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CHAPTER I

INTERPRETATIONS OF THE PACT

Various interpretations of the 1934 Pact have emerged
during the last thirty years. The chief defenders of the
Pact are Waclaw Jedrzejewiczl and Anna Ciencialazwho argue
that Poland wés basically compelled to alter her foreign
policy strategy because of the appeasement policy of the
Western Powers. Within the context of this policy, the
authors point to the Locarno Treaties of 1925 and continue
to cite evidence culminating with the withdrawal of Hitler
from the Disarmament Conferences in October of 1933.
Flexibility in the strategy of the Western European powers
towards'Germany exposed the eastern and central-eastern states
of Furope to German revisionism. At the szme time, they con-
tend that the only other course left open which would have
continued Poland's anti-German stance was an alliance Qith
the Soviet Union. They maintain, however, that this alter-
native was not realistic since an alliance with the Soviets
would have reduced Poland to a satellite status. In addition,
such an alliance would have invited a Soviet invasion of

Poland under the pretext of halting Nazi imperialisme.

1Jedrzejewicz,"The Polish Plen For a 'Preventive
War' Against Germany in 1923" The Polich Zeview, vol XI,
no 1, (Winter, 1966), pp. 62-91.

2Cienciala, Anna, "The Significance of the Declara-
tion of Non-Aggression of January 26, 1924 in Polish~German
and International Relations", East Furoveazn Cuarterly, vol I,
no 1, (March, 1967) pp. 1-30.
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Having lost the element of security which was pre-
viously provided by France and having realized that it was
impossible to transform the League into an effective weapon
of the Versailles treaty system, it is Cienciala's and Jed -
rzejewicz's belief that Marshal Pilsudski had no other alter-
native but to reach an understanding with Berlin. Further—
more, it is tﬁeir contention that Pilsudski left the door
open for a possible change of attitude on the part of the
League 'establishment! (the Vlestern powers and their suppor-
ters). They maintain that the Polish government remained
loyal to its responsibilities to the international order and
the French alliance. In other words, they argue that Poland
had no intention of appeasing Hitler by evading her obligat-
ions to the League in the event of a German vioclation of
~the Treaty of Versailles.

Those who have criticized the Pact fall into two
categories. The first group are those Western analysts who
regard the Pact s a step towards appessement and a betrayal
of the ideals of the League. Hugh Seton-Vlatson believes
that the Pact made the Polish Foreign Minister, Joseph Beck
a tool of German imperialism and that it "merked the begin-
ning of a German-Folish collaboration in an aggressive policy
in Eastern Europe".3 According to Seton-Watson, the aim of

this policy was "the destruction of Czechoslovakia and the

3Seton—Watson, Hugh, Eastern Eurove Between the Wars
1918-1941, London: Archon Books, p. 307.
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deflection of CGerman expansion towards the southeast".4

. Arguing along different lines, A.J.P. Taylor maintains that

the Pact contributed to the "crumbling of the system of
security".5 Josef Korbel is of the opinion that the Pact
weakened the peace system within the framework of the League
of Nations. He also believes that it undermined the French
network of aIliances.6 In conjunction with this, Zygmunt
Gasiorowski asserts that the timing of the Pact encouraged
Hitler to disregard Section V of the Treaty of Versailles

relating to the limitations of German armaments and accel-

1

erated the rebuilding of the Reichswehr.
The second group of scholars who have critized the
Pact are those who have writfen,in present-day Communist

Poland. Tadeusz Kuzminski's book Polsks, Francja, Niemc
)] 3] ) y

1933-1935. (Polend, France, Germany, 1933-1935), although

it places the major responsibility for the foreign policy

successes of Hitler on the Westerﬁ Powers, it does portion
out part of the blame on Pilsudski. Xuzminski examined the
post-1926 French policy towards Germany and concluded that:

"In the light of contemporery knowledge
of the subject...there is no doubt thet Locarno

4Seton—Watson, op. cit., p. 387.

5Cienciala, op._cite, pso 3

6Korbel, Josef, Poland Between Fest and West, Soviet
and German Divnlomacy toward rolgna 1816-19323, 1963, P 278,

29 3"’4 .

7Gasiorowski, Zyemunt, "The Polish-German Non-Agres-—
sion Pact of 1934%, Journzl of Centrzl Turopesn Affairs,
vol. 15, no. 1 (April 1S55), p. 20.
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[the initiation of this policy] put the
newly created Polish stgte in a very
unfortunate .situation".©

9

He cited the internal poliﬁical division in France” end
the military unpreparedness of the French armylo as causes
of French unreliability.. In addition, he argued that if
the Four Power Pact were put into effect, 1t would ha?a
turned German ambitions away from western and southern
Europe and towards eastefn Europe.ll He contended that
the Polish-German Non-Apgression Pact redirected German
territorial ambitions couthward towards Austria and the
sudetenland and stressed the approval of the semi-official
"Gazeta Polska”'s of the Anschluss idea. In conclusion he
meintains thet Hitler succeeded in breaking '"the strong
chain of the countries defending the Versailles system”,12
by convincing the Poles to reach a detente with him.

Two other Communist authors have made studies in

this area. One of them is Marian Wojciechowski who in his

vook, Stosunki Polsko-Niemieckie (Polish-Germen Relstions)

1933-1938 examined what he views as the security dilemma,

citing "the equivocal stance of France on the cuestion of

8 : : : . .

Kuzminski, Tadeusz, Polska, TFrancja, Niemcy (Poland,
Trance, Germany) 1933-1935, Warsaw: Panstwowe Wydavwnictwo
Neukowe, Dpe. 19.

9Kuzminski, OD. Cite, De 64

01pi4., p. 72-3.

Hlrpig., p. 151.

127p54., p. 153.
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the Polish-CGerman border dating from Locarno, violating
the Versailles system and also the oversll effect of the fell
of the prestige of the League of Nations".l3 However, he
accused Pilsudski of naivete in that the Polish dictator
believed that Hitler was lcés of a danger to Polish
interests than the Weimar politicians. In his opinion, part
of the reason for this, was Pilsudski's view that Hitler would
nced a long time to consolidate his power in Germany.l4
To criticize the Polish dictator for miscalculating the time-
factor requircd for Hitler fo estqplish firm control of
Germany does scem an unwarranted criticism, sincevsuch
criticiom is done from the vantage-point oflhindsight. In
voint of fact, few people in Europe could.predict, if at 211,
thé future political developments in Germany.

The major reason--for Wojciechowski--was Pilsudski's
admiration for Hitler's authoritarien methods and thelr

15

common hatred for Communism. These factors, so the
argument runs, blinded the Polish dictator to the danger
of Hitler's imperialist ambitions in eastern Europe.. They
also prevented him from seriously considering an anti-lNazi

alliance with the Soviets. This association, in Vojcliech-

owski's opinion, would have solved Poland's security problem.

]

*BWojciechowski, Merien, Stosunki Polsko-Niemieckie
1633-1938 (Polish-German Relations 1933-1938, Poznan: Insty-
Tut Zachoamni, (The Western Institute), p. 116.

14

Tbid., p. 115

L5rpid., p. 117.



Unclearly reclated to the problem of security is the
suthor's thesis that the Pact was integrelly linked to &
vlanned politico-military cooperation between Poland and
Cermany against the Soviet Union. . Vhat remains amblguous
is how Poland's search for security vis-a-vis Germany is
connected with her alleged desire to work closely.with that
state. Either Pilsudski regarded Germany as a mortal enemy
or he viewed her as a potential ally. In the latter case,
a Soviet alliance predicated upon a fear of Germany can be
discounted. Alsoc one must assume, if this argument were
valid, that Pilsudski was willing to trensfer parts of
western Poland to Hitler.
Indeed, this is what Wojciechowski claims, when he

presented evidence that the Polish military elite saw
their country's future in the east (i.e.), in such arees

) . . . 16
as Lithuania, Belorussia and the Ukraine. As further
evidence, he quoted a discussion on this topic between Pil-
sudski and the Nazi President of the Danzig Senate, Hermann
Reuschning.

"T had a long personal talk with

Pilsudski... In this telk, the deductions

of the Marshall indicated that he

believed that a war with the USSR was

inevitable, equally a conflict of Poland

snd Russia also Cermany and Russia. This

was a clear allusion to a military alliance

and 2 eventual common action which would

have opened up an entirely new situation
for the solving of contentuous Polish-

161pid., p. 95.
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Cerman problems, speccifically the mattex.
of frontiersh.Ll

¥*
Vhat in fact Rauschning was zlluding to was & FPolisgh-

Germon alliance which would be preceded by the transfer 5f
certain Polish western territofies to Gormany. This would

bve followed by Hitler's support of a Polish wer against

Russia and the ennexation of parts of Soviet Byelorussia and
Ukraine to the Polish state. It is interesting however,

that in an earlier accountl8 of this meeting, Rauschning did
not make the above inferences. Also no mention of Pilsudski's
desire for an anti Russian front with Hitler can be found

in the diplomatic papers of the Polish Ministry of Foreign
Affzirs in Warsaw, in the memoirs of Polish or German states-—

men and diplomats, or in the Documents for Germen Foreirm

Policy which were published by a joint British and American
comnittee after World War II. In the same book, Rauschning

made o further reference to the Ukrainian quection as applied
to Polish-Germen relations: "at my first official visit to
xfloiciechowski thinks that the reason for the latter version
of the meeting may have been the desire on Rauschning's nart
to show thaet 1f.not for Hitler, an exchange of territories
with Poland misght have taken place and events would have
“taken a2 different course.

17Ibid., p.,92. The German title of the book Is -
Daz Deutsche Reicb;gnd Polen 1932-1937. Aussenpolitik und
Tollcoruppen—rrazen. This particular account of The conver-
cetion 15 not found in Rauschning's own earlier account of
the szme discussion in his book The Revolution of Nihilism,
Vew York: Longman, Green and Company, 1939.

laRauschning, Hermann, The Revolution of Nihiliem,
New York: Longman and Green and Company, 1939.
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Warsaw in July 1933, I was asked by the Polish officials

to use my influence to prevent the public discussion of

19

such stupid ideas as those of Rosenberg on the Ukraine."

Karol Lapter in his book Pakt Pilsudski-Hitler re-—

cognized the importance of Vestern appeasement on Poland's
decision-makers but went on to state that the only practical
alternative left open to Polend was to ally herself with
the Soviet Union.* In his opinion, Pilsudski did not do so
because he feared the spread of Communism and the strengthen-
ing of Ukraiﬂian nationalism in south-eastern Poland.zo
In addition, Lapter cleimed that, at the signing of the Pact,
Germany received from Poland 2n implicit promise to remain
neutral in case of 2 German attack on 2 third party other
than France.21 |

In summing up the effects of the Pact, Lapter stated
that it gave Hitler the argument that German resrmament was
only directed against Bolshevist Russia and that it broke
the moral-political isolation which Germany imposed on herself
after her withdrewal from the Leegue in October 1933. He
believed that it destroyed the chances for a league of

eastern Furopean states zgzinst Germeny such as Poland and

19Rauschning, on. cite, Ds 242.

20 .
Lepter, ¥Yar
Ksiagzka 1 Viiedza, D.

]
2l1p44., p. 108.

1, Zakt Pilsudski-Hitler, Varsaw:

xVojeiechowski implicitly expressed this opinion also when
he suggested that Pilsudeki was unwise to reject a Polish-
Russian allience in orposition to Hitler.
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the Little Intente or an alliance between Poland snd

22

Crzechoslovakis The author failed to evaluste the

9]

potential strength of such an =zlliance in opposition to

Germany. MHe belicved that the Pact weakencd the Polish—
french allience. Yet even after the Pact, the Poles were
stlll intercsted in coonerating effectively against German
aggression with their French ally. This can be shown in the
Rembouillet agreement of 1936 which was an attempt on the
nart of the>Polos to reactivate the French promise of the
seceret military convention of 1921 tQﬁimmodiatcly come to
thelir aid in case of a German attack; Lapter maintained
that the pact promised that Poland would not join in any
collective security effort against Germany.23 In this sense,
he méintained that the signing of the Pact was the first

. . . 2
break in the French cordon sanitaire. 4

In attempting to obtain a balanced view of the Pact,
one needs to probe into the minds of Pilsudski and his advisors
as revealed in the various (documentary and secondary)
sources published since the end of World War II. The rezder
must understand that the Warsaw suthorities in conducting
their duties in behalf of the Polish state operated on one

basic concept - preservation of national security. This

goal could have been attained theoretically in three weys:

20
231344, p. 199.

241pid., p. 200.

[ ——

Ibid., p. 198.
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(1) security through Fraonce and the League; (2) security by
meens of an alliance with the Soviets; or (3) a detente with
Hitler, It is the contention of thig thesis that by the
middle of 1933 the first ontion wss no longer tenable. The
second in practice was unrealistic since, asvmentioned

above, it could only have led to a Soviet invasion of Poland
under the smoke-screen of international obligations. There-
fore, the third option seemed to the Polish authorities as
the only pracfical alternative. Although that third option‘

did not completely solvelPoland's dilemma it did alleviate

.

the situation to a certain extent.



CHAPTER I1I

THE ESTABLISHMENT OF POLAND THE LEAGUE

In addition to giving birth to the League of Nations,
the Verszilles Treaty signif}cantly aided in the re—establish~
ment of the Polish state. Thus, the very rebirth of Poland
‘I'which was accomplished partly at the expense of Germany
stimul?ted within the German psyche, a hatred for the Poles
and significaﬁtly contributed to German hostility towards
the Versaillés Treafy system.

