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FOREIGN POLICY OF THE FIRST BRITISH LABOR GOVERNMENT

I INTRODUCTION

On January 22, 1924, Great Britain came under the regime of the

Labor'Party for the first time in.its history. A question which arose

with the accession of the Laborites was, would they follow the traditions

a1 aims in foreign policy and the traditional methods of their attainment?

“The general character of England's foreign policy is determined

hy the immutable conditions of her geOgraphical situation on the

ocean flank of EurOpe as an island state".I Since the 16th.century,

when.England lost her last foothold on the ContinentTThad taken

advantage of this unique island position by turning to the sea both for

her defense and her Opportunity. The era that followed was one of

overseas expansion and trade. For the retention of these possessions

and the trade Which accrued from them, British aims were peace, security

and trade. The traditional methods of attaining these principles had

been to maintain the independence of the Low Countries and to curb

any one power or group of powers from obtaining dominance on the Conti-

nent of Europe and the two-power standard navy.

The first of these great principles of English foreign policy,

the preservation of the independence of the Low Countries, was based

on the geographical proximity of the two areas, “the waters which

divide her (England) from Western Europe are so narrow that she can

1 Eyre Crowe, ”Memorandum on the Present State of British.Relations

with France and Germany”, in George Peabody Gooch and Harold

Temperley, eds., ri i h Do ents on the Or 3 of h

magma (London, 1928), III, 1402.
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never for long remain indifferent to what happens on the opposite

shores of the Channel',..f2 as it is from here that the greatest

danger could threaten the island kingdom. In maintaining this prinp

ciple,wars were fought in the 16th century with Spain, in the 17th

and 19th with France and in the 20th with Germany.

The second principle of British.policy is to prevent Europe from

coming under the hegemony of a single power or group of powers. For

more than four hundred years virtually all British statesmen, without

distinction of party or class, have upheld this principle by following

a.policy of maintaining an equilibrium of power. The essence of this

policy was that there should be, irrespective of the attitude of

Britain, a fairly even balance between rival Continental groups. So

long as this existed, Britain could from time to time throw her weight

on one side or the other to prevent the balance from being disturbed

3 Thereforewhile remaining permanently uncommitted to either side.

Britain avoided any obligation which would impair her future freedom of

action. The idea of the equilibrium of power was particularly appli-

cable to the nineteenth century when, after the peace treaties of

1815, British statesmen were able to boast of their "splendid isolation“.

By the end of the century, the conditions which had allowed Britain

to pursue this policy had disappeared. With the rise of Germany,

Britain could no longer readjust the balance by a slight inclination

2 Austen Chamberlain, "The Foreign.Policy of Great Britain," in the

Council on Foreign Relations, ed., The Fozeigg Poligy of the gowezg:

Germ Great Brit n It a Sov et ssi h

H311§Qh§tg5g§, (N.Y., 1935), P.60. Hereafter cited as A“ Chamberlain,

Esrsisnurslicx; "

3 n. H. Carr, Conditions o: Beage (N.Y., 1942), P.195.
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to the weaker side while retaining her traditional aloofness, but had

to throw her whole weight onto the scale.

To attain the aims of British.policy, peace, security and trade,

it was thought necessary to maintain a two—power standard navy, that

is, a navy stronger than.the combined strength of her two closest

rivals. Of all the great powers none is more dependent upon the sea,

first for her defense and secondly for a supply line to her far-flung

Empire upon whose foodstuffs and raw materials England relied. To

secure the safety of her communications she acquired strategic sites

which tended to give her a dominating position in controlling the

seas. Gibraltar, Alexandria, Cape of Good Hepe, Singapore and Hong

Kong were the focal points. At the end of the nineteenth century,

as Germany had resolved to build a mighty fleet, Britain realized

the two-power standard navy could no longer be maintained. Therefore,

an alliance was made with Japan and an understanding was reached

with the United States by which England was freed to concentrate a

larger portion of her fleet in home waters.

After the first World war the aims of British policy, peace,

security and trade, received fresh emphasis as Britain.had seemingly

reached her utmost expansion. These aims were more than ever desirable

in order to make possible the deveIOpment of the Empire's resources.
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II POST WAR PROBLEMS

Estrangement filthm

However, although.Britain and France in World War I fought side

by side to defeat a common enemy, no sooner had the Armistice been

signed in 1918 this unity of purpose disappeared. The divergent

policies these two nations now followed were due in part to the FGCUP

liarities of their respective temperaments, in part to conflicting

traditions and in part to economic interests. Their geographical

positions, in relation to that of the defeated enemy, must also be

considered as adding to this divergence of policy. Conditions were

thus right fon conflicting strategies of peace.

So far as the first of these is concerned - the friction which

developed was due to differences in terperament - the Frenchmen.places

his trust in the logical process leading to a logical conclusion, while

the Englishman is more prone to disregard systematic planning and 'muddle

through'. That is, he relies on his capacity to meet emergencies as they

arise.1 The time-honored British conception of fair-play and chivalry

to a beaten foe, therefore came into conflict with the legally precise

French mind.

Secondly, so far as conflicting tradition is concerned, the keynote

of French post-war foreign.policy was no less than that of Britain, the

search for security. However, France's policy of security was based

on the fear of the recrudescence of Germany and the fear of another

Franco—German war was the motivating force for all her activities.

1 A. Chamberlain, Foreign.Policy, pp. 55-57.





-5-

France, numerically inferior to Germany, realized that in the long run

her military superiority could not last, therefore, her plans for peace

were based on the organization of a potential wartime coalition and on

perpetuating Germany's artificial inferiority.

Britain, on the other hand, felt that she had gained as a result

of the war security. Her two most powerful rivals had been eliminated.

Germany's defeat had meant the loss of her navy and of her colonies.

Therefore, the British Isles and the communications of the Empire were

safe from this quarter. Russia, Britain's other major rival, had

temporarily disappeared in revolutionary chaos.

Economic rivalry, was, as we have noted, a third source of friction.

In the peace treaties which had followed the war, Great Britain attempted

to pursue her "old and sagacious principle to wrrk for the weakening but

not the complete ruin of her most dangerous continental enemies...!2

Thus,after the Napoleonic Wars Britain had insisted on the comparatively

lenient treatment of France to insure the non-dominance of the Continent

by one power. Mr. Lloyd George's declaration ”to endeavor to draw'up

a.peace settlement, as if we were impartial arbiters, forgetful of the

passions of war”,3 had.precedents.

Another cause of friction areas, when through British action, France,

after the war, had been deprived of what she called a "physical guarantee",

 

zAlfred Francis Pribram, E a the Inte tio 01 o

Euggpggg Great goflers, 1871-1914 (Oxford, 1931), p. 114.

3H.A.L. Fisher, "Britain's Foreign Policy," Edinpgggh Review, CCXXXIX

(1924) p. 293.
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that is, the possession of the Rhenish districts of Germany through

which she had twice been invaded within fifty years. Lloyd George, who

sided with Woodrow Wilson on the enforcement of the doctrine of self

determination, was Opposed to any plan which would have involved the

separation from Germany of more than five million Germans living on

the left bank of the Rhine. Such an action it was felt would have

created a new ”Alsace-Lorraine“. After a struggle, during which Marshall

Foch said, "if we have not the Rhine and the bridgeheads over the Rhine,

we have nothing",4 France gave in to Britain and the United States.

As aWfor abandoning her claims to these areas, France

had obtained the occupation of German territory on the left bank of

the Rhine by an Inter-Allied force for a period of fifteen years and the

permanent demilitarization of this area together with a strip of land

fifty kilometers wide on the right bank.5 In addition, Lloyd George

and Woodrow Wilson had promised British and American aid to France in

case of an.unprovoked attack by Germany. This obligation, however, was

Joint, so that if either guarantor failed to ratify, the treaty would be

void. When the United States Senate repudiated President Wilson “France

felt herself cheated. She had abandoned her claim on the strength of a

promise which was not honored; and the grievance was an underlying

factor throughout the subsequent discussions between France and Great

Britain on the question of security."6

 

'4 G.P. Gooch, "British Foreign Policy, 1919-1939" antempozggy Revieg,

CLVIII (1940), p. 380. Hereafter cited as G.P. Gooch, "British

Foreign.Policy".

