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THE COUNCIL OF TEN: MINUTES OF MEETINGS
FEBRUARY 15 TO JUNE 17, 1919

Paris Peace Conf. 180.03101/40 BC-33

Secretary’s Notes of a Conversation Held in M. Pichon’s Room at
the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on Saturday, February 15, 1919, at
3 p. m.

PRESENT
AMERTIOA,
UNITED STATES OF BrIiTisH EMPIRR FRANCE
Mr. R, Lansing The Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour, 0. M., M. P. M. Clemenceau
Mr. House The Rt. Hon. W. C. Churchill, M. P. M. Pichon )
Secretaries
Mr. L. Harrison . Lt. Col. M. P. A, Hankey, K. C. B. M. Dutasta
Mr. Norman M. Berthelot
M. de Bearn
IrALy JAPAN
M. Sonnino H. E. Baron Makino
M. Crespi H. E. M. Matsui
Secretaries
Count Aldrovandi
M. Bertele
Joint Secretarial
AMERICA,
UNITED STATES OF BriTisH EMPIRE FRANCE
Lieut. Burden Major A. M. Caccia, M. V. O. Captain Portier
ITALY JAPAN
Major Jones M. Saburi
Axrso PresenT
AMERICA,
UNITED STATES OF BriTisH EMPIRE FRANCE
Gen. T. H. Bliss Gen. Sir H. H. Wilson, M. Alby
G.C.B,D. 8. 0. M. Bertin

Major Aublet
ITALY

General Cavallero

(PresenT DuriNe Discussion oF QuesrioN I “Syria”)

FRANCE LEBANESE DELEGATION
Captain Coulondre Daoud Bey Mammom
M. Gout Negile Bey Abdel Malek

Abdel Halim Hajjar

Interpreter :—Professor P, J. Mantoux.
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1. M. CreMENCEAU having declared the Meeting opened, asked that
the Members of the Lebanese Delegation should be admitted.

(Daoud Bey Mammom, President, Negile Bey
Abdel Malek, Druse Delegate, and Abdel Halim
Hajjar, Mussulman Delegate, then entered the Council Chamber.)

M. Clemenceau called on Daoud Bey Mammom to make his state-
ment.

Daoup BEy Mammom then read the following statement :—

“Our Delegation holds its mandate from the Great Administra-
tive Council of Mount Lebanon, our national Parliament, elected on
democratic bases by the suffrage of the whole nation

Syrian Question

(a) Statement by

ﬁ:ﬁ:&.’Presi- of Lebanon.
dent of the Great In the fullness of its rights, the said Council has
Council of Mt. nominated the Delegation of which I am the Presi-

dent, and on behalf of which I am now speaking, to
place before the Peace Conference, the claims of the nation of
Lebanon.

Mount Lebanon has always been autonomous. Its autonomy has
been maintained under Arabian, Turkish and Egyptian domination.
At times it has even appeared as possessing a complete independence,
which was recognised by Turkey itself.

Consequently [sic] to the incidents of 1860, Europe has sanctioned
this autonomy and gave it, through the 1861-1864 treaty,! with her
guarantee, a modality, a form which is special, but definite. One
only bond of vassalage bound it to Turkey. Now, as a consequence
of the fall of the Sublime Porte, Lebanon finds itself independent,
with a National Government and an elected Parliament. Its wish
is to recover, together with the recognition of its independence, its
historical and natural frontiers which had been encroached upon by
the Turks.

The territories within the said frontiers are necessary to our
existence; without them, no commerce, no agriculture is possible for
us and our populations remain under obligation to emigrate; the
mere closing of our frontiers, through administrative measure would
drive us, as has been during this war, to actual starvation.

Besides the great majority of the populations living on these ter-
ritories also ask to be attached to Lebanon. Their wishes are to be
found in petitions addressed to the French Government.

By giving them over to us, the Conference will perform a deed of
justice and reparation, while according to the principle of the peoples’
own wish.

In the course of this war, by the part it has taken in it, Lebanon
has acquired claims on the goodwill of the Entente. The participa-
tion, however modest, has been none the less actual.

! British and Foreign State Papers, vol. 11, p. 287 and vol. Lx1, p. 1023,
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From the very beginning of the war, the people of Lebanon have
not feared, in spite of the worst reprisals which their isolation could
bring on them, to take side resolutely for France and her Allies.
They offered themselves by thousands to go and fight for a common
ideal on the battlefield of Europe, but special circumstances and the
assurance which was given them, that they would eventually [be] made
use of on the spot, made it impossible for them to bring about their
plan. Nevertheless, a certain number of them, joining their foreign
brothers, went at once to enlist individually in the French Army, and
later, in the American Army, distinct contingents, definite units
were even constituted, which took part in the liberation of their coun-
try and have thus, still more officially, taken part in the war.

As for the sacrifices Lebanon made because of its having from the
first taken side with the Entente, they are plain to everyone.

Over half its population was wiped out through exile, hanging and
systematic famishing at the hands of the Turks. With due propor-
tion, this country is among those which suffered most owing to the
attitude it adopted and preserved until the end.

The Government of Mount Lebanon, enlightened by experience, its
soil having been trampled on for over half a century through the
numerous and consequently rival influences, and having realised the
immense harm caused to the country and with a view to obtain a
much desired union as well as preserve its dignity, intends to avoid in

‘future the errors of the past.

Conscious of the inability of the country, especially at the start,
to develop its resources unaided, deprived as it is of financial means,
and technical advisors, the Government has sought the collaboration
of a great power. One only could be thought of, France. Her
liberal principles, her time honoured traditions, the benefits Lebanon
never failed to receive from her in hard times, the civilisation she
diffused throughout made her prominent in the eyes of all the inhab-
itants of Lebanon. Consequently the Administrative Council faith-
fully expressing public opinion, unanimously requested the collabora-
tion of France.

In our opinion such a collaboration does not imply the least
abandonment of our rights, the slightest abdication of our independ-
ency. The help thus given us will be that of a long experience, spar-
ing us the mistakes which a newly-born community is unavoidably
liable to make, giving us an umpire whose decisions will be accepted
by the various groups in our country, and lastly safeguarding our
independency from any possible attempt.

We must say a few words about our relations with Syria.

Between the two countries interests are closely connected. Syria
requires our ports and mountains, we require her plains. Absolute
separation would be detrimental to either. And yet Lebanon could
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partake of the Syrian integrality, while retaining a distinct per-
sonality, only under the condition that Syria should profit by the
same French collaboration. Lebanon would prefer the danger of
its isolated position to the double peril of being drawn into the
track of a country deprived of Government traditions and much less
advanced in its evolution, or to be the possible sufferer in the quarrels
that would unavoidably arise from a dual collaboration.

We ardently desire to strengthen the various ties which join us
and our neighbours. This wish will be accomplished when the new
Government of Syria gives satisfactory tokens of vitality, ability and
tolerance. The only means to this end seems to reside in entrusting
one Power only with this collaboration.[”]

M. CLEMENCEATU then called on Negile Bey Abdel Malek to speak.

Necie Bey Asper MALEK, then read the following statement:

“As a Druse Delegate, I beg to be allowed to add a few words to the
declaration which has just been made on behalf of the whole delegation,
(b) Statementby 11t Order to render more precise the sentiments of my
Druse Delegate fellow believers.

We ardently wish for our country to be independent under recog-
nition of our rights and prerogatives. On the other hand we know
the advice and experience of a friendly and unbiased power to be
necessary to our evolution.

With the conviction that any Government based on theocratic prin-
ciples, while putting us in danger of being ‘absorbed in a majority
of a sectarian nature, would be particularly detrimental to us, we
ask that the necessary help should be given us by a power whose
liberalism and spirit of tolerance would constitute a guarantee to us.

Moreover we are anxious to see Lebanon partake of the Syrian
integrality, while retaining a distinct personality, in order that the
bonds should be tightened, which must of necessity bind her to
Syria and that those of us who live there could come in close con-
tact with their fellow believers. In order to achieve this result we
are of the opinion that the collaboration of France, especially quali-
fied to conciliate the various tendencies and interests non [now]
existing side by side, must not be confined to Lebanon, but must
extend to the whole of Syria. On this unity of collaboration it will
depend that our national aspiration come to reality.[”]

M. CremeNcrAUu next called on Abdel Halim Hajjar to address
the Conference.

Apper, Hartm Hassar, Mussulman Delegate, read the following
statement :—

“The claims that our delegation has been entrusted with defending
before the Peace Conference in the name of the people of Lebanon
have been clearly explained by our President.



THE COUNCIL OF TEN 5

As a Mohammedan Delegate, I wish to make more precise, on certain

points, the sentiments of my fellow believers.
We are of opinion that it is necessary for our coun-
s try to be helped by a friendly power in order to achieve
Delegate .
its full development.

On the other hand, we are convinced that such a help would only
completely satisfy our aspirations, if it made itself felt within recog-
nition of our independence and, in the direction of a democratic
Government, free from any religious and theocratic form. The
spirit of liberalism and religious tolerance in France prompts us
to trust this power and beg for its help.

We are moreover convinced that France’s collaboration must
extend to the whole extent of the Syrian territory. We are of opin-
ion that the unity of collaboration is necessary to the evolution of
the various groups of which it is constituted towards the national
unity of the country.”

(The Delegates, having been thanked by M. Clemenceau for their
statements, then withdrew.)

2. Mr. LansiNg said that he had certain additional remarks to
offer in regard to the question which had been discussed the previous

day, relating to the passage of troops and supplies
Passage of Troops  through Holland.? He would call on General Bliss
Turough Dutch to make a statement on his behalf.
o) Concessions GeNErAL Buiss said that after referring to the docu-
ranted by Hol- - ments in the American archives relating to this ques-
tion, he found that he had yesterday correctly stated
the facts of the case. The question of the passage of troops and sup-
plies through Holland had first been mentioned in a letter addressed
by General Pershing to Marshal Foch on January 15th last. In that
letter General Pershing had submitted a request that all the Allied
Armies of occupation should obtain, firstly, the right to transport
supplies of all sorts through Holland, including gasoline, oil, etc., but
not including military munitions, and, secondly, the right to withdraw
their forces, military equipment and supplies via Rotterdam.

When the question had been taken up with Holland, sufficient stress
had not been laid on the second point, and, therefore, the Government
.of the United States had taken up the question direct with the Dutch
Government, through their representative at the Hague. As a result
of the latter démarche, on the 15th February a telegram had been
received by the American Headquarter Staff stating that the two

- requests made by the United States of America had been accorded by
the Dutch Government, namely: the transport of supplies (not in-
_cluding material of war) through Holland, and the withdrawal by

? See BC-32 (SWC-8), vol. mm, p. 1040. L
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the Rhine of troops and war material. The American Government
thus obtained permission to use Rotterdam as a base for the supply
of materials, but the American Government was not thereby accorded
the right, desired by Great Britain, of conveying troops and muni-
tions of war through Holland to Germany. Consequently, no prece-
dent had been created, and the demands of the Allies in this respect
could not be based on the concessions already accorded to the United
States of America.

Mg. Barrour remarked that nothing could be clearer than General

Bliss’ statement—it was clear that the concessions made by Holland to

America were less than Great Britain demanded. On
() DrateTele- . the other hand, the British authorities held that it

would be impossible for them to maintain their forces
in the occupied areas along the Rhine unless the right of importation
was granted, as well as that of exportation. He did not himself feel
competent to argue how far that necessity existed, but he would call on
the British Chief of the Imperial General Staff to put the military case
to the Conference.

GeneraL Sk Henry Wison said that the British authorities
wanted permission to bring troops up the Rhine as well as down the
Rhine. The congestion on the railways was such that it was im-
possible either to demobilize or to forward reliefs to the British
forces on the Rhine. The British had some 70,000 to 80,000 young
troops to send to the occupied areas, and unless this could be done,
it would be impossible for the British troops to be ready to march
into Germany should the necessity arise.

Mr. Lansing said he appreciated the situation in regard to the
replacement of troops. Everyone was anxious to aid in every way
to make it easy to send troops. The last two paragraphs of the
draft,® however, were so worded as to give the impression that some-
thing was being asked as a matter of right, whereas it was not a
matter of right. The paragraphs appeared to contain a threat, and,
therefore, in his opinion, required some amendment.

Mgr. Barrour expressed a doubt as to whether the last two para-
graphs were really open to that interpretation. He did not pretend
to judge international questions, but the appeal made was not to the
technicalities of international law, but to the consideration of a
situation without precedent. To obtain a durable peace an armistice
had been made, which Germany had accepted. The armistice in-
volved the necessity of moving troops, and this could not be done
unless the Dutch yielded on the point in question. Should the
Dutch entrench themselves behind the duties of Neutrals and refuse
to facilitate a military action by nations, who, as a matter of fact,
were still belligerents, he could give no good answer. But he would

* For the text of the telegram as finally agreed upon, see p. 9.
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appeal to the Dutch to take a broader view. It was true the Allies
were not at peace with Germany, but if Holland wished to facilitate
an early peace, it could do so by helping in the manner suggested.
Consequently he did not think the Allies went beyond the moral
principle of the matter in telling the Dutch that “the matter was so
grave and urgent that the Five Powers must express the earnest hope
that the Netherland[s] Government will consider the question of giv-
ing their immediate consent; failing which the responsibility for the
state of things which might ensue, and which might endanger both
the general peace and the flow of food and supplies into the countries
of Western Europe, will fall upon the Netherlands Government”.

This message only stated the fact that if the Dutch adhered to
their view, a very serious situation would thereby be created.

M. SonNiNo pointed out that the vital question had not yet been
put to the Dutch. Holland had accorded to the Americans the right
of passage for supplies, and she would no doubt extend the same
right to all the Allies. But, in regard to the transport of troops,
the question had still to be put to Holland. Should Holland refuse,
it would be difficult to see how pressure could be applied without
violating those very principles for which the Allies had fought,
namely, the integrity of neutral territories. The only reason that
could be given for putting pressure on Holland was “Necessity”, but
no neutral need recognize that reason. The humanitarian side of the
question, namely, the transport of food and other supplies, had been
accepted by Holland. But as regards the military question, it would
only be possible to urge the reasons given by Mr. Balfour, that is to
say, that a refusal would result in a prolongation of the war. It
would, however, be impossible to go beyond that, though possibly in
international law some distinction did exist between the transport
through neutral territory of troops, arms, munitions and supplies.

Me. CrurcrmLL wished to insist on the practical side of the ques-
tion. If 80,000 troops could not be sent by the Rhine route, a lesser
number of troops would have to be maintained in the occupied terri-
tories, and the promises made to Marshal Foch would not be fulfilled.
That would be the inevitable result. The Dutch Government had in
principle accepted all that was asked for. It did not object to troops
being sent down the river, why should it, in logic, object to troops
being allowed up the river! The principle was, therefore, already
accorded. Obviously the Allies could not go to war with Holland
on that question, but she would, by her refusal, have placed herself
in antagonism with the Allies, a position which she could not well
afford to maintain.

Mr. Barrour thought that he could perhaps suggest: certain slight
alterations in the last two paragraphs of the draft despatch, which
would meet Mr, Lansing’s difficulties.
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M. CLemENCEAU said that, for his part, he would be sorry to see
any toning down of the text of the telegram. As Mr. Churchill
had said, Holland could not appeal to the question of principle, be-
cause she had already allowed troops to be moved in the opposite
direction. The fact could not be overlooked that Holland had
allowed 2/300,000 Germans to cross the province of Limburg. These
300,000 Germans would now have been prisoners of the Allies
but for the action of the Dutch. Holland greatly feared the conse-
quences of the act she had thus committed. She feared the Allies
might call her to account, especially in view of the claims to Limburg
so ably set forth a few days ago by M. Hymans.* It would not be
necessary to pursue the argument, but it should not be lost sight of.
Holland would not forget it. About a fortnight ago influential
members of the Dutch Government, in conversation with members
of an Allied Government, whose names need not be mentioned, had
displayed considerable anxiety about Limburg, and had begged that
Holland should not be made to pay for her act. They had even
offered to bring a certain person to Paris to give evidence on the
subject before that Conference.

It would not be necessary to recall the incident in writing to the
Dutch Government, but he thought that in the present state of mind .
of the Dutch, the demands of the Allies would quickly receive satis-
faction. For that reason he (M. Clemenceau) strongly supported
Mr. Churchill’s proposal, and asked his colleagues to do the same.
The question was a serious one. It was well known how great were
the difficulties, and the congestion of traffic in the North. It was not
intended to commit any warlike act. It was not intended to rein-
force the Allied troops in Germany. It was merely intended to sub-
stitute units in order to carry out certain demobilisation arrange-
ments. He (M. Clemenceau) therefore urged that the text proposed
be adhered to. Should Holland refuse, the Allies would be in a
position to bring forward further arguments, without actually resort-
ing to threats. The Dutch felt guilty and feared the consequences.
And, when the time for making territorial adjustments came, there
would be ample opportunities for obtaining satisfaction. But he
thought that a simple and rather discreet allusion to the Limburg
incident would suffice to obtain the desired concessions.

Mr. Lansing held that his reason for objecting to the despatch
being sent was that it constituted an admission that the Limburg
act was right, since the Allies proposed to do the same.

Mg. Barrour replied that he could not accept Mr. Lansing’s con-
tention for two reasons. Firstly, the substantial reason, that the
course proposed by the Allies would cause no injury to Germany,
whereas the act of Holland had caused an injury to the Allies by

¢ See BC-28, vol. 11, p. 963.
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depriving them of 800,000 prisoners. Secondly, a request was being
made to Holland, whereas the Limburg act had been carried out by
the Dutch on their own authority.

Coroner, House enquired what alterations Mr. Balfour proposed
to make in the draft telegram.

Mgz. Bavrour said that he had made certain alterations in the last
two paragraphs.of the telegram, which would now read as follows:—

“In these circumstances the five Powers, sensible of the solemn duty
which lies upon them to see that their efforts directed to the speedy
conclusion og a durable peace for the benefit of the whole community
of nations, earnestly request the Netherlands Government to co-
operate with them to this end by facilitating in every way the move-
ments of troops and supplies across Dutch territory strictly for the
purpose agreed upon with the German Government under the terms
of the Armistice.

The matter is so grave and so urgent that the five Powers must
express the earnest hope that the Netherlands Government will see
the necessity of giving their immediate consent; failing which the
responsibility for the state of things which may ensue and which
may endanger both the general peace and the flow of food and sup-

lies into the countries o% Western Europe, will fall upon the Nether-
ands Government.”

He suggested that the text of the telegram as amended should be
accepted.

Mr. LansiNg said he would accept the telegram as amended.

.M. CremENCEAU laid particular stress on the fact that he accepted
the amendments introduced by Mr. Balfour with regret, and wished
that his regrets should be recorded.

Baron MaxkiINo pointed out that this was the first time he had seen
the draft telegram. He was only too ready to associate himself with
the Allies, but before engaging his Government he would like to
obtain the views of his military advisers.

M. CreMENCEAU held that the matter was one which called for
immediate action. He thought, therefore, the four Powers should
act at once without awaiting the results of Baron Makino’s reference
to his Government.

Baron Maxkino agreed to this procedure being followed.

It was agreed that the four Allied and Associated Powers (United
States of America, British Empire, France and Italy), should for-
ward the following despatch to their representatives at the Hague
for presentation to the Dutch Government :—

“The four Allied and Associated Powers consider it of vital im-
portance in the interests of the general peace which they are earnestly
striving to conclude at the earliest possible moment, that the pre-
liminary arrangements already entered into with the enemy to this
end, shall be effectually carried out.

Those arrangements provide, among other things, for the occupa-
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tion of the German territories left of the Rhine by Allied and Asso-
ciated troops, and necessarily cover all measures which are essential
for the purpose of effecting and maintaining such occupation, includ-
ing the actual transport of the troops and supplies to their
destination. -

Owing to the extreme congestion of the railways in Belgium and
Northern France the most serious difficulties are being encountered
in carrying out the arrangements which have been agreed upon by
both parties and which cannot be allowed to fail except at the risk
of gravely imperilling the early establishment of a satisfactory peace.

ready means exists to meet this difficulty ; and that is the utilisa-
tion of the communications by rail and by water across Holland.

The German Government having assented to the arrival of the
troops on German territory cannot be, and in fact are not, interested
in the routes to be followed in journeying to the Rhine, and no ques-
tion of an infringement of any rule of neutrality therefore arises
out of the transit of the troops across Dutch territory.

In those circumstances the four Powers, sensible of the solemn duty
which lies upon them to see that their efforts directed to the speedy
conclusion of a durable peace for the benefit of the whole community
of nations, earnestly request the Netherlands Government to co-oper-
ate with them to this end by facilitating in every way the movements
of troops and supplies across Dutch territory strictly for the purposes
agreed upon with the German Government under the terms of the
Armistice.

The matter is so ﬁrave and so ur_gent that the four Powers must
express the earnest hope that the Netherlands Government will see
the necessity of giving their immediate consent; failing which the
responsibility for the state of things which may ensue and which
may endanger both the general peace and the flow of food and
supplies into the countries of Western Europe, will fall upon the
Netherlands Government.”

8. M. CreMENCEAU suggested that General Alby or General Wilson

The Policy of the shoul.d, in the.first plgce, give. some e.xplanation re-
Allied and Asso- garding the military situation in Russia.

ciated Powers in

Russia: (a) Mili- Mge. CaurcHILL agreed and asked that General Alby
in Russia be permitted to make his statement.
GENERAL ALBY then read the following statement :—
I

NORTHERN FRONT (ARCHANGEL REGION AND MURMAN REGION)

The Bolshevik forces, assuming a vigorous offensive have forced the Allied
contingents to fall back considerably between the Vologda railway and the
Dvina. Although the British C.-in-C., General Ironside, states that he is master
of the situation, the latter continues to be rather disquieting and reinforcements
have had to be hastily brought up from the Murman district. Their arrival to
the South of Archangel can only be late and scattered, owing to the distance
and the difficulties of communication.

The following forces are now on this front, viz:—

Archangel region Murman region

Allies. . . . . . . . v v o 0. .« 15,000 13, 000
Bolsheviki. . . . . ., , ., ..., ., 21,000 3, 000
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II
WESTERN FRONT (BALTIC, LITHUANIAN AND PoLIsE REGIONS)

In the Petrograd region and on the Finnish frontier, the Bolshevist forces are
few in number and not of much military value. General Mannerheim® con-
siders that he can easily take Petrograd unassisted, if the Allies were prepared
to support him and to provision the city.

In Esthonia the Bolsheviki, after having taken nearly the whole of the
country, have suffered an absolute defeat. Local contingents, reinforced by
Russian and Finnish volunteers, have thrown them back beyond the Narva
and beyond Valk.

In Courland and Lithuania the Bolsheviki having taken Riga, Evinsk and
Vilna, are marching on Kovno and Grodno and approaching the German
frontier. It appears to be certain that they are working in agreement with
the Germans, following close on the heels of their retreat, without hastening
it. The Germans are now [n0t?] only supplying them with arms and war ma-
terial, but are preventing the local (Lithuanian and Polish) contingents from
defending their country.

Further South, the Bolsheviki have taken Pinsk and are advancing on
Brest-Litovsk.

The following forces are now on this front, viz:—

Petrograd-Esthonian Courland-Lithuanian
region

Anti-Bolshevist . ... . . . .. .. 32, 500 ?
Bolshevist . . . . . . . . ... ... 20, 000 55, 000

III
SouTHERN FRONT (UKRAINE DON-N. CAUCASUS-CASPIAN)

In the Ukraine, the Bolsheviki are advancing rapidly and without difficulty,
and have already taken Kieff, Harkoff, Ekaterinoslav, and a large portion of the
Donetz: They may soon meet the Franco-Greek troops occupying Odessa and
Herson. The Ukrainian (Vinichenko-Petloura) Directorate, whose contingents
have mostly dispersed or gone over to the Bolsheviki, is about to take refuge
in Galicia.

Further East, the left wing of Krasnoff’s troops—which have hitherto fought
well against the Bolsheviki near Veronej and Tsaritzin—has had to fall back
on Novo-Cherkask and Rostoff (which are now threatened), in order to avoid
being caught in the rear by the Bolshevist advance in the Donetz region.

The Volunteer Army alone has been able to maintain its position favourably
in N. Caucasus, but General Denikin, who has just become C.-in-C. of all the
anti-Bolshevist Russian forces in South Russia, will now be obliged to use them
for reinforcements to strengthen Krasnoff’s seriously threatened left wing.

On the Caspian, the British—who have taken Baku and Krasnovodsk (the
Trans-Casplan railhead)—appear to have assured naval supremacy by means
of their armed steamers. They are trying to get into touch with the anti-
Bolshevist Cossacks in the Urals, via Gourioff. The Bolsheviki have, on the
other hand, taken Astrachan, on the mouth of the Volga.

The following forces are now on this front, viz:—

Allles 156th French Division . . . lg,%g The 7,000 remaining men

5 ¢ of the Division are about
130,000 60,000 to be transferred.

el

Bolsheviki From 180,000 to 200,000.

® Gen. Carl G. E. Mannerheim, Regent of Finland.
814579—48—voL. Iv—2
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The Allies could, however, bring up to this front:—

2 French Divisions (from Roumania)
2 Greek ” i Salonika
1 Italian Division ” Bulgaria
1 English ”* r Salonika

and also various Roumanian divisions, now doing nothing in Bessarabia and
Roumania, which could furnish a further 100,000 men.

About 100,000

Iv
EASTERN FRONT (UBALS AND W. SIBERIA)

The Siberian victory at Perm was not followed up. The Red armies again
resumed the offensive on the entire front, and, by taking Orenburg, were able
to separate Doutoff’s® Cossacks from the bulk of the Siberian Army and to
link up with the Soviet forces from ( in?) Turkestan.

The situation is causing General Janin' anxiety. The Siberian troops are
insufficiently trained and their moral{e] is weakening. The officers are poor
or undisciplined.

The best elements (the Czecho-Slovaks) had to be sent to the rear to rest
and to guard the Trans-Caspian railway, which was threatened by Bolsheviki
in Siberia.

The forces now opposing each other on this front (excluding Turkestan)
are as follows:—

Allies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 120,000
Bolsheviki . . . . . . . . . . . . . from 130,000 to 140, 000

v

To sum up, the Red forces are at present advancing on all fronts, with the
exception of Hsthonia. By these successes the Bolsheviki are gaining:—

(a) very decided moral advantages;
(b) a very considerable amount of supplies, (agricultural products in the
Ukraine and in Turkestan, and minerals in the Donetz).

These successes are due to:—

(a) the superiority of the Red armies both as regards men and matériel.

(d) their undoubted improvement as regards organisation and discipline.

(¢) lack of cohesion in the opposing forces, which are badly equipped and of
poor moral[e].

(d) systematic propaganda for which no expense is spared, and which
everywhere precedes military action.

There are, however, irremediable sources of weakness in the Red Army,
such as:—

(@) The lack of any nobler feeling, terror and the hope of loot being the
only means of making the men obey orders.

(b) A High Command and General Staff of very unequal quality, with gaps
in various ranks and services.

(¢) Very inadequate communications.

(d) Insufficient technical equipment (heavy artillery, aircraft, &c.), owing
te lack both of experts and of raw materials, which renders manufacture or
even repairs impossible.

®A. I. Doutoff, Ataman of the Orenburg Cossacks.
"Gen. Maurice Janin, of the French Army, Supreme Commander of the
Czechoslovak Army in Siberia.
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Thus the Red Army owes its success to the fact that, up to the present, it
has never encountered adversaries superior to it as regards either numbers,

supplies, or moral[e].

Being better officered and equipped, even though numerically. inferior, regular
Allied troops would easily defeat it. Such a success could be won at very
slight cost, provided that powerful technical means (such as armoured cars
and bombing aeroplanes) were employed, which equipment the Bolsheviki
entirely lack and the action of which their unequal moralfe] would make it
impossible for them to withstand.

(On the suggestion of M. Clemenceau, it was agreed that General

Alby’s statement should be circulated to the Conference).
Mr. CHURCHILL said that everyone there present knew the reasons
which had led the Conference to adopt the policy of Prinkipo.
Since then a month had passed and no decision which

&) Frinkipo made any effect on the forces of the Allies had yet
. been reached. On the other hand, as General Alby’s

statement had shown, very disastrous events had been taking place
in Russia during that period. In his opinion, it was essential to
try and bring the faction[al] war in Russia to an end, and Great
Britain adhered entirely to the position previously taken up. But
if Prinkipo was not going to come to anything, the sooner it could
be got out of the way the better. At the present moment all military
action was paralysed by suspense, and there was very grave danger
that as a result, the Allied and friendly armies would gradually melt
away. The British Government held the view that that process of
disintegration was proceeding very rapidly, and that the existing
friendly armies would probably be the last, which it would be pos-
sible to raise against Bolshevism. Consequently, it was essential,
either to carry Prinkipo through to a definite result, or to get it out
of the way. With this object in view he had drafted a wireless
message which he submitted for discussion. This telegram would,
he thought, have the desired effect of settling affairs within a certain
limit of time. The effect hoped for would be either to bring about
a discussion at Prinkipo and a cessation of fighting in Russia, or the
field would be left clear for such action as the Allies might wish to
take.

Mr. Churchill then read the following text of the draft telegram :—

“The Princes Island proposal of the Allied Powers has now been
made public for more than a month. The Bolsheviks have replied
by wireless on the 6th instant® offering to meet the wishes of the
Allied Powers as regards the re-payment of loans, the grant of con-
cessions for mineral and forest rights, and to examine the rights of
eventual annexation of Russian territories by the Entente Powers.

5 See telegram of February 4, 1919, from the Soviet Commissar for Foreign
Affairs to the Principal Allied and Associated Governments, Foreign Relations,
1919, Russia, p. 39.
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The Allies repudiate the suggestion that such objects have influ-
enced their intervention in Russia. The supreme desire of the Allies
is to see peace restored in Russia and the establishment of a Govern-
ment based upon the will of the broad mass of the Russian people.

It is solely with this object that the Princes Island proposal has
been made. It is not essential to that proEosal that any conference
should be held or that representatives of the various Russian forces
in the field should meet around a common table. But what is im-

erative is that fighting should stop and stop forthwith. The
%olshevik Government while verbally accepting the invitation to
Princes Island have, so far from observin% a truce of arms, taken
the offensive in many directions and are at the present time attackin
on several fronts. In addition they have called up new classes an
exixadibed and expanded their military preparations,

t is therefore necessary to fix a precise time within which the
Princes Island proposal must be disposed of. Unless within 10 days
from the 15th instant the Bolshevik forces on all fronts have ceased
to attack and have withdrawn a distance of not less than 5 miles from
the present position of their adversaries’ ou?ost lines, the Princes
Island proposal will be deemed to have lapsed. If, however, within
5 days a wireless notification is received from the Bolshevik Govern-
ment that they have so ceased attacking, so ceased firing and so
withdrawn, and if this is confirmed by the redports received from the
various fronts, a similar request will be addressed by the Allies to
the forces confronting them.

It is in these circumstances only that a discussion at Princes Island
can take place.” :

Mr. Churchill, continuing, said that simultaneously with the above
message, or something like it, he would propose the immediate setting
up of an Allied Council for Russian affairs. This Council should
have political, economic and military sections, with executive powers
within limits to be laid down by the present Conference. In that
way continuity of policy, unity of purpose and control would be ob-
tained. He thought the council should get to work during the period
before the Prinkipo proposal could be disposed of one way or an-
other, for the proposed Council would be useful whatever happened
in regard to Prinkipo. The Council would receive general direc-
tions from the Allied Governments in the light of what happened at
Prinkipo, so that there would be no delay. But he laid stress on
the fact that the military section should ke formed and should get
to work at once. If the Bolsheviks continued to attack and to drive
back the Allied and friendly forces, a definite military policy would
be required, and it would then be necessary to know what action
was possible with the available resources. The military section of
the proposed Council should, therefore, be asked at once to draw up
a plan for concerted action against the Bolsheviks. The details in
regard to the organization of the Council could naturally be worked
out in a variety of different ways: But it was essential to have a body
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whose duty it would be to study the situation and to estimate the
forces the Allies disposed of for the purpose of waging war against
the Bolsheviks. Then, if the Prinkipo proposal gave no results, the
Supreme War Council would be in possession of a definite war
scheme, together with an appreciation of the situation and an esti-
mate of the chances of being able to carry through to success the
suggested plans. The Supreme War Council could then make their
choice: either to act, or to withdraw their troops and leave everyone
in Russia to stew in their own juice. But in any case, the Supreme
War Council would have been placed in a position to enabld it to
arrive at a decision. His proposal, therefore, contained two definite
lines of action. Firstly, that a wireless message be issued with the
object of bringing the Prinkipo proposal to an issue. Secondly, that
a scientific and careful study of the situation be carried out in order
to be ready with a plan of action in the event of the Prinkipo
proposal falling through. :

In conclusion he wished earnestly to bring the following facts to
‘the notice of the Conference. A month ago a meeting had been held
in London at which it had been decided that the Russian situation
was so serious as to demand the immediate acceptance of a policy.
A month had passed, and no decision had been reached. The situa-
tion in Russia did not brook delay. It was essential that some policy
should be laid down. The alternatives were these—either to prepare
some plan of military action in Russia, consistent with the resources
available, or to withdraw the armies and to face the consequences
of abandoning Russia to her fate. Before the war Russia was the
counterpoise of Europe. Now the balance was maintained by large
British and American armies. The British forces were being de-
mobilised and the American forces were going home. He himself
did not believe that Germany could resume war at the present mo-
ment, but he begged his hearers to consider what the position would
be in five or ten years’ time. The population of Germany was twice
that of France. The number of conscripts annually available would
be almost three times as great. If, in addition, the Allies abandoned
Russia to her fate, would it be possible to make sure that Germany
would do the same? Would it be possible to make certain that Ger-
many, either by alliance with the Bolsheviks or with the other parties
at present friendly to the Allies would not in the near future becomse
the supreme influence in Russia? It was only from Russia that Ger-
many could derive those resources which she had lost through the
loss of her colonies and through her defeat on the Western front.
But should Russia fall into her clutches, Germany would thereby
become stronger than ever. In his opinion Russia was the key to
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the whole situation, and unless she formed a living part of Europe,
unless she became a living partner in the League of Nations and a
friend of the Allied Powers, there would be neither peace nor victory.
He would therefore implore the Conference to take up the Russian
question and to pursue it unceasingly until a policy was agreed on.
The terrible situation which faced the Allies in Russia compelled him
to speak in very direct terms.

Mz. LansiNg agreed that with a few changes in the text the mes-
sage could be sent, but as regards anything like the formation of a
policy or the creation of a Council, he thought no action should be
taken until an opportunity for consultation had been given.

Mr. CaurcHILL expressed the view that the creation of the Council
might be postponed, but he considered it essential that the military
section should forthwith be constituted. ,

M. CLEMENCEAU agreed that the Supreme War Council could, with-
out any inconvenience, call upon its military advisers to study the
question.

CoroNer House proposed that a decision in regard to the creation
of a Council should be postponed until Monday next. He was will-
ing to agree, however, to the immediate despatch of the proposed
wireless.

Baron SonnNINo pointed out that there were two questions to be
decided. A military question and a question which entailed negotia-
tions. As regards the military question he agreed that it was most
urgent; that a policy was essential and that delay would be very
dangerous. In his opinion it was not a question of what would hap-
pen in five or ten years’ time. The danger to be faced would have
immediate reaction in all Allied countries.

M. CremENCEAU asked that the military question should be con-
sidered at once as being most urgent.

Mzr. House proposed that the military question should be ad-
journed until Monday, and that the Conference should confine itself
to a consideration of the cable.

M. CremeNCEAU said that he had been completely opposed to Mr.
Lloyd George’s proposal, but he had accepted it in order to avoid the
introduction of elements of discord into that Conference. But the
fact must now be recognised that the original wireless message had
not been a great success, either in Europe or elsewhere. The people
whose greatest interest it would have been to support the proposals
therein contained (he was now speaking of the Russian political
refugees of all kinds who continually visited their offices, with peti-
tions for guns, munitions and money)—those people had gone off in
a bad temper, instead of taking the unique opportunity offered them
by the Conference of indicting Bolshevism and its abuses before the
whole world. These people had refused to go to Prinkipo, whilst
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the Bolsheviks had offered the Allies money. When people got into
an awkward situation, they usually made an effort to get out of it.
The Conference should not attempt to deceive itself, for that was
what it was now trying to do. He thought that it should get out of
its troubles as discreetly and as simply as possible. No further ref-
erence should be made to Prinkipo. He was not altogether opposed
to Mr. Churchill’s draft message, but what was said in two pages
could be put in ten lines. It would be very simple to summarise it.
Personally, he would prefer to say nothing, but if the Conference
insisted upon sending a message, it should be as simple as possible.
Why should the whole world be told that this plan had failed. That
was already known. Mr. Churchill had described the Allied situa-
tion in Russia as cruel and terrible, but he had described it truly.
He himself agreed with all that Mr. Churchill had said; and he
attached a great importance to the creation of the proposed Council.
He did not favour the policy of leaving Russia to her own devices,
because she would rapidly fall a prey to the Germans. He favoured
the policy of encirclement : the policy of setting up a barrier around
Russia. The results of such a policy would be that in the end the
Russians would ask the Allies to intervene.

That very moment a telegram had been received to the effect that
the Germans had, in spite of the orders issued, attacked the Poles
on a wide front, and had already taken two towns. The Germans
were endeavouring to meet Marshal Foch with an accomplished fact.
He would speak of this matter again presently, because a decision
would have to be taken. But he wished to mention it at once,
because the Russian policy must be examined in its entirety and
Poland was concerned in that policy.

He did not oppose the sending of a new message about Prinkipo.
But he foresaw grave troubles, and a decision in regard to military
policy in Russia should be reached without further delay. He him-
self was ready to make new sacrifices, but he did not court defeat
in Russia, after having been victorious on the Rhine.

Mr. House thought the question to be decided was how to finesse
the situation against the Bolsheviks. In England and America the
Russian question had created a very serious situation and the Prin-
kipo proposal had produced a good effect in circles hostile to the
Government. The point to be decided was how best to defeat the
Bolsheviks and the German purpose. Unless tact were used, all
people east of the Rhine might be thrown against England, the
United States of America, and France. It was already being said
that England and America were using France as an instrument
for obtaining Anglo-Saxon supremacy throughout the world.

Mr. Barrour thought it was necessary to take steps to put the
Bolsheviks in the wrong, not only before public opinion, but before
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those who held the view that Bolshevism was democracy gone astray
with large elements of good in it. Personally, he thought Bolshe-
vism was the worst form of class tyranny. M. Clemenceau held the
view that public opinion in France was unanimous against Bolshe-
vism, and that any truck with it meant trafficking with the powers
of darkness. But other views existed and could not wholly be
ignored. He himself had never been sanguine about the issue of the
discussions at Prinkipo; but he had perceived certain benefits arising
out of the Allies’ declaration of an endeavour to secure peace in Rus-
sia. In any case, the Allies had embarked on the Prinkipo proposal,
and, if abandoned as M. Clemenceau had proposed, all the advan-
tages gained by the original proposal would be thrown away. There-
fore, it would merely be worldly wisdom, having once invested money
in Prinkipo, to extract all that was possible from the debacle. He
thought, therefore, some sort of message should be sent to the Bolshe-
viks, which would compel them either to cease hostilities or to refuse
negotiations. Such a message would put the Bolsheviks on the horns
of a dilemma, and at the same time place the Allies in a better
position in regard to public opinion.

Mz. Housk said that he had never been in favour of the Prinkipo
proposal, but it had been embarked upon, and therefore they must
go along with it and, if eventually the Allies were compelled to
embark on military operations, they would do so in a stronger and
better position.

M. CiemeNcraU said that he knew quite well that his proposal
to take no further action in regard to Prinkipo would not be ac-
cepted. For that reason he had suggested shortening and simplifying
Mr. Churchill’s draft. He thought it right to mention that French
opinion had throughout been unanimously opposed to the Prinkipo
policy, and the protests had not been limited to France. A violent
protest had been received from Admiral Kolchak, who had accused
the Allies of having thereby practically disarmed his troops. Were
not the Allies responsible to some degree for the recent failures in
Russia? The soldiers in the line did not know whether they ought
to fight or to await the next armistice. The Allies should not lose
sight of that. He (M. Clemenceau) was not reproaching them, but
it was nevertheless a fact.

As Colonel House and Mr. Balfour had remarked, the Allies had
got into this Prinkipo business, and now they had got to get out
of it. He merely asked them to get out of it in as simple a manner
as possible. He had no objections to offer to Mr. Churchill’s draft,
but he would like it to e made simpler and shorter.

M. Sonnino agreed that the Allies would have to get out of the
Prinkipo business. He himself had been opposed to it from the
commencement, and he had then expressed the cpinion that the
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Bolsheviks would be the only ones to accept the Allies’ invitation,
as it gave the Bolsheviks the means of enhancing their prestige.
His predictions had come true, and today the Allies possessed good
grounds for abandoning the whole project. It could truthfully be
said that the Bolsheviks had ignored the Allies’ requests and had not
ceased hostilities, and that the other Governments had not accepted
the Allies’ invitation. The matter should therefore be ended. It
was proposed to send another message, with a short time limit for
reply, say ten or fifteen days. It was said that procedure would
lead to no harm. But it would do harm, if by enhancing still more
the prestige of the Bolsheviks, the Allies increased still further the
state of demobilisation of the friendly Russian forces, and of the
Entente troops operating in Russia. Mr. Balfour had said “We
must compel the Bolsheviks to acknowledge their errors”. The Bol-
sheviks would never do that, and ten days hence the Allies would
find themselves assailed by new and innumerable difficulties. The
Bolsheviks would put forward many excellent reasons to prove that
they had been compelled to attack in self-defence, and meanwhile
the situation would have become worse, the Allies would have gained
no benefits whatever, and the Allied troops would have become even
more demoralised.

The Conference wished to create a Council to draw up a military
plan of action for these troops, and at the same time measures were
proposed which would still further demoralise those same troops.
Prinkipo had failed: there -was no :doubt ‘whatever about that.
Prinkipo had, however, proved to the world the friendly desire of
the Allies to be at peace with Russia. The Prinkipo policy had
been a failure, and the less said about it the better : and the proposed
Council should now be asked confidentially to suggest other solutions.

He would accept the proposal to send another message, but the
offer to meet at Prinkipo should not be renewed.

M. CremeNcEaU expressed his desire to support Baron Sonnino’s
proposal.

Mr. CHUrcHILL said that Mr. Lloyd George was very anxious,
should the Prinkipo policy fail, for the Allies to be ready with
another policy. But the British Cabinet would never agree, having
gone so far, to break off the Prinkipo policy without making it quite
clear to the world that that proposal had been sincerely put forward
and sincerely pressed, as long as any chance of its succeeding existed.
He thought the dignity of the Conference demanded the acceptance
of that procedure. The Conference had unanimously adopted the
proposal which had been put forward by President Wilson himself.
No one should be able to say “You made a false movement, and you
abandoned it. The Bolsheviks were about to accept, and you with-
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drew.” The British Government wished it to appear that they had
acted fairly by the Bolsheviks. He had put forward proposals for
a military enquiry to be held, but he did not pre-judge the decision.
It might be that as a result of that enquiry, no action might be found
possible. But, in any case, until the military experts had reported,
it would not be wise brutally to brush aside the Prinkipo proposal
until alternative plans were ready.

M. Sonnino enquired what would be the result if the Bolsheviks
stated that they would stop all hostilities and come to Prinkipo. In
ten days’ time it would be impossible to ascertain whether hostilities
had really been stopped. On the other hand, the effect would have
been to disorganise still further the Allied forces in Russia. His

" thesis was this: The Bolsheviks had been given a period of time up
to the 15th February in which to comply with the conditions con-
tained in the original wireless. The Bolsheviks had not complied
with those terms and conditions (the Bolsheviks had continued their
offensive). Why, therefore, prolong by ten days the period already
granted? The Bolsheviks could not do more than fail to comply,
as they had done, with the conditions of the Allies, and in ten days’
time the Allies would be faced with the same situation; but with
the additional disadvantage that their own forces would have become
further disorganised. He begged the members of the Conference to
realise what effect this policy would have, not only in Russia but in
Allied countries. The prestige given to Bolshevism was a real dis-
aster in its effect on Allied countries. Consequently, no good effect
could be obtained by granting the Bolsheviks this added prestige.
The Bolsheviks had been given a chance; why should they be given
a second and a third and a fourth chance? He strongly opposed the
sending of the proposed message.

Baron MagiNo said that he also had received messages from
Siberia bearing out the statements made by M. Clemenceau as to the
disastrous effect the original wireless had created in the minds of all
friendly groups in Siberia. At the time that the invitation had been
issued to the various groups in Russia, no such consequence had been
anticipated. If now a second telegram were sent, it was most im-
portant that its intent and purpose should not be misunderstood by
the friendly forces in Siberia.

Mr. Barrour wished to ask the military authorities a question of
fact. It was being said that the Bolsheviks had pretended to
accept, but they had not in reality done so, because they had not
complied with the fundamental condition in regard to the cessation
of hostilities. But had the Allied troops abstained from hostilities?
Or, to put his question in another way: had all the Allied military
operations been defensive in their character?
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Mr. CrUrcHILL pointed out that during the interval between the
dispatch of the invitation and the present moment, the Bolshevik
forces had made the most heavy attacks on all fronts.

Mr. Bavrrour expressed the view that a good many points of great
difficulty had been raised that afternoon. He proposed therefore
that the further consideration of the two questions: the dispatch of
the message and the creation of a Council on Russian Affairs, should
be adjourned till Monday afternoon.

(It was agreed to adjourn until Monday, 17th February, at 3
p. m., the further consideration of the two questions relating to the
situation in Russia, namely :—

(1) The wireless message in regard to Prinkipo, and
(2) The creation of an Allied Council for Russian Affairs.)

4. M. CLeMENCEAU asked permission to read the following telegram,
dated Warsaw, February 14th, 1919, which had been received from
M. Paderewski:—

“German troops have commenced offensive on a
large scale in German Poland. They have occupied the towns of Babi-
most and Kargowa. Their initiative will place them in an advanta-
eous military situation before anticipated cessation of hostilities.
ermans are making considerable use of asphyxiating gas. The Polish
forces, numbering 25,000, only 10,000 being engaged, are insufficient to
stop this offensive. The situation is grave. It is urgent that situation
be placed immediately before Allied competent authorities.
(Signed) Paderewski.”

M. CremENCEAU, continuing, said that he had prepared a draft
reply which he submitted for the acceptance of his colleagues.

(It was agreed that the following telegram should forthwith be
sent to Marshal Foch :—

“The Supreme War Council urgently draws Marshal Foch’s atten-
tion to the following message received from the Polish Government.
It is evident that the Germans have hastened their offensive in order
to present Marshal Foch with an accomplished fact.

The Supreme War Council holds the opinion that the line of
demarcation between the German and Polish troops fixed by Marshal
Foch must be maintained.”)

Situation
in Poland

(The Conference adjourned to Monday afternoon, February 17th,
1919, at 3 p. m.) - :
FeBruary 16, 1919,
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Minutes of the Meeting of the Supreme War Council Held in
M. Pichon’s Room at the Quai d’Orsay, Paris, on Monday, 17th
February, 1919, at 3 p. m.

