treaties: (26.12.15), 284-6, 287 n.;

(Bahrah, 1.11.25), 284, 285, 297;

(Hadda, 2.11.25), 284, 285, 296,

297, 330; (Jiddah, 20.5.27)—

negotiation and signature of, 285

;

—^provisions of, 286-7;—^ratifica-

tion of, 286;—^notes accompany-
ing, 287-8; —text of, [439-40];

(Muhammarah, 5.5.22), 284

;

(‘Uqayr protocol, 2.12.22), 299,

305.

War materials, importation of, 287-8.

Idrisi, the, relations with, 308, 319-20.

Imam of the Wahhabis, 292, 294.

‘Iraq, relations with, 297 seqq.

489

Kingship, assumption of: in Hijaz,

285, 289; in Najd, 288, 293.

Najd-Hijaz, personal union of, under,

284, 289.

Najdi ‘ulama’s fatwa, 293-4.

Opposition to, 292 seqq.

Pilgrimage, measures taken regarding,

295.

Recognition of, by I^owers, 285, 28(i.

Religious toleration, 289, 290-1, 292,

295.

Riyad Congress (Nov. 1928), 306.

San‘a, Imam of, relations with, 318-

20 .

Taxation, powers of, 294.

Wahhabi raids^ attitude of, to, 30 1 , 302,

303, 304.

See. also under Najd-Hijaz.

Iceland

—

see under War, Renunciation of.

Idrisi Sayyid of Sabya, Hasan; Ibn
Sa‘ud’s relations with, 308, 319-20;

Imam of San‘a, relations with, 307-8,

311, 319 20; Luhayyah and Huday-
dah, temporary possession of, 307, 310,

312, 319, 320 w.

Imperial Airways, Ltd., 352, 355.

India: armaments exj>enditure of, 94;

British air route to, 352-3, 355

;

foreigners in, 193 n. See also under

League of Nations: finances; War,
Renunciation of.

International Labour Office ; finances of,

140, 144-5; staff of, 135, 136, 139.

‘Iraq:

Capitulations, 193 ri., 346.

Frontiers : measures for control of,

297-8, 299; military posts on, 299-

300, 304, 305; air action on, 300 2.

See also under ‘Iraq : Syria, Turkey

;

Najd-Hijaz: frontiers.

Jiddah Conference with Ibn Sa‘ud,

representation of, at, 304-5.

Government, resignation of, 341.

Great Britain, treaties with: (10.10.22),

325, 339, 340, 341; (25.3.24)—

financial and militarv, 340, 342;

—

judicial, 346; (13.1.26), 339, 341;

(14.12.27)—negotiation of, 340, 341

;

—signature of, 340 ;—ratification,

postiK)nement of, 340, 342;—terms

of, 341, 346 w.;
—

‘IrSqi disappoint-

ment with, 341-2 ;—text of, 440-43.

Independence, recognition of : by
Great Britain, 341 ; withheld by
Persia, 346, 353.

Kurds in, 336, 342, 374.
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490 INDEX
'Iraq (cont.)

Lt^ague of Nations, admission to,

question of. 339 -41.

Military service, question of, 342.

Nationality Law (1924), 345- 6.

Persia, relations with, 339 w ., 342-6

—

frontier questions, 342 -3; motor
!

route, 343 ; Persian nationals in
;

‘Iraq, status of, 345 -6; Shattu‘1-

‘Arab, regime in, 343-5. See. also

under ‘Iriiq: indejKmdenee.

Shammar migration into, 331 n.

Syria, frontier questions, 337 8.
|

Transjordan, regimes compared, 326.
j

Turkey: frontier delimitation with,
j

336-7; Mosul dispute with, 336, .

339 w., 361, 367, 374; Turkish !

regime in, 346.
j

Wahhabis, aetivitic^s of, in: peaceful
;

penetration, 298; raids, 190, 297, I

299 302.
I

Irish Free State: armaments expenditure
|

of, 98; and British Monroe Doctrine, ‘

21 n.; Dominion status, grant of, to,

267 ;
^Ir. Kellogg’s visit to, 74. See I

also wakr League of Nations.
|

Ishii, Viscount, 175.
I

Islamic World: alphabets used in, 188, i

190, 215, 216.96^9. ; art in, 213-14;
Congress (Mecca, dune-.July 1926),

290 ; dress in, 188, 202-6 ;
fanaticism

—

L'cneral decline of, 212;—‘Zealot* re-

volts, 105, 190-1, 194, 202, 205, 213,

372 ; foreigners, situation of, in, 192-7

;

future of, prospects for, 191-2; Hel-

lenic civilization, comparison with

AVesternization movement in, 190-1

;

literature in, 214 16 ; minorities, situa-

tion of, in, 197-200; Pilgrimage

—

British pilgrims, protection of, 287-8;

—Egyptian attitude to, 295 ;

—

Kisioah^

question of, 295;

—

Mahmal, question

of, 293-5 ;—number of pilgrims, 295 ;

—

Persian attitude to, 295;—revival of,

encouraged by Ibn Sa‘ud, 290 ;
position

of, 1926-8, 188 seqq, ; Russian cultural

influence on, 371 ; secularization in,

206-13; traditional outlook of, 188,

189, 192, 209; women, position of, in,

200-2. See also under Caliphate;

League of Nations.

Ismet Pa^a, 160-1, 228, 230.

Italy:

Armaments expenditure of, 94.

Egypto-Libyan frontier, delimitation

of, 283-4.

Foreign policy of, 147 seeiq .—activity

of, in 1928, 148 ; effects of, in South-

Eastern Europe, 147, 161-2, 155,

184; Signor Mussolini’s review of

(6.6.28), 147, 148, 149, 151, 155;

Peace Treaties, revision of, 152.

Great Britain, relations with, over

.Arabia, 313, 314.

Jugoslavia, relations with, 151, 153

seqq,—Albanian question, 153-4,

157 w.; Belgrade Conventions, rati-

fication of, 154 n., 166; demonstra-
tion against Italy in Jugoslavia, 154,

155, 157 ; negotiations on outstand-

ing qiu^stions, 153; Nettuno (Con-

ventions, ratification of, 1 54-7 ; Pact
of Fritmdship (27.1.24), question of

renewal of, 152-3, 156-7
;
rapproche-

ment, difficulties in way of, 153 4.

Poland, relations with, 148, 149.

Rumania, relations with, 147, 148, 149,

184.

Turkey, relations with, 148. 151, 158-

61 ;—economic relations, 159w. ;
Pact

of Friendship (,30.5.28) ;—n<5gotiation

of, 159;—signature of, 148, 158, 160,

364;—importance of, for Turkey,

158;—for Italy, 158 9; tripartite

arrangement including (treec-c, sug-

gested, 148, 159, 160.

See also under Albania; Armaments:
Anglo-French compromise ;

Bid-

garia
; C-hina ; Franco ; Greece ; Hun-

gary; Mandates; Mussolini, Signor;

Persia : capitulations ; Security

;

War, Renunciation of; Yahya.
‘Izzot Pasha, 307.

Jabal Shammar, 285, 337 w.

Jabalu'd-Duruz: insurreMjtion in, sup-

pression of, 328-9; refugees from—in

Najd, 331;—in Transjordan, 329-31.

Jaequemyns, Baron Rolin, 88.

Ja‘far Pasha, 340, 341, 342.

Japan: armaments expenditure of, 94;

Government, change of (April 1927),

405 ; Great Britain, relations with, over

China, 431-2; literacy in, 219 w. See

also under Armaments: Anglo-French
compromise; China; League of Na-
tions; Mandates; Security; War, Re-
nunciation of.

Jawf, 311, 318, 331.

Jehol, province of, 382-3.

Jeziret Ibn ‘Umar, 333.

Jouvenel, Monsieur do, 129, 329.
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INDEX 491

Jugoslavia: alphabets used in, 218;
armaments expenditure of, 95 ; internal

political situation in, 156-7, 187;

isolation, fear of, 155, 184 5; loan,

negotiations for, 155 7i. See also und^r

France; Greece; Hungary; Italy;

Security.

Junkers, 353, 355 n,

Kailan Mining Administration, 379.

Kansu, 384- 5.

Karapanos, Monsieur, 185.

Karun, River, 344, 345.

Kastl, Dr. Ludwig, 135.

Kazim Pajja, 202 3.

Kellogg, Mr. F. H.: and Peace Pact, 10,

\^S€jqq., 37-9, 42, 43, 74; and (Jiinese

treaty revision, 424, 426.

Kellogg Pact

—

see under War, Renuncia- !

tion of. !

Kelly, Vice-Admiral. 68. i

Kemal Pasa, Mustafa: and women’s
j

dress, 202 ;
and religious reforms, 208

; |

statues of, 214; and spelling, 220; and
|

Latin alphabet, 228 -9 ; and 8\to-
i

Turkish frontier q uestion, 336.
|

Khaz‘al, Shavkh, of Muhammarah, 287w.,
'

344, ,347, ,353.
i

Khilafatists, Indian, 210.

Khirgizistan, 225.

KhuUmh^ language for delivery of, 206 7.
|

Khuzistiin, ,344, 347. !

King, Mr. Mackenzie, 24 n., 280-1.
|

Kiukiang Incident (6. 1 .27 ), 409.
|

Korosec, Father, 156.
|

Kurds— under ‘Iraq, Persia, Syria,

Turkey.
Kuwayt,* 286, ,300, 302-3.

Lamont, Mr. Thomas, 436.

Lampson, Sir Mile^, 414, 415.

Latham, Mr., 129.

Latin America, effect of Great War on,

103. See also under League of Nations.

Latvia, armaments expenditure of, 99.