5 Article 42, Treaty of Versailles

6 E.H. Carr, International Relations Between the TKQ‘World wags (1219-QQ)

(London, 1948), p.27.
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A.part of the tradition of British foreign policy had been to

regard every settlement as a temporary solution that would, in due time,

have to be changed. Britain had been unusually successful in employing

a flexible policy and moved from one agreement to another, regarding each

one as a step to the next. The Versailles Treaty had been regarded in

the same manner. The French were not wrong when they felt that the

British attitude toward Versailles had been revisionist from the time

that the treaty had been signed. Such politically and socially differ-

ent men as Lord Curzon and Mr. Clynes had expressed revisionist

sentiments as early as 1919. Also, in the same year, the Foreign Office,

in a commentary on the League, said they did not intend “to stamp the

new territorial settlement as sacred and unalterable for all time.“7

The Labor Party in particular was desirous of a revision. MacDonald,

commenting on the strained relations with France said, “we have to make

up our minds that all that has happened has been in a sort of apostolic

succession from the Treaty of Versailles."8 Here again the attitudes

of Britain and France differed. France, although her fears had not

been allayed by the peace treaties, regarded the territorial settlements

as final and part of her post-war policy was to defend and safeguard

Versailles.

France's only treaty protection against Germany, after the Britishe

American guarantee had fallen through, was that which was contained in

the Covenant of the League of Nations. The French placed very little

 

7 Arnold Wolfers, Britain and France Between Two wars, Conflicting

Stzgtegies of Peace Since Versailles(N.Y., 1940), p.212.

8 J. R. MacDonald, in 11 ent Deb tes: Fifth Series House 0

Commons, Vol. 160 (February 16, 1923), Col. 553. Hereafter cited as

Baal, Debates.
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confidence in this Anglo-American creation representing as it did

their predilection for general principles and broad statements which

were anathema to their logical, precise mind. France's scepticism

was increased when, at the First Assembly of the League of Nations,

articles I and XVI were the subject of attack and lead France to

question their application in time of crisis. Also, what prestige

the League might have had was lessened by America's refusal to join.

France, therefore, sought compensation for what she felt was a blow

to her security by seeking new allies. The Covenant was dismissed as

a scrap of paper.9

Britain was unable to put herself in France's position and the

latter's actions of suppressing Germany and securing alliances were

interpreted as an attempt to gain EurOpean hegemony which would be

counter to Britain's traditional policy. The English, knowingly or

inadvertently, sought the resurrection of the equilibrium of power by

attempting to restore Germany and hence have her as a counterpoise to

France and her allies. The policies of these two powers, one for

Germany's restoration and the other for her complete subjugation,

were bound to clash. British policy was supported by public Opinion

and Ramsay MacDonald expressed this when he said, “What about our

security? Are we going to forget that? Are we going to forget

history? Is it something essential to a demonstration of amity to

France that we are going to turn a blind eye to all the dangers that

the deve10pment of an enormously powerful EurOpean power is going to

offer us?'10

 

9G. P. Gooch "British Foreign Policy", p.381.

10 J. n. MacDonald, in.Pag;, Debates, Vol. 160 (February 16, 1923), 001.548.
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Britain, for economic reasons, was able to voice her strongest

protests to France's actions toward Germany. During the war, Britain

had sold large blocks of her investments in the United States to help

finance the war. Thus, a large portion of British income which had paid

for the excess of imports over exports was gone. Not only had the war

cost Britain these investments but a good portion of her export market

had likewise disappeared. The United States had been able to capture

the Latin American trade and Japan had enhanced her position as the

manufacturer for the Far East. Also, Britain's lucrative pre-war

Russian trade had been severely curtailed by the Revolutions. Britain

with a vast number of unemployed was anxious for the economic restoration

of Germany who, in the pre—war period, while being a competitor of

Britain in the world trade, had also been her best customer. But

France which was a more self—contained economic unit had no need for

Germany's revival and, in fact, feared it as being an initial step

toward military revival. Therefore, while Britain desired to create

a peace psych010gy, that is, to establish a peaceful state of mind

which would be conducive to normal economic activity, France was

making demands upon Germany for reparations which were excessive to

the point of crippling her economy thereby impairing her ability to

wage war, an idea wholly compatible with France's foreign.poliCV.

Therefore, the peace strategies of the two nations differed.

Anglo-French friction had reached its height in 1923 when

France invaded the Ruhr. This was done in complete accord with the

French policy of security. The immediate occasion for this action

was brought about when Germany failed, by an insignificant amount, to

meet her schedule of deliveries. The Reparations Commission, with
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the British representative dissenting, declared her in voluntary default.

The British protested, taking the position that this was isolated action

undertaken on an inadequate pretext. However, the real reason for the

protest was that Britain felt that the occupation "... is going to

decrease our (Britain's) economic security and going to do very serious

damage to the industrial activities of this country".11

Th§.22esisn.222hlsm.

Another problem which arose after the war was that of Anglo-

Russian relations. The problem arose after the Liberal Provisional

Government, which had overthrown the Czarist regime, was in turn

replaced by a Communist form of Government in November, 1917. The first

successors to the leadership of the Russian Empire had bound themselves

to support the War and this action was received favorably by the

Allies. But, when the Soviets came into power they immediately attempted

to end the War between Russia and Germany, and in March, 1918, the

Treaty of Brest-Litvosk had been signed.

Shortly after this, Britain and her allies sent armed forces into

Russia, obstensibly to prevent the vast amount of military supplies,

which had been landed in Russia, from falling into German hands and

also to keep some semblance of an Eastern Front. Such was the back-

ground of British foreign policy and the scene in which it functioned

when the Labour Party came to power.

 

lllbid,, col. 549
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III LABOR. CQILES TO POWER

In the general election of December, 1923, Labor ha d increased

its representation in Parliament to 191 members. Joined by the Liberals

the Labor Party had then, in January, 1924, defeated the Conservative

Baldwin Government and were called upon to form the First Labor

Government, a minority Government dependent on the sufferance of the

Liberals. James Ramsay MacDonald became the Prime Minister and

Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs as well. Arthur Henderson,

Arthur Ponsonby, and John Robert Clynes were other members of this

Government who were prominent in foreign affairs.

In general, the Labor Party and its members had had very little

experience in foreign relations. In fact, prior to world war I, Labor

did not even have a policy of its own. In 1914, however, with the

advent of the war, the major portion of the Labor Party adOpted the

position that, "Great Britain was wrong to enter the war; having

entered it, she must win it; yet even in war time the rational temper

of the moderate must somehow be preserved, lest the eventual peace

be that vindictive kind which must insure future wars."1 Other members

of the Labor Party, such as Keir Hardie, Philip Snowdon and MacDonald,

were Opposed to the war. During the war, the Labor Party had members

in the various coalition Cabinets.

MacDonald had had no experience in any governmental capacity.

His principit interest, however, had been foreign relations. As a

 

1 Godfrey Elton, "James Ramsay MacDonald", Digtionggy of Eationgl

BiOgrgpy (4th supp.), p. 565.
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result of marriage, which brought him independence from financial

problems, he had been one of the most traveled men to enter office.

On his travels, MacDonald had met many of the most important men in

international affairs and though he did not speak any language but

English, he had been able to get along remarkably well with them. In

World war I the position he originally adepted was one of Opposition

to the war. When he had been defeated on a prOposal not to support

the Government's demand for war credits he resigned his leadership of

the Party and left Parliament. During the war, however, MacDonald

seemed to contradict this initial act of Opposition to the war and

eventually accepted the views of the Parliamentary Labor Group.

Arthur Henderson, a leading member of the Labor Party and the

first Labor Cabinet did much to prevent the party from breaking up

completely on the issue of supporting the war, and upon MacDonald's

resignation from leadership of the party, Henderson.had taken over the

Parliamentary Labor Party and was able to retain some semblance of

unity in it. When Belgium was invaded by Germany in 1914::took the

view that this was a direst challenge to Great Britain and therefore

left Britain no alternative but to fight. During the war, Henderson

held positions in the coalition cabinet. In 1917, after the first

Russian revolution, he went on an official mission to that country in an

attempt to keep that nation in the war on the side of the allies.

While in Russia he became convinced that British Socialists should

take part in the preposed Stockholm Conference. This led to a break

with Lloyd George and Henderson resigned from the cabinet. His

Russian mission and the ideas associated with the Stockholm Conference
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were a great influence on Henderson; from this time onward his outlook

was predominantly international. Although Henderson was Home Secretany

in the cabinet of 1924 his main concern was with world affairs and he

played a large part in the London Conference and contributed much in

working out the Geneva Protocol.

Arthur Ponsonby and Jehn Robert Clynes, were not only important

and influential members of the first Labor Government but illustrated

its heterOgeneity. Ponsonby had been educated at Oxford. Ponsonby had

entered Parliament as a Liberal,after being a member of the Foreign

Office and representing his nation at Copenhagen and Constantinople.

In 1922 he was elected to the House as a Laborite. Ponsonby in 1924

held the post of UnderbSecretary of State for Foreign Affairs. Clynes,

like.Arthur Henderson, rose to prominence through the Crades unions. He

took part in the wartime coalition cabirgtand in 1924 held the post of

Lord Privy Seal.