Crucial to understanding German-Polish hostility 1is
the question of the rebirth of the Polish state after World
war I. In point of fact, Poland was formed out of the Polish-
soecking areas of the former empires of Germany, Austria-
lungary and Russia. The re—establishment of the Polish state
after a 150 year interval occurred largely due to the collapse
of the Hohenzollern énd Romanov dynasties of Germany and
'Russiae

During World War I, the Polish question reemerged
into public discussion inside the councils of the Allies.
m™is wes partly the result of a successful propaganda campaign
conducted by the Polish National Committee which based 1ts
¢cnerations in Paris. The establishmenﬁ of the Committee 1n
that city was decided upon because it was the centre of Allied
decision-making and after the wér it served as the focal point
for the victorious powers who were conferring at the confer-
once in Versailles. The site of Paris, therefore, provided

them with emple opportunities for behind the scenes contacts
11



12

~with the leaders or emissaries of the victoriocus powers.

The Committee was dominated by men who expressed the views
of Polish National Democracy. Among those who figured prorn-
inently in the Commitiee was the noted pienist and future
Prime Minister Ignacy Paderewski and the chief theoretician
of Polish National Democracy, Roman Dmowski.

The most arduous task of the members of the Committee
was to impress on the Entente leaders the necessity of creating
an independént Polish state. Such a ®ask presupposed the util~
ization of all brozd Entente peace policies, in particular
those of the U.S.A., for Polish aims. American insistence
on retaining the independence of action, the rejection of the
secret agreements and treaties of France and Britain, the

refusal to be commnitted to the restoration of the status guo

and finally the liberal stand towards the question of nationf
alities in Europe provided the Polish national leaders with
ideal political weapons to further the cause of an independent
Poland. The personzl contacts of Paderewski end Wilson on a
number of occasions, apparently convinced Wilson of the nec-~
essity and feesibility of creating a new Polish state. A

new state in eastern Eurove,Poland,would have rectified the
inconsistencies and wealmesses in the old balance of power
system which could not maintain peace, sustain the weak

and defenseless and could only start wars. The system
visualized by Wilson would promote peace end the happiness
of man. A Folish state would become instrumental in the

creation of & new international order and stzbility. Although
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he hud declared in general terms of the right of national-

PO

ities to sclf—dotermination1 in the case of the Poles that
right wes clearly spelled out in his 13th Point.

"An independent Polish state should be erected
which should include the territories inhabited by
indisputably Polish populations which should be
zssured a2 free and secure access to the sea and

(o9

vhose political and economic independence and

territorial integrity should be guaranteed by

international covenant."?2
The idéa founé expression in a communique issued jointly by
the Allied and Associated Governments on June 3, 1918. 1In
addition, Poland was recognized by the Allies on June 3, 1918
ae "an allied belligerent nation".-

On October 7, 1918, the Regency Council, the executive

of the puppet state of Poland created by the Central Powers

for the purpose of winning the Poles over to their cause,

orocloimed Poland's independence and claimed jurisdiction
L ]

. Bartlett, R.J. (ed.), The Record of Americen Dinlo-
moey, New York: A.A. Knonf, pp. 453-4. Wilson's address to
Tic Zenate, January 22, 1917, and his War Message to Congress,
Jrnuary 8, 1918 "... no right anywhere exists to hand peoples
anout from sovereigniy to sovereignty as if they were property.
...the viorld [must] be made safe for every peace loving nation
whick ... wishes to live 1its own life, determine its own
institutions. ...the nations should with one accord adopt

the doctrine of President Monroe as the doctrine of the world;
1ot no nation should seek to extend its polity over any

ther nation or peopnle but that every people should be left
frece To determine its own policy, its own way of development,
urhindcred, unafraid, the little along with the great and

noweriul'.

heddaway, W.F. cditor, The Cambridge History of
7olrrnd, vol. II, Cambridge: at the University Press, p. 488.

3Halecki, Oscar, A History of Poland, London: J.M.
Jent and Cons, p. 279.
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over all of the ethnically Polish areas occupied by the Ger-
mnen armies.4 A month later the Germans capitulated and this
led fo the liberation of Joseph Pilsudski from his internment
;,athbgdeburg and his return to Warsaw on November 10. Pil-
sudski, by that time, had acquired the reputation of a national
hero, due %o his active role, b?fore 1914, in the Polish
Socialist Party, which was a leading force in the drive for
Polish‘indepehdence. Equqlly important, however, was his
formation of the Polish Legions in the early stages of the
war. The Legions formed the nucleus of the new Polish army
in 1918.

The Regency Council submitted its resignation in
November of 1918 and invited Pilsudski to assume the position
of Chief of State. After a compromise with the Polish Nation-
al Committee in Paris,va new government was constructed in
which Pilsudski remaiﬁed as Chie£ of State and a cabinet
wes created with Paderewski as its Prime Minister. Dmowski

)

was designated as chief Polish negotiator at the Versailles
A}
Conference.

The initial territorial demands advanced by Dmowski
called for the incorporation of Upper Silesia, Teschen,
Jocnaniz, Eastern Pomerania, Danzig and southern East Prussia

intc the new Zolish state. The Allied Commission on Poland

agreed that these areas, with the exception of Teschen,

S -

L
"Ibhid., v. 278.

°Thid., p. 280.
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ought to be turned over to the Poles. These proposals, however,
were opvosed by the Germans and the British Prime Minister

David Lloyd-George. The final territorial decision entailed

the automatic transfer only ‘of the provinces of Poznania and
Eastern Pomerania, and the institution'of plgbiscites in

Upoper Silesia and in southern East Prussia. The city-of

Denzig was to be incorporated a; a Free City under the
protection of Poland and the League of Nationsg.?

The Upper Silesia dispute proved to complicated and
bitter. During the course of the struggle, there were three
Polish revolts, a plebiscite, and a seemingly endless diplom-
a2tic guagmire in which Poland, Germany, France, Britain and
Italy were 2ll involved, the last three having been appointed
by the Lezgue to serve as mediators. The choice proved to be
wifortunate since stgte considergtions and the sympathies of
the mediating powers'éomplicated‘the already tense situation.
The French tended to favour the Poles, while the British and
Italiens sided with the Germans.

The results of the plebiscite (March 20, 1921) gave
no clezr result. The Poles gained the majority of the rural
dictricts, while the Germans won predominately in the towms.
iturtion was further confused because in the eastern

N

o
[ 6]

¢cietricts, the majority which the Poles received, was not

6Debicki, Roman, The Foreign Policy of Poland 1919-
©-0 ) London: Pall Mall Press, pp. 19-22. A more extensive
rectment of these deliberations is found in these pages.

c¥fi

7Haleoki, On. cit., pp. 288-9,
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overvhelmingly great, while in the western districts, the
o 8
Poles hed 2 large majoritye. Eventually, an agreement was

reached, by which Germany received 75% of the land and 57%

of the population. Poland, on the other hand, obtained the
crea which contained the bulk of the industrial works, mines
and factories.9 A long and intricate convention on Uﬁper
.

ilesia weec signed by both Germany and Poland. It stipulated
that ghere would be a mutual exchange of commodities over a
fifteen year period'and the railway system would continue to
be unified. There were regulations for the joint use of
water suoply systems and electrical power systems as well as
= homozeneous system of unions of employers and workers.
There would be free passage of workers between countries.
Tolend agreed to surrender her right to confiscate one third
of the large Germen gstates and the large industrial plants
«fter 2 span of fiftéén yearse. k Mixed Commission was set
un For the purpose of settling disputes in Katowice and =a
fribunal of Arbitration was established in Bytom under
reutral presidents appointed by the League.

Upper Silesia was voted in .by the Polish Parliament
on July 15, 1920 as a separate province (voivodeship) having
ite ovm legsislature and enjoying, a degree of autonomy unlike

11
the other provinces. This autonomy stemmed from Polend's

8Reddaway, on. cite, p. 516
ODebicki, 0D. Cite, Do 224
10veedaway (ed.), op. cit., p. 519,
11Ibid., p. 515.
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membershin in the Minorities Treaties. The Treaties were also
desismed to protect the rights of the Germans in Eastern
Pomercnia as well as other minority groups in the countrye.
Initial Polish reacfion to the Minorities Treaties
was hostile. Poland felt, as did the other nations with
large minorities that these treaties infringed upon the
sovereignty of the state which was regarded as absolute and
unrestricted.’ Prime Minister Paderewski in stating this ob-
jection went on to demand the right of the sovereign state
to pursue the ideal of a racially and culturally homogenized
citizenry by means of denationalizing and assimilating the
various minority groups within the confines of the state.
e thuc expressed his opposition to the very concept of the
Iinorities Treaties which was to Preserve and to protect
within the internatiopal communi?y the identity and well-
being of minority groﬁps. in adéition, Poland and the other

inority states objected to the exemption of Germany and

0

(]

taly from the Minorities Treaties. They felt that these

rectles were a stigma of moral inferiority fastened upon them

<

by the Big Powers since the implication was that they would

be the most likely oppressors of minorities.les an alter-

notive, they insisted on the universal or general application

of the linorities Treaties system. However, this did not come

ctout. The result, in the opinion of Inis Claude, was that
"the international »rotection of national

minoritics was not accested as a fundamental
srincinle of international law, applicable to

Cloude Inis L., Nationzl Minorities: An International
_roriem, Cambridge, lass.: Harvarg University Press, pp. 31-2
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~eat as well as to small powers...rlt was treated
2 mere expedient to be adopted with discriminatory

b4
e an

effect not s an expression of a universally
velid normative approach to problems of human
relations".

Regardless of Poland's objections to these treaties,
she wac compelled to sign the treaties principally because
she relied heavily on French support in the councils of the

.
Verszilles Conference. As a party to these treaties, there-
fore,‘Poland ?romised to institute freedom of transit to Ger-
mans ond %o protect the rights of those Germans engaged in
comrmerce in Upper Silesia and to those Germans who were using
Porcrania as a transit from Germany to East Prussia. The
his of the minorities were guaranteed by the constitution
wnich stated that the Polish state intended "to protect
the interests of the inhabitants of Poland who differ from
the majority of the pqpulation ip race, language, or
reli;ion“.14 The nafional minor;ties were entitled to use
Jtheir languages in the public press, at public meetings and

in the court system. They were free to establish their own

full use of their own languages and. religion. Large

rinority enclaves were entitled to use, for legal and educat-
ionnl rurnoses, their own language provided that Polish be
mide comoulsory as a second language. In such 2 situation,

thet minoritly would be entitled to receive their fair share

13

92

“"Reddaway (ed.), op. cite, pe 505.

Tbid., £p. 35-6
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of =ny educational or social subsidy by the state. The
inorities Treaties stipulated that any member of the
Lezgue Council was entitled to bring up a matter touching

uoon these treaties and a dispute as to law or fact would be

finelly decided by the International Court at the Hague.

The plebiscite which was held on July 11, 1920 in
Tast Trussia took plece during the Battle of Warsaw when
the Red armies were at thg cates of the city after completing
a succcssful'push westward from the Dnieper River. At the
time, it was felt that the Bolsheviks would reestablish
muscian control over Poland.

Under these conditions the Polish populations, who
sccording to the Prussian census of 1911 constituted a
di:tinct mzjority in the southern part of East Prussia, dec—
ided that they would.rather vote‘for a non-communist Germany
then foce the possibiiity of joiking their fellow nationals
in 2 Soviet-dominated Poland. As a result, Poland gained
only o few villages and a scanty strip of land along the
vt bank of the Vistula River, but lost the possibility
of vossescing the railway line which forms the shortest link
vetween Varsaw and Danzige.

The transfer of the provinces of Western Pomerania
1a Cosznaniz as well as 3,000 sguare miles of Upper Silesia

¢ hisnly significant for Poland in that after 150 years

15 . .
Tbid., p. 508.
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the Poles were able to live together, politically united,
under their own freely chosen leaders. For Germany, however,
this was a moment of the deepest national humiliation. It
was felt to have been the result of an unsuccessful war, an
unjust price exacted by a merciless an@ venggful enemy.
Germany lost the major industrial area of Upper Silesia and

A

wzs cut into two separate parts by the creation of the
"?olish Corridor" separating Germany proper from East

Prussia. All of Germeny's political parties refused to
recognive the loss of these territories as a permanent reality
in the political framework of Europe's new international

order. In particuler, for the Prussian aristocracy, which
still played a powerful role in the Reichswehr (in the person
07 its Commander Hans von Seeckt) and in the economic life

0f the country, this loss was especially painful. Brought

-, [}
ur 10 regard the Poles as a rather inferior caste of people,

ct

he Prussian 'Junkers' of Wilhelmine Germany viewed the lands

ezst of the Oder-Neisse rivers as potential areas of colon-

43}

ization and Germanization. That thisprocess was 1o be reversed
due to the 'accidental' fortunes of.war, seemed to them incom-
vrchensible. The crusading spirit of 'Drang nach Osten'
which from 187C on, formed part of the Bismarckian beliefs
in national reunification and national greatness, permeated
into the psyche of the German people as a whole, and called
for the revicion of existing boundaries.