PRrESENT
AMERICA,
UNITED STATES OF BRITISH EMPIRE FRANCE
Mr. R. Lansing The Rt. Hon. A. J. Balfour, 0. M,, M. P. M. Clemenceau
Mr. E. M. House The Rt. Hon. W. C. Churchill, M. P. M. Pichon
Secretaries
M. G. Auchincloss Lt. Col. 8ir M. P. A. Hankey, K. C. B. M. Dutasta
Mr. L. Harrison Mr. E. Phipps M. Berthelot
M. de Bearn
ITALY JAPAN
H. E. Baron Sonnino H. E. Baron Makino
Secretaries H. E. M, Matsul
Count Aldrovandi
M. Bertele
Joint Secretariat
AMERICA,
UNITED STATES OF BriTisHE EMPIRE FrANCE
Col. U. 8. Grant Captain E. Abraham Capt. A. Portier
ITAaLY ‘ JAPAN
Major A. Jones M. Saburi
ALso PrESENT
AMERICA,
UNITED STATES OF BRITISH EMPIRE FRANCE
General T. H. Bliss Gen. Sir H, H. Wilson, Marshal Foch
G.C. B, D. S. 0. Gen. Belin
Vice Admiral Sir M. Browning, Gen. Alby
K.C.B, M. V.0, R.N. Gen. Weygand
Rear Admiral W. G. P. Hope, Col. Gallini
C.B,R.N.
IrAaLy
General Diaz
. General Cavallero

Interpreter:—Professor P. J. Mantoux

1. M. CLeMENCEAU said that Marshal Foch had returned that morn-
ing from his journey into Germany with the signature of the Germans
Report of Marshal 0 the Armi.stice conditions agreed on by the Supreme
f:mhl:i:ewnl War Council. :

Magrsuan Focu said that he had met the German
plenipotentiaries at 8 p. m. on the 14th. He had put before Herr

22
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Erzberger the convention decided on by the Powers. Herr Erzberger

had taken the text, and, in reply, had handed in a declaration covering

23 pages. (For text of which see Annexure “A”.) This declaration

contained a justification from the German point of view of the execu-

tion of the terms of the original armistice. The two principal demands
made related :—
1) To the repatriation of prisoners.

22; To the action taken by the French in Alsace-Lorraine
against German industrialists holding property removed
from France and Belgium.

In respect to the first, Marshal Foch had addressed the following
reply to the German Secretary of State:—

(2) Repatriation “In reply to your communication of February 3rd,
Pritoners: I have the honour to inform you that the Supreme War

Council of the Allied and Associated Powers considers
the repatriation of German prisoners of war impossible for the mo-
ment ; but these Powers will see to it with the greatest care that all the
seriously sick and wounded are repatriated with the least possible
delay.

ansequently, France is actually taking steps to begin the imme-
diate repatriation of about 2,000 German prisoners of war besides
the prisoners of war already sent to Germany or Switzerland. Great
Britain is disposed to proceed in the same manner as rapidly as
possible.”

In respect to the second, Herr Erzberger’s view was that proceed-

ings could not. be taken against private individuals holding property

removed from France and Belgium during the war,

(), Restoratlonof  because they had received it from the German Gov-

Property ernment. The restoration of this property must

therefore be a matter for negotiation between the Gov-

ernments. The Allied point of view was that these goods could be

recovered wherever found. Marshal Foch had, therefore, addressed
the following reply to the German Secretary of State:—

“T have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of the memorandum
contained in your letter of the 27th January.

In this connection, I would remind you that in the course of the
last interview at Tréves, I stated that I could not accept the view
of the German Government; that is to say, that German subjects who
had carried away and taken in charge industrial apparatus coming
from the occupied territories should benefit by the terms of Article 6
o£ the Convention of 11th November,! as having participated in acts
of war.

I merely undertake to transmit to the competent judicial authori-
ties the special cases which you may think it your duty to submit to
me.

! For text, see vol. I, p. 1.
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I hayve, therefore, forwarded the memorandum to the said judicial
authorities, who will decide on this particular question of law.”

Continuing, Marshal Foch said that on the 15th the German Pleni-
potentiaries alleged that, by reason of the slow communication with
Berlin and Weimar, they could not say when they

(c) German Relue- woyuld be able to sign the Armistice. Further they

tance To Sign New

Armistice wished to modify and extend the text of the Conven-
tion submitted to them. Marshal Foch, on the 16th,
had sent them the following communication :— '

“In reply to your letters of the 15th February, I have the honour
to inform you that:—

(1) The text of the Convention which was handed to you yester-
day was drawn up by the chiefs of the Allied and Associated
Governments.

I can neither change it nor add to it.

(2) As the Armistice expires on the 17th February at 5 o’clock
in the morning, the labestx%our for signing a new extension is 18
hours on the 16th February, — in order to give time for communicat-
in§ orders to the troops.

f the Convention be not signed at the latter hour, I shall be obliged
to leave Tréves and the Armistice will cease to operate at 5 o’clock
in the morning of the 17th February.”

After this, the conditions of the new Armistice were signed with
a slight alteration respecting the line of demarcation between German
and Polish troops. This modification affected the Silesian frontier,
where, as there were no Poles, it was decided to adhere to the pre-
war frontiers. (For final text, see Annexure “B.”)

After signing the Convention, Herr Erzberger had handed to
Marshal Foch a declaration from Herr Scheideman, in the following
terms :—

“The German Government recognises the grave nature of the con-
sequences which would be involved both by the acceptance, and par-
ticularly by the refusal of the Convention. When it gave instruc-
tions to its delegates to sign it, it did so feeling convinced that the
Allied and Associated Governments were going to make a serious
effort to give to the world that peace which is so ardently desired,
during the short period for which the armistice was being prolonged.

Nevertheless, the German Government feels obliged to indicate its
own point of view as regards the three conditions imposed in the
Convention, by making the following observations:—

I. The agreement ignores the fact that the German Government
has been constituted by the popular will, in an orderly manner. The
agreement imposes on the (E)ermans, in the form of orders and pro-
hibitions marked by harshness and favouring the rebelling Poles, the
necessity of evacuating a number of important places such as Birn-
baum and the town of Bentschen without any delay. These places
are in German hands, their population is mostly German, and they
are particularly important in regard to the intercourse with Eastern
Germany. In addition to this, the Allied and Associated Powers
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do not even guarantee that the Poles, on their side, will abstain from
reparing or undertaking further attacks, or that they will treat the
l()?rerman population with humanity—a population, the protection of
which we are forced to give up: or that they will release the German
hostages, the retention of whom has now no object; or that they will
keep up the supply of food from the west in the same way as has been
done up to the present. . ) o

Although we are ready to cease all military offensive action in
Posnania and in other regions, and to accept the present military
situation in these countries as a basis of negotiation, we really must
be able to expect the Poles in revolt also to respect the line of demar-
cation. If they do not, we ought to be permitted to defend ourselves
by force of arms. )

II. Germany is able to prove that she has striven to carry out the
clauses of the Armistice until her economic strength was completely
exhausted and until her transport services gave way. Now, once
again, she will undertake to fulfill the conditions which she has not
up to the present succeeded in carrying out, but at the same time she
feels justitli)ed in assuming that her undertakings will not receive any
interpretation inconsistent with the principles acknowledged by the
two parties before the President of the United States of America
and rendering nugatory the idea of a peace founded on right.

IIL. The fact that Germany is granted only a short undefined
renewal terminable at the will of one party only at three dags’ notice
instead of an Armistice containing a fixed time limit enabling her
to take the necessary dispositions to execute the clauses is the very
thing to jeopardise quietness and order in Germany and constitutes
an unjustifiable aggravation of our constitution. We cannot give up
the hope that the Allied and Associated Governments will consider
it possible to open negotiations on the German counter-proposals and
to renew the Armistice until the Preliminaries of Peace.”

MarseAL Focm said that, to ensure the execution of the terms of

the Armistice relating to Poland, he suggested that the co-operation

of the Allied Commission in Warsaw should be ob-

;,;’ug}}’f:v%';':;w tained. To this end, he proposed the following
o Supervise the”  telogram

iﬁ-’?ﬁ?ﬁﬁ?&m “I send gou below the text of Article 1 of the
oan Armistice Convention signed on February 16th:

‘The Germans must immediately desist from all offensive operations against
the Poles in the region of Posen or any other region. With this object, their
troops are forbidden to cross the following line:—The former frontier of East
and West Prussia with Russia as far as Luisenfelde, then from this point
the line :—West of Luisenfelde, west of Gross Neudorff, south of Brzoze, north
of Schubin, north of Exin, south of Samoczin, south of Chodziensen, north
of Czarnikow, west of Mialla, west of Birnbaum, west of Bentschen, west of
Wollstein, north of Lissa, north of Rawicz, south of Krotoszyn, west of Adelnau,
west of Schildberg, north of Vieruchov, then the frontier of Silesia.’

The Inter-Allied Commission at Warsaw should at once inform
the Polish Government and Command of this Convention, reminding
tél:m that all hostilities must cease on the Polish side as on the

rman.
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The Commission must make sure that this injunction is observed
on both sides.

It will settle on the spot the difficulties of detail which cannot
fail to arise, the line of demarcation fixed serving as the basis of
its decisions.

The German delegates have asked' Marshal Foch that rules may
be laid down for the protection of the 400,000 German subjects living
in territory occupied by the Poles, for communication between this
territory and the rest of Germany and for the rolling stock of
railways. (sic) )

Marshal Foch has been unable to treat from a distance these ques-
tions of detail which can only be settled on the spot. The Allied
and Associated Governments instruct the Inter-Allied Commission
at Warsaw to decide them.

With this object, the Commission should establish relations with
the German Government and High Command through General
Dupont at Berlin.

The Inter-Allied Commission at Warsaw will keep the Govern-
ments constantly informed of the progress of its work.”

(It was decided that this telegram should be sent by Marshal
Foch.)
2. ApmirarL BrownNine said that, as the provisions of Article 22
of the Armistice had not been completely fulfilled, he had had a
meeting on the 14th with the German naval repre-
Disposalof Ger-  gsentative. The latter had been informed of what
was required to complete the fulfilment of that
Article. He had replied that Germany was disposed to bring to an
end the submarine question once and for all. There were two classes
of submarines :—

a; Those to be surrendered.
b) Those to be broken up in Germany.

Of the former, 45 still remained to be handed over, and the latter
comprised all the surplus. The German naval representative had
accepted the conditions laid down. Admiral Browning had also
pointed out that, of the batch due for surrender in the previous
month, two had been alleged to have sunk at the mouth of the Elbe.
He had pointed out to the German representative that, whether this
was due to negligence or bad seamanship, the Allies were not pre-
pared to allow a repetition of such events. The Allies would require
in exchange for any submarine lost a complete set of engines and
electrical and other plant. The German naval representative had
agreed. The Germans had also agreed to send to Great Britain
special submarine docks and lifting vessels. Any in process of
building would be destroyed and no further building would be
undertaken. Dates had been fixed for the surrender of the material,
with a small margin allowing for bad weather.
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3. ApmraL BrowNiNe had, further, drawn the attention of the
German naval representative to the spreading of German propa-
ganda by German Wireless Stations. The latter had
German Wireless  asked whether this enquiry was intended to convey
a warning. Admiral Browning had replied in the

affirmative.

4. Apuirar, BrowNiNe had further pointed out that the apparent
reluctance of Germany to surrender her merchant shipping, until

minor points of finance had been settled, did not
S acrGer- harmonise with the alleged desperate straits for food
Shipping in Germany. The naval representative had agreed
to convey these remarks to Herr Erzberger.

5. Mr. Barrour said that he had shown the Chairman the tele-
gram from the British Admiralty requiring a decision by the Su-
Question of preme War Council. He therefore wished to bring it
Permittingthe  to the notice of the meeting. He then read the fol-

of German Troops ino *—
to East Prussia 10W111g *

and Latvia “Instructions should be obtained from Supreme
War Council as to whether Blockade of Germany should be relaxed
in so far as is necessary to permit maintenance of German armies in

Latvia and East Prussia. ) )

Many requests are being received from Admiral Goette for free
passage by sea from Western German ports to Dantzig, Pillau, Memel
and Libau, of individual ships carrying troops military supplies and
coal for railways. ) ]

A decision in principle is required observing the German troops are

engaged in operations against Bolshevists as well as against Poles
an t%mt in no case is it proposed to grant general permission.”

He suggested the matter should be referred to the Military and
Naval Experts, of the Supreme War Council. ;

M. Cremenceau asked whether it would not be better to refer it
to the Blockade Committee.

Coroner House expressed the opinion that the questions involved
were military rather than commercial.

M. Cremenceav then suggested that this telegram should be sent,
at the same time, to the military and naval Advisors and to the
Blockade Committee.

(It was decided, after some discussion, that the telegram should be
referred, at the same time, to the military and naval Advisors of
the Supreme War Council, and to the Blockade Committee, for
reports.)

6. M. CreMENCEAU said that he must inform the meeting that he
Question of Arbic had received.a letter from M. Pachitch to thg effect
{ration Between that the .Serblan Government proposed to submit their

case against Italy to arbitration by President Wilson.
He stated that he merely reported this as a statement of fact.

314579—43—voL. rv——3
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BaroN SonNiINo said that he thought it his duty, after hearing the
communication made by the Chairman, to state that the Italian Gov-
ernment regretted that it could not accept any proposal for arbitra-
tion on any question for the solution of which Italy had engaged in
war, and waged it for three and a half years in full agreement with
her Allies, and the examination of which by the Peace Conference
was pending.

7. A discussion on the policy to be pursued in Russia ensued, and

) .. after an exchange of views, it was decided to post-
Policy of the Allied . . . . .
and Associated pone the resumption of the discussion until later in
Powers in Russia

the week.

8. M. CLEMENCEAU announced that the Serbian statement would
be heard on the following day if there were no
objection.

Baron SonNINo said that the position of the Italian Government
in relation to the Serbs was a delicate one. The Italian Government
did not wish to enter into a polemic at the Conference. He, therefore,
suggested that the Serbs should be heard in the absence of the
Italian Delegates, or that if heard in their presence, no discussion

should ensue.
M. CrLemENCEAU said that the last proposal was in accordance with

precedent. The Serbs would be heard, and the Meeting would be
adjourned.

(The Meeting then adjourned.)

Paris, 17th February, 1919.

Serbian Statement

Annexure “A”

[Declaration Handed by the Head of the German Armistice Com-
mission (Erzberger) to the Allied Armistice Commission, Febru-

ary 14, 1919]

GeENTLEMEN : For the third time, we have to meet again at Tréves
to negotiate the prolongation of the Armistice. The prolongation
of the Armistice until the conclusion of the Peace preliminaries as
. considered in Article I of the convention of 16 Jan. 19,2 has unfor-
tunately not met with the approval of the Allied Government, any
more than the promise of 13 Dec.?

I ask why our people have the impression that this prolongation
of the Armistice has but one aim; to impose upon us new and heavy
Armistics New conditions and prejudice peace. Thus the Armistice
Source of Hatred  becomes a new source of distrust, of hatred between
Among Peoples .

peoples, and even of despair.
By that, the Allies are preparing the way to Bolshevism. On the

?Vol. 1, p. 11.
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contrary, the German people is trying hard to repulse this
Bolshevism—At this very moment the German National Assembly is
sitting ; it has considered as the first and most pressing of its duties
to constitute a Government in conformity with the result of the
elections. Germany has a democratic and parliamentary government,
which personifies and warrants the will of the people to arrive with-
out delay to a peace of reconciliation. The new government rests on
a broader basis than any other government in the world.

The German people has been obliged to buy the Armistice and

its successive prolongations until today, by enormous sacrifices. It

has abandoned to you property of a huge value. You
Yl o Sir a1 have received German war material valued at more

than a billion. The value of the warships which
were delivered, amounts to more than a billion and a half. In the
delivery of transportation material, Germany has gone beyond the
limits of what she could do. The Prussian-Hessian State Railways
alone have delivered more than two and a half billions of railway
material. Up to 5 Feb. we have delivered to you 4,137 locomotives
‘and 136,398 cars. Up to 11 Feb. 10,263 locomotives, and 216,072
cars had been turned over.

The demobilisation of the Army is complete. We have at our
disposal in round numbers, 6,000 officers of the active army, less

than in peace time in 1914. A very high percentage
Demobilisation of the available officers is either sick or wounded.

And from the discharge of the majority of the for-
mer officers of the Active Army who were mobilised, and of the
reserve officers, we have released already, since the armistice, more
than 200 general and field officers of the regular army, without any
new promotion taking place.

As for enlisted men, at the end of February all classes will have
been demobilised except one. And this class has sustained heavy
losses during the campaign. If, in spite of that, the effectives and
expenditures are still high, it is due on the one hand to high cost
of living, and on the other to the large number of sick and wounded
who are still treated in the hospitals—in round numbers, 200,000—
and finally to the large number [of] unemployed soldiers, who
according to regulations are still allowed to remain for four months
at most on the pay roll of the troops, while looking for employment.
This delay will only begin to come to an end during the following
months. Enlisted men of this category are worthless in the military
sense of the word; their only duties in their garrisons, and only in
order to earn their salary, are solely fatigue work and guard duty.
Men retained in military service are likewise, for the most part,
worthless as soldiers on account of the revolution and local disorders
which are still resulting.
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Consequently, for the upkeep of order and the protection of the
frontiers, we have been obliged to call upon volunteers. But, on
the whole, they came only in small numbers. In order to allow the
Government of the Empire to fulfill the duties which are absolutely
necessary, it has been necessary, later on, to call back, in the eastern
part of the country, men who were in their homes. The total
strength of the units which can be used is so low that it is impossible
on account of its weakness, to make an extensive use of this force.
Taking into account the volunteer units in course of formation, the
strength (which is, however, subject to constant changes on account
of their formation) can be estimated, for the present, in the following
figures, figures which are likely to be modified later because of the
poor system of military information.

Strength
For the protection of the western frontier round
numbers—on a line of about 600 Km. . . . . . 10, 000 men.
For the protection of the Eastern frontier, in Courland,
Silesia and Saxony, about 1800 Km . . . . . . 100, 000 men.
Inside the empire—round numbers . . . . . . . . 70, 000 men.
180, 000 men.
Troops returning from Russia, in round figures . . . 20,000 men.
(Besides isolated troops in the South-East or other-
wise useless in round figures 60,000 men.)
T otal of usable men, in round figures . . . . . . . 200, 000 men

That is, one-fourth of the old German Army in peace-time. And
of this strength 30 to 40% do not do real front-line service.
The repatriation of Allied war prisoners for the west was already
in progress at the time of the last negotiations for the prolongation
of the armistice at Tréves. The Serbian and Rou-
Repatriation of manian sick and seriously wounded were evacuated in
of War hospital trains. The other Serbian prisoners of war
have also been transported to Agram. However four
of their trains had to be unloaded on German-Austrian territory
owing to lack of coal. The War Ministry has immediately taken
the necessary steps to insure the continuation of transportation by
providing the necessary coal. The Roumanian prisoners of war will
be evacuated later.
The general office of the Armistice commission, created for the
prompt restitution of securities and documents according to article
XIX has worked successfully since the last negotia-
Bestitution of s tions. Independently of the securities previously de-
livered, there have been returned 778,348,287.12 marks
worth and 4,171,165 francs worth. The securities removed from
Belgium and placed on deposit with the general war fund in Munich
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have been covered in lists' which have been submitted. The work of
the German commissioners in Brussels and in France is under way
and progressing satisfactorily in agreement with the French and
Belgian authorities. They have even been concluded for the most
part. At Mayence, there are now being returned to France the
securities paid or found which have been placed on deposit with the
General War fund in Berlin and Munich, amounting in round figures
to 120 boxes; a balance of two millions of local paper money (munici-
pal bonds) is also being returned. The evacuation of the bank se-
curities taken from France and deposited in Liége has begun during
the last few days. According to the closing protocol of 1 Dec. the
list has been supplied for all the works of art taken from Belgium
and known at the present time. The greater part of the lists relative
to works of art removed from France, has also been furnished; as
regards collection of works of art themselves, the one in Brussels
has been entirely delivered and a receipt has been given.
Thus Germany has employed all her forces to honour her engage-
ments ensuing from the treaties. This is also true as regards the
clause for delivery of agricultural machinery imposed
Delivery of. Al ~ by the treaty of 16 Jan. However, the difficulties
which occur on this point cannot be overcome unless
the supply of raw materials and partly manufactured products com-
ing from the territories on the left and the right bank of the Rhine,
promised by Marshal Foch on the 6th, can be assured in a large
measure, if we obtain deliveries of coal from the Sarre, and if ship-
ments from the left bank to the right bank are authorised.
Within the limits which are marked out for her by the Allied
powers, and by present circumstances, which create almost insur-
mountable difficulties, Germany has done all in her
Gontinuation of the  power, and has called all her forces into play. The
Wotives Cannot Be  (elivery of locomotives now under way has reduced
the park of locomotives fit for service on the Prussia-
Hessian railway system to such an extent that the maintenance of
even the most miserable economic life is compromised. The stocks
of coal for the use of the railways have been impoverished to a menac-
ing degree. The supply for the gas plants and electric stations has
failed. Owing to the impossibility of transporting the raw materials
and partly manufactured products, unemployment is ircreasing.
Our railways are completely worn out. If we go on with the deliv-
ery of engines, we may foresee with certainty an early discontinu-
ance of the whole transport service. I do not need to explain in
more detail what this means in the present situation of the coal and
food supply. It is impossible to estimate the consequences. This
is why no one in Germany can take the responsibility of continuing
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the delivery of engines. At the same time you forbid us coast navi-
gation on the North Sea and Baltic,—a navigation which we urgently
need to relieve our railways, and you maintain the blockade, which
leaves us without the raw materials we need to make repairs. Nev-
ertheless, with regard to the values in question, we wish to fulfil the
obligation we have contracted. Germany will execute in an entirely
loyal manner the engagements which she has assumed. But, on this
point, you must allow us to make an exchange. From 600 to 700
locomotives are still missing. I declare myself ready to put at your
disposal, after detailed agreement, a certain number of railroad cars
in exchange, and I propose that you institute without delay a sub-
commission for the settlement of this question.

In compliance with article VI of the Convention of January 16th
1919, relative to the restitution of machinery and material taken from

Belgium and France, we entered into negotiations, at
Bestitution ottt OP2, With the Industrial Sub-Commission of the

Allies and we have fixed by a Protocol, the conditions
of execution. Immediately after, the creation of a “bureau” has been
undertaken at Francfort-sur-le-Mein, as contemplated in these con-
ditions of execution. Conferences have taken place at Spa, as well
-as in Berlin, with the Representatives of the Allies, relative to the
wording of the books of questions to be used in tracing up the machin-
ery in question. An ordinance has been published with a view to
ascertaining the declaration, the careful keeping up and restitution
of this machinery.

Now that the naval clauses of the Convention of November 11th
1918 and of the first prolongation of the treaty of Armistice have

been complied with in the requested time-limit, the
Delivery of the demands formulated in the second prolongation of

Armistice are being given satisfaction. Admiral
Browning has recently stated his demands anew, by giving the exact
indication of the various submarines. The list furnished by him, is
not in accordance with the list which has been drawn up on the
German side.

Consequently, a delay ensued, for which Germany is not responsi-
ble. Another delay might be caused by the fact that the situation
of ice hinders the concentration of the tugs. We will fulfil our
engagements as soon as possible. Admiral Browning now demands
that the submarines of new construction be also delivered into
English ports. We have promised the delivery of the docks for
submarines and of the mine sweepers, as demanded in the Conven-
tion of January 16th. However, this delivery cannot actually be
effectuated unti] atmospheric conditions make it possible for these
ships to travel, which are not equipped for sea journeys. All the
submarines which have not yet been delivered, new constructions
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included, will be entirely dismounted, this work is already being
executed. The internment of all ships, requested by the Allies,
replacement of ships included, according to English informations,
has taken place at Scapa Flow. Up to the present time, the protes-
tation made by Germany against the non-observation of the Armistice
by England who has not even tried the internment into neutral ports,
has received no answer.
- While Germany makes the greatest efforts to prove, in a loyal
manner by the execution of the conditions which have been imposed
upon her, that she is ready to make heavy sacrifices for her aspira-
Immediate Restita. tior{s towards Peace, I regret to be obliged.to note
tionof German again, in the face of the world, that the attitude .of
the Allied Governments always remains in contradic-
tion with the spirit of a future of Peace. The History of the world
will record, as an example of the most extreme brutality, the fact that
our prisoners of war are still pining away in the hands of the Allies.
Since the beginning of negotiations relative to the Armistice, I have
always requested that the restitution of the prisoners of war be con-
sidered as a measure admitting reciprocity. In a manner, incom-
prehensible for this German people, who has been slandered and
treated as barbarous, you have taken advantage of the superiority of
the forces on your side, to oblige us to send your prisoners back
to you, while you were keeping ours. On my pressing request, you
declared yourself ready, that is true, to recognise that the question
of our prisoners’ return was to be settled at the time of conclusion
of preliminaries of peace. But that act of consolation has not
occurred. Nobody, in Germany, could think that the preliminaries
of peace would be so long delayed. On the other hand, the decision
thus taken, did not prevent you from yielding to a human thought
of which you consider yourself as guardians and especial protectors,
and to send our prisoners back to us after you had received yours.
Your prisoners have long gone back to their homes already. They
are in their families and can, in the midst of those that are dear
to them, resume their civilian occupations. The sentiment, natural to
any man, considers as an act of barbary that, though you make for
yourself a condition of armistice of the restitution of these pr1soners,
you would have refused to apply the same consideration to our pris-
oners and looked on their restitution as a condition of Peace. The
records of negotiations of Armistice and Spa negotiations are full
of requests, asking you to listen at last to the voice of humanity.
The most we ever obtained were promises. And so, the time has
come when we have lost faith in such promises. We want to see
action. On no point relative to the Armistice does the German
people show as feverish an emotion, as on that question of the pris-
oners. A wave of indignation and despair goes through the whole
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country. From the smallest villages from the north, south, east
and west of Germany I receive daily numerous letters and telegrams
from the parents of prisoners who pour out their desperate hearts in
earnest and often profoundly touching words. Children cry for
their fathers, wives for their husbands; aged parents have but a sin-
gle desire, to see their child once more before dying. Organisations
have been established to defend the cause of our prisoners of war.
Our people rightly declares that it is absurd at the approach of
peace to maintain from a single side a war measure. It is only by
asserting your predomination that you keep our compatriots far
from their country. We have sufficient proof that a great number of
them are on the way to physical and moral ruin. I ask you: Where
do you obtain the moral right to expose thousands of Germans to this
danger? Where do you obtain the right, at the moment when the
world wishes to establish a peace of right, where it is a matter of
eliminating the principle of violence from the common life of na-
tions, to keep thousands of men, women and children far from their
human attachments? The Allies must be convinced that the recon-
ciliation is not aided by this means. The German people resents this
means of barbarous constraint as it would a blow in the face. If you
believe that you can inflict this disgrace upon the German people
without reaction you are mistaken. The preponderance of power
+is at present upon your side, but in spite of that you will have to
reckon and work with the German people in common if European
peace is to last. Therefore I ask once more that you .render aid.
Return our prisoners to us at once. Deliver them from captivity,
permit their depressed spirits to return to life. If you do not do it
for the men do it for the children of whom there are many who no
longer know their father. Do it for the women that they may anew
consecrate themselves to their family, while the father takes up the
task of the protection and the support of the family. Do it for the
parents who, deprived of their children by the war, deplore each
of the days which delays the return of their beloved children now that
the noise of arms has ceased. Finally fulfil the promises by which
you have awakened and at the same time deceived our hopes.
Marshal, it is to you especially that I address this urgent prayer,
because it is you to whom people will listen when the Allied Gov-
ernments take refuge behind the fears for military order. The Ger-
man people do not think of taking up war again. The German
people requests by my mouth the immediate return of these prisoners
of war and these civilian prisoners. A certain number of severely
wounded have been returned only by the American and British Gov-
ernments and these small bits are all that have been given us. But
the requests for an amelioration of the lot of the civilian prisoners
and prisoners of war have been refused. What will the civilised



THE COUNCIL OF TEN 35

world say when it sees that not even German chaplains, doctors and
nurses are permitted to visit them? History will one day reproach
you severely if you have the intention of allowing this state of affairs
to continue until the conclusion of the peace preliminaries. It is
not a question of criminal prisoners. Therefore give the order that
the German civilian and war prisoners be liberated from all the
Allied countries. First send back all the wounded and sick, the in-
terned civilians and the war prisoners who have been in the hands
of the enemy for more than 18 months, especially the fathers of
families. Marshal Foch himself has designated these categories as
those which inspired the most sympathy. Until their situation is
decided grant to all the civilian and war prisoners an alleviation of
their situation. Give them a greater liberty of movement outside
the camps, until nightfall. Remunerate their labour, exactly like
that of your own workmen. Abolish the postal censorship and the
systematic delay in the sending of mail, for which there is no longer
a military reason. Extend the rights of correspondence. Have all
mail sent immediately through the occupied territories and have the
sealed cars containing packages coming from Germany taken as far
as the camps. Give them the same food as your own population.
Give them the opportunity of buying food freely. Improve their
clothing. Free them from the green uniform of those condemned to
forced labour and from the stigma of the “P. G.”* Soften the
disciplinary measures for punishable acts committed up to the day
of the new prolongation of the Armistice. Permit immediately the
chaplains, doctors & nurses & delegates of the German Red Cross to
enter the Prisoner of War camps in all the Allied countries, to restore
the broken spirits of the German prisoners of war and civilians,

I have a special word to devote to the Medical personnel. Article
12 of the Geneva Convention ® stipulates the immediate return of
the doctors and of the sanitary personnel whose services are no
longer necessary. Numerous members of the sanitary service are in
this position, having been left with the wounded and sick in the
evacuated territories. I expect this article of the Geneva Conven-
tion to be followed. The least that one can demand is that personal
liberty be accorded the sanitary personnel until their repatriation.
Grant them the pay and the allowances which are due them by virtue
of Article XIII of the Geneva Convention and give them the freedom
of postal service.

Gentlemen, I cannot leave the chapter of our prisoners of war
without once more expressing the unanimous request of the whole
German people. Begin the evacuation of our prisoners of war at

¢ Abbreviation for “prisonnier de guerre.”
*Red Cross convention of 1906 for the amelioration of the condition of the
wounded of the armies, Foreign Relations, 1907, pt. 2, p. 1024.
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once. At the first news appearing in the press on the subject of the
renewal of the armistice manifestations have come to me as I have
explained from all parts of Germany. They are summed up in the
cry: “Immediate return of our prisoners of war”. The German
National Assembly, the legitimate spokesman of the German people
adopted a resolution containing the same request. I request that
the seriousness and the humane motives of this movement, with all
its lasting importance, be grasped. The German people requests
foremost and expects with certitude from the present negotiations
that the retention by force of our prisoners of war be terminated.
I can content myself neither with the assurance that this question
will be considered by the Allies nor with the assurance of Marshal
Foch that he will support this request to the Allied Governments.
I must have the assurance that the evacuation of the German pris-
oners of war will commence immediately. No one with humane sen-
timents can demand of me that I take the responsibility of formu-
lating another demand in this question than that which I set forth.
Since one has seen manifested in the occupied territories the
effort made to deprive them of normal relations with the unoccupied
territories, the German Armistice Commission has

Gloning of the  ories ATAWD attention to the serious injury to the whole
German economic life which will be caused by this

“separation between regions important for production and consump-
tion. Although promises have always been given us at Tréves and
Luxembourg, normal relations have nevertheless not been re-estab-
lished. At the last negotiations in Tréves, I remarked that the free-
dom of relations could not in any way endanger the safety of the Allied
arms. This is especially true for the liberty of economic exchanges.
The authorisations of exchanges given in cases of specie can in no
wise satisfy the existing needs. It is only a general suspension of the
stopping of exchange of products from the left bank to the right bank
of the Rhine and vice-versa which can create the situation in which
the economic life can maintain itself and attain its goal. Numerous
exploitations will have to follow them shortly if there is no change.
This is true of the factories of the right bank as much as those on the
left bank, according to the location of the sources of their raw ma-
terials and of the region where they send their products. Marshal
Foch himself has indicated the results of the dismissal of workmen
during the course of the preceding negotiations at Tréves. If it is
the intention of the Entente to prevent the Bolshevist disorders and
intrigues, freedom of circulation can contribute a large part. I
emphasise also the detriment to the spring planting as a result of the
fact that the arrival of seeds has become almost impossible. Many
small market gardeners and workmen of the occupied zone must count
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upon the sending of small quantities of grain from the non-occupied
territory. As long as these shipments of grain by postal packages are
not assimilated to packages of food an unendurable situation will last.
1t is also necessary that the circulation of persons between the occupied
regions and the non-occupied regions be rendered freer. I understand
perfectly that Marshal Foch wishes to prevent the introduction of
germs of Bolshevism into the Allied armies. But there is nothing
to prevent guarantees against this possibility from being found.
Moreover it is an indignity for a civilised people to be submitted
after the end of a state of war to such restraints in its relations by
railroad and by mail with the territories belonging to its country
as is actually the case here. Family and business relations are
rudely interrupted. The youth in the schools in certain parts of the
occupied territory must needlessly lose the necessary time for their
instruction, because there exists no faculty in the occupied territory
where they live and because they are prevented from going to an-
other school. These are infringements of the right of free personal
disposition and find no justification in the treaty of the Armistice
of November 11th. I therefore request that this unendurable state
of affairs end and that the economic and postal as well as personal
circulation between the occupied and the unoccupied regions be made
free.
) I request for the Members of the National Assembly
permission e @ permanent permission to travel in either direction
lation for the . without hindrance and I request also for them the free-
National Assembly  4om of postal relations.
I cannot commence these negotiations moreover without making a
vigorous protest against the new excess of power on the part of the
Allies. Although Marshal Foch had declared at
{Illegible) Tréves January 16 that no owner of mechanical mate-
rial bought a second time (verb left out), a certain
-number of directors of factories, and managers have been arrested
and punished. Contrary to Marshal Foch’s conception, according to
which the guarantee provided by Article VI of the agreement of 11
Nov. applies only to espionage, I have succeeded, opportunely, in
having this point of view applied as a guarantee covering also the
buyers of machines coming from seizures in the occupied territories,
and covering persons charged with the execution of liquidation pro-
cedure. I maintain this point of view, and raise a protest against
the arbitrariness with which these arrests have been made. In order
to avoid all pretexts of arrests, the decree above-cited was issued
to obtain the restitution of the machines. You expressly assured
us that there would no longer be this question of new arrests of
industrial persons as soon as such a decree had been promulgated.
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The persons in question are innocent, and justice forbids punishing
the innocent. I therefore request the immediate liberation of those
who have been arrested and condemned.
The Allies have not ceased in their attempts to give a wide interpre-
tation to the financial agreements arrived at, especially regarding that
of 13 Dec. "18,° attempting to extend para. 4 of this
(Ilegible) agreement to cover all Germany. If this interpretation
is desired for the said para., it can be done only on the
principle of reciprocity. Moreover: this is not part of the armistice.
I am ready to accept the immediate establishment of a commission to
treat this question independently of the armistice. For the protection
of private property is to the interest of both parties.
The Expulsion of Germans from Alsace-Lorraine continues.
Those expulsions have meanwhile reached such a number that they
justify the conception of “evacuation”, even in the
Alsace-Lorraine  French acceptance of the word with which Germany
cannot entirely agree. In these circumstances women
are treated in a way that is truly revolting. Alsace-Lorraine
throughout is hermetically sealed. In this country, the near relative
of a person in the unoccupied zone may be ill, or may die, without
this person receiving the least word. Thus tragedies are taking place
daily which will cause their full share of pain to the interested per-
sons and to the whole world, but only when these barriers have
once again been reopened. There is no reason for this state of
things. I must raise a particularly keen protest against the fact
that the French have confiscated private property of Germans (and
to a large extent have put it under an organ for sequestration) in
the territories occupied by them. The state of an armistice, which
should be the beginning of a state of peace, furnishes no justification
whatever for this measure. I raise a protest also against the fact that
the National Assembly had to open without the presence of the rep-
resentatives of Alsace-Lorraine to transmit the wishes of their coun-
try. The legal situation of Alsace-Lorraine is not modified by the
fact of an armistice. Contrary to Germany’s authorizing the Alsa-
tians in 1871 to take part in the elections for the French National
Assembly, France did not permit the elections for the German
National Assembly in Alsace-Lorraine.
I find myself obliged to make a most serious protest against the
attitude of the Allies towards the defence of Germany against the
ambitions of the Poles for conquest of certain parts
&f&%ﬁc‘é}:ﬁh of Germany.
It is unheard-of that the German authorities in the
territory coveted by the Poles in the East of Germany be prevented
from taking part in its public life. Such an attitude is one the [that]

*Vol. m, p. 541.



THE COUNCIL OF TEN 39

leaves a person without knowing whether to attribute it to a complete
misconception of conditions in the East, or to regard it as the final
straw of foreign intermeddling with the interior independence of a
people. The subject of Polish intrigue and ambition is being struggled
for on German soil. It is not we who are the aggressors, but the Poles,
who, in Posen, have everywhere assumed the offensive militarily. The
best proof of the absence of any aggressive intention on the part of
Germany is the absence of any military preparation on their side.
For this sole reason, the Poles were able to obtain certain successes.
The menace that the Poles are developing against the most impor-
tant railroad lines of the East, confirms their very broad, offensive
intentions. The objection that the Poles are a bulwark against
Bolshevism is rendered untenable by the fact that Polish agitation
especially in upper Silesia, but also in the provinces of the North,
is working in close communion with Bolshevism. The Bolshevist
agitators are, almost without exception, Poles. The Poles seem to
have the intention of creating a state of general insecurity to have
the pretext of intervention for the sake of re-establishing order.
The German people cannot permit itself to be deprived of the right,
and will not permit itself to be deprived of the right to protect itself
against the insolent encroachments of the Poles on its own territory,
with what forces it possesses. Germany has accepted the 14 points
of Wilson, but the Allies have too. But the 11th point does not say
that Germany has bound itself to stand aside inactive if the Poles
attempt to appropriate by violence portions of German territory.
The 11th point no more gives the right to the Allies of forbidding
the German people to defend themselves from similar encroachments.
The right of the German people to the undiminished possession of
its entity within the framework of Wilson’s points, and to defend
this entity against all attacks, remains eternal and unassailable.
I raise still another protest against the fact that, among the ships
used for the evacuation of French prisoners of war, the restitution
of which had been guaranteed us by the Allies, 5 have
g T been taken away from us simply without a word of
explanation, and contrary to the previous assurances.
The agreement regarding navigation of 17 Jan. at Tréves gives the
Entente no right to seize German ships by violence.
In the Agreement regarding navigation of Tréves, the German
people put at the disposition of the Entente its merchant fleet, to help
the food-supply of the world, and to secure its own

figreement food-supply. The Allies have already bound them-
Navigation selves, in the agreement of 11 Nov., ’18, to accept the

duty of turning over the food necessary for Germany
throughout the duration of the armistice. Since then, long negotia-
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tions have been carried on. The Germans have always repeated
their request that the contractual obligations of the Allies be per-
formed. Already three months have gone by since the 11th of
November, and one month since Germany consented to put her fleet
in the general “pool” of the world. Throughout this period, and up
to today, the German people have not had the benefit of one gram of
food, of fats, or of milk, more than they formerly had.

Do not make it too difficult for the German people to appease its
hunger for bread and for work. In 1862-65, during and for some

time after the Civil War, the United States of North
German Assistance  America found themselves in a position similar to
States that of Germany to-day. At this time, American

exchange was at 30-40% (greenbacks) and American
6% loans at 48-50%. '

England was on the side of the “Confederates” (the South).
Then it was that Germany came to the help of the United States
giving them not only money, but also clothes, shoes, machines, etc.
and making possible their economic recovery. To-day, 50

~years later, the facts are reversed. Germany needs America to fur-

nish her grain, fats, meat, oil, cotton, copper, and her own exchange
has fallen. If the United States would to-day come to the aid of
Germany as she came to their aid 56 years ago, they could furnish
food and raw materials against German loans, and thus permit
Germany to reconstruct itself by its own work, and could pull a
good deal in the bargain.

Gentlemen, Germany can no longer live on the assurances that are
offered her, nor can she live on long drawn-out negotiations in which

more or less large figures are cited which make her
mouth water. Here too I request Action. The Ger-
man people are tired of always making gifts. At present they want
to hear from the other side of the bargain. In the widest circles,
Germans ask themselves with justice: “What do the Allies want of
us?” We make sacrifice after sacrifice, and in giving up our goods
we are reaching the very limit of poverty. We do not want the
food that we need as gifts; we want to buy it. Nevertheless its
delivery is always postponed more and more, and we are suffering
from hunger. If the Entente wishes to annihilate us, it at least
ought not to exact us to dig our own grave. Physicians have recently
published the statistics of the victims of the blockade and of hunger.
These figures had been hidden from the public during the war. They
amount to hundreds of thousands of men, women, and children, dead
of lack of nourishment, or of diseases resulting from the lessening
of their powers of resistance. You have in your hands the means
of putting an end to this horrible state of affairs. ‘

Food
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In this connection, I appeal to you, sir. When the Franco-German
armistice was concluded 48 years ago, Jules Favre—on the 28th
January 1871—laid before Bismarck frankly the situ-
Immediate ation of the food-supply of Paris, which -he had care-
City of Paris After  fylly concealed up to that moment: Paris had bread
1871 for only a few days longer. Bismarck was visibly
moved ; he immediately granted all imaginable facili-
ties to bring about the arrival of transportation, and he offered Favre
all the available food in the German stores. Favre recognised this
fact with gratitude, and said: “If the Prussians had not given us
flour, we should have died of hunger.”

Then it was ourselves who had the greater power. At present it
is you who hold it. Make a good use of your power. Use it in such
s way that you can stand before the conscience of the world after the
lapse of several generations. For all power gives an eternal respon-
sibility. Remember that hunger gives birth to destructive bacilli.
Remember that if these bacilli develop and propagate them-
selves, the greatest dangers will arise for your own people as well.
Despair is the mother of Bolshevism. It is a disease of physical and
moral hunger. The best remedy is bread and justice. You have the
same interest as ourselves in relieving the world from the disease of
hunger with the least possible danger. Then bring it about that the
German people may finally participate in the food-supply of the world
which you hold in your hands. Give us too our inalienable right,
guaranteed by you as well, to a peace of reconciliation among peoples.
Those who sow hatred among peoples, reap Bolshevism.

Once again the appeal of the German people for the conclusion of
peace has remained without echo. For four years and more the world
has lived bearing an enormous weight on its moral and
material powers of resistance. You desire rest and
work, you people as well as the German people. If the striving
toward peace shows itself with more force and intensity among us,
this is because of the formidable exhaustion of the forces of our people.
* Do you desire the complete reduction of the German people, who has
just now entered in the ranks of democracies under its new form of
existence? The chariot of the world cannot drive onward if one of
its horses pulls with force and vigour, while the other is exhausted and
limps. It is only when the civilised Nations are together, side by
side, almost in step, that the common happiness of all peoples is to
be found. Renounce your policy of using force without scruples;
think how such a policy is bound to have its cruel punishment in the
life of peoples, as it has in the life of individuals. Violence is a weak
foundation for the life of peoples. The German people has gone
sufficiently far on the road of sacrifices and of suffering. The cry of

Peace
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indignation caused by the numerous severe conditions that you have
imposed on us, rings as well in your ears. If you do not wish to
hear these cries of pain, you are sinning against the happiness of
the entire world, even against your own people. The first duty of
the conqueror is to grant the peace that is requested.—However, for
what will soon be 5 months, this obligation has not been fulfilled by
you, but this war without the spilling of blood has gone on with new
victims. I serve you notice.—

/ Annexure “B”
[Additional Armistice Convention, Signed February 16, 1919]

(Translation)
CONVENTION

The undersigned plenipotentiaries, Admiral Wemyss being re-
placed by Admiral Browning, Major General von Winterfeldt being
replaced by Major General von Hammerstein and Minister Plenipo-
tentiary Count von Oberndorff by Minister Plenipotentiary von
Haniel given the powers in virtue of which the armistice convention
of 11 November was signed, have concluded the following additional
convention :

I

The Germans must immediately cease all offensive operations
against the Poles in the region of Posen or in any other region.
With this end in view their troops are forbidden to cross:

The line: former frontier of East Prussia and of West Prussia
with Russia, as far as Luisenfelde, then from this point the line west
of Luisenfelde, west of Gross Neudorff, south of Brzoze, north of
Schubin, north of Exin, east of Samoczin, south of Chodziensen,
north of Czarnikow, west of Mialla, west of Birnbaum, west of
Bentschen, west of Wollstein, north of Lissa, north of Rawicz, south
of Krotoszyn, west of Adelnau, west of Schildberg, north of Vieru-
chov, then the frontier of Silesia.

II

The armistice of 11 November prolonged by the conventjons of 18
December 1918 and 16 January 1919, until 17 February 1919, is again
prolonged for a short period without date of expiration, to which
the Allied and associated powers reserve the right to put an end
after a notice of three days.
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II1

The execution of the clauses of the convention of 11 November
and of the additional conventions of 13 December and 16 January
incompletely realised, will be carried on and finished during the
prolongation of the armistice under conditions the details of which
will be fixed by the Permanent Armistice Commission, according
to the instructions of the High Command of the Allies.

Signed: F. Focm ERzBERGER
M. E. BrowNING Vox HANTEL
Vox HAMMERSTEIN
VANSELOW

TrEvEs, 16 February, 1919.

314579—43—voL, Iv———-»*
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Interpreter: Prof. P. J. Mantoux

(1) M. CrLemENCEAU in opening the meeting asked the Serbian
Delegation to make its statement.
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M. Vesnrrcu said that he must begin by an apology. It had not,
up to the present, been possible to supply the Conference with a full
memorandum. There were certain difficulties due to
Statement of Case  distance, bad communications, etc., which had ren-
Lo e Sapn,  dered this impossible. A memorandum giving gen-
Great War eral considerations had been supplied. Separate
memoranda of a more technical order would be pre-

pared subsequently.

In order to present the problem fully he wished first to draw the
attention of the meeting to the origin of the war. This question had
been dealt with publicly, but nevertheless he felt it must again be
asserted before the Conference that the real cause of the war was the
German tendency to expand towards Asia Minor and thereby to
acquire dominion of the world. In its road this movement
encountered a number of obstacles, the first of which was the Yugo-
Slav people. Hence it was decided in Berlin and Vienna that this
should be the first fortress to be taken.

The time-honoured German policy was well-known. Since 1848
and especially since 1878 Vienna under the direction of Berlin had

" sought to bring under its rule all the Serbians not yet
() Esstward included in the Dual Monarchy. This policy had in-
Policy volved the Great Powers. Since 1848, Great Britain,
France and Italy had struggled to preserve the peace
of Europe. One stage on this road to the East had been marked by
the absorption of Bosnia and Herzegovina. Another critical moment
was the Balkan War. Serbia issued from it victorious and became
the centre of attraction for all the Yugo-Slav peoples. The enthu-
siasm shown in Bosnia, Croatia, Slavonia and the Banat was even
greater than that in Serbia proper. This had been carefully
noted at the Ballplatz, where it was decided that the future must
be secured as early as possible. This also was incontestably the
reason which had rendered futile all the efforts of the Liberal Powers
of Europe to find a peaceful diplomatic issue with the nations of
Central Europe. The latter were determined to overcome the
obstacle and to set forward on their march Eastwards in the quickest
possible time. It had been impossible to stop them—hence the Great
War. '

The Yugo-Slav troops of the Dual Monarchy from the very first day

of the war began to hamper the purposes of the Central Powers.