League of N ations

:

Afghanistan, attitude of, 105.

Argentina, attitude of, 108 w.

Arms and Ammunition, Special Com-
mission on Manufacture of, 143.

Assembly

:

Functions of, regarding finance, 141,

145.

Fifth, Fourth Committee of, 141.

Seventh; Fourth Committee’s dis-

cussions, 142; provides for possible

appointment of German member
of Permanent Mandates Commis-
sion, 134; Sixth Committee dis-

cusses functions of Permanent
Mandates Commission, 128 30.

Eighth : arbitration
, seeurityand dis-

armament, discussions on, 15. 48,

50 1, 82-3 74.; (ouncil elections,

111-12; Foiuth Committee's dis-

cussions, 142; Polish resolution

against aggressive war, 14.

Ninth: arbitration, security and dis-

armament, discussions on, 59-60,

80-1, 90' 3; Council elections,

113-14; ectonomy campaign, 142-

5; Fourth Committee’s discus-

sions, 138 9, 142, 14.3- 4: staff

(piestions, discussions on, 138-40.

Austria, votes cast for, as (.'ouncil

member, 114.

Redgium, Council membership of, I Ki-

ll, 113.

Bolivia, attitude of, 108 n.

Brazil, resignation of, 110.

British Dominions: Council member-
ship of, 112; policy of, 108.

Canada, Council membership of, 111,

114.

Ctiile, Council membership of, 114.

('liina: attitude of, 105, 107; com-
munication from, regarding Tsinanfii

Incident, 412; Council membership
of, 107, 110 74., 113; impotence of

League in, 106 ; visit to, of Assistant

Secretary-General, 107. See also

under League of Nations: finances.

Colombia, Council membership of,

113 74 .

Communication and Transit Organiza-

tion, 867?., 143, 144, 166.

Council

:

Acting President of, powers of, be-

tween sessions, 164-5, 167.

Bolivian-Paraguayan dispute, inter-

vention in, 109.

Composition of, 109-14—crisis of

1926, 109, 110; election of noii-

|)ermanent members, procedure

for, 109-10 ; elections, results of

—

(1923), 107;—(1926), 107, 110,

113;-(1927), 111-13;— (1928),

107, 113-14; geographical dis-

tribution of seats, 107, 1 13 ti. ;

permanent members, 114; re-

eligibility provisions, 1 1 0, 1 1 1 , 1 1 3,

114.
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492 INDEX
League of Nations (cont.)

Council {cant.)

Functions of: points raised by Op-
tants Dispute, 182 ; regarding in-

vestigation of armaments of ex-

enemy countries, 162-5, 167 ; re-

garding staff, 135, 139.

Means at disposal of, for preventing

war, 84, 88-9.

Negotiation of arbitration and secu-

rity treaties, good offices offered

for, 92.

Publication of minutes of (Commit-

tees, decision regarding, 143.

Voting on, in case of dispute re-

ferred under Art. 1 1 of Covenant,

172 w.

Covenant: Art. 6, 135, 139, 143 ; Art. 7,

135; Art. 8, 56?/.; Art. 10. amend-
ment to, proposed (1923), 83; Arts.

10, 11, 16, consideration of, by Secu-

rity Committee, 82, 84, 86, 92-3 : Art.

1
1‘

164-5, 170, 172 w., 176, 177 ; Art.

16, interpretation of, given to Ger-

manv by other signatories of Locarno
Pact, 84 ; Art. 19, 152 ; Art. 22, 1 27w.,

129; interpretation of, British views

regarding, 84 ; Peace Pact in relation

to, 22 w., 104 n , ; value of, as measure
of security, 85, 87 n.

Cuba, Council membership of, 111-12,

114.

Cultural questions, growing import-

ance of, 104, 109.

Czechoslovakia, Council membership
of, 110.

Denmark, votes cast for, as ('ouncil

member, 112, 114.

Development of, 1920-8, 103 seqq.

Economic questions, growing import-

ance of, 104, 109.

Economic Organization, 144.

Egypt: admission of, to membership,
question of, 105, 247

;
proposed sub-

mission to Council—of question re-

garding British military forces, 254,

256;—of question of British per-

sonnel in public security and police

services, 261.

Far Eastern countries, attitude of,

105-7.

Finances of, 140-6—apportionment of

expenses among members, 108 n.,

143^.; British attitude regarding,

143-4 ; British quota, 143 n., 144 w.

;

budget figures—(1920-1), 140;

-(1921-9), 146 ;—(1922), 141 ;—
(1923), 141 ?t.;—(1929), 143, 145;

Chinese quota, 107 ;
control of,

system of, 141 ; economies, suggested

—(1926), 142;—(1928), 142-5;

Indian delegate’s attitude, 142, 144;

maximum limit suggested, 142, 144;

Netherlands delegate’s attitude, 144

;

Norwegian delegate’s attitude, 145.

Financial Organization, 86 n.

Finland, Council membership of, 111-

12, 114.

Germany: admission of, to member-
ship, 110, 133, 158; opposes Fin-

land’s candidature for Council, 112;

permanent membership of Council,

no, 113, 134; policy of, 133-4.

Greece, candidate for Council member-
ship, 111-12, 114.

Haiti, votes cast for, as Council member,
112 .

Health Committee, publication of

minutes of, 143.

Hungary, abstains from voting at

Ninth Assembly on disarmament
and security resolution, 60.

‘Iraq, admission of, to membership,
question of, 105, 339-41.

Irish Free State, candidate for Council

membership, 112 n.

Islamic World, attitude of, 105.

Japan, attitude of, 105, 106-7.

Latin-American countries, attitude of,

108-9, 111, ll?w.
Najd-Hijaz, attitude of, 105.

Netherlands, Council membership of,

113. See also mider League of

Nations: finances.

Norway, votes cast for, as (>)uncil

member, 114. See also under League
of Nations: finances.

Opium: Central Board, 144; Commit-
tee on, 143.

Organization Committee, 136.

Pan-American Organization in relation

to, 108-9.

Paraguay, votes cast for as Council

member, 114.

Persia: attitude of, 105; Council mem-
bership of, 110 »., 113, 114; rejects

amendmentto Art. lOofCovenant,83.

Peru, attitude of, 108 w.

Poland, Council membership of, 110,

111, 112, 113, 114.

Political activities, possibility of new,

104.
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INDEX 493

Portugal, votes cast for, as Council

member, 114.

Publications, economies in, suggested,

142-3.

Reconstruction work of, 103-4, 109.

Refugees, Armenian, settlement of,

144.

Rumania, Council membership of, 113,

114.

Salvador, Council membership of, 110.

Scandinavian states, attitude of, re-

garding composition of Council, 111,

112 w.

Secretariat, jXTsonnel of, 135-40

—

Assembly, Ninth, discusses, 137-40

;

Balfour Report on staff organiza-

tion, 136, 138, 139; Covenant, pro-

visions in, regarding, 136; diplo-

matists, employment of, 137, 138;

Great Powers, monopoly of high

posts by, 137, 138 ; impartiality, loss

of, feared, 137, 138; nationality,

question of, 1 36, 1 37 ; numbers of

staff, 136; promotion, question of,

137; regulations, modifications in,

138, 139-40; Under-Secretaries, ap-

pointment of, 136.

Siam; attitude of, 105; votes cast for,

as (k)uncil member, 112; candidate

for Council, 114.

Spain: Council membership of, 1 13-14

;

resignation of, 110, 113;—cancella-

tion of, 114.

Switzerland, votes oast for, as (k>uncil

member, 112, 114.

Supervisory Commission, 140-1.

Turkey, attitude of, 105.

U.S.S.R., attitude of, 104, 106; op-

poses Finland’s candidature for

Council, 112.

U.S.A., attitude of, 104, 112;—effect

of, in Latin America, 108.

Uruguay, votes cast for, as (k)uncil

member, 112, 114.

Venezuela, Council membership of,

114,

Yaman, attitude of, 105.

See also under Armaments; Hungary:
machine guns, Rumania ; Mandates

;

Security.

Libya, frontier delimitation with Egypt,
283-4.

Li Chai-sum, 386, 388.

Lindenblatt, Dr., 358.

Li Tsung-jen, 388.

Lm Tzu-han, 414, 415.

Lithuania, armaments expenditure of,

100 .

Little Entente, 149, 151. See also under
Hungary: machine guns.

Litvinov, Monsieur: and Peace Pact,

25 w., represents U.S.S.R. on Prepara-

tory Commission, 52, 54, 55.

Lloyd, Lord, British High Commissioner
in Egypt: and crisis of May June 1927,

240, 242; and negotiations for treaty

of alliance, 242, 245, 253, 256-7, 260-2,

264, 269 ; and crisis over public secu-

rity legislation, 268- 74 ; refrains from
intervening in political crisis (June-
July 1928), 279.

Locarno, Pact of : Anglo-FrencJi compro-
mise in relation to, 78-9; British

Government considers ideal form of

Security Pact, 83 ; Security Committee
takes as model, 87, 88.

Ix>udon, Jonkheer, (’hairman of Pre-

paratory Commission, 52, 53, 57, 58,

62, 63, 64, 65, 67, 81.

Louwers, Monsieur, 129.

Lugard, Sir F., 118, 123.

Luhayyah, 307, 310, 311, 319, 320 n.

Lurs

—

see under Persia.

Luxembourg, armaments expenditure of,

102 .

Lytton, Lord, 144 n,

Ma‘an, 287, 296.

MacDonald, Mr. Ramsay, negotiations of,

with Zaghlul Pasha, 244, 255, 266.

MacMurray, Mr., 4 15 16, 425, 426.

Macedonian Revolutionary Organization,

Anglo-French demarche to Bulgaria

regarding, 147-8 w.