German territorial revisionism can be observed most

clearly in the pronouncements of its leaders. ZIEric Eyck
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-commented that Gustav Stresemann, the most influential
;German statesman in the Weimar Republic

"bore toward the Poles an aversion composed
of hatred and contempt. That Germans should
rule over Poles appeared to him just and
normal but that Poles should rule over Germans -
'perversive. Putting an end to this state of
perversion %gpeared to him most fervently
desirable",
‘In the opinion of von Seeckt,
| "Poland's existance is intolerable and
incompatible with the vital needs of Germany.
She must disappear and disappear she will,
through her own inner weakness agd through
Russia's action with our help".l

After the Locarno Conference of 1925, both Stresemann
- and Seeckt maintained their position concerning the Polish-
German border. Seeckt in a cabinet meeting on June 24, 1925
‘>$tated "We must regain our power and as soon as we do, we
? natura1ly will take back everything we lost" .19 Stresemann,
" in a letter to the former Crown Prince Wilhelm outlined the
 three great tasks of German forelgn policy. The first was
f"the question of reparatlons which was "in a sense tolerable
v‘for'Germany". . The other,twoiwere related to the question of
Polish~-German reléiioné.u‘Théﬁsecondftask was "the protection
of Germans abroad, those ten to twelve millions of our kindred

who live under a foreign yoke in foreign lands". And lastly,

o 17ensiorowski, Zygmunt, "Stresemann and Poland Before
- Locarno", Journal of Central European Affairs,. vol. 18, no. 1
‘(Aprll, 1958), Pe 26 .

181pid., pe 27.

191bid., p. 40.
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;Pihe re-ad justment of our Eastern frontiers; the recovery

‘lof Danzig, the Polish corridor and a correction of the frontier

20

;in Upper Silesia". Later, on another occasion, the Polish

question figured on the top of his list "...the solution to
+: this question [of the German-Polish frontiers] is not only

{Lthe most important task of our policy, but perhaps the most

. important of European policy in general".21 Hence, throughout

fgthe 1920's what actually occurred was the clashing of two

étralns of European natlonallsm, both regarding the issues

at stake as v1tal to the core of thelr interests, resulting

“in an unfllnchlngly uncompromlslng stance in their relations

3;w1th each other.

- To proteot her 1nterests, Poland became a supporter
1(of the League of Natlons. The’ establlshment of the League,
:_after the First World War, signified for many, the creation
f‘of a new international order of peace, security and justice
: for all member stafes. The desire to create an international
f*organizatioh such as the Leggue was to a large degree motivated
?;by a desire to change the rules of international politics.
 >The purpose in the minds ofvthe Leagﬁe of Nations Society
(which had its main adherents in B'r‘it'ain and the United States)

was to prevent the repetition of wars and the secret diplomacy

. 2OSutton, Eric, editor, and translator,.Gustav Strese-
- manm, His Diaries, Letters and Papers, vol. II, London:
‘rMachllan, pe. 503,

; 21Ga81orowsk1, Zygmunt, "Stresemann and Poland Before
]vLocarno", Journal of Central European Affairs, vol. 18, no. 3,
| (octOber, 1958)’ Pe 299.




of the alliance-system of pfe—l914 Europe which in their
'dpinion, inevitably led to the outbreak of World War I. An
*additional purpbse was to prevent the pfactice of sacrificing

1the interests of smaller nations in order to preserve the

‘balance system and fo prevent the outbreak of war.

Supporters of the League of Nations Society proceeded
“to demand the dissolution of the alliance system and its
:substitution by an organization which would be composed of
‘all independent‘statés which would be recognized as independ-
_ént by the international community. The .organization's mem-

‘bers would be dedicated to the idea of fair play and justice

:for all members and the resolution of disputes through methods
(of conciliatibn and arbitration. War between stgtés would
be regarded as a violation of the spirit of the international
community.

In contrast to the balance system, no state in that
community would be regarded as a potential transgressor.
in the event of an aggreséion, the transgressor would have
to be labelled as such by the organization after a thorough
examination of the crisis at hand. Some advocates for a
league qf nations favoured ébﬁciliéﬁidn procedures to handle
Such a sitﬁation whiie others leaned towards the immediate

application of sanctions in defence of the aggrieved party.

Despite this difference in tactics, League advocates shared
the common view that an‘aggression commi tted against one
member was an aggression committed against all. Each state

regardless of its size and power would be -fully entitled to

F—
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receive aid from the Organization since every member would
~ be pledged to defend the territoriainintegrity and independ-

ence of its fellow members.

The original concepts of the League of Nations Society
were adopted by the French and fitted into the general frame-

- work of their foreign policy. The war with Germany devastated

much of that country. 'The millions of casualities inflicted

“upon her soldiers and civilian populgtion impressed upon the

‘minds of her statesmen that this type of total war must at

~all costs be forever avoided. For this reason, France was

“determined to‘maintain her new found preponderance over
' Germany. She sensed, however, that her dominant position

at the end of the war was merely a temporary phase since

3 tﬂe population of Germany and the .potential industrial and

?‘imilitary expansion exceeded her own. Her strategy therefore

- was to artificially stunt Germany's growth giving France her
allies time to catch up and even surpass Germany and thus
preserve the peace and security of Europe for some time to
come. France was well aware that a great percentage of the
German people resented the military defeat and the loés of

"~territories and aspired to é'feturn‘of'the status quo ante

B bellum. The fear of a German revenge dominated French
foreign policy particularly during the deliberations at
Versailles over the proposed peace treaty and the establish-
ment of a League of Nations.

The concept for a léague was first introduced at

‘Versailles by President Wilson. The initial reaction of the
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League meant also that that institution was designed to

check a possible German transgreséion against the treaty

- system. It also signified that since Germany was not initially
allowed to become a member of the organization, she was
regarded as an outsider with potential aggressive tendencies.
This had important'implications for the theory of collective
security. The effect was that the League seemed/%é be created
for the expregséd purpose of opposing a given and defined
aggressor before that country actually committed any sort

- of transgression. Germany was not viewed as a full-fledged
member of the international community; there was no feeling
that she was "one of us", rather, she was treated basically

as an outsider and a condemned outcast. TFor this reason,

the League was transformed from a true collective security
organization into an alliance of the victorious states

against the defeated.

In order to strengthen this particular instrument

. of the new international order, the French delegates at

Versailles vigorously laboured for an effective collective
security system with the'emphasis on the immediate application
of military sanctions in théLevéntéf é transgression against
the treaties. One of the plans envisaged by France for this
purpose was the one proposed by Leon Bourgeois which called
for the creation of an‘internationél milifary staff respon-
sible to the League. This staff wbuld'bé empowered to‘train
and in wartime command a League force or a force consisting

of national contingents. The latter alternative was more
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decentralized and it would have made each state promise to
earmark a particular segment of its armed forces for League
use. !

The British and the Americans were opposed to this

. idea because they placed their emphasis of collective security

~on conciliation'and arbitration procedures. Above all, they
6bjected to the harsh stipulations of the Treaty which were
~imposed upon Germany and viewed the Bourgeois plan as an
‘integral partfof that policy. They also disapproved of the
concept of a "super-state" controlling‘part of their national
- armed forces and‘of the French plans to have Marshal Foch

as the commander of such a force.

After a great deal of deliberation, the French reluct-
: .anfly agreed to a much more watered down version of their idea
of collective security. In effect, this meant that the
% "Anglo-Saxon“‘interpretation‘of the dispute at hgpd
(conciliation vs. sanctions) was accepted by the delegates
;_at Versailles. As far as the application of the sanctions
: principle was concerned, Article 10 of the Covenant made
the signatories swear "to respect and preserve as against
aggression the territoriai iﬁfégfity and existing political
independence of all members of the League".22 Article 16
made the members break off financial and economic relations
with the aggressor. Military action depended upon a recom-—

mendation of the League -Gouncil which required unanimity.

g 2221mmern,‘Alfred, The League of Nations and the Rule
~-of Law 1918-1935, London: MacMillan, pe 515,
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Even in this case, members were free to decide whether to
send military.units‘in the service of the League in order
»d  to quell an aggressor.23 This rather loose application of
the concept of collective'security in later years was to
\ . harm the reputation of the League in the resolution of
 ;‘critica1 disputes. |

However, it is to be noted that all those states

which had become members, were theoretically responsible

for the security of small and weak states such as Poland.
That‘international_morglity,Aas manifested in the League
Covenant, recognized Poléﬁa;élfighf'tbyexist as an
independent entity and acted as a guardian of its territorial
iptegrity, was for public opinion in Poland a significant
morale booster.24 This, one must bear in mind, was largely
due to the %act that the Poles were surrounded by potentially
hostile neighbours, each with defined territorial claims

against them.

!

Much tévthe dismay of League supporters [in Europe ],

the United States refused to become a member of that

organization. This fact weakened the effectiveness of
the League and placed the main fesbonéibility for its
operation on the shoulders of the French and British. It

. was felt that the full cooperation of these two in the

service of the League was—%he conditio sine qua non for

23Tbid., pe 520.

24Walters, FeP., A History of the League of Nations
~vol. I, Oxford University Press, p. 304.
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the success of that organization particularly on the
?;:EurOpean continent. Within this context, in the eyes of
vfhe French, the success of the League in the realm of inter-
national peace and security depended on two factors. One
‘was the effective application of Articles 10 and 16 l.€e.

. the ability of the members of the League to deal with
,aggressofs. The other factor was the maintenance of the

- post-war territbrial arfangements. | |

| It wés precisely these arrangemenfs which were singled
out as the chief or at least one of the chief targets by those

.states which opposed the Treaty of Versailles. These powers

”_which were labeled as "revisionist"”included the defeated

states of Germany,’Hungary‘ahd Bulgaria as well as Italy.

i‘ Tﬂose countries in eastern Europe which defended the
 Versai1les Treaty were the so-called "successor" states

such as Poland, Rumania, Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia. |
~.These states regardéd the péssibility of revision under
Article 19 as some thing har&ly to be desired and they felt

i: assﬁred of the fact that this article required unanimity in
: Vany agreement over territorial rectifications. As creatures
of the Versailles and Trian6h25'setflements,'they became

advocates of the treaty system. Hence, they wished to

: transform the League into an.effective guarantor of the

25Due to the Trianon Treaty (June 4, 1920), Hungary
lost Transylvania to Rumania, Slovakia to Czechoslovakia and
Croatia-Slavonia to Yugoslavia. As a result, Hungary lost
(approx.) 68% of her pre-war territorial possessions.
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post-war agreements and a defender of the status guo

vparticularly‘aé applie§ to territories.
This meant that they favoured the French posifion
b’that the sanctions instrument ought to be strengthened.
Their support fdr the vafious French attémpts to create 'a
more effective sanctions system during‘thé first half of
the 1920's was part of this strategy. Needless to say,
the support which the Polish government gave to the League
| in the inter-war era was dependent principally upon the
 ro1e of the League as a poténtial anti-German instrument.
The Poles felt that in case of a German threat to their
rterritorial integrity, the League could be used as a last
resort if and when other méthods woﬁld fail. '
| In order thét the Léague could be molded into a
weapon of the Versailles Tfeaty system, it was necessary
thaf the chief supporters of that organization view German
- territorial revisionism asvé threat to the principlés of
that institution, particularly when applied ,to Berlin's
claims against Poland and Czechoslovakia, i.e. Poland's
western provinces and the Sudetenland. If Britain‘ané
France would deny the legality of Germany's revisionist
claims, there could still be ‘hope that in the case of
German aggression; sanctions could be used against her.26

It was also assumed that the chief power which would support

such a policy would be France. For this reason, it is useful

26Walters, oD, cit.; pe 62 concerﬁing the Bourgeois
Plan, ‘ ‘ . '
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{ to examine the role of France in the post—war order which
l‘was established at Versailles.
The course of French policy up to and after the
‘lrLocarno Conference of 1925 became highly important for the
‘decision-makers of Polish foreign policy. Linked together
fin a military alliance, the French and the Poles shared a
- common fear‘df Germany. Thé Poles regarded Fraq;e'aé the
* one great power which they could rely on in the case of a
German threat. Hence, they were extremely sensitive whenever
they suspected the French of 'appeasing' the Germans in
matters which were vital to Polish national security and
§  well-being. | |
For the Poles who looked tthrance as the chief
‘ ‘aéent to mold the League into an instrument of the Versailles
Treaty gystem, the attitudes of that country on the major
problems 6f the day’were of crucial importance. So long as
France remained the prime defender of the peace treaties,
 Poland could have a reasonable degree of security vis—a-vis
her western neighbour, As long as France worked to uphold
the interests of her eastern allies and strove to strengthen
the sanctions instrument quthe League, Poland could be
found in the forefront as a éupporter of French foreign -
policy, both inside and outside the League. In other words,
Vso long as France pursued a policy congenialyto the national
interests of Poland, she qéuld always find ready support
in the Polish capital. However, once France, initially
regarded as the primé defendeerf the territorial arrangements
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égdf the peace tfeaties‘and the purposes of the League, as ap-
; p1iéd to eastépentral Europe; initiated a policy which in
{.éffegt undermined the very basis of the Versailles settle-
: ment; sheﬁcompromised'npt'only-her-own,national interests
: and that ofyher Polish all&.ﬁﬁf.also'the international order
| of which the League was its instrument of preservation.
During the Versailles Conference, the French managed
’to‘bring about a number of changes in the political frame-
~work of EurSpe éo as to temporarily, shift the scales in
;Ithe distribution of power on the continent. She aided in
_ the construction of such states as Poland, Czechoslovakia,
5JRumania, and Yﬁgoslavia. Germany according to Section V
 of‘the Versailles Treaty was to be permanently under armament
fliﬁitation regulations and was exacted a heavy reparetions
burden. As mentioned above, she lost the provinces of
Eastern Pomerania, Danzig, Poznania and the industrially
‘rich section of ﬁpper Silesia to Poland as well as Malmedy
jénd Eupen to Belgium, thleswig to Denmark and Alsace-Lorraine
gto France. She was forbidden to unite with Germanophone
 Austria. France sought to incorporate the Rhineland but
“instead it was decided that this militarily strategic area
‘Was to be occupied by Leaguefforces for fifteen years. After
 that period, the area, wouid be permanently demilitarized.
'France, being unsuccessful in severing the Rhineland forever
~from Germany, was promised a militéry alliance by the
:Americans and the British. This promise later was'unfulfilled
due to the return of the U.S.A. to isolation and her