When other means failed, they surrendered in large
() Ationof . numbers on the Russian and Serbian fronts, and at
War a later stage, on the Italian front. They felt that

this was a war of extermination for their. people.
Encouraged by the promises made by the Great Liberal Powers,
especially by the declaration that the war was waged for the libera-
tion of oppressed peoples, they had contributed by every means in
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their power to the victory of the Allies. They were now inspired
by the confident hope that their expectations of the fulfilment of the
promises made by the victorious Allies would not be disappointed,
and they felt that their services to the common cause had earned
recognition. '
Since the very beginning of the war the Great Liberal Powers,
France, Great Britain, and with them Russia, had proclaimed that
they were not fighting for individual national advan-
(@), Principles for  tages, but for certain principles. These principles
Fought were stated publicly and solemnly and were the three
great principles of (1) Nationality, (2) the right of
self-determination, and (8) freedom of the small Nations. After
the signature of the first Armistice, M. Clemenceau, when welcoming
the delegates of all the Allied Powers, had said that from that
moment there was no difference between great and small nations, as
the small nations had been as great as the greatest during the war.
He wished to recall this expression to make clear the difference be-
tween the principles of the Allied Powers and those of the Central
Powers. Before the war there had been a conversation between
Herr Von Jagow * and M. Jules Cambon.? The former had declared
that there was no more room in the world for small nations. This
was fully in accord with the feelings of his nation. What M.
Clemenceau had expressed to the Allies was the principle which had
encouraged the Nations to group themselves and to bring about the
triumph of something far higher than the self-interest of individual
nations. It was in accordance with this spirit that the peace of
Europe and the League of Nations must be brought about.
Adhering to this spirit, the delegation he represented regarded
the right of self-determination as an inviolable right. It could not
recognise any treaty, public or secret doing violence
(@ AtitudeTo- o these principles, proclaimed by the Allies and
Treaties latterly endorsed by the United States of America.
The Delegation he represented therefore regarded as
null and void any agreement disposing of the Yugo-Slav people
without its consent. He felt obliged to make this declaration in the
name of his Government and of his colleagues present in the room.
Had he not made it, he would have betrayed his obligation to the
Yugo-Slav people. It was not in the habits of this people to sing
its own praises, but it must be declared that if this people had en-
dured martyrdom to assist the Allies, it was because their leaders
had assured them that these sufferings were absolutely necessary, that
it was probably the last effort required of them, and that the open
1Gottlieb E. G. von Jagow, German Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs

from 1913 to 1916.
* Prench Ambassador at Berlin from 1907 to 1913.
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declarations of the Great Allied Powers were a complete guarantee
of the future. The leaders of the people had made themselves re-
sponsible for the execution of these promises. The Yugo-Slav people,
through them, had put complete trust in the Powers whom he now
begged to do nothing which might cause disappointment to the legit-
imate hopes aroused, and thereby sow the seeds of future deplorable
conflict.

M. Vesnitch continuing, said that, if it was in order, he would
approach the subject of the future frontiers of Yugo-Slavia. The

Yugo-Slav people was in a peculiar situation. It had
() [sic] Question  to delimit its territory with six or seven nations. On
of Future Frontiers . . .
of Yugo-Slavia a former occasion explanations had been given con-

cerning the problem to be solved with a friendly
country. In tracing the boundaries separating them from enemy
countries it was likely that no great difficulties would arise. But there
was another friendly country with which there were problems to dis-
cuss. The Delegation would ask that it should be treated on a footing
of equality with its Italian friends. He felt that in making this re-
quest he was not exceeding the limits of his rights and his duties. He
hoped that the Allied and Associated Powers would consider this fair
and practical and likely to ensure good understanding between two
countries which were to be neighbours, and between which it was de-
sirable that no germ of discord should arise. ‘

M. Vesnitch explained, with the help of a map, what he proposed

should be the future frontiers of Yugo-Slavia. On
() Southern the south the boundary marched with that of Greece.

It was not proposed in any way to alter the boundary
laid down by the Peace of Bucharest.?

On the east the frontier was to be determined with Bulgaria.
The behaviour of the Bulgarians towards the Serbians, even
() Eastern before they entered the war, was well-known,
Frontier hence certain alterations of frontier were demanded.

The Yugo-Slav arguments concerning the boundary to be drawn

in the Banat had been heard on a previous occasion.

h) Northeastern  Failing all other means of settlement, the Delegation

for which he spoke was ready to allow the populations

to make a free choice of allegiance. He would like to point out that
all invasions of Servia throughout history had come from that quar-
ter. The latest examples furnished in the course of the late war
were enough to prove his point. There were also ethnological, geo-
graphical and economic reasons. The divisions of the country made
for administrative purposes by the common enemies of Serbia and

® For the text of the treaty of Bucharest, signed August 10, 1913, see British
and Foreign State Papers, vol. cvx, p. 658.
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Roumania were evidence in his favour. No less well-wishing judges
could be found than the Magyars towards the Serbian people, never-
theless the division of the country made by them showed the Serbs
to be in the majority.
In the North the Delegation proposed a frontier
{ Northern which corresponded not only to ethnic, but to geo-
graphical realities.

Dr. ZorcEr, continuing, explained that the proposed boundary
with the Germans and Magyars was drawn in such a way as to in-
clude all the Croats, Serbs and Slovenes along the Drave. The fron-
tier would not accord with the results of the Austrian census. This
census could not be trusted. It did not record nationality, but pro-
fessed to record the spoken language of the people. Workmen serv-
ing German employers and communicating with them in German
would be represented as Germans. Even German authorities ad-
mitted that this method was deliberately devised in order to favour
Germanisation. The Delegation therefore proposed to neglect the
Austrian census and pin its faith to certain other means of obtaining
information. Among these he would cite the ecclesiastical parish
-registers published yearly, showing the language used in the parish
for confessional purposes. The language to which it was necessary
to resort to spread the Gospel must be the spoken language of the
people. A hundred villages shown in the Austrian census as German
were proved by the parish registers to speak Slovene. There were other
documents which might be consulted such as the census of 1849-51.
This census had been conducted in a less partial manner than its
successor, for since 1870 the Pan-German idea had become the official
doctrine of the Central Governments.

In pursuance of this doctrine the most consistent efforts had been
made to establish German contact with the Adriatic. In this process

the Slovenes had fared perhaps worse than any other
Oy Serman aen  YUgo-Slav nation. The process had begun in the
the Adriatic 18th Century. The danger had been realised by Na-

poleon, who had set up the Illyrian Province after the
peace of Schoenbrunn,* comprising all Slovene lands, to block the way
from Vienna to the Adriatic and to guard the road to the East.

The frontier suggested in Carinthia gave to Yugo-Slavia certain
areas in which the Slovenes were not.a majority in the population.

: The justification of this was the forcible germanisation
&) Claims in practised since 1850. Dr. Zolger drew attention to a
oo work called “The Vilayet of Carinthia”® published
‘before the war. In this work it was shown that every means had been

* Q. F. Martens, Nouveau recueil de traités d’alliance, de paiz, de tréve, vol. 1,
p. 210. : C R

® Apparently a reference to the book entitled Aus dem Wilajet Kdrnten
(Klagenfurt, 1913).
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adopted of destroying Slovene nationality and the Slovene language.
For instance, all writers, even the Germans, admitted that Celovec
(Klagenfurt), was in 1850, two-thirds Slovene. At the present time
the Slovenes were in the minority. This had been brought about by
the educational policy forced on the country. Children were only
taught the Gothic script. Where there had been a hundred Slovene
schools, there were now but three. From all branches of the public
service Slovenes had been extruded. The last Slovene judge died
some ten years ago. The last Slovene notary was removed during the
war. Barristers were not allowed to plead before the Courts in
Slovene. Only one Slovene Deputy was sent to the Reichsrat, though
on the population basis there should have been three. The people were
afraid of speaking their own language, and a man had been arrested
for demanding a ticket at a railway station in Slovene. The war had
been used to give the death blow to Slovene life in Carinthia. It was
therefore fair to say that the reduction of the Slovene element was not
a process of natural evolution, but the work of a deliberate and for-
cible policy, carried out in contempt of all morality and law. In
fixing the frontier between Yugo-Slavia and German Austria, the
result of this policy should not be perpetuated. Wherever it was
possible to show that 50 years previously the Slovenes had been in
possession, he claimed that they should have ownership restored to
them. The frontier suggested would be some compensation to the
Yugo-Slav people for their losses in the long struggle with Germanism.
He would point out that in the course of centuries the Slovenes had
lost not only part of Carinthia and Styria, but also the Eastern Tyrol
and Lower Austria. Wherever it was possible to establish an ethnic
claim, he thought that it should be admitted.

M. TrumsrrcH said that in the name of the Kingdom of the Serbs,
Croats and Slovenes he would place before the meeting briefly, the

" claims made on the subject of the western frontier,
D Western and he would explain the grounds on which the claims
were based.

The area in questi% was that part of the ancient Austro-Hungar-
ian monarchy situatea on the Adriatic Sea or gravitating towards it,
and inhabited by a Yugo-Slav population. As had been repeatedly
proclaimed in public manifestations by official representatives of the
people, the territorial claims were based on the rights of nationalities
and on the principle of self-determination. It was on this basis that
the new state laid claim to countries, the population of which was of
Yugo-Slav nationality, desiring to enter into the community of that
State. In a general way it must be observed that from the point of
view of spoken language and national sentiment, the whole Adriatic
Coast of the former Austria-Hungary from Monfalcone as far as
Spizza was inhabited by Yugo-Slavs, in a compact and continuous
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mass. The whole countryside and hinterland of this coast, with the
sole exception of five Italian villages north of Pola, were Yugo-Slav.
In most of the towns the Slav element was in the majority, save in
some isolated towns such as Gorizia, Trieste, towns on the Western
shore of Istria, Lussin, Fiume, and Zara, where the Italian element
predominated. The Italian element, therefore, represented enclaves
or oases in Slav surroundings, without any national continuity bind-
ing it to the Italian peninsula.

The Yugo-Slav majority had always been oppressed. This had
been its fate during more than four centuries of Venetian domina-
tion. The Slav element, deprived of all national rights, was unable
under that rule to obtain any school in its own language whether in
the towns or in the villages. Nevertheless, Venetian domination had
not succeeded in Italianising any area, and only left behind it along
the Adriatic coast a few families and some vestiges of the Venetian
dialect, as was the case also in the islands of the Jonian Sea and of
the Aegean Sea, where the Venetian Republic had once ruled.

Austria in this province had continued to apply the system she
found there. The Austrian regime was anti-democratic, based on
the division of classes and nationalities in respect to civil and politi-
ccal rights. Hence, the Yugo-Slav element had always been oppressed
and systematically neglected, while the Italian element in the towns
received privileges. When, in 1907, universal suffrage was intro-
duced throughout Austria, the first elections showed that the Yugo-
Slav element was much stronger than appeared on the surface. The
national revival of the Yugo-Slav masses began after the introduc-
tion of the constitution in 1861. It was then that the political
struggle began between the Yugo-Slav and Italian elements. The
Yugo-Slav population, being democratic, had struggled for the free-
dom of their language and political and social rights. In this
struggle the Yugo-Slavs, day by day, obtained further successes and
made progress in the acquisition of those rights.

Turning to the application of the principles of nationality and of
the right of self-determination, he wished to refer to the regions now
under consideration. For greater clearness, h§ would first mention
the regions of the Adriatic Coast from Cape Promontore along the
Eastern coast of Istria, past Fiume (Rjeka) and along the remainder
of the Croatian coast-line, the Dalmatian coast as far as Spizza
(the Southern frontier of Dalmatia), and all Quarnero and Dalma-
tian islands which, from every point of view, formed an integral
part of this coast.

The coast-line just described was almost exclusively inhabited by
Yugo-Slavs, both as regards hamlets and villages and most of the
towns. There were sporadic groups of Italian-speaking inhabitants
in certain towns, but their number was so small that this factor
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would have no influence whatever on the national character of such
coast-line and islands.

The Yugo-Slav population, which formed the overwhelming ma-
jority of the inhabitants, had a high regard for its national unity
and was imbued with the unshakeable desire to remain within the
bounds of their State as already constituted. Wherefore, in the name
of the principle of nationality, they begged that this entire coast-
line, with its islands, should be joined to their State.

It had to be remembered that all these regions were poor and in-
capable of development apart from the State of which their Hinter-
land would form a part. All the national, economic and commercial
life of the majority of the provinces of their State gravitated towards
the coast—i. e. of Croatia-Slavonia, Backa, the Banat, Northern
Serbia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Dalmatia and Montenegro, all of whose
existing roads and railways led to the sea. ' The islands on their coast
sold all their export produce to the coast towns.

Austria’s economic policy did not allow railways to be built in
this transverse direction, as would have been to the interests of these
regions, but commercial routes were created longitudinally from
North to South, with the idea of penetration into the Balkans. It
would be the duty of their State to alter this entirely and to build
transverse roads and railways which would contribute to the develop-
ment of commercial relations beyond the sea and primarily with
Italy.

The only commercial railway was that which, starting from Fiume,
crossed Croatia-Slavonia, Serbia, Bosnia and Hungary. It was built
by the Hungarian Government with money belonging to the common
Hungaro-Croatian State, at the time when (by falsifying the laws of
1868) Fiume was torn from the Croatians. This port was, there-
fore, even now the only commercial access to the sea for all these
regions, which could not develop normally without Fiume.

To-day, when the Peace Conference was concerned with guaran-
teeing commercial outlets to the sea even to nations having no direct
access thereto, it would be incomprehensible if an attempt were made
to take from their nation the ports situate in its territory and on its
own coast-line. For these reasons they requested that the whole
of the coast-line, including the islands already referred to, might be
acknowledged to form part of their State.

The provinces of Gorizia, Gradisca, Trieste with its suburbs, and
the Western portion of Istria were situated in the basin of the Upper
Adriatic.

The province of Gorizia-Gradisca was composed of two parts,
totally different both from the national and economic points of
view The Western part, which extended as far as the line Cor-
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mons-Gradisca-Monfalcone, had its own life and constituted an
economic unity. According to the language spoken in this region,
it contained 72,000 Italians and 6,000 Slovenes, whilst from the geo-
graphical point of view it was simply a prolongation of the Venetian
plain. As these territories, called the Frioul, belonged according to
the principle of nationality to the Italian nation, they did not claim
them in any way. The remainder of that province, to the East and
North of the line Cormons-Gradisca-Monfalcone, which included the
mountainous region, was inhabited by 148,500 Slovenes and 17,000
Italians, 14,000 of whom formed half the population of the town of
Gorizia. This town was the economic and intellectual centre of
that region.

The Slovenes were a highly cultured people and possessed a deep-
rooted consciousness of their national unity with the other Yugo-
Slav peoples, and they therefore demanded that this country be
united with their State.

. Geographically, the town of Trieste and its immediate surround-
ings formed an integral part of territories which, beyond these
limits, were purely Slav. The majority of the population of the
said town was Italian—two-thirds, according to statistics—the re-
mainder being Slavs. The Slav element played an important part
in the commercial and economic life of Trieste. Furthermore, if
national continuity with Italy prevailed in Trieste, they would
recognise the rights of the majority in the name of the principle of
nationality; but the entire Hinterland of Trieste was purely Slav,
and 20 kilometres of Slav coast separated the said town from Ital-
ian territory. The question of Trieste had, however, to be considered
firstly from the point of view of its commercial and maritime
importance. Commercially, Trieste was a world port. Its trade
was linked with its Hinterland, which stretched as far as Bohemia,
and in particular with its Slovene Hinterland, which absorbed one-
third of the total trade of Trieste. Trieste was dependent on its
Hinterland, and vice versa. Should Trieste become annexed to
Italy, it would be separated politically from its commercial Hinter-
land, which separation would of necessity prove detrimental to its
trade. Since the collapse of Austria as a sovereign Power, the nat-
ural solution of the problem of Trieste lay in its reunion with their
State, and that was what they now asked for.

The population of Istria was partly Slavonic and partly Italian.
According to the Jatest statistics there were 223,318 Yugo-Slavs and
147,417 Ttalians, the Slavs inhabiting Central and Eastern Istria in
a compact mass. There were a few isolated Italian groups in cer-
_tain small towns. Judging from the vast majority of the population
Central and Eastern Istria were essentially Slav,
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The Italian population was most numerous on the Western Coast
of Istria, chiefly in the towns, where it occupied only five villages
North of Pola. These were the only Italian-speaking villages on
the entire Adriatic Coast from Monfalcone as far as Spizza. The
Slavs constituted part of the population of some coast towns and of
all the remaining villages. Thus the Italian sections of the popula-
tion could claim no territorial unity. For these reasons, and also
because the Istrian peninsula was united geographically with Carni-
ola and Croatia, whilst separated from Italy by the Adriatic, it
followed that this peninsula should be recognised as part of their
State—which was what they now demanded.

Generally, it should be noted that none of the regions on the
Adriatic coast between Monfalcone and Spizza had any vital interests
in common with Italy, but rather with their regions, with which
they were geographically united. This most important argument
should be taken into consideration when this problem was being
settled.

After concluding his statement, M. Trumbitch said he would like
to add a few words about the population statistics of the areas men-
tioned. These statistics were made under Austrian rule by the com-
munal authorities. In most cases where the population was partly
Italian and partly Yugo-Slav, the communal authorities were Ital-
ian. In these cases, consequently, the statistics could not be accused
of bias in favour of the Yugo-Slavs.

(At this stage the Delegation withdrew.)

(2) M. CLEMENCEAU said that a request had reached him that M.
Tchaikowski of the Archangel Government, should be heard by the

Council. He thought it might be of interest at the
Agenda for Future  next meeting to hear a statement by M. Tchaikowski
§8) Question of on the state of Northern Russia.
M. Tehaikowski Mr. Barrour said that he did not wish to object,

but he would like to know whether this was part of a
systematic endeavour to obtain evidence from all parts of Russia, or
was it merely a suggestion that M. Tchaikowski should be heard
because he happened to be in Paris.

M. CreMENCPAU said that there were two or three Russians in
Paris, who might have interesting statements to make, for instance,
there was M. Sazonoff. In his case, however, there might be some
objection, lest it be alleged that the Conference was conspiring with
Tsarism.

Mgr. Barrour said that he thought some investigation should be car-
ried out, but in accordance with a settled plan.

- Mr. LansiNg agreed, as he thought there was a danger that only
one part of the evidence would be heard.
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M. PicHoN pointed out that M. Tchaikowski belonged to the same
group as M. Sazonoff; in fact, the request that M. Tchaikowski should
be heard was signed by both of them.

Mz. Baurour said that on reflection he thought it was perhaps
inopportune to accord a hearing to representatives of Governments
which had refused our invitation to proceed to Prinkipo.

Mr. LansiNg observed that as the Council was in the midst of
considering its Russian policy, it should avoid the suggestion that
its decisions had been influenced by any one party in Russia.

M. SoNNINO proposed that the military advisers should be heard
first and the policy could then be devised. After that, the Council
could consider whether certain Russians should be allowed to make
statements. He suggested that the request made by M. Tchaikowski
should be adjourned.

(It was decided that the question of hearing a statement by M.
Tchaikowski or any other representative of a Russian Government
should be adjourned.)

M. Barrour said that the Council had now heard the evidence
of the Yugo-Slavs. Similar evidence had been heard from other

nationalities, and in most cases the problems raised
b) Procedure had been referred for examination to a Committee
Yugo-Slav Claims  Without power to decide on solutions, but with a Com-

mission to report on the facts. In the case of the
Yugo-Slav statement, he admitted that there were difficulties, espe-
cially by reason of the treaty commitments of some of the Powers
present. He wished to ask what should now be done. Was the
matter to be left just as it was?

M. SoNNINO said that the subject was a difficult one. He wished
to be quite frank. Italy could not take part in any Commission or
in any discussion outside the Conference, or allow any Committee
to make recommendations, regarding questions outstanding between
Italy and the Yugo-Slavs. He would also oppose any Committee
which was to examine collectively all questions raised by the state-
ments heard that day. The question between the Yugo-Slavs and
the Roumanians was already being sifted by a Committee. To this
he had no objection.

Mg. Barrour then asked Baron Sonnino to state what procedure
he did recommend. He understood that Baron Sonnino would raise
no objection to a Committee on the subject of the Northern and
Eastern frontiers of Yugo-Slavia. But he would refuse to be a party
to any discussion of the frontiers between Italy and Yugo-Slavia
outside the Conference. He would point out that the object of a
Committee was to furnish the Council with facts, in order that the
Council should be in a position to discuss the matter with full
knowledge.



THE COUNCIL OF TEN 55

Baron SonniNo said that each Delegation was accompanied by
its experts and he felt quite sure that at least eight members of the
Council must have already consulted them.

M. CremENCEAU asked Baron Sonnino whether he raised no objec-
tion to the formation of a Committee to investigate the other fron-
tiers claimed by the Yugo-Slavs.

M. SonniNo said that he raised none, provided that the questions
pending between Italy and Yugo-Slavia were excluded.

M. CremENCEAU suggested that a Committee should be set up and
that the Dalmatian Coast should be excluded from the terms of ref-
erence. He thought it impossible to entrust this question to any Com-
mittee or Commission, by reason of the commitments of the Powers and
certain difficult political aspects of the question. This question re-
sembled that of the Rhine, which also could not be entrusted to a
Committee. Such questions must be dealt with in the Council, which
was not ill-supplied with the necessary statistics. In this matter,
therefore, he agreed with Baron Sonnino. He proposed to name a
Committee to deal with the problems raised, with the exception of
those pending between Italy and the Yugo-Slavs.

Mge. Barrour then read the following draft resolution :—

“It is agreed :—

That the questions raised in the statements by MM. Vesnitch, Zolger
and Trumbitch, on behalf of the Serbian Delegation on the Serbian
territorial interests in the peace settlement (excepting only the ques-
tion in which Italy is directly concerned) shall be regerredy for exam-
ination in the first instance to an expert Committee similar to that
which is considering the question of the Banat.

It shall be the duty of this Committee to reduce the questions for
decision within the narrowest possible limits and to make recommen-
dations for a just settlement.

The Committee is authorised to consult representatives of the peoples
concerned.”

Me. LaNsiNe suggested that this question be referred to the same
Committee as was dealing with the Banat.

M. PicHON said that some of the questions raised were different to
the one under discussion in that Committee. It might, however, be
convenient that the Committee on these other questions should be
-composed of the same members.

BaroN SonNino said that he supported Mr. Lansing’s proposal as
questions of reciprocal concession might arise.

(It was therefore decided that the above Resolution be adopted and
that the Committee be the same as that appointed to deal with the
Banat) (See L. C. 130)°

* BC-20, vol. o1, p. 851.
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- M. CLEMENCEAU proposed that there should be no meeting on the
following day as he wished to devote the whole day to thought:on

Interval in the Russian question.
Conversations ('I‘hl s was agree d to. )
(8) M. CLEMENCEAU said that he found some difficulty in fixing the
Agenda for the next meeting. In addition to the military questions
pending with Germany there was the Russian

estions f
g:::t?‘l‘)sis::ssiom problem. . . .
(a) Morocco Among other questions that might be raised was

that concerning Morocco.

Mr. Barrour asked in what manner this question concerned the
Peace Conference.

M. CLEMENCEAU said it involved an agreement with Germany which
France wished to revise. France desired to abolish some of the stipu-
lations of the Treaty of Algeciras” He did not mean to raise any
question as between France and Spain.

M. PicuoN pointed out that eleven Powers had signed the Treaty of
Algeciras. Its reconsideration would, therefore, affect them.

M. CremENCEAU said that he did not wish to surprise the meeting
and would give full time for each delegation to reflect on the subject.

Mz. Bavrour said that there remained a subject of some interest,
that of Schleswig Holstein. This was not like other questions, as it

concerned a neutral.
(D), Schleswig M. PicuoN observed that before discussing the Dan-
ish question he must ascertain whether the Danes had
any representative in Paris ready to defend his case. He pointed out
that the question of the Aaland Islands which would have to be dis-
cussed also involved neutrals.
Baron SonNINo said that the Albanian question still remained to

() Albania be discussed. There were also the Armenians of the
(d) Erivan . .
Republic Erivan Republic.

(4) MRr. Lansine said that he wished to ask informally whether in
Question of Inter- the opiniqn of the Qou.ncil it would be wise to send an
Allied Commission Inter-Allied Commission to Syria.

(This question was postponed.)

(5) Sz Roeerr BorpEN said it had occurred to him that possibly

time might be saved if the Council made up its mind what questions

, could suitably be sent to Committees in anticipation

Reference to rore  Of hearing statements. A list of such questions might

Discussion in be established beforehand and thereby in each in-
stance & meeting of the Council might be saved.

Mr. Lansine observed that this had been discussed before the de-
parture of President Wilson. It had been thought that many dele-

"General Act of the International Conference of Algeciras, April 7, 1908,
Foreign Relations, 1906, pt. 2, p. 1495.
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gations anxious to make statements would be dissatisfied if referred
direct to Committees.

Sk RoserT BorpEN said that his suggestion only had in view the
saving of time. In the same order of ideas he would suggest that
statements reduced to writing should not be read aloud before the
Council.

(6) Mr. Barrour submitted the following list of questions which
it would be necessary to discuss:— ]

List of Subjects Schleswig Holstein.
Dlacussion The Baltic Provinces.
Poland (Delimitation).
Luxemburg.
Albania.
Zionism.
Armenia.
The report of the Economic
Drafting Committee.
Baron SonNINo suggested the hearing of the Persian statement.
Me. Barrour pointed out that as Persia was not a
&) Persian belligerent the case did not arise.
M. CremENCEAU said that another item on the list
P Recogmition of  should be the question of recognising the Polish
Government.
(") M. CremENCEAU proposed that at the following meeting the
question of the recognition of the Polish Government and the question
of Danish claims in Schleswig Holstein should be
{igenda for Tol- discussed.
, (This was agreed to.)
(The Meeting then adjourned.)

ViLra Magsestic, Paris, February 19th, 1919.
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1. On the proposal of Mr. LaxsiNg, Mr. Pichon was asked to take
the chair during the temporary absence of M. Clemenceau.

M. PicHon, having thanked his colleagues for the

Election of honour conferred upon him, said that he had seen M.

Clemenceau a few hours ago. He was progressing very

satisfactorily and hoped to be able to take his place at the Conference

on Monday next. Though this might not be possible, his return
could, nevertheless, be expected shortly.

2. The first question to be discussed related to the creation of a
neutral zone in Transylvania, and he would call on M. Tardieu, the

Chairman of the Committee on Rumanian Affairs, to
Report Fromthe  make a report.
omumittee on M. Taroieu said that the Committee on Rumanian

Affairs had reached the conclusion that the question
of Transylvania should be referred back to the Conference for settle-
ment, for the following reasons. When the General Commanding-in-
Chief of the Allied Armies of the East had signed the Armistice with
Hungary,! Rumania had not yet re-entered the war and no reason had
then existed for fixing a definite line of occupation between Rumania
and Hungary. Hungarian troops, therefore, remained in occupation
of Transylvania. These troops had been accused by M. Bratiano, in a
report dated 9th February, 1919, of having committed acts of cruelty;
and, consequently, Rumanian troops had moved forward with the in-
tention of occupying the whole of that region up to the line fixed by the
Treaty of 1916 On February 14th, 1919, General Franchet d’Esperey
had cabled that the Rumanian troops were continuing their advance
into Transylvania and had already reached the line :—Maramaros-
Sziget, Zilak, Czucza, Nagy-Szebecs, Zam.

Now, the final frontiers of Rumania had not yet been fixed by
the Committee on Rumanian Affairs, who were still engaged in
studying that question. But, owing to the advance of the Ruma-
nians, it was possible that serious conflicts might take place at any
moment between the Rumanian and Hungarian troops; an incident
which would be doubly regrettable, seeing that the question in con-
flict was now under consideration. The Committee, therefore, had
considered it expedient to report the situation to the Conference in
order to avoid any conflict taking place in that region, and a pro-
posal had been submitted four days’ previously, suggesting :—

(1) The fixation of two lines at a certain distance from each
other beyond which the Hungarian and Rumanian troops should
not be permitted to advance, and

(2) The establishment of a neutral zone between the two proposed

*Vol. 11, p. 183.
** Italy, R. Ministero degli Affari Esteri, Trattati e convenzioni fra il regno
d&’'Italia e gli altri stati, vol. 23, p. 412.
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lines, to be occupied by Allied troops with a view to preventing the
spreading of Bolshevism, which was prevalent in Hungary.

During the last two days, the Committee had received reports
from General Alby, the French Chief of Staff, and from the military
advisers of the Italian Peace Delegation in Paris. M. Bratiano had
also forwarded a note on the subject, and in addition, General
Charpy, Chief of Staff to General Franchet d’Esperey, had just
returned from those regions and submitted a report on the situation.
Taking these facts into consideration, it was thought by the Com-
mittee that the military advisers of the Conference should be asked
to fix the lines of extreme occupation above referred to and decide
whether or not the intervening neutral zone should be occupied
by Allied troops, in view of maintaining order against possible
Bolshevist attempts.

Mz. Barrour enquired whether M. Tardieu’s Committee had heard
any military experts on the question under reference.

M. Tarpieu replied in the negative, and explained that the Com-
mittee had merely read General Alby’s report. They had purposely
refrained from obtaining military advice, as the Committee might
thereby have been led into a discussion of purely military questions,
which were outside the terms of reference.

Mz. Bavrour enquired how order would be maintained in the neu-
tral zone if a neutral zone were constituted. Was that purely a
military question?

M. Tarpieu replied that in principle the maintenance of order in
a neutral zone was not purely a military question, and for that reason
the Committee had enquired into the matter. It had, however, been
found that all sorts of military questions were involved—for in-
stance : were Allied troops available for the occupation of the neutral
zone? For that reason it had been decided to refer the question
back to the Conference.

Lorp MmNzEr enquired whether it was intended that the question
should be referred for report to the Military Representatives of the
Supreme War Council at Versailles.

M. Taroieu replied that that was the intention of the Committee.

(It was decided to refer to the Military Representatives of the
Supreme War Council at Versailles the questions raised in the fol-
lowing recommendation made by the Committee on Rumanian Affairs
on February 17th, 1919 :—

“The Commission on Rumanian Affairs beg to draw the attention
of the Supreme Allied Council to the following situation :—

(1) General Franchet d’Esperey sent a wire dated February
14th, 1919, saying that the Rumanian troops were continuing
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their advance into Transylvania and had already reached the
line Maramaros-Sziget, Zilak, Czucza, Nagy-Szebecs, Zam.

~ (2) The Rumanian Government (letter from M. Bratiano to
the President of the Peace Conference dated February 9th)
justifies such advance by the acts of cruelty committed by the
Hungarians in that region.

(8) The Commission on Rumanian Affairs is at the present
time studying the line to be drawn as a frontier between Ru-
mania and Hungary, and wishes that no armed conflicts should
take place in that region.

For the above reasons the Commission on Rumanian Affairs asks
the Supreme Council if the present situation does not seem to warrant
the fixation of two lines beyond which the Hungarian and Rumanian
troops should not go, a zone free of military occupation being thus
established between the two proposed lines:—

(A) 10 kilometres, west of general line running from Vasaros
Nameny, point of confluence of the two Keres, Algyo north of
Szegadin; as regards Hungarian troops.

(B) 10 kilometres east of line Szatmar-Nemeti, Nagy-Varad,
Arad, as regards Rumanian troops.

It is for the Supreme Allied Council to decide whether or not the
zone forbidden to Hungarian and Rumanian troops should be, in
view of maintaining order ‘against possible Bolshevist attempts,
occupied by Allied troops.”)

(3) M. Picnox said that the question of the recognition of Poland
bad been before the Allies for a considerable time. At the request of
Recognition of M. Paderewski, M. Dmowski had recently submitted
Polish Government  the following Note, dated Paris, February 7, 1919 :—

“I beg to bring to the notice of your Excellency that M. I. J.
Paderewski, Prime Minister and Under Secretary for Foreign Affairs,
has requested the Polish National Committee to inform the Allied
and Associated Powers’ Governments of the Constitution of his
Ministry and to ask that the Sovereign State of Poland should be
officially recognised by the respective g:)vernments of those Powers.

The Polish National Committee, as official representative of the
Polish government, beg to support that application to the Govern-
ment of the French Republic.

At the same time the National Committee take the liberty to call
the attention of Your Excellency on the following facts: the Allied
Powers, by their declaration of Versailles, June 3, 1918, have recog-
nised Poland as an independent and unified State; on the other hand,
M. Paderewski’s Government have the support of the great majority
of the nation of the whole of Poland.”

M. Pichon, continuing, said that he thought the moment now
appeared to be opportune to give satisfaction to the Polish wishes.
He pointed out that a short time ago General Pilsudski had resigned
and handed over his powers to the Polish Diet. He had now been

* Foreign Relations, 1918, supp. 1, vol. 1, p. 809.
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reinstated by acclamation. His Government could, consequently, be
considered as firmly established, and could be recognised by the Allied
Governments.

Mzr. Bavrour concurred as far as Great Britain was concerned.

M. PicroN remarked that the Allied and Associated Governments
had already recognised the Polish National Committee and the inde-
pendence of Poland. Official confirmation was, therefore, now merely
asked for.

Mr. LansiNg pointed out that the United States of America had
recognised M. Paderewski’s Government about ten days previously.?
He saw no reason for renewing the recognition.

M. Marsur said that his Government had not yet recognised either
the Polish Government or the Polish National Committee. He was
therefore not authorised to do so without reference to his
Government.

M. SoNNINo Was prepared, on behalf of the Italian Government,
to accept the proposal before the Conference.

(It was agreed that the Great Powers would recognise M. Pade-
rewski’s Government, taking note of the reservations made by the
Japanese Representative.)

4. Mr. Bavrour drew attention to the fact that the English and

French texts of the draft terms of reference to the
Report of the proposed Economic Commission of the Peace Con-
Economic Dratting  ference, as agreed by the Economic Drafting Com-
() Acceptanceof  mittee, (see Annexure “A”), were not identic. The

original text had been drawn up in English, and conse-

quently, if any discussion were to take place, it should
be made on the English text.

M. CiemeNTEL explained that the text had been prepared in the
two languages, (French and English), in parallel columns, and it
was in that form that it had been signed by all the Delegates.

Mgr. Barrour proposed that the report of the Economic Drafting
Committee should be accepted, on the understanding that the French .
text should be made to agree with the English text.

Mr. LansiNg said that he could not agree to accept the report, as
suggested by Mr. Balfour, because he had not seen it before; he had
had no time to study it or to obtain the advice of his experts. He
proposed, therefore, that the further consideration of the report in
question should be adjourned to next Session.

M. Krorz asked permission to invite the attention of the Confer-
ence to the fact that the draft in question was not an agreement or
convention which might commit the representatives of the Great
Powers to some definite line of policy. The Conference was merely
asked to accept a questionnaire, addressed to a Committee whose con-

* See Foreign Relations, 1919, vol. m, p. 741.



THE COUNCIL OF TEN 63

stitution had still to be decided; and the various countries repre-
sented reserved to themselves full right of making their suggestions
and observations when the proposed Committee came to be appointed.
Today, no question of principle was involved, but merely a question
of procedure.

M. CrLeEMENTEL pointed out in support of the statement made by
M. Klotz that the Economic Committee to be appointed would have
a very big programme to carry through, and any delay at the present
moment might have serious consequences. M. Baruch had, before
leaving Paris for Brussels, particularly asked that the terms of
reference to the proposed Economic Committee should be settled
with as little delay as possible.

Mr. LansiNe said that he would not, under the circumstances, in-
sist on an adjournment.

M. Cresp1 remarked that an Italian text of the terms of reference
was being prepared and would be circulated shortly.

(The Terms of Reference to the proposed Economic Committee
of the Peace Conference as agreed by the Economic Drafting Com-
mittee were approved, subject to the French and English texts being
brought into accord.)

Lorp MiNer enquired how the Economic Committee was to be
formed.

M. CremeNTEL replied that the composition of the
{5) Transitory 1 Proposed Economic Committee would have to be de-
toSupreme Beo-  cided by the Conference.

Lorp MiLNErR said that the British Dominions felt
that this was a question in which they were particularly interested.
The Dominions possessed very distinctive interests, which were not
always identical with those of Great Britain. It would therefore be
only right and reasonable to give direct representation to the Domin-
ions; and if it were decided to give two delegates for each of the Great
Powers, as is usually done, and five representatives for the Smaller
Powers, he would suggest that two representatives should be allotted
to the British Dominions and one to India.

Mr. Lawnsine said that he understood Lord Milner’s suggestion to
be that a Commission of 18 members should be appointed, of which
the British Empire would have five. .

M. Krorz drew attention to the fact that on the proposal of Presi-
dent Wilson a Supreme Economic Council had been created, consist-
ing of five representatives of each of the Great Powers. Why should
not the various questions dealt with in the terms of reference be
referred to that Committee, who would be instructed to carry out
the work entailed by the creation of sub-Committees, the procedure
to be followed being left to the Committee itself to settle?
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Mr. Laxsive enquired whether the Supreme Economic Council
gave representation to any but the five Great powers.

M. Krorz replied in the negative, and said that provision would
have to be made for the smaller Powers to be represented when ques-
tions affecting them came up for discussion. On the other hand,
the representatives of the British Dominions could form part of the
five representatives allotted to each of the Great Powers.

Lorp MiLnEr agreed that if the question were to be referred to the
Supreme Economic Council, the special views of the British Domin-
ions could be represented among the five British Delegates. He
wished to lay stress, however, on the fact that the British Domin-
ions occupied a very distinct position, especially as the interests of
the Dominions frequently conflicted with those of Great Britain. He
thought that was a solid reason. It was desirable to have all points
of view represented. It was not merely a question of giving the
British Dominions a stronger position.

M. PrcroN reported that he had received a request from Mr.
Hughes to the effect that Australia should have separate representa-
tion, and that he (Mr. Hughes) should be the selected representative
for Australia. He (M. Pichon) thought that the representation of
the British Dominions was legitimate, but he thought the smaller
powers should also receive due consideration.

M. CremenTEL thought that the draft submitted by the Economic
Drafting Committee contained two very distinct parts. A first part,
dealing with all transitory measures, such as: the supply of materials
for the restoration of the devastated areas, the economic restoration
of the countries which had suffered most from the war, and the
supply of commodities to neutral and ex-enemy countries. All such
questions, in his opinion, could be referred to the existing Supreme
Economic Council. Secondly, all permanent questions relating to
the future, which really constituted economic questions connected
with the Treaty of Peace, such as: future permanent commercial
relations, contracts and claims, and the abrogation or revival of
economic treaties. These questions should, in his opinion, be re-
ferred to a special Economic Committee of the Preliminary Peace
Conference, which would have to be created.

M. Krorz agreed, and asked that the five signatories of the report
of the Drafting Committee should be instructed to draft a plan of

procedure for the new Committee, sub-Committees
(c) Permanent being formed therein, and to make suggestions re-

Measures Referred

to an Economic 1 1 1t1
oo heomomic  garding its composition.
Created Lorp Mmxzr accepted this proposal and expressed

_the hope that the Committee would consider the point
he had tried to make for proper representation of the British
Dominions.
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(It was agreed that the first part of the terms of reference under
the heading “Transitory Measures” should be referred to the Supreme
Economic Council, and that the permanent subjects mentioned in
the report should be referred to a special Commission of the Pre-
liminary Peace Conference.

It was further agreed that the five signatories of the report of the
Drafting Committee should meet to consider and report as to the
procedure and method of work of the Economic Commission, and
on its composition, having in mind Lord Milner’s request that the
Dominions and India should be accorded separate representation and
that the small Powers should also be represented.)

(At this stage MM. Klotz and Clementel withdrew. M. Bernhoft,
Danish Minister in Paris, and M. Clausen, Attaché of Danish Legation
in Paris, entered the Council Chamber.)

5. M. PicHoN said he had been asked in the first place to distribute
a letter, dated 6th February, 1919, addressed by M. H. A. Bernhoft,

the Danish Minister in Paris, to M. Clemenceau,
Beadiustment of  President of the Peace Conference. (For full text
man Frontier see Annexure “B.”)
A mémoire by Mr. Jonas Collin, Professor at the
Academy of Surgery in Copenhagen, one of the representatives of
the Central Schleswig Committee, had also been forwarded to the
Secretariat-General and would be distributed. The conclusion
reached in this mémoire was that Central Schleswig up to the Sli-
Danevirke-Husum frontier should be ceded to Denmark.

He would now call on M. Bernhoft to make a statement.

M. BernuOFT then read the following statement.
(DpStatement by (Seg Annexure “C.”)

Mgr. LansiNg enquired up to what line the Geerman
troops should be withdrawn, if such a proposal were agreed to.

M. BernmuOFT replied that there were five German Garrisons at
present in Northern Schleswig, and he thought the German troops
should be withdrawn to the Southern line of Central Schleswig.

Mr. Laxsine enquired who would maintain order in these terri-
tories after evacuation by the German troops.

M. BernHOFT expressed the view that the population would be able
to govern themselves to a certain extent. He thought that the Ger-
map civil authorities and priests and schoolmasters should be allowed
to remain, because the people themselves were strong enough to keep
these down. The Danish workmen in this region were so strongly
organized that small controlling Committees had already been ap-
pointed to supervise the work of the Landrats and of the local Police
Officials. The only danger spot was at Flensbourg, a town of 67,000
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inhabitants, which contained anarchical elements, and there a strong
military force might be required to maintain order.
Mke. LansiNg further enquired whether any arrangement was con-
templated for the assumption of part of the German National debt.
M. BernuoFT replied that Denmark had hoped that if the country
were restored to Denmark, it might come back without a debt.
Mz. Lansing asked whether that would be an inducement for the
German population to remain and form part of Denmark.
M. BernHoFT agreed that that would probably be the case.
(The Danish representative and the Experts withdrew.)
Mg. Bavrrour said he had intended, as in previous cases, to move
a resolution for the appointment of a new Committee to enquire into
the Danish claims. Mr. Lansing had, however, sug-
é}"ﬁf‘i‘%‘:{?}:‘iﬁ fgztgd :}? h(ijm thz}t this enquiry cou.ld lctest be .carr.ied
on Danis y the Committee already occupied in considering
Belgian questions. He wished, therefore, to propose
the following resolution :—

It is agreed that the questions raised in M. Bernhoft’s statement
on the Danish territorial interests in the peace settlement shall be
referred for examination, in the first instance, to the Committee now
examining the Belgian problems.

It shall be the duty of the Committee to reduce the questions for
decision within the narrowest possible limits, and to make recommen-
dations for a just settlement.

The Committee is authorised to consult the representatives of the
peoples concerned.

M. PicHoN said he had no objection to make to the proposal, except
that the Kiel Canal question was involved. This was a very important
matter, and he felt some doubt as to whether the existing Belgian
Committee were the best prepared to advise on that question.

Mgz. Barrour said he had reason to believe that the members of the
Belgian Committee were fully qualified to report on the question to
be referred to them.

(It was agreed that the questions raised in M. Bernhoft’s statement
on the Danish territorial interests in the peace settlement shall be
referred for examination, in the first instance, to the Committee now
examining the Belgian problems.

It shall be the duty of the Committee to reduce the questions for
decision within the narrowest possible limits, and to make recommen-
dations for a just settlement.

The Committee shall be authorised to consult the representatives of
the peoples concerned.)
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6. Mr. BaLrour said that he understood the statement of the Alba-
nian claims would be heard on the following day. He wished to give
notice that he proposed to submit to the Conference
A e a resolution on the general conduct of business, which
would be circulated to the Conference that evening.
He thought the time had now come to take a survey of the immediate
task of the Conference.
(It was agreed that the following questions should be discussed at
the meeting to be held at 8.0 o’clock on Saturday afternoon, the 22nd
February, 1919 :—

1. General conduct of business.
2. Statement of the Albanians’ Claims. (Hearing of Albanian
representatives.)

(The Mceting then adjourned to Saturday, 22nd February, 1919, at
3.0 p. m.)

Paris, 22nd February, 1919.

Annexure “A”

The President of the Commission Charged With Laying Down the
Programme of the Economic Commission of the Peace Conference
to the President of the Peace Conference *

The Commission named on the 27th JanuaryS® for the purpose
of drawing up a programme of questions of which the study and
preparation were to be entrusted to the Economic Commission of
the Peace Conference, has carried on, between the 5th and the 11th
of February, the exchanges of view which have resulted in the scheme
which it has the honour to lay before you herewith.

This draft has been elaborated with the double object in view
of exactly defining the elements of the task which will devolve upon
the Economic Commission, and, while ensuring any necessary coop-
eration, of also preventing the Commission’s functions from en-
croaching upon those of other special Commissions: the Financial
Commission, the Commission on Reparations, on Transport, on the
League of Nations, ete.

Along with this draft which has received the unanimous assent
of the delegates of the five Powers represented, it has seemed useful
to send you, as documents, the preliminary drafts worked out by
the French,® English, and American delegates.

¢ Translation from French text supplied by the editors.
® See BC-11, vol. 111, p. 730.
°French text, arranged in parallel column with English text, not printed.
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If the programme, which is proposed to the Conference, receives its
approval, it would be desirable that the Economic Commission be
constituted without delay, since its labours, which require the col-
laboration of many technical subcommissions, are concerned as much
with the period of transition as with the permanent order following
the war.

CLEMENTEL

[Enclosure to Annexure “A”]

Draft Terms of Reference to the Proposed Economic Commission
of the Peace Conference

I. TraNsTorRY MEASURES

To consider what economic measures, if any, should be taken in
common during the period of reconstruction following the war,
with a view to ensuring:

a) The due supply of materials and other commodities necessary
for the restoration of the devastated areas;

b) The economic restoration of the countries which have suffered
most from the war;

¢) The supply of neutral and ex-enemy countries without detri-
ment to the supply of the needs of the Allies and Associated countries.

II. PerMANENT COMMERCIAL RELATIONS

To consider what common measures are possible and desirable with
a view to the removal of economic barriers and the establishment on
an equitable basis of the principle of Equality of Trade Conditions
in International Commerce.

Under this heading will arise such questions (among others) as
customs regulations, duties and restrictions; the treatment of ship-
ping, including port facilities and dues; unfair methods of compe-
tition, including false trade descriptions and indications of origin,
“dumping”, etc.; and the exceptions and reservations, transitory
or otherwise, which may be found necessary to meet special
circumstances.

III. ConrTracts AND CLAIMS

To consider :—

(1) What provision should be made with regard to pre-war con-
tracts agreements and commercial obligations to which subjects or
citizens of belligerent States were parties;

(2) Whether claims should be admitted on either side for damage
or injury arising out of the requisition, liquidation, sequestration or
sale of enemy property or businesses, or the treatment or use of
patents, trade-marks, trade descriptions, or designs or copyrights,
or regulations relating to Trading with the Enemy, and, if so, on
what basis.
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IV. Ex-ENEMY ALIENS

To consider what common action, if any, should be taken by the
Allied and Associated Governments to prohibit or regulate the car-
rying on either individually or through Companies, of certain busi-
nesses and occupations by ex-enemy aliens during the period
immediately following the war.

V. ArrocatioN or RevivaL or Economic TrEATIES

To consider what Treaties and Conventions of an economic char-
acter to which Enemy States were parties should be revived or
abrogated respectively.

(Under this heading will be considered, among others, the Con-
ventions relating to Industrial Property, Copyright, Posts and Tele-
graphs, etc.)

Norte.

The Economic Commission, before formulating proposals as to
any economic questions having a special aspect in regard to which
other Commissions have been or may be set up by the Peace Con-
ference, should consult the competent Commission; and on the other
hand such other Commissions should, in the same circumstances con-
sult the Economic Commission before formulating any proposal re-
lating to one of the above classes of questions which fell within the
scope of the Economic Commission.

CLEMENTEL

Barucu

Creser

H. LueweLLYN SMIitH
Forur

Annexure “B”

- Danisa LecATION,
Paris, 6th February, 1919.
MoxNsieur GEOrRGES CLEMENCEATU,
President of the Peace Conference.

Me. Presment: The triumph of the principles proclaimed by the
Allied and Associated Powers having been assured by the victory
.of their Armies, the Association of Danish Electors in Northern
Schleswig, led by their former members in the German Legislative
Assembly, proclaimed, on behalf of the Danish population of North-
ern Schleswig, their desire, unchanged since 1864, of rejoiring
Denmark, at a Meeting held at Aabenraa on the 17th November
last.”

" See vol. 1, pp. 450 ff., and infra.
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This resolution was communicated to the Danish Government on
the 18th of the same month, and they were asked to take the neces-
sary steps with the Peace Conference to obtain recognition of their
rights and their return to Denmark. The Danish Government
readily accepted this commission, and sent a formal request to the
representatives of France, England, the United States and Italy to
be allowed to raise the question at the Peace Conference.® Later
on, the Danish Government received a request from the Danes of
Central Schleswig.

Soon after these resolutions, the Soldiers’ Councils exhibited a
very liberal spirit in regard to the national claims of the Danes in
Schleswig, but very soon their German sentiments came to the
surface, and their attitude was modified. Since then, the German
Soldiers’ Councils, elected in the towns, (Haderslev, Aabenraa,
Toender, Soenderburg and Flensburg) sought to intimidate the Danes
by every possible means, and have made them subject to all kinds
of provocations, particularly in Flensburg, where the population
contains a large element of Germans. The Soldiers’ Councils have
both tolerated and encouraged anti-Danish demonstrations, pre-
vented Danish meetings, allowed windows of Danes to be smashed,
failed to protect the Danes against menace of assault, etec.