Madariaga, Professor S. de, 137.

Mahmud Pasha, Muhammad, 276, 277-8.

Mahmud, Sultan, 205, 322.

Manchuria

:

British attitude regarding, 381-2 w.

Economic situation in, 433 seqq.

Immigration into, 433-5.

Japan, position of, in, 380, 434 seqq.

—

absence of Japanese reservation re-

garding, in Peace Pact negotiations,

22; area under Japanese adminis-

tration, 434 ; changes of policy,

suggested, 437; demands (24.8.27),

435-6; intervention regarding rap-

prochement with Kuomintang, 381-

2, 433 ; Morgan loan, proposed, 436,

437 n. ; negotiations with Nanking
Government regarding, 430

;
popula-
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494 INDEX
Manchuria {cant.)

Japan, position of, in (emit.)

tion, Japaneso, in, 4.34; warning to

Ankuochiin and Kuoraintang Go-
vernments regarding (18.5.28), 377.

iS'ee also under Manchuria: railways.

Juridical status of, 433.

Policy of, towards Kuomintang; di- !

vision of opinion regarding, 380;
co-operation against Chang Tsung-
ch’ang, 379, 381 ; Japanese interven-

tion regarding, 381-2, 433; Chang
Hsiieh-liang accepts office under
National Government, 382-3 ; agree-

ment regarding Jehol, 382- 3 ;
Kuo-

mintang flag hoisted in Manchuria, I

383.
j

Raid into, from Outer Mongolia, 383 4.
j

Railways; Chinese Eastern, 383, 434,
j

435; construction of—(’hinose pro- I

jects for, 435, 436 .Japanese pro- •

jects for, 383 436 -7
;
importance

!

of, for development of country, 433
; j

rolling stock, Sino-Japanese dispute
j

ov^er, 436; ISouth Manchurian, 378, i

434, 4,35, 437.
|

Russian position in, 380, 433, 434. !

See also under Chang Hsiieh-liang;
;

C3iang Tso-lin.
j

Mandates
: j

Capitulations, suspension of, in terri-
j

tory under ‘A’ Mandate, 193 v, '

Permanent Commission on : I

Assembly of 1^‘ague (Seventh) dis-
j

cusses functions of, 128-30.
j

Australia, attitude of, 129, 130 -1.
!

Belgium, attitude of, 126, 127, 131.
i

British attitude, 126-7, 129, 130-1;

—Committee of Imperial Confer-

ence on questions connected with,

130.

Constitution of, 115, 117, 119, 120,

122, 128.

Council of League discusses—^func-

tions and work of, 1 1 5, 1 19, 12.5-8,

131 ;—appointment of German
member, 134-5.

France, attitude of, 127, 129.

Italy, attitude of, 127 n.

Japan, attitude of, 126, 127, 131.

Mandatory Powers, relation of, to,

116, 120-2, 126, 128, 133.

Membership of, 115-16, 121—Ger-

man member, addition of, 133-5.

New Zealand, attitude of, 126, 127,

130, 131.

Petitions, reception of, by, 115, 119

seqq .—procedure for, 1 1 9-20
;
con-

siderations involved in question of

giving audience, 120-2; Syrian

delegation, question of receiving,

122-3; Waad Leumi delegation,

question of receiving, 123, 124;

discussions by Cbmmission—at

eighth session, 122 3;- at ninth

session, 123 4; l.eague Council

considers question (Sept. 1926),

125-8; question referred to Man-
datory Powers, 128, 130; British

views, 1.30; views of other Man-
datory Powers, 131 ; Council de-

cides against audience, 131.

Questionnaire issued by, 115, 117

seqq .—original version, 117; object

of, 117, 118 19; number of ques-

tions, 118; revised draft—c*on-

sidcred and adopted by (bmmis-
sion, 1 18 ;—t'onsidered bv CVnincil,

(Sept. 1926), 125-8;— referred to

Mandatory Powers, 128, 130;

British views, 130-1; draft re-

ferred back to Commission for

reconsideration, 131 ; Commission
replies to (iriticisms, 132 3.

Rulcjs of procedure, 1 1 9.

.Sessions of: first, 117; third, IIS;

fourth, 118; fifth, 118; eighth,

122 3; ninth, 118, 12.3 .5, 133;

eleventh, 132, 134-5; twelfth,

132 n., 135, ,346-7 77.; thirteenth,

325, 331-2; fourteenth, 346-7 7?.;

extraordinary (Feb.-March 1926),

127.

South Africa, attitude of, 126, 127,

129, 130-1.

Task of, delicate nature of, 116.

Transjonianian-BritLsh treaty ques-

tioned by, 325.

Saf(?guards for inhabitants of terri-

tories under, 117, 120, 121-2.

Sovereignty over mandated territories,

question of, 115.

See also binder Palestine; South-West
Africa; Syria.

Marinkovic, Monsieur: and relations with

Italy, 154, 1.55, 156; and Salonica dis-

pute, 184, 185.

Maze, Mr. F. W., 399-400.

Mecca, 290, 291,293, 294.

Mehmed ‘All Pasha, 205, 322.

Merlin, Monsieur, 118, 124.

Mexico; armaments expenditure of, 96;
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INDEX 495

literacy in, 219 n.; resolution against

aggressive war introduced by, at Pan-
American Conference, 14. See also

under War, Renunciation of.

Michelis, Signor de, 151.

Middle East, policy of Allied Powers in,

359-61, 366.

Mikhalakdpulos, Monsieur, 148, 159, 184.

Millspaugh, Dr., 357-8, 369 n.

Mongolia, Outer, 380 n., 383-4.

Monnet, Monsieur .lean, 136.

Monroe Doctrine—see under War, Re-

nunciation of.

Moses, Senator, 40, 42, 43, 45.

Mosul, 158, 336, 339 n., 361, 367, 374.

Mudania, Armistice of, 210.

Mudawwarah, 287, 296.

Muhammad b. ‘All, Idrisi Sayyid of

Sabya, 320 r?.

Muhammad, Prophet, 289, 291.

Muhammarah, 287 n., 344, 345, 347, 353.

Miiller, Herr, 59.

Mushawir Al-Marrialik (‘Ali Qull Khan
Ansarl), 370.

Mussolini, Signor: on Franco-Italian re-

lations, 147, 149 50; speech of, in

Senate (5.6.28), 147, 148, 149, 151, 155;

foreign statesmen’s visits to, 148, 159;

speeeh to Council of Ministers (15.12.

27), 150 ; on revision of Peace Treaties,

152; on relations with Jugoslavia, 155,

157 ; and relations with Creece and
Turkey, 159, 161; receives Yamani
mission, 315.

Mutayr, the, 292, 299-304.

Nahhas Pasha, Mustafa: succeeds Zagh-
j

lul Pasha as leader of Wafd, 251
;

j

elected President of Chamber, 259 ; and
Anglo-Egyptian draft treaty, 258,

262-3, 264, 266; Premiership of, 270,

276-7 ; and crisis over public security

legislation, 271, 273-4; and legal

scandal (June-July 1928), 276-7; dis-

missal of, 277.

Najd-Hijaz

:

Foreigners in, 194.

Frontiers of ;

with ‘Iraq and Kuwayt: delimita-

tion of, 284; position on, 1926-8,

297 seqq ,—^immunity from raids,

1926-7, 297-8; pefioeful penetra-

tion, 298; Najdl protests against

‘Iraqi frontier posts, 299, 300;
Wahhabi raids (Nov.-Dee. 1927),

299-301; warning given by Ibn

Sa‘ud to British authorities, 300,

I

301 ; discussion between Ibn Sa'ud

I

and British Resident in Persian

Gulf suggested, 301 ;
air action,

300-4; further raids (Jan-Feb.

1928), 302 ; movement reported to

be spreading, 303, 304; improve-
ment in situation, 304.

with Transjordan: delimitation of,

284, 287, 296, 321, 330; Wahhabi
aggression on, 296-7 ; Frontier

Tribunal, 296.

Hijaz: conquest of, by Ibn Sa‘ud, 285,

289 ; constitutional position of, under
Ibn Sa‘ud, 289-90; education in,

290; kingdom, establishment of,

285 n ; Muslims, foreign, attitude of,

to Ibn Sa'ud’s regime in, 291 ; Wah-
habi’s attitude to, 291, 293-4.

Najd : Druse refugees in, 33.1 ; kingdom
of, proclamation of, 285, 293; re-

actionary opposition to Ibn Sa‘ud

in, 292 seqq. ; Riyad, assembly of

notables at, 293; settlements, agri-

cultural, 290, 307 ; ‘ulama, fatwa

given by, 293 -4.

Peace Pact, not invited to adhere to,

7 n., 26.

See also under Egypt ; Ibn Sa^fid

;

League of Nations; Wahhabis.
Najran, 311, 318.

Nanking Incident, settlement of : Assess-

ment Commissions, 417 ; Fran(;e

—

negotiations with, 414, 416;—settle-

ment with (1.10.28), 417; Great

Britain—negotiations with, 414;—
settlement with (9.8.28), 416-17 ; Italy,

settlement with (9.10.28), 417 ; .Japan,

negotiations with, 414, 416, 430; man-
dates issued by Kuomintang Govern-
ment (18.3.28), 413-14; notes ex-

changed regarding (1927), 413 ; So(‘.ony

Hill, barrage round, 414, 415 ; U.S.A.

—

negotiations with, 414-15;—settle-

ment with (2.4.28), 415-16.

Nansen, Dr., 82 n.. Ill, 128, 129.

Nazlian, Monsignore Hovhannes, 198.

Nedim Bey, Mahmud, 315.