- —l4-

IV LABOR'S RAPPROCHEMENT WITH FRANCE

M D0 “1 animus

MacDonald shortly after coming into office outlined Labor's

foreign policy. In essence he stated that one of the first duties of

any British Government, alike for selfish and altruistic reasons, was

to work for the settlement of Eur0pe. That settlement would have to

come in stages as it was too big an undertaking for all its different

aspects to be tackled tOgether. The first problem he would face was

the one Stanley Baldwin had willed to him, that is reparations.

MacDonald believed that this problem should come first as he felt that

-the foundations of EurOpean civilization were economic and, especially

in Germany, that these foundations were rapidly deteriorating.1 To

alleviate this problem he felt it was necessary to get an evacuation

of the Ruhr.

MacDonald inherited perplexing problems which the governments

of LlOyd George, Bonar Law and Baldwin had not faced squarely and which

had caused Eur0pe and especially France to lose confidence in Great

Britain. Just before his fall, Prime Minister Stanley Baldwin, mfidndfidll

W‘ had stated that, "if we are defeated tonight, we leave

for our successors no outstanding problems except the problem as

regards to reparation question and the French question....“2 In the

liouse of Commons Bonar Law's foreign policy had been labeled as one

of"benevolent impotence" and it was felt that Baldwin's had reached

"the stage of feebleness and inaction."3

 

:1.Arthnr Willert, Agpegts of British Foreign Eoligz (New Haven, 1928),

p.55-57.

2 5. Baldwin, in 2&1, ngates, Vol. 169 (January 21, 1924), col. 629.

3 J. 12. Clynes, in Perl, Debates, Vol. 169 (January 17, 1924), col. 304.
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MacDonald, like his predecessor in the Foreign Cffice Viscount

Curzon, had to contend with M. Poincare' but he approached the French

Premier in a manner different from that of the former Foreign Secretary.

That is, he tried to create an atmosphere conducive to friendly relations

between Britain and France. His first step toward this immediate

objective was the writing of a conciliatory letter to Poincare'. After

a brief introduction in.which he pointed out the joint sacrifices

made by the two nations during the war, MacDonald said, "I grieve to

find so many unsettled points are causing us trouble and concern...“

but ”I am sure by the strenuous action of good-will these conflicts

can be settled and policies devised in pursuit of which France and

Great Britain can remain in hearty cosperation.'4 The French.Premier's

reply was equally cordial. While this was a sincere attempt on

MacDonaldls part to clear the way for future unanimity in foreign.policy

it was doubtful whether the leader of the British Labor Party could

ever have established intimate relations with the head of the French

Conservatives. The real break came when Poincare's Blgg_§gtigna1g

was defeated.by the Leftists, the,QaggzLJLgLJhfluflggb

The defeat of Rightest foreign.policy in France occurred as one

of the results of the Ruhr invasion. This action had affected France

adversely. Not only did she fail to obtain the reparation payments,

‘dhich.she had claimed was the object of her invasion, but like the

mark, the French franc had begun a similar inflationary climb.

 

4 J. n. MacDonald, in Perl. Debates, v61. 169 (February 12, 1924), col. 767-770.
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German.antagonism also was deepened and even neutral Opinion had

turned against France. Seemingly she was more isolated and further

away from her goal of security than ever before. The French peeple

seeing this diplomacy fail were desirous that efforts be made along new

lines and repudiated Poincare's policy of trying to establish peace by

force. In May, 1924, the Left won a decisive victory.

The victory of the Cartel deg gagghgs, while not anticipated by

Britain, was welcome news for MacDonald as Edouard Herriot, a fellow

Socialist, became the new Premier of France. There were now more

flexible minds in the Quai d'Orsay. Unlike Poincare' they did not

regard the Treaty of Versailles as a legal contract which must be

enforced regardless of consequences. Thus, Britain and France were

brought nearer to each other once more.

The ghgguezs Conference

M. Herriot, on coming into office, had stated as part of his

pragram that he accepted the recommendations in the Experts' Report.

As this was also the intention of the British Government the difficulty

in arranging for Franco-British c00peration was lessened. A visit by

the French Premier to England was arranged.

On June 21, and 22, Herriot and MacDonald held conversation at

Chequers, the official country house of the British Prime Minister.

"The purpose of the interview", MacDonald stated, "was to discuss the

technical arrangements that have to be made in order to put the

IEzperts' Report into Operation and to survey the various matters in

‘which cooperation between France and ourselves seems to be desireable

\
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5

in order to promote security and peace in EurOpe." The official

statement which was released on the Chequers Conference said,

The conversation revealed general agreement between the French and

British points of view, and on the part of the two Prime Ministers

a common determination to meet the difficulties which beset their

countries, and indeed the whole world. It was agreed that, subject

to the convenience of the other Allies, a conference should be held

in London not later than the middle of July, for the purpose of

definitely settling the procedure to be adOpted with regard to the

Experts' Report .

The last part of the communique stated that

The two Prime Ministers agreed to pay a brief visit to Geneva tOgether 6

at the Opening of the Assembly of the League of Nations in September, next.

Agglgrflrengh Paris Meetigg

MacDonald, then issued invitations to the conference and

accompanied them with a series of ”...British suggestions concerning

the task of the forthcoming conference..."7 But, to the French

Nationalist press, it seemed that the British prOposals portended the

surrender of all French interests and M. Herriot was denounced for

this surrender. The Herriot government appeared seriously threatened

and he called upon MacDonald to come to Paris. MacDonald, upon receipt

of this request, said, "I am not going to allow, if I can help it, any

lnischief maker on either side of the Channel to destroy the prospects

of a settlement between.France and ourselves... and I prOpose to

5 Time, the Weekly Hewsmagazine. February 11, 1924, p.8.

6 J. B. MacDonald in PEI, Debates, Vol. 175 (June 23, 1924), col. 41.

7 George Glasgow, "Foreign Affairs" Conte or Bevi , 010m (1924),

p. 277.
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accept a suggestion made by the French Prime Minister this morning to

go to Paris tomorrow morning...."8 MacDonald, realizing what effective

action in support of the Herriot government would entail and preparing

the House for these events said, ”The position is this: If we are going

to have a settlement with France we must feel both French suscepti-

bilities and French interests, and it is absolutely essential that the

suspicion that has existed for such a long time between the two countries

should be dispelled. We found relations between France and ourselves

a little weather-beaten and my task, since I came into office, has been

to restore them."9

Mr. MacDonald's visit to Paris no doubt saved the domestic

situation for M. Herriot's Government. This was very important, for

the defeat of Herriot would have meant the return of Poincare‘ who

would have made the task of the Experts more difficult or totally

impossible.

Herriot could not give up France's previous position of occupying

Germany if default on reparations was encountered. This led to a

compromise plan which was forthcoming from the London Conference.

MacDonald had to do more than this. The Anglo—French memorandum

which was released stated, in part, "The two Governments have like-

wise proceeded to a preliminary exchange of views on the question of

security,"10 the uppermost concern of post-war France. MacDonald

tempered this somewhat, saying, ”His Majesty's Government made it

definitely clear that no prOposal of a nature of a military pact could

be entertained; but repeated its desire to continue conversations on

8 J. B. MacDonald, in 2a;1.42ghg1gg,'Vo1. 175 (July 7, 1924), col. 1753.

9 Ibid., col. 1801-1802.

10 Ibid., col. 1802.
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the subject especially as regards arrangements through the League of

Nations, disarmament conferences, or by other acceptable means."11

As we shall see, this question of security would have its ramifications

at Geneva in September.

At this Paris Conference, "The French Government further desired

to associate the question of Inter-Allied debts with the Experts' Report?

MadDonald would not allow this problem to be presented at the forth-

coming London Conference. He reasoned that it would add difficulties to

getting the Report into Operation. His position on refusing to allow

this question to arise could probablirbetter explained by Britain's

debt-credit position which was almost in balance. Allowing this would

have lessened Britain's income while still having to pay to her creditor,

the United States, the original amount as this nation consistently

refused to tie up InterbAllied debts with German reparation payments.

The London Conference, to implement the Experts' Report, met a

few days after the Paris meeting. Before we discuss it it is necessary

to retrOgress a moment to explain the inception and the subject of the

Report.