The Danes in Schleswig are willing to preserve for the present
all German laws, courts, systems of education and administration, so
as to avoid all danger of anarchy. Nevertheless, the Councils of
Workmen and Peasants, which the Danes in Schleswig have elected,
have placed Danish controllers over the magistrates (Landrot) and
over the local Police authorities (Amisvorsteher). The German
civil authority is thus kept under control. The Soldiers’ Councils
have acted quite differently. They rely on armed force, and the
Danish population of Schleswig has no means of defence against their
exactions. It is the unanimous desire of this population that the
Soldiers’ Councils and the German troops, who have elected them,
shall be removed. The intellectual, moral and social level of the
population of Schleswig is high enough to ensure order being main-
tained there without the necessity of replacing the German troops if
they are withdrawn.

Flensburg alone, a town of some 67.000 inhabitants, contains
turbulent elements from whom disorder may be feared if there is no
military protection. In the present circumstances, whilst the ques-
tion of Danish Schleswig is being considered by the Peace Con-
ference, this protection could hardly be asked from Denmark, but
the presence of an Allied man-of-war would suffice to put down any
inclination to violence.

Not only are the Germans trying to terrorise the Danish popula-

*Vol. 1, p. 457.
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tion, but they are also committing acts of plunder. Although 6,000
out of 25,000 combatants have been killed in a war in which they
have been forced to fight under the German flag, the Danish
Schleswigers find themselves subjected to heavy taxes and to pitiless
requisitions of cattle, wheat, butter and other agricultural products.
These requisitions have now become exorbitant. Live stock is
especially affected. They propose to take one cow out of four. If
this threat is carried out, the stock of milch cows, whkich forms the
basis of the country’s agricultural industry, will be reduced to such a
state that it will take years to build it up again. Moreover, these
requisitions are paid for at ridiculously low prices, and even not paid
for at all in regard to some of the more recent requisitions. The
presence of the German troops ensures the execution of these requusi-
tions, and these troops, who come from the German industrial dis-
tricts, are particularly interested in watching that nothing escapes
the requisition of food stuffs destined for their own country.

In the near future, the burden of taxes in Germany will be greatly
increased, including possibly the confiscation of capital. It would
seem unfair that a population which is on the eve of separation from
Germany should have to submit to these taxes.

If the German troops and the Soldiers’ Councils could be removed
from Schleswig, the people would be in a position, without fear of
violence from the Germans, to take a plebiscite by which they desire
to make known their attachment to Denmark, whilst the Peace Con-
ference, before whom they have pleaded their just cause, will fulfil
their most ardent desire to go back to their old fatherland without
being completely impoverished.

In the name of the Danish population of Schleswig, I have the
honour, Mr. President, to beg you to submit to the Peace Conference,
their position to be delivered from the armed German forces which
oppress them, by insisting on the withdrawal of the garrisons of
Haderslev, Aabenraa, Flensburg, Soenderburg and Toender, and of
the German Fleet at Flensburg and Soenderburg, so that Northern
and Central Schleswig may no longer be under the direct influence
of German armed forces.

If, in addition, the Peace Conference would decide on the sending
of an Allied man-of-war to Flensburg, and possibly another to
Haderslev or to Aabenraa, the Danish population of Schleswig would
feel that their liberties were assured.

These measures would be welcomed with the most profound thank-
fulness by all Danes, both by those of the Danish Kingdom, and by
those of Schleswig.

Receive, Mr. President, the assurance of my highest consideration.

(Signed) H. A. BERNHOFT
Danish Minister
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Appendix “C”

Re-adjustment of the Danish-German Frontier
(Statement by M. Bernhoft)

We have the honour to approach your Excellencies not only as
representatives of the Danish Government, but also as Danes of
Schleswig.

In the sitting of 23rd October, 1918, of the German Parliament,
the Danish Deputy Konna [Hanssen?], associating himself with his
colleagues from Alsace-Lorraine and Poland, once more claimed the
right of self-determination for the Danes of Schleswig. He cited
Art. 5 of the Treaty of Prague in 1886 [1866], which on the initi-
ative of France, promised that the Danes of Northern Schleswig
should resume their original nationality if, as the result of a free
ballot, they expressed the wish to be reunited to Denmark. This
promise has never been fulfilled and Art. 5 was declared abolished
in 1878 by a Treaty between Germany and Austria,® but the promise
of the various nationalities expressed therein served as a basis for
the political protests made by the Schleswigers, and they have never
- ceased to claim the right it conferred upon them.

On the same day, both Chambers of the Danish Parliament passed
a unanimous resolution expressing the desire that our national aspira-
tions might be realised in conformity with the right of self-deter-
mination of nations. But it was not until the victory of the Allied
and Associated nations had assured the triumph of that principle,
that the Schleswigers were able to take their cause into their own hands.
On the 16th November, the Council and Governing Committee of the
Association of Electors of Northern Schleswig passed the following
resolution, which was ratified next day by a Grand Assembly of the
Danish population:—

“(1) We desire that the question of Northern Schleswig should be
settled by considering it a political unity, the population of which is
free to decide by vote whether it wishes to be reunited to Denmark.

“(2) Northern Schleswig is that part of the Duchy of Schleswig,
situated to the North of a line starting from the Southernmost point
of the Island of Als, following the Flensburg fjord as far as Kobber-
mélle and thence along the valley of the river Krusaa, passing to the
south of Froslev, so that Padborg forms a frontier station, following
the boundary between the jurisdictions of Slogs and Kaer, the small
stream called the Skelbaek, and the rivers Sonﬁeraa and Vidaa as far
as the point where the latter turns northward, and from that point
t(; g}deorth Sea and north of the northernmost point of the Island
of Sild.

* British and Foreign State Papers, vol. Lvi, p. 1050.
* Ibid., vol. LxIx, p. 773
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“(3) All persons over 20 years of age shall exercise the franchise,
provided :—

“(a) that they have been born and are domiciled in Northern
Schleswig;
. “(d) or that they have lived in Northern Schleswig at least
0 years; _
“(c) or that they were born in Northern Schleswig but were
expelled by former Governors.

“(4) The ballot shall be taken in writing and shall be carried out by
methods guaranteeing freedom of vote to everyone. The late author-
ities shall have no influence on the voting.

“(5) It is understood that the neighbouring districts of Central
Schleswig, if they so demand, shall be entitled to make known by a
separate vote whether they wish to be restored to Denmark.

“(Signatures)”

The signatories hereof associate themselves with the foregoing reso-
lution with the reservation that :—

(¢) In their opinion Flensburg forms part of Danish Northern

Schleswig;
(b) Any ballot taken in the neighbouring districts, should, in their
opinion, be taken simultaneously with the voting in Northern

Schleswig.

The Association of Electors addressed a petition to the Danish
Government, praying that their cause might be laid before the Peace
Conference and their interest might be there represented. Which
request the Government had great pleasure in granting.

The aggression of Prussia and Austria against Denmark terminated
in the Peace of Vienna on 30th October, 1864,"* by which Denmark was
forced to give up Schleswig, Holstein and Lauenburg. The two latter
provinces were and always have been German, Holstein having been
annexed to the Danish Crown in 1460 and Lauenburg in 1815; the
King of Denmark was Duke of Holstein and Lauenburg, and, in that
capacity, was a member of the Germanic Confederation. Schleswig,
on the contrary, has belonged to Denmark ever since the latter country
existed, and has never formed part of the Germanic Confederation.

The question of Schleswig has often been compared to that of
Alsace-Lorraine: the questions are similar but not identical. Whilst
the whole of Alsace-Lorraine from Altkirch to Wissembourg pro-
tested in 1871 against separation from France, only the Northern
half of Schleswig was annexed by Prussia in 1864 against its will.
Southern Schleswig separated itself from Denmark of its own free
will: it was already German or germanized, and had aimed at sep-

* Ibid., vol. L1v, p. 622.
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aration from the Danish Monarchy and annexation to Germany long
before 1864.

If Southern Schleswig were now to be incorporated with Den-
mark, there would be a striking difference between that annexation
and the restoration of Alsace-Lorraine to France. On the one hand,
France, a great country with 40 million inhabitants, would receive
about 2 million new citizens, who would throw themselves with
joy into the arms of their former mother-country, to whom they
are attached by the strongest ties. On the other hand, Denmark,
a little country of 3 million inhabitants (including the Danish
Schleswigers) would have its population increased by about 300,000
foreigners, whose sympathies would be with Germany, which they
would not cease to consider as their real home.

It is unnecessary to point out that Northern Schleswig has re-
mained Danish notwithstanding 55 years of Prussian domination. A
Memorandum which we shall shortly have the honour to lay before
the Conference and which unfortunately is not yet ready, will show
that the spirit of Danish nationality has grown more accentuated
among the Danes of Northern Schleswig than it was at the time of
the separation in 1864. The stubborn and incessant fight waged
against germanization by the Danes of Schleswig for 55 years has
rendered them worthy of the sympathy of France. They have not
given up hope that justice would triumph and that they would one
day be restored to their own country.

The Danish peasants of Schleswig have derived the strength to
sustain this unequal conflict against oppression from their high
moral and intellectual culture. The population of Schleswig which
has remained Danish now cherishes its nationality more deeply,
with more understanding and firmer will, than did the population
which passed under Prussian domination in 1864. The younger
generation, to whom the future belongs, has remained Danish in
spite of German schools, military service and the attraction that
Germany could exert over characters ambitious of power, honour
or money.

The Danes of Northern Schleswig have, so to speak, had to form
a State within the State, with their own laws and their own insti-
tutions. Their principal means of action have been the press and
their associations.

It is difficult to appreciate the high level of that press without
knowing the Danish language, but it is possible to demonstrate by
statistics its increasing circulation, of which the three maps annexed
hereto 12 attempt to give some idea. The first shows how the circu-
lation of newspapers is distributed over the various districts; the
second and more interesting map shows how many individual sub-

¥ Not filed with the minutes.
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scribers there are to each paper in the same districts, and the third
gives the increase in the number of subscribers in the 11 years from
1901 to 1912. The war created an unusual situation and the Danish
press has been the victim of a great deal of chicanery, merciless
censorship, and numerous confiscations. Taken together, the three
maps give an idea of the extent and intensity of Danish feelings
towards the South. In the rural districts of Northern Schleswig
each copy of a paper is read by between 6.9 and 12.9 individuals,
including immigrated Germans and persons of German sympathies
speaking the Danish language who, not knowing German, read the
Danish newspapers. In how many countries, even the most civilized,
is this proportion attained? In the towns, whose inhabitants num-
ber many German officials, the corresponding figures are lower (be-
tween 7.9 and 25.9 [6.92]). Danish newspapers also penetrate into
the districts of Central Schleswig adjoining Northern Schleswig.
Further South, in the Angel region, and towards the town of Schles-
wig, Dannevirke and the Schleswig fjord (the Sli), where the
Danish language disappeared many generations since, and in Fries-
land, where Danish has never been spoken, the Danish newspapers
have no subscribers. The three maps show clearly what is the
southernmost limit of the territory in which there is any possibility
of restoring Danish nationality. In Schleswig, the Dane-Schleswig
press had 12,678 subscribers in 1901 and 19,278 in 1912.

As it was almost entirely impossible to assemble for.meetings and
lectures at the inns and other public halls, the Danes built 52 club-
houses, their strongholds, which for the most part have been erected
during the last few years, as shown by the annexed map. Four new
houses were being built when the war broke out. Vast club-houses
have, moreover, existed for many years at Haderslev and Flensburg,
but none in other parts of Schleswig. The Schleswiger population
itself subscribed one million Marks for the construction of these
houses.

Map No. — shows the growing number of libraries during the last
few years. Out of 170 libraries, those founded since 1909 are under-
lined. They have been founded by the “Association for the Preser-
vation of the Danish Language in Northern Schleswig”, and number
approximately 100,000 volumes. Between 1890 and 1911 the said
Association also distributed 255,000 books, maps and pictures.

When the Danish language was completely prohibited in the
schools, the “School Association” was founded with the object of
sending youths and girls without means to schools in Denmark after
they had passed through the German schools. The parents teach
them to read Danish, and in Denmark they learn to write it and to
know the history and geography of their own country. It was
from the parents of these young scholars that the Prussian Govern--

314579—43—VoL. I/—8
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ment wished to take the right of guardianship; it recognised the
danger to the germanisation of the younger generation of these
studies in Denmark, since they stultified all the work of German
teachers and were both superior in their methods of instruction and
liked by the young people for the very reason that they were Danish.
The pupils who left the Danish schools formed the armament of
the rampart raised against Germanism.

These two great Associations and the “Association of Electors”
numbered 26,000 members in 1914, that is to say, one out of every
six inhabitants in Northern Schleswig, including the officials and
the German population.

When danger directly menaced their own country, the Danes of
Schleswig gave a final proof of their energy and self-sacrifice. A
portion of the sum destined to rob the Poles of their land was placed
at the disposal of the Prussian authorities in Schleswig. The Prus-
sian Government purchased estates; the system of “Rentegiiter” was
established, under which land was purchased by a society correspond-
ing to the “Hakatist” society in Prussian Poland. The Danes how-
ever faced the danger and (in their usual unostentatious way)
founded a rival organisation, which in 1910 became a public insti-
tution, and took the form of an Agrarian Bank. They were not
unsuccessful in the struggle. The Prussian Government then adopted
the same line of action as in Poland. It took measures to prevent
any estate purchased by a German from returning into Danish
hands. The Schleswigers themselves founded in every parish a new
Association, the members of which pledged themselves not to sell
their land to Germans. When war broke out these parochial asso-
ciations were banded together in one large Association with 402
confidential agents. Thus nearly the whole of Northern Schleswig
was secured against Prussian designs upon the land.

Such was the defensive organisation of the Danes of Northern
Schleswig at the outbreak of the war; taking effect in the economic
sphere through their Banks, Savings Banks, Agricultural Associa-
tions and Co-operative Societies, founded on the Danish model;
politically through the “Associations of Electors”; on the land, both
politically and economically, through the Association for preventing
the re-purchase of land and the Agrarian Bank; in the intellectual
sphere through the Association for the Preservation of the Danish
Language, the School Association and the club-houses and finally
through the press. _

After half a century’s struggle against a powerful and unscrupu-
lous Government, this small peasant population emerged with all the
greater consciousness of nationality, well organised, and subject to
its own self-imposed discipline, thanks to a will-power which affords
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splendid proof of the vitality of the Danish race and its capacity
for development.

Was the object of the efforts above described merely that of de-
fence against German supremacy within German territory? No,
the struggle was maintained by the Schleswigers in order to preserve
their Danish nationality until the day when they should see a pos-
sibility of returning to their own country. Never during the 55 long
years since the separation have they ceased to hope for the eventual
triumph of justice. To-day the realisation of their hopes is assured
through the victory of the Allied and Associated peoples, and the
Peace Conference has summoned all oppressed peoples before its
tribunal. The Danes of Schleswig confidently submit their righteous
cause to its decision. They have experienced the tragic fate of
shedding their blood on behalf of their oppressors, thirty thousand
having been forced to fight by the side of those whom they felt to
be their enemies and more than five thousand having fallen for a
cause, the defeat of which they desired. All those who were able
to do so fled to Denmark, but the majority shared the cruel fate of
so many Poles, Czechs, Serbs, Croats, Italians and Roumanians, who
were forced to bear arms against those whom they considered their
friends. The noble peoples of France and England understood that
the small isolated population of Schleswig was entitled to their
sympathy, which they showed by granting Schleswig prisoners special
treatment in separate camps. For this Denmark of the future, which
will include Schleswig, will always owe them a debt of gratitude.

The Association of Electors of Northern Schleswig has itself
defined the boundaries of that country (Kortet) ® which extends
over an area of 3,994 square kilometres, and contains a population
of 166,966. It includes the districts of Haderslev, Aabenraa, Sonder-
borg, half the district of Toender, and a small portion of the district
of Flensborg. The rural districts North of this line are Danish,
and most undoubtedly they desire re-union with Denmark (Kort).”
In the towns of Haderslev, Aabenraa, Toender and Sonderborg,
Danish is the language of the majority. According to Danish statis-
tics Danish is the native tongue of three-quarters of the population
(not including the officials) and is understood by everyone. Accord-
ing to German statistics, the Danish language predominates in the
following towns: Haderslev, 5,679 as against 8,448, and Aabenraa,
3,489 as against 3,405, At Toender according to German Statistics,
German speaking inhabitants number 2,953 as against 1,117 speaking
Danish, but such statistics must be accepted with caution consider-
ing the manner in which they are compiled ; at Toender the majority
of the population speak Danish and all understand it. At Sonder-

3 The maps referred to are not filed with the minutes.
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borg, German is at present predominant owing to the fact that a
Naval station has been established there, but this preponderance
will disappear when the said station is abandoned.

At the elections of 1867, 27,488 Danish votes were recorded, of
which some 23,000 were from North Schleswig. At the elections of
August, 1867, Danish majorities were returned in all the towns
(except Toender), all the boroughs (except Hoyer), and in all the
rural constituencies.

In 1884 by reason of emigration and of inclination only 14,447
Danish votes were recorded, but from 1884 onwards a Danish reac-
tion set in which has continued up to the present day. In 1912,
17,293 Danish votes were recorded, 16,500 of which were from North-
ern Schleswig, this being the most favourable election since 1877.
The elections of 1912 resulted in a German majority in the four
towns, some of the boroughs, and two or three rural constituencies,
and a German majority is driving in a wedge between Toender and
Flensborg. An analysis of the election results shows that the Ger-
man majority is due to the German officials; if these are excluded,
the votes are about equal; when the votes of Danish officials were
included and those of persons now calling themselves German but
who would assuredly welcome Danish rule, only a German minority
would remain. Even at Toender where the richer citizens have
always been Germans, a Danish nucleus has persisted, and there has
never been so large a number of Danish voters at Toender as during
the last few years. By way of recapitulation, it may be stated that
German voters have never had a majority in rural constituencies.
A really German majority among the owners of the soil only exists
in the town of Toender, and the borough of Augustenborg (Als) the
home of the family of the German ex-Empress.

The position of Northern Schleswig is so clear that there seems
nothing to prevent the immediate institution of a plebiscite there.
At least three-quarters of the voters may be relied on to declare in
favour of returning to Denmark. The Danish population is be-
coming anxious and the Germans have recovered from their first
despondency and are resuming their former arrogance of manner.
Soldiers’ Councils and officials annoy the population, requisitions
impoverish the country, heavy war taxes threaten its prosperity at
a time when the people of Schleswig consider that they are de facto
separated from Germany. On the other hand, the Germans are
already endeavouring to meet the loss of Schleswig by placing their
capital there and by establishing commercial branches, in the hope
of escaping to some extent from the financial ruin of Germany. We
therefore earnestly commend to the Conference the desire of the
Danes of Northern Schleswig to be allowed their plebiscite as soon
as possible.
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It might perhaps be said that Denmark could accept Northern
Schleswig without a plebiscite, since there is no doubt of the Danish
sympathies of its population. But the Danes of Northern Schleswig
are eager to give themselves freely to Denmark; they long for the
day of that great manifestation of their nationality, of their tri-
umph over the Germans who will then have no excuse for attempting
annexation in the future.

Middle Schleswig includes those regions south of Northern Schles-
wig in which Danish is spoken, or partly spoken, or in which Danish
sympathies still exist. These two standards exist separately or to-
gether. These districts differ from Northern Schleswig in that they
were subjected to German influence much earlier and on a much
larger scale. Danish sympathies are not so widespread. A display
of them may lead to unpleasantness, and as German has been used
for several centuries in churches and schools, Danish culture has not
been able to penetrate. But while the Danish language is still
known, or Danish sympathies still exist as a tradition dating from
before 1864, it is possible for the population to become pro-Danish
once more, even in a country where German is spoken. The Danish
Government, as well as the Danes of Northern Schleswig, desire
therefore that central Schleswig may be allowed to vote, if it ex-
presses a desire to do so. This desire has been expressed in petitions
signed by 4277 persons. All the petitions have not yet come to
hand. The resolution of Aabenraa, of 16th November states:

“It is evident that the districts adjoining central Schleswig be
entitled, if they claim the right, to proclaim by separate vote if they
desire to return to Denmark”;

and, in a subsequent resolution of 30th December the Association of
Electors of Northern Schleswig declared (inter alia) as follows:—

1. “The German authorities in Central Schleswig are endeavouring
to oppose liberty of assembly and of petition, and also to prevent the
Danish population of those districts from establishing the conditions
necessary for a free ballot; we protest energetically against this
conduct.

2. “We affirm that these proceedings of the Germans render the right
of self-determination a fallacy for the time being in Central Schleswig.

3. “We request the Danish Government, when it lays our interests
before the Peace Conference, to call the attention of the Conference to
the fact that, in these conditions, the Danish population of Central
Schleswig cannot hope to obtain its national right by means of ballot.”

Thus the conditions necessary for a plebiscite are already present
in Northern, but not in Central, Schleswig. There are good reasons
for holding the plebiscite immediately in Northern Schleswig, while
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Central Schleswig, on the other hand, should be allowed time to weigh
the pros and cons and to form an opinion.

The Central Schleswig in question does not include the districts of
Danevirke, the fjord or town of Schleswig, the district of Angel, nor
the Frisian district to the west. The town of Schleswig has been Ger-
man for many generations, Angel for two or three; the Frisian district
was never Danish. No voice has been raised in these districts to ask
for return to Denmark.

The southern boundary of that part of Central Schleswig in which
there is a possibility of finding or awakening Danish sympathies in-
cludes those parishes or communes in which the Danish language still
survives and those which showed a Danish majority in the first elec-
tions to the German Parliament in 1867. For topographical and eco-
nomic reasons this zone should include the parishes of Adelby,
Munkbrarup and Gliicksbourg, forming the southern coast  of the
Flensborg fjord and in which the Danish language has not completely
disappeared. For topographical reasons and to allow the Danish
elements of the islands Foer and Amrum to vote without risk of being
isolated, the plebiscite should take place over the whole Toender
district.

Central Schleswig in which there can be question of a plebiscite
would include the southern half of the Toender district (which does
not belong to Northern Schleswig), part of the district of Flensborg,
the town of Flensborg and the parish of Hjoldelund, or about Km.
1300 with a population of 101,500, of which more than 60,000 are at
Flensborg.

At Kaerherred Danish is spoken by the people, but not by immi-
grants.

Laek, although chiefly German, belongs naturally to these districts;
some Danish sympathies also remain on account of the railway to For
and Amrum; if these islands pronounce in favour of Denmark, they
will bring with them the northern parts of the Frisian district, with
the river Soholmaa as a natural frontier.

The western part of the island of For and a part of the island of
Amrum, together with the north of the island of Sild, are still in-
habited by a population speaking Danish and with sympathies which
are Danish for historic reasons. They belonged to the Duchy of
Ribe and were always under Danish influence.

The population of these islands is only 4,000 persons speaking
Frisian and Danish, but Danish is stronger wherever both languages
exist. It should also be pointed out that at the beginning of the
war the German Government had begun the construction of a dyke
at Klangsbol, doubtless with the intention of joining up with the
railway on the island of Sild, by establishing a station of Marines
in Sild bay.
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In the parishes of Hanved, Valsboel, Haksted, Vi and Oversoc,
together with Hjoldelund, German[y] has made progress, but an active
Danish minority has always existed there.

Some 90 percent of the inhabitants of Flensborg speak German,
but, on the other hand, its connection with Denmark is vouched for
by its history, the celebrated men it has given to Denmark. its
traditions, the memory of its ships flying the Danish flag for cen-
turies, and the graves of thousands of Danish soldiers fallen in our
wars against Germany. There is a very active Danish minority with
a paper (“Flensborg Avis”), a Club, a Lecture Society (1000 mem-
bers), a Young People’s Union (250 members), and a church (1923).

Wholesale Trade. Its chief market is Northern Schleswig;
towards the South, competition from Hamburg, Liibeck and Kiel is
met with. The Commercial Association states that, from reports
received from its branches, from 25 percent to 80 percent of the
town’s trade is deflected towards the North. Many clerks and dock
labourers are employed.

Retail Trade. Chiefly in the town, but also along the fjord and
towards the West.

Industry. Ship-building yards (third on the entire European con-
tinent) ; give employment to about 10 percent of the population.

Large working population. Socialists, having voted for the Social-
ist candidate without having been given the option of voting for a
German or a Dane. It is difficult to prophesy which side it would
take, but the more favourable conditions for workmen in Denmark
must not be forgotten.

The town of Flensborg has petitioned the Danish Government to ke
attached to Denmark. This petition, however, was only signed by
3,401 men and women above 20 years of age, whereas the number of
men and women voters was 38,000, which corresponds to barely 10
percent. On the other hand, the population is under the tyrannical
régime of the German authorities and Soldiers’ Councils, and it is
presumed that a free vote would be more favourable for the Danes.
Up to 1885, Danish sympathies were in the ascendant, but German
sympathies have since gained the upper hand. Is an awakening of
the former sentiment in favour of Denmark now taking place, even
among people who have considered themselves German up to the
present ?

Only the people of Flensborg can answer this question.

CoNCLUSION

1. That the population of Northern Schleswig, considered as a
single group, be allowed to decide positively by ballot, as soon as
possible, whether they desire to be re-united to Denmark or not.
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2. That those districts of Central Schleswig bordering on Northern
Schleswig (including the town of Flensborg) which evince a desire
to do so, be called upon to express by an individual plebiscite, voting
in districts, whether they wish to return to Denmark.

3. That the conditions necessary for freedom of voting be ensured
by the evacuation of the districts in question by German military
forces, and by the setting up of an International Convention to safe-
guard the preparation and direct the carrying out of the plebiscite.
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(1) Mr. Barrour said he wished to raise a small matter which
required decision. The Portuguese Government had expressed to

Claim by Portugal
for Representation
on Allied Commis-
sion on Reparation

him its very strong feeling of pain that it was the
only nation, which had suffered at the hands of Ger-
many, and yet had no representative on the Allied
Commission on Reparation. The coasts of Portugal

had been bombarded ; Portuguese ships had been sunk; and the Por-
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tuguese African Colonies had been overrun by the enemy, conse-
quently, Portugal had claims against Germany, and it was extremely
hard that she was not represented on the Allied Commission which
had been appointed to examine and report on the amount for repara-
tion which the enemy countries ought to pay.

M. Picron confirmed the fact that Portugal had submitted a com-
plaint as soon as the composition of the Allied Commission on Rep-
aration had been announced. He (M. Pichon) personally had no
objection to Portugal being duly represented.

Mgr. Lansine enquired whether under the circumstances Brazil also
should not be granted representation. Brazil had lost ships, sunk
by German submarines. It would be difficult, therefore, to grant
representation to Portugal without at the same time doing the same
for Brazil.

Baron SonNiNo enquired what was the composition of the Allied
Commission on Reparation.

M. Krorz explained that in accordance with the Resolution passed
by the Conference on Thursday, January 23rd, 1919,! it was decided
that a Commission should be appointed of not more than three rep-
resentatives apiece from each of the five Great Powers, and not more
than two representatives apiece from Belgium, Greece, Poland, Ser-
bia and Roumania. Subsequently, both Portugal and Czecho-Slo-
vakia had claimed the right of representation. The Conference had
decided to admit the claims of Czecho-Slovakia, but not those of
Portugal, and accordingly two Czecho-Slovak representatives at
present formed part of the Commission. Should the Conference now
decide to accede to Portugal’s request she should be given two rep-
resentatives; the number allotted to all other small Powers
represented.

Mgr. Barrour expressed the view that the claims of Portugal were
as great as, if not greater than, those of Bohemia, which had been
granted. Bohemia had not become a belligerent until the very end
cf hostilities; whereas Portugal had fought throughout the war, and
had suffered just those kind of damages which called for reparation.

(It was agreed that Portugal should have the right to nominate
not more than two representatives to serve on the Allied Commission
on Reparation.

It was also agreed that an invitation should be sent to Portugal to
attend the next meeting of the Allied Commission on Reparation to
be held on Monday next, February 24th, at 10.30 a. m.)

* See BC-8, vol. 1, p. 698.
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(2) Mr. Barrour asked permission to move the following resolu-
tion :—

“(1) Without prejudice to the decision of the Su-

Procedure of

Conference:  preme War Council to present Naval, Military and Air
first Brosom™®  Conditions of Peace, to Germany at an early date, the

Conference agrees that it is desirable to proceed with-
out delay to the consideration of other preliminary Peace Terms with
Gerrélany and to press on the necessary investigations with all possible
speed.

(2) The Preliminary Peace Terms, other than the Naval, Military
and Air Conditions, shall cover the following points:—

(a) The approximate future frontiers of Germany:

(6) The financial arrangements to be imposed on Germany:
(¢) Our economic relations with Germany after the war:

(2) Responsibility for breaches of the Laws of War.

(3) In order that the Conference may have at its disposal with the
least possible delay the results of the labours of the various Commis-
sions which have been investigating these subjects it is requested
that the various Commissions will send in their reports to the Sec-
retary-General not later than Saturday, March 8th. This will not
apply to Commissions set up after February 15th which may be
unable to render their final reports at so early a date, but 1t is
requested that in these cases interim reports may be presented dealing
with all matters affecting the preliminaries of Peace with Germany.”

A general feeling of impatience was now becoming manifest in
all countries on account of the apparent slow progress the Confer-
ence was making in the direction of Final Peace. It would be folly
to ignore altogether the danger that feeling might produce. It would
be realised that abstract questions, (such as the Financial Arrange-
ments and Economic Relations), did not touch the hearts and inter-
ests of families; but the question of demobilisation did touch them
very nearly. Now, the progress of demobilisation depended very
largely on the final Military Terms to be imposed on Germany.
A short time ago the Conference had agreed that it could not con-
tinue to add month by month new terms and conditions to the Armi-
stice. It had been agreed that the Military Terms to be imposed
on Germany should be drawn up in the form of a final scheme,
which would definitely regulate her future armament. That prob-
lem had been occupying the attention of the Military Advisers of
the Supreme War Council who were now almost prepared to present
their final report. He realised that it would probably take some
time for the Conference and for the Governments of the Great
Powers to consider the military report. Nevertheless the Naval and
Military Terms of Peace appeared to be in advance of all other
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questions, such as frontiers, future economic relations, and attempts
to bring to justice criminals, who had abused the Laws of War.
That being the case, if the final Military Proposals were shortly to
be ready for consideration by the Conference, should not advantage
be taken of that fact to obtain an important instalment of the Pre-
liminary Peace? If that instalment were carried, it would be pos-
sible for the Allies subsequently to impose on Germany all the other
terms that might be considered just and fitting. His proposal did
not imply that he did not consider it to be of the first importance to
press on all the other enquiries mentioned in his draft note, namely :—

The approximate future frontiers of Germany,

The Financial Arrangements to be imposed on Germany.
Economic Relations with Germany after the War, and
The Responsibility for Breaches of the Laws of War.

In fact, in order to help on the acceleration, which he desired,
the last paragraph of his draft note proposed that the various
Commissions dealing with those questions should send in their reports
to the Secretary-General not later than Saturday, March 8th. He
was in no way prejudiced as regards the date given, but from the
information which he had received it appeared very hopeful that by
the 8th March next the various Commissions would be in a position
to submit their reports.

In conclusion, he wished to add that he had that morning, in
company with M. Pichon, discussed the question with M. Clemenceau,
who inclined to the view that the Naval and Military Terms of
Peace should not be separated from the other aspects of the case.
M. Clemenceau was extremely anxious to expedite matters but he
thought that end would be best obtained by waiting until a con-
clusion had been reached on all subjects. M. Clemenceau held the
view that if the stimulus towards a rapid decision were removed by
the acceptance of the Naval and Military Terms by Germany, the
other questions would be delayed for an infinity of time by small
controversies. M. Clemenceau held, therefore, that the end desired
would best be obtained by treating all questions abreast rather than
by taking up questions one by one as they reached maturity. Per-
sonally, he (Mr. Balfour) was in favour of his own proposal, but
he would be glad to hear the views of his colleagues. Perhaps M.
Pichon would confirm his report of M. Clemenceau’s views.

M. Picuon agreed that Mr. Balfour had correctly interpreted M.
Clemenceau’s views. M. Clemenceau held that the whole of the Pre-
liminary Peace Terms should be pressed forward with as little delay
as possible in order to take full advantage of the present situation
in Germany. In this opinion M. Clemenceau was supported by
Marshal Foch and his military advisers.
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Mge. Housk said he was very glad to see that the Conference in-
tended to bring about as soon as possible a Preliminary Peace. In
his opinion, the Peace Negotiations should have commenced on
November 11th last, directly after the signing of the first Armistice.
He had always felt that delay could only be favourable to Germany,
and the longer the signing of Peace were postponed, the more chance
would there be of circumstances becoming less favourable to the
Allies. In regard to the two proposals now before the Conference,
very severe military terms would have to be imposed on the Germans.
And, he thought, the Germans would be more inclined to accept
those conditions if, at the same time, the whole Peace Terms were
made known to them. The Germans would then be made fully cog-
nisant of their position.

M. SonniNo said that he had no objections to raise against the pro-
posal to speed up as much as possible the settlement of Peace Prelim-
inaries. But he must draw attention to the fact that Germany alone
had so far been mentioned (e. g. the military conditions to be imposed
on Germany, the economic, financial conditions to be imposed on
Germany, &c.), and all other questions were presumably to be ad-
journed indefinitely. Now, the other questions were frequently just
as complicated and contained elements even more dangerous than those
included in the German settlement. In the case of Germany, as a
matter of fact, the Allies were faced by one enemy only with whom
an Armistice had been signed, with whom negotiations were being
carried on, and by whom certain terms had already been accepted.
For Italy, the Austrian question was more complicated in that the
former Austrian Empire was now divided into various states, some of
whom were friendly, others semi-friendly and others hostile. The
Austrian question was, therefore, a delicate and awkward one to settle.

Should the military, economic and financial conditions to be imposed
on Germany first be settled, what would happen to the other questions
requiring settlement? He felt compelled to ask that question in the
interests of his own country. Germany was an enemy of Italy, and
the Italians had fought against her. But Italy also had another
enemy, Austria and in fighting her she had borne the full burden of
the war. The Russian question, which had given rise to an infinity
of dangers during the last few months must also not be lost sight of.

‘What guarantees, what pledges would Italy have that all these other
questions would be dealt with? It seemed to him that Mr. Balfour’s
proposal would have the effect of adjourning all those other questions
indefinitely. .

Mr. Balfour had said that the German question should first be settled
and then demobilization could proceed. But when the British Army
had been demobilized, and the American Army had gone home, Italy
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would be left to face alone a difficult situation. What would she be
able to do? Whatever conditions the Allies might impose on Ger-
many, she would be able to start again as soon as she saw fit, and no-one
would be there to prevent her doing so. He (M. Sonnino) agreed that
everything possible should be done to hasten the signature of the
Preliminaries of Peace. Some time had perhaps been wasted. That
had been inevitable. But, in his opinion, the conditions of peace to
be imposed on all enemy countries should be drawn up as quickly as
possible and presented for acceptance. Otherwise, a separate peace
having been made with Germany, the Allies might a few days later
find themselves at war with half of Austria and perhaps also with
Russia. What forces would the Allies then possess with which to
defend themselves and what would be the final consequences?

Mz. LansiNe expressed the view that it would be a mistake to treat
the military terms of peace as distinct from the other terms of peace.
He would prefer to embody all the terms of a preliminary peace in
one document: a separate Treaty being made w1th each of the enemy
countries on identic lines.

As soon as the future frontiers of the territories of Germany, Aus-
tria, Bulgaria and Turkey had been fixed, the state of war with the
Czecho-Slovaks and Yugo-Slavs would z‘p80 facto also cease and, at
the same time, peace would have been made with the principal enemies.

He was strongly of the opinion that when peace terms came to be
discussed with Germany, a complete document should be presented in-
cluding everything and not merely a few Naval, Military and other
conditions. He thoroughly agreed with M. Clemenceau’s viewpoint.

M. Taroreu said that Baron Sonnino had displayed considerable
anxiety at the proposal that the final military terms of peace should
be forthwith imposed on Germany, for the reason that demobilisa-
tion in that quarter would ensue. That question had already been
considered by the Supreme War Council and their military advisers
were about to produce a definite scheme. The Conference was now
asked to decide whether other questions, financial and economic ques-
tions, should be added to the military terms in order to present to
the Germans at one time the whole of the Preliminary Peace Terms.
In his opinion, the military situation would remain the same whether
the financial or economic conditions were added to the military terms
to be imposed on Germany, or not. He agreed with Baron Sonnino
that after the conclusion of the preliminary peace with Germany,
difficult questions would still remain to be settled with other enemy
countries. Nevertheless it would be agreed that all other problems
would become easier of solution once peace with Germany had been
concluded. For instance, the question of German Austria would
become easier to solve after the frontiers of Germany had been fixed.
Similarly, the conclusion of peace with Germany would remove one
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of the disturbing factors in the Russian situation. Consequently, he
thought it would be possible to reconcile the two proposals before the
Conference, namely, Mr. Balfour’s proposal for a separate peace
with Germany, and Baron Sonnino’s desire to include all enemy
countries. Meanwhile, he would urge all the commissions and Com-
mittees to expedite the submission of their reports with as little delay
as possible.

Mkr. Barrour pointed out that the third paragraph of his draft
note covered the last point raised by M. Tardieu.

Mr. House enquired whether the final military terms would be
embodied in the Armistice, or in the Final Peace Treaty.

Mr. Bavrour thought that Mr. House’s question did not arise out of
the proposals now being discussed, since the present Armistice could
be terminated at three days’ notice.

M. Picuaon thought the Conference should consider first of all the
German question, because it was, as M. Tardieu had said, the prin-
cipal and the essential question . . . . ..

M. Sonnino here interjected “for you”.

M. PicHON, continuing, said that he thought it was the principal
and essential question for the Italians also, because Germany was
the principal enemy. Furthermore, the conditions under which the
last armistice had been renewed must be considered. Germany had
been told that the Armistice would be renewed for a short term only,
and the Allied military experts had been instructed to draw up and
submit the final naval and military Terms of Peace. for the con-
sideration of the Conference.

Mr. Balfour’s proposal; which he (M. Pichon) thoroughly approved
of, could very well be said to cover the points raised by M. Sonnino.
The sole object of Mr. Balfour’s proposal was to complete the military
terms to be imposed on Germany by the addition of economic and
financial clauses, the whole of which document would thus constitute
the Preliminaries of Peace. The whole situation with Germany was,
at the present moment, extremely serious and delicate, and it might
become very unfavourable to the Allies if, after having announced to
the Germans the fact that the final conditions would shortly be sent,
the Allies found themselves unable to do so. Further, public opinion
expected that this should be done, and great disappointment would
arise should the Conference fail to keep its engagements, for the
public considered that all other problems were bound up in the settle-
ment of the German question. He thought it would be impossible
to settle all the peace questions relating to every enemy country at
one time. But as soon as the German question had been settled, he
agreed the Conference could at once devote its attention to the set-
tlement of the problems relating to Turkey, Bulgaria and Austria-
Hungary; though, as regards the latter country, which had no Gov-
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ernment, he did not know with whom the Allies could discuss condi-
tions. To sum up, however, he thought the Conference should at
once settle the German problem, and immediately afterwards the
Austrian. In his opinion, the Conference would only be complying
with public opinion, and with the necessities of the present moment
by adopting the procedure suggested by Mr. Balfour.

Mr. House enquired whether the Conference agreed to accept M.
Clemenceau’s proposal that all the terms of Peace should be dealt
with together, instead of first dealing with the Military Terms.

Mz. Barrour said he would be prepared to accept that proposal
provided it expressed the unanimous view of the Conference.

Baron SonNiNo said that when last treating the question of the
Armistice, the Conference had decided to invite the Allied military
advisers to propose final Military Terms of Peace. The reason then
given for agreeing to that procedure had been the desire to settle the
military question with as little delay as possible. Firstly, in order
to remove once for all, the necessity for the constant renewal of the
Armistice and, secondly, also because once the military terms had
been accepted by Germany it would be easier later on to impose all
other necessary conditions. On that occasion, M. Orlando supported
by President Wilson, had asked that the same procedure should be
followed in regard to Austria-Hungary. That proposal had also
been accepted, and consequently no distinction had then been made
between the two cases of Germany and Austria-Hungary. The two
cases could not, therefore, now be separated, thereby creating a dan-
gerous distinction. He, M. Sonnino, fully agreed that everything
should be done to speed up the settlement of all questions. He would
prefer first to get the military conditions out of the way, after which
all the rest could be examined together. But, if the Conference
decided to make a distinction and to separate the German question
from the Austro-Hungarian question, and let everything else slide,
the situation so created would spell revolution in Italy. Such a
procedure would mean an indefinite prolongation of the Peace Nego-
tiations with all other enemy countries: Italy would be obliged to
keep up armaments whilst the other Allies were demobilising, thus
bringing about in Italy a state of general discontent which could not
with safety be allowed to continue.

In order to show a conciliatory spirit, he would be prepared, how-
ever, to accept the proposal made by Mr. Balfour on the under-
standing that whenever the word “Germany” appeared in his draft
note, the words “and Austria-Hungary” should be added. Other-
wise the words “enemy powers” should be substituted for “Germany”.
As far as the military conditions were concerned, he held the view
that it would be preferable to settle the military terms at once, as
the allies would then be in a position to impose on the enemy the
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economic, financial and other conditions which might be considered
just and equitable.

MRr. House thought that the peace terms to be imposed on all enemy
Powers should be worked out simultaneously. Eventually, when the
Conference met to decide the final Peace Terms, all the belligerents
would be able to attend at the same time. .

M. SoxniNo agreed to accept that proposal. He asked that the
words “Austria-Hungary” should be added after the word “Ger-
many” wherever it occurred in Mr. Balfour’s note. Otherwise,
“enemy countries” could be substituted for “Germany.”

Mr. Barrour said that the Conference had a most important ques-
tion to decide. He fully agreed with Baron Sonnino that other

questions should not be delayed, whilst the questions
&) Mr.Balfour's  with Germany were being settled. All he pleaded

for was that the Conference should at all events get
through with Germany with all due speed: that the settlement
of Germany should not be held up until the more complex prob-
lems of Austria-Hungary, Turkey and Bulgaria had been solved.
The latter questions were, no doubt, fully as important, but the Ger-
man question was more ripe for decision. Baron Sonnino had ex-
pressed the view that after Germany had been got out of the way,
serious military troubles would arise with Austria-Hungary and
Turkey. In his opinion that was a delusion. It was very difficult
to believe that military troubles would arise in those countries once
peace had been concluded with Germany. He (Mr. Balfour) was
willing to accept any course that would not delay peace with Ger-
many. If other cases could be got ready at the same time, so much
the better: but it was essential that settlement with Germany should
not be postponed until all other questions were ripe for settlement.
In conclusion, he wished to ask the Conference to accept the following
re-draft of his note:—

“1. Without prejudice to the decision of the Supreme War Council
to present naval, military and air conditions of peace to Germany
at an early date, the Conference agree that it is desirable to proceed
without delay to the consideration of Preliminary Peace Terms and
to press on the necessary investigations with all possible speed.

2. The Preliminary Peace Terms, other than the naval, military
and air conditions, should cover the following points:—

a) the approximate future frontiers of enemy countries;

b) the financial arrangements to be imposed on enemy coun-
tries;

¢) our economic relations with enemy countries after the war;

d) responsibility for breaches of the laws of war.

8. In order that the Conference may have at its disposal with the
least possible delay the results of the labours of the various Com-
missions which have been investigating these subjects it is requested

314579—43—voL. Iv—T
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that the various Commissions will send in their reports to the Secre-
tary-General not later than Saturday, March 8th. This will not
apply to Commissions set up after February 15th which may be un-
able to render their final reports at so early a date, but it is requested
that in these cases interim reports may be presented dealing with all
matters affecting the preliminaries of peace with Germany.

4. The Conference are of opinion that the question relating to the
preliminary peace with Germany shall not be held up till the ques-
tions relating to other enemy countries are determined.”

Baron Sonnino said he had two observations to offer to Mr. Bal-
four’s proposal. He would first deal with a question of secondary
importance, but it would be recollected that the Conference had
decided on M. Orlando’s proposition, to instruct their Military
Advisers to draw up the final Military and Naval terms with
Germany and Austria-Hungary. He would therefore ask that the
first paragraph should be made to read as follows:—“Without
prejudice to the decision of the Supreme War Council to present
Naval, Military and Air conditions of Peace to Germany and Austria-
Hungary at an early date, the Conference agree, etc.”

The second and more important question he wished to raise had
reference to paragraph 4. He could only see in it an invitation to all
Commissions to expedite the solution of questions dealing with Ger-
many to the exclusion of all other questions. If paragraph 4 had any
meaning at all, it could only mean that henceforth the Conference
would push on Peace with Germany and the rest could wait. Other-
wise it had not raison d’étre. In his opinion, it was an invitation to
the Conference to postpone all other questions with the exception of
those relating to Germany.

Mr. House said he would suggest going back to Mr. Balfour’s
original proposition regarding Germany, and similar proposals

would be drawn up for the other enemy countries,
) Mr House’s  with such alterations as might be necessary. The

Conference would then, without delay, appoint the
necessary Committees to deal with the various questions which still
required to be examined and reported on.

M. Tarpieu thought that M. Sonnino was mistaken in his interpre-
tation of paragraph 4 of Mr. Balfour’s new draft proposal. It was
not suggested that settlement with Germany should be expedited to
the exclusion of a settlement with other enemy countries. It would
be relatively easier to make peace with a country like Germany,
which still existed as a whole, rather than with Austria-Hungary,
which had now disintegrated into a number of entities, partly
friendly, partly hostile. For this reason he wished strongly to support
Mr. House’s proposal.

M. SonnNiNo held that the same result would be obtained by accept-
ing Mr. Balfour’s amended text with the omission of paragraph 4.
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Mr. Lansing suggested that the first paragraph of Mr. Balfour’s
first proposal should be made to read as follows:—
“The Conference agree that it is desirable to pro-
() Mr Lansing’s  ceed without delay to the consideration of Prenm-
inary Peace Terms and to press on the necsssary
investigations with all possible speed.”

If so corrected the whole note would yield a text that would be
made to apply to all enemy countries, a separate resolution being
drawn up for each country.

M. Sonnino said he would gladly accept the first paragraph as
just amended by Mr. Lansing. That being done, he would further
be prepared to accept Mr. Balfour’s original draft, provided the
words “enemy countries” were substituted for “Germany” in para-
graph 2 and provided the last two words “with Germany” were
omitted from paragraph 3. He clearly understood that under these
conditions paragraph 4, proposed by Mr. Balfour, would disappear.
In his opinion, there was no reason why Germany should go ahead
of all other enemy countries, though it would be in the competence
of the Conference at any moment to dispose of any set of subjects
which might be ripe for solution. The inclusion of paragraph 4, as
he had already stated, could only be interpreted as an invitation to
delay all other subjects except those dealing with Germany.

Mz. Barrour said that he could not admit the inference. Para-
graph 4 of his Draft Resolution did not imply that the Conference
took no further interest in Austria-Hungary. It merely said that
the Conference was of the opinion that the questions relating to the
preliminary peace with Germany should not be held up until the
questions relating to other enemy countries were determined. The
view therein expressed in reality constituted the main part of the
policy he wished to recommend to the Conference. Paragraph 3 of
the Draft Resolution laid down that the consideration of all subjects
should be speeded up. But, on the other hand, it was most important
to get a preliminary peace with Germany as soon as possible. He
felt that on that point Baron Sonnino and he himself held quite
different views. The arrangements to be made with other countries
should not be stopped on account of Germany; but, on the other
hand, other countries should not prevent a settlement being reached
with Germany.