Netherlands: armaments expenditure of,

96; resolution in favour of Geneva
Protocol proposed at Eighth Assembly
by, 1.5, 48. See also under China: un-

equal treaties; League of Nations;

Persia: capitulations.

New Zealand, armaments expenditure of,

100. See also under Mandates.
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496 INDEX
Nicaragua,armaments expenditure of, 102. \

Nile, the

—

see uiuhr Egypt.
NMbin, 332, 333, 335.

Nitol)e, Pr. Inazo, 136.

Nogays, the, 224.

Norway, armaments expenditure of, 99.

See also under China ; Ijeague of

Nations ; Security.

Nusrat Ad-Dawlah (Prince Firuz), 344.

Orts, Monsieur, 118.

Pacific Itelations, Institute of, 22.

Pahlawl, port of, 353, 370. See alsoAmtalu

Pai Tsung-hsi, 379, 383 w., 385, 388.

Palestine; Balfour Declaration, 327;

foreigners in, 193 w.; Hijaz Railway,

305 ; Mandate for—^TransJordanian

-

British agreement in relation to, 323.

325'-6;—^repudiation of, by Transjor-

danian National ('ongress, 327
;
pro-

tests against meeting of International

Missionary Council at Jerusalem, 212

;

Syria, frontier with, 329 ; Transjordan,

frontier with, definition of, 323 n ;

Wahhabi raids into, 190.

Panama, armaments expenditure of, 101.

Pan-American Union, 108, 109. See also

under Conferences.

Pangalos, General, 183.

Pappas, Monsieur, 161.

Paraguay, armaments exjKjnditure of,

101. See also under Bolivia ; League of

Nations.

Pashachi, Muzahim Beg, 340, 342.

Paul-Boncour, Monsieur, 48-9, 54, ,59,

129 w.

Peace Treaties, revision of. Signor Musso-

lini’s views on, 152.

Peking; Yen Hsi-shan’s failure to cap-

ture, 375; evacuation of, by Chang
Tso-lin and occupation by Kuomin-
tang, 377-8, 386 ; effect on, of ceasing

to be capital, 386 n,

P’eng P’ai, 385-6.

Permanent Court of International Jus-

tice: expenses of, 140 ; Optional Clause

of Statute—German accession to, 49-

50;—accessions, methods for increas-

ing, 84, 92;—British attitude regard-

ing, 83; staff of, 135, 136. See also

under Hungary: Rumania.
Pernar, Monsieur, 156 w.

Persia;

Air services, questions regarding, 352-

3, 3,55.

Capitulations, abolition of, 193, 346,

349 seqq.

Belgium, provisional agreement with(15.5.28)

, 356.

Countries possessing capitulatory

privileges, 350 n,

IVance; acceptance of abolition in

principle, 351
;
provisional agree-

ment signed (10.5.28), 356.

Germany, Persian note to (15.5.28),

356.

Great Britain ; most-favoured-nation

treatment granted to, 349; basis

of rights, 349, 350 w.; British

initiative, question of, 350; im-

I)ortanoe of British attitude, 351

;

treatv and exchange of notes

(IO.5I28), 354-5.

Italy, provisional agreement with

(15.6.28)

, 357.

Judicial Regulations, new, 350, 351

.

Most-favoured-nation principle, 349,

351, 355.

Netherlands, provisional agreement
with (21.6.28), 357.

Notification to capitulatory Powers,

350.

Proclamation of abolition (10.5.28),

354.

Safeguards, 351, 355.

Sweden, provisional agreement with

(10.8.28)

, 357.

U.S.A., Persian note to (14.5,28),

356.

U.S.S.R., rights renounced by, 349.

Customs tariff, new, 354, 355, 370.

Dress in, 203.

Education, 355-6 n.

Foreign advisers, 357-8; foreign resi-

dents, 351; foreign protected per-

sons, measures regarding, 357.

Great Britain: air route to India,

question of, 352-3, 355 ; British

occupation of North Persia, 360,

365; commerical relations, 351,

364-5 ; negotiations, 1927, 353

;

South Persia Rifles, 353; treaties

with—(1857—^Peace Treaty), 349;

—

( 1903— commercial convention )

,

349 ;—(1919—abortive), 361, 360,

365, 366 ;—(1920—tariff agreement),

351;—(1925—air agreement), 362,

353;—(10.6.28), 364-6;—(8.12.28—
air agreement), 356. See also under

Persia: capitulations.

Insurrections in, 347-8.
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INDEX 497

Persia {conL)

Kurds, disturbances among, 342, 343,

347, 372-^3.

Langimge, 215, 227.

Literature, 215, 220, 221, 222.

Lurs, disturbances among, 342, 348.

Military service, compulsory, 348.

Minority, Zoroastrian, position of,

200 ,

Missionary work in, 355, 356 n.

National iLank, opening of, 358.

Poland, treaty with (14.4.28), 356 w.

Railway, trans-Porsian, project for,

345, 348, 369 n.

ShT‘i ‘ulama ; opposition to Riza 8hah,

348
;
power of, 200, 203, 213, 348.

Statues, tabu on, removed, 214.

Turkey: Ami)assador, Persian, ap-

pointment of, 373; diplomatic mis-

sion, Turkish, 372; frontier ques-

tions, diilerenccs over, 372-3 ;
Fron-

tier Commission (1914), 343 ;
treaties

with, 362—1.

U.S.8.H.: air services with, 353; con-

sulates, Russian, 371??.,; economic
relations, 369 70; expedition to

Anzali, 365 ; fisheries, differences

over, 370; treaties with—(Tiirk-

menchay, 1828), 349, 350 ?i.;

—

(26.2.21), 349, 354, 361, 369;—
(customs convention, 1.10.27), 354;
—(neutrality, &c., 1.10.27), 362, 367.

See aUo under Persia: capitulations.

U.S.A., American experts in Persia,

position of, 357. See also under

Persia : capitulations.

Westernization, 191, 358.

See also under Afghanistan; Egypt;
‘Iraq; Islamic World: Pilgrimage;

League of Nations.

Peru, armaments expenditure of, 99. See

also under China ; League of Nations.

Peter the Great, 193, 205, 218.

Pilgrimage, the

—

see under Islamic W^orld.

Pizhder Tribe, the, 342.

Plumer, Lord, 323 n.

Poland: armaments expenditure of, 95;
resolution against aggressive war intro-

duced at Eighth Assembly by, 14- See

also under China; Hungary: machine
guns; Italy; League of Nations; Per-

sia; Security; War, Renunciation of;

Zaleski, Monsieur.

Politis, Monsieur: and Geneva Protocol,

15 ; rapporteur for Security Committee
82, 85-6.

Ponsot, Monsieur, 329.

Portugal : armaments expenditure of, 97

;

literacy in, 219 ?? . See also under
China: unequal treaties; League of

Nations.

Preparatory C’ommission for the Dis-

armament (Vjiiference

—

see under Ar-
maments.

Protogerov, General, 148 n,

Qarachays, the, 226.

Qazaks, the, 224, 226??.

Qasru’l-Azraq, 329, 330.

QaTabah, 309, 315.

Qatar, Shaykh of, 286.

Qiizan, 190, 224, 225.

Quo Tai-chi, 399.

Qur'an^ the, 207, 208.

Qutaybi, the, 312, 315.

Raiiic, Monsieur, 156??,.

Radio, Monsieur Paul, 156 ??.

Radio, Monsieur Stepan, 156 ?i.

Rappard, Monsieur, 123- 4, 133??.

Reading, Lord, 20.

Reed, Senator, 34, 40, 42, 43.

Rees, Monsieur van, 1 18,122, 124, 128, 129.

Reveillaud, Monsieur, 138.

Rhineland, qiK^stion of evacuation of, 58.

Rihani, Mr. Amecn, 216, 288 n.

Riza Shah PahlawT, 203, 344, 347, 348,

350, 354, 370, 372.

Roman Empire, the: decline and fall of,

9 ; outlawry of war under, 3-4, 6, 8.

Rowilnduz, 343, 369??.

Rub‘u’l-Khali, 309, 318.

Rumania: agrarian reforms in, 168-9,

170, 171, 178; alphabet used in. 218-

19 ; armaments exfienditure of, 96.

See also under Greece ; Hungary ; Italy

;

League ofNations ; Titulescu, Monsieur.

Rumbold, Sir Horace, 71.

Riisdi Beg, Tevfik ; represents Turkey on
Preparatory Commission, 54; visits

Signor Mussolini, 148, 159; conversa-

tions with Monsieur Mikhalak6pulos,

159; conversations with Greek Minis-

ter, 161 ; and Syro-Turkish frontier

question, 333, 336; meets Monsieur
Chicherin at Odessa, 367-8.

Russia, Empire of : Middle Eastern policy

of, 359-60, 371; cultural influence of,

371.

Russian Soviet Federal Socialist Re-
public, adoption of Latin alphabet for

Turkish-s|ieaking peoples of, 226.

Rutgers, Monsieur, 82, 85.

k
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498 INDEX
Saar Territory, the, 131-2 w.

Salar Ad-Dawlah (Abu’l-Fath Mlrza

Qajar), 343, 347.

Salih b. ‘Abdu’l- Wahid, 320 n.

Salisbury, Lord, 280.

Salman, 305.

Salvador, armaments expenditure of,

100. See also under League of Nations.

San‘a—see under Yahya.
Sarraut, Monsieur, 33«3.

Sarwat Pasha, ‘Abdu’l-Khaliq: liocomes

Prime Minister of Egypt, 238; and
Anglo-Egyptian crisis (May-June
1927), 240, 242; and Anglo-hlgyptian

negotiations (1927-8), 243 seqq,

;

inter-

view with iJaify Mail, 245 n., 250;

resignation, 264, 270 1 ; death, 264.
j

Sa‘ud b. ‘Abdi’l-‘Azizi's-Sa‘ud, 285 n.