 

11 H.H. Asquith, in Perl, Debates, Vol. 176 (July 19, 1924), col. 65.

12
J. H. MacDonald, in Perl. Debates. Vol. 175 (July 10, 1924), col. 2466.

12
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V. THE EXPERTS' REPORT AHD ITS IMPLEMENTATION

The ngort

Charles Evans Hughes, the American Secretary of State, in December ,

1922,had suggested that the reparation question which was causing

concern be referred to an independent, international committee of

competent financiers. Almost a year later Baldwin, who was then

Prime Minister of England, began to prepare for another attempt to

settle the reparation problem and inspired by Blghes' suggestion

addressed a note to the American government asking whether it would

send representatives to a conference or alternatively to a commission

of inysstigation. The United States then agreed to join with Britain,

France, Belgium and Italy in appointing a cOmmittee of experts who

were to examine from a purely business and nonspolitical standpoint

ways and means of putting Germany's finances in order. Two committees

‘were set up,the first, to study the means of balancing the German

budget and of stabilizing the German currency, known as the Dawes

Committee, after the American expert who was its chairman, and the

second, known as the McKenna Committee, which was to consider the

means of determining the amount of German capital exported abroad

.and to return it to Germany. This action was permissible under the

Versailles Treaty which allowed the modification in Germany's interests

should events demonstrate the schedule of payments be beyond Germany's

reasonable capacity.1

 

:1 Article 234, Treaty of Versailles.
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In order to spare French susceptibilities, no mention was made

of the necessity of considering Germany's capacity to pay reparations.

Nevertheless, in considering the problem of balancing the German

budget the Dawes Committee would necessarily would have to consider

what reparatiOn payment the budget could make. M. Poincare' had

refused to allow the Committee to consider the fixing of a total sum

for payment by Germany and also did his best not to allow the military

of the Ruhr from being scrutinized by the Experts. While the Dawes

Committee had a purely economic reference and were not to investigate

legal or political matters they could hardly be avoided. In fact, the

report of the Dawes Committee stated that unless the penal measures

in special tariffs and taxes which burdened the industries of the

Ruhr and the old occupied areas and divided them by a financial wall

from the rest of Germany were swept away, there could be no hOpe of

payment. The plan recommended a total yearly payment amounting

eventually to two and one half billion gold marks.

__eTn __d.nLono preference

After the meeting of MacDonald and Herriot at Chequers, MacDonald

issued invitations for a conference to be held in London cOmmencing in

the middle of July. The purpose of it was to find how to apply the

Experts' Report. The contents of the Report were not to be discussed

or was any problem not connected with its application to be allowed.

The Governments had already approved of the Report. The British

Government had accepted it. I'The figure which the statesmen (the

IExperts) have considered as proper and appropriate for a settlement

of the Reparations question is a figure approximating to the one...
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persistently advocated by Labor throughout these years."2 Public

Opinion in England was behind the Government's acceptance of the Report.

One of these reasons for Britain's acceptance of the Experts'

Report was to prevent France from interrupting Germany's revival by

another Ruhr invasion. To prevent this, it would be necessary to

remove from French hands the dominance of the Reparation Commission

which had control of declaring default. MacDonald was able to obtain

this by arguing that the loan, preposed by the Experts' Report, necessi-

tated a new arrangement of the Reparation Commission. He said,

 The basis of the Experts' Report is the raising of a loan for Germany

in order to put it on its feet economically and enable it to meet

its obligations and re—enter the economic system of EurOpe.

But MacDonald felt difficulties would be encountered in raising

the loan as,

On the British and American (money) markets confidence in the Reparation

Commission as a judicial body for declaring default has been completehy

forfeited, and we were informed that so long as it could destroy the

economy and credit of Germany by a declaration of default, which, as

a matter of fact, might not exist, the security for the loan would be

of so little value that the loan would not be subscribed.

It was necessary to remove the objections the British and American

bankers had to the Reparation Commission. Therefore, at the London

Conference,

The arrangement finally made was that a citizen of the United States

shallébe added to the Reparation Committee....as a full member of the Com-

mission, when the question of default is under consideration.

-—g*-~*~-u~~hfl

2 J. R. Clynes, in r1 Debates Vol. 169 éJanuary 17, 1924). col. 304.

3 J. R. MacDonald, in Parl. Debates, Vol. 176 (August 4, 1924), col. 2526-2527.

.At the Anglo-French Meeting in July, MacDonald had attempted to get

France to agree to have an American on the Reparation Commission. The

French Government, however, wished time to consider this and leave a

final decision to the London Conference.
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After the Allied Governments had agreed on implementing the Report,

the Germans were invited to London. They were represented by Marx,

Stresemann and Luther who signed the agreement on August 16, 1924. In

October the loan was issued and, except in France, was everywhere over-

subscribed.

Reasons fgg_Aggeoting th§_Reoort

Britain was anxious to have the Experts' Report accepted for

economic reasons. In the immediate post—war period Britain, with the

other victorious Allies, had demanded huge reparation payments from

Germany. This was done in a manner seemingly oblivious to the economic

effects reparation payments had had on Germany after the Franco—

Prussian war. After the Russo-Japanese war, the Japanese economists

recommended to their government not to take an indemnity and have her

markets glutted with reparation goods. But, after World War I the

Allies accepted German reparation goods. England had begun to suffer

the consequences. The Manchester Guardian was able to point out that

coincident with the importation of reparation goods the statistics

for British unemployment was steadily rising.4 Examples of this

economic disallocation :ere easily discernible. In the post-war years

Britain had received a large portion of the German merchant marine as

reparation payment. Her shipbuilders were unemployed while Germany's

were quite busy. Another example which may be cited was that of coal.

In the pro-war years France had been a consumer of this British

commodity but the diversion of German indemnity coal to France Spoiled

the English market in that country. In other words, reparation goods

4 T. Johnston, in Perl. Debates, Vol. 176 (July 14, 1924), col. 102.
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had added to England's unemployment. Part of the Experts' Report took

this into consideration by recommending that certain products be en-

ported and set up machinery to prevent, as hacDonald said, "an uneconom-

ical export of goods for reparation purposes".

If the original reparation demands which were made upon Germany

had been insisted upon, England would surely have suffered. The only

way Germany could have met the demands which had been.made upon her,

would have been to adept a policy of austerity, that is, a policy which

would limit °.ports mainly to raw materials and enormously expand

exports of her own raw materials and finished products with 1! little

internal consumption. What would this have mean to Britain? First,

she would not have the German market for her finished goods and

secondly, Germany would compete and probably capture much of her

remaining foreign market. To justify this latter statement, one should

understand the effects German inflation had upon the internal

economic conditions of that nation. Germany had been able to wipe out its

domestic debt. "The victorious nations by contrast, since they were

meeting the costs of their domestic debts, would be unfairly handi-

capped in the world markets if they were compelled to compete with

German.production, freed of all domestic taxation resulting from the

war".6 Also, many of the great German industrialists had been able

to tremendously increase their wealth and power during the inflationary

period. By availing themselves of artificially cheap labor and a

rapidly falling currency they were able to enlarge and modernize their

plants. Britain's position was one of desiring German industry to be

5 J. B. MacDonald, in Parl. Debates, Vol. 172 (April 15, 1924), col. 11:59.
 

5 Frank Herbert Simonds, How EurOpe Made Peace Without America (Garden
vity, n.Y., 1927), p. 291.
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revived.arm.permit the importation.of English goods but she did not

want Germany forced into a position were she would be able to deprive

IEngland of her overseas market. The Experts' Report had this view in

mind. Germany was to be revived economically by loans and could meet her

reparation payments out of these loans. Hence, the pressing needs of

an austerity program on the part of Germany were removed. This also

fitted in nicely with British Labor Party's objective of raising the

standards of working men everywhere as a.pr0gram of austerity in Germany

would have lowered the living standard of the German workers.

One of the questions raised by England's acceptance of the Experts'

Report is, was it in line with traditional British policy? One of the

objectives of British diplomacy had been to maintain an equilibrium

of power and to prevent the dominance of Europe by a single power.

The Experts' Report had the effect of sanctioning the revival of

Germany as a counterpoise to France, then the most powerful nation on

the continent. While Ramsay MacDonald often stated his distrust in

the balance of powers theory, he also said in his booklet called

0 ' ' h or "We cannot feel safe in any one

power should be able to dominate the Continent, and we shall therefore

continue to be interested in a balance of power policy".7 With Labor

supporting the Report, they were following traditional British policy.

'7 w. Steed, "The Rise of Labor", Living me 320 (1924), p.397.

Hereafter cited as W. Steed, “The Rise of Labor".
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VI THE GEEEVA PROTOCOL

The next problem which MacDonald had to face was that of security

and disarmament. The initial attempt had been included in the Covenant

of the League of Nations. The expected results had not been forth—

coming. In fact, no nation, with the exception of the defeated powers,

had reduced their armaments. A contemporary observer noted, "...The

armed forces of Europe are slightly greater than 2,000,000 in excess

of what they were in January, 1914..."1 Therefore, various plans had

been presented to gain general disarmament and security.

One of these plans, known as the Draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance,

had been.put forth in 1923. It was referred by the Assembly to the

Governments for their opinion and its acceptance or rejection had been

one of the problems which faced the First Labor Government.