M. Sonw1No said that all he asked for was that no statement should
be made to the effect that German questions should have preference
over all others. Naturally, when reports were submitted by Com-
mittees, the Conference could decide to dispose of them irrespective
of the enemy country involved. Otherwise, he feared the Commit-
tees would be influenced by the adoption of any resolution, such as
had been proposed by Mr. Balfour.
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Mr. Lansine thought that the Conference had lost sight of his
proposals to have separate identic resolutions in respect of each
enemy country.

Me. Barrour understood that to mean that separate Commissions
would have to be appointed dealing with each enemy country. He
wished to enquire whether it would be possible to man all such Com-
missions, not only as regards the settlement of frontiers, but also as
regards economic, finance and other questions.

Mr. Housk said the American Delegation would be in a position
to do so.

M. PicHoN said that it was highly desirable to hasten on as soon
as possible the settlement of all questions with Germany. That
was the basis of the proposal made by Mr. Balfour. All informa-
tion received from sure sources in Germany seemed to point to the
fact that the present moment was particularly favourable for an
immediate settlement. Therefore the present opportunity of reach-
ing a settlement with Germany should not be allowed to pass, and
it was essential that the various Commissions dealing with financial,
economic and all other questions should also submit their reports
without delay.

M. Sonnino had said that the Allied military advisers were ready
to submit the final military terms to be imposed on Germany. He
thought that only emphasised the fact that the other Commissions
should rapidly come to a conclusion, so that, with as little delay as
possible, the Allies might be in a position to present their preliminary
peace terms to the Germans. That would not, however, in any way
retard the examination of problems concerning Austria-Hungary
and other enemy countries.

He (M. Pichon) thought M. Sonnino was mistaken in thinking
that the Conference proposed to separate the two problems of Ger-
many and Austria-Hungary in order to hasten the solution of the
one at the expense of the other. He thought, however, the proposi-
tion that all questions concerning Germany should come first would
be unanimously accepted, both on account of its situation and on
account of promise made at the last renewal of the armistice.
~ These, then, were the reasons in favour of giving the German ques-
tion priority; these were the reasons which had led Mr. Balfour to
make his proposal. The Conference had never for a moment dreamt
of adjourning or retarding the consideration of all other questions.
But the settlement of the German question was urgent.

M. Sonnivo said that the Allies had only had one front during
the war; were now two or three fronts to be created during the
peace? He could not consent to that. He quite understood the
necessity for pushing on the settlement of the final terms to be
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imposed on Germany; but if the German question were detached
from the rest of the questions which called for settlement, that would
be like constituting a second front, and he could never accept a
proposal of that kind. Such a procedure would have most deplor-
able and most disastrous results in Italy, for it would be impossible
to keep such decisions from the ears of the public.

If the Conference persisted in its intention, he (M. Sonnino) could
not prevent it: each member must vote as he thought best; but he
could not approve a decision which would constitute a positive
menace to his own country.

He would not be opposed to priority being eventually given to the
German questions, if those were the first to become ripe for solution.
But he could not agree that a condition to that effect should be made
in advance.

Lorp MiLner enquired whether it would not be more important
than anything else for the Conference to devote its time to a consid-
eration of the final naval and military terms with Germany, pro-
vided the reports of the military advisers were ready. Once an
agreement was reached on that subject, one compartment of the
peace work would be finally dispensed with, even though the deci-
sions reached were not at once presented to Germany.

Mz. House persisted in his opinion that the Conference should
go back to Mr. Balfour’s original proposal as regards Germany,
and then pass similar resolutions as regards Austria-Hungary, Tur-
key and Bulgaria. He thought no one could object to that procedure.

Mr. Barrour thought that a decision had been reached that the
Conference would not proceed with the military terms of peace as
a separate proposition, and he regretted that M. Sonnino had again
referred to that proposal. M. Clemenceau objected fo it, and he
(Mr. Balfour) did not wish to insist. In any case, it was a relatively
small matter. The question of real importance was whether the
Conference should decide to press on all questions leading to peace
with Germany without getting entangled with all other questions
relating to Austria-Hungary, Turkey and Bulgaria. He felt very
strongly on that point and urged his colleagues to accept the pro-
posals contained in the fourth paragraph of his revised note.

M. SonnNiNo enquired whether Mr. Balfour would agree to accept
Mr. House’s and Mr. Lansing’s proposal.

Mz. Bavrour said he preferred his own draft, but he would accept
Mr. House’s proposal merely with a view to reach a unanimous
agreement.

M. PicroN said he would accept Mr. House’s proposal for the
reason given by Mr. Balfour.
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M. SonNINo also expressed his willingness to accept Mr. House’s
proposal as an act of conciliation. He understood that four texts
would be prepared, identic in form, except that a different enemy
country would be mentioned in each. The note would, in each case,
commence with the words: “The Conference agree that it is desirable
to proceed without delay to the consideration of preliminary peace
terms, etc.”

Baron MaxrNo enquired whether the approximate future frontiers
of Germany, referred to in paragraph 2 (a), included the German

colonies.
fmendments to Mg. Barrour replied that it was intended to mclude
Mr. Balfour’s First - the colonies.
Baron MaxiNo thought that, in that case, leased
territories of Germany should also be included.

Mzr. Lansing proposed that paragraph 2 (a) should be made to
read “The approximate future frontiers of Germany and the renun-
ciation of colonial territories and treaty rights outside Europe”,
the words “and the renunciation of colonial territories and treaty
rights outside Europe” being omitted from the texts relating to
Austria-Hungary, Turkey and Bulgaria.

(This was agreed to.)

Mgr. Lansing further proposed that the first part of paragraph 2
should be made to read as follows: “The preliminary peace terms,
other than naval, military and air conditions, should cover, inter alia,
the following points.” o

(This was agreed to.)

M. Krorz suggested that paragraph 2 (8) should be made to read:
“the financial conditions to be imposed on . . . .”

(This was agreed to.)

Mkr. LaNsineg next proposed that paragraph 2 (¢) should be made to
read: “the economic conditions to be accorded to . . . .”

(This was agreed to.)

M. Martsur enquired, with reference to paragraph 2 (a), whether
that would include all rights, such as rights over the railways and
mines in China acquired by Germany.

Mr. Barrour thought that the words “inter alia” would cover such
questions.

Mkr. Lansing agreed, and remarked that the words “inzer alia” would
also cover the question of prisoners of war, which he had intended to
raise separately.

(It was agreed that texts of the following draft Note, relating
respectively to Germany, Austria-Hungary, Turkey and Bulgaria,
should be prepared and distributed that evening, for consideration at
the next meeting of the Conference :—

“1. The Conference agree that it is desirable to proceed without
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delay to the consideration of preliminary peace terms with . . . and
to press on the necessary investigations with all possible speed.

2. The Preliminary Peace Terms, other than the naval, military and
air conditions, should cover énter alia the following points :—

(@) the approximate future frontiers of ... ... (for Ger-
many only: and the renunciation of colonial territories
and treaty rights outside Europe) ;

b) the financial conditions to be imposed on . . . . .. ;
¢) the economic conditions to be accorded to . . . . . . ;
d) responsibility for breaches of the laws of war.

8. In order that the Conference may have at its disposal with the
least possible delay the results of the labours of the various Commis-
sions which have been investigating those subjects, it is requested that
the various Commissions will send in their reports to the Secretary-
General not later than Saturday, March 8th. This will not apply to
Commissions set up after February 15th which may be unable to
render their final reports at so early a date, but it is requested that in
those cases interim reports may be presented dealing with all matters
affecting the preliminaries of peace with . .. ... ”)

3. M. PicHon suggested that the statement of the Albanian claims
should be heard on Monday, as well as a French statement relating
to Morocco.

Mgz. Barrour said that he wished another question

psends for Next to be entered on the agenda for the next meeting,

namely, the sending of troops to Poland. Very

strong recommendations had been received on this subject from the
British members of the Allied Commission in Poland.

M. Picuon pointed out that this question had been referred to the
Polish Commission sitting in Paris. The reports received from the
Polish Commission in Poland had been transmitted to the Commis-
sion in Paris, which had been created with a view to co-ordinating
the information received from Poland.

Mzr. Barrour said that he understood that the Commission on Po-
land in Paris were ready to submit a report on the subject of the
sending of troops to Poland.

M. Picaon agreed that under the circumstances the Committee
would be invited to bring their report on the despatch of troops to
Poland on Monday, as well as any other questions ready for
discussion.

(It was agreed that the following questions should be placed on
the Agenda Paper for the Meeting to be held on Monday afternoon,
February 24th, at 3 p. m.:—

1. Procedure of Conference.
2. Statement of the Albanian claims.
3. Despatch of troops to Poland.
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(4) On the proposal of Mr. LansiNg, the following resolution was
accepted :—

“In view of the fact that disorders have arisen in

Creation of8 Carinthia as result of the absence of a definite bound-
Carinthia ary between the territories of the German-Austrians

and the Yugo-Slavs,
It is agreed
That the question of the establishment of a neutral zone between
the two peoples be referred to the same Military Committee charged
with the investigation of establishing neutral zones in the Banat and
Transylvania, (Military Representatives, Supreme War Council,
Versailles).”

(The Meeting then adjourned until Monday, February 24th, 1919,
at 3 p. m.)

Parts, February 23rd, 1919.
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(1) M. Picuon having declared the Meeting open, asked permission
for Mr. Balfour to put a question, which was not on the Agenda Paper.
Mgr. Barrour said that Mr. Montagu, the Secretary
e b of State for India and a member of the Committee for
{oupons Due st drafting terms of reference to the Financial Committee,
had asked him to bring to the notice of the Conference
a matter which the British Treasury and the British Finance Authori-
ties regarded as of pressing interest to all the Allied and Associated
Powers. The coupons of the Austrian Debt would fall due for pay-
ment on 1st March next. The representatives of all the fragments of
the late Austro-Hungarian Empire were about to meet at the Ballplatz,
Vienna, to consider what should be done in regard to this and other
matters.

If the coupons in question were not paid on the 1st March next,
and Austria were prematurely declared bankrupt, a general distrust
of credit would result, followed by the closure of all banks and a
general disturbance of business. If that were to happen, how was
the food, which Mr. Hoover was arranging to supply, to be paid for?
Although it might be impossible to make any definite arrangements
to prevent the eventual bankruptcy of the fragments of the Austrian
Empire, nevertheless the British Financial Authorities held the view
that that was a situation which should be gradually prepared for.
If that situation were suddenly sprung on the public, disaster would
follow. Therefore the British suggested that a joint letter should
be addressed by the Allied [and] Asscciated Powers to the Financial
Authorities now assembled in Vienna to say that it was very im-
portant that the coupons due on 1st March should be paid, but the
various countries that had formed part of the Austro-Hungarian
Empire would not thereby assume any obligation in regard to the
future apportionment of the debt. He understood that this was
merely a temporary method of getting over the immediate crisis.
It was, however, a very pressing case which the Conference should
forthwith discuss with its financial advisers and decide.

Mkr. House enquired what was the amount of the interest involved,
and when would the next instalment fall due.

Mzr. Barrour replied that he could not answer that question, but
he presumed the interest would be payable quarterly.

M. SonnNino was under the impression that the subject had already
been discussed by the Financial Committee, and enquired whether
any decision had been reached.

Mr. Barrour explained that the Committee itself would not in
any case be in a position to send the letter suggested, but M. Klotz,
who was Chairman of the Committee in question, could be invited
to attend on the following day and give the necessary explanations.
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M. Creser said that he was a member of the Finance Committee
and in a position, therefore, to give some explanations. The ques-
tion under reference had not yet been discussed by the Financial
Committee, but would come before it that afternoon. He could posi-
tively state that there were sufficient funds available in Vienna to
pay the Coupons. The representatives of the different parts of the
late Austro-Hungarian Empire had, however, stated that they would
not agree to the payment of the interest due unless the question
raised by Mr. Balfour were first settled, namely the future distribu-
tion of the Austrian Debt amongst the various new States to be
constituted. Consequently, if a letter were sent to Vienna, as sug-
gested by Mr. Balfour, stating that the payment of the March coupons
would in no way prejudice the final apportionment of the debt of
the late Austrian Empire, payment would, he thought, easily be
made. On the other hand, the repudiation of the debt would be
most disastrous, both to the various new States and to the Allied
countries. He would, therefore, strongly support Mr. Balfour’s pro-
posal, and he hoped the matter would at once be referred to the
Finance Committee for report.

M. Picaon enquired whether Mr. Balfour’s resolution was ac-
cepted. If so, M. Crespi would perhaps inform the Finance Com-
mittee at the Meeting, which he would attend that afternoon: and
the whole question could then be discussed by the Conference to-
morrow afternoon.

(It was agreed that the question relating to the payment of the
coupons of the Austrian Debt, due for payment on 1st March next,
should forthwith be referred to the Committee for drafting terms
of reference to Financial Committee, whose recommendations would
be considered by the Conference on the afternoon of Tuesday,
February 25th.)

2. M. Picuon said that the four texts had been circulated in ac-
cordance with the Resolution passed on Saturday last,* and he called

on M. Sonnino to make his remarks.

B re b0 oss M. Soxwino called at.ter.xtion to the .fact that th'e
‘(’{)‘J‘K':;;"l‘;fgm Wox.'ds: .“and the .renunc1at10n of Colonies .and terri-
to Clause 2 (a) torial rights outside Europe” had been omitted from

paragraph 2 (a) of the Resolution relating to Aus-
tria-Hungary. He agreed that Austria-Hungary had no Colonies,
but Austria certainly had certain territorial rights outside Europe.
He proposed, therefore, that the paragraph in question should be
made to read as follows:— :

(a) The approximate future frontiers of Austria-Hungary and
the renunciation of territorial rights outside Europe.

1 See ante, p. 83.
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(This was agreed to.)
M. PicHON pointed out that considerable objection had been raised
to the use of the words “Preliminary Peace Terms” in Clause 1 of
the Draft Resolutions. The view was held that those

(b) Proposed words implied that whatever might be done under
Clause 1 the heading of Preliminary Peace Terms would in

some cases, (as in the case of the United States of
America), entail a reference to the national legislature. He pro-
posed, therefore, to use the words “Preliminary Conditions” instead
of “Preliminary Peace Terms”.

Mr. LaNsiNGg enquired what was meant exactly by the words “Pre-
liminary Conditions.”

M. PicHON replied that his definition would be conditions, which
did not form part of the Peace Terms. That is to say, the condi-
tions would in reality form part of the Armistice.

Mke. Lansing said that he would very strongly object to any such
change.

Mr. Barrour said that he shared Mr. Lansing’s view. But M.
Pichon’s contention was that in the case of the United States of
America, decisions taken under the heading: “Terms of Peace”
would have to be referred to the Senate.

Mgr. Lansing explained that in America only a final and negotiated

\Treaty, after having been signed by the President, had to be sub-

mitted to the Senate for approval, before the exchange of ratifica-
tion. In regard to the provisions inserted in the Resolutions, if
those were finally negotiated with Germany, the document contain-
ing these conditions would become a Treaty of Peace and ipso facto
would have to be submitted to the Senate. Had he wished to raise
an objection, it would have been to the use of the word “Preliminary”,
but he did not wish to press that point.

(It was agreed to retain the words “Preliminary Peace Terms”
in paragraph 1.)

Lorp MILNER said :—

“Speaking for myself, personally, I still think that the final dis-
armament of Germany, I mean our bringing her down to that degree

of strength for war purposes which we are willing
(9 Nawal Mili- o allow her permanently to maintain, is extremely
Conditions urgent, that it is a step which we ought to take as
soon as we possibly can, and that it is a step which

when taken, will greatly expedite the acceptance, not only by Ger-
many but by all our enemies, of all other conditions of peace. It is
also an absolutely essential preliminary to our own demobilisation
on anything like the scale on which we all hope to demobilise.

Till Saturday last I thought we were all agreed upon this. Now
T feel some doubt about it. I do not wish to raise any further dis-
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cussion over the Resolutions which we are just about to pass. But
T hope I am justified in assuming that the passing of these Resolu-
tions does not preclude us from proceeding at once to impose upon
Germany those final military, naval and other conditions of a like
nature, which Marshal Foch and his colleagues are at present dis-
cussing, if when we see them, they commend themselves to us. I
hope in other words that it still remains free to any one of us to
raise at that juncture the question of their immediate presentation.”

M. Sonnino said that he had himself made the same proposal
yesterday and it had been opposed.

M. Picuon thought that paragraph 2 gave complete satisfaction
to Lord Milner’s opinions, since the naval, military and air condi-
tions had been specially excluded. He thought that in accordance
with the decision reached on Saturday last, military terms could be
discussed and settled as soon as they could be presented by the
Commission appointed to draw up the necessary recommendations.

Marsnar Focm pointed out that the military conditions would
merely define Germany’s military situation for the time being. Cer-
tain military conditions would be imposed on Germany: but in
three or four months when the other conditions would have to be
imposed, the moment might be less favourable to the Allies; for
whatever military conditions might be imposed on Germany she
would still be in a position in due course to reconstitute her army,
material means to that end being still available. In addition to the
military clauses, it was essential that other clauses relating to fron-
tiers, indemnities, etc., should at the same time be imposed on Ger-
many. That is to say, a summary of the Peace Treaty should
forthwith be drawn up and presented to Germany. Otherwise, when
the time came to present the final peace terms, the Allies who would
have continued to demobilise, would find themselves unprepared to
face a re-constituted German army.

M. Taroieu thought that in reality no contradiction existed between
Marshal Foch’s and Lord Milner’s views. He thought the military
terms would be ready for discussion in a few days’ time, and in
accordance with the Resolutions the rest of the conditions would be
submitted to the Conference by the 8th March next, so that only
a short interval of time would elapse between the settlement of the
two sets of questions.

MarsHAL FocH explained that all he had meant to say was that a
connection between the two sets of questions would be necessary.

Mr. House expressed the view that in reality no difference of
opinion existed between the Members of the Conference. He sug-
gested that further discussion could be deferred to the time when
the necessary reports of the Committees would be received.
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(It was agreed to accept the four sets of Resolutions relating to
the procedure of the Preliminary Peace Conference, as amended.

For full texts see Appendices A (i), A(ii), A(iii) & A (iv).)

(Members of the Albanian Delegation and the experts entered the
council Chamber.)

(8) Touran Pasma read the following statement:—

(Note—The Statement will be inserted later.)?
Statement of - s (The Delegates and experts then withdrew.)

(It was agreed that the questions raised in Touran
Pasha’s statement on the Albanian territorial interests in the peace
settlement should be referred for examination, in the first instance,
to the Committee now examining Grecian problems.

It should be the duty of the Committee to reduce questions for
discussion within the narrowest possible limits and to make recom-
mendations for a just settlement.

The Committee should be authorised to consult representatives of
the peoples concerned.)

(The representatives of the Allied Commission on Poland entered
the Council Chamber.) }

(4) M. PicHon said that it would be within the knowledge of the
Conference that M. Noulens, the Chairman of the Allied Commission

to Poland, had telegraphed to ask that a division of
Poland: Despatch  (teneral Haller’s Army ? should be sent to Poland as
of General . . .
Haller’s Army soon as possible, together with complete equipment
and a reserve stock of ammunition. The question
had been referred to the Polish Liaison Committee, who had submitted
the following report :—

“After taking notice of the telegrams 8 and 9 from M. Noulens,
the Committee for Polish Affairs in their meeting of February 20th,
have been unanimous in expressing the opinion that there was oc-
casion to send to Poland within the shortest possible delay, General
Haller’s division, as per request of the Inter-Allied Committee of
Warsaw. .

General Le Rond observed that, in order that the transportation
of the Polish troops might be eﬂ?ected, it was absolutely necessary
to occupy Dantzig, the only possible landing base, and the railway
lines Dantzig-Thorn (doubled by waterway) and Dantzig-Mlawa.
He recalled that the principle of this occupation had been already
agreed to previous to the departure of the Inter-Allied Mission for
Warsaw.

He ended by saying that pending the settlement of the Eastern
frontiers of Germany, the best way to ensure the occupation of
Dantzig and of the rail-and-water ways would be to exact from the
Germans the withdrawal of their troops on this side of a line to be
determined : on one hand west of the Dantzig-Thorn railway line, on
the other hand East of the Dantzig-Mlawa railway-line according

21t appears as an addendum, p. 111.
# Polish army in France.
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to the procedure which has been applied in Posnania, as the Com-
mittee have given their support to the views expressed by General
Le Rond, the matter should be referred to the Supreme Allied Council
that Marshal Foch may receive instruction.”

M. Jures CameoN said that he had little information to add to
that contained in the report just read. He had communicated to the
members of the Liaison Committee the contents of the telegram
received from the Allied Commission in Poland. In addition,
General Le Rond, who had attended the meeting as the representative
of Marshal Foch, had explained the military situation in Poland.
General Le Rond had been asked whether General Haller’s troops
could be sent to Poland by land by the southern route. He had
replied in the negative, and insisted that the only possible route
was the one by Dantzig. To proceed from Dantzig into Poland
two lines of railways could be used: the Dantzig-Thorn lire, and the
Dantzig-Mlawa line. These two railway lines represented a length
of some 160 miles, and would have to be militarily occupied. He
(M. Cambon) used the word “occupation” to cover any means which
might be devised for ensuring security. As a result of General
Le Rond’s report, the Committee had reached the conclusion set forth
in the report read by M. Pichon, as affording the only practical
means of obtaining the desired result.

M. Prcron said that Marshal Foch might perhaps be able to give
the general military point of view.

Marsuar Focu said that to constitute Poland, an army must ke
sent. In order to send General Haller’s army, the Allies have re-
served to themselves the right by the terms of the Armistice to use
the Dantzig-Thorn railway line. That railway line was at present in
the occupation of the Germans and therefore, though apparently
tnavailable for the free transportation of troops, it was in fact the
only possible means of communication. Consequently. steps must be
taken to make that route available, and only one measure was pos-
sible, namely: Allied military control of the line.

On the 11th January, 1919, the Military High Command had sug-
gested to the Supreme War Council the occupation by Allied con-
tingents of the railway lines in question. But the proposal had been
rejected, and the Conference of the Great Powers had eventually de-
cided to send an Allied Commission to Warsaw to enquire and report
on the possible measures to be taken. So far no definite proposals had
Leen submitted, and the only possible solution appeared to be the
following: the eastern boundaries of Germany should forthwith be
determined as a line passing to the west of the Thorn-Dantzig railway
and at the next meeting with the Germans, they should be required to
accept that frontier line and to withdraw their troops behind it. In
that way free transit over the Dantzig railway lines would be obtained.
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Mkr. Barrour said he wished to put a question to Marshal Foch.
On the 11th November, 1918, the Allies had obtained the right to use
the railway line in question for the purpose of maintaining order in
Poland. Consequently, the Germans had no right to take any action
along the Dantzig-Thorn line, which would prevent the free exercise
by the Allies of the rights granted them. It was therefore merely
a case of making the original armistice effective. Consequently, he
wished to enquire wherein the difficulty really lay.

On the other hand, he feared another difficulty might arise in con-
nection with the transport of troops to Poland by sea. So far, no men-
tion had been made of that question, either by M. Cambon, or in the
report which had been submitted by the Polish Liaison Committee.
He wished to enquire, therefore, what decision, if any, had been reached
on that point.

M. Jures Cameon replied that the question had been discussed by
the Polish Liaison Committee, but Sir William Tyrrell had pointed
out that the question had already been studied by the Maritime Trans-
port Council, whose report should be awaited.

MarsuAL Focu explained that in theory the Allies did possess the
right to use the railway lines in question, but in practice a base would
in the first place have to be established at Dantzig and, in order to
establish a base, some territory would have to be occupied by the Allies.
The Allies, however, were not, in accordance with the terms of the
Armistice, entitled to the occupation of any territory at Dantzig, and
the Germans would only grant the request under compulsion. Fur-
thermore, in order to transport the troops, trains would have to be
secured, and those would have to be obtained from the Germans, who
would probably express their inability to supply them. Finally, the
passage of the trains along the railway line would have to be assured,
and that implied the military occupation of the railway line. In a
word, all these things were unrealisable unless effective occupation
were undertaken.

That was the reason why the Military High Command had sub-
mitted in January last a proposal to the effect that Allied troops should
be sent to that region to supervise all such works. But the Govern-
ments had refused.

Mkr. Barrour found some difficulty in reconciling the various state-
ments which had been made. Apparently it appeared to be possible
to send Allied troops to Dantzig to occupy the town and the railway
lines between Dantzig and Thorn without first establishing a base.
That being the case, why could not the same thing be done by Polish
troops? The Military experts agreed that Allied troops could be
sent, followed by Polish troops. Why could not Polish troops be
sent straight away?

Marsaan Focn explained that it was evident the Germans would
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never dare to interfere with Allied troops for fear of energetic retali-
atory measures on their western frontier. On the other hand the
- Germans would naturally raise very violent opposition to an occupa-
tion of the line by the Poles, with whom they were at war, especially
in view of the fact that the Polish troops were not fully organised.

Mg. Barrour suggested, for the consideration of the military author-
ities, that a very small contingent of American, French, British and
Ttalian troops should accompany General Haller’s forces. The Ger-

.mans would then realise that any attack on these forces would imme-
diately be followed by reprisals on their Western front.

MarsuaL Focu agreed that Mr. Balfour’s plan would no doubt
help to make a start. But the best and most effective solution of
the difficulty would be, as he had already stated, to fix straight away
the Eastern frontiers of Germany, thus freeing the town of Dantzig
and the railway lines leading from that port into Poland.

Mr. House stated that it would be necessary for the American
representatives to discuss the whole question with General Bliss,
and he suggested an adjournment.

Me. Barrour agreed that the case should be postponed for two
reasons. In the first place, it would be necessary to await the re-
port of the Maritime Transport Council, and in the second place, for
the reason given by Mr. House. In the face, therefore, of these
military and naval reasons, an adjournment became inevitable; but
he trusted the matter would be finally disposed of with as little
delay as possible.

Sk Witriam TyrreLn explained that General Le Rond had prom-
ised to submit a report relating to the transportation of the troops
without delay, but, so far, the report in question had not been
received.

M. CamBon said that he would undertake to obtain the report
from General Le Rond for to-morrow’s meeting, if possible.

M. PicHON, summing up, said that there were two proposals before
the Conference, namely :—

(1) Marshal Foch’s proposal to fix, as soon as possible, the tem-
porary Eastern boundaries of Germany, and

(2) The immediate despatch of General Haller’s Army, provided
necessary transportation could be made available.

(It was agreed to adjourn the consideration of these two questions
to the Meeting to be held on the afternoon of Tuesday, 25th February,
1919, at 3 p. m.)

5. M. PrcHON suggested that the following questions should be
discussed at the Meeting to be held on the following day :—

Agenda for Next (1) Austrian Debt: Payment of Coupons due

Meeting March 1st next.
(2) Poland.

814579—43—voL. Iv——8
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(8) Morocco: the Act of Algeciras.

Mr. Lansing enquired how the Moroccan question was to be pre-
sented, as it was of importance that his delegation should know what
character the discussion would take.

‘M. PicroN said that a memorandum on this question had been
circulated by the French Government, and read the following
extract :—

“In the treaty of Peace with Germany, the settlement of the Moroc-
can question is of especial importance to France. France requests
that in the articles of the Peace Treaty, there be stipulated: Firstly,
the Repeal of the Algeciras convention imposed by Germany; Sec-
ondly, the necessary guarantees to make it impossible for Germany
to resume the policy which she has for ten years pursued against
France in Morocco.”

Mr. Lansing enquired what was meant by the words “imposed by
Germany”. The Allied and Associated Powers had all participated
in the Algeciras Conference and could hardly claim that its terms
had been imposed on them by Germany.

(It was agreed that the following questions should be discussed
at the Meeting to be held on Tuesday afternoon, 25th February,
1919, at 3 p. m.:—

(1) Austrian Debt: Payment of Coupons due March 1st next.
(2) Poland. -
(3) Morocco: the Act of Algeciras.

(The Meeting then adjourned until Tuesday, February 25th, 1919,
at 3 p. m.)

Appendix A (i)

RecorrTion No. I

(Relating to Germany)

1. The Conference agree that it is desirable to proceed without
delay to the consideration of preliminary Peace Terms with Ger-
many and to press on the necessary investigations with all possible
speed.

2. The preliminary Peace Terms, other than the naval, military
and air conditions, should cover inter alia the following points:—

(a) the approximate future frontiers of Germany, and the renun-
ciation of colonies and territorial rights outside Europe;

(&) the financial conditions to be imp2sed on Germany;

(¢) the economic conditions to be accorded to Germany;

(d) responsibility for breaches of the laws of war.
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3. In order that the Conference may have at its disposal with the
least possible delay the results of the labours of the various Commis-
sions which have been investigating these subjects, it is requested
that the various Commissions will send in their reports to the Sec-
retary-General not later than Saturday, March 8th. This will not
apply to Commissions set up after February 15th which may be
unable to render their final reports at so early a date, but it is re-
quested that in these cases interim reports may be presented dealing
with all matters affecting the preliminaries of peace with Germany.

Paris, 22 February, 1919.

Appendix A (ii)
ResoruTion No. IT

(Relating to Austria-Hungary)
" (As Amended—See I. C. 148 [BC-38], Minute 2)

1. The Conference agree that it is desirable to proceed without
delay to the consideration of preliminary Peace Terms with Austria-
Hungary and to press on the necessary investigations with all possible
speed.

2. The Preliminary Peace Terms, other than the naval, military
and air conditions, should cover énter alia the following points:—

(a) the approximate future frontiers of Austria-Hungary and the
renunciation of territorial rights outside Europe;

(6) the financial conditions to be imposed on Austria-Hungary;

(3) the economic conditions to be accorded to Austria-Hungary;

(&) responsibility for breaches of the laws of war.

3. In order that the Conference may have at its disposal with the
least possible delay the results of the labours of the various Com-
missions which have been investigating these subjects, it is requested
that the various Commissions will send in their reports to the Secre-
tary-General not later than Saturday, March 8th. This will not
apply to Commissions set up after February 15th which may be un-
able to render their final reports at so early a date, but it is requested
that in these cases interim reports may be presented dealing with
all matters affecting the preliminaries of peace with Austria-
Hungary.

Paris, 22nd February, 1919.
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Appendix A (iii)
ResoruTion No. ITI
(Relating to Bulgaria)

1. The Conference agree that it is desirable to proceed without
delay to the consideration of preliminary Peace Terms with Bulgaria
and to press on the necessary investigations with all possible speed.

2. The preliminary Peace Terms, other than the naval, military
and air conditions should énfer alia cover the following points:—

ga) the approximate future frontiers of Bulgaria;

b) the financial arrangements to be imposed on Bulgaria;

2) the economic conditions to be accorded to Bulgaria;
) responsibility for breaches of the laws of war.

3. In order that the Conference may have at its disposal with the
least possible delay the results of the labours of the various Com-
missions which have been investigating these subjects it is requested
that the various Commissions will send in their reports to the
Secretary-General not later than Saturday, March 8th. This will
not apply to Commissions set up after February 15th which may
be unable to render their final reports at so early a date, but it is
requested that in these cases interim reports may be presented deal-
ing with all matters affecting the preliminaries of peace with
Bulgaria.

Paris, 22nd February, 1919.

Appendix A (iv)
Resorurion No. IV
(Relating to Turkey)

1. The Conference agree that it is desirable to proceed without de-
lay to the consideration of preliminary Peace Terms with Turkey and
to press on the necessary investigations with all possible speed.

2. The preliminary Peace Terms, other than the naval, military
and air conditions, should cover énfer alia the following points:—

a) the approximate future frontiers of Turkey;

b) the financial arrangements to be imposed on Turkey;
(c) the economic conditions to be accorded to Turkey;

(d) responsibility for breaches of the laws of war.

8. In order that the Conference may have at its disposal with the
least possible delay the results of the labours of the various Com-
missions which have been investigating these subjects it is requested
that the various Commissions will send in their reports to the
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Secretary-General not later than Saturday, March 8th. This will
not apply to Commissions set up after February 15th which may be
unable to render their final reports at so early a date, but it is
requested that in these cases interim reports may be presented dealing
with all matters affecting the preliminaries of peace with Turkey.

Pars, 22nd February, 1919.

Addendum
ALBANIAN CLAIMS

Statement by Touran Pasha
Refer to Page 8,* BC-38, Report for February 24, 1919

The Albanians base all their hopes on the justice of this High
Assembly, on whom they rely utterly. They trust that the principle
of nationality so clearly and solemnly proclaimed by President
Wilson and his great Associates will not have been proclaimed in
vain, and that their rights—which have, up to now, been trampled
underfoot—will be respected by the Congress whose noble mission
it is to dower humanity with a peace which, to be durable, must be
based on right and justice.

It was the Congress of Berlin which first of all denied the rights
of the Albanian nation. The reasons therefor are explained by the
fact that Albania, unlike other Balkan nations, has never had any
protectors, and also by Albania’s very advantageous geographical
position, which has from time immemorial excited the cupidity of her
neighbours.

The Treaty of Berlin® deprived Albania of the territories of
Antivari, Hoti, Grouda, Triopchi, Kichi, Podgoritza, Plava and
Goussigne, to the benefit of Montenegro; and of a part of Southern
Albania (Epirus) between the Gulf of Proveza and the Kalamas
River, to the benefit of Greece. This flagrant injustice led the
Albanians to form the Prizrend Patriotic League, which opposed the
handing over of the territories of Plava, Goussigne, Hoti, and
Grouda by force of arms. The Great Powers thereupon gave Monte-
negro the port of Dulcigne in compensation for those territories,
which the Albanians retained. This compensation was carried out
by means of a naval demonstration, well known under the name of
“Dulcigne Naval Demonstration”.

In the south, the Prizrend League made the same energetic
resistance. The International Commission which came to Preveza to

¢ See minute 3, p. 104.
® Foreign Relations, 1878, p. 895,
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carry out the transfer of Albanian territory to Greece met with
popular resistance, and had to leave the country without fulfilling its
ungrateful task. On the strength of its report, the Powers who had
signed the Treaty of Berlin were obliged to acknowledge as Albanian
the region which they had decided to cede to Greece, and fixed the
Greek frontier at the Arta River.

The Treaty of Berlin has justly been called “Albania’s Funeral
Treaty”. Nevertheless, the mutilations made by it might be called
scratches, when compared with those later inflicted on Albania by the
Conference of London of 1913. This Conference not only settled
the Kalamas line (repudiated by the Albanians, as stated above),
but also gave Greece the whole region from Arta to Cape Stilos.
This region, which is known as the Chameria and is between 30 and
40 kilometres long, had a population of 63,000 before the Balkan
War—40,000 being Albanians, 14,000 Christian Albanians, and 9,000
Greeks (or speaking Greek among themselves).

To the North, the Conference gave Montenegro and Serbia the
territories of Kraya and Anamalit and the clans of Hoti and Grouda,
the districts of Plava, Goussigne and Ipek, the Eastern part of the
Mitrovitza district, the districts of Prichina, Guilan, Ferizovitch and
Kachanik, part of the Uskub district, and the districts of Prizrend,
Kalkandelen, Gostivar, Karcheva, Dibra, Strouga and Ochrida. The
Albanian population of these districts, which are situated in the ancient
vilayets of Kossova and Monastir, forms an 80% majority over the
Slav elements. We therefore claim all these territories, which were
torn from us by the Treaty of Berlin and the Conference of London
of 1913.

Kossovo, also known as Old Serbia, has been inhabited by Albanians
from time immemorial. The Serbs only appeared there in the Tth
century, but could never establish their mastery owing to continual
insurrections by the Albanians and to Bulgar rivalry.

Serbian preponderance in the Kossovo region has always been tran-
sitory, and in spite of Serbian oppression and persecution the large
majority of its population has always been Albanian. The Serbian
population which has penetrated there forms a minority of only 15%.

During the last few years and especially in 1910, 1911, and 1912,
the Albanians attempted to regain their independence by insur-
rections. In 1912, 18,000 Albanians of Kossovo captured the town
of Uskub after a desperate struggle against the Turkish Army, and
compelled Turkey to grant them certain concessions.

The Ottoman Government was about to own the justice of Albanian
qspirations by granting autonomous administration to part of Albania
comprising the vilayets of Kossovo, Scutari and Yaninia, and part of
the vilayet of Monastir. The Balkan States realised the weakness
of a Turkey unable to subdue the Albanians, and feared the creation



THE COUNCIL OF TEN 113

of an autonomous Albanian state in territory which they had long
desired to possess. They therefore hastened to declare war against
Turkey, and so the Albanians were unable to benefit by the conces- .
sions which they had won by armed force.

At the time of the territorial readjustment of the Balkans in 1913,
our country was sacrificed for the sake of its neighbours, because the
imminent danger of a European conflagration had to be averted at all
costs. But now that the conflagration is over and the questions con-
nected therewith are being settled by the triumph of the rights of
nationalities, we are fully convinced that the rich districts which are
wholly Albanian and as such necessary to the existence of Albania,
will in justice be restored to their mother country.

Even though small foreign minorities must inevitahly be included
within the boundaries of the State of Albania, large groups of Al-
banians will, on the other hand, remain outside its boundaries.

The Conference is certain to appreciate the difference between our
own legitimate desire for the return of brother Albanians to the
Albanian family and the unjust claims of our neighbours, who, not
content with having snatched from us so much wholly Albanian terri-
tory by force, now ask permission from the Congress to take yet more
away.

Thus Greece claims the part of Southern Albania called Northern
Epirus, arguing that it has a population of 120,000 Greeks and 80,000
Albanians. We dispute these figures, and maintain that the pro-Greek
population of that region does not exceed 20,000 inhabitants. These
20,000 inhabitants live in the valley of Drinopoli and the plain
(Vource) of Delvino; they are farmers who possess neither fields nor
houses, but cultivate the land belonging to the Albanians.

It is also argued that all orthodox Albanians should be considered
Greeks, regardless of nationality. This empty claim has naturally
induced the Greek clergy to make their religion an instrument of
oppression and tyranny.

The League of Prizrend had wrung from Turkey permission to
open an Albanian school at Koritza ; but the Greek clergy excommuni-
cated orthodox parents who sent their children to this school, and
denounced them to the Ottoman Government as conspirators against
the State. :

By this means they procured the deportation and imprisonment of
many heads of Albanian families and led to the said school being
closed.

As the Ottoman Government, for its part, brought the same pres-
sure to bear on Mussulman parents to prevent them from sending their
children to the Albanian school, the Greek clergy were in this instance
allies of the Ottoman Government against patriotic Albanians.

Those who consider orthodox Albanians as Greeks urge that it would
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be unjust to attempt to subject a Christian majority, with a superior
civilisation, to a Mussulman minority with an inferior civilisation.

There can be no question of a difference of civilisation between chil-
dren of the same race who live together under the same conditions,
speak the same language, and have the same customs. If orthodox
Albanians have attended Greek schools, Mussulman and Catholic Al-
banians denied the right to be taught in their native tongue have, on
the other hand, attended Turkish, French, Italian, English and Amer-
ican schools.

Much emphasis is laid on the Greek sympathies of orthodox
Albanians. In contradiction to this we bring forward the opinion of
Lord Hobhouse, who accompanied Lord Byron to Albania and at the
beginning of the 19th century wrote as follows concerning the popula-
tions forming the Ottoman Empire :—

“Only the Albanians are conscious of nationality; all the other
peoples of the Empire are grouped according to religion”.

Monsieur Aubaret, French delegate on the Commission for Eastern
Roumelia, says in a Memorandum presented to the said Commission
on August 13th, 1880 :—

“They (the Albanians) live in complete unity; they are Albanian
before everything else. If it is true that the Catholics are warmly
attached to their religion, it is not less true that both they and their
Mussulman fellow-countrymen value national consciousness, love of
the soil and respect for old customs very highly, and put them before
all other considerations.”

In “L’Illustration” of 7th April, 1917, M. Vaucher writes concern-
ing the Koritza district:—

“Albania for the Albanians is the motto of all the inhabitants of
this rich plain of Koritza . . .

“For two months (as a Republic) the Albanians have . . . shown
that they are capable of living on good terms with one another.
There are no more religious quarrels, for the excellent reason that
there is nobody now to stir them up.”

Our opponents claim precisely that part of Albania which was
burnt out by the Cretan bands of Zographos and disguised Greek
soldiers under the command of Greek officers. This is clearly shown
by the sketch which I have the honour to submit to you,® and which
gives the names of the villages concerned.

It is a curious fact that the Greeks set fire to precisely those
villages which they considered and still consider Greek. On this
subject M. Vaucher, correspondent of “L’Illustration,” writes:—

“The whole region of Kolonia has been laid waste since Greek
bands passed through it in 1913. Names marked on the map are

¢ Not filed with the minutes.



THE COUNCIL OF TEN 115

merely memories, for in reality they are only represented by shapeless
ruins marking the site of Mussulman villages.”

The Greeks are probably claiming Northern Epirus in order to
intimidate the Albanians and make them renounce their just claim
to Southern Epirus and especially to the Chameria district, which is
essentially Albanian.

At a time when our opponents maintain that the orthodox Alban-
ians of Northern Epirus desire to be united to Greece, the Vlachs
of Pindus (who, nevertheless, have experienced Greek rule) are ask-
ing for union with Albania. How can these two desires be recon-
ciled ?

How can one admit that the Albanians wish to disown their fellow-

countrymen, when a foreign community like the Vlachs, which has
lived under Greek rule, asks nothing better than to be united to
Albania ?
' Taught by suffering, Albania in her reconstituted form will feel
it incumbent upon her to live in perfect unity, in a spirit of wide
tolerance, and she will allow foreign minorities all rights granted to
them by the most civilised countries.

The southern boundary line of Albania seems to have been drawn
by nature; it is the chain of the Gramos and Pindus mountains. This
is the only boundary corresponding to the defensive and economic
requirements of a country as weak as Albania.

If Albania had been free to act, she would certainly have offered to
help the Allies by every means in her power. Until the country was
invaded by the enemy she put all available resources at the disposal
of the Allies, by helping and feeding Serbian troops during their
retreat through Albanian territory.

This help given to Serbian troops gains a new significance in view
of the atrocities and systematic massacres perpetrated on the Albanian
population of Kossovo by those same Serbian troops during and after
the Balkan wars. They also burnt numerous Albanian villages, as all
European press correspondents reported at the time.

The Albanians were of the greatest assistance to the Italian and
French troops after their arrival in Albania, and furthermore refused
to form auxiliary Albanian corps in Southern Albania, in spite of all
the promises made them by Austria and a Balkan State.

The Conference desires to lay the foundations of a lasting peace.
There can be no such peace in the Balkans unless the rights of nation-
alities are respected.

If, for instance, the Congress, contrary to this principle, were to
confirm the dismemberment so unfortunately effected in 1878 and
1913, the country would never enjoy the peace which is essential to
its economic development. Such a proceeding would, moreover, give
rise to periodical crises in Greece and Serbia, neither of which could
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absorb an Albanian majority so proud of its independence and so
deeply attached to its national traditions. Such a situation would
stir up continual disturbances along the frontiers of the Albanian
State.

The excesses and massacres suffered by the Albanian populations
inhabiting districts annexed by the above-named States give just cause
to fear the fate in store for them, and their only hope of peace would be
emigration or death.

The probable fate recalls the words of Tacitus: “Ubi solitudinem
faciunt pacem appellant”.
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Interpreter: Prof. P. J. Mantoux

(1) M. Picaox called on M. Crespi to report to the Conference
the results of the reference to the “Committee for drafting terms
of reference to Financial Committee” relative to the

Austrian Debt payment of the March Coupons of the Austrian

Coupons Due 1st Debt.

pareh, 1909 M. Crespr said that the question had been raised
yesterday by Mr. Balfour and the broad facts of the case were
therefore well known to the members of the Conference. The cou-
pons, which fell due for payment on 1st March, 1919, represented
a sum of Two Hundred and Eighty Millions of Crowns. The Com-
mittee for drafting terms of reference to the Financial Committee
had prepared the following draft telegram to be addressed to the
late Austrian Empire Financial Conference about to be held at the
Ballplatz, Vienna :—

“The Allied and Associated Governments are informed that there
is some danger that when the coupons of the Austro-Hungarian
loans fall due on March 1st, they will not be paid owing to the
inability of the Austrian Government, the Hungarian Government
and the other Governments concerned to come to an understanding
as to the respective quotas due on such payments.

The Allied and Associated Governments declare that as far as
they are concerned any arrangement now made with regard to the
payment of the coupons in March out of common funds will not
prejudice in any way the settlement by the Peace Conference of the
quotas to be imputed to each for the Austro-Hungarian debt.”
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A copy of the telegram had been circulated in English, French
and Italian, the English being the original official text.

Mz. Barrour said he had nothing to add to what had been stated
by M. Crespi. He was perfectly agreeable that the proposed tele-
gram should be sent: but he did not pretend to be an expert on the
subject. He wished to enquire, however, who would send the tele-

gram.
M. PicuoN said that the telegram would be sent by the French

Foreign Office in the name of the five Great Powers. In addition,
each Great Power could, if it so wished, send a copy of the telegram
to its own representatives in Vienna.

Mr. Barrour agreed and said that the British Government would
forward a copy of the telegram to the British Military Mission in
Vienna.

(It was agreed that a copy of the following telegram?® should be
addressed by the French Foreign Office in the name of the five Great
Powers to the Gesamter Konferenz, Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
Ballplatz, Vienna :—

“The Allied and Associated Governments are informed that there
is some danger that when the coupons of the Austro-Hungarian loans
fall due on March 1st, they will not be paid owing to the inability
of the Austrian Government, the Hungarian Government and the
other Governments concerned to come to an understanding as to the
respective quotas due on such payments.

The Allied and Associated Governments declare that as far as they
are concerned any arrangement now made with regard to the pay-
ment of the coupons in March out of common funds will not prejudice
in any way the settlement by the Peace Conference of the quotas to
be imputed to each for the Austro-Hungarian debt.”

The British Delegation would also send a copy of the same telegram
to the British Military Mission in Vienna.)
(2) M. Cameon informed the Conference that no report had yet

1The “Brief Summary” of the minutes of this meeting (BC-39a) and the
telegraphic report of the meeting from the American Mission to the Department
of State give the address and text of this telegram as follows:

“Gesandten Konferenz, p. a. Staatsamt des Auesseren, 1 Ball Platz, Vienna.

The Allied and Associated Governments understand that there is some risk
that the coupons payable first March on the Austro-Hungarian loans will not
be paid, owing to inability of the Austrian, Hungarian and other governments
concerned to arrive at an agreement as to their respective liabilities to contri-
bute towards payment.

The Allied and Associated Governments declare that so far as they are con-
cerned any action taken now with regard to the payment of the March coupon
from the common fund will not prejudice the settlement at the Peace Confer-
ence of the distribution of the liability for the Austro-Hungarian debt.”

(Paris Peace Conf. 180.03101/46)
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been received on the subject of the transportation of General Haller’s
troops by sea to Dantzig. Apparently some mis-
Poland patcnof  understanding had occurred yesterday. The question
General Haller’s  was being studied by the Allied Maritime Transport
Council in London, and not by the International
Ports, Waterways and Railways Commission in Paris. General
Weygand would, however, be able to make a statement on this subject.
GENERAL WEYGAND said that the question of the transport of troops
by sea to Dantzig had formed the subject of a study by the French
General Staff. To give some indication of the magnitude of the
shipping problem involved, he would quote the following figures:—
suppose twenty ships of 5,000 tons each could be made available, the
transfer of the four Polish Divisions, now in course of formation,
would take three months, provided a continuous circulation of the
ships were arranged. On the other hand, if transport of the troops
were to be completed in two months, the period required for the com-
plete organisation of the four Polish Divisions, twenty-seven ships of
5,000 tons each would be required for the purpose. Those figures
would provide a basis for an appreciation of the problem. The prob-
lem, however, was far more complex. Provision would have to be
made for the transport of the necessary horses required by the four
divisions. But, if horses could be found in Poland, then with the
same twenty ships the transport could be completed in two months
instead of three months. Furthermore, the harbour accommodation
at Dantzig must be sufficient to cope with the requirements of the
case. In his opinion the Allied Commission in Poland should be
asked to report on the following two questions, namely :—

1. Number of horses obtainable in Poland to meet requirements. of
General Haller’s Divisions.

2. The accommodation available for disembarkation of troops at
the Port of Dantzig.

Mkr. Barrour agreed that an enquiry to that effect should be sent
to the Allied Commission in Poland. In addition, however, he
thought that an enquiry should be sent to the Allied Maritime Trans-
port Council in London regarding the supply of the ships required
for the transport of the troops in question.