Sayfu’d-Din, Prince Ahmad, 277.

Sayfu’l-Talam, Prince Muhammad, 314,

315 n.

Scialoja, Signor, 127 n.

Security, League of Nations Committee
on Arbitration and, 81-93—

.

Assembly adopts proposals of, with

modifications, 90 seqq,

British attitude to, 83, 87 n., 89, 90 n,

;

British memorandum for, 83-4, 85.

Covenant of I-^eague considered by, 82,

86, 92-3.

Establishment of, 51, 54, 81.

Financial assistance to states victims

of aggression, question of, considered

by, 86, 93.

French attitude to, 87 7?., 89 7?.

Functions of, 81.

German attitude to, 87, 88; German
memorandum for, 84-5.

Italian attitude to, 87 7?., 89 n.

Japanese attitude to, 87 n., 89 7?.., 90 n,

Jugoslav attitude to, 89 n.

Membership of, 54, 55 ri., 82.

Norwegian memorandum for, 82,

Polish attitude to, 89 n.

Preparatory Commission approves

work of, 55.

Publication of minutes of, 143.

Questionnaire circuilated by, 82.

Rapporteurs: appointment of, 82;

meeting of, at Prague, 82 seqq .

;

reports presented by, 85-6.

Scandinavian attitude to, 87 n.

Sessions of : first, 54, 82 ; second, 86-7

—date of debated, 54; third, 88-9.

Swedish memorandum for, 82.

Treaties: arbitration and conciliation

—^general treaty suggested, 82, 85;
—^reservations in, 83, 85, 87-8, 90;

—

models prepared, 87 8, 91 ;—^As-

sembly’s decision regarding, 90-1 ;

—

General Act, 90-2;—drafts used as

models, in Graeco-Rumanian and
Graeco-Jugoslav treaties, 184 7t.,

187 ; bilateral versus multilateral

treaties, 83, 84, 86, 88, 90 7?.

;

Security—models prepared, 88, 89

—

Assembly’s decision regarding, 92;
treaty for strengthening means of

preventing war—German proposals,

88

-

9 ;—Assembly’s decision regard-

ing, 92; vjilue of model treaties,

89-

90.

Turkish representation on, 55 7?-., 88 n,

IT.8.A. not represented on, 82.

U.S.8.R. representation on, 82.

Selby, Mr. Walford, 252.

Selim III, Sultan, 205.

Shah bandar. Dr. ‘Abdu’r-Rahmiin, 329.

Shamlyah, the, 297, 305, 321, 329.

Shammar, the, 297, 331 7?., 337, ,338.

Shanghai, 399, 423.

Shararat, the, 296.

Shattu’l-Arab, 343-5, 347.

Sherley, Sir Anthony, 350 n,

Sheykhu’l-Islam, the, 206.

Shidehara, Baron, 382 r?., 405.

SliiJs, toleration of, in Ibn Sa'ud’s

dominions, 289, 292;—apparent with-

drawal of, 292, 295 ;
Wahhabi ‘ulamii’s

opinion regarding, 294. See also under

Persia.

Shotwell, Professor J. T., 16 7?., 22.

Siam

—

see under League of Nations.

Simko (IsmaJl Shakkak), 343.

Smit, Mr., 127, 129.

Sonnino, Baron Sidney, 13.

Soong, Mr. T. V.: become Finance
Minister, 388, 390; activities of, as

Fimince Minister, 391-4; makes Bud-
get Speech at Disbandment Confer-

ence, 394 71.; policy of, towards Mari-

time Customs and Salt Gabelle, 397-8,

401-2; signs new treaty with U.S.A.,

425 ; negotiates with Japan, 430.

South Africa: armaments expenditure of,

100 ; Dominion status, grant of, to, 267.

See also under Mandates.

South-West Africa, mandated territory

of, 115, 116.

Spain, armaments expenditure of, 96.

See also under China: unequal treaties;

League of Nations.
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INDEX 499

Stack, Sir Leo, 235, 238, 239, 249, 266,

270 n.

Straits Commission, the, 195.

Strosemann, Herr: si,i?ns Peace l*act,

24 71.

;

raises question of evacuation of

Rhineland, 58
;

policy of, towards
League of Nations, 133 4 ; and (lerman
seat on Permanent Ma-Tulates (Com-

mission, 134; and Optants Dispute,

1 75, 1 82 ;
and import ation of arms into

(China, 395.

Subhi Bog, Hamdullah, 228.

Sudan; administration of, provisions

rc^garding, in Anglo-Egyptian draft

treaties, 248 9, 250, 255; Defence
Force, 235, 238, 239 -40 ; expenses,

Egyptian (contribution towards, 239-

40, 249; (lovernor-(^eneralship, union
of, with Sirdarate, 239 ; irrigation, 236

7, 249, 255, 256.

Sultanu’l-Atrash, 329, 330, 331.

JSun ( -hhian-fang, 375, 378, 406.

8un Fo, 387, 388. 416.

Sun Yat-sen: doctriiucs of, 387, 389;
spirit of, addressed by Kuomintang
commanders, 379, 387, 392.

Sun Yat-sen, Mrs., 387.

Siirayya, (^iKccti, unveiling of, 202, 204-
5.‘

Suwaydi, Tawfu^ Bc^g, 305.

Swanson, Senator, 33.

Swed(^n, armaments expenditure of, 96.

See also under Arma uKaits ; Preparatory
(Commissi(m; (China: uncMjual treaties;

Persia: capitulations; Security.

Switzerland: armaments expenditure of,

98; dispute with U.S.S.H., 52. See also

uyidcr (3iina; League of Nations.

Syria: amnesty in, 329, 331; Arab
National State, 328; dress question in,

204; foreigners in, 193 7?.; Hijaz Rail-

way, interest in, 305 ; insuiTection,

suppression of, 129, 328-9; Kurds in,

335 6 ; Mandate for, 116, 122 -3, 127 w.,

129 7/..; (Jrganic Statute for, 329;
popular sense of name, 322; Trans-

jordan—frontier with, 321, 329-32;

—

Druse refugees in, 329 31 ;—raids from,

331-2 ; Turkey, frontier with—Franco-
Turkish controvemy over, 332-6, 361

;

—Kurdish raids across, 335; Turkish
regime in, 322, 328 ; Westernization in,

191 7/., 194, See also under Traq;
Jabalu’d-Duruz ; Mandates: Perma-
nent Mandates Commission ; Palestine

;

Transjordan.

Tabriz, 343, 369 «.

Taianfu, 376, 410.

Tajikistan, 227.

Tanaka, Baron, 381, 382, 405, 400, 429.

Tangier, 150, 193/4.

Tan Yen-kai, 390.

Theodoli, Marquis, 118.

Thomas, Monsieur Albert, 145.

Tientsin : defenetc of, organized by foreign

forces, 377 ; occupation of, by Kuomin-
tang, 378; avoidance of collision be-

tween foreigners and ('hincse at, 378,

386; salt-fields near, 400, 401.

Tihamah, the, 307, 308, 310, 311, 314?/.,

318, 320.

Timur Tash Khiin, 346, 372.

Titulescu, Monsieur : on Rumanian
foreign policy, 149; visit of, to Rome,
148, 163??..; and Szent Cotthard
incident, 165; and Optants Dispute,

171, 173, 174, 175, 177, 179, 180, 181,

182.

Tongshan, 378-9, 386.

Transcaucasia, 224, 226, 369.

Transjordan : (^Constitution—promulga-
tion of, 326 ;—provisions of, 326-7 ;

—

opposition to, 327-8; ('oncessions

—

provisions regarding, in British-Trans-

jordanian agreement, 324 ;—Ruten-
berg, 322; (.<ouncil of Ministers, re-

sponsible, demand for, 322; customs
tariff, 324- 5; disconUuit with post-w'ar

regime, 322; clectonil law, 322, 327;
electoral registers, 327 ; finances, 322,

324 ; foreign officials, 323, 327 /t.

;

frontiers, arbitrary nature of, 321 ;

Great Britain, relations with, 321-8

—

High ('ommissionership, question of,

323 ;—subsidy, British, 322, 324 ;

—

treaty (Jerusalem, 20.2.28), 323-6,

328; Hijiiz Railway, interest in, ,305;

immigration, Jewish, 322 ; indepen-

dence—conditions for recognition of,

by Great Britain, obstacles to fulfil-

ment of, 321-2;—proclamation of, by
Amir, 321 ;—recognition of, not granted
in treaty of 20.2.28, 323; Legislative

Council, 322, 326 ; military forces,

question of, 322, 324, 327 ; National

Congress, 327, 328 ; National Pact,

327 ; notables—assembly of (Oct.

1926), 322; demands of (1927), 322-3;

opposition, measures takcui against,

328 ; Organic Law, 324, 327 ; repre-

sentation of, at Jiddah Conference, 304

;

Representative Council, 322, 323

;

Kk 2
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500 INDEX

Transjordan {conL)
i

S3rria, union with, question of, 322,

328; Syrian refugees in, 329-“3l ;

'

Wahhabi a(itivitios in, 29f)-7. See also
i

iimhr ‘Abdii’llah b. Hiisayn; ‘Iraq; .

Najd-Hijaz : frontiers
;

J*alestine; i

Syria. !