The Dnaft Treatyz reaffirmed the obligations imposed by Article x

of the Covenant, but it was to apply only to those States which

conformed to this treaty. Aggressive war was declared an International

crime and in the event of war breaking out the Council was to decide

within four days which side was the aggressor. It was permissible,

under this treaty, for two or more States to enter separate defensive

treaties. To meet the objections of the Dominions, "No nation

__

1 E. D. Morel, inw, Vol. 182 (March 29, 1925), col. 298.

2 Text to be found in International Conciliation, No. 201 (1924),

pp. 860-369.
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situated in a continent other than that in which the Operations will

take place, shall in principle, be required to co-Operate..." in armed

assistance.8

France regarded the Draft Treaty rather highly and accepted it.

Its provisions which attempted to combine a general guarantee with a

system of local alliances would have increased her sense of security.

Many of the smaller States also expressed themselves in favor of the

Treaty. The MacDonald Government rejected this Treaty. "The main

objection was that it placed an emphasis upon military assistance to

pre-arranged plan...“4 In other words, Britain felt that she would

have been forced away from her traditional policy of non—commitment

except in areas where she was immediately concerned, that is, she

would have the obligation to uphold the frontiers as laid down in the

Treaty of Versailles. .Also, Labor's panacea of disarmament, it was

felt, would not be achieved and, in fact, "...If the obligation created

by the Treaty be scrupulously carried out, they will involve an inr

crease rather than a decrease in British armaments...."5

The Dominions had also disliked the Draft Treaty. As Seton-

Waton.has pointed out, “the apportionment of liability on continental

lines cut fatally across the structure of the British Commonwealth

with its world-wide responsibilities".6 That is, some parts of the

3 Ibid., p.583.

4 A. Henderson, inW. Vol. 182 (March 29, 1925), col. 298.

5 J. R. MacDonald quoted by Commander E. W. Bellairs, in Earl, Degatgs,

Vol. 182 (March 24, 1925), col. 374.

6 3- W- Seton-Watson.WWW

British Poli (N.Y., 1938), p.87.
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Empire were not required to support the resistance to an aggression,

while other parts may have been involved.

An attack was leveled against that article which delegated the

authority to the Council to designate the aggressor within a four-day

period seemed absurd to many as the question of war guilt in World

War I was still being discussed ten years after its inception.

The ErotOQQJ,

MacDonald, after rejecting the Draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance,

had to replace it. An attempt to do this came about in September,

1924, when he and Herriot attended the fifth Assembly meeting of the

League of Nations in Geneva. The two Prime Ministers had pledged their

attendance in their June meeting at Chequers. As we have seen from

the Anglo-French memorandum, which was issued to insure France's par-

ticipation in the implementation of the Experts' Report, they were to

discuss the question of security. This document continued, ”They

(Britain and France) are aware that public Opinion requires pacifi-

cation. They agree to cOOperate in devising through the League of

Nations or otherwise, as Opportunity presents itself, means of security

and to continue the consideration on the question until the problem

of general security can be finally settled".7 The task before Mac-

Donald was to work out a compromise which would satisfy the French

insistence on security and the British insistence on disarmament and

be acceptable to both parties. There was a difference in these ideas

 

'7 A. Chamberlain, in Earl, Debates, Vol. 182 (March 25, 1925), col. 509.
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which had caused so much ill feeling between the two nations in this

post-war era. When the two Socialist Premiers appeared together at

the Assembly feelings had so improved that a.plan embodying these two

ideas seemed attainable. Their effort to effect a reconciliation is

known as the Geneva Protocol, or by its more correct title, the

Protocol for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes.8

The main difference between the Draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance

and the Geneva Protocol, was that "The Draft Treaty combined only two

principles, security and disarmament. It omitted to notice the fact
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that nations complained of injustice and were without adequate and

recOgnized means for expressing their claims. This the Protocol

sought to carry matters a step forward by combining the three great

principles of arbitration, securing and disarmament. Therefore,

arbitration is the new principle, and may be regarded as the very

foundation of the structure".9 The new principle was an attempt to

improve on the Covenant and to provide additional security by the

compulsory use of it. The League had not been able to eliminate

completely the threat of war, but this was now attempted. The two

cases which had not been covered were, first, disputes ruled to be a

domestic question and second, those where the Council had failed to

give unanimous judgment. Domestic disputes were to be covered, under

the Ptotocol, by an article which had been introduced by the Japanese

_

8 Text to be found in International Conciliation, No. 205 (1924), pp. 553-

541.

9 A. Henderson in, garl. Debates, Vol. 182 (March 25, 1925), col. 298-299.
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delegates who did not appreciate the attitude of the Dominions toward

oriental immigration. Also, under the Protocol, the second area, which

had been neglected under the Covenant, was provided for by a system

of arbitration.

An important part of the Geneva Protocol was the definition of a

war of aggression. It also provided for the application of sanctions

against the aggressor. The last part of the Protocol provided that a

conference for the reduction of armaments be held in Geneva in June,

1925 providing enough States had ratified the Protocol.

It might seem elementary that a.party with pacifist sentiments

should attempt to secure peace for the world. But, a.difficulty arises

when it is realized that acceptance of the Protocol would have pledged

England to economic and military sanctions. To many of the Labor Party

it was probably difficult to reconcile the committments of the Protocol

with their ideas of pacifism. Two explanations can be offered, it was

expected that the threat of economic sanctions would be enough to

stOp all potential aggressors and hence the need for military actions

would never arise. Secondly, the pacifists of the Labor Party were

confined to one wing while believers in collective security were to

be found in another. Henderson, judging from his war—time activities

in coalition cabinets, represented this latter element at Geneva and

was one of the authors of the Protocol and consequently one of its

staunchest supporters. MacDonald, on the other hand, who is usually

associated with the Protocol felt, "There are serious problems in this

Protocol but that it's a splendid foundation. The advantage of the
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Protocol...is that (it) gets the nations of EurOpe into the habit of

thinking arbitration“ and given "ten years of working of the Protocol

and we will have EurOpe with a new habit of mind...."10

Henderson supported the Protocol in a more direct manner, saying,

"The great object of the Protocol is the prohibition of aggressive war,"

which it regards, "as an international crime. The Protocol provides

the means whereby the risk of international conflict may be greatly

diminished as a result of the settlement of international disputes by

legal, peaceable and constitutional means." It aims to "deliver nations

from that false, dangerous and discredited doctrine of brute force..."11

On October 2, 1924, the Geneva Protocol was unanimously commended

to the various governments by the Assembly of the League. The fall of

the MacDonald Government came before the Protocol could be discussed

in Parliament.

Bananas.faruihe.lslesiian.9:.the.Brsiacal

There was a situation created by the Geneva Protocol which would

have been difficult to reconcile wdth.Britain's traditional view of

the non-permanence of treaties. It is especially difficult to see how

‘Labor, after all its pronouncements, could have agreed to recognize the

stgtgg guo. ‘Under the Protocol a request for the revision of a treaty

provision was not a dispute to which its procedures would be applicable.

 

10 J. B. MacDonald in,Par1. Debates, Vol. 182 (March 24, 1925), col. 341-

345.

 

11 A. Henderson in, Pagl, Debates, Vol. 182 (March 24, 1925i col. 294.
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This omission might have been necessary to retain the friendship of

France as she and her allies regarded the maintenance of territorial

settlements of 1919 as part of their plans for security. Lloyd George,

who described the Protocol as "A booby-trap for Britain, baited with

arbitration," said, ”it is just a varient upon the policy which the

French...have pressed upon us 2 an attempt to engage us with the whole

of our strength in supporting the st tus uo, not merely upon the West,

but upon the East as well...." 13 The latter part of this statement

raised another conflict between the principles of Britain's foreign

policy and the Protocol.

Austin Chamberlain has pointed out that, I‘Only in cases where her

interests are immediately at stake and where her own safety must be

directly affected by the result of any change has Great Britain ever

consented to bind herself before hand to apecific engagements on the

continent of Europe.”13 Thus the Geneva Protocol in not allowing

territorial changes would have bound Great Britain, if she had

adheredto it, to maintain states which she had felt were, as far as

her strategic interests had been concerned, of no importance. In

1925 Britain‘s strategic frontier was still the eastern boundary of

France and during the whole post-war period she had refused to admit

the French contention that the other boundaries of EurOpe should be

guaranteed. Therefore, the rejection of the Protocol was compatible

with traditional British policy.

13 Lloyd George in Perl. Debateg, Vol. 182 (March 24, 1925), col. 333.

13 A. Chamberlain, Foreign Eoligy, p.66.

 





—33-

VII GREAT 1311mm; mm mm SOVIET UNION

lhelehqrzemmramimdemnamnoannusn

In the general election which preceded Labor's first accession to

office, this new party had been branded as being the English prototype

of Russian Bolshevism. Such slogans as, "A Socialist vote means a

government under the Red flag," had been used against the Labor Party.