‘disengagement from European\affairs.>

SRR ETE R3S



CHAPTER TITIT

FRENCH REVISIONISK: ITS CAUSES AND THE
EFFECT ON THE POLISH-FRENCH ALLIANCE

The problem of security was not solved for the
french at Versailles. After failing to create an effective
sanctions program in the League and to make the Rhine
frontier secure from invasion and after unsuccessful attempts
to obtain military guarantees against Germany from the UeSeAe
and Britain, she turned to the traditional form of statecraft -
the alliance system.l In 1921, she concluded with Poland an
alliance within which there was contained a secret military
protocol which envisaged immediate aid in the case of a
German invasion agzinst either of the two signatories.
German aggression was defined inrArticle I of the military
conveﬂtion as "starting from a territory dependent on the
German Government".2 In the case'of a Russo-Polish war,
the French promised to keep Germany in check on land and
sea and to aid the Poles by keeping open the lines of com-
munications in the Baltic. The protocol did not involve
the dispatching of French troops to Poland. The French
promised to float a 400 million franc loan to Poland and to
assist the Polish war industry. There was to be cooperation

between the general staffs and a French military mission

1J96rze3ew1cz'~ Woelaw{ed.), Divlomat in Berlﬂn 1933~
1939, New York: Columbisa bnﬁver51ty Press, DPe 4o

] 2‘°ndycz, Piotr, Prance and Her Eastern Allies 1919-
1925, HMinnezpolis: University of Illinnesota Press, p. 217
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' would be stationed in Poland to aid in the improvement of
the Polish army. The French promised to consult their Polish
ally before concluding any agreements pertaining to east-

central Europe.3 The French also concluded similar agree-

L ments with Czechoslovakia, Rumania and Yugoslavia thus esta~-

E blishing a ring of hostile states around Germany - the famous

ncordon sanitaire". These agreements, though providing a

" gense of security for these eastern §tates, did not completely

solve the security dilemma for the French policy makers.

? They continued to seek British and.American guarantees under
thé guise of international agreements under League auspices,

During the first half of the 1920's, the French

constantly emphasized their concern with the question of
national security particularly during discussions relating
to the problem of disarmament. The British felt themselves
morally obligated to reach some sort of agreement whereby
disarmament could be reached. This was partly due to the

. insistance of the Germans who pointed to the Versailles Treaty
which mentioned that German disarmament would be immediately
followed by a general disarmament program. The French insisted,

- however, that their problem of security against aggression
ought to be solved before they could feel safe emough to

initiate a dismantling of their armed forces. This attitude

i‘was evident beginqing with the naval conference held in

Washington in 1921 when they refused to comsider limitations

3Wandyoz, op. _cite, Po 217.
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fof land forces and submarines because the British and Americans

Qwerexuwﬁlling to offer as a substitute, specific armed

' guarantees in case of aggression.4
The French reaction to the British plan of Lord

' Esher followed a similar patterm. This plan envisaged a simple

reduction of armed forces of nations along a proportionate

mathematical ratio. The rejection by Paris was explained by
the fact that in the plan there was no reference made

 whatsoever to the problems of national security, geography

- and politics.5 However, Resolution XVI of 1922 and the 1923

Treaty of Mutual Assistance recognized the necessary link

' between security and the limitation of arms and men and gave
 gpecific duties to member states in the way of military
iassistance to a fellow beleaguered signatory. British oppos-
. jtion to these plans scuttled French hopes that these plans
1cou1d provide an answer to the problems of national security
and disarmament.

The next French attempt to provide security was its
;support of the British-sponsored Geneva Protocol of 1924.
Here, it was agreed that in case of a dispute, the League
%Council would try to reach a settlement. If it failed, it

* would appoint a committee of arbitrators whose decision

would be binding upon the disputants concerned. A refusal

4Walters, O0pe citey Po Tle
5Walters, op. cit., ppe. 220-2.

6Ibido, PPe 223-4.
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;to submit a dispute to arbitration or to comply with the
;decision of the committee would lead to the automatic appli-
:cation of sanctions preceded by an agreement of 2/3 of the

| League Council members. The unanimity rule of Article 16

iof the Covenant was done away with.7 Considerations of geog-
;raphy and armaments were made for weaker states in their oblig-
;aﬁons to apply sanctions-8 I+t was decided that the Protocol
{wmﬂd be put into effect after the successful conclusion of

Ea disarmament coﬁvention.

The British Labour Party which was in power during
;the'negotiations, was willing to give to the French the

%2/3 vote (in reference to the application of sanctions by

#the League Council) in order to continue with what they regarded
ias the more important matter of disarmament. They treated
fthis concession as a sop for the hypersensitive security-
;conscious French and believed that this rule would act as
fa deterrent to future transgressors. In point of fact, they
 doubted that it would ever be used. Sanctions according to
iArticle 10 of the Protocol would be instituted in the event
iof violations of the rules laid down for the demilitarized
ézone in the Rhineland.9 With the defeat of Labour at the
%polls in late 1924 and the assumption to power by the

fConservatives under Stanley Baldwin, the Protocol suffered

} 7Albrecht-Carrie, Rene, France, Europe and the Two
 World Wars New York: Harper & Bros. Pik., Pe 157,
BWalters,, ope cit., Pe 273 ‘

Wolfers, ops cit., pe 348.
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the same fate as the previous plans mentioned above. The
Conservatives expressed their opposition to any strengthening
of the collective security principle by mentioning that
they opposed any change of Article 16 .0f the Covenant.1©

By the end of 1924, the French government resigned
itself to the fact that the League could not be molded into
a potentially effective sanctions weapon against Germany.
This strategy proved fruitless due to the opposition of Britain.
This can be seen in the British hostility towards the Geneva
Protocol and the Treaty of Mutual Assistance. The British
showed their opposition to further international obligations
other than what was in the League Covenant by refusing to
give to France a military guaranty in case of a German invas-
ion, during discussions on this question in 1922. They sus-
pected that the French would utilize this promise for the
purpose of cajoling or threatening Germany with reprisals
‘.if she proved reluctant to comply with certain stipulations
of the Versailles Treaty such as in the realm of reparations
or arms limitations. Their opposition to the French policy
of "bullying" the Germans was an integral part of their
traditional poliey of preventing any one nation from establi-
shing a hegemony over the continent of Europe. To a large
extent therefore, they viewed France's policy towards Germany
as an attempt by her to preserve her newly-won advantage

over Germany whiéh she gained at Versailles. Hence it was

loIbido y Pe 372
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after a long and protracted debate that Briand, the French
Prime Minister, decided that in order to solve the problem
of the Rhine frontier, the only recourse left to France was
to try to reach some sort of rapprochement with the Germans
themselves. The French decision to reach a detente with
Germany was alsd the result of the fear that Germesny which
had established cordial relations with the Soviet Union in
1921 in the Rapallo pact, would, with Soviet cooperation,
spread her iﬁfluence into east-central Europe and thus'
effectively challenge their political superiority on the
Buropean continent and the Versailles treaty system. This
they managed to do in the Locarno treaties with Germany during
the first half of Cctober 1925.

Basically what these agreements signified was that
France in her search for security was rezdy to sacrifice
the interests of her own allies who were zlso members of
~ the League. Vhile obtaining German recognition of the in-
violability of the Franco-German border zlong the Rhine and
the Belgian~Germen frontier, France was recuired to offer
Germany something of substance in'exchange. Briand, there-
fore, permitted the Germans to take the position that their
eastern frontiers were not sacrosenct and could be subject
to change. Although Germany signed arbiirztion treaties
with Poland and Czechoslovakia, many eastern FEuropesns
regarded the French position that some frontiers were less
inviolate than others as undermining the new internetional

order as it wac applied to Germany. For Stresemenn, these

LI VP2 IREE Y
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~arbitration treaties were not obstacles for "maintaining the

:political aims which we must pursue with regard to our eastern

‘ frontiers".11

France, being one of the two pillars of the League

~ system, in this bargain with Stresemann weakened, in the

eyes of many, the territorial integrity of two of its
members, i.e. Poland and Czechoslovakia. Moreover, Poland

and Czechoslovakia were military allijes of France. If

 anything, the French action at Locarno compromised the

spirit of Article 10 of the Covenant as it was related to.

" Germany when Britain and France let Germany conduct a

4'propaganda campaign for territorial revision in the east.

| Many wondered what the French position would be in the case

of & German military campaign against its eastern neighbours.
Even more discouraging seemed to be the attitude of Britain
which refused to be concerned at all with eastern Europe.
Even in her pact with France and Belgium by which she promised
td aid these states in the event of aggression, she reserved
the right to decide what action in fact she would take. 1In
different degrees the Western powers expressed their ‘desin-
teressement' in the question of territorial revision in
Europe east of the Elbe. Having the main pillars of the
League adopt such a cavalier attitude on matters affecting
the vital security interests of such eastern European

members of the League as Poland and Czechoslovakia, meant

llgasiorowski, "Stresemann and Poland Before Locarno",
Do 36. :
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that faith in the League system and the durability of the

i Versailles Treaty system was considerably damaged. This

. was particularly true in the case of Poland. At Locarno,

. France signed pacts with Poland and Czechoslovakia giving

? her guarantees to these countries' frontiers with Germany.

: These guarantees, however, were restricted in the sense that
France would in the event of an aggression on the territories

of these states act in accordance with Article 16 of the

' Covenant. This meant that the League Council would have to

agree unanimously in order to act against a transgressor and

% as stated above, military sanctions would not be automatically

- forthcoming. The Poles maintained that the military convention
of 1921 which promised immediate French aid in case of aggres-—
sion from Germany was still legally valid. They became quite
disconcerted to find throughout the late 1920's and the early
1930's that the French favoured the Locarno interpretation
of their obligations. In 1927, Ambassador Jules Laroche
attempted to convince the Polish government of a plan which
would tailor the 1921 agreement to fit the Locarno treaties.

- Later, Paris sent Marshal Franchet d'Esperay to Poland for

precisely the same reason.12 In addition, the French in

the beginning of 1929 expressed their opposition to a

Polish proposal for a regional pact whose signatories would

be France, Germany and Poland.

12

Pobog-Malinowski, Na;nowsza Historia Polski, éThe
’Contemgoragx History of Poland), vol. II, London:Gry b.,
Pe .
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At this point, the Poles became concerned over the

| viability and usefulness of the French alliance. In order
to clarify the situation, Marshal Pilsudski sent General

| Tadeusz Kutrzeba to Paris to conduct inquiries with the
French Chief of Staff, General Marie Debeney. Kutrzeba
informed the French general that as far as Poland was
concerned, she maintained her willingness to come to the

aid of her French ally in the case of a German attack on
France. When asked what the French position would be in

the case of a German attack on Poland, Debeney responded
that the final decision remained in the hands of the civilian
cabinet which in turn was influenced significantly by the
position taken by London.13 The French attitude was, of
course, deeply affected by their decision of 1930 to build
the Maginot line which meant that the French expected that

a war with Germany would not be of an offensive but of a
trench-type defensive nature. This attitude can be exem~-
plified in the comments made by Generals Weygand and Gamelin
to the British Military attache in Paris on October of 1932.
They believed that in a Franco-German war, the French would,
at the most, occupy the Rhine bridgeheads but would not do so
without the naval or at least the moral support of Great

Britain.14 Another example of a more explicit nature can be

13Ibid.,'p. 513

l4cienciala, Anna, Poland and the Western Powers 1938-
1939, London: Routledge and Kegan FPaul, P, 12e
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i given in the letter of the Counsellor of the Polish Embassy
; in Paris, Anatole Muhlstein, dated April 17, 1933, to the
; Polish Minister of Foreign Affairs, Joseph Beck. In this
alletter, Muhlstein referred to rumours-circulating in Paris at
f the time that Poland was considering a preventive strike
% against the new Germany of Adolf Hitler. In reference to
1 this, he mentioned a rather informal conversation he had with
the noted French parliamentarian and,kstatesman, Joseph Caillaux.
| With regard to the probabilities of France agreeing to such a
? project, Caillaux's answer reflected the general attitude
amongst Frenchmen on this question - "Ne vous orientez pas
i'vers la guerre. Ce pays ne marchera pas!"15

The repercussions of the Locarmo strategy, as it
applied to military sanctions 'in eastern Europe, were that
% many in this region grew insecure within their boundaries.
They began to question the value of the French alliance and
s the feasibility of the collective security principle within
the context of eastern Europe. Integrally linked with this,
as far as the Poles were concerned were the views of the main

supporters of the League, Britain and France on the Polish-

German dispute.