Transylvania, Optfints in, see under I

Hungary: lliimania. I

'Troatics, agreements, <fcc. (bilateral). 1

Afghanistan -Egypt (tre/ity of friend- ;

ship, 30.5.28),' 364.
‘

i

Afghanistan -Japan (treaty of friend- '

ship, 4.4.28), 365, '

j

Afghanistan-Latvia (treaty of frien<l- i

ship, 16.2.28), 305. ‘

|

Afghanistan-I^ersia (treaty of friend-
(

ship, Tihran, 2.6.21), 362; (treaty of \

friendshix), Kabul, 28.11.27), 362;
j

(protocol, 15.6.28), 363, 364.
|

Afghanistan-Poland (treaty of friemd-
j

ship, 5.11.27), 365.
|

Afghanistan -8vvitz('rland (treaty of i

friendship, 17.2.28), 365. '

|

Afglianistan-Turkey (treaty of friend-
j

ship, Moscow, 1.3.21), 362; (treaty i

of friendship, Angora, 25.5.28), 363,
j

364.
!

Afghanistan I J.vS.S.U. (treaty <jf friend-
j

ship, Moscow, 28.2.21), 361 ;
(treaty ;

of neutrality and non-aggrcHsion,
j

Paghman, 31.8.26), 362; (treaty of
j

friendship, alleged, 14.9.26), 362 7i.
|

Albania-Italy (treaty of friendship, !

27.11.26), 208; (treaty of defensive
;

alliance, 27.11.27), 147,268. i

‘Asir-Najd (21.10.26), 319-20. I

Austria-China (commercial treaty,
|

19.10.25), 419.
'

!

Belgium China (preliminary treaty for
'

amity and commerce, 22. 1 1.28), 428.
|

Belgium-Persia (proyisional commer-
j

cial agreement, 15.5.28), 356.

Bolivia-Ohina (commercial treaty,

3.12.19), 419.

China-Denraark (treaty, 13.7.63), 422.,

China-Eranco (commercial conven-

tions relating to French Indo-China,

1886, 1887, 1895), 422; (customs

treaty, 22.12.28), 427.

China-Germany (treaty of commerce
and amity, 20.5.21), 394 n., 419,

427 ;
(provisional commercial treaty,

17.8.28), 427.

China-Great Britain (commercial

treaty, 20.12.28), 427.

Cliiiia-Grecce (treaty of friendship,26.5.28)

, 421.

China Italy (treaty, 26.10.66), 422;
(preliminary treaty for amity and
commerce, 27.11.28), 428.

Cliina-^Japan (treaty, 21.7.96), 331 w.,

381 77., 420, 423; (treaty regarding

South Manchuria, 25.5.15), 434;
(Shantung Agreement, Washington,

4.2.22), 404.

(Jiina-Netherlands (cornmenual treaty,
19.12.28)

, 427.

China-Norwav (commercial treaty,

12.11.28)

, 427.

CJiina- Persia, (treaty of friendship,

1.6.20), 419.

Cliina-J'oland (tnvaty of friendship and
commence, 10.5.28), 421.

China -P(»rtugal (treaty, 26.3.87), 421,

422; (preliminary treaty of amity
and commerce, lib 12.28), 428.

China -Russia (tn^aty regarding Man-
churia, 6.11.15), 383 77.'

China-Spain (treaty, 10.10.64), 420 I

;

(preliminary trealy of amity and
commerce, 27.12.28), 428.

China-^Sweden (treaty regulating tarilf

relations, 20.12.28), 427.

China Switz(^riand (commcrciai treaty,

13.6.18), 419.

China C.^S.A. (treaty regulating tariff

relations, 25.7.28)‘ 425 -7, 429!

China-U.8.^S.R. (treaty, 31.5.24), 419-

20, 434.

Egypt-Italy (agreement regarding

Egypto- Libyan frontier delimita-

tion, 6.12.25), 283.

Egypt- Persia (treaty of friendship,

28.11.28)

, 365.

France-Great Britain (secret agree-

ment, 16.5.16), 313-14 77,; (conven-

tion regarding Middle Eastern man-
dates, 23.12.20), 330-2.

Francc-Italy {inodua vivendi on status

of nationals, 3.12.27), 149-50.

France-Jiigoslavia (treaty of friend-

ship and arbitration, 11.11.27), 147.

France- Persia (provisional commer-
cial agreement, 11.5.28), 356.

Franco - Turkey (Franklin - Bouillon

Agreement, 20.10.21), 332; (treaty

of friendship, 30.5.26), 332 ;
(frontier

protocol, 30.6.26), 332-3.

France-U.S.A. (arbitration agreement,

1908), 18; (arbitration agreement,

6.2.28)

, 18.
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INDEX 601

Germany-U.R.S.K. (treaty of friend- *

ship and neutrality, 24.4.20), 158.
,

Great Britain-Najd-Hijaz (treaty with

Ibn 8a‘ud, 20.12.15), 284-0, 287 n.
;

.

(treaty with Ibn Sa‘Qd, diddah,20.5.27)

, 285 -8, 439-40. I

Great Britain-‘Iraq (treaty, 10.10.22),
|

325, 339, 340, 341 (financial,
|

military, ami judicial agreements, !

25.3.24)

, 340, 342, 340; (treaty,
j

13.1.20)

, 339, 341
;
(treaty, 14.12.27),

i

340-2, 340 /6., 440-3. ‘

|

Groat Britain- P(usia (}ica(io treaty,
j

1857), 349; (commercial treaty,
i

1903), 349; (abortive treaty, 9.8.19),
|

351 , 300, 305, 300
;
(tariff agrenunent,

|

21.3.20)

, 351 ;
(provisional com-

j

meroial agreement, l(K5.28), 354 5.
j

Great Britain Russia (treaty, 1907), i

359.

Great Britain 'rrarisjordan (tnuity, :

20.2.28)

, 323 0, 328.
*

:

(lircat Britain Turkey (convention re-

garding Arabia, 1913), 309. '

Great Britain r.S.A, (treaty of peace
,

and friend.shi]), Baris, 3.9.1783), i

12 .
!

Greece-Italv (pact of fri<uulshi]), i

23.9.28)

, 100. i

Greece tlijgosJavia (treaty of alliance '

between Gnicco and Serbia, 19.5.13),
:

183
;
(agreements regarding Saloniea,

1

10.,5.23 and 0.10.23), 183, 185 0;
'

(treaty of friendship and agreements
;

regarding Saloniea, 17.8.20), 183, ,

185, 180; (commercial agreement,
I

2.11.27), 183; (conventions regard- i

irig Saloniea., 17.3.29), 187; (treaty i

of friendship, 27.3.29), 187. ‘

j

Greece-Rumania (treaty of non-ag-
j

gression, &c., 21.3.28), 184-5.
|

Grcecc-Turkey (convention for the
|

exchange of populations, 30.1.23), i

159.
j

Hungary-ltaly (commercial treaty, '

4.7.28)

, 148 «.
j

Traq-Najd (treaty, Muhammarah, 5.5,
j

22), 284 ;
(protocol, TTqayr, 2.12.22),

j

299, 305
;
(frontier agreement, Bah- i

rah, 1.11.25), 284, 285, 297. i

‘Iraq-Syria (agreement on traffic in
|

antiquities, 11,10.26), 338.
j

Italy-Jugoslavia (pact of friendship, *

27.1.24)

, 152-3, 156-7; (Belgrade ;

Conventions, Aug. 1924), 154 w.,
;

156 ;
(Nettuno Conventions, 20.7.25),

}

154-7
; (protocol prolonging pact of

friendship, 25.1.28), 153.

Italy-Persia (provisional commercial
agreement, 25.6.28), 357.

Italy Turkey (pact of friendship,

30.5.28), 148, 158-60, 364.

Latvia-U.S.S.K. (pact of non-aggres-

sion, initialled, 9.3.27), 366.

Lithuania-IJ.S.S.R. (pacd of non-
aggression, 28.9.2(i), 366.

Najd-Transjordan (frontier agree-

ment, Hadda, 2.11.25), 284, 285,

296, 297, 330.

Netherlands- Persia (provisional com-
mercial agreement, 21.6.28), 357.

Persia-Poland (treaty of friendship

and commerce, 14.4.28), 356 n.

Persia Sweden (])rovisional coramer-

eial agre(‘ment, 10.8.28), 357.

lVr.sia Turkey (trc'.aty, Rrzerum, 1847),

343; (treaty of neutrality, Tihran,

22.4.26), 362; (protocol,' 15.6.28),

363, 364.

Persia-U.S.S.R. (treaty, Tfirknum-
chay, 10/22.2.1 828), 349, 350 n, ;

(treaty of friendship, Moscow, 26.2.

21)

, 349, 354, 361, 369; (customs

agreement, 1.10.27), 354; (treaty of

neutrality, 1.10.27), 362, 367.

Turkey- Ukraine (treaty, Angora, 2.1.

22)

,‘362.

Turkey-U .8 .S . R. ( trc'a t-y , M oscow

,

16.3.21), 362; (treaty of neutrality,

i^aris, 17.12.25), 158. 362; (com-

iiKTcial agreement, 11.3.27), 308;
(frontier agreements, Aug. 1928),3(>9.

Treaties, Agreements, &(;. (multilateral).

Air Navigation (convention (Paris,

13.10.19)

, 352.

Arms Traffic (Vmvention (Geneva,

17.6.25), 167, 288.

Azerbaijan - Erivan - Georgia - Turkey
(treaty, Kars, 13.10.21), 362.

( hina—Arms Importation (agreement,

5.5.19)

,
395-7.

Erancc-Great Britain-Italy (abortive

secret agret inent, 17.8.17), 313
Great Britain- ‘Iraq-Turkey (treaty

regarding Mracp-Tiirkish frontier,

Angora, 5.6.26), 337, 361.

Lausanne (peace treaty with Turkey,

24.7.23), 105, 193, ‘l94, 197, 198,

210; (commercial convention, 24.7.