There were also expressions hurled at it in an attempt to discredit,

such as Lloyd George's, "Socialism has no appreciation of freedom. It

is a negation of freedom. Freedom of enterprise goes, freedom of

labor goeso under Socialism". In reality the major portion of the Labor

Party had no COmmunist leanings. Though there was a Left Wing group

which desired more radical policies, the leaders of the 1924 Government,

MacDonald, Clynes, Henderson, Snowden, were gradualists of the Webb

school. As MacDonald had said, "Our Labor Movement has never had the

least inclination to try short cuts to the millenium; if it had, the

Russian example would have cured it."1

Soon after the Soviet Government had been formed, Labor's view

toward Communism had been made clear. As Clynes had stated in early

1919, “I detest the idea of Bolshevism and its methods are as

reprehensible to me as anything can be.”2 MacDonald had expressed

similar views in his pamphlet The Foreign Policy of thg Lang; Baggy.

u

1 w. Steed, "The Rise of Labor", p.396.

2 J. R. Clynes, inw, Vol. 114 (April 16, 1919), col. 3001.
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The Labor Party's attitude toward Soviet Russia could have been

clearly expressed by using the words Sir Edward Grey had spoken more

than a decade before. In referring to Czarist Russia.he had said, "Objection

is taken on the ground that so long as the internal affairs of Russia

do not sometimes have the approval of these who object, Russia should

be kept at arm's length... The consequences of such a.policy as that

"
S
n
-
5
H

must be disastrous to both countries."3

Bgitish Intervention i_ Russia

After the Communists had come to peace terms with the Central

 
Powers the British had sent forces to Russia and upon.the fall of

Germany the Allied forces did not leave Russia. In fact, Britain

and France had increased their areas of occupation. The members of

the Labor Party had been disappointed "...that British forces in Russia

are not to be withdrawn, but are to be reinforced. we are told that

the reason that the British Forces were sent to Russia was because it

was part of our operation against Germany. That reason, however,...

has passed away...."4

While the British has been seriously contemplating active inter—

vention against the Soviet Union, Opposition had arisen to this from the

ranks of the Labor Members of Parliament. They had felt that "so far

““‘------‘_--

3 Sir Edward Grey, Speeches on Foreigglgffairg, 1904-1214(Cambridge,

Mass., 1982), pp. 98-94.

4 w. Adamson, in Earl, Debates, Vol. 113 (March 5, 1919), col. 574.



-35.

as the form of government in Russia is concerned we have no right

whatever to interfere".5 Britain would have gone ahead with her plan to

overthrow the Bolsheviks except that the tr00ps were in no physical or

psychOIOgical condition to do so. J. R. Clynes didn't think..."it fair

that men who have served throughout the four or five years or war in the

Eastern and Western theaters of battle should...be sent out to Russia..."6

Therefore, a compromise plan had been adOpted. The areas which Britain

and France controlled in Russia became rallying points for the White

9
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amiss who were supplied with munitions by the Allies.

 Labor's whole attitude to this Russian adventure was summed up

by Mr. William Adamson, when, in November, 1919, he had said, "...the

Labor Party has been continually pressing the Government to refrain

from intervention in Russia. We believe that, but for the huge

financial interests that are involved, that policy would not have

continued so long; we believe that our men would have been taken out

of Russia long ago...."7 Intervention had been attacked from another

financial standpoint. It had been felt "If that adventure...had not been

embarked upon we would at least have been able to save£100,000,000...."8

In February, 1920, soon after Great Britain had given her last

 

5 J. H. Thomas, in Perl. Debates, Vol. 114 (April 9, 1919), C01. 2157.

5 J. R. Clynes, in Parl. Debates, Vol. 112 (February 12, 1919), Col. 155.

7 W. Adamson, in Parl. Debates, Vol. 120 (November 5, 1919), C01. 1693.

8 W. Adamson, in P_ar1. Debates, Vol. 123 (December 15, 1919), 001. 159.
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supplies to the White Russian armies, Lloyd George reversed the

previous policy of his Government and suggested that trade relations

with Russia be resumed. While some Opposition had been raised, mainly

by those who were displeased with the Soviet Union's repudiation of all

foreign debts, the Labor Party believed "...that the Prime Minister is

not unjustified in his action, but that he ought to be encouraged in

his action and that the Government in this matter are doing the best

service both to themselves and to the pDOple of this country."9 In

1921 the post-war boom had run its course and unemployment had begun

to rise. Trade, therefore, was essential for recovery. Britain

fearful of losing the Russian trade to other nations invited a Trade

Delegation to London. .A trade agreement was signed in.March, 1921. By

it, both Britain and Russia agreed to remove "...all obstacles hitherto

placed in the way of the resumption of trade..."10 Beside this Russia

had also gained de figgto reCOgnition. While the Anglo-Russian Treaty

of 1921 had broken the deadlock which had existed, the expected results

were not forthcoming.

WW.19.21%.

On May 2, 1923, Lord Curzon, then Secretary of State For Foreign

.Affairs, sent a memorandum to the Soviet Union which was an indictment

of Russian.policy from 1921 to 1923. A.principle point of this

stronglyzworded note stated that Russia had been "consistently and

“---------~--.

9 J. H. Thomas, in 22314 Debates, Vol. 130 (June 7, 1920), col. 159.

10 W; H; Cooke and E. P. Stickney, eds., i E r e

International Relations since 1879 (N.Y., 1931), p.856. Text pp. 855-

857.
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flagrantly" violating those provisions of the Anglo-Russian Trade Treaty

'my‘Which.both nations were to refrain from hostile action or prOpaganda.

On thdts one point only, of the entire memorandum, MacDonald felt that

the Government had a legitimate protest. The remainder of the note

included a.denunciation of the Soviet treatment of British subjects,

interference with British fishing trawlers and the deliberate campaign

(
$
3
.
1
“
q
.

undertaken "...with the definite object of destroying all religion in

Russia..."11 MacDonald replied to these charges by calling attention

to the fact that the case of fishing trawlers was not unique to the

"
.
*
‘
3
‘
:
'
»
‘
_
'
f
"
:
!
d
‘
—

_
.
-
-
v
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L
A

Soviet government, but had been prevalent under the Czarist regime.

‘
S
i
l
l
—
3
'
“

He also gave evidence that the Communists were permitting Church

services to a great extent.12 Arthur Ponsonby followed up MacDonald's

Speech by saying that the subjects covered by the Curzon.Memorandum

would not have occured or would have been quickly brought to Russian

attention and ameliorated if full diplomatic relations were Opened with

this nation.

Anglo-Soviet relations remained in a precarious position until the

general election of December, 1923, as a result of which Labor was able

to form a Government.

D§,J§;§ ReCOgnition

The Labor Party had been consistently advocating de jure recOgnition

11 Ibid. p.854. Text pp.859-66.

12 J. n. MacDonald, in Perl. Debates, Vol. 154 (May 15, 1923), col. 283.
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of Russia. They had been demanding this from the time that the Soviets

had shown that they were masters of the destiny of Russia. This form

of recognition had been one of the election planks which had helped to

bring Labor into office.

The days which intervened between the election and the taking office

‘
3
‘
:

were the occasion of important talks and conversations, as even in the

ranks of Labor some Opposition to recognition had arisen from the treat-

ment the Mensheviks and the Social Revolutionaries had received at the

hands of the Bolsheviks. Such important Labor Members as Snowden were

  in this group of Opposition. This had to be overcome.

hadDonald, on February 1, 1924, a few days after taking office,

sent a telegram to Moscow which gave recognition to the Union of Soviet

Socialist Republics as the 'rulers of the old Russian.Empire which

acknowledged their authority'. At last, after almost seven years,

diplomatic relations, which had been severed with Russia, were

restored. Russia would be able to maintain diplomatic representatives

in Britain as well as the trade delegation which had been authorized

by the Trade Agreement of 1921. Rec0gnition, while it was unconditiona ,

also stipulated.mutual non-interference in internal affairs and made

mention.of the problem of debts and credits. Ambassadors, however,

'were not appointed which had the effect of detracting from the move

of rec0gnition. The two nations were, therefore, to be represented

Soviet Russia appointed Christian Rakovskyby charges (‘1' affaires ,

and Britain R. M. Hodgson, who had been Britain’s representative with

Admi ral Kolchak.