15Cienciala, "The Significance of the Declaration of
Non-Aggression of January 26, 1934¢ee", Pe 15,



CHAPTER IV

BRITAIN, FRANCE, GERMANY AND THE
POLISH-GERMAN BORDER PART I

The views of the British and the French on the

Polish-German territorial question reflected the basic desire
of the West to achieve some sort of stability on the European
continent and an apprehension as to the increase of military
power in Germany. The British had practically disarmed on

& unilateral basis and avoided any commitments which would
drag them into another costly war on the continent. As will
be shown later, they were willing to grant any sort of conces-
sion so as to satisfy a given revisionist power and preserve
the peace of Europe just a little while longer. Having failed
to obtain either American or British guarantees of military
support in the event of an aggression on her territories

and having failed to reach a lasting detente with a long-
standing enemy (Germany), France began to muse over possibil-
ities of reaching a new rapprochemenf with her eastern
neighbour, at the expense of some other power or powers.

Her seemingly endless search for security, having passed
through so many stages, cameto a point where many of her
experienced statesmen were willing to almost completely under-
mine the very international order as it was related to Germany
which was erected at the Versailles Conference. This attitude,
as mentioned above, was particularly exemplified on the
problems of the Polish-German borderlands.

The first expression of what wer shall call Western
43
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"revisionism" was the undermining 6f the status of the borders
which Poland and Czechoslovakia had with Germany. The Polish
interpretation of this event was expressed by Colonel Beck
as follows in his memoirs: "Germany was thus solemnly invited
%o carry out aggression to the east and at that price, peace
in the west was purchased".l

British attitudes on the Polish-German territorial
question in the inter-war era was thg result of a composite
number of faétors rooted in British political life. For one
segment, the Labour Party, the dispute was integrally linked
to the whole framework of intermational politics and the
future of Europe in general. They were convinced that the
world was inevitably moving towards an international socialist
federation in which nations would be able to attain their
aspirations within the context of the principle of self-
determination. Cooperation in the establishment of a system
of international conciliation and arbitration imbued by a
spirit of goodwill and fair play would provide the prelimi-
nary stage for the utopian socialist federation.2

Their view was that, basically, people were inter-
nationally oriented and that the new order was just waiting
to make a breakthrough. The main obstacles were thought to

be narrow-minded and provincial leaders, who in their opinion

lBeck, Final Report, p. 255,

2Gordon, Michael, Conflicts and Consensus in Labour's

Foreigm Policy 1914-1965, Stanford: Stanfo University
Fress, DPe 38
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were the victims of misunderstandings and were deprived of

~ the knowledge of the motives of other leaders.3 If man by

nature was basically good "harmony was alone natural".4

Hence "disputants had only to discover the common good which
was at the same time their highest good and they would immed-
iately see that they had every reason to modify their position

and to overcome their discord".5 Nationalism, therefore,

i was thought to be thoroughly compatible with international-

ism.

Hence for the Labour Party, the aspirations of German
revisionism, were thoroughly legitimate and natural. Particularly
during the 1920's when the Social Democrats were influential
in the politics of the Weimar Republic, Labour leaders took
a great interest in coming to terms with German nationalism.7
For them the Versailles Treaty was unfair and harsh and the
Cerman nation was entitled to a fairer deal from the
Western powers. The revision of those treaties was regarded

as the necessary means by which Germany would join the ranks

of the peaceloving democratic states of the League of Nations.

An example of this attitude can be shown in the remarks

3Ibide, pe 17
4;21@., pe 41.
?léiﬁ‘t p. 41.
6;219., Pe 17

Tyuckovic, Milorad N., Parliamentary Opinion and

British Foreifg Policy 1936-1936 with Sgecial Reference to
Germany McGi University, Department of History, 1960, PeTle
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of Ramsay MacDonald, the leader of the Labour Party, a few‘
days before the signing of the Treaty of Versailles. He
stated that the "immediate revision by the League of Nations
of the harsh provisions of the Treaty-would be...a first
step towards the reconcilation of the peoples and the
inauguration of a new era of international cooperation and
goodwill".8

The Liberal Party was also tinted by this "Fabian
humanism" of:the Labour Party philosophy. They qﬁestioned
the spirit of the Versailles Treaty especially the war-guilt
clauses. The feeling, therefore, amongst the parties of the
Left and Centre in Britain was that the post-war arrangements
were unjust. This attitude continued into the 1930's despite
their aversion to the authoritarian;andJracistvpractices of
Hitler and the Nazi movement.9 They failed to perceive that
nationalism in its extreme form was antithetical not only
td Fabian socialism and democracy but also to the very conceptis
of internationalism as enunciated in the League Covenant.
Their belief that the satiation of the demands of German
nationalism in terms of territorial revision in eastern
Europe would win it over to the principles of the League were,

as was shown later, sadly divorced from the reality of the

situatione.

8Jordan W. M., Great Britain, France, and the German
Problem 1918-1939 London: Oxford University ﬁress, pe 40.

Ivuckovie, ops cite, pe 170




47

The realization that the parties of the Left and Centre
favoured territofial revision of the Polish-German borderlands
at the expense of the Poles proved to be highly disconcerting
to the Warsaw authorities and was to contribute to the under-
mining of the integrity of Article 10 of the League Covenant

within the context of east-central Europe.

British Conservative circles were also affected by pro-

revisionist sentiments and in the Polish-German territorial
dispute were partial to the German side of the issue. Like
their Leftist counterparfs, they also possessed a guilt-com-
plex in that they believed that Germany was treated unfairly
at Versailles.lo In addition they ascribed to the traditional
policy of maintaining a balance of power equilibrium on the
'Europeaﬁ continent. The immediate post-Versailles strategy
of France of stunting the economic and military recovery of
Germany and the French opposition to the disarmament proposals
of Britain during the 1920's and early 1930's was interpreted
in Britain as a scheme on the part of the French to establish
a diplomatic hegemony in Europe.

These two factors shaped the strategy towards
Germany and Burope in the inter-war era and were the under-
lying causes for their opposition to the French insistence
that heavy reparations ought to be extracted from Germanye.
For these same reasons, the French occupation of the Ruhr

in 1923 in conjunction with the reparations gquestion was

9]

’

lOGilbert, Martin and Gott, Richard, The Appeaser
‘London: Weiden Feld, pe. 9.
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, opposed by the British. This in the opinion of Margaret
;George "was an irritaﬁt that upset Anglo-French relations
ifor the rest of the decade".11 Since all parties of the
 House of Commons held a negative attitude towards Versailles,

it is not too surprisiﬁg that when Hitler occupied the Rhine-

land in 1936 Prime Minister Stanley Baldwin expressed his

gnmoyance with the French rather than with the offending
12

Sympathy with Germany was connected with the public

 pelief that eastern Europe was far away and was not vital
. %o British national interests. This attitude can be partially

. explained by the preoccupation on the part of the British

government with the political and economic gquestions involving
the Dominions within the Commonwealth, It was also distracted
by certain problems in its far-flung empire such as the Indian
independence struggle and the Arab-Israeli quarrel in Palestine.
In addition, the deepening economic crisis which began in

the late 1920's and continued into the 1930's, to a significant
degree drew the energies of the nation's leaders away

from European problems. The resultant attitude towards
Polish-German questions can be observed in the following

remarks of Lloyd-George.

"The British people were not very much
jnterested in what happened on the eastern

|
3 1lieorge, Margaret, The Warped Vision, British Foreign
Policy 1933-1939, Pittsburgh: University o 1ttsburgh Press,

Pe 330
lzIbido, Pe 340
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frontier of Germany; they would not be ready

to be involved in quarrels which might arise
regarding Poland or Danzig or Upper Silesia.

On the contrary, there was a general reluctance13
to get mixed up in these questions in any way".

Leading Conservatives shared these sentiments., The editor
of the Observor, J.L. Garvin, favoured German expansion into
t'eastennEhropel4 and Lord Lothian, a member of the cabinet
in 1931 wrote that "Britain has no pPrimary interests in
eastern Europe".15 The British Ambagsador to Berlin, Lord
d'Abvernon, was an outspoken revisionist S0 much so that
Herbert von Dirksen in his memoirs referred to him as
"almost a collaborator &f the German Foreign Office".16
Concerning the question of Poland's access to the sea, he
was quoted to have said "Poland does not need any port
and asVCzechoslovakia could carry on its trade through the
ports of other nations. She would have to be accdrded sui t-
able facilities for that".l7 Lloyd-George in a discussion
with Aristide Briand "digd not think...that this country
[Britain] would be disposed to give any guarantees which
might involve them militarily in any eventuality in that

part [eastern Europe] of the world".18 The British Foreign

13Jordon, Ope. cit., p. 201.
Mcilvert and Gott, op. cit., pp. 34-35.
151bid., pp. 39-40.

16Gasiorowski, "Stresemann and Poland Before Locarno",
Pe 34.

Y1bia,, p. 34.
18J0rdan, Ope. Cito, pP. 201.
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Secretary Sir Austen Chamberlain in a letter to his ambassador

in Paris on February 16, 1925, stated that in a possible

conflict between Germany and Poland over the Polish "corridor",

"no British government ever will or ever can risk the bones
of a single British grenadier".19 In conjunction with this,
the British refusal at Locarno to guarantee the borders of
Poland and Czechoslovakia with Germany demonstrated beyond
a doubt the Conservative party's attitude towards Article 10
as applied tojeastern Europe.

For many Conservatives, the German question was part
of their policy of opposition to Communism. They viewed
the German Reich as a bulwark against the spread of Bolshevik
revolutionary radicalism which emanated from the borders of
the Soviet Union. Such notables as Lord Londonderry and
members of the appeasement-minded "Cliveden set" of the
1930's, such as Lord and Lady Astor, Sir Thomas Inskip,
Professor Arnold Toynbee and Barrington Ward, an editorial
writer of the Times were of that frame of mind.<° Amongst
the Conservative 'establishment® only Sir Robert Vansittart,
the Permanent Under-Secretary at the Foreign Office, and
Winston Churchill "were prepared to do anything about the

Nazig" .2t

19Gasiorowski, op. cit., p. 34,

20Gi1bert and Gott, op. cite, p. 40.

21McDermott, Geoffrey, The Eden Legacy and the Decline
of British Diplomacy London: Leshe Frewin, p. 25.
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According to Vansittart, during the inter-war era,
political‘Germanophilism was directly linked in the case of
the Conservative upper classes with social and cultural
Germanophilism and a dislike for everything French. He
further observed that that class was "almost entirely anti-
French" and that "nearly everyone was pro-German".22 The
Times which was a leading press organ for the Conservative
establishment was favourably disposeq towards Germany. The

History Of The Times analyzed this attitude in the following

fashion, "years of difficulties with France had increased
sympathy for Germany and the romantic appeal of almost any-
f5;thing German to sd many English minds...made the Times so Pro-
German after 1922 that the paper could not...even consider
the necessity of modifying its policy".23 It is not so
suprising to find the Times advising the Poles to make
concessions in order to preserve the peace in Europe.24
Another phenomenon was that the political leaders
of Conservatism in the inter-war era were relatively uncon-
cerned with the problems of the European continent and did
not comprehend the rapid change which was happening all around
them. They, in Margaret George's opinion, "were too absorbed

with their domestic troubles to look much to the outer world."z5

22George, Op. cit., pe. 33,
231bid., p. 33.

24Gasiorowski, "Stresemann...Before Locarno", p. 34.

25George, OE. Cito, Pe 340
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In addition, "their personal records reveal shock, distaste,
dismay, despair--that is, an awareness but no understanding;
it is as though a late Victorian veil separated them from
the swirling currents of the modern reality." Hence they
"were out of touch with symptoms let alone the causes of the
profound disturbances of the twentieth century."26 This can
be observed in the words of Stanley Baldwin when he was
vacationing at Aix-les Bains in 1933:
"walkihg alone among these hills, I have

come to the conclusion that the world is stark

‘mad. I have no idea what is the matter with

dedth ot being an'meyfun' o Lrianes I 3y sick to

The British whether their German policy stemmed

from ideological conviction (Fabian socialism, conservatism,
liberalism), a guilt feeling concerning the Versailles
settlement or a simple provincial outlook, failed to perceive
the true nature of German nationalism as it was expressed
by Stresemann, von Seeckt or Hitler. They also underestimated
the political and economic importance of eastern Europe for
the continent as a whole in that a Germany dominant in that
part of the continent was one which was capable of gaining
control over the whole of it, In doing so and by overestima-
ting their own power, they tragically miscalculated in their

attempt to apply the balance of bower concept to post-World

War I Europe. Also by disregarding Poland's interests in

%61vid., pe 35.

27Ibido, P 34.
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;vregard to Germany, Britain expressed unconcern for League
L principles as applied to eastern Europe.