M. PicHON expressed the view that a question of principle still
remained unsettled, namely, the military conditions to be fulfilled.
The view had been expressed by Marshal Foch that the military
occupation of the railway line between Dantzig and Thorn by Allied
troops would be necessary, otherwise the Poles would always be
liable to attack by the Germans. A question had been put by Mr. .
Balfour as to whether small Allied contingents could not be sent
to accompany the Polish troops. Thereto Marshal Foch had replied
that such an arrangement would undoubtedly help matters; but it
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would not guarantee the safety of the Polish troops. Consequently,
the question as to what could be done to secure the safety of the
Polish troops in transit from Dantzig to Poland still remained to
be settled. Marshal Foch had expressed the view that the best plan
would be straightaway to fix the Eastern frontier of Germany.

MarsuaL Focu agreed that that would undoubtedly be the best
solution. Whatever measures might be taken to ensure the transport
of the troops by sea to Dantzig, the Allies would still be faced with
other problems connected with the disembarkation of the troops at
Dantzig, and their transport along the railway lines from Dantzig
to Thorn, and from Dantzig to Mlawa, since the Port of Dantzig
and the railway lines were under control of the Germans. The Port
and the railway lines could be occupied by the Allies, but that solu-
tion would cause great difficulties, would entail great expense, and
would not appeal to all of the Allied nations. Consequently, it was
not a practicable solution. The second solution would be to fix the
Eastern Frontiers of Germany at the next meeting with M. Erz-
berger, and so free the Port and the railway lines of all German
control.

The present difficult situation of the German Government was well
known; internal troubles were daily increasing; at Mannheim, Carls-
ruhe, Baden and Diisseldorf, the Soviet movement was rapidly ex-
tending. At the present moment Germany would therefore accept
any terms that the Allies might demand. The German Government
only asked for a Peace. That was the only thing that would satisfy
the people and enable the Government to master the situation.

In his opinion, whatever attempt might be made to settle the situa-
tion in the East would be fruitless until the Western question had been

settled. It was imperative, in his opinion, that the
() Settlementof  gccount with Germany should forthwith be settled in

Situation on West- . .
ern Front Before a summary manner by fixing the Frontiers and by

Eastorn Problem assessing the sums due on account of indemnities and

reparations. It should be realised without disillu-
sions that in the year 1918 a favourable situation on the Western
Front had only been created as a result of victory; but since the
Armistice had been signed, the Allies had been marking time in the
West, and they had lost ground in the East. Consequently, the
situation on the Western Front should forthwith be settled so that
all the resources in men and material thus set free could be made
available for the solution of the Eastern problem.

In Russia at the present moment Bolshevism and complete anarchy
reigned, and sooner or later these Russian questions must be solved,
otherwise the fruits of victory would be lost, either through the
cementing of an alliance between Germany and Russia, or through
the spread of Bolshevism in Germany. On the other hand, if care-
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fully considered, the Eastern problem would not be more difficult
to solve than the Western problem. From 1812 up to 1917, Russia
had ever been the burial ground of every government and of every
army that had attempted to enter the country without first establish-
ing sufficient bases and sufficient lines of communication, and without
an adequate number of men. A war in that country had to be carried
on under very special difficulties, due to the enormous extent of
country that had to be penetrated, occupied, and defended.

MRr. Lansing, intervening, enquired whether when Marshal Foch
had spoken of settling the Allies’ difficulties in the West, he had
meant that the Allies should forthwith enter into a Treaty of Peace
with the Germans.

Marsuarn Focu replied that what he had meant had been that the
Preliminaries of Peace must be signed, and that could be done with

 Germany alone in a fortnight’s time: and the same thing could be

done as soon as possible with the other enemy countries. In other
words, his plan would be to settle all the important outstanding
questions on the Western side in order to enable the Allies to use
the resources thus made available for the solution of the Eastern
questions.

The difficulties which the Allies had to face in Russia were due,
not only to the enormous distances, to which he had already referred,
but also to the nature of the enemy that had to be deait with. The
enemy might be badly organised, but he was scattered over an
enormous territory, acting like a violent virus. Now to fight against
such an enemy, troops of a particular composition were required;
and in great numbers in order to cover the whole territory involved.
But those troops need not be strongly organised or of superior
quality. The necessary conditions would be fulfilled by the employ-
ment of such armies as might be raised locally in the countries of
Eastern Europe. For instance, the Polish troops would be quite
able to face the Russians, provided the former were strengthened by
the supply of modern appliances and engines of war. But great
numbers were required, which could be obtained by mobilising the
Finns, Poles, Czechs, Roumanians and Greeks, as well as the Russian
pro-Ally elements still available.

These young troops, in themselves not well organised, (though
better organised than the Bolsheviks), would, if placed under a
unique command, yield a total force sufficient to subdue the Bolshevik
forces and to occupy their territory.

If this were done, 1919 would see the end of Bolshevism, just as
1918 had seen the end of Prussianism. But in order to attain that
object, just as the Allies had a base on the Western front, the
Rhine, which enabled them to impose their will on Germany, so
would it be necessary to constitute a similar base on the Eastern
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side, consisting of a chain of independent states—the Finns, the
Esthonians, the Poles, the Czechs and the Greeks. The constitution
of such a base would enable the Allies to impose their demands on
the Bolsheviks.

Finally, to enable the Allies to transfer their resources from the
Western base to the Eastern base, an end would have to be put to all
further discussions on the West by imposing on Germany the Pre-
liminaries of Peace, which she would be bound at the present moment
to accept.

M. Housg enquired from Marshal Foch whether he thought a
preliminary peace with the Germans should be hurried on, to include
the determination of the eastern boundaries of Germany besides
including a summary decision of the military conditions, and ques-
tions relating to frontiers, finance and reparation; the whole to be
disposed of simultaneously.

MarsuaL Focu replied that Mr. House had correctly stated his
views.

Mr. Barrour said that everybody must admit that Marshal Foch
had made a speech covering a wide field and of far reaching im-
portance. On the other hand, the proposition which he (Mr.
Balfour) had moved yesterday was that the Polish division now in
France should be sent to Poland: a small and modest suggestion
involving no particular question of principle at all. On that narrow
foundation Marshal Foch had started out to build a great plan
stretching from the Rhine to Vladivostock, which involved the
immediate conclusion of the preliminary terms of peace with
Germany.

He (Mr. Balfour) was most anxious to hasten the conclusion of
the preliminary terms of peace. He had, himself, moved a proposi-
tion with that object in view. He could not, therefore, be accused
of hampering the attainment of that object. But when Marshal
Foch asked the Conference to defer the sending of a Polish division
to Poland until the preliminaries of peace had been concluded with
Germany, he evidently underrated the difficulties of the latter task.
A discussion with a view to bringing about a preliminary peace could
hardly be brought to a satisfactory conclusion unless three or four
such questions as the following were first settled, that is to say:
financial questions, the question relating to the left bank of the
Rhine, the question of Dantzig, etc., questions which could hardly
be settled before President Wilson’s return to Paris. No doubt
other questions connected with the future frontiers of Germany could
practically be settled in President Wilson’s absence. For instance,
the frontiers between France and Germany, the frontiers between
Denmark and Germany and the frontiers between Poland and Ger-
many excluding Dantzig.

314579—43—voL. ;v——9
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On the other hand, the Conference could not move a step until
the reports of the Allied Commissions, which were now at work on
these problems, had been received. Those reports could not, however,
be expected before the 8th March next. The Conference would then
have a week to consider those reports before the return of President
Wilson, and during that time no doubt some spade work could be
done. It was evident, however, that, if the dates suggested by him
were correct, it would be impossible to have the preliminary terms of
peace ready, covering finance, disarmament, future maritime condi-
tions, the question of the left bank of the Rhine, territories adjoining
Alsace-Lorraine, Dantzig, etc., regarding which well-informed people
held very divergent views. It would be impossible to draft a peace,
involving all these questions, at the earliest before the end of March,
and even that would be a very sanguine estimate. He would, there-
fore, press for the acceptance of his original proposal. It would
be impossible to wait five or six weeks, which appeared to be the
shortest time within which the preliminaries of peace could be
drawn up, before sending to Poland the Polish troops which were
so urgently required.

As regards Marshal Foch’s plan to mobilise the whole of Eastern

Europe, the Finns, the Esthonians, the Poles, the Roumanians and
the Greeks into a great anti-Bolshevik army to be hurled against
Russia, he had no objections to offer, as he was not qualified to
express an opinion. But the plan undoubtedly dealt with tremen-
dous issues: it could not be regarded as part of the accepted policy
of the five Great Powers, and the Conference could not be asked to
settle that question before deciding to carry out the small and most
desirable operation of sending General Haller’s army to Poland. He
fully agreed with Marshal Foch that not a single hour should be lost
in settling the preliminary terms of peace, since a settlement of that
question would help to solve all other problems. On the other hand,
the question of sending troops to Poland must, for the moment, be
dissociated from the greater question of policy raised by Marshal
Foch: a question which must await the receipt of the recommenda-
tions of the various Allied Commissions and the return of President
Wilson.
- MarsHAL Focr said he did not object to the idea of sending a
division to Dantzig with as little delay as possible. But, at the
present moment, the wish could hardly be realised, as the gates of
Dantzig were closed. The Allied Commission in Poland could be
asked if the thing were possible. But he, himself, could not see how
the Poles, who were at war with Germany, could disembark in a
German town. He quite agreed with Mr. Balfour that troops should
be sent, but for the moment he failed to see how it could be done,
and some other solution of the difficulty might have to be found.
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Lorp MiLNer enquired whether it would not be possible to open
the gates of Dantzig, if closed, by giving an order to Germany to
open them. Marshal Foch had stated that on the west front an
effective source of pressure on Germany could be exercised, especially
as Germany would be unable to refuse to accept demands, which the
Allies had a perfect right by the terms of the Armistice to make.
Would it not, therefore, be sufficient to say to Germany: “Let these
Polish troops through, or we shall attack on the western front#”

Mr. Housk expressed the view that it would be well to ask the
Allied Commission in Poland, who were in touch with the Germans,

to report exactly what views the Germans held re-
femramte garding this matter. He thought a dispatch should
Allied Commission he framed to the Allied Commission asking for a
definite answer.

MarsHAL FocH agreed, and said that he had himself intended to
propose the despatch of a telegram to the Allied Commission in
Poland, embodying, inter alia, the following four questions:—

1. Whether the transport of troops by the Dantzig-Thorn route
was possible without previous occupation of the port of Dantzig and
the railway lines by Allied contingents.

2. The capacity and resources of the port of Dantzig for disem-
barkation of troops. n

3. Transport facilities and rolling stock available on the Dantzig-
Thorn and Dantzig-Mlawa railway lines.

4. Whether horses could be obtained in Poland to meet the require-
ments of the troops to be despatched. '

As the Allied Commission in Poland was in touch with the Ger-
mans, it would be in a position to reply after consulting the latter.

M. PrcrON understood that Marshal Foch’s proposal was accepted.
Under the circumstances, he would ask Marshal Foch at once to
draft the necessary telegram, which would be sent in the name of
the five Great Powers to the Allied Commission in Poland. At the
same time, he would point out that the Commission would only be in
a position to supply information; it could not carry on negotiations.
The question to be put to the Germans could, however, be based on
the terms of the armistice which permitted the Allies to use the rail-
way lines in question. Negotiations could only be carried out by
Marshal Foch. ‘ - A

M. SonNino invited attention to the fact that certain Polish con-
tingents, numbering some 10,000 to 12,000 men were now in Italy.
The question did not perhaps arise at the present moment, as it was
intended merely to ask for a report on the possibilities of the Dantzig
route to Poland. He wished, however, to bring the fact to the notice
of the Conference. ’ a S L o

M. Campon suggested that, in drafting the telegram, the Allied
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Commission should be invited to carry out the necessary enquiries
through the medium of General Dupont, the Chief of the French
Military Mission in Berlin, as he was already on the spot, and had
ready access to the competent German authorities.

(After a short interval, Marshal Foch submitted the following
telegram to be despatched to the Allied Mission in Poland. The
telegram was approved, Marshal Foch being requested to forward
the same:—

“In accordance with the terms of Clause XVI of the Armistice of
11th November, 1918, the Allies have free access to all territories
evacuated by the Germans on their Eastern front, either by way of
Dantzig or by the Vistula, both for the purpose of sending supplies to
the populations and for the purpose of maintaining order.

Taking advantage of this clause, the Allied and Associated Gov-
ernments intend shortly to transport to Poland the Polish troops now
in France and in Italy. These troops will disembark at Dantzig,
whence they will proceed by rail via Thorn and Mlawa.

The Inter-Allied Commission at Warsaw is requested to inform
the Allied and Associated Governments:—

(1) Whether the proposed disembarkation of troops at Dantzig
and their transportation by rail can be guaranteed by the German
Government without the necessity of securing this guarantee by
a previous occupation of Dantzig and of the railways by Allied
contingents.

(2) What are the capacities of and the material facilities avail-
able at the port of Dantzig, both as regards the establishment of
a base and the disembarkation of troops.

(3) What quantity of transport is available, especially as re-
gards rolling stock on the Dantzig-Thorn and Dantzig-Mlawa
Iines, and also on the Polish lines connecting with them.

(4) Asthe transport of Polish troops could be greatly expedited
by the enclusion of horses, it is important to know whether any
of the horses required could be obtained in Poland.

The Inter-Allied Commission at Warsaw should, as in the case of
previous negotiations, avail itself of the services of General Dupont
as intermediary.”)

Mkr. Bavrour enquired whether a telegram should not also be sent
to the Allied Maritime Council in London, asking it to furnish a plan
in the event of the transportation of troops by sea

(@), Telegram =~ being decided on.
Council in London It was agreed that the following telegram should

be sent to the War Cabinet by the British Delegation
" for communication to the Allied Maritime Council in London :—

“The Council at the Quai d’Orsay this afternoon decided to refer to
the Allied Maritime Transport Council the preparation of a plan for
the shipment at an early date, of General Haller’s Polish army from
France to Dantzig en route to Poland. The Commission of the Allied
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and Associated Powers in Poland has been instructed to communicate
details as to the capacity of the port of Dantzig and the railways
serving it. I understand that the Ministry of Shipping are in posses-
sion of the facts regarding the numbers of General Haller’s army but
the number of horses to be shipped will depend on information to
be furnished by the Commission in Poland. Please ask Secretary,
Allied Maritime Transport Council, to take the matter up. The
Proces-verbal of this part of the meeting will in due course be sent to
the Secretary, Allied Maritime Transport Council.”) -

(3) M. PicroN called on M. de Peretti to explain the views of the
French Government on the Moroccan question with special references
Moroceo: The Act 10 the Act of Algeciras.?
of Algeciras M. pe PererTI then read the following statement :—

(Statement will be circulated later.) *

Mr. WarTE said that as a signatory of the Act of Algeciras he
had listened with great interest to M. de Peretti’s statement and,
as far as his knowledge went, the facts appeared to him to have
been fairly and accurately stated. In signing the Act of Algeciras
the United States had made the following reservations:—

“The Government of the United States of America had no politi-
cal interests in Morocco and had taken part in the present Confer-
ence with no other desire or intention than to assist in assuring to
all the nations in Morocco the most complete equality in matters of
commerce, treatment, and privileges and in facilitating the intro-
duction into that Empire of requirements which should%ring about
a general state of well-being founded on the perfect cordiality of
her foreign relations, and stable internal administrative declara-
tions:—that in subscribing to the regulations and declarations of
the Conference by the act of signing the General Acts subject to
ratification according to constitutional procedure of the additional

rotocol and in consenting to the abrogation of American rights and
mnterests in Morocco, it assumes no obligation or responsibility as
to the measures which may be necessary for the enforcement of the
said regulations and declarations”.

He had heard with great pleasure the statement made by M. de
Peretti that France intended to observe the open door in Morocco.
M. de Peretti had also made a statement to the effect that France
would demand compensation for her sacrifices. He wished to en-
quire whether that meant that France would require special con-
cessions for herself. However: as long as the open door was
maintained, the United States had no objections to offer in principle
to the proposals made by France. She would, however, reserve her
final adhesion until the wording of the clauses to be inserted in the
Peace Treaty had been made known.

2 Foreign Relations, 1906, pt. 2, p. 1495.
® See addendum, p. 131.
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Mr. Barrour said that it would perhaps be unnecessary for him
to say anything concerning the interests of Great Britain in Morocco,
because her special interest in that country had ceased after the
signing of the Treaty of 1904.* Furthermore, Great Britain did
not now wish to take advantage of any conditions which Germany
might now be compelled to renounce, to extract advantages which
Britain had deliberately given up by the earlier treaties. He was
glad to hear that it was the fixed intention of France to perpetuate
the policy of the open door which would be extended to all countries,
including Great Britain. It was not, however, from the point of
view of Great Britain that he wished to put a question on the inter-
national aspect of the case. It was possible he might have misunder-
stood some of the details of the case: but the Treaty under
consideration was apparently one in which many Powers, both Allied
and Neutral, were concerned, other than those represented at the
Conference.

In regard to a Treaty in which so many parties were concerned
he did not know what international rule would apply when one or
two of the parties in question had gone to war. It was clear that
Germany and Austria could no longer possess any rights; and no
one would wish to defend rights which Germany had obtained by
abusing her power and threatening the world with war.

In regard to the exact relation, which the proposals made that
afternoon would have in connection with other parties such as Spain,
he would like to enquire whether the Peace Conference had any right
without consulting Spain to remove or abrogate a Treaty in which
Spanish interests appeared to be very intimately concerned.

It had been stated that by one or other of the Treaties France had
been given the protectorate over the whole of Morocco including the
Spanish sphere of influence and Tangiers. That might be so, but
by those same instruments, Spain had also been given a sphere of
influence in which she had similar rights to those claimed by France
elsewhere. He could not say which view was right, but Spain con-
ceived herself to have claims equal to those of France and other
countries in Tangiers. Whether Spain exercised those rights to the
benefit of mankind, whether the laxity of her administration had
permitted the Germans to make Morocco a base for submarine war-
fare, he did not know. But did the Assembly of the five Great
Powers now meeting in Paris to deal with problems between the
Allies and the Central Powers, have the right to deal with claims
which Spain possessed under those Treaties with which it was pro-
posed to deal so drastically.

The five Great Powers were there as guardians of the Treaty rights
of the world. Therefore he would deeply regret if anything were

* British and Foreign State Papers, vol. xcviI, p. 39, and vol. c1, p. 1053.



THE COUNCIL OF TEN 129

done which might have the appearance of an attempt to impose
conditions on neutrals, apparently depriving them of their rights.

It was imperative, therefore, that great care should be taken in
moving in the matter. He did not know what form of conclusion
should be reached. But it was impossible that day to deal with
other parts of the proposal beyond these which took away from
Germany and Austria the things they had legitimately lost. In any
case, the consideration of the parts dealing with international and
allied parties would have to be postponed until the Conference had
time to consider the proposals put before them.

In conclusion he wished to make one more observation. He was
reminded that the Spanish sphere and the internationalisation of
Tangiers did not depend on the treaties of 1905, 1909,% 1911," and
1912 but on the treaty between France and Spain of 1904° Under
Article 1 of that Treaty Spain adhered to the terms of the Anglo-
French Treaty; Article 2 defined the Spanish sphere of influence and
Article 9 dealt with the town of Tangiers. Those Treaties could not
be said to have been forced on Spain, France and Europe since the
claims of Spain against France and Great Britain went back to the
Treaty of 1904.

M. pe PErerrI expressed his satisfaction at the complete agreement
which appeared to exist between Great Britain, America and France
on the question of the clauses concerning Morocco to be inserted in
the Treaty of Peace with Germany. For the moment the French
Government did not ask for anything more. In reply to Mr. White’s
enquiries in regard to the privileges which France claimed, he could
assure him that he had merely referred to those moral privileges
which devolve on a well-educated country in its relations with a less
educated people. No other privileges were claimed by France. Mr.
White had also expressed his approval of the maintenance of the “open
door”. Not only did France intend to maintain this, but no discrim-
ination would be shown between one country and another, all being
placed on an equal footing.

The statements made by Mr. Balfour were quite correct, and the
French Government held exactly the same views. There was no ques-
tion of imposing anything on any country not represented at the Con-
ference. All that France asked was that the Powers represented at
the Conference should voluntarily renounce the privileges which they
had acquired by the Act of Algeciras, which privileges would be ac-

® Franco-Spanish treaty of September 1, 1905, E. D. Morel, Morocco in Diplo-
macy (London, 1912), p. 248,

® Franco-German declaration of February 8, 1909, Great Britain, Cd. 6010,
Morocco No. 5 (1911).

" Franco-German convention of November 4, 1911, ibid., No. 6.

® F'rench-Morocco treaty of March 380, 1912, British and Foreign State Papers,

vol. ¢vi, p. 1023 ; Franco-Spanish treaty of November 27, 1912, ibid., p. 1025.
* Great Britain, Cd. 6010, Morocco No. 2 (1911).
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corded to them by the declaration he had that afternoon made on
behalf of the French Government. The rest merely concerned France
and Spain.

Mr. Balfour had referred to the Treaty of 1904. That Treaty had,
however, been modified by the Franco-Spanish Treaty signed on the
27th November, 1912, which defined the Spanish sphere of influence
within the French Protectorate. France had every intention of ad-
hering to the terms of that Treaty. The Sultan of Morocco recog-
nised only one protectorate in Morocco, namely, the French protector-
ate, and it was only by an agreement entered into between France
and Spain that the Spanish sphere of influence came to be recognised.

In regard to Tangier, Mr. Balfour had referred to Clause IX of the
secret Treaty of 1904 between France and Spain, wherein it was laid
down that the town of Tangier should be subjected to a special régime,
owing to the presence there of a diplomatic body. Now, in the state-
ment which he had made that afternoon, he had informed the Con-
ference of the intention of the French Government to establish a special
régime at Tangier, not an international régime, but something in the
nature of a municipal régime. The British Minister at Tangier had
expressed his approval of these proposals.

Mz. Barrour enquired whether there had not been an exchange of
notes between France, Great Britain and Spain, laying down that
Tangier should be granted an international régime.

M. pe PererrI agreed, and said that in 1914 France and Great Brit-
ain had agreed upon a plan for an international statute to be applied
to Tangier.

Mr. Barrour, intervening, remarked that the agreement relating
to the application of the international régime at Tangier had been
agreed to by Great Britain in 1912.

M. pe PErerTI, continuing, explained that though the agreement
with Great Britain had been signed in 1912, discussions with Spain
had subsequently lasted for two years, before Spain had agreed to con-
sider a definite plan. That plan had been submitted to the Spanish
Government in December, 1914, but so far no reply had been received.
A few days ago M. Romanones * had stated in the Cortes that the war
had prevented the Spanish Government from signing the agree-
ment. As he had already stated, all that France asked, however, was
that certain clauses which concerned Germany should be inserted
in the Peace Treaty with that country. Although every question
relating to Allied and Neutral countries could not be embodied in the
Peace Treaty, France hoped that the question could be profitably
discussed during the presence of the representatives of those countries
in Paris.

* Alvaro de Figueroa y Torres Romanones, Spanish Prime Minister from
December 3, 1918, to April 15, 1919,
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Mz. Barrour enquired whether the best plan would not be that
a definite resolution embodying the general views of the French
Government should be drawn up and circulated for discussion at a
future meeting.

(It was agreed that a draft resolution embodying the views of the
French Government on the Moroccan question, with special reference
to the Act of Algeciras, should be drafted and circulated by M. de
Peretti, and the question would be discussed by the Conference at
an early meeting.)

(4) It was agreed that the following questions would be discussed
at a meeting to be held on Wednesday afternoon, February 26th,
1919, at 3 o’clock :—

(1) A statement by M. Tardieu, Chairman of the
Allied Commission on Belgium, on behalf of that Commission.

(2) The report of the Military Representatives of the Supreme
War Council, Versailles, on the creation of a neutral zone in
Transylvania.

(3) Armenian Claims.

(The Conference then adjourned to Wednesday, February 26th,
1919.)

Paris, 26th February, 1919,

Agenda

Addendum

Tur MorocCAN (QUESTIONS
Statement by M. de Peretti

(Circulated with reference to Section 3, Morocco, The Act of Alge-
ciras, Page 13,2* BC-39, Report for Tuesday February 25, 1919)
The task of dowering Northern Africa with modern civilization has

been laid upon France by the force of circumstances.

In the first instance, France was compelled to obtain a footing in
Algeria in order to protect her trade against the attacks of the Bar-
bary pirates. Then the same reasons which drove her to intervene
in Tunisia, where the unsettled situation was a menace to Eastern
Algeria, forced her to enter Morocco, to stamp out a hot-bed of
anarchy which threatened Eastern Algeria.

Since 1905, Germany has hindered France in the fulfilment of
this task. Germany, whose hope of universal hegemony was thwarted
by France, thought Morocco would provide an opportunity of oppos-
ing such a troublesome neighbour. She had no interests of any kind
there, and even seems to have insisted on the fact that she only inter-
fered in Moroccan affairs because it pleased her to do so. For ten

1 See minute 3, p. 127.
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years they provided her with a weapon against France, and the
German Government used this sharp sword, this dry powder, when-
ever wishing to deal a blow to France.

In 1908 [1905] the Emperor William landed at Tangiers. The
Moroccan Government at once invited the Powers to an International
Conference to discuss reforms to be introduced in Morocco, which
were precisely those which a French Mission to Fez was attempting
to carry into effect at the time.

France was thus deprived of the position she had assumed in
Morocco with the consent of England and Spain, and which fell
naturally to her on account of the connection between her interests
and those of the land ruled by the Shereef. Moroccan affairs were
put under international control instead of being directly controlled
by France. As soon as invitations [to] the Conference were issued
by the Sultan, the German Government, who had suggested them and
made them their own, supported the suggestion in diplomatic circles.

The. French Government, whose intentions were peaceful, did not
attempt to question German interference in a discussion which did
not concern her, nor to urge that the French right was universally
recognised. Its conscience was clear, for it had no hostile intentions
towards Germany in Morocco, and only desired peace and security
for French possessions in Northern Africa. It therefore agreed to
confer not only with Powers such as Spain and Great Britain, who
had special interests in Morocco, but with Germany, Austria-Hun-
gary, Belgium, Denmark, the United States, the Netherlands, Por-
tugal, Russia and Sweden, who had none at all.

The Algeciras Conference came to an end on 7th April, 1906, when
a general Treaty was signed. During the proceedings the Powers
bound to France by previous agreements adhered strictly to them, and
the remainder maintained a correct and friendly attitude ; no attention
was paid to German advances, and Germany was isolated in her
campaign against France. Towards the end Austria-Hungary cer-
tainly pretended to side with Germany as a splendid second, but this
was less to support her ally than to help her out of an awkward
situation.

Germany was therefore defeated at Algeciras. Her attitude to-
wards France found no support, and her aggressive policy was
universally condemned. The Conference achieved her moral down-
fall. But the German Government had attained its ends, holding
that the Algeciras Conference had not decided the Moroccan question.
On the contrary, although it recognised the exceptional situation and
special rights of France and Spain, the general Treaty of 7Tth April,
1906, provided the German Government with the weapon they sought
against France, by creating international institutions, by burdening
the administration of the country with complicated and detailed
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regulations controlled by the Diplomatic Corps at Tangiers, and by
the power of daily interference in local affairs thus given in theory,
to all the Powers, but in reality to Germany alone, since the others
had no desire to exercise it.

From the end of the Conference to the war of 1914, events have
shown how often the German Government made use of these weapons,
how frequent were the blows it was able to strike at France, and
what advantages it gained through them. In this way to [sic] Ger-
man policy first proclaimed in the speech made by William IT at
Tangiers has become daily more clearly defined: it aimed at keeping
an open sore in the side of France, and at preventing the wound from
healing so as to be able at pleasure to harass the Government of the
Republic and thus to influence its general policy.

The French Government, led by force of circumstances to occupy
part of Morocco, was faced at every step by fresh difficulties created
by Germany, but instead of seeking excuses for quarrelling, it took
every opportunity of showing an extremely conciliatory spirit, so
great was its desire to maintain peace in Europe. ‘

The French Government, moreover, sought later to justify German
interference by deliberately creating German interests in Morocco
for this purpose.’* This was its reason for the Agreement of 8th
February, 1909, and the Contract of 17th February, 1910.* Indeed,
if the stipulations thereof had been carried out, the Germans would
have possessed real interests in Morocco, but these would have been
compatible with French interests and would have united nationals of
both countries in a common task. The Berlin Cabinet had to admit
that German interests would have been inaugurated in Morocco by
the means we suggested, but it wished them to be separate from and
entirely opposed to French interests. Both the Agreement and the
Contract therefore remained a dead letter.

"After this failure, the French Government made another attempt
to maintain peace; it offered to make sacrifices in the Congo to com-
pensate Germany for renouncing her claims in Morocco. By the
Franco-German Agreement of 4th November, 1911, Germany at last
acknowledged that France had a right to carry out reforms in
Morocco, and that she must therefore establish a protectorate over
the whole of Morocco.

This agreement was a bargain; the German Government accepted
the sacrifices made by France and endeavoured to make them as painful
as possible by sending the “Panther” to Agadir, where she remained
till negotiations were at an end. But Germany gave nothing in ex-

¥The portion of M. de Peretti’s statement comprised in this and the three
following paragraphs appears to be substantially a translation of pp. 200—292
of a .work by Louis Maurice, La Politigue marocaine de VAllemagne (Paris,
1916). . _

*For a description, see ibid., pp. 136-156.



134 THE PARIS PEACE CONFERENCE, 1919, VOLUME IV

change. After taking possession of the stipulated Congo districts,
she did not disarm in Morocco, but adopted an attitude which, during
1912 and 1913, became more bitterly hostile than ever before.

Notwithstanding her recognition of the French Protectorate in
Morocco, Germany had no intention of refraining from fostering
disorder and anarchy in the Shereef’s kingdom, provoking fresh
insurrection and strife, or causing “incidents” within the country
and beyond its boundaries, thus attacking France in her vital opera-
tions by imperilling her possessions in Northern Africa, without ex-
posing German interests to any counter-attack. She continued this
practice until the day when, having provoked the world-war, she
bore down upon Paris with the massed forces of von Kliick’s and von
Biilow’s armies.

Since the war, Germany has created a battle-field against France
in Morocco. She has assisted rebels (making use of the Spanish zone
as a base for operations), furnishing them with money, arms and
ammunition, thus compelling France to maintain a force of 80,000
men on this front. '

Since the signing of the Armistice, the French Government has
received irrefutable proof of the fact that Germany has continued to
subsidise Moroccan rebels.

Through the victory of the Allies, which has cost France so dear,
that country is now free from the German menace which confronted
her unceasingly in Morocco. She is now justified in insisting on
her legitimate claims at the Peace Conference.

By the Treaty of Peace with Germany, all conditions and charges
which hampered the French Protectorate after German intervention
must be removed. This is but right and proper. Further, Germany
must henceforward play no part in Morocco.

Penalties must be exacted from her for the past and guarantees
demanded for the future; she must not be in a position to recom-
mence her old tactics.

The Treaty of Peace must, therefore, stipulate that the German
Government shall accept the abrogation of the Treaty of Algeciras,
the Franco-German Agreements of 2nd February 1909 and 4th No-
vember, 1911, as also of all treaties and agreements in force between
Germany and the Kingdom of the Shereef. The German Govern-
ment, which duly acknowledged the establishment of the French
Protectorate over the whole of Morocco, shall agree to accept all con-
sequences resulting therefrom, and in particular the absolute can-
cellation of all capitulations. It shall pledge itself to take no part
in any negotiations which may arise between France and other
Powers on the subject of Morocco.

Special clauses must be included in the Treaty of Peace concern-
ing property belonging to the German State or its nationals, the
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admission of Germans into Morocco, as also concerning mining dis-
putes and the Moroccan State Bank.

These clauses shall be defensive in character. Germany, who had
no interests in Northern Africa, merely entered these regions in
order to hinder France in her work of civilisation; she must there-
fore be kept at a distance until the said work is so advanced that it
cannot be checked or hindered by any malevolent influence.

Germany’s Allies, like herself, must renounce all advantages which
have accrued to them under treaties dictated by Germany, and must
recognise all conditions resulting from the French Protectorate in
Morocco. There is no reason, however, why the said defensive
clauses should apply to them, for they have not played the same
part as Germany in the past and do not, like Germany, threaten to
hinder France in her future schemes for civilisation.

As regards the other signatory Powers of the Treaty of Algeciras,
whether Allies of France, Associates or Neutrals, they cannot refuse
to recognise the injustice of maintaining a state of affairs created
through the malevolent intervention of Germany. They have all
either already renounced the system of capitulations as regards
Morocco, or are prepared to do so. It would be unjustifiable for them
to take advantage of the Treaty of Algeciras. They will most de-
cidedly follow the example of Great Britain, who has already
declared herself ready to adopt the point of view of the French
Government ; for the British Government merely asks for a return
to the Franco-British Agreements of 1904, which guaranteed to Brit-
ish nationals in Morocco all privileges compatible with the French
Protectorate. The French Government is pursuing no selfish aims
with regard to Morocco; in guiding that country along the path of
progress, it merely wishes to reserve therein some compensation of
French sacrifices, but is far from desiring in any way to close this
country to foreigners and claim monopoly thereof. The regime of
the open door will prevail in Morocco, for France has not made this
country accessible with the intention of closing it to those who desire
to work therein on an equal footing with the French.

The repeal of the Treaty of Algeciras would, therefore, in no way
prejudice the Allied or Neutral Powers. But the Treaty of Algeciras
concerned the whole of Morocco; its abrogation would be felt not
only in the French zone of the Shereefan Empire, but also in the
Spanish zone and that of Tangiers.

As regards the Spanish zone, it is evident from the declarations
made to the Cortes by the Spanish Government, that it intends to
cause that zone to benefit by the cancellation of the conditions im-
posed by the Treaty of Algeciras. Does the Spanish Government
also wish to renounce the rights admitted, by the Franco-Spanish
Treaty of 27th November, 1912, to belong to it in its zone of in-
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fluence? Will it listen to the protests of the Sultan of Morocco,
who complains, in the name of the guiding principles of the League
of Nations, that the national integrity of the Shereefan Empire has
been assailed, by releasing certain portions of that Empire from his
authority? Those are questions which do not come before the Peace
Conference and only concern France and Spain, by whom they might,
if necessary, be settled by amicable negotiation.

It is otherwise in Tangiers. The abolition of the Treaty of Al-
geciras would alter the present situation in Tangiers. France
demands that the new position created in that town by the abolition
of the regulations prescribed at Algeciras should be recognised by
the Powers who were parties to that Treaty. The maintenance of
the present situation in Tangiers would, moreover, enable Germany
to return to Morocco and resume the policy which she pursued there
for ten years, greatly to the peril of the peace of Europe.

What is the present position of Tangiers, in point of law and of
fact?

In point of law, the Franco-Moroccan Treaty of 30th March, 1912,
which established the French Protectorate over the whole of Morocco,
and the Franco-Spanish Treaty of 27th November, 1912, which de-
limited the Spanish zone of influence in Morocco within the French
Protectorate, both made a special reservation regarding the Statute
of Tangiers. The town of Tangiers and its suburbs were to be given
a separate constitution, the form of which was to be determined
subsequently, by reason of the presence of the various International
Commissions created or maintained under the Treaty of Algeciras.

The draft of an International Statute, prepared for Tangiers in
1914 by the French and British Governments, remained a dead letter,
as the Spanish Government neglected to adopt it.

In point of fact, no stable administration can be established in
Morocco by any Protecting Power which does not dispose freely of
Tangiers. It is the ¢ld diplomatic capital of Morocco, it is the gate
which opens Morocco to Europe. To refuse Tangiers to France, who
has charge ¢f Morocco, would be to refuse her the key to the house in
which she lives. Now, up to the present Tangiers has remained in the
same condition as that of the whole of Morocco before the Protectorate
Treaty. It isa veritable diplomatic Tower of Babel, in which no one
governs, where every kind of intrigue is fostered, Where the adminis-
tration is anarchical and every ancient abuse is perpetrated under
cover of the capitulations and the Treaty of Algeciras.

This state of things could not endure without great danger to
Tangiers, Morocco, France, and Europe generally.

For these reasons, de jure and de facto, France asks her Allies, in
so far as they are severally concerned, to recognise that, after the
abolition of the Treaty of Algeciras (which imposed upon Morocco an
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internationalisation directed against France), Tangiers can no longer
be subject to international administration. Tangiers, which in point
of law forms part of France’s Protectorate, must be, in fact, annexed
to the French zone. France, moreover, desires nothing more than to
seek to institute the special administration provided for in the Franco-
Spanish Treaty, an administration which would be in no wise inter-
national, but would give satisfaction to all rightful interests existing
in the town.

To sum up, it is indispensable to France that the Treaty of Peace
should provide for the cancellation of all international guarantees
(Hypothéques?) now burdening Morocco by the action of Germany;
to this intent, various clauses must be inserted into the Treaty after
having been considered and drafted by a Special Commission, which
the Supreme Council of the Allies is asked to constitute at the earliest
possible moment from among the delegates of those Allied Powers
who were signatories of the Treaty cf Algeciras.
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(1) M. PicHoN said that before beginning the Agenda Mr. Balfour
wished to make a proposal.
Mr. Barrour said that the matter to which he
Frontier Between  wished to draw attention was one of some importance.
The Conference was anxious to make all possible
arrangements for completing a speedy Preliminary Peace with Ger-
many. One of the matters requiring settlement was the frontier
between Germany and Poland. He had supposed that a Committee
was dealing with this matter, but on enquiry he had found that he
was mistaken. He therefore suggested, either that a Committee
should be employed to investigate this question, or that it should
be added to the labours of an existing Committee. For instance,
that dealing with Polish affairs. If this were accepted M. Jules
Cambon would be the President. He then read the following draft
terms of reference to the Paris Commission on Polish Affairs:—

“Tt is agreed :—

That the question of the boundaries of the Polish State shall be
referred for examination and report by the Committee set up by the
Preliminary Peace Conference in Paris for the consideration of
Polish affairs.

The Committee is instructed to report on the boundary between
Poland and Germany not later than March 8th.”

M. Picron asked whether Baron Sonnino agreed.
BaroNn SonNNINO pointed out that the frontiers of Germany in
general had not been handed over for discussion to any Commission.

814579—43—voL. Iv——10
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Nevertheless, the other frontiers would also have to be dealt with.
The various Commissions, it had been agreed, were to be asked to
make their reports by March 8th. On March 8th, therefore, the
Conference would have before it material concerning portions only
of the frontiers requiring definition. There would not be on that
date any report concerning the frontier of Germany with Austria-
Hungary.

Mr. Barrour pointed out that the land frontiers of Germany
marched with Denmark, Belgium, France, Switzerland, German-
Austria, Czecho-Slovakia and Poland. In all cases, save that of
German-Austria, the question was being dealt with mostly by Com-
missions. The question raised by Baron Sonnino referred to the
frontier with German-Austria. Was it proposed that there should
be a Commission on this subject?

Mr. Lansing said he thought there was to be a Commission on the
approximate frontiers of Germany as a whole.

Mr. Bavrour suggested that co-ordination of all the reports of
the Commissions could take place after they had been received.

Baron SoNN1No said that he did not care whether a Commission
was appointed to deal with the frontier of German-Austria or not,
but if the Council was to be in a position to settle frontiers on
March 8th, it was clear that the present procedure would not furnish
material for a general discussion. Part of the work had been farmed
out to Commissions. Was the rest expected to settle itself, or to
be dealt with by each delegation separately?

Mgz, Wurre questioned whether any alteration was foreseen in
respect to the frontier between Germany and German-Austria.

Barox Sonnino said that perhaps there would be no need to alter
this frontier, but there were many other questions not being dealt
with by Commissions. For instance, the frontiers of Bulgaria and
Turkey.

M. Sarvaco Racer said that it was important to decide whether
such questions were to be dealt with separately by delegations, or
collectively in Commissions.

M. PicHON pointed out that there were Commissions on Greek,
Roumanian, Serbian and Yugo-Slav questions.

M. Sarvaco Ragor said that there [is] none on Turkey.

M. Picuon suggested that the Greek Commission might be charged
with this question.

Me. Barrour said that he thought it would be a mistake to en-
trust the big political question connected with Asia Minor to any
Commission.

Baron Sonwino asked in what other manner it would be possible
to deal with Greek aspirations in Asia Minor.



THE COUNCIL OF TEN 141

Mr. Lansing suggested that all boundaries not specially referred
to Commissions or Committees should be entrusted to a co-ordinating
committee to be formed at a later stage. The frontiers of Germany
which were more particularly under discussion might be dealt with
by that co-ordinating body. He said he would have something to
propose on the following day on this subject and suggested that the
discussion be postponed.

BaroN SoNNINo concurred with this proposal.

(It was then decided that the discussion on boundaries in general
should be postponed until the following day, but that the question
of the boundary of the Polish State should be referred for examina-
tion and report by the Committee set up by the Preliminary Peace
Conference in Paris for the consideration of Polish Affairs. The
Committee is instructed to report on the boundary between Poland
and Germany not later than March 8th.)

(2) M. Taroreu said that the Commission at the outset had been
stopped by certain hesitations and doubts which it had decided to

submit to the Council. He then read the following

;{f;e;;.g;;;b%n statement :—
f of Belgi . .
Commission 2" “At the first meeting of the Committee, the follow-

ing opinions were expressed :—

(1) It is difficult to state an opinion regarding possible compensa-
tions in favour of any Power without recording, in that respect, the
opinion entertained by the Power under consideration.

(2) It is difficult to express any opinion regarding possible com-
pensations without having first studied what these compensations
are to make up for. .

Now:

(1) On the first point, the Committee is unanimously of opin-
ion that under present conditions it is not entitled to ask the
representatives of Holland to give evidence.

2) On the second point, several members of the Committee
believe that the Committee does not hold any brief from the
Supreme Council to take up that study.

Under these conditions, the Committee begs to submit to the Su-
preme Council the following questions: _

(1) If the Committee is entrusted only with the study of the
compensations to be eventually granted to Holland in exchange
for territories eventually transferred by Holland to Belgium, 1s
the Committee authorised to hear the representatives of Holland,
and in what way shall this hearing be called for?

(2) Is the Committee authorised, under the reservations re-
sulting from the present situation, to study from the ethnical,
political, economic and military point of view the territorial
claims of Belgium on the left bank of the Scheldt and on the
southern part of Dutch Limburg?
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(Note: The above text is the English text as furnished by the
Secretariat General.)

M. Picuon said that the proposal leading to the creation of the
Commission had been made by Mr. Balfour. Subject to any expla-
nations Mr. Balfour cared to make, it appeared to him that the Com-
mission should be empowered to examine Dutch witnesses.

M. Tarpmev said that Dutch delegates on receiving an invitation
from the Commission might attend, but it was not unlikely that they
would say that they had no explanation to offer. Should they re-
fuse to make any statement, the work of the Commission would not
be much assisted. His own suggestion was that the Commission
should be empowered to study the Belgian claims. Without know-
ing what they were the Commission could not decide what ought to
be given to Holland by way of compensation.

Mr. Barrour said that if he were appealed to for a statement of
the position he would say that Belgium had no claim, in the ordinary
sense, to any territory belonging to a neutral and friendly State.
The sort of question that arose between Roumania and Hungary did
not arise as between Belgium and Holland. The Conference had no
power to ask Holland, a friendly and neutral State, to cede any por-
tion of its territory; and if this were admitted, as he thought it must
be admitted, the question for the Commission was a purely practical
one. The Belgians said that certain portions of Dutch territory
were very inconvenient to Belgium, interfering with their water-
borne traffic or rendering their strategic defence risky. No right
to an alteration was alleged, but it was suggested that certain ter-
ritories, now under German sovereignty, but Dutch in sympathy,
language and tradition, might be so much desired by Holland, that
their cession would incline the Dutch to offer Belgium the territories
she desired. This he understood to be the Belgian argument. The
Commission had not been asked to adjudicate on the value of the
exchange. Only the Dutch could decide whether it satisfied them.
But there were certain questions on which the Conference should
obtain data before contemplating any such exchange between Holland
and Belgium. It would be manifestly wrong to hand over unwilling
German populations to Holland. The problem was to know whether
they were willing to be Dutch. Such a problem was quite outside the
scope of the question raised by M. Tardieu. On this subject he
thought it right to inform the Council that the Dutch Minister in
London had called on him in a state of considerable agitation after
reading in the newspapers that the question of taking Dutch ter-
ritory and giving it to Belgium had been discussed before the
Council. The Dutch Minister had said that nothing would induce
Holland to give up an inch of its territory. Mr. Balfour had not
thought himself justified in mentioning the question of an exchange
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of German territory for territory ceded to Belgium. He had said
that the Conference did not consider it any part of its functions to
offer territory belonging to a neutral and friendly State to another
State. .

M. PicHoN said that the Dutch Minister in Paris had come to
see him on a similar errand. M. Pichon had replied very much as
Mr. Balfour had. He had said that the Belgian Delegation had
suggested a possible exchange, but that the Council had not made
any decision on such a subject, and certainly would do nothing with-
out the knowledge and consent of Holland. The Dutch Minister
had left a formal declaration by the Dutch Minister of Foreign
Affairs that Holland would not consent to yield any portion of its
territory.

M. Tarpieu said that according to Mr. Balfour’s interpretation,
all the Commission could do was to gather information about Frizia
and Guelderland ; respecting the language, race, economical situation,
etc. of the populations. Even this he thought would be difficult,
unless the Commission knew roughly the extent of territory over
which their investigation must be carried out. The extent of this
territory would no doubt be governed by the amount of compensa-
tion required to satisfy the Dutch. The view expressed by Mr. Bal-
four had been the view of the British and American Delegates on the
Commission, but, as there had not been complete agreement, it had
been decided to refer the matter to the Council. As Chairman, he
could now make the position quite clear to the Commission.

Mgr. Barrour agreed that the scope of the Commission must remain
somewhat vague. The limits could not be laid down exactly.

Mr. Lansing said that the Commission must take into account the
views of the populations in the territories to be surrendered by Ger-
many to the Dutch and also by the Dutch to the Belgians.

Mke. Barrour said that he thought it was hardly necessary for the
Commission to investigate the feelings of the population of Maest-
richt and on the south bank of the Scheldt.

Lorp MiLnEr remarked that it seemed unnecessary to disturb the
minds of those people.

M. Taroieu said that he wished to make an observation not as
Chairman of the Commission, but as a member of the Conference.
He admitted that the Belgians had no territorial claims in the or-
dinary sense, but the underlying principle of their whole demands
was that the régime of neutrality set up in 1839 had been destroyed
by the war. Belgium did not wish to return to that status. Two of
the signatories of the Treaty of 1839—France and Great Britain—
supported Belgium in this, and President Wilson had declared him-
self in favour of complete sovereignty for Belgium. But as long



144 THE PARIS PEACE CONFERENCE, 1919, VOLUME IV

as the Great Powers had not declared openly that a new régime must
be substituted for the old, the work of the Commission would con-
tinue to be hampered. It would have doubts as to whether it could
deal with one subject or another. It would be involved in diplomatic
difficulties, especially in dealing with Holland. He thought that not
only in the general interest, but in fairness to Belgium, this question
should be decided once and for all. If it were declared that the
1839 Treaty had ceased to exist, it would follow that fresh negotia-
tions between the signatories of that Treaty had become necessary.

Mr. Barrour said that he was quite of M. Tardieu’s view. He
felt inclined to suggest that the Commission over which M. Tardieu
presided should be asked to consider the question. He would
suggest some such terms of reference as the following:—

“Inasmuch as circumstances have, in the opinion of the Conference,
profoundly modified or destroyed the Treaty of 1839, the Commission
should consider what steps ought to be taken to put the status of
Belgium on a new basis.”