ReCOgnition, while it was not received with overwhelming approval,

neither was it regarded by the majority, as Curzon celled it, "a

It was accepted by all the parties with the hOpe thatgrave :21 stake " .

it would do something to stimulate British trade, for which reason

the majority of the nation accepted it. They were able to reconcile

themselves to this move by realizing that Britain had rec0gnized

governments in the past ’LiCh were not appreciated and that recognition

wt , . .

in noAimplies approval. That 18, while Russia's new form of government

may have created obstacles in the path to friendship it should in no

way prevent cOOperation in international relations. Clynes, two weeks

before reCOgnition came, expressed the feelings of the Labor Party and

also that of a major portion of the pOpulation of England when he said,

"Is it that we do not need the trade which full diplomatic relations

with Russia might well afford? Certainly we do need it, for our

difficulties in regard to economics and trading conditions are such that

we cannot aiford not to trade even with an avowed enemy, should anybody

3

class Russia in that category".

MacDonald stated his reasons for recognition in Parliament when

he said,

...as Foreign Minister I recognized Russia without delay, and with the

full approval of the Government. The point of view I took was this:

I want to settle all the outstanding points between Russia and ourselves...

13 J. R. Clynes, in Perl, Debates, Vol. 169 (January 1’7, 1924 , col. 303.
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If any Foreign Secretary tried to settle those questions with a repre-

sentat ive of Russia who was not even a charges d'affaires he never would

settle them. The preliminary for settlement was reCOgnition. Therefore,

I recommend the Cabinet to recognize Russia and that was done.

To facilitate the settlements of these problems, Soviet Russia was

invited to send a delegate to London to draw up the preliminary basis

of a complete treaty. The invitation was accepted and the conference

was Opened on April 14—, 1924 at the British Foreign Office in London.

The ensuing negotiations were chiefly conducted by Arthur Ponsonby for

Britain and Mr. Rakovslqv for Russia.

msfliet Tzeaties 91 192415  
An already complicated. situation was further complicated when, on

the Opening day of the Conference, a memorandum was submitted to the

British Government and to the press by some of the leading bankers

of England. They demanding that Russia meet certain conditions as

a prelude to negotiations. The English bankers desired "that an

equitable restitution of private prOperty to foreigners be made...",

a. demand which Russia had previously rejected and which would require

long and protracted negotiations. The bankers also asked for certain

extraterritorial rights. The Soviet Government could not have accepted

this as it would have meant an acknowledgment of inferiority. Another

demand which Russia could not possibly have met was that British

 

14 J. B. MacDonald, in Eagl Debates, Vol. 159 (February 12, 1924), col. 768.

Text in m, Vol. 119 (September 10, 1924), pp. 269-272.
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business concerns be able to deal freely with the banks, mercantile estab—

lishments and industry of Russia. This was a request that Russia

abandon a basic principle of the Soviet theory of government - mon0poly

of foreign trade.16 By these demands the bankers of England - the

men who were expected to raise the loan upon which the treaties were

dependent - showed their hostility against Soviet Russia.

MacDonald Opened the Conference and in an address to the Soviet

delegates made his position clear. ”In the course of your revolution",

he stated, "you resorted to methods which aroused the utmost fear and

resentment... Your method of government is not the same as ours. The

fundamental points of distinction have been well brought out since you

left Moscow, I believe, in a diatribe directed against myself by

Zinovieff“.17 The Conference's early sessions were devoted to discussions

on previous treaties, which were then in effect, and those which had

run their course.

A commercial treaty was dnarn 11;). Britain received unconditional

'most-favored nation' treatment for her goods, and in return Russia

was admitted into Britain's Export Credit Scheme. Another part of

this treaty took into account the Soviet Union's monorpoly of foreign

trade and therefore diplomatic immunity was granted to members of trade

 

delegations.

16 Louis Fischer, The Soztgts in flogld Attairs, A Htstozy of Relation:

hgtugen thg Soyigt Enign and the Rest of the Egzld (LY. 1930), Vol. II,

p.474.

17
A. Willert, Aspggts of Brgtish Eorgign 201121. p.117.

 



—42—

Work on a general treaty was also begun. A clause regarding prOpa-

ganda, similar to the prOpaganda clause in the Trade Agreements of 1921,

was inserted. "In some respects it was even more severe"18 than that

one .

On May 15, the sessions turned to the outstanding problems between

Russia and Britain. Debts and 'cohnter-claims, arising from the

Intervention, were discussed first. The Russian delegation's contention

was that part of the British claims, those of war debts, had to be

connected with the Russian counter—claims. The Soviet case was based

primarily on the judgments growing out of the WClaims. The

Treaty took these claims into consideration but no definite amounts

were stated in it.

 

It was decided that "...debts and interventionist

claims are to be set aside in Article 9, for the time being..."19 It

seemed that England and Russia came to an understanding that intervention-

ist claims would not completely write off war debts but the debts were to

be scaled down.20

In the latter part of May, exprOpriated private prOperty and

repudiated debts came under discussion. While the Soviet contention

was that nationalization and repudiation as a result of revolution is

legal, they realized that concessions were nefiessary in order to reach

an agreement. They naturally desired to have the amount kept at a

18 A. Ponsonby, in Parl. Debates, Vol. 176 (August 6, 1924), col. 3019.

19 Ibid.

20 Lloyd George was able to gain this information by chiding Ponsonby

in debate on the Treaties and the latter inadvertently supplied

him with the information.
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minimum, while the British claimants desired the maximum amount.

Difficulties would have been encountered which would have delayed the

Treaty. Therefore, on negotiations of this class of debts, as Ponsonby

said, "The principle that we have adepted in this treaty has been not

to attempt to reach a settlement in figures on these claims but rather

to get a decision in principle and to get machinery set up with a

view of reaching the necessary settlement."21 That is, it was decided

to agreeat a later date.

The next issue which had to be faced was that of a guaranteed loan

to Russia. The Labor Government's Opinion was divided. Their original

position was stated in a Foreign Office communique of May 20, 1924, which

said, "...it should be understood at once that am? assistance which the

British Government could give towards the floating of a loan would of

necessity be very much limited and that there could be no question of any

Government guarantee...."22 Until near the end of the Conference this

was the Labor Government's attitude. As late as June 30, after

negotiations had been under way for more than two months, MacDonald,

when questioned on the subject of guaranteeing a loan, referred his

interrOgator to a previous negative answer. What could have caused the

an

Government to change its position after being so definite”!!! it?

 

21 A. Ponsonby, in Baal, Debatgs, Vol. 176 (Aug. 6, 1924), col. 8017.

22 R. J.McNei11, in Perl. Debates, Vol. 176 (Aug. 6, 1924), col. 3026.
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The MacDonald Government undoubtedly realized that the Soviet

Government had entered negotiations with the loan as a sine 93g non.

The preposed loan, if and when it would come, would have to be raised

by the British bankers. Their attitude, which had been shown on the

first day of the Conference, was decidedly hostile to Russia. They

feared that these prOposed loans would receive the same treatment as

previous loans had received. Therefore, in order to save the whole

treaty, it was decided to guarantee a loan. It was suggested that the

‘
7
”
a
s
.

'Left—Wing' element of the Labor Party, usually the Trades Union Members,

had influenced the leaders of the Government to make this decision.  
Ponsonby tried to belittle their influence by saying, “I am rather tired

of hearing the arguments of the Back Benchers, because such pressure

was simply non-existent. That guaranteed loan was settled between myself

and the Prime Minister.“23 But, if pressure had not been brought to

bear on Ponsonby by the Trades Unions, then it was certainly brought on

MacDonald and the rest of the Cabinet as these Members felt that the

Treaty was necessary for trade and the increase of trade would help

solve the unemployment problem. Therefore, they felt that if the

guarantee was necessary, it should be given.

Even after it had been decided to give the guarantee, there was

still one more stumbling block which would threaten negotiations. This

block was that of the claims of the bond-holders. An attempt was made

by the Russian delegation to come to an agreement with the large bond-

holders. They offered to pay off fifty per-cent. of the bonds as the

 

23 A. Ponsonby, in Eagl, Debates... Vol. 1'79 (December 15, 1924), col. 715.
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delegation felt that the seceding States of Poland, the Baltic States

and Finland ought to pay the other half. Soviet Russia would then have

paid Off this amount over a fifty year period. As an alternative they

offered a cash settlement of one half of this amount, that is, twenty—five

per—cent. of the original debt. This offer, however, was not taken up by

the bond-holders.24'

Negotiations had apparently reached a statemate as on August 5,

the Foreign

.
T
‘
Z
fi
j
.

"iice was forced to issue a communique8 which stated,

"As the Soviet Delegation was unable to accept the amendments and

concessions offered in regard to Article 14, of the Draft Treaty, no  

.
1

I
.
l
.

I
"
.

'
7
-

.
g

agreement was reached, negot iations broke down, and the Treaty will not

be signed".25 But after hurried negotiations the Treaty was agreed to

on the following afternoon. he decision was made for the bonds to be

treated in a manner similar to the private debts. That is, the final

settlement was postponed but the idea of "...getting admissions of

liability, and getting rid of the repudiations..."26 was retained.