23)

, 195-6; (Straits convention,

24.7.23), 195.

Locarno, Pact of

—

under Locarno.
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502 INDEX

Treaties (cont.)

Paris, Pa(;t of (treaty for the renun-

ciation of war as an instrument of

national policy, 27.8.28)

—

see vnder

War, Kenunciation of.

Rumanian Minorities Treaty (9.12.19),

108, 170, 171.

Trianon (peace treaty with Hungary,

4.0.

20), 149, 162, 108, 100, 108, 170,

171.

Versailles (peace treaty with Cennanv,

28.0.

19), 1 1, 37, 50 w.

Washington (Five-Power Treaty for

Limitation of Naval Armament,
0.2.22), 78, 78 ; (Nine-Power IVeatv

relating to principles and }>olieies to

be followed in matters concerning

China, 0.2.22), 425, 482.

Tripolitania, Tunisian frontier witli, 150.

Tsai Kung-hsi, 408, 409.

Tsinanfu

:

Description of, 404, 405.

Incident (May 1928): evacuation of

city by Ankuochiin and occupation

by Kuoraintang, 370, 407 ; »J apane.se

forces, 407-8; Japanese defence

works removed, 408; fighting (3-5

May)—Japanese version, 408 ;

—

Chinese version, 408-9 ; Jai)anese

ultimatum (7 May), 409, 410; light-

ing (7-11 May), 409 -10;—Chinese

version, 410;—.lapanese version,

410-1 1 ; reaction in China, 388, 412;

("hinese telegrams to League of

Nations and President Coolidge,

412; flapanese demands (15.5.28),

412-13 ; negotiations for settlement,

430.

Japanese advance to (1927), 400.

Walled city, 409-10.

Tsingtao, Japanese occupation of, 404,

400, 407.

Tunisia: foreigners in, 193 71,; Franco-

Italian controversies regarding, 193 n. ;

juridical status of, 150; Tripolitanian

frontier, 150.

Turkey

:

Alphabet, Latin, introduction of

—

see

under Alphabets.

Arabia: pre-war position of in, 308-1 2

;

relations with Imam of San‘a, 315.

Art, development of, 213-14.

([Sabotage, reservation of, for Turkish

ships, 195-0.

Capitulations, abolition of, 193, 194,

349.

China, comparison with, 180.

Civil code, Swiss, adoption of, 197, 199,

200, 206, 209.

Constitution (20.4.24), 204-5.

Dress, question of, 188, 200, 202-3.

Education in, 195, 200, 208, 209,

213 7i., 230.

Foreigners in, 194 7.

Foreign policy of, 304.

(Irtiat Britain, relations with, 158//.

^ee also under 'Iraq : l’urk(*v.

Kurdish (piestion, 335, 380, 872 8.

Language: Arabic irilluencc on, 215,

220; mosques, us<^ of Turkish or

Arabic, in, 200-7, 208; of Jewish

minority, 198; Orkhon Inscriptions,

222; spelling of, 220//.; vowtJs,

importaru^c of, 222.

Literatures 221.

Marriage: mixed, changes regarding,

197, 209 10; polygamy, abolition of,

200 .

Minorities in, 195 //., 197-9.

Nationality Law (28.5.28), 190- 7.

Newspajws in, 201, 229.

Penal code, Italian, adoption of, 200.

Prestige of, in Islamic World, 198.

Republic: declaration of, 188; sove-

reignty of, vested in nation, 20(5.

Secularization movement, 188 9, 200

seqq .—attitude of other Islamic^

states, 210; differentiation, nJigious,

not extinct in law, J88-9//.; dis-

establishment, completion of, 188,

207-8; institutions, religious, sup-

pression of, 188, 200; mosqu(^s, use

of Turkish in, 200-7 ; opposition,

lack of, 212 ; Papal delegate, recogni-

tion of, denied, 209; propaganda,

prohibition of, 209; reforms, reli-

gioiw, commission on, 208; Sunday
as day of rest, 208.

Ukraine, treaty with, 802.

U.S.B.R., relations with, 105, 307 seqq,

—economic questions, 367, 308, 309

;

Foreign Ministers, meeting of, at

Odessa, 367-8 ;
frontier regime,

regulation of, 369; recoil from rap-

prochement, 158; Russian support

during Anatolian War, 365 ; treaties

with, 158, 362, 368, 369.

Wahhabis, contrast with, 188, 189,

Women: dress of, 202--3; position of,

200-1.

See also under Afghanistan; Arma-
ments: Preparatory Commission;
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INDEX 503

Azerbaijan ; China ;
Constantinople

;

h>ance ;
Greece ; ‘lra(|

;
I taly ;

Kemal
Fa§a; League of Nations; Persia;

Itu^tdi Beg; Security; Syria; War,
Renunciation of ; Yahyil.

TiirknienistaTV, 204 70, 224, 220.

Ijcliida, (.bunt, 431.

I'ganda, and Nile Waters (Question,

230 7.

Uighurs, 223.

Ukraine- under Turkey.

‘Urruin Coast, Shaykh of, 287.

Unden, IVIonaieur, 82. 12.^.

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics:

Armaments cxjienditure of, 94.

Capitulatory riglits, renunciation of,

349, 419 20.

Middle East, })oli(\y of, in, 358 seqq-
advantages of, as Held for Sc>viet

diplomacy, 358 (» I ; diminution of

influenc(^ in, 304 0, 371 ; ocononii(?

])olicv hi* 307-71 ; treaty systems

—

(192i), 301-2, 303 4, 305, 307;—
(1925-8), 302 3, 304, 307.

Nationality, principle of, ericouragCHl

in, 220-7.

Turkish states numibers of: alphabtd,

Latin, adopt(Hl b>'

—

see under Alpha-

bets ; Dress question in, 204.

Westernization movement, revolt

against, 189, 190, 371.

aSVc also under Afghanistan; Arma-
ments : Conferences, Preparatory

(bmmission ; Azerbaijan ; (^hiua

;

Germany; League of Nations; Man-
churia; Persia; Security; Switzer-

land; Turkey; War, Renunciation of.

United States of America

:

Armaments exptmditure of. 93.

Far Eastern activities of, 100.

Foreign policy: democratic control

over, 13, 42 w.; divergent lines of,

pursued simultaneously, 13, 32.

Great Britain: diffcrencjes with, over

naval questions, 04-5, 00, 73, 130;

naval comi^dition with, 79.

Naval Construction Bill, 20-30.

Congress

:

Bill submitted (14.11.27), 20-7.

House of Representatives: Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs—con-

siders Bill, 27-9;—^reports, 30;

revised bill—introduced, 29-30

;

—passed, 30; Senate’s amend-
ments agreed to, 36.

SenaU'! : Bill left over till next ses-

sion, 31 ; considered simultane-

ously with Pcvicc Pact, 32-3,

40-1 ; considered and reported

by (’ommittee on Naval Affairs,

31, 33; introduced by Senator
11 ale, 33 ;

debated, 33- 4
;
passed,

34.

(bst of construction })rogramme, 27,

29, 30.

President: discretion of, to suspend
construction, 27, 28, 29; Bill

.signed by, 30.

Public opinion regarding, 27- .30.

Text: original, 27 ; final, 35.

Time-limit, 28, 29-30, 33, .34.

Navy Department Appropriation Bill,

3(i 1.

Pioneering spirit in, 1 2.

Publk*. opinion : and Anglo-French
( ’ompromise, 02, 04, 71, 72 3; and
Naval (bnstruetion Bill, 27 .30; and
Peace Pact. 10 13, 20, 27, .37 S.

Reactioihs of: to War of 1914-18,

11-12, 13; to breakdoAvn of Three-

Power Naval Confereruje, 13, 20
seqq.

Treatv-inaking power, division of,

,30 *7.

AVe also under Armaments: Anglo-

Pnuudi com])romis(^, Prej)aratory

(ommission; Borah, Senator;

( oolidge. President; (’nba; Franco;

Kellogg, Mr. F. B. ; I.«eague of

Nations ; Persia ; Security ; War, Re-
nunciation of.

Unsi EfendT, Ahmad, 3 1 5.

Uriankhai, 384 n.

ITrrutia, Monsieur, 82.

Uruguay, armaments expenditure of, J19.

See also under (-uba; League of Na-
tions.

THaybah, the, 292, 303, 304.

Uzbekistan, 204, 224.

Vandervckle, Monsieur, 111.

Vatican, the

—

see under (diina; 3’urkey:

secularization.

Venezuela, armaments exfX'iiditure of,

1 00. See also U7ider League of Nations.

VcnizeloR, Monsieur: becomes Prime
Minister of Greece, 100, 184 ;

suggested

meeting with Ismet Pasa, 100-1 ;

visits Rome to sign Italo-Greek Pact,

100; visits Belgrade, Oct. 1928, 100,

186-0; visits Paris, Sept. 1928, 100,
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504 INDEX
Venizelos, Monsieur(co?i<.)

I

185 ; and Dodecanese question, 160 n.

;

|

and relations with Jugoslavia, 18*1 6.
|

Villegas, Senor, 175.
j

Vincent, Colonel, 337.
j

A'iolctte, V^ice-Admiral, 69.
|

V^olkov, Ceneral, 148 n.

Vorovsky, Monsieur, 52. I

Vukicevic, Monsicnir, 155, 156.
!

Wagner, Senator, 42.