Mz. Lansine said that he had no wish to disagree, but he doubted
whether the Treaty had been destroyed merely by the outbreak of war.
As between the belligerents, the Treaty might have come to an end,
but it was unlikely that the war terminated it between Belgium and
neutrals.

M. Tarpieu said that this was an additional reason for his state-
ment that revision was necessary. So long as the treaty remained
unrevised, Belgium remained bound to Holland, even though she and
the Allied Powers were anxious to be free from this old arrangement.

Mg, Lansine said that he was raising no objection to the reference
of the question to the Commission.

Me. Barrour pointed out that the Commission had no right to
abrogate a Treaty. v

M. Taroieu enquired whether there was any objection to hearing
Belgian representatives before the Commission to assist in the study
of this matter.

Mz. Bawrour pointed out that this might be troublesome, in as
much as the Commission had no right to call Dutch evidence.

M. Taroreu then suggested that without hearing any evidence,
Dutch or Belgian, the Commission should give its own view of the
neutrality Treaty. After hearing the report, the Conference could
then consider what decision should be taken. After a decision had
been taken, the Council would be in a position to call witnesses from
all countries interested.

(It was decided that the Belgian Commission should examine the
question of the neutral status of Belgium as established by the Treaty
of 1839, and make recommendations to the Council concerning modifi--
cations of this status.)
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(3) At M. Pichon’s request, GENERAL BELIN read the following
report :—

“The Military Representatives of the Supreme War

Creationof - Council, after taking cognisance of the decision

Transylvania reached by the Prime Ministers of the Allied and

Associated Powers at their meeting on the 21st

February, 1918 [1919],! concerning the delimitation of a neutral zone
in Transylvania between Hungarians and Roumanians:

After hearing in succession

The Roumanian General Coanda on the general conditions,
historical, moral, political and ethnographical relating to these
questions:

The Roumanian Colonel Dimitresco on the strategical conditions
required to place the Roumanian armies in a position to defend them-
selves against all eventual aggression by Hungarian troops:

Dr. Vaida, Roumanian Minister, on the general internal conditions
of Transylvania:

o General Henrys, Commander-in-Chief of the French Army of the
rient:

General Charpy, Chief of Staff of the General Commanding-in-
Chief the Allied Armies in the East, on the possibility of the occupa-
tioX by these Armies of the neutral zone to be defined;

ree: '

Oﬁ the principle that the proposals which they submit to the Con-
ference ofp the Prime Ministers relate only to provisional measures
of occupation, without prejudice in any manner to the final attribu-
tion of the occupied regions.

The Military Representatives further consider:

That the advance of Roumanian troops to contact with Hungarian
troops may have the consequence, among others, of causing serious
conflicts between them;

That it is desirable to take all measures to avert such conflict as
would impede the work of the Peace Conference and create between -
the peoples destined in the future to live side by side profound causes
of hostility likely to disturb the peace.

The Military Representatives therefore conclude :—

That it is desirable to create in Transylvania between Hungarians
and Roumanians a neutral zone free from all Hungarian and Rou-
manian troops, the important points in which should be occupied by
Allied troops (approximately 2 infantry battalions with some squad-
rons or 1 regiment of cavalry) with the mission of maintaining order
and tranquillity in this zone, with the assistance, if necessary, of
Inter-Allied Commissions whose function it will more particularly
be to control the various administrative offices, the administration
of the territories continuing to be carried out in accordance with the
conditions fixed by the Armistice with Hungary. ,

They propose that the zone should be defined as follows:—

Eastern or Roumanian Limit: The main road from Arad to
Nagyszalonta thence the railway Grosswardein (Nagy Varad)—
Nagy Karoly, Szatmar Nemeti. All localities mentioned to be ex-

* See BC-36, p. 58.
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cluded from military occupation by the Roumanians but, together
with the railway, to be available for the use of the Roumanian troops
and inhabitants, under Allied control, for economic purposes.

Northern Limit: The River Szimos. .

Western or Hungarian Limit: A line 5 kilometres west of the
treaty line of 1916.2

Southern Limit: The armistice line of November, 1918 (River
Maros), Arad and Szeged being occupied by Allied troops to the
exclusion of both Roumanian and Hungarian troops.”

M. PicHoN asked General Belin whether he felt sure that the Inter-
Allied Control could be organized.

GeNERAL BELIN replied that this question had been put to General
Charpy, who thought that General Berthelot’s army could spare the
two battalions required. There was not between the Hungarians and
Roumanians any very notable tension, and a very small force would
apparently suffice to maintain order. This had been found to be the
case at Arad and at Szegedin, where one squadron of cavalry and one
company respectively had been stationed. He had since heard that
a report from General Pathé stated that General Berthelot could not
furnish the two battalions. The Military Representatives, therefore,
only stated that two battalions were required to keep order and left it
to the Governments to find them. General Charpy, however, had told
him that, if the Allied Governments decided to adopt the recommenda-
tions made by the Military Representatives, he felt sure General
Henrys would contrive to ensure order.

Mr. Barrour said that he would like to draw attention to a small
point in the drafting of the report. The western limit of the zone was
described as a line 5 kilometres West of the Treaty line of 1916. There
had been a great deal of discussion as to whether this treaty had or
had not been abrogated by the agreement made between Roumania
and the enemy. This discussion had caused considerable excitement
of public opinion in Roumania. It was perhaps desirable not to
allude to it in such a document. He would suggest, therefore, that
the geographical description of the line should be substituted for the
description given.

(It was agreed that the draft should be altered accordingly.)

M. Taroiev asked whether so small a force as that suggested would
be able to occupy the railway effectually.

GeNERAL BELIN explained that a company would be situated at each
of the main junctions, together with a “Commission de gare” which
would regulate the working of the line. The line would be used to
furnish the necessary supplies to the Roumanian forces and to the
local populations, under Allied control. Any trouble occurring be-

2 For the French text of the treaty of August 17. 1916, between Roumania
and the Allied Powers, see Italy, R. Ministero degli Affari Esteri, Trattati e
convenzioni fra il regno & Italia e gli altri stati, vol. 23, p. 412.
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tween these occupied points could be dealt with rapidly by small fly-
ing columns. Very little trouble was anticipated. The same arrange-
ments were contemplated on the Hungarian side, and a company
would be stationed at Debreczen. In addition to the troops on the
south, this force would be able to police the whole zone.

M. Sarvaco Racer pointed out that mention was made in the docu-
ment of an armistice with Hungary. He suggested that the words
“with Hungary” be deleted.

(This was agreed to.)

He further suggested that in the last paragraph, for the words
“the armistice line of November, 1918 (River Maros)”, the words
“the line of the River Maros” should be substituted.

(This was agreed to.)

(With the alterations noted above, the report of the Military Repre-
sentatives was adopted. For Final text, see Annexure “A”.)

(The Military Representatives then withdrew.)

(The Armenian Delegates then entered the Room.)

(4) M. AHARONIAN read the following statement:—

“As representatives of the Armenian Republic—which has been
regularly constituted for a year in Transcaucasia, with Erivan as the
Statement of seat of its Parliament and Government—we have the
Armenian honour to lay the following facts before the Con-

ference and to make the following request :—

Before the war of 1914-1918, there were about 2 million Armenians
in Transcaucasian Russia, to say nothing of Armenians in Turkey and
Persia. A fifth of these were scattered in the big cities, especially
Tiflis, Batum and Baku, and the remainder, i. e. more than a million
and a half, lived as a compact community in the districts of Erivan,
Kars, Chucha, and Alexandropol, which have been the dwelling-place
of our race for two or three thousand years and where the Supreme
Head of the Armenian Church, the Catholicos of all Armenians, lives
in his monastery of Echmiadzin.

At the beginning of the war, our nation not only forgot all griev-
ances against Tsarist rule and rallied whole-heartedly to the Russian
flag in support of the Allied cause, but our fellow-countrymen in
Turkey and all over the world offered to the Government of the
Tsar (the archives of the Russian Embassy at Paris prove this) to
establish and support Armenian legions at their own expense to
fight side by side with Russian troops under the command of Russian
generals.

The Tsar’s Government stated, through its Ambassador in Paris,
that it would be preferable if individual Armenians enlisted in the
Russian Army. They at once did so and during 1914, 1915, 1916
and 1917 Armenian volunteers from all parts of the world fought
for the Allied cause side by side with their fellow-countrymen who
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were regulars in the Russian Army; more than 180,000 Armenians
defended the freedom of nations, and this devotion to the common
cause called down on the Armenian people the hatred of Ottomans
and Young Turks, which gave rise to massacres lasting two years
and laid waste all the Armenian vilayets of the Ottoman Empire.

In 1917, when the Russian revolution summoned the Constituent
Assembly, the Armenian deputies (who had been freely elected by
our nation) received a mandate to fight to a finish and to help loyally
in the organisation of a Russian Republic based on a Parliamentary
constitution and federative rule. Russia had no more faithful helpers
during Kerensky’s rule than our nation, either on the battlefields of
Europe and Asia or in any administrative offices of the capital or
provinces.

In the Autumn of 1917, when all Armenian territory and the
Ottoman vilayets freed by the combined efforts of Russia and Ar-
menia, as well as the provinces of Transcaucasia, were exposed to the
Turkish invasion owing to Bolshevist defection, the leaders of our
people, both laymen and Churchmen, begged the authorities and the
Russian Command not to forsake them and renewed their offers of
help to continue the struggle. But the Russian generals themselves
were forsaken by their men, and the Peace of Brest-Litovsk handed
over to Turkey the western half of Caucasian Armenia, including the
gate of Kars which laid all Transcaucasia open to invasion.

In order to oppose this invasion and still remain faithful to the
Allied cause, the Armenian people in the Caucasus summoned the
National Congress on 20th October, 1917; 125 delegates duly elected
by the Armenian people, appointed a Council, or rather a Govern-
ment for National Defence. I became its President, and the man-
date given to its 15 members was to resist the Turkish invasion by
all possible means and to replace the collapsed Russian front in
Asia by an Armenian front. '

From October 1917 to June 1918 this Government, under my direc-
tion, reorganised and maintained an Armenian army with the help
of Armenian resources alone without any help from Russia (which
we considered from then onward as a foreign country) or the Allies,
who were too far away from us to send more than encouragement
and promises. Even Armenian soldiers serving with the Russian
armies on the European front could not rejoin us, and Armenian
volunteers still fought in the Allied ranks in Palestine.

Through the French Consulate at Tiflis, the French Government
sent us a telegram from His Excellency Boghos Nubar Pasha (head
of the Delegation sent to the Allies by the Armenian Catholicos),
in which our fellow-countrymen throughout the whole world urged
us to hold on whatever happened and not to abandon the cause of the
Entente.
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On behalf of the National Council, I replied, through the French
Consulate at Tiflis:—

(1) That the Armenian Nation was ready to do its supreme duty,
as 1t had done since the beginning of the war; ) ) .
(2) That it counted on the material, moral, and, if possible, mili-

tary help of the Allies. .
3) That it asked them to acknowledge the independence of

Armenia.

In reply to this telegram, I received a second communication from
His Excellency Boghos Nubar Pasha (still through the French Con-
sulate) in which the promise of help and assistance was renewed
to us. :

As regards the independence of Armenia, we were told that the
declarations made in the British House of Commons and the French
Chamber of Deputies were of such a nature as to satisfy our claims.

Although we did not know what the text of those declarations
was, the Armenian Nation rallied round its National Council, in
order to fling itself yet again into the struggle against the Turks. A
levée en masse was decreed, and an army of 50,000 men organised in
the latter months of 1917, notwithstanding the endless difficulties
created by the antagonism which our various Caucasian neighbours
manifested against us and against the Entente.

The Tartars and the Kurds, siding openly with Turkey, organ-
ised themselves at our rear and did whatever they could to hamper
us. The Georgians—with whom we had been linked in the past by
the common bond of religion and of suffering—did not consider it
their duty to side with us. Though far from the Allies and without
their promised help, alone, abandoned and even harried by our
neighbours, we nevertheless threw ourselves once more into this
supreme struggle, intending, even if we could not be victorious, to
stop the Turkish advance towards the interior of the Caucasus,
whilst awaiting that Allied victory as to which we never cherished
the least doubt.

General Nazarbekian—whose military skill had been greatly ap-
preciated in the Russian Army—was appointed Commander-in-Chief,
and the renowned Andranik, who had fought Abdul Hamid and
Turkish tyranny for 30 years, was placed at the head of a division
of Turkish Armenians. It was this Armenian Army which entered
the front abandoned by the Russians, and held it from Erdinjan to
the Persian frontier.

This unequal struggle against a greatly superior enemy lasted 7
months. The most sanguinary battles took place at Erdinjan and at
Van. There were encounters at Erzerum, Sarikamish, the fortress
of Kars, Alexandropol, Sarderabad, and Karaklis, when the Turks
lost very heavily. I myself went to Sarikamish, in order to re-
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establish moral[e]. It was this heroic Armenian resistance which not
only prevented the Turks from advancing into the interior of the
Caucasus, but also, by holding back their army, prevented their
descent into Mesopotamia for 7 months and helped General Allenby
to victory in Palestine by deflecting a large proportion of Syrian
forces.

In the meantime, German troops having reached the Caucasus,
Georgia declared its independence under German military protec-
tion. Tartary, with the help and support of the Turkish army, also
declared its independence under the name of Azerbaijan. Caucasian
unity was thus destroyed. It was then that the Armenian National
Council proclaimed the independence of Armenia.

Our Republic has been in existence for nearly a year. She has
repulsed Tartar and Georgian aggression, and has maintained a
regular and disciplined army approximately 40,000 strong. We
have been untouched by Bolshevism and any other demoralising taint,
and have kept perfect order over a territory of 60,000 square
kilometres.

It is on behalf of the Armenian Republic that I now make the
request set forth below:—

In view of the fact that Russia abandoned the Armenians to their
fate, in spite of their entreaties, allowed a war beyond their strength
to devolve on them alone, and that, moreover, without even consulting
them, she handed over to Turkey by the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk # the
Armenian provinces of Kars, Ardahan and Kaghisman, and so
ruined hundreds of thousands of Armenians; that by these very acts
she broke all ties which bound her to the Armenian nation, the
Armenian Republic asks for recognition of the independence it won
on the battlefield, and which the success of its arms has forced even
our enemies to acknowledge. In view of the sacrifices which Ar-
menia made, without bargaining, for the cause of the Allies, I have
the honour to demand, on behalf of the Armenian Nation, that it
should be given, through its delegates, a well-merited seat at the
Peace Conference.

The Caucasian Armenians ardently desire reunion of the republic
with the Armenian provinces of Turkey, for the following reasons :—

(1) Because the two main sections of the nation, Turkish Armenia
and Caucasian Armenia, though separated from each other in an
entirely arbitrary manner are identical as regards essential charac-
teristics, speaking the same language, and possessing the same tra-
ditions and customs, religion, church and ecclesiastical head—
the Catholicos of all Armenians.

(2) Both sections of Armenia represent a single geographic and
economic whole, extending from Lori [Gori?] and Borchalu in the

2 Foreign Relations, 1918, Russia, vol. 1, p. 442,
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north down to the Mediterranean and, in the south, to the Armenian
Taurus.

(8) This national unity is imperative not merely by reason of
historical rights, but also by reason of present necessity, for Cau-
casian Armenia, which is civilised and powerful and possesses a
population of nearly 2,000,000, would be the only sufficient basis for
the reorganisation and restoration of Turkish Armenia, now depop-
ulated and ruined by the Turks.

(4) The desire of the Caucasian Armenians to be united to their
compatriots in Turkey is all the more intense and justifiable from
the fact that a large portion of the population of Caucasian Armenia
originated in Turkish Armenia, and was transplanted by the Rus-
sians during the last century. In fact, the districts of New Bayazet,
Kaghisman, Kars, Alexandropol and Akhaltzikh are populated almost
exclusively by Turkish Armenians.

(5) The ecclesiastical centre for all Armenians is situate within
the territory of the Republic at Echmiadzin, on the banks of the
Arax. Within this territory are also to be found nearly all the cap-
itals of the various dynasties of Great Armenia, i. e. Armavir, Vag-
harchapat, Dvin, Artachat, Yervandakert, Yervandachat and Ani.

(6) The valley of the Arax which is the centre of Armenia—
has also from time immemorial been the centre of Armenian culture
and civilisation. The ruins of the capitals above mentioned bear
witness thereto.

(7) Armenian unity is necessary, for should the two sections of
the people remain divided, such division would give rise to an
undying desire for union, which desire would inevitably cause
disturbance and unrest.

(8) The union of Turkish and Caucasian Armenia is already an
accomplished fact, for within the territory of the Armenian Republic
there are at present from 400,000 to 500,000 Turkish Armenians who
have escaped massacre by the Turks during the war, and the younger
generation of which has fought for the conquest of liberty on all
our battle-fields.

The Caucasian Armenians, for their part, have during the last
thirty years continually sent the best of their youth, under the lead-
ership of such glorious chiefs as Durman, Vartan, Dro, and many
others, to fight against Turkish tyranny and deliver Turkish Armenia
from the Ottoman yoke.

Our history has proved that unity and independence alone have
served the Armenian Nation.”

Bogros Nuear PasHa made the following statement:—

“T shall try to be as brief as possible in order not to tax your
patience. I think it is needless to recall the numerous promises of
reform made by the Porte since the Congress at Berlin. These
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promises were never fulfilled. Nor need I recall the massacres and
deportations concerning which you have full knowledge. You also
know by official evidence, which has been published, the unheard of
crimes surpassing in horror all that history has registered hitherto,
the victims of which reach and even exceed one million.

I wish, however, to recall that at the beginning of the War the
Turkish Government had offered to grant the Armenians a sort of
autonomy, asking from them in exchange, volunteers to rouse the
Caucasus against Russia. The Armenians rejected this proposal
and placed themselves without hesitation on the side of the Entente
Powers from whom they expected liberation.

The Armenians have fought at the side of the Allies since the
first days of the War, until the signature of the Armistice on all
fronts.

I shall not repeat what they achieved in the Caucasus. M. Ah-
rounian, President of the delegation of the Armenian Republic has
just given you a long account far better than I shall be able to do.

I would like to mention, however, that in Syria and Palestine, in
the Legion d’Orient where Armenian Volunteers, in accordance with
the invitation made by the French Government to the National
Delegation in 1916—when the agreement between the Allied Powers
was signed—gathered to the number of five thousand forming more
than half the French contingent and took so brilliant a share in
the great Palestine victory, which liberated Syria, that General
Allenby sent them an official congratulation.

Lastly, in France, in the Foreign Legion, a crack Corps which has
covered itself with glory, Armenian Volunteers gained a special
distinction for bravery and endurance. Of 800 recruits at the begin-
ning of the campaign, scarcely 40 have survived. All the rest fell
facing the enemy.

This Military contribution has been officially and warmly appreci-
ated by the Allied Governments and I need not press the matter
further. All that I wish to indicate is that this attachment of the
Armenians to the cause of the Entente was one of the motives of the
massacres and deportations.

The Armenians, therefore, have been belligerents. The complete
victory of the Allies has finally liberated Armenia from the Turkish
yoke. That is an accomplished fact. We would add that, if to
the victims of massacres and deportations, be added our losses on
the field of battle, it will appear that the tribute of life paid by
Armenia is heavier than that of any other belligerent nation. Her
losses reach more than one million lives out of a total population of
414 million souls. Armenia has earned her independence by the arms
and the blood of her children, ' - -
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I have two kinds of observations to present. I wish first to speak
of the delimitation of the future Armenian State as we understand
it. I shall then give you some details concerning the population.

Delimitation.
Our claim is that independent Armenia should comprise all Arme-
nian territory and should be formed of :—

1. Cilicia (with Sandjak of Marash) the six vilayets of Erzerum,
Bitlis, Van, Diarbekr, Kharput, Sivas and a portion of the vilayet
of Trebizond giving access to the Black Sea.

2. The territory of the Armenian Republic of the Caucasus the
population of which demands union with its brothers in Turkey
under one single Armenian State.

It has sometimes been said and written that we wish to include
within the limits of this State the future Armenian State territories
which are not Armenian. This is untrue. Not only do we not make
any such demand, but on the contrary, we ask that the final frontiers
be fixed not by us but by a mixed Commission which shall work on
the basis of historical, geographical and ethnical rights. The present
administrative limits of the provinces or Armenian vilayets are arbi-
trary and false. They were drawn by Abdul-Hamid for the purpose
of his policy in such a way as to include capriciously non-Armenian
regions, in order to bring about a Mussulman majority. Qur request
is that these outlying regions, generally Kurdish or Turklsh should
be detached.

Thus, the whole of Hekkiari and the South of Diarbekr which are
mainly Kurdish should be excluded from Armenia; similarly the
Turkish region west of Sivas and many others. As to Trebizond
we recognise that the population is mainly Greek, but the Port of
Trebizond is the only considerable outlet for the whole of Upper
Armenia on the Black Sea. Our claim is moreover in accord with
the declaration made by M. Venizelos who treated the question in
a broad spirit of equity, which I am happy to recognise, in his
Memorandum addressed to the Peace Conference.

As to our border with Syria, our Syrian neighbours have latterly
put forward very unjustiﬁable claims to the major part of Cilicia
which they would include in Syria.

This pretension cannot be maintained. Cilicia is an essentlally
Armenian Province. It was for four centuries until 1875 the State
of the last kingdom of Armenia. Some parts of it, such as the region
of Zeitun maintained up to our time a semi-independence under
Armenian Princes. At Sis, capital of Cilicia, the Catholicos, reli-
gious head of all the Armenians of Turkey, has, from time imme-
morial up to the present day, maintained his pontifical seat.
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As to the population the great majority is Armenian and Turkish.
The Syrian element is insignificant. Before the war, there were in
Cilicia only 20,000 Syrians as against 200,000 Armenians. No atlas
of the ancient or modern world includes Cilicia in Syria. Geo-
graphically, historically, ethnically, Cilicia is an integral part of
Armenia and its natural outlet in the Mediterranean.

The North frontier of Syria is the chain of the Amanus, not that
of the Taurus, as represented in the publications of the Syrian Com-
mittee with the object of including Cilicia in Syria.

Population.

A few words now on the subject of population. I would like to
say at the outset that there have never been exact statistics in Turkey.
The Turkish Government always falsified those returns intentionally
with the object of proving that the Armenians were an insignificant
minority. I wish to cite a few examples of these falsifications. The
Turkish Government showed the Armenians of the vilayet of Van
as numbering 80,000. Now there is certain evidence that the number
of Armenians from this vilayet who took refuge in Russia exceeds
920,000.

At the other extremity of Armenia in the whole of Sandjak of
Marash the Turkish Government reckoned about 4,200 Armenians;
now in the town of Marash alone according to Elysée Reclus there
were more than 20,000 Armenians, half the population of the town.
Zeitun in the Sandjak of Marash with its eight villages had, in ac-
cordance with statistics made on the spot in 1880, 27,460 Armenians
and 8,344 Mussulmans.

It has been alleged that there are no Armenians left in Armenia
since the massacres and deportations, or at all events that those who
remain form an insignificant minority. Happily this is untrue.

Firstly, according to principles no-one today disputes, the dead
must count as much as the living. It would be intolerable that the
unspeakable crimes committed against a whole race should benefit
their authors. But the purpose of exterminating a whole people
was not achieved. After this War the Armenians will be, as before
it, more numerous than the Turks and even than the Turks and
Kurds combined.

In fact, although the losses of the Armenians were very great,
those of the Turks in the course of the war have not been less. A
German report gives 214 millions as the total losses of the Turks
by war, epidemic and famine, which have caused terrible havoc
owing to improvidence and shortage of hospital personnel and medi-
cines. At least half of these losses have been sustained by the popu-
lation of the Armenian provinces, which have been practically the
only recruiting grounds for the Turks, and which have been invaded
both by Russian and Armenian armies. If, therefore, it is admitted
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that the Turkish population has at least sustained equally heavy
losses, the Armenians are still in the majority after the war, as they
were before it. But this majority will be still greater when the Ar-
menian Republic of the Caucasus is united to Turkish Armenia to
form one State, as both the Armenians of the Caucasus and those of
Turkey ardently desire.

M. Abrounian [4karonian] has just laid the case before you and I
support all he has said. I cannot overstress the point that this is a mat-
ter of the greatest importance for the Armenians, because the two
groups of Armenians are interdependent. The Caucasian Armenians
are more numerous than the Turkish Armenians. The latter, however,
are more favourably situated as regards fertile land.

As has already been said (and it is perhaps unnecessary to repeat
it) there are bonds of race, blood, religion and language between the
two groups. We are, in fact, brothers. The Armenians in the
Caucasus have established themselves in that country to escape from
Turkey. They have now only one desire, to return to their native
land. During the massacres before the war it was due to the Cau-
casian Armenians that the Russian and Allied Governments were
asked in 1915 and 1914 to approach Turkey in favour of the Turkish
Armenians.

I wish now to say a few words with regard to the position of the
Armenians in the East and in the Ottoman Empire. I shall dem-
onstrate by a few facts that they are quite capable of governing
themselves when the time comes for them to set up an independent
State. :

Just to give some idea of the economic activity of the Armenian
element in Turkish Armenia, I will quote some figures, taken from
pre-war commercial and industrial statistics of the Vilayet of Sivas,
which I have produced at previous negotiations in Paris in 1912 and
1918.

The Vilayet of Sivas is the least Armenian of the six Vilayets, but
if you look at the figures relating to imports you will see that out
of 166 wholesale merchants, 141 were Armenians and only 13 were
Turks. In the export trade there were 127 Armenian merchants and
23 Turks. Out of 37 bankers and capitalists, 32 were Armenians and
5 only were Turks. It appears, furthermore, according to the book
recently published by M. Leipzius, that out of a total population of
20,000,000 inhabitants, of whom 2,000,000 were Armenians, the latter
held some 80 to 90 percent of the commerce in their own hands.

M. Leipzius, after his enquiry at Constantinople in regard to the
Massacres, stated that the result would be very detrimental finan-
cially to Germany and Austria, because, all commerce being in the
hands of the massacred Armenians, the Germans and Austrians
would be unable to recover their debts.

814579—43—voL, Iv—1I11
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I will quote a passage from a book by Dr. Rohrbach, a well-known
pan-Germanist, who desired to see Germany annex Armenia, and
this will give you an idea of the German opinion on the Armenians
before the war :—

“In present-day Turkey, reduced almost entirely to its Asiatic
possessions, the Armenians carry much more weight than their num-
bers would seem to warrant. Owing to their high intellectual and
commercial standards, they are without doubt the most active people
among Eastern nations. In fact it might be said that they constitute
the only people in those regions who are imbued with what might
be called national qualities. The Armenian has that energy and
tenacity of purpose which are quite contrary to the usually accepted
attributes of the Eastern character”.

That is the opinion of a German, and it is simply because the
writer is a German that I have made the quotation.

It remains for me to address you on Armenian policy, claims and
aspirations. I have already told you what is meant by the Armenian
State from a geographical standpoint. I must now point out that,
from the political point of view, our programme has not varied in
any way as far as the national delegation is concerned. This pro-
gramme, which I have already had the honour to explain to the
Great Allied Powers, may be summed up in three points:—

1. Liberation from the Turkish yoke.

2. It is not sufficient to liberate the Armenian people who have
been in bondage. As they will now find themselves in an inferior
position I asked for the joint protection of the Powers. I have not
asked for joint rulership, to which I already knew the meeting
would be opposed. There had already been unfortunate examples
of condominium, and I know that the meeting would not feel disposed
to make one more example. As an Egyptian, I know exactly what
it means.

By joint protection of the Powers I mean that kind of protection
which would prevent aggression from outside, and not an inter-
meddling with internal political and administrative affairs.

3. From the first I have also asked that the Great Protecting
Powers should give a mandate to one or other of them to administer
and organise Armenia.

) That is the programme we adopted in 1915. We modified it when
> the idea of a League of Nations was formulated by President Wilson,
and we adapted our programme to the new ideas.

The first point of our programme is now realised, since we are
freed from the Turkish yoke. The two other points are realised also,
if the newspaper reports are correct, since the Peace Conference has
already decided to place the peoples oppressed by the Turks under
the protection of the League of Nations with a Power as mandatory.
We therefore have the firm hope of seeing our aspirations realised.

We need only entrust ourselves to the sense of justice of the Peace
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Conference, and we have no doubt but that the Conference will ap-
prove the programme of our national claims. The Powers now
know and can trust the Armenians, whose national feelings, vitality
and warlike valour have been strikingly revealed in the course of
the war.

The Powers can rest assured that, with the qualifications all now
recognised, the Armenians, under a régime of peace, justice and lib-
erty, and under the tutelage of the League of Nations, will soon form
a flourishing and prosperous State, and will be one of the most
powerful factors of peace and civilisation in the East.”

M. Picuon thanked the Armenian Representatives, and the Ar-
menian Delegation withdrew.

(5) On M. Pichon’s proposal, it was decided that the following
questions should be discussed at the next Meeting to be held on

Thursday, February 27th, at 3.0 p.m.:—

fienda of Next 1.—Proposal by Mr. House for a Commission to
deal with delimitation of frontiers.
2.—The Zionist question.
(The Meeting adjourned to Thursday, February 27th, at 3.0 p.m.)
Viera Magsstic, Parts, 27th February, 1919.

Annexure “A”

Report on the Creation of a Neuwtral Zone Between Hungarians and
Rumanians in Transylvania

The Military Representatives of the Supreme War Council after
taking cognisance of the decision reached by the Prime Ministers of
the Allied and Associated Powers at their meeting on the 21st
February, 1919, concerning the delimitation of a neutral zome in
Transylvania between Hungarians and Rumanians;

After hearing in succession

The Rumanian General Coanda on the general conditions, historical,
moral, political and ethnographical relating to these questions;

The Rumanian Colonel Dimitresco on the strategical conditions
required to place the Rumanian armies in a position to defend them-
selves against all eventual aggression by Hungarian troops;

Dr. Vaida, Rumanian Minister, on the general internal condition
of Transylvania;

General Henrys, Commander-in-Chief of the French Army of the
Orient;

" General Charpy, Chief of Staff of the General Commanding-
in-Chief the Allied Armies in the East, on the possibility of the
occupation by these Armies of the neutral zone to be defined;
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Agree:—

On the principle that the proposals which they submit to the
Conference of the Prime Ministers relate only to provisional
measures of occupation, without prejudice in any manner to the final
attribution of the occupied regions.

The Military Representatives further consider:— .

That the advance of Rumanian troops to contact with Hungarian
troops may have the consequence, among others, of causing serious
conflicts between them ;

That it is desirable to take all measures to avert such conflict as
would impede the work of the Peace Conference and create between
the peoples destined in the future to live side by side profound causes
of hostility likely to disturb the peace.

The Military Representatives therefore conclude :—

That it is desirable to create in Transylvania between Hungarians
and Rumanians a neutral zone free from all Hungarian and Ruma-
nian troops, the important points in which should be occupied by
Allied troops (approximately 2 infantry battalions with some
squadrons or 1 regiment of cavalry) with the mission of maintaining
order and tranquility in this zone, with the assistance, if necessary,
of Inter-Allied Commissions whose function it will more particularly
be to control the various administrative offices, the administration of
the territories continuing to be carried out in accordance with the
conditions fixed by the Armistice.

They propose that the zone should be defined as follows:—

Eastern or Rumanian Limit: The main road from Arad to
Nagyszalonta thence the railway Grosswardein (Nagy Varad)—Nagy
Karoly, Szatmar Nemeti. All localities mentioned to be excluded
from military occupation by the Rumanians but, together with the
railway, to be available for the use of the Rumanian troops and
inhabitants, under Allied control, for economic purposes.

Northern Limit: The River Szimos.

Western or Hungarian Limit: A line leaving the Theiss 5 Km.
North West of Vasaros-Nameny passing then 5 Km. to the West of
Debreczen to 38 Km. West of Deva-Vanya, and continuing to the West
of Gyoma, 5 Km. West of Oroshaza, Hotmezo-Vasarhely and
gzegegin, then rejoining the Southern frontier to the South of

zegedin,

Southern Limit: The line of the River Maros, Arad and Szeged
being occupied by Allied troops to the exclusion of both Rumanian
and Hungarian troops.

Military Representative, Major-General,
French Section, Military Representative,
Supreme War Council British Section,
Supreme War Council
Gnl. BeLin . C. SaceviLLe WEsT

Military Representative, Military Representative,

Italian Section,
Supreme War Council
CAVALLERO

American Section,
Supreme War Council
P. D. LocHRIDGE
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1. M. PicHON, circulated a copy of the following Resolution, which
had been received from Colonel House, for formal acceptance by the
Conference, and said he understood an agreement had
already been reached on the subject:—

'tht“ Resotlug:m

m Za e .

ll;roceedt;;'c f;‘r the “Tt is agreed that —

P ation o In order to expedite the work of the Conference in

£2) Colonel ' tion  defining the approximate future frontiers of the enemy
countries in the preliminary treaties of peace a Com-
mittee composed of one representative, each, of the

United States of America, the British Empire, France, Italy and

Japan, be appointed with the following terms of reference:—

(@) to draw up for the consideration of the Preliminary Peace Con-
ference the frontiers based on the recommendations of the territorial
Commissions which have been, or may be, appointed.

(5) to make recommendations as to any part of the frontiers of
enemy States which are not included in the scope of any Commission,
excepting such frontier questions as any of the Powers concerned may
reserve for discussion in the first instance at the Quai d’Orsay Council.”

M. SonniNo thought it would not be sufficient to have only one
representative of each of the Great Powers on the Committee. It
might not always be possible for the same representa-
&) M. Somnine’s  tive to attend and, though he might be replaced by a
ing Numberof  substitute, the latter would find great difficulty in
taking part in the deliberations, owing to his not
having kept in touch with the previous proceedings. Colonel House
had, he believed, originally proposed three representatives. He (M.
Sonnino) had agreed that that number was probably excessive, but he
thought that each Power should certainly have the right to appoint
two representatives, in order to ensure the proper continuity of the
work.

Mz. Lansing said that his own preference would be for a small
Committee of five members, with the power of introducing as many
experts as might be thought useful. Consequently, a representative
could always be replaced by one of his experts, should the necessity
arise.

M. SonNINo said that he would not press the matter, but he certainly
thought one representative would be too few.

Mg. Barrour said that he would not, himself, fight one way or the
other. He enquired, however, whether the difficulty could not be
overcome by allowing one representative, with power of substitution.

M. Tarpeu pointed out that the power of substitution already
existed. He would suggest, therefore, that each representative

should be permitted to have one permanent assistant
(c) Proposed .
Appointment of delegz}te, W.hO would have the advantage of following
Assistant the discussions day by day.
M. SonninNo enquired whether the permanent assist-
ant delegate would have the power of taking part in the discussions.
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He wished to point out that the proposed Committee would not
merely be a co-ordinating Committee; it would also have the duty
of taking the initiative on all questions which had not been referred
to a Commission.

Mz. LANsING, intervening, said that his purpose in suggesting five
representatives had been to avoid discussion by a large number of
people.

M. SoNNINO, continuing, said that it was understood the decisions
of the proposed Committee would come before the Conference of the

Great Powers before being submitted to a plenary

& Divisinsof  gession of the Preliminary Peace Conference.

Committee To Be (It was agreed tha.t —
forence of Great In order to expedite the work of the Conference

in defining the approximate future frontiers of the
enemy countries in the preliminary treaties of peace a Committee
composed of one representative, each, of the United States of Amer-
ica, the British Empire, France, Italy and Japan, be appointed with
the following terms of reference:—

(a) to draw up for the consideration of the Preliminary Peace
Conference the frontiers based on the recommendations of the terri-
torial Commissions which have been, or may be, appointed.

(5) to make recommendations as to any part of the frontiers of
enemy States which are not included in the scope of any Commis-
sion, excepting such frontiers questions as any of the Powers con-
cerned may reserve for discussion in the first instance at the Quai
d’Orsay Council.

It was also agreed that each of the five representatives of the
Great Powers should have the right to bring an Assistant with him,
in order to ensure continuity in the proceedings.)

(At this stage the Zionist Representatives and the technical experts
in Zionism entered the Council Chamber.)

2. M. PrcHON, having welcomed the Zionist Deputation, called upon
M. Sokolow to address the meeting.

M. Soxorow introduced himself as representing the

Statement by Zionist Organisation and the Jewish population of
Zionist Repre- . . «

sentatives: Palestine. He had prepared a printed “Statement of
(a) Statement by . . . . . 9
M.Sokolow. ~ the Zionist Organisation regarding Palestine,”* and
Organisation he asked permission to distribute copies of the same

to the members of the Conference.

*The “Brief Summary” of the minutes of this meeting (BC—41a) and the
telegraphic report of the meeting by the American Mission to the Department
of State give the text of this statement as follows:

“l. The High Contracting Parties recognize the historic title of the Jewish
people to Palestine and the right of the Jews to reconstitute in Palestine their
National Home.

“2. The boundaries of Palestine shall follow the general lines set out below :—

“Starting on the North at a point on the Mediterranean Sea in the vicinity
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Continuing, M. Sokolow said that the Conference would under-
stand his emotions, now that the solemn hour awaited during 18
centuries by the Jewish people had, at length, arrived. The Delegates
had come to claim their historic rights to Palestine, the land of
Israel, where, in ancient times, the Jewish people had created a
civilisation which had since exercised an enormous influence on
humanity. There they had lived happily until the country had been
lost ; since when a long continued martyrdom had been suffered. Now
this people possessed no land and no national power. Undoubtedly,
happy groups of Jews lived in the countries of Western Europe and
in the United States of America; but those v@ere, comparatively
speaking, only small groups. The great majority of the Jewish

South of Sidon and following the watersheds of the foothills of the Lebanon
as far as Jisr el Karaon, thence to El Bire, following the dividing line between
the two basing of the Wadi el Korn and the Wadi el Tiem, thence in a southerly
direction following the dividing line between the Eastern and Western slopes of
the Hermon, to the vicinity West of Beit Jenn, thence Eastward following the
northern watersheds of the Nahr Mughaniye close to and west of the Hedjaz
Railway.

“In the East a line close to and West of the Hedjaz Railway terminating in
the Gulf of Akaba.

“In the South a frontier to be agreed upon with the Egyptian Government.

“In the West the Mediterranean Sea.

“The details of the delimitations, or any necessary adjustments of detail,
shall be settled by a Special Commission on which there shall be Jewish
-representation.

“3. The sovereign possession of Palestine shall be vested in the League of
Nations and the Government entrusted to Great Britain as Mandatary of the
League.

‘“4. (Provision to be inserted relating to the application in Palestine of such
of the general conditions attached to mandates as are suitable to the case.)

“5. The mandate shall be subject also to the following special conditions:

“(I) Palestine shall be placed under such political, administrative and
economic conditions as will secure the establishment there of the Jewish
National Home and ultimately render possible the creation of an autonomous
Commonwealth, it being clearly understood that notbing shall be done which
may prejudice the civil and religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities
in Palestine or the rights and political status enjoyed by Jews in any other
country.

“(II) To this end the Mandatary Power shall inter alia:

“(a) Promote Jewish immigration and close settlement on the land, the
established rights of the present non-Jewish population being equitably safe-
guarded.

“(b) Accept the co-operation in such measures of a Council representative
of the Jews of Palestine and of the world that may be established for the
development of the Jewish National Home in Palestine and entrust the organi-
zation of Jewish education to such Council.

“(c) On being satisfied that the constitution of such Council precludes the
making of private profit, offer to the Council in priority any concession for
public works or for the development of natural resources which it may be found
desirable to grant.

“(I1I) The Mandatary Power shall encourage the wisest measure of self-
government for localities practicable in the conditions of the country.

“(IV) There shall be forever the fullest freedom of religious worship for all
creeds in Palestine. There shall be no discrimination among the inhabitants
with regard to citizenship and civil rights, on the grounds of religion, or of
race.

“(V) (Provision to be inserted relating to the control of Holy Places.)”

(Paris Peace Conf. 180.03101/48)
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people did not live in those countries and the problem of the masses
remained to be solved. The Jews would never forget that France
had been the first to recognise the rights of man and personal liberty,
and it was under that influence that the Jews had obtained rights
of citizenship in other countries. It was in Great Britain that the
ancient traditions of Zionism first took root. It was in Great Britain,
and especially in the British Colonies, that the Jews had been able
to establish prosperous settlements. In Italy, the Jews had taken
an important part in the wars of liberation : the Jewish people there
were happy, well organised and able to take a part in the govern-
ment of the country. In the United States of America, 3,000,000
Jews enjoyed the rights of citizenship. Mere rights of citizenship,
however, were not sufficient to satisfy the ideals of the Jews, who
craved for a national existence. Consequently, for the great suffer-
ing majority of the Jews, living in Eastern Europe, a place would
have to be prepared where they would be at home and among their
own kind. During the late terrible war the Allies had promised to
help the Jews to found a Jewish national centre, where the real home
of the Jewish people had always been. This was the only possible
solution of the Jewish problem. Sustained by that promise, the
Jews had been able to organise and to support the Great Powers
loyally by creating an entente of all the Jewish parties within the
Entente.of the Great Powers. Now, a victory of great ideals and
of justice having been gained, the hour of deliverance of his unhappy
people had struck: and the old Jewish traditions could again be
introduced in the land of their ancestors, combined with the ideals
of New Europe, thus leading to a re-constitution of a people and the
transformation of a country. The memoir which he had circulated
merely gave the Zionist plans for the realisation of the hopes of the
Jewish people, and, with the permission of the Conference, he would
read the following extract:—

“The Zionist Organisation respectfully submits the following draft
resolutions for the consideration of the Peace Conference :—

1. The High Contracting Parties reco,cirlnise the historic title of
the Jewish people to Palestine and the right of the Jews to reconsti-

tute in Palestine their National Home.
2. The boundaries of Palestine shall be as declared in the schedule

annexed hereto.

8. The sovereign possession of Palestine shall be vested in the
League of Nations and the Government entrusted to Great Britain
as Mandatory of the League.

4. (Provision to be inserted relating to the application in Palestine
of such of the general conditions attached to mandates as are
suitable to the case).

5. The mandate shall be subject also to the following special
conditions :—
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(1) Palestine shall be placed under such political, administrative
and economic conditions as will secure the establishment there of
the Jewish National Home and ultimately render possible the creation
of an autonomous Commonwealth, it being clearly understood that
nothing shall be done which may prejudice the civil and religious
rights of existing non-Jewish communities in Palestine or the rights
and political status enjoyed by Jews in any other country.”

In conclusion, he would be ready to answer any questions that
might be put to him, but he would, in the first place, ask the Confer-
ence to hear his colleague, Dr. C. Weizmann, the President of the
Enquiry Committee sent to Palestine on behalf of the Zionist Execu-
tive Committee, who would give practical information on the subject
of the realisation of the Zionist programme.

Dr. WEzMANN pointed out that the war had left the Jewish people
weaker comparatively than any other people in the world. Before

(b) Statement by UD€ War, six to seven million Jews in Russia had been

Dr. Weizmann, systematically oppressed but that oppressi9n had
Zionist Organ- possessed the grandeur of a great tragedy, which had

acted as a source of inspiration to all Jews. Now,
even the grandeur had disappeared, and the community was being
ground down by the political machinery which had been set up in
Russia. It was impossible for him to make any forecasts, but even
the most sanguine would agree that those parts could not settle down
for many years to come. Meanwhile the Jews, as the most feeble
element, would suffer most, and as a result Jewish emigration, which
before the war had reached the figure of 250,000 a year, would in-
crease enormously, whilst at the same time the power of absorption
in the countries of Western Europe and of America would consid-
erably decrease. The Great Powers would naturally scrutinise every
alien who claimed to enter their countries, and the Jew would be
regarded as a typical wandering alien. As a result the Jews would
find themselves knocking around the world, seeking a refuge and
unable to find one. The problem, therefore, was a very serious one,
and no statesman could contemplate it without being impelled to
find an equitable solution.

In his opinion, the solution proposed by the Zionist organisation
was the only one which would in the long run bring peace, and at
the same time transform Jewish energy into a constructive force,
instead of its being dissipated into destructive tendencies or bitterness.

Palestine possessed great possibilities. The country was not very
densely populated: There were some 600,000 to 700,000 people oc-
cupying 40,000 square kilometres, which gave a population of 10 to
15 per square kilometre. On the other hand, in Lebanon, which re-
sembled it in many aspects, the density of the population was 160
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per square kilometre. Consequently, in Palestine there was room for
an increase of at least four to five million people, without encroaching
on the legitimate interests of the people already there.

The Zionists wished to settle Jews in the empty spaces of Palestine,
organising the settlements to be created by the expenditure of their
own money and the exercise of their brains.

The Zionist Association demanded, in the name of the people who
had suffered martyrdom for eighteen centuries that they should be
able, immediately peace was signed, to tell their co-religionists in the
Ukraine, in Poland, and in other parts of Eastern Europe, that they
would be taken to Palestine, there to be put on the land. That was
the essence of what the Zionists required, and with that object in
view they had taken the liberty of drawing up the following
resolution :—

“To this end the Mandatory Power shall inter alia . —

(2) Promote Jewish immigration and close settlement on the land,
the established rights of the present non-Jewish population being
equitably safeguarded.

(5) Accept the co-operation in such measures of a Council repre-
sentative of the Jews of Palestine and of the world that may be
established for the development of the Jewish National Home in
Palestine and entrust the organisation of Jewish education to such
Council.

(¢) On being satisfied that the constitution of such Council pre-
cludes the making of private profit, offer to the Council in priority
any concession for the development of natural resources which it may
be found desirable to grant.”

In conclusion, he would add that he spoke in the name of a million
Jews who, staff in hand were waiting the signal to move. It would
be the duty of the Zionist Association to organise immigration suc-
cessfully, but the Jewish leaders would be faced with a far greater
catastrophe if they found themselves unable to tell their people to
wait until they received the signal. For the fulfillment of their
plans the Jewish Associations required the support of the Great
Powers, and in full hope they left their case in their hands.

M. Ussiscrins said that he appeared before the Conference in his
capacity as a member of the Executive Committee of the Zionist

Organisation, and also as President of the National
{Pfhatement by Assembly representing 3,000,000 Jews of South Rus-
Memberofthe ~ sia, an Assembly which, in the month of November
:z':i:{l‘t“;r;::éi%‘:{?:fion fimf;l adopted a rfasolution proclaimipg the histori-c
and President of  rights of the Jewish people to Palestine. It was his
rorih Netional  earnest desire to support the claims submitted by the

two previous speakers, the representatives of the
Zionist Organisation. '
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M. Semre said that he spoke in the name of the French Zionists,

who were not in the majority amongst the Jews in France. He

wished to associate himself entirely with the claims

(D Statementby  put forward by the Zionist Organisation. He felt
of

Spire, on behalf . N
the French certain that France, which had ever defended the

Hortes rights of the oppressed, would support these claims.
Furthermore, it was only natural for a French Jew to express those
views. It was only -on one point that the Zionist movement could
disturb the French, namely, on the question of the ancient privileges
which the French had always enjoyed in Palestine. In regard to
that question, the French Zionists trusted to the justice of the Con-
ference, feeling confident that the mandate would be granted to the
country most competent to exercise the power, not only in its own
interests, but in the interests of all nationalities.
M. Syrvaix Levr said that his only claim to speak was that he had
accompanied, on the invitation of the Zionist Association and at the
request of the French Government, the Zionist Com-
(o) Statementby  mijttee of Inquiry, sent from France to Palestine to

M. Sylvain Levi, U
st the e, Teport on the Zionist movement. He greatly appre-

Collége de France,
Paris ciated the honour which had thereby been accorded
to him, since he was not himself a Zionist, and only
a Jew by origin, that is, Jewish in sentiment, but French above all.
He had devoted much time to the study of this question, and for
that reason wished to present certain aspects of the case to the Con-
ference. It would not be necessary for him to call the attention of
the Conference to the situation of the Jews in Eastern and Central
Europe. His colleagues had already drawn a picture of the inde-
scribable misery which the Jewish people were there suffering.
Millions of men who were not at home in the countries in which they
lived, felt that they possessed no mother country, and that their
national life was confined to intercourse amongst themselves. For
these people Palestine was the “country of their ancestors”; the
country of their dreams—a sort of terrestrial paradise; and it was
there that they thought they would best be able to develop their
national energies. That feeling was so strongly implanted in the
minds of the Jewish people that it could never be uprooted. The
only question was: how could those national ideals best be satisfied?
The Zionist movement in Palestine did not propose to initiate an
entirely new work; a beginning had already been made, and mag-
nificent results had already been achieved. It would be unnecessary
for him to point to the splendid Jewish colonies already established
in Palestine under the auspices of Baron Rothschild: Colonies which
formed veritable oases in the middle of the surrounding desert.
Furthermore, the “Universal Jewish Alliance”, which had been in
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existence for over 50 years having been founded on the true principles
of the French Revolution, had begun its work in Palestine by the
establishment of an agricultural school in 1876. Subsequently, other
schools had been opened in other localities, such as Jerusalem, Jaffa,
etc. each of which had rendered the greatest service to the people.
In the end, Zionism had arisen. To that movement he was legiti-
mately entitled to pay a high tribute, as he did not himself belong
to it. Its great merit lay in the fact that it had raised the Jewish
moral[e] in those countries of Eastern Europe, where the moral[e]
had been fast sinking, by supplying spiritual food and by engen-
dering a true religious feeling. As a result of the feeling so engen-
dered, the desire for Palestine was born. The special task which
Zionism had set for itself was to direct a flow of Jewish immigration
towards Palestine, especially from Eastern Europe. That was the
problem for which a solution now had to be found. With the per-
mission of the Conference he would talk with the frankness of a
historian, who desired to face the problem honestly and squarely,
without attempting to hide any of the difficulties.