The French held similar views on the Polish-German
border. The Left parties in France, according to the Polish
Embassy in Paris, possessing an instictively anti-Pilsudski
stance motivated by a particular ideological prejudice,
favoured, like the British, a policy of peace at the expense
of territorial concessions on the part of Poland. Consequently,
they desired tb annul the alliance with Poland.28 This
sentiment manifested itself in December of 1933 in a leftist
petition introduced in the Chamber of Deputies which called
for the termination of the secret alliances concluded by
France with Poland, Rumania and Japan.29 At a meeting of
Aristide Briand and Gustav Stresemann, the latter noted in
his diary, during the discussions which dealt with the
question of a peaceful revision of Germany's eastern
boundaries, that Briand "did not utter a single word of
criticism against the thought of a change of boundaries."30

As for the French Foreign Ministry, informally referred
to as the "Quai d'Orsay", the Polish Embassy reported to
Warsaw on September 30, 1932 the following observations:

"eeoHowever, the fact is that the Quai

28Jedzej§witz, (ede), Diplomat in Berlin, p. 67
' PRusminski, Poland, France, Germsny 1933-1935, p. 32.
30Korbel, Poland Between East and West, p. 242.
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thinks only about what éoncession they could

render to Germany at the least cost to French

interests and the least danger of rousing a

hostile reaction from public opinion."31
The French Prime Minister in 1931, Pierre Laval, told the
American Secretary of State, Mr. Stimson, that in his opinion
the Polish 'Corridor' was a "monstrosity".32

French revisionism continued to be prevalent during

the final days of the Weimar Republic when it manifested
itself in the so-called Duchemin Protocol which was drawn
up at th end of January 1933 by Jules Duchemin, a Quai

d'Orsay legal expert, Wladimir d'Ormesson, the editor of

Le Temps end Journal de Ceneve and Peul Psrmentier, an

industrialist on the French side and the CGermans Bernhard

von Bulow,'Under—secretary of State, Dr. Bucher, a German
Industrialist and Privy Councillor Bosh. It was egreed that
Germany would receive most of the 'Corrridor' and a 'retrifica-
tion' of the Upper Silesian frontier. As a form compensa—
tion, Poland would be'permitted to use the port of Danzig and
annex the port of lMemel from Lithuania. After this territorial
revision, a German-French guarentee pact would be dravm up

for the new Polish-Germen frontier. The CGerman Foreign
Minister, von Neurath, put an end to this plan since he

maintained that Germeny's territorial clzims were more

1 . . .
3 Kuzminski, op. cit., p. 32,
32 . .
Cienciala, article, p. 13.
¥This "public opinion" refers to that

segm
Society which wus vociferously pro-Versaill
and pro-Polish.

ment of French
les, anti-German
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¥*
extensive. Hence in his opinion, the "negotiations were

33

steered on a wrong course'. Duchemin claimed, nevertheless,
that he had received a message from Paris that the French
government had approved that protocol. This whole affair
was quickly terminated, owing to the rapid changes which
led to the nomination of Adolf Hitler to the position of
Chancellor, on January 31, 1933,

In the view of Poland's policy-makers, the general
opinion of the participants of League proceedings in the
early 1930's seemed to disregard the spirit of Article 10
as it was applied to their region. MNany were willing to
alter frontiers without bringing in the affected country at
the actual decision-making process. This attitude, for the
Poles, was directly linked to the entry of Germany into

- the organization after the Locarno settlement.

The inclusion of Germany into the League and her
entry as a permament member of the Council in 1927 gave her
the status of a great power and a full member of the family

of nations. It also gave her the opportunity to pursue her

revisionist demands in a public forum of big powers. The
method which she used was the utilization of the procedure
of the Minorities Treaties. In these proceedings, beginning
in 1928, Stresemann flooded the League with a variety of

: petitions and complaints, real or imagined, in order to

33Korbel, op. cit., p. 280,

, *Germzny claimed as her own all of Polish Upper Silesia and
? Polish Pomersnia, Danzig =nd at times parts of Poznania.
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prove to the world that Poland was mistreating her German
minorities. By attempting to gather support from the

;arious representatives to the League, he aimed to show

that Poland was instituting a planned program of repression
and consequently, the situation would seem intolerable for

the German people and detrimental for European peace in gen-
eral. This being achieved, he would convince the major states
of the League that the only really effective way of alleviating
the problemé of the German minority in Poland was the

transfer of territories. This meant the revisién of the
treaties which Stresemann hoped to accomplish peacefully

with the assistance of the Western powers and their supporters
in Geneva. Stresemann's tactics were contradictory to the
spirit of the Minorities Treaties which required that the
strategy behind the petitions would not work towards "the
severance of political relations between the minority and its

host state".34

In addition, his policy violated one of the
fundamental purposes of the Minorities Treaties system which
intended to eliminate bilateral disputes and to raise the
quality of disputes to the level of internationalization.
Bilateralism reintroduced the element of hostility and
destroyed the atmosphere of "desinteressement" and impartiality

35

in Council meetings when dealing with complaints of minorities.-

34c1aude, op. cit., p. 39.

2
JSGasiorowski, "Stresemann...Before Locarno", p. 35.
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The success of Stresemann's policy in this regard was partly
due, in Alfred Cobban's opinion, to the attitude of the
British. "In the annual League debate on minorities of 1930,
the British delegate frankly adopted the view that where
German minorities were concerned, it was for the German
Government to look after their interests".36 Within this
context, Stresemann after mentioning Germany's participation
in the League proceedings, stated thqt in reference to Article
19, Germany couid "reopen the question [territorial changes]
at some future date".37
Polish reaction to this strategy was, needless to
say, demonstrably hostile. This was shown in.the confronta-
tion of August Zaleski, the Polish Foreign Minister with
Stresemann on December 15, 1928 in which the former accused
the German Upper Silesian- organization, the Volksbund, of
"creating political agitation and even engaging in subversive
activities".38 Inis Claude agreed with Beck on Germany's
intentions regarding the Minorities Treaties:
".eethe bloc of states led by Germany undermined

the League system by encouraging national minorities

to be discontented with their position and immoderate

in their demands. They went on to deal the system

a fatal blow by promoting disloyalty and using dis-

-affected minorities as pawns in the game of disrup-

ting their host states and disintegrating the
European order".39

36Gasiorjowski, "Stresemann.s After Locarno". p. 316,

37Cla.use' OE. Cito, Po 460

38Gasiorowski, "Stresemann...After Locarno", p. 316.

3901&ude, OE. Cito, Pe 4601

.....
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Tempers grew so hot during this meeting that Stresemann

slammed his fist on the Council table. In the succeeding
meeting of March 6, 1929, Stresemann defendegd his nation's
right to present petitions denying thdt this would be "an

inadmissable political interference with the'domestic

affairs of a foreign power".4O

The German policy of undermining Poland's position
in regard to her western territories -continued unabated
into the 1930's. This grew on the nerves of Beck and his
associates. In his memoirs, Beck made frequent mention of
the'debates in the Council on the question of national
minorities. Beck's frustrations can be shown

in the following Passage.,

treaties" .41
He described the meetings as comparable to trials with the
Polish representatives forced to play the role of defendants.
These representatives, Beck wrote, were constantly humiliated
by being compelled to defend their country against "petty and
trivial incidents". He had, therefore, "a profound disgust"

for such proceedings.42 "Referring to the effect on inter-

40Gasiorowski, "Stresemann..,After Locarno", p. 316.

41Beck, Joseph, Final Report, New York: Robert Speller
and Sons, p. 243,

421vi4., p. 247.
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ethnic relations in Poland's western provinces which the

League investigations had, Beck wrote that "the minority treaty
vee had become a destructive factor in our intermal affairs".43
He questioned particularly what he regarded, as trumped-up
and exaggerated complaints of the German delegates relating
to the German minérity in Poland. This, he believed, was

in violation of the Resolution concerning the Minorities
Treaties which was passed by the Council on September 5, 1923.
The Resolution c;mmented that petitions "must contain infor-

mation or refer to facts which have not recently been the sub- =

ject of a petition“.44 Because of Germany's abuse of the Z
Minorities Treaties, he voiced his opposition to her right
to present petitions for her minorities in other countries.

The effect of Germany's revisionist campaign in the
League Council at Geneva was that the majority of delegates

' there began to sympathize with the German claims. Beck was

one of those who noticed this change in attitude:

"Lofty arguments were brought home in passionate
discussion over some trifling detail...on the other
hand, it was with a light heart that the alterations
of frontiers were suggested on the ground of Article
19 of the League's Covenant even aiming at restricting
the right to vote of the country directly interested
in the proceedings which might have put this article
into effect".45

In another passage of his memoirs, he commented:

"It is significant to review the political and

431bid., pe 24.

44Janowsky, ops cite, pPs 117.

4SBeCk,>OEo citey, Do 44.



60

propaganda campaigns undertaken by the Third

Reich while preparing an invasion of Eastern

Europe to realize the support which it cons-

tantly found in the debates of Geneva and in

the interpretations of the treaties on the

protection of the minorities".4
More infuriating for Beck was the cha;acter of the Head of
the Secretariat, Mr. Avenol, who in the opinion of the Polish
foreign minister was a "mean personage balancing in a servile
attitude between the ante-chambers of several great Powers
without any respect for a minimum of ‘decent covenance if not
even for the written principles of the Covenant of the
League".47The cavalier attitude regarding the willingness
of the main supporters of the League to institute Article 16
in the event of a German-Polish clash of arms, which was
generally evident in Geneva, was hardly reassuring for Beck.
The Poles, therefore, viewed the general opinion at Geneva
as unwilling to accept all of the implications of the principle
of territorial integrity as it related to east-central Europe.
They began to loose confidence in the League as an instrument

to protect their national security and began to regard it

more and more as a tool of German revisionism.

4611id., ppe 243-4.

4T1pid., p. 20.




CHAPTER V

BRITATN, FRANCE, GERMANY AND THE
POLISH=GIAMAN BORDER PART I1:
THi FOUr POWER PACT

b

For the Poles, the culmination of Western revisionism
occurred during the discussions leading up to the Four Power

ract. This completed the process of Polish disenchantment

with the League and its chief supporters. At this point,
~ Yolend decided to find sndther solution for her security

The idea for a Four-Power Pact was advanced by the
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cist leader and dictator, Benito Mussolini, in
132,77 I% was later brought up in the discussions which &
wuscolind had with Prime Minister Ramsay MacDonald and s

coreism Tecretary Sir John Simon in Rome, on March 16, 1933,

e Britich ceme to see the Italian dictator in order to

coin his support for the British Draft Convention which,
in their eyes, would save the Disarmament Conference from
collavse. Instezd, they were confronted with Mussolini's
ien for ¢ Tour Power Pacte.

.

In the realm of treaty revision, Article 2 of Mus-

oiini's Draft stated that in czse of a conflict over ter—
ritory, the four powers of Italy, Germany, France and Creat
critein o vould work together so as to facilitate the reaceful

cevicion of treaties relating to frontiers. Revision was

cilevited to the level of a drinciple. Lip service was pzaid

s the Letsue in that the article mentioned that the

N

“lbrecht-Carrie, on. cit., p. 236,
61
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rcvision »rincivle "can only be upplied within the frame-
wori of the League of Nations and through mutual recognition
of the common nature of the interests involved".2 The Pact,
to Article 5, would be valid for ten years. The
Zritish interpreted this article to mean that "the Great
Towcrs shzll take the initiativ? in examining the situation,
£ e solution and directing the negotiations whereby
the interected Governmentg shall be induced to accept such

c zolution.” The British, however, were opposed to the
lcex of mentioning the fact of inducement.

"It ceems inadvisable and unnecessary to state
ir worde that the four Powers should combine to

cut nreccure on other parties. Pressure would

necessarily result from agreement among the
Tour Powers on any topic but it is better not to say
com. 4
One rezson for Mussolini's plan was an attempt on
hie 2ert to divert German territorial smbitions from Austria
Lo the north-ezst. The Polish minister to London was sble

Yo lezrn this from a conversation which the Duce had with

“Woodwerd, L.L. 2nd Butler, Rohan (ed.), Documents on
fritich TYoreirm Policy 1018-1939, Second series, vol 5.
sonaon: L. T Gtetionary Office, no. 44, Enclosure B(11)
Cir ornld Groham to Lord Vensittart, March 20, 1933, p. 67.
The & owvers recffirm in accordance with the articles

‘cur
ne Covenrnt of the League of Nations the principle of
e [ \/’ l

sion of the treaties of peace in circumstences capa~-

fueing o conflict between nations, but they declere
rincinle cen only be applied within the frame-
cgue of Nations ond through mutuzl recognition
. n2ture of the interests involved".

TZePev.T. mo. 49, Nemorandum, March 23, 1933, p. 101.
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5 This in-

the Secretary-General of the League, Mr. Avenol.
formction corresponds with the knowledge of the pact which

Joserh Lincki (&t the time Chief of the Western Division of

the Polish Ministry of Forel Affairs) had at that time.