Wahhabis: attitude of, towards Hijaz,

291-2; fanaticism of, 190, 192, 194,

213, 291, 292, 294 n,; Hanbaiite rite

practised by, 289; Holy War—rlesire
i

for, 292, 294;—proclauiation of ru- !

moured, 303; Ikhwan, 192, 293; mis-
j

sionary activitii’^s of, 289, 294, 296, 298,

318 ;
outburst of, beyond Arabia, possi-

bility of, 192 ; raids by—into ‘Irfuj, 1 90,

299 302; —into Kinvuyt, 300, 302;—
into Palestine, 190; into Trans-

joivlan, 29(> -7 ; Turks, contrast with,

188, 189; Westernization, revolt

against, 190, 191, 293.

Wall Pasha, (bi'far, 276-

W'ang (.'hung-hui, 390.

W^ang, Mr. 0. T. : becomes Foreign

Minister, 388, 390; and s<4tlement of

Njuiking Incident, 41(5-17 ; and treaty

rt^vision, 426, 428; negotiates with

tlapan, 430.

War

:

Aggn^ssiV'C, resolutions against, 13-14.

As an institution, I se({q.

Destructiveness of, under modern ecui-

ditions, 7, 9, 10.
‘ Freedom of the seas’, 31 ,

33-4.

Menace of, procedure in case of, 84,

86?/., 88-9, 92 3.

Kenunciation of, as instrument of

national policy, treaty for:

Accessions to: coming into force of,

doptmdent on ratifhuition by origi-

nal signatories, 26, 36 ; invitations

to adlujrc, issue of, 7, 24; juridical

status of countries invited, 25-6;
position regarding— (4.12.28), 37;

(17.1.29),’ 45;~(24.7.29), 46-7.

Afghanistan and, 26, 37.

Arbitration and Conciliation, General

Act adopted by Ninth Assembly
in relation to Pact, 90 w.

Argentina and, 37, 45.

Attempts, earlier, to outlaw war,

4 segq.

Belgium and, 23.

Bilateral or multilateral treaty,

hVanco-Ameriean discussions re-

garding, 18.

Borah and Capper resolutions on
outlawry of war, 18.

Brazil ancl, 26, 37, 45.

Briand, Monsieur, message from, to

American i)eople (6.4.27), 16-17.

British Kmpire and, 20-3—Domi-
nions invited to take part, 7 ?i.,

20-1, 25; ‘British Monroe Doc-
trine’, 21, 39, 41 7).

Chile and, 37, 45 n.

(Josta Rica and, 2(5.

(.V.eel)oslovakia and, 23.

Draft IVcaties: 8hotwoll-C‘hamber-

lain, 17, 18; French—(June 1927),

14 15, 17;™(20.4.2S), J9; U.S.—
(13.4.28), J9, 2();--(23.(>.28), 23.

Ecuador and, 2(5.

Egypt and, 7 25-6.

Germany and, 20, 23.

Iceland and, 7 7o, 2(5, 37.

India and, 20 1, 25.

Italy and, 20.

tiapaii and, 22-3, 23 4.

Jurists: British siiggi^stlon for sub-

mitting drafts to, 20; British,

French and German, meeting of,

at Berlin, 24 n.

Kellogg, Mr. F. B. : addresses of—to

Ameu'ican internatioiml Law Asso-

ciation (29.4.28), 19;— to Council

on Foreign Relations, 18; ap-

larnrs bf4ore Senate Committee
on ]<\m?igii Relations, 38-9.

Latin Ainerica and, 36.

J^t^ague of Nations Covenant in rela-

tion to Pact, 104.

Litvinov Protocol, 25 n,

Mexico and, 26.

Monroe Doctrine in relation to Pact,

36, 39, 40, 44.

Notes regarding:

British: to U.8.A.—(19.5.28), 20-

J, 39, 41 ;--( 18.7.28), 21, 23;
to league of Nations (4.8.28),

22 .

French: to IJ.S.A.—(June 1927),

17 (21.1 .28), 24 n. ;—(30.3.

28), 24 71.;— (14.7.28), 23; to

Germany, Great Britain, Italy,

and Japan (20.4.28), 19; to

signatories of Pact ^27.7.28),

74; to U.S.S.R. (27.8.28), 24.
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German, to U.S.A.—(27.4.28), 20;
—(11.7.28), 23.

Italian, to U.S.A. (9.5.28), 20.

Japanese, to U.S.A.—(20.5.28),

22, 23;—(20.7.28), 23 4.

Hiissian, to Franco (31.8.28), 25 n.

U.S.: to France (28.12.27), 17-18,

20 ; to Germany, Great Britain,

Italy, and Japan (13.4.28), 19,

20, 23, 24 n . ; to 1 4 Powers (23.

6.28), 23 ; t.o 48 i^)wtirs, inviting

accessions (27.8.28), 24.

Poland and, 23.

Public opinion, part played by.

]0.9c^r/., 42 in France, 24?/,^

25 /i. ; in Great Britain, 20; in

Japan, 22 3 ; in U.S.A., 10-13, 20,

27, 37-8; ill U.S.S.R., 24 a., 25 n.

Ratification of

:

Position regarding (24.7.29), 4(>.

Provisions regarding, in text, 20.

U.S.A. and, 30 45

Jlousi^ of Representative's’ (kim-

niitt'Ce on Foreign Affairs re-

j(‘cts resolntion advocating

early ratification, 45 n.

Importance of AnuTii^au aijtioii,

30.

Prcsid(.‘nt signs instrnnK'jit (17.

1.29), 45.
'

Public o])iniou su])ports, 37-8.

Senate; considers siinultane-

ously with Naval ( 'onstruc-

tion Bill, 32 3,40 -1; receives

text from l*r(\si(lent, 37 ; de-

bates in open session, 41 mqq .

;

hears Senator Borah, 41-2;

a-pproves, 45.

Senate Committee on Foreign

Relations : hears Mr. Kellogg,

38 -9, 41 ; considers safeguard-

ing resolutions, 40; submits
report embodying interpre-

tations, 42 5.

Reservations: British, 21, 39, 41 w.;

French, 19; Japanese, absence of,

22; U.S., jiossibility of, 37, 40,

41 71., 42, 43, 45.

Sanctions, absence of, 39, 40, 44.

Self-defence, legitimation of, 17 w.,

39, 40, 44, 40.

Signature: invitations issued, 74;
ceremony (27.8.28), 24, 31, 58;

juridical status of signatories, 25.

Success of movement, prospects for,

5 aeqq.

Turkey and, 26.

U.S.S.R. and, 19, 24 v,, 25 n.

Wasif Bey, Wisa, 276, 277.

Wilbur, Mr. 27, 28, 29.

Wilson, President, 37.

Wu, Mr. C. ( 387, 388, 436.

Wu P’ei-fu, 375.

Yada, Mr. 429, 430.

,

Yafa‘,the, 310, 312, 316.

Yabya, Zaydl Imani of SanTt:

Gn^at Britain, relations with: Aden
Prote<derate, cmeroaciiirient on, 307,

i 308, 310 17- Dala' occupied (1919),

307, 310 7A.; grounds for Zaydi

i

action, 310 1
1

posit ion, duly 1927,

j

312;- further pejudration, Scyjt.

1927, 315;—SliJiyklis kidnapped,

I
315;—air action taken, 315 16; -

truce arranged, 3i(>;— Dala" and
other districts evacuated, 316;

—

position at end of November 1928,

316 17; negotiations --with Sir G.

Clayton (1925), 312, 315;—proposed

,
(1928), 317; recognition of indo-

' pendence, 310 '/?.

Ibn SaTid, relations with, 3 1 8-20.

j

IdrLsT, th(‘, ndatious with, 307-8, 319-
20.

! ]nde])ciidence of, 307, 308, 310

;

317.

I

Italy, relations with: treaty of amity
and commerce, 313-14; recognition

i by, as sovereign of Yaman, 313;
s<ua*et agreement, alleged, 314 n .

;

I YamanI mission received by, 3 14-15.

Luhavvah and Hudavdah, oceiipation

I

of,*3'07, 310, 31 1, 313,319.
; Sovereignty over Yaman claimed bv,

I

310-11,313.

Tribes, difficulties with, 317-18.

Turkey, relations with, 315.

Wahhabis, danger from, 318.

Yakuts, the, 224- 6.

Yaman : Anglo-Turkish frontier in, 309

;

not invited to accede to Peace Pact,

7 w., 26; Turkish occupation of, 308.

j

Nee also umier League of Nations;

!
Yahya.

I Yamomoto, Mr., 437.

I

Yang Sen, 375.

j

Yang Yu-ting, 378 ?i., 383 n., 436.

Yen Ilsi-shan: campaign of, against
' Chang Tso-lin(1927), 375; position of,

at beginning of 1928, 376; appointed
to command at Peking and Tientsin,
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Yen-Hsi-shan (cant,)

376; becomes Minister of Interior,

390 ; attends Disliandment (\jnf(Tonce,

394.

Yoshizawa, Mr., 430, 435, 436.

Zaj?hlrd Pasha, »Sa‘d: TU^gotiations of

—

witli Lord Milner (1920), 250, 255, 256

;

- with Mr. Macdhinald (1924), 244 ??.,

255, 266 ; n'signation of, 235 ; rot urn to

o6i(u* v(‘toed by High ( V)mmissioner,

266, 270 and Sarwat Pasha’s ad-

1 ministration, 238; attitude to (,'hani-

' borlain-Harwatnegotiations, 243, 245 n,,

;
250-1; death, 251.

I
Zalcski, Monsieur, 148, 14!).

' Zaramq, the, 317-18.

i
Zaydis, the, 311,318, 319 20.

!
Zoybeks, tho, 203, 20.'>, 20(i.

i Ziwar Pasha, Ahmad, 235, 236.

i
Zogu, Ahmed Beg, assuim^s title of King

i

of the Albanians, 1 54 ??

.

Zoroastriams, the, 200. 214.

I Zwemer, Dr. Samiud, 21112.
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