In the debates which took place on August 6 and 7, the Liberals

joined with the Conservatives in attacking the Anglo—Russian Treaties.

The article which gave the guaranteed loan came in for particularly

heavy attack. It was difficult for the Opponents of the Treaties to

see how a loan to Russia would be Of any advantage to Britain and why

24 Lieut.-Commander Kenworthy, in 2,531, Debates, Vol. 176 (August 6,

1924), col. 3048.

25 R. J.Me1:e111, in 2&1, Debates, Vol. 176 (August 6, 1924), col. 3028.

26 A. Ponsonby, in Earl, Debatgs, Vol. 175 (July '7, 1924), col. 1918.
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a loan should be given to a nation which had repudiated its debts. On

the seventh Of August the House of Commons adjourned until September 80.

The Treaties were signed the following day but they could not be

ratified until they had been in the House for twenty-one Parliamentary

'days. It was during this recess period that Opposition to the Treaties

crystallized. Opinion in commercial circles was almost unanimously

hostile. When the Liberals revolted against their position as Labor's

silent partner, the fate Of the Russian Treaties and the Labor Governs

ment was sealed.

Th2 Zihovieff Letter

On October 9 the Labor Government was defeated. The Conservatives

and Liberals entered a motion Of censure on the withdrawal Of the Govern,

ment's charges against James Campbell. Campbell, while temporary editor

of the Communist florker's weekly, had published writings which would

have had the tendency to incite the Army and Navy to mutiny. The

Campbell Case was a convenient excuse to bring to an end the Government

which had brought the Anglo-Russian Treaties into existence. A general

election was to be held on October 29, 1924.

In the midst of this election campaign a letter was published which

was purported to have been written by Zinovieff, the President of the

27

Third Interhattohg;. The letter not only gave instructions to the

27 The Third Internationfilor the Comintern, had been founded in 1919 by

the Communist leaders to facilitate the carrying on of prOpaganda

and to hasten the world proletarian revolution. The Soviet Government

disclaimed any control over the International but members of the

Government (Zinovieff was a member Of the Politburo) held posts in it

and it was liberalgsubsidized by the Soviet Government. The Labor

Party did not believe the International independent of the Soviet

Government's control.
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British Communists "to stir up the masses of the British Proletariat"

ami to form "cells in all units Of troops" but also to work for the

ratification of the Anglo-Soviet Treaties. On these the letter said,

“It is imperative that the group in the Labor Party sympathizing with

the Treaties should bring increased pressure to bear upon the Government

28
and Parliamentary circles in favor of the ratification of the Treaty". '[

The material covered in this letter had been covered in notes, letters,

.
-

'
.
:
I
M
)

and speeches which had previously emanated from Moscow and the ideas of

world revolution were entirely in keeping with Zinovieff's plans. It

 was the circumstances involved and the time Of publication which made p

the letter such an important document.

A copy Of the letter had been received by the Foreign Office. A

newspaper had Obtained a similar copy. The Foreign Office was forced

to publish the letter in order to protect itself from the attack that it

knew was to be made upon it through the Dgi;y Mail and other newspapers.

The Conservatives charged that the letter had been held up by the

Foreign Office at MacDonald's behest and would never have been.published

except that it was known that the newspapers would have published it.

In reality, the Foreign Office had had the letter only a short time.

The publication of it was delayed as MacDonald was in the midst Of a

vigorous election campaign and much time was consummed in the exchange

of notes between the Foreign Office and himself.

8

A. Baltzly and A. Salomone, Refiigs, pp. 157-158.
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MacDonald committed an indiscretion by sending a note to Rakovsky,

the Russian charge d‘ affaires complaining of the Zinovieff Letter in

strong terms. This was interpreted by MacDonald's political Opponents as

a verification of its authenticity.

The Labor Party, however, was not sure whether its COpy was authentic

and therefore, an inquiry was instituted. But Labor had only a few days if

left in office and were not able to reach a conclusion. The Baldwin

Government which followed had the letter investigated by a sub-committee

of the Cabinet which reported their belief that the letter was genuine. ,

 Labor was not satisfied and attempted on several occasions to have a

full investigation made but were defeated on their motions.

The public did not accept Labor's explanation that it was an

electioneering trick. The Conservatives were able to 'reap the harvest'.

Many voters who ordinarily did not exercise their privilege or who had

previously voted Liberal, supported the Conservatives who won the election.

All chance of ratification Of the Anglo-Russian Treaties was destroyed.

Austin Chamberlain, MacDonald's successor as Foreign.Minister, did not

feel that the British Government was able to recommend the Treaties to

Parliament and they were allowed tO lapse.
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VIII CONCLUSION AND ESTIMATE OF THE FIRST LABOR GOVERNMEHT

The first Labor Government lasted only ten months. When it came

into Office there were questions in the minds of many Britishers as to

what would be its policies in foreign affairs. Would the doctrinaires

invoke a new type of diplomacy which would be counter to Britain's n

traditional aims and methods? Also, how would a Government, whose

members had little or no official experience, act?

When Labor left office in October a.portion Of the peOple would

 probably have felt that Labor had served the nation poorly. But, when

the feelings which were aroused by the Zinovieff Letter had abated and

reflection was based on sound judgment, it would probably be agreed

that this new Party had been extremely successful in foreign affairs.

Even with the damage done by the Zinovieff Letter to Labor's chances

Of returning to Office, and it is estimated that it cost them forty

seats, they were still able to obtain more than a million votes over

the previous election. This was certainly no repudiation of Labor‘s

foreign policy. The Party had been able to bring about a rapprochement with

France, had temporarily settled the reparations questions, and had

attempted to bring security to EurOpe and to Open negotiations and

begin cooperation with Russia.

The first Labor Government, with its vast accomplishments in

foreign relations, followed rather closely the traditional aims and

methods of their attainment. No radical or revolutionary departures

were made. It is more likely that the realization that they were a

minority Government, dependent upon the sufferance Of the Liberals, had
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a salutary effefit. Holding the affairs of State for this nation must

have been a rather sobering experience. That is, formulating doctrines

out of office is one thing and attempting to have them fit the needs of

the nation while in office is yet another. Very probably the idea of

tradition had an effect. In a nation such as Great Britain it is very

difficult not to become steeped in WOH“ and most likely Labor was

so affected by it.

The best example of Labor following the traditional methods in

attaining the aims of British policy was that of putting the Experts'

Plan into Operation. Knowingly or not, it was an attempt to revive the

 
Iquilibrium of,,ower. But in the end, the idea that France and her

allies would equal Germany, was fallacious.

Labor‘s initial success was bettering the relations between

Britain and France. The Conservatives maintained that a rapprochement had

already begun to take place between Great Britain and France. Their

contention was that Curzon had already begun this when he had.gotten

France to disavow the Separatists and that MacDonald undeserVedly received

the credit for bringing reconciliation. In reality.Euere was ready

for a pacification. Germany, at the time of the Ruhr Invasion, had seen

what France could do and France in return had seen her anti-German

policy hurt herself economically. It was necessary though, to have

the correct persons in,offig;:¥%g desired reconciliation to its

frutiation. If Curzon and Poincare‘ had remained as leaders of Britain

and France, the rapprochement would not have been as complete as it

was under MacDonald and Herriot. While KacDonald had a goodly amount

of success in dealing with Poincare', his policies were furthered by Poin-

care's defeat and Herriot's victory,
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The Labor Party had various factions within itself. The Leaders

of this first Government were, as a group, from the more conservative

rather than from the 'Ieft-Wing' group. Clashes occurred between these

factions. They were particularly evident in relations with Russia.

Arthur Ponsonby complained, "I have to steer between those who regard

the Bolsheviks, in all that they do, feel, or think, as saints and those

who regard the Bolsheviks in every aspect, at home andzhroad, as bloody

murdeg%"} Both of these extremes Of Opinion, which the Under Secretary

mentions, were tO be found within the Party.

The Labor Government, in their Russian relations seemingly failed

to take into full account the feeling Of a major portion of British

Opinion and the British attitude toward that nation. PeOple in

.business and industry simply abhorred the Russian-Communist State and

raised their voices, which carried authority, and were able to frustrate

Labor's attempted reconciliation and was the cause for Labor's defeat.

An important accomplishment of this Government of MacDonald, was

to bring much respect to Labor, especially from a nation like the

United States which had had a very poor Opinion Of a government which

would be formed by a Socialist group. MacDonald, before entering office,

had assured these nations that the character of his policy would he

carried out on a high plane, which it was. At home, MacDonald's

Government had conducted itself so well that the formation of future

Labor Government 3 was assured, one in 1929 and a third, the first

that was a majority Government, in 1945.

 

1 A. Ponsonby in Parl, Dehategd Vol. 176 (Aug. 6, 1924) col. 5017.
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