"Irom confidential sources obtained by the
linictry of Yoreign Affeirs, it was evident that’
in hic Rome udng, lussolini pointed bluntly
to the Pomerznien Corridor‘as a problem requiring
cettlement within the framework of the planned
volitical mact".b

In ¢ dispaich from Sir Ronald Graham to Sir John Simon

which woo written two weeks before the Anglo-Italian z
diccutsions in Rome, the British Ambassador mentioned that #
the Italian leader favoured, ‘ﬁ

-

e solution by which the town of Danzig 2nd =

T CO#otl*“e not deeper than 10 to 15 g
es chould be surrendered to Germany so 7 }
rmit free communicstion with East Pru551a" ‘

- v
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+

&)
C ek
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1 etr
23 ne
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ussolini during his discussions with the British
gxnrecesed his opposition to Sir John Simon's idea that
Folond bhe brought into the Pact. Simon "expleined that the 7
ncet would be reciprocally binding between the four powers

"

T to =2ttack one another. If Poland were to adhere, the

(@]

rict would hove the same effect reciprocally between Germany

Lo 8 . . )
snd Toland'. It was lacDonald's view at the time that "the

“Jedicjewicy (ed.), on. cite, Do 61.
“Ivid., . 64.
Tn.m.7.7., March 4, 1933, no. 37, Sir R. Greham to
Cir Joknm Uimon, n. 56.
TUL.R.F.P., no. 44, larch 19, 1933, Enclosure no. 4,
»ot2 of o Conversation held at the Palazzo Venezia at 6 peme
7
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effect of a specific agreement on the part of Germany not
to sttrek Trance was to some extent an implication of her
intention %o attzck Poland".9 Mussolini persisted in his
ornositicn to the British idea saying only that the fact of
Germeny's vrescnce in the Pact was an gdequate assurance of
Germony'c veazceful intentions towards all concerned.lO
.

ussolini's opposition to llacDoneld's idea seemed

to indicate %thet he wished to maintain the exclusiveness of

the Tuet.  Thic the 'German State Secretary, von Bulow,

rcalized oo scen in his letter to the German Embassy in Rome:

"+e.the other Europcan Powers are not granted
cunl rizhts 2s far ag occession to the pact is ol
concerncad rather vrovision is made that  the '

oy

t
s shall if necessary force the other
: _ mursue a policy of peace".ll

In “nother disnatch, von Hassell, the German Ambassador in

wome, wes guick to observe that the principle of revision

. L3
¢e explained in Article 2 of the Pact would be agreed to
by The Zic Tour ~nd only leter ratified by the Lesgue.

> self-evident that the basic Italian idee
1e 1s o reduce in their own (and the German)
©t, the influence of the smaller countries
owinz in the weke of France and to undertake

tical attempt to place the shaping of the
and political situation in Europe in

y Editor-in-chief. Documents on
, Series C, vol.l, The Thirq
UL October 14, 1G33 London:

~icc, no. 88, Tarch 15, 1933, The State
the Embassy in Italy, p. 168.
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+he hends of o directorzte'.

val

"he British officiel stance on the guestion of treaty
revision, judging from the comments mentioned above, seemed
to te in favour of the idea. However the British delegates

teined = public position of neutrality throughout the

«

‘vorctions. It was partly due to their concern over the
.

gucstion of the former Germen colonies, such as Tanganyika,

Which 2t the time were held as British mandates. In addition,

‘her followed & strategy of quiet diplomacy in their ettempts

- Dower agreement so as to preserve the peace 2

in Puronc cnd save the Disarmament Conference from collapse. :
The French nosition on the problem of treaty

revicion end Article 2 of the Pact was much more complex

ovin~ martially to their security dilemma and to their obli-

- tigns to the east T“urone(,n allleo. The French Right, in

the main, tock & ne@atlve view of the possibility of treaty ¢

covicion. 4 typicel spokesman of this segment of the French
solitical snectrum Henri Franklin-Bouillon, equated the

rovicion of the treaties with "the disarmament of France".l3
dounrd IHerriot, the President of the powerful Senate Foreign

tcooipe Committee, was one of the Pact's more vociferous

oro fcnts.l4 50 were the Rightist Andre Tardieul5 and the

10 ‘ . . .

f”n,u.r.”. no. 109, March 22, 1933, Ambassador in
om¢ to Berlin, pe. 20C.

~-1icaud, Charles, A., The Trench Right and Nazi
N 133321039 Tew York: Cctegon Books, De 27«

14

“erth, Alerarder, France in Ferment, Gloucester,
r Smith COey Do 430

53inion Re Defented Leaders New York: Columbiz Uni-
-
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16

Socinlict Leon Blum.

mhose who expressed their approval of Article 2 and

the ide=n of & big power directorzte did so mainly because

B

they were ceeking & French-1talian alliance as 2 security

¢

rusrintee acainst Germanye. The Trench Foreign Minister,
SR : : : A L aas e
Jocenh Toul-3oncour, maintained thies attitude. In addivion,

A
Jozenh Caillzux, the President of the Senate Finance Committee,

‘

sn¢ hic xinemen Henri de Jouveral maintained pro-Italien

~
o

},_l

cymrzathiec. 8 fJouVonal, the French Ambassador to Rome,

cook nert in the negotiations over the Pact. 1t was his .
weliof that while Hitler was in the process of consolidating ;
ni. nower internally, Frence along side with Britein and J
nt to rcach an agreement with the Reiche. This

~orgenent would sanction German territorial ambitions

shich during the period of Nazi consolidation would be much

.

N .
more modect then in future years when Hitler would have built

v the rnolitical end military might of the Third Reich. The
~steinment of an understanding with Berlin at this stage would
ire nolitical stability in Europe giving France a greater

de ree of cecurltye. At the same time she would be acting in
unicon with Ttaly and Britain with the result that this alliance

would nreccrve the peace and tie Hitler to the new system

eror Sed by the Poct.  This rationale cen be exemplified in

Kuominski, 0De Cite, DD 95-96.

P

Qinion, OV. Cite, DDe 111-112.
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Jouvenel's letters to Paris explaining and propagating his
belief in the Pact. Tor him "The Four Power Pact is in reale
Ny w 19

1%ye..C pact for holding Germany in check He went on

bl .
to ctefe that "we can make such a settlement cheaper today

20 o
thon tomorrow". He feared that lest France rejec® the

Joet, the onnmortunity to nreserve the peace and to "check"
A
Hitler would be past, "Need we wait before dealing with

<

essential dllecultlog for our authority in Europe to

The Prime lMinister Edward Daladier maintained an
0fficinlly neutral attitude during the month of March 1933,
“inclly, he commiscioned Jouvenal and Paul-Boncour to
inderendently draw up drafts for the French version of the
e Te two drafts were almost identical =2nd out of

tacoe, ne constructed the official French counterproposals

X s 22 L - - .
on the subject. Article 2 which referred to the question
07 Trecty revicion read as follows:

"The Hizh Contrecting Parties with a2 view to
the roszible apvlication in Europe of the articles
o the Covenant particularly 10, 16, and 19
decelde to examine among themselves without
srejudalce to the decisions which can only by taken

3

by the regular organs of the League of Nations

LMY Dron sel teraln* to give 171 efficacy to the 53
methods end srocedures provided by these articles".<”

o

Ibide, pe. 180,
Ttid., pn. 180.
“Thid., v. 16C.
“'_L‘Qido, Do l8l-

“°D.0.F.2. mo. 151, April 12, 1933, Ambassador in
Strly o to Terlin, n. 281,
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n this article the French decided to propose a

=

barsoin with the CGermens. In exchange for the promise by

the other three signatories to aid France in the event that
she wae inveded, Paris was ﬁilling to consider on an 28 hoc
vreis, territorizl revision in favour of Germeny in eastern
Turonc. Vithout the vromise to apply sanctions against the

AN

aocrensor, i.e. the inclusion of article 16 of the Covenant

4.
3
s

ticlc 2 of the Pact,4France would refuse to consider
the pocsibility of a veaceful revision of boundaries.

This perticular internretation of the French counfer—
rroosrl con brogubstantizted by exemining the letter which
“syl-=Foncour wrote on April 11 to Jouvenal concerning the
Tour “ower Pect. After paying lip-service to interests of
thivd cortiecs in caces of tresoty revision, the author went
on To reccgure Jouvengl that the French had no intention of
*.ssolini's'conception; "It ie not a guestion of
cubotituting independent zction of political groupe [ the
Vi Your Powers | for the nrocedures and rules inscribed in
the Covenant of the League of Naﬂ;ions“.ﬂIr The French
cireczed the 2d hoe nature of their.concept of territorial

——

rovicion by cubstituting in the text of Article 2 of the Tact

o

“he "erineinle" of revision for "methods and procedures'.

“potle chince is referred to in Paul-Boncour's letter:

SRR

.

Tinistere dec Affzires Dtrangeres, Documents in-
Tronenic 1932-1929, 1st Series (1932-1935) Tome
. oven 7 — July 15, 1037), Paris, Imprimerie Nationzle,
Csewnernt no. 111, pe 202.

Lasaro s o
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wiguever it is desircble thet in thece seme
succtions [ treaty revicsion | the previous agreement of

[

the four wowers [ the Tour Power ract] can be fore-

ccen, on condition that en exchenge of views only
e concerncd with the methods to enploy for giving
=0 thc nrocedures of the pact, their full force'. 5
ma cd noc feature of the French concession on treaty revision
vro intesrally linked to ite conditional nature. Thie can
pe ceen in Poul-Borncour's letter. "The French government
~ttocres the .screatest importance of not separating Article
. ‘ . : - 26
a from the other articles of the [Four Power | pact'.
‘e Trench roreign Minister made his support for the improve-
-crt of the procedure for changing the Treaty of Versailles
conditional ucon the inclusion of the sanctions principle
inte the Tour Jower
f the procedure of this article
ble if 2t the came time one
scure full effectivenecs to the ot
nd‘particularly to thoce which impose
re of the League of Nations cdefirnite

5 to come to the aid of a state attocked
ustification'.

(=N

*
[

o 9 -
o<
©

T
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The implication for France's 2llies in eactern
“irgmo vwme thot France woo willing to change the Treaty of
“apeoiiles in the realm of territories in exchange for
~rorter security fof herself by oﬂtaining 2 promise from
g sedw ond Italy that they would adhere to the sanctions
~eineizle 2o 1t applied to her. The concept of treaty

revicion, for Lussolini and Hitler, specifically referred
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+o ~1lterations in Germany's eastern frontiers. It is within

thic frome of reference that one should interpret Paul-

S

Roncour's remarks on the subject.

Y

TPurther evidence of this interpretation of the
Tronch counternroposals can be seen in the.German and

tich comments on the subject.

3
4. P4

Rolend Xoster, the German ambassador in Paris,

wrote in his dispatch to Berlin that the Trench were wary

o7 beingsinned dovm onthe gquestion of revision favouring

. sostrnonement of the problem. However, he sensed that

the ¥reneh were willing to consider changes es to the process
of rcoching cgreement on revision. In his interview with

Yosser, Psul-Boncour "brought up article 1¢ and said that

thic article mlgnt offer for any wishes for revision'.
.

rsoter wont on to metion "I had the impression that he

e

could offer least resistance to an exchange of views

netween the Powers on expanding article 1gn. "~

ord Tyrrell, the British ambassador in Paris, in
nic gicoatch to Simon (May 19) emphasized that the French
ictence that the senctions principle ought to be included
iy +he Uoet was their wey of seeking a promise from Britein

©ng Tiolv to anply senctions against Germeny if consultations

N.G.%.?, no. 217, March 25, 1933. Ambassador in
‘rince to Derlin, pe 218




T
during international crises broke down. Tyrrell also noted
Trench dovmgraded treaty revision from being a

30

Ly Y
JNC T une

wrirncinle tO nmethods and vrocedures”.
A .
™he British counterproposals of Article 2 expressed
2%t they were opposed to the practical application

-+ sriclc 16 of the Covenant.or Tyrrell underlined this

in = letter to Simon on Iy 26:

we connot procced upon the essumption
snnt the future will recuire Article 16
o be Tully used. It 1s therefore neces-—
~ary to sneck of 'due effect! only in case
o7 meed. The ¥rench version seems to be
—ore emnhotic as for as & definite promise

to inctitutc sanctions".32

™he Prench responce was that in view of the British
4+ituce on sonctions, it opposed unsnimlity of the Big
“our in couc of treaty revision but favoured the unanimity

of 1L sorties concerjned.33 In other words, Frence stuck to

o »%iculotions regarding treaty revision of Article 18

20
30y e, 1.7, no. 159, Hay 19, 1933, Lord Tyrrell to Sir

.
- ;.U.T,?. no. 171, May 26, 1633, Sir John Simon to
rereTl, e 270 (Dot oFf hriicle 2 of British Drafs)
ARSI S Sl ! Coptr cting Parties in respect of Articles 10, 16
cal 1S of the Fovon:nt decide to examine between tbeqco‘" S
.-+ mder the recerve of decisilons which cén only be token
T rc:ulmr oroons of the League of Netions 211 sronoscle
% sivoa S0 the methods and »rocedures calculated in case of
wood to sive cue offoot to thesc articles".

3

L

~

“Toid., De 276.

Sivu.w.7. no. 186, May 30, 1933, Sir John Simon to
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: 36 o .
barsoing'. As o form of protest Beck on March 24, arranged
for his cmbassador in Rome, George Potocki, to resign from

s noss ond return to Warsaw.37 Beck in addition warned

I
fid N

bl .
Tome, Taris ond London that if the Pact were accepted by

them, Tolond would consider withdrawing from the League.