The first difficulty lay in the great disproportion which existed
between the area of Palestine and the millions of people who might
want to go there from Eastern Europe. In the second place, the
actual condition of the country, which was at present able to main-
tain only a small population owing to the climatic and other causes
brought about by the action of men and the misgovernment of the
authorities. At the present moment, some 600,000 or 700,000 Arabs
only dwelt in that country, but it would be impossible for an equal
number of Jews to adapt themselves to the same conditions of life,
since they had in Europe, and especially in Western Europe, acquired
certain methods of life which would not be satisfied by the conditions
which were sufficient for the Arabs. In the third place, the masses
of people who might wish to return to Palestine, would largely be
drawn from those countries where they had been persecuted and
ill-treated, and the mentality which such a regime was likely to
engender could be easily realised. Those people would carry with
them into Palestine highly explosive passions, conducive to very
serious trouble in a country which might be likened to a concentration
camp of Jewish refugees. The Conference that had created the
League of Nations would easily understand that nations could not
be created at will, and the realisation of a certain number of aspira-
tions would not suffice to create a national entity. The problem was
an extremely difficult one, especially as it would concern Jewish
people drawn from so many countries such as Poland, the Cau-
casus, Balkans, Morocco, Spain, etc.; the fusion of all these people
would take time, and the time required might be lengthy. This
difficulty had been fully recognised by the Zionist Organisation,
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which had attempted to find a solution. A solution had been found
and put forward consisting in the creation of an International Jew-
ish Council, which by some means or other (about which he was not
quite clear) would act both as the guardian and the political ruler
of Palestine. The idea was an ingenious one, but, as a Frenchman
of Jewish origin, he feared the results. It would be dangerous to
create a precedent whereby certain people who already possessed
the rights of citizenship in one country would be called upon to
govern and to exercise other rights of citizenship in a new country.
In other words, an attempt would be made to apply the principles
of the law of Delbriick to the Jews, already sufficiently suspect;
and it would in his opinion be a sad beginning to inherit anything
of the kind from Germany. In this way people possessing dual
rights of citizenship would have been created able to exercise their
rights in the country of their residence and also in Palestine, in which
they had no rights and which they did not inhabit.

The Zionist Organisation, however, placed their confidence in the
mandatory system, provided the Jews who decided to settle in
Palestine could little by little be granted the right of self-govern-
ment. The Jewish groups already settled in Palestine clearly showed
how quickly thev could enter into municipal life, and solve the most
difficult problems; some of the Jewish municipalities having even
joined together to form, as it were, small autonomous republics,
which had only been molested by the Turkish authorities. Having
visited the country, he was able to realise that this municipal activity
could become national, as soon as the country was occupied by a
large Jewish majority.

He (Mr. Levi) had previously referred to the spirit of the French
Revolution which had led to the creation of the Universal Jewish
Alliance. To this spirit all its members adhered. For many years
the Jews had, in the countries inhabited by them, claimed equality
of rights, but those claims had not yet everywhere been admitted.
Under the circumstances, it seemed to him shocking that the Jews,
as soon as their rights of equality were about to be recognised in all
countries of the world, should already seek to obtain exceptional
privileges for themselves in Palestine. Privileges so obtained as a
rule did not profit either the giver or the receiver. He had sufficient
confidence in the activities and driving force of the ideals of the
Jews of Eastern Europe to believe that they would never abandon
the attainment of their goal, and even if their other aspirations were
to weaken, the time would come when violent upheavals would again
cause a flow of emigration towards Palestine, which must, sooner or
later, become a purely Jewish territory. He was not in a position,
neither was he entitled, to find a solution, but it appeared to him that
it might be possible to create some large Jewish Committee by group-
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ing together all the interested parties, whose function it would be to
supervise emigration, to act as bankers, to buy and distribute land,
to organise public works, to undertake sanitary measures and to take
charge of education, etc., but without possessing any political rights.

In conclusion, he wished to place on record the great part played
by France in the organisation of the Jews in Palestine. Whatever
country might eventually be appointed the Mandatory in Palestine,
he trusted France would be permitted to continue her beneficent
educational work, by maintaining the schools which had been of
such inestimable value to the peoples of Palestine. France and Pales-
tine were both Mediterranean nations, and both, in their own time,
had had a great influence on the development of civilisation through-
out the world. Leaving out of consideration the political aspect of
the case, he would remind the Conference that a very serious and
important problem required solution. He neither over-estimated
nor under-estimated the virtues of national groups. But it would be
admitted that the Jewish race had, during the period of its martyr-
dom, displayed a magnificent resistance and proved its constant pas-
sion for civilisation, high culture and science. It was the Jews in
Palestine who first proclaimed those ideals towards which the world
was still endeavouring to advance. For those ideals Jews had suf-
fered persecution and death, and they believed that on the shores of
the Mediterranean they would find the realisation of their hopes.
They believed that, if restored to the conditions which had enabled
their ancestors to give rise to the great Hebrew movement, they
would again be able to recover their past splendour and to con-
tribute their share towards the regeneration of mankind.

Mr. Lansine asked Dr. Weizmann to clear up some confusion
which existed in his mind as to the correct meaning of the words
“Jewish National Home”. Did that mean an autonomous Jewish
Government ?

Dr. WrrzmaNn replied in the negative. The Zionist organisation
did not want an autonomous Jewish Government, but merely to
establish in Palestine, under a mandatory Power, an administration,
not necessarily Jewish, which would render it possible to send into
Palestine 70 to 80,000 Jews annually. The Association would require
to have permission at the same time to build Jewish schools, where
Hebrew would be taught, and in that way to build up gradually a
nationality which would be as Jewish as the French nation was
French and the British nation British. Later on, when the Jews
formed the large majority, they would be ripe to establish such a
Government as would answer to the state of the development of the
country and to their ideals.

The Zionist Association fully realised the great difficulty of the
problem, and, in fact, had the problem been an easy one to solve,
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it would never have been submitted to the Conference of the Great
Powers. On the other hand, the solution suggested would be easier
than the solution of the difficulties which would arise if the Jews
were left in Russia. The formation of a Jewish organisation had
been proposed, embracing all elements that would co-operate in
solving the problem to be faced. That Council would have no
political rights. Consequently the fear that the Jews would be ac-
cused of double allegiance was groundless. On the other hand the
Jews outside Palestine must supply the money and the men, and
the Council would have to be organised for that purpose and for
that purpose only. A similar Council had already existed in the
creation of the Jewish Alliance, which had been an international
organisation created for the express purpose of establishing schools
in Palestine.

As a Russian Jew, he was entitled to say that the Jews in Russia
lived in an atmosphere which was not conducive to quiet thinking.
On the other hand the colonies in Palestine which had been described
in such glowing terms by Professor Levi had been created by Russian
Jews, and they had succeeded in transforming deserts into flourish-
ing gardens, even under the Turkish yoke.

In conclusion, at the present moment Palestine could not hold a
large number of people. The Conference had no doubt noticed the
discrepancy between the figures which he had given as representing
the possible population of Palestine and the number of emigrants,
50,000 to 60,000 per annum, which he had subsequently suggested.
That was due to the present condition of the country. But the
Association desired to transform the country, to make it capable
of supporting a much larger number of inhabitants, just as had been
done in California and in Tunisia. In the latter country in 1882
around Sfax only 45,000 olive trees were to be found, whereas in
1914, 8,000,000 olive trees had been planted. What had been done in
Tunisia might be done even better in Palestine, since the climate
and soil in the latter country were infinitely superior. With the
help of Jewish funds an Association had been formed to carry out
that programme, and it would undoubtedly achieve success. The
difficulties to be met with in attempting to solve these problems were
nothing if compared with the difficulties to be faced by the Jews
living in Eastern Europe, who constituted 96% of the total number
of Jews in Europe.

In making his statement he spoke for 96% of the Jews of the
world, who shared the views which he had endeavoured to express that
afternoon.

(The Zionist Mission and Experts in Zionism then withdrew)

3. M. Picaon suggested that the following questions should be
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considered at the next meeting to be held on Saturday next,
March 1st:—
1) Report of the Financial Drafting Committee.

(
Mectgs ot % ; Report of the Economic Drafting Committee.

43 obigets for Report on Morocco.

Proposed by (4) Statement by the representatives of the Island
’ of Aaland.

Mgr. Barrour said that he had only received a copy of the resolu-
tions concerning Morocco late the previous evening. The question was
a very difficult and complicated one, and it would be
necessary for him to obtain papers from London.
Under these conditions he suggested that the discussion of that ques-
tion should be adjourned until the following Monday.

(This was agreed to.)

MR. BALFOUR, continuing, said that in regard to the Aaland Islands
he understood the people of Aaland wanted to be joined to Sweden.

Technically, they were Finnish at the moment, though
{9, Aaland they had been Russian before Finland became a sepa-

rate country. He wished to enquire whether it was a
matter which the Conference had either the right or the competence to
determine.

M. Sonnino said that Finland had not been recognised by Italy,
so that from the Italian point of view the Islands were still Russian.

Mr. WaITE reported that the representatives of the Island of
Aaland had been to see him, and had stated that they wished to join
Sweden, for the reason that modern guns would be able easily to
reach Stockholm from the Aaland Islands.

But Mr. White had enquired from the representatives how they
thought the Conference could deal with the question. They had
replied that the Islands of Aaland now formed part of Finland, and
Finland had previously belong[ed] to Russia.

M. SonnNiNo expressed the view that the Conference had agreed to
reserve all questions appertaining to Russia, such as those relating to
the Esthonians, Lithuanians, Lettians and Ukrainians, until the
Russian question came under discussion. Only one exception was
made, in the case of Poland, because Russia herself, when an Ally,
had recognised the independence of that country.

Taking these facts into consideration, he thought it would be better
to study the whole Russian question at one and the same time, es-
pecially as in the case of the Aaland Islands the Conference was
being asked to take something from someone and give it to a third
party.

As a matter of fact, he thought the question fell outside the com-
petence of the Conference, though it might be taken up by the v
League of Nations.

314579—43—voL, v——12

(b) Morocco
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M. PicHoN said that the representatives of the Aaland Islands had
also been to see him, basing their request for annexation to Sweden
on the ground of the right of peoples to self-determination as enun-
ciated by President Wilson.

The representatives of the Aaland Islands had also submitted a
memoire. The Swedish Government had also asked to send repre-
sentatives to the Conference to discuss this same question. He
thought the question of the Aaland Islands should be adjourned
until a decision had been reached on the question of Russia.

(It was agreed to postpone consideration of the question relating
to the Aaland Islands.)

It was agreed that the following questions should be discussed at
the next meeting to be held on Saturday, March 1st, 1919 at 8 o’clock
p.- m.:—

(1) Report of Committee of the Financial Drafting
oefinson: ©* Committee.
1st Mazch (2) Report of the Economic Drafting Committee.

4. Mr. Barrour enquired what action had been taken on the reso-
lution reached the previous day in regard to the creation of a neutral
zone in Transylvania. Who would be responsible for
TomralZonein  carrying out the policy decided upon?
M. Picuon replied that a despatch had already
been sent by the French Government to General
Franchet D’Esperey, Commander-in-Chief of the Allied Armies of
the Orient, calling on him to take the necessary action.
(The meeting then adjourned to Saturday, March 1st, 1919, at
3 p.m.)
Paris, 28th February, 1919.
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1. M. CreMENCEAU having declared the meeting opened, enquired
whether the Conference would agree to consider the report of the
Committee, appointed to draft the Naval and Military
Naval and Military - Peace conditions to be imposed on Germany,.on Mon-
Gnposed on day afternoon next. The Military conditions had
been submitted by Marshal Foch yesterday, and copies
had been distributed to the representatives of the five Great Powers.
The principle involved had been duly accepted both by President Wil-
son and Mr. Lloyd George. Consequently, he thought that a decision
might be reached without delay. When the Armistice had last been
renewed, no term had been fixed. The Great Powers had reserved
the right to terminate the Armistice at three days notice, and the
Germans had been given to understand that the final military Peace
conditions would be presented to them with as little delay as possible.
The Allied and Associated Powers would, therefore, place themselves
in an awkward position if the final Military Peace terms could not be
presented within the period of one month from the date of the last
renewal of the Armistice.

MRr. Barrour felt some difficulty in accepting M. Clemenceau’s pro-
posal. He thought that some confusion of idea appeared to exist.
He quite agreed that the object of the Conference had been to come to
some preliminary arrangement with Germany, as soon as an agree-
ment had been reached on the Naval and Military Peace terms to be
imposed on Germany. He himself had, in fact, proposed at a pre-
vious Meeting that the Military instalment of the preliminary Peace
should be presented to Germany separately. But, he thought M.
Clemenceau had objected to that procedure; and in the absence of M.
Clemenceau and in deference to his view, the Conference had agreed
that the Preliminary Peace with Germany should not only include
the final Naval and Military terms, but also territorial questions, finan-
cial arrangements and questions relating to the economic future of
Germany. That decision in his opinion meant that whether the
Military terms of peace would be decided on Monday or not, it would
malke no difference in regard to the termination of the Armistice.

M. CLeMENCEAU said he quite agreed with Mr. Balfour that no pre-
liminary Peace terms could be presented to Germany until the terri-
torial, financial and economic questions had also been settled. The
Conference could, however, only take up one subject at the time. The
Military question should therefore be settled first, and then the other
questions could be taken up in succession, with as little delay as
possible.

MarsuAL Focr pressed for an early decision to be reached on the
final Naval, Military and Air conditions to be imposed on Germany.
He enquired whether the Allied Military Advisers, as well as the Naval
Experts, should attend the Meeting on Monday next. He understood
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the Naval clauses would then also be ready for consideration by the
Conference.

(It was agreed that the Naval, Military and Air preliminary condi-
tions of Peace should be discussed on Monday afternoon next, and
Marshal Foch was requested to invite the Naval and Military Experts
to attend.)

2. M. Crespi, who had acted as Chairman of the Financial Draft-
ing Committee in the absence of M. Salandra, read the following

report, dated February 26th, 1919 :—

Report of the

inancial Drafting  «Qoveral questions which the Financial Drafting
{2 Report of Committee might have included in the programme of
Committee financial questions to be considered by the Financial

Commission fall within the competence of other Com-
bmiss}ilons already appointed by the Conference and are being considered
y them.
The Financial Drafting Committee has therefore excluded them
from the list which they now submit.
They recommend that when another Commission or the Supreme
Conference itself is dealing with a question which has a financial
aspect it should seek the advice of the Financial Commission.

Questions To BE Draur WitaH 1N THE TREATIES OF PEACE

A. Financial Questions.

1. In cases where an Enemy State cannot meet all its obligations
the question must be considered whether the State should be allowed
to choose for itself the order in which they shall be met or whether the
Allies should insist on settling the order. The matter must be con-
sidered in connection with, inter alia :—

1) Reparation demands.
2 Puﬁlic debts and other obligations incurred prior to the War.
8) Public debts and other obligations incurred during the War.

4) Debts and obligations internally held.

5% Debts and obligations externally held.

éG) Liabilities incurred during the Armistice.

2. The question must also be considered whether in any circum-
stances the debtor State shall be allowed or obliged to modify the
rights of creditors holding security for the payments of their debt.

3. Question of the liability of Allied nationals to contribute to
special war taxes levied or imposed in the enemy countries.

4. In cases of territorial re-adjustment, the following questions
arise:— :

(a) The re-apportionment of any part of the public debt.
() The re-apportionment of any part of the other debts or obli-
gations of the State. ) . )

(¢) The assumption of any liability or obligation in connection
with the currency organisation. (See also Monetary Questions).

(d) Terms of transfer of State or other public property in the
ceded area, and re-apportionment of debts or obligations of public
bodies other than the State.
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(e) Financial measures to be adopted as to public utility enter-
prises, such as railways belonging to private companies operating in
the ceded territory.

B. Monetary Questions.

1. The currencies in which any new national obligations created
by the Peace Settlement must be stated should be determined.

2. It must also be decided whether the currencies in which existing
national obligations are expressed should be modified.

3. Currency questions arising out of territorial re-adjustments.

4. The effect of any forced surrender of gold upon the currency
of enemy countries.

Oraer Questions WHicH Have Been Raisep

1. Inter-Allied agreements as to the consolidation, re-apportion-
ment, re-assumption of War Debts.

2. Temporary Inter-Allied agreements for the support of the for-
eign exchanges.

3. Credits requested by certain Allies secured on the reparation
payments to be exacted from the enemy. '

4. Inter-Allied co-operation in seeking credits from neutrals,

5. Allied financial interests in Russia.

6. Protection of rights and interests of Allied holders of con-
cessions in enemy countries :—

(a) Preservation of pledges and guarantees.

(5) Problems arising out of the internationalisation of ports,
waterways and railways.

7. The elimination of enemy elements from the international organ-
isations for control now existing in various countries (such as Turkey,
Morocco, China).

8. Settlement of pre-war debts between Allied and enemy
nationals.

( a; Question of establishing a clearing house.
(6) Disposition of the proceeds of liquidations of businesses and
of sales of enemy property and interests.

SuBJECT TO ADDITIONS

The Committee will report separately at a later date on Mr. Klotz’s
project for a Financial Section of the League of Nations.”

Lorp MmNER said he wished to make an observation which he
thought would apply equally to the financial and to the economic
commission. The programme which each Commis-

é};&ﬁ%ﬁéﬁeﬁ}; §ion had to WOI:k through was very large anfl very
by Financi important, and it was necessary that the questions to
be dealt with should be settled promptly. Many of

those questions, however, concerned the Allies among themselves far
more than the enemy. The Commissions would eventually have to
decide all those questions, but he thought they should, in the first
instance, devote themselves entirely to those points which would
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have to be embodied in the preliminary Peace. He, therefore, asked
the Conference to accept the following resolution :—

“The Commission is instructed to report not later than March 22nd,
on all matters on which it is necessary to include in the preliminaries
of Peace.”

Mz. House suggested that the Commission should be instructed to
report not later than March 15th, instead of March 22nd.

M. Creser agreed. There were not many financial questions to
be included in the preliminaries of Peace. He thought, therefore,
that a report could be submitted by March 15th.

(It was agreed to accept the following resolution :—

“The Commission is instructed to report not later than March 15th
on all matters which it is necessary to include in the preliminaries of
Peace.”)

Mr. MonTaGU invited the attention of the Conference to the fact

that the Financial Commission had not yet been appointed. It still

remained to be decided who would sit on that Com-

(&) Composition  mjigsion. If it were agreed that the 5 members of the

Commission Financial Drafting Committee should now constitute

the new Financial Commission, he thought one dele-

gate from each of the five Great Powers would be too small an

allowance, especially if the final report had to be submitted not

later than March 15th next. Moreover, some representation would
have to be given to the smaller Powers.

M. Krorz thought the question could with good practical results
be referred to the Financial Drafting Commission, but the Commis-
sion thus constituted should have power to appoint Sub-Commissions
who should be empowered to hear experts, as well as the representa-
tives ‘of the smaller Powers, whenever any question affecting them
came up for consideration.

Mr. House said he accepted M. Klotz’s proposal. In his opinion,
the work would be carried out far more expeditiously with a Com-
mission of 5, with power to appoint Sub-Commissions.

Mr. Lansing proposed that the present Financial Drafting Com-
mittee should constitute the Financial Commission, containing the
same personnel, with the power of appointing Sub-Commissions from
outside their number, as they thought fit.

Mr. MonTacU, whilst agreeing that it would be a good arrangement
to have Sub-Commissions to represent special interests, thought that
the questions to be considered were so important that one representa-
tive of each of the five Great Powers would not be sufficient. Should
the one representative, for instance, be ill, either one Power would
remain unrepresented, or everything would have to be held up.
Therefore, whilst keeping the proposal for Sub-Commissions, he
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would propose that the number of representatives of the main Com-.
mission should be increased to two.

Lorp MiLNEr said that, in order to reconcile the various opinions
expressed, he would suggest that the proposal, contained in the report
of the Economic Drafting Committee, which would be considered that
afternoon, should also be accepted in the case of the Financial Com-
mission. That is to say, that the Commission should be constituted
of two members for each of the five Great Powers, together with
five members elected by the remaining States. There would, there-
fore, be 15 representatives on the Financial Committee, 10 to repre-
sent the Great Powers, and 5 the remaining States.

(It was agreed that the Financial Commission should be consti-
tuted of 2 members for each of the five Great Powers, together with
five members elected by the remaining states.) :

(It was agreed that the members of the Financial Drafting Com-
mittee should form part of this Commission and that the names of
the remaining five representatives of the Great Powers should be
handed in to the Secretary-General on or before Monday next, March
3rd, 1919.)

(It was also agreed that the Secretary-General would invite the
small Powers to meet on Monday next to elect their five represent-
atives to serve on the Financial Commission.)

3. M. Krorz, Chairman of the Allied Commission on Reparation
read, with the permission of the Conference, the following reso-

lution adopted by the Commission at a meeting held
Reference by the  on February 19th, 1919 :—

Allied Commission
on Reparation

“The question having been submitted to the Com-
mittee for Reparation of Damages as to what prin-
ciples Reparation should [be] based on.

The French Delegation having presented the following motion:

“The right to reparation of the Allied and Associated Powers
is entire.” ;

“The enemy must repair all damage, a right of priority being
reserved to certain claims.”

and, concerning the first part of this motion, the question having
been put and discussed as to whether the right of the Allied and
Associated Powers to include in their claim for reparation all war
costs be limited by the American note under date of November 5th,
1918,* to the German Government and by the Memorandum of the
Allied Governments therein included.

The Committee have unanimously agreed to submit to the Supreme
International Council of War such as it was constituted on Novem-
ber 4th, 1918, together with the proceedings of the Committee, the
following question:

“Would the acceptance of the first part of the Motion of the
French delegation to wit: ‘the right to reparation of the Allied

* Foreign Relations, 1918, supp. 1, vol. 1, p. 468.
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and Associated Powers is entire’ be contrary to the intentions of
the principles of the Supreme War Council (constituted as it was
at that date) as they have been expressed in the memorandum
reproduced by the American note of November 5th, 1918%”

M. Kiorz, continuing, said that it would be impossible for the
Commission to apportion among the interested Allied and Associated
Powers the total sum to be paid by Germany, unless a ruling were
obtained as to the interpretation to be given to the word “repara-
tion”: that is to say, whether damage suffered by private individuals
alone should be included, or whether State losses and war costs should
also be taken into acecount.

Mr. House held that the question of the allocation between the
Powers of the lump sum to be paid by Germany on account of
reparation for damages could be settled at a later date, as no allusion
would have to be made to the matter in the preliminaries of Peace.
He would, therefore, prefer that the consideration of the question
should be adjourned until President Wilson’s return.

Mr. Lansine suggested that alternative texts should be prepared
for inclusion in the Articles of Peace, embodying the two hypotheses
suggested by M. Klotz. ’

Mz. Barrour said that the preliminary Peace would give merely
the lump sum to be paid by Germany, the dates of payment and the
manner in which payment should be made. No mention of the
eventual distribution of this lump sum amongst the Allies would
be made in the preliminary Peace. Consequently the question raised
by M. Klotz would in no way delay the work of the Commission,
since it merely had to decide what was the maximum amount that
Germany could pay. In his opinion, there would therefore be no
objection whatever in adjourning the question raised by M. Klotz
until M. Orlando, President Wilson and Mr. Lloyd George were here.

M. Krorz said he was willing to accept Mr. Lansing’s proposal
that two texts should be drafted giving effect to the two suggested
interpretations of the word “reparation”. He would report that
decision to his Committee.

(It was agreed that the Commission of the preliminary Peace
Conference on Reparation be instructed to prepare its report on the
alternative hypotheses that war costs are or are not included in the
claim of the Allied and Associated Powers for reparation.)

4. M. CueMeNTEL said that at the meeting of the Conference of
the great Powers held on 21st February, 1919, (1. C. 146, Minute 4),?

it had been agreed that the first part of the terms of

Report of Eco- i 1 1
Tomie Drafting reference of the Economic Drafting Committee, under
Committee the heading “Transitory Measures”, should be re-

ferred to the Supreme Economic Council, and that

*BC-36, p. 62.
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the “permanent subjects”, mentioned in the report, should be referred
to a special Commission of the Preliminary Peace Conference.

It had further been agreed that the five Signatories of the report
of the Drafting Committee should meet to consider and report as
to the procedure and method of work of the Economic Commission,
and on its composition, having in mind Lord Milner’s request that
the Dominions and India should be accorded separate representation
and that the small Powers should also be represented. In accordance
with that decision the members of the Economic Drafting Committee
had met together and prepared the following report :—

“As regards the composition of the Economic Commission it was
stated on behalf of the British Empire Delegation that they did not
press any suggestion for separate representation of the British
Dominions and India. We accordingly recommend that the Com-
mission should be constituted of two members for each of the five
Powers, together with five members selected by the remaining States.
We consider, moreover, that it is essential that the members of Sub-
Committees dealing with technical subjects should not necessarily all
be members of the main Commission. We think it desirable that the
Commission, when established, shall have freedom to set up any Sub-
Committees which they think necessary, as is the case with the other
Commissions of the Conference, and we consider that, in the interests
of speedy work, all the Sub-Committees should be as small as possible.

As regards the work of the Economic Commission we attach the
programme already approved by the Delegates of the Great Powers
at their meeting on Friday 21st, February, after excluding the tran-
%itory .Iiagasures which have been transferred to the Supreme Economic

ouncil.

TERMS OF REFERENCE To THE EcoNomic CoMMISSION OF THE PEACE CONFERENCE
(As AGREED BY THE ECONOMIC DRAFTING COMMITTEE)

I. PERMANENT COMMERCIAL RELATIONS.

To consider what common measures are possible and desirable with a view
to the removal of Economic barriers, and the establishment of an equitable
basis of the principle of Equality of Trade Conditions in International Com-
merce.

Under this heading will arise such questions (among others) as Customs
regulations, duties and restrictions; the treatment of shipping, including Port
facilities and dues, unfair methods of competition, including false trade descrip-
tions and indications of origin “dumping” etc., and the exceptions and reser-
vations, transitory or otherwise, which may be found necessary to meet special
circumstances.

II. CONTRACTS AND CLAIMS.

To consider :—

(1) What provision should be made with regard to pre-war contracts, agree-
ments or commercial obligations to which subjects or citizens of belligerent
States were parties;

(2) Whether claims should be admitted on either side for damage or injury
arising out of the requisition, liquidation, sequestration or sale of enemy
property or businesses, or the treatment or use of patents, trade marks, trade
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descriptions, or designs or copyrights, or regulations relating to trading with
the enemy; and, if so, on what basis.
III. EX-ENEMY ALIENS.

To consider what common action, if any, should be taken by the Allied and
Associated Governments to prohibit or regulate the carrying on, either in-
dividually, or through companies, of certain businesses and occupations by
ex-enemy aliens during the period immediately following the war.

IV. ABROGATION OR REVIVAL OF ECONOMIC TREATIES,

To consider what Treaties and Conventions of an economic character to
which enemy States were parties should be revived or abrogated respectively.

(Under this heading will be considered, among others the Conventions relat-
ing to Industrial Property, Copyright, Posts and Telegraphs etc.)

Nore:—

The Economic Commission, before formulating proposals as to any
economic questions having a special aspect in regard to which other
Commissions have been or may be set up by the Peace Conference,
should consult the competent Commission ; and on the other hand such
other Commissions should, in the same circumstances consult the
Economic Commission before formulating any proposal relating to
one of the above classes of questions which fall within the scope of
the Economic Commission.

(It was agreed to approve the recommendations of the Economic
Drafting Committee and the Terms of Reference to the Economic
Commission of the Peace Conference, as above given.)

On the proposal of Mr. Housg, the following resolution was
adopted :—

“The Economic Commission is instructed to report not later than
March 15, on all matters which it is necessary to include in the
Preliminaries of Peace.”

(It was agreed that the Financial [Economic?] Commission should
be constituted of 2 members for each of the five Great Powers, to-
gether with 5 members selected by the remaining States.

It was agreed that the members of the Financial [£conomic?)
Drafting Committee should form part of this Commission and that
the names of the remaining 5 representatives of the Great Powers
should be handed in to the Secretary General on or before Monday
next. *

It was also agreed that the Secretary General would invite the
small Powers to meet on Monday next to elect 5 representatives to
serve on the Economic Commission, as well as 5 representatives to
serve on the Financial Commission (see item 2 (¢) above).)

(The Meeting then adjourned.)

Paris, 2nd March, 1919.
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1. M. CLeMENCEATU asked whether the Powers were ready to nomi-
nate their delegates for the Financial and Economic Commissions.
Mgr. LansiNg, on behalf of the United States, asked

Nomination of for a day’s delay for decision.
Financial and (It was agreed that the names of the delegates
Commissions should be communicated to the Secretary-General and

that the Commissions should meet forthwith, without
awaiting the nomination of all the members.)
2. M. CremMenceAU said that Marshal Foch had summarised the
report of the Military Commission in a short document, which he
would read to the meeting.
o ool MarsHAL FocH then read the following document :—

o Suneacety  (distributed in English as here recorded.)
Marshal Foch

Qelating to “T have the honour to forward herewith the Regu-
lations concerning the definitive military and aerial
Statutes of Germany.

These regulations have been formulated by the Inter-Allied Com-
mittee comprising three representatives of each Government desig-
nated in the report of February 12th, 1919, and working under me
as president, and are based on the decisions of the Supreme Allied
Council which met at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs on February
12th, 1919. The decisions were arrived at after consulting the Com-
manders-in-Chief.

These regulations provide for the military and aerial statutes of
Germany, under the principle that Germany will only keep the forces
necessary to ensure order and to police the interior of her territories.

They decide therefore:

(1) The maximum aerial and military strength.

(2) The staffing of this strength within a certain number of large
units : Infantry divisions, Cavalry divisions, Army and Army Corps
H. Q.

(3) The method of recruiting of this strength (officers and men).

(4) The armament, the war machines and the ammunition that the
Germans will be authorised to keep, to maintain and to manufacture.

(5) The controlling measures which should be taken in view of the
limitation of the strength and of the armament of the Germans.

(1) Strength.

All the delegations agreed to admit:

(a) that the land forces of Germany shall not exceed a strength
of 200,000 men (officers not included)—that the number of officers
and those assimilated from the land forces shall not exceed 9,000

() that the air forces shall not exceed 1,000 men (officers in-

* See BC-29 (SWC-6), vol. m1, p. 971.



184 THE PARIS PEACE CONFERENCE, 1919, VOLUME IV

cluded) and that these forces shall not be maintained after October
1st, 1919.
(2) Staffing of large units.

All the delegations agreed to fix the maximum number of the large
units and staffs for the above strength at 15 Infantry divisions and
5 Cavalry divisions, 5 Army Corps H. Q. and one Army H. Q.

(8) Method of recruiting the strength.

The principle of permanent armies is applied to the officers and to
the non-commissioned officers of the land forces; they are recruited
voluntarily under the obligation to serve a long term, i. e. 25 years
for the officers and 15 years for the non-commissioned officers.

The men of the land forces are, on the contrary, taken exclusively
in each class of recruiting by drawing numbers, or by any other
method chosen by Germany, under the reserve:

(@) that the total length of these men’s service shall not exceed one
year and that the service shall be continuous;

(6) that the number of trained men, in each class of recruiting
shall not exceed 180,000.

The British delegation was of opinion that a voluntary service
for a long period would have been preferable; but they accepted the
above conditions in order to arrive at a decision.

(4) Armament, war machines and ammunition.

The armament, the war machines and the ammunition left to the
Germans are settled according to the quantities that are necessary
for an army of 200,000 men staffed as indicated in paragraph (2),
taking as a basis the armament of the German divisions shortly
before the armistice.

The surplus armament, war machines and ammunition shall be
handed over to the Allied and Associated Powers to be destroyed or
rendered useless.

All the delegations agreed upon these questions.

(8) Controlling measures.

All the delegations also agreed to establish a Committee of Con-
trol with the object of supervising the execution, of the reductions
imposed upon Germany as regards her strength and her armament
within the prescribed period.

It has been unanimously admitted that this Committee will cease
its duties at the end of such period, it being understood that in
future the control will be continued by such means and such body
as the League of Nations may deem necessary.”

Mr. Barrour said that he did not propose to criticise the work
of the Military Commission. He thought, however, that there were
probably some points on which all the military authorities were not
agreed.
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M. CreMENCEATU said that there was one such point.

Mr. Barrour, continuing, said that there were also points which
the civilian representatives would have to examine and that they
would have to ask a number of questions to help them in their exam-
ination, which, if stated in the present meeting, might waste an undue
portion of the Council’s time. He would like, himself, to have the
opportunity of going over the proposals clause by clause with his
own military advisers, and to resume the discussion in the Council
after completing this preparatory examination.

MarsuaL FocH said that he specially wished to draw attention to
the fact that all the Delegations had reached a unanimous agreement.
The only exception was that the British Delegation had expressed
a preference for a voluntary system of enlistment as the basis of Ger-
many’s future military law. This, however, had not been pressed.
The result, therefore, was the expression of a unanimous verdict.

M. CremeNceAU said that it was not possible to refuse the extra
time required by Mr. Balfour for consideration. All he would ask
Mr. Balfour to say was on what approximute date he thought the
discussion could be resumed.

Mgr. Barrour said that he thought it not unlikely that Mr. Lloyd
George would like to examine the report. As far as he was himself con-
cerned, a very few days would be enough. One of his objects was
really to save time. Some of the questions he would wish to ask
would be answered with less loss of time to the business of the Con-
ference by a meeting with his military advisers outside the Council.
For instance, he gathered from the document that it was proposed
that every officer in the future German army was to serve until he
had reached the age of 45. He quite understood the object of this
provision, but he had considerable doubt about its practicability.
He had been told that there was a network of strategic railways on
the left bank of the Rhine answering to no commercial necessity
whatever. If this was so, it might be desirable to destroy them.
On this point he required enlightenment and would prefer to discuss
the question with his military advisers. He had also been told that
there was a divergence of opinion between the Naval and Military
Commissions. There should be harmony between them. He further
noted that Admiral Benson dissented from some of the naval pro-
posals on important issues. This also he would like to discuss out-
side the Council.

M. SonniNo remarked that the military representatives had been
asked to make recommendations concerning the final military condi-

tions of Austria-Hungary. He enquired whether any
) Sonditions for  results had been obtained.
MarseAL FocH said that he had prepared a note-

on this subject. The note was then distributed. (See Annexure
13 A.”)
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Mz. House suggested that this matter should also be deferred,
according to Mr. Balfour’s proposal.

MarsuAL FocH said that the present rate of demobilisation in the
Allied Armies required that the discussion with the Germans should

not be delayed after 1st April. The Allies could im-
) Mime Within  pose their will on Germany until that date. If they
Jerms Must Be were to be in a position to impose their will on Ger-

many after that date, the whole plan of demobilisation
would have to be altered. He, therefore, begged the Council to agree
upon the terms early enough to allow of a meeting with the Germans
by March 20th. He considered that the period between that date
and April 1st would not be too long for the discussion that would
ensue with the Germans.

Mgz. Barrour enquired whether the Council had ever laid down the
principle that the terms of peace were to be ready by April 1st. He
had no recollection of any such decision. The military delegates,
however, appeared to have assumed that there was some such under-
taking. They had, it seemed, so ordered demobilisation as to fit in
with this plan. In effect, they wished to force the Council to settle
peace by that date under pain of not being able to enforce their will
upon the enemy. This was equivalent to holding a pistol at the head
of the Council. If this were so, President Wilson would only have
four days after his return to examine the conditions and to agree to
them. This policy, Mr. Balfour added, was a complete novelty to
him.

Mgz. LansiNeg said that he would like to correct what seemed to be
an error in Mr. Balfour’s statement. The American military authori-
ties did not understand that there was such a policy; but they con-
sidered that these terms were final and evidently the Council could
not be expected to settle the final peace terms by March 20th.

Mgr. Barrour said that if he understood Marshal Foch aright, his
view was that the terms must be ready by March 20th, or, failing that,
that the Allies would not be able to enforce them. He felt it would
not be right to put President Wilson in the dilemma of choosing to
decide so important an issue in four days, or allowing it to go by
default.

Mz. House suggested that, as the Council was awaiting reports
from various Commissions on March 8th, this question might also
be left over, at least until the return of Mr. Lloyd George.

Lorp MiLNEr observed that two of the Commissions set up had
not been asked to report until the 15th. Some portion of the peace
terms, therefore, could not be settled until after that date.

M. CremENCEAU pointed out that the subject had been placed on
the Agenda. Nevertheless, he was ready to put off the discussion
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until Thursday, if Mr. Balfour and Mr. House maintained their
proposal.

Mge. Bavrour said he thought it would be wise to decide to do this.
He had only received the resolutions on the previous day. There
were in them certain large questions which did not exclusively affect
one or other of the fighting services. There was, for instance, one
question which might be discussed immediately, namely, the question
of the period during which the various proposals were to be enforced.
The Aviation authorities wished to enforce their terms until the
final conclusion of peace. The Naval authorities wished to enforce
theirs until Germany had fulfilled all the terms of the armistice.
The Military authorities wished to enforce theirs for all time. It
might be desirable, therefore, to discuss the principle there and then
in the Council.

M. CLEMENCEAU said that an abstract discussion of this kind might
not lead to useful results. The duration of the conditions could not

be fixed without considering the nature of the condi-
{D) Durationof  tions themselves. If this matter were discussed out
tmposed on of relation to the conditions, it might be necessary to

discuss it again in connection with the conditions
themselves.

Mr. Barrour said that he saw the force of the suggestion, but he
begged to submit that the Council should lay down some principle
for the guidance of the experts. He thought it would not do to say
to the Germans: “Here are aerial terms to last a short time, naval
terms to endure for perhaps a generation, and military terms to last
until the Day of Judgment.” He thought that the task of the experts
would be made easier if they were told exactly what they were to
provide for.

Me. House said that the air terms referred to were, he understood,
contrived to meet the purpose of seeking out mines, and October was
set as the time limit for this purpose. As far as he could see, no
conflict arose from these terms,

MarsHaL Focu said that from a report he had seen of the pro-
ceedings of the Council on February 12th, both Mr. Balfour and
President Wilson had expressed the view that the final military con-
dition of Germany was to be laid down. If this was so, it was
unnecessary to discuss what principle was to be adopted, as the
principle had been fixed on February 12th, and had remained un-
changed since then.

Lorp MuNer enquired whether, in Marshal Foch’s opinion, the
resolution taken on that date implied that the terms to be imposed
on Germany were to last in perpetuity.

Mg. Barrour said that this point ought to be cleared up by the
Council at once. For his part, he did not agree with Marshal Foch’s

314579—43—voL. ;v——18
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interpretation of the decision of February 12th. The word “final”
he thought could not be held to convey the meaning of perpetuity.
It had not been so interpreted by the Naval authorities and by the
Aviation authorities. The Naval Terms, requiring a limitation of
forces until certain undertakings had been carried out, were final
terms, but not terms laid down to last for ever.

Marsaan Focu said that if a definition of the term “final” were
to be sought, it should be sought in the statements made on the 12th
February by President Wilson.

(He then read certain extracts from an account of the proceedings
of February 12th made by the French Foreign Office.) :

M. CLeMENCEAU said that he understood the discussion of the naval,
military and air terms was postponed until the following Thursday.

(This was agreed to.)

The question of the meaning of the word “final” could, if Mr.
Balfour so desired, be discussed immediately.

Mz. House drew attention to Marshal Foch’s suggestion in the
concluding paragraph of his statement, vesting the power of enforc-
> ing the continuance of the limiting clauses in the League of Nations.
He thought that if this suggestion were adopted, the naval and
military terms would be in harmony.

Mr. BavLrour said that during the discussion he had composed a
draft, which he thought contained practically the same suggestion
as Mr. House’s. He proposed the following draft:—

“The limitation on German armaments, whether military, or naval,
or aerial, shall last until Germany has fulfilled all the obligations
imposed on her by the Peace Terms, and thereafter for as long as,
and with such modifications as, the League of Nations may
determine.”

ApMmirar pe Bon said that the Naval Advisers had not interpreted
the terms of reference in the same manner as the Military Commis-
sion, because they had not had the advantage of having before them
the proceedings of February 12th. They had therefore not worked
on the same basis as the Military Commission. There was not, how-
ever, any essential divergence of view between the naval and mili-
tary authorities.

Mr. Lansine called attention to certain of the proposed naval
terms, which were evidently intended to be of indefinite duration,
for instance, the dismantling of Heligoland, and of coastal forts
denying access to the Baltic and the Kiel Canal.

Mg. Bavrour said that his proposal referred only to the limitation
of armaments.

M. CremeNcEAU said that this did not dispose of the seriousness
of the question. Naval Powers had means of defending themselves
which were not open to land Powers. He was not content to tell
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Germany to limit her forces until Peace Terms were fulfilled, and
to leave the future at the mercy of events.

M. Sonwino said that on the 12th February the settlement of naval,
military and aviation conditions had been referred to Commissions.
These Commissions had worked independently, and, in consequence,
the results obtained were not in complete harmony. Co-ordination
of the results should have been obtained by Marshal Foch as Chair-
man of the Main Commission. Had this been done, the question of
the period of enforcement would certainly have been discussed. The
alternative now before the Council was either to decide this matter
in principle or refer it to Marshal Foch to settle, together with the
co-ordination of the three Reports.

M. CrEmMENCEAU asked whether Baron Sonnino’s suggestion that
the three Commissions should meet together and co-ordinate their
results, was accepted.

Lorp MiLNER said that he thought the Council should lay down
the principle on which the Commissions should proceed. Either the
terms should be imposed on Germany until she had fulfilled the
Terms of Peace, or they should be imposed unconditionally for ever.

M. CLeEMENCEAU said that President Wilson in that very room had
declared that Germany must be disarmed. He did not say that
Germany must be temporarily disarmed. Other countries might be
content with transitory naval terms. He himself was not prepared to
sign an invitation to Germany to prepare for another attack by land
after an interval of three, ten, or even forty years. He would not
be prepared to sign a Peace of that character.

Mr. Barrour said that before asking Marshal Foch to undertake
co-ordination of the various Reports, some general direction should
be given to him. He noticed that in the Naval Report, Admiral
Benson had on four occasions made reservations relating to the period
of enforcing the terms on Germany.

ApmirarL BEnson said that he understood that the German Fleet
was to be reduced to a fixed strength and kept there for an indeter-
minate period, and that the continuance of this régime was to be
assigned to the League of Nations.

M. CLEMENCEAU said that this might meet the case, provided the
constitution of the League of Nations was satisfactory.

M. SonniNo suggested that Mr. Balfour’s proposal should be re-
ferred to the three Commissions, which were to meet to co-ordinate
their reports.

MarsHAL FocH said he therefore understood that the Commissions
would have to study the question of enforcing certain terms pending
the execution of the conditions of Peace. If so, this represented an

abandonment of the policy sketched by President Wilson on
February 12th. . .
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Mr. House proposed that the discussion be adjourned until the
following Thursday.

M. CremENCEAU agreed, but suggested that the three Commissions
should meet together and co-ordinate their Reports in time for the
renewal of the discussion on Thursday.

(This was agreed to.)

M. Sonnino asked whether the terms to be imposed on Austria
and Hungary would also be discussed.

(It was agreed that the Note put forward by Marshal Foch—
Appendix “A”—should be submitted to the Council on Thursday.)

MarsaaL Focu asked that the question of Germany’s future fron-
tiers should also be taken up.

o M. CrEmeNCEAU said that in the absence of Mr.
é?c%ﬁ'inn"“"m Lloyd George and President Wilson, it would not be
romen possible to undertake the discussion of this question.

3. GENERAL BeLIN begged to submit a Joint Note of the Military and
Naval Advisers to the Supreme War Council on this subject, in pursu-
Question of Per-  ance of the reference made on the 17th Feb. (1. C. 144,

itting the Trans- :
fer by Sea of Minute 5.)2
Fastorn Dracia (For Joint Note see Annexure “B”.)
and Latvia

(After some discussion the Joint Note was ac-
cepted, and Marshal Foch was requested to communicate the result
to the Germans.)

4. M. SoxnnNiNo proposed that the Montenegrin case should be heard.
Agenda for Next (It was agreed that a statement on behalf of Monte-
Meeting. negro should be heard on the following Wednesday,

at 3 p. m.)

(The Military, Naval and Air conditions of Peace were postponed
until the following Thursday, and the question of Russia to a later
date.)

(The Meeting then adjourned.)

Paris, 4th March, 1919.

Annexure “A”
Note Concerning Limitation of Armaments in Austria-Hungary

The Military and Aviation members of the Committee appointed
by the Supreme Allied Council to define the limitation of armaments,
after exammmg the very detailed proposals of the Italian Delega-
tion concerning the armaments of the late Austro-Hungarlan Empire,
beg the Supreme Council of the Allies to re-examine the question as
a whole. They further express the view that frontiers should be
laid down as speedily as possible between the various States which

*See BC-34 (SW(C-9), p. 217.
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are to be set up in the territories of the former Austro-Hungarian
Empire.

Once this delimitation has been made, the members of the Com-
mittee will make recommendations similar to those made for Ger-
many for such of those States as are considered enemy States.

The Naval Delegates have agreed to the text attached to this
Note. :

Appendix “B”

NavaL AND MiniTARY REPRESENTATIVES,
VErsaiLLes, 3rd March, 1919.

Report on the Question of Permitting Transport by Sea of German
Troops to East Prussia and to Latvia

(In Execution of the Decision of the Supreme War Council
of 17-2-19.) ®

The Naval and Military Representatives of the Supreme War
Council,

After taking cognizance:

A. Of the request of the German Government for:

Free passage by sea between German ports in the West and ports
of the Eastern shores of the Baltic for ships carrying troops, mili-
tary stores and coal, in order to continue the struggle against the
Bolsheviks on the frontiers of East Prussia and in Latvia;

B. Of the opinion expressed by the Blockade Committee at their
Meeting of February 24th to the effect that the Naval and Military
Representatives on the Supreme War Council were alone competent
to express an opinion;

Considering further:

(@) That the request of the German Government described above
is contrary to Articles 12 and 13 of the Armistice Convention con-
cluded on the 11th November 1918 with Germany;

(b) That Marshal Foch has already, on several occasions, refused
to comply with a German demand for the rearming of certain Naval
Units, notably on the 24th January, 1919 and on the 13th February,
and that a similar refusal was made by the Naval Armistice Com-
mission;

(¢) That the authorisation for the Government of Germany to
transport troops and material beyond the pre-war frontiers of Ger-
many would lead to the sanct