He nlrnned to extend his offens%ve against the Pact by raying
vigite to Progsue and Belgrade in the attempt to create an
anti—};ct coaiition. However, due to the successful diplomacy
of the ?rench:by which they were able to convince the

Tittle Intente thet ftreaty revision would not be imposed upon
trem Dy o big-power cartel, Beck decided to drop his plan for
o centrael Turonean tour.38 The Poles were quite percentive

2o to whoat would hapren if the suggestions of Mussolini were

b2

cat into cffect zs far as the workings of the League were

)
o
)3
0
o
]
v
)
0
L]
'S
1=
]
}_J
0]

showm in Beck's interview of June 8, 1933

.

isiong and regsolutions of the Council of

. "Dec &
the Lecoue and its orgens can have binding nower
onlr if a strict observance of the letter end
«nirit of the Covenent of the League iz respected.
In ccoe of cny anomely in the functions of the
Council of the League, the Polish Governmment would
k d to reserve to itself-:zn absolutely frec

S .
““Deck, one cit., . 38..

27 .

J‘j,‘hl'\”ic, po 37.

“““obos-litlinowski, 00. cite, D. 533.
20

““Jednejewicz, (eds), Do 65.
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wes normless as far as the interests of France's allies

ficll

in enctern Burove were concerned, the fact that she did

vl

concider scerificing their interests, left behind feelings
“ .

of bpittermess ond cuspicion. This can be shovmn by the

recetion of Colonel Beck at the time of the signing of the

Teet (ac reported by the Polish Telegraph Agency on June 8,
A

[a]
9]
¥

—

\
L
-

.

ntirst of 2ll, it should be made clear that
ry resolutions whatsoever passed, on the basis
£ thic noct which would directly or indirectly
oncern the interests of the Polish state would
v ony event hove no binding power for the
izh Government. The Polish government did
rccent ony obligotions concerning any kKind
collobor-tion with the bloc of the four
tce oo on international orgen. The stand of
“Solich povernment on this metter was clearly
~ted ot the time".40

0 0 Q

3

’
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b3S o iy O O
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Tven the rather innocuous rhreeseology of Article 1

i.e. "The High Contrazcting Parties will consult
.

“o~ctrer," "effcctive co-operstion” as well as the promise
in irsicle 2 "to examine between themselves," Article 10, 16

nd 10) otirred up fears of & big power cooperation at the

-1

woenoe of the cmeller powerc of the League. XHega 2rdless of

[}
'

o, nowever, the impact of the initial suggestions and the

ot
*Ml

cubooouent nesotiations for a Four Power Pact on the Huropeen

slitie~1 order leods one to cxemine the implicationc on that
A0,
PDicdle, Do 65
L1 - . . .
‘~Text of Article I. "The High Contracting Parties
noult together ce wcwrd 21l oueotlons which annertain

. “hev underitolke to make every effort to pursue within
mework of the Lecgue of Nations, a policy of ezzect"v
0oz sion between 211 Powers with a view to the neintenance

(G G I
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T+ hoc been shown above that from the signing of
the Locorno Trecties up to the end of llay 1833, i.e. the eve

i -min~ of the Pact, “the leading circles of France
o fe?) ’ O

o
[N
ct
5y
e}
14}
l_J

and Creat Britain were dcmonstrably sympathetic to suggestions

«

for the veoceful revision of the Polish—Germén frontier.
Tor the French, the sacrifice o% their eastern ally was the
cricc‘they were willing to pay both in 1925 as well 25 in 1933
in order So obtain guaranfecs for her security perticularly
~~cinct Cermeny. The Britich were explicit in stating that
vre crobleme of Durope cast of the Elbe were in reality of
ro ~rcat concern to them. Their horizons, even at the best
¢ timec, extended only as fer as the Fhine. For both of
“noce siotec, therefore, the problem of the territoricl
intorrity of the ctates of ezstern Furope was regarded as
cmcendoble =nd was td‘be used aé o bargaining weapon for

~ ovm motional interests. In other words, they were

to sacrifice the interests of the peoples o1

wise willin

o
au . I
 Turone in order to appease the Germen Reich so as 1o

«

rouerve thelr secutity and divert Germen territorial ambitions
Ao wwerd.  In this sensce, therefore, one can say with &

t degrce of certainty that the Viestern European
‘overs ol Britein and France in point of fact did not regarad
-4ty oo enuncisted in Article 10 of the League Covenant as
weoie to the aime of their respective foreign policies.

“orording the principle of sanctions it has been
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demonctrated thot throughout the carly 1930's and during the
dizecucsione leading un to the signing of the Four Power Pact,
Crect Britain hed no intention of doing anything concrete if
end when faced with the situation of en aggression committed
nywnere on the European continent. By persisting to
refuce To cextend to the French, definite guarantees of

.
immedicte military aid in the case of a German attack, the
Dritich expreésed their disdain for the principle of senctions
even oo loozély interpreted as in Article 16 of the Lezgue
Covenont. The Trench alone were powerless to act as the

~oliceman of ZTurore. This was explicitly shown in their

regsroncive to Generzl Kutrzeba's query (see page 41) as to
chcir socition in the eventuality of a German invesion of
Tolind Also, the llaginot Line mentality of the French
militery ruled out completely any bold strike for the
sartoze of punishing'a nossible berman transgression.

Lozctly, one ought to consider the effect of the
diceuccions lcading up to the Four Power Pact on Article 19
o the Covenant. The proposals of the Italians and the

Srenen se owell as the cavalier attitude of the Briticsh

roncorning these snronossls troves that 2t one time or

mothor, every menmber of the Pact was willing to set up o

cirtcetory whereby the great powers of Kurope would barter

cwewo the rizhitc of weaker nations so as to preserve the

»cec of the Turopesn annle cart. Both the French end
cno Poitich were willing under different conditions to take

the decicion-moling role of the revision of treaties out
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of the hands of the League and into 2 small cartel of self-
ceeking rowers. 3Surely the question of treaty revision,
co fmr oo the vital interests of the eastern European
nationge were concerned, was*the most important international
colitic2l factor at that time. To render to. the League
such o blow oo to make it =2 mere rubber-stamp for a smali
fircctorcte of big powers wac in the eyes of many in
Turopé an undormining of the very international order in
which many stotes oﬁ that continent were able to esteblish
thenecelves oo indenendent entities.

ffcedleses to say, without full British and French
cusrory, the League of Nations was a powerless orgenization.
"ot Jopan, the U.S.A. and the Soviet Union were basically
ouvtiders og regzrds to upholding the League and its

srincizles neede no investigation or verification. Vith
. .

memzers! politicel independence, were either apathetic or
1

d Article 10 and 16 and were guite

“owerless to unhold 4
willingz, circumstances prevailing, to disregard the

tiiulotions of Article 19.  The result of this zs far oo
tre oleo were concerned vwas that the effective application

07 the concert that the member states were banded together

Sorosho surmose of cooneraiion and the protection of each
crThorts hacvle righte as sovereisn states, in the end,

vee me o hollow hope and a dismel failure.



CHAPTER VI

THE WESTERN POWERS AND THE
QUESTION OF GERMAN ARMAMENTS

Connected with the question of treaty revision in
respect to territories, was the problem of the restrictions
put on Germany's armed forces as laid out in Section V of
the Versailles Treaty. For Poland, this question was of
the‘utmost importance to her national security. It was
feared that the extreme nationalists, if in power could
use a fully armed and mass-mobilized army as a tool to effect
territorial revision either through blackmail or by actual
use of force. It was in the Polish interest, therefore, to
prevent the rearmament of the Reichswehr. Warsaw looked to
the British and French to insist on the faithful adherence
on the part of Germany to Section V of the Versailles Treatye.
When the Western Powers lost interest in compelling Berlin
to adhere to this section of the peace treaties, they became
severely compromised in the eyes of the Polish government.
The failure of the League (it being an instrument of the
Western Powers) to effectively halt the secret rearmament of
the Reichswehr (after assuming the responsibilities of
supervising German armaments in 1926) and its failure to
take effective action against Hitler at the time of Germany's
withdrawal from ﬁhe organization proved to Poland that to
seek security from the League was a futile gesture.

German rearmament can be traced to the early 1920's.

The actual conduct of the Reichswehr and of the Weimar
| 78
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governments towards their tréaty responsibilities can be
gauged in the two reports of the Inter-Allied Control
Commission (the IACC). The fate of these reports as well
as the reaction of the Viestern powers to them can shed
valuable light in the zctual situation concerning German
armaments.

The first report was issued ironically enough during
the Locarno Conference on June 5, 1925, IMuch to the surprise
of many observers, the effect of the report was a formidable
indictment of Germany's feilure to disarm. Among the viola-
tions were the excescive size end militery character of her
police, the fzilure to convert industrial production in

fectories to nonmilitery rzurposes end the stock-

]

certein
piling of excess wezpons and streztegic materialse In addi-
tion, the report critized the revival of the pre-war General
Steff which was forbidden by the treaties, the use of civilian
aircraft for military nurposes, the military trazining with

the use of fire-z2rms not auvthorized by the Peace Treaties

2s well es the short-term enlistment of volunteers and the
militery activities oi the Freicorps.* The report made
reference to en unending series of obstacles put by the

Germen authorities in order to hzmpner the IACC in the conduct

. . . . 1 . .
of ite investigations. It 2lso delved into the program

1G? ke, Hene, Sfresemsnn snd the Rearmament of
more: John Horking rress, De 32

nrivete rarcmilitery

v“ick con:istel for the moct part of veters

4 were noted for their antl~“olloh sertlmont"
vociferous ozposition to the Versailles Treaty
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. of secret rearmament on the part of the Reichswehr and the

- German industrialistse. German industry was capable of
producing "quickly and in large masses, the war material

| which the country was lacking".2 It gingled out specific

. factories and the quantities and types of military stores

: that had been discovered in them. In an interview many years
¢ later, Alfred Krupp said that he was requested by von Seeckt
and the Reichswehr "to keep my shops gnd personnel in readi-
ness if the occésion should arise for armament orders later
on".3 He also mentioned that some of the basic principles
of design for such forbidden weapons as tanks had been
worked out as early as 1926, The report called the
Reichswehr "an army of cadres" which could draw on large
reserves from short-term volunteers, auxiliary police and
the Freicorps. It gave the names of places and dates where
Freicorps members had been given military training by the
Reichswehr. It concluded by charging the German army as
well as the government of complicity in these illegal

4

activitiese.

The second report was completed furing the middle
of July, 1926, It repeated fundamentally much of what was
revealed in the first report. In addition, it stressed the

fact that the German police force exceeded the 150,000 limit

2Gatzke,'og. cite, pP. 33.

3Ibide, pe 37
411id., pe 34e
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and considered it as a semi-military outfit. It objected
to the dominant position of General von Seeckt, to the use
of dummy tanks in army maneuvers and the use of light machine
guns for cavalry and the flight train;ng of officers.5

These reports proved beyond a doubt that the Berlin
government had no desire to comply with the arms restrictions
put upon it by the victors of Versailles. Instead, after
Locarno, Stresemann constantly made reference to his desire
that the IACC terminate its function; on German territory.
He looked forward to the day when Germany could achieve full
legal equality of arms with Britain and France and be accepted
as a big power. The rebuilt German army would be a symbol
of Germany's greatness and an instrument for bargaining
purposes for territorial revision. The Weimar politicians

generally desired a return to the status quo ante bellum

as far as military strength, international prestige and
territorial control were concerned. For Stresemann, during
the latter half of the 1920's, the process of Germany's
return to a big power status was long and was to be effected
through peaceful means as much as possible. This meant

cooperation with Briand and the continuation of the spirit

of Locarno.

Briand on the other hand after having achieved German
voluntary recognition of the Rhine frontier and a British

guarantee for the same border felt that to permit the

5Tbid., pP» 54e
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gradual rearmament of a supposedly friendly Germany was not
against the interests of France. In reference to the

critics of the secret German rearmament program, he expressed
his contempt by saying "The petitions_of these minor questions
...merely impeded the progress on larger issues".6 He
reacted favourably during a meeting when Stresemann "demanded
35,000 policemen quartered in barracks instead of 25,000,

the contlnuatlon of the supreme command in the Reichswehr and
freedom in the tralnlng of our troops". 7 In contrast to

the stipulation that the IACC was to dissolve its activities
in Germany only at the completion of the disarmament require-

ments of Section V, Briand managed to terminate its presence

on German soil on January 31, 1926. Henceforth the possib-

ility (which was never utilized) of inspecting German arma-
ments could only be effected by the League Council by unani-
mous agreement. After Locarmo, Germany became a permanent
member thus assuring herself thatin the slight change of
such a proposal, her veto would be adequate to stop further
action in this respecte.

Western acquiescence to German rearmament continued
into the 1930's. So much so, the British and the French
5till under the spell of Locarno finally terminated, in

June of 1930, the allied occupation of the Rhineland.9 At

61pid., pe 58.

TIbide, pe 41

8Machray, Robert, The Poland of Pilsudski, 1914-1936
| London: Geo. Allen and onwin Ltde, Pe 230

9Korbe1, ope cite, Pe 264.
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the same time, the Reichswéhr continued its expansion
unhampered. This can be shown, for example, by the increase
in its expenditures. In the fiscal year 1925-1926, the total
spending for the German army was 633,000,000 marks. The
costs climbed steadily. In 1926-1927 the figure was
704,000,000; in 1927-1928, 769,000,000; in 1928-1929,
827,000,000 éﬁd in 1934-1935 the figure jumped to
894,000,000, The average per year per soldier expenditure
was the highest in Germeny (7,486 Swiss Francs) in comparison
to Britain, France, the Soviet Union, and Poland.lo

By 1932, the Viestern powers became concerned over
the rise of the more radical form of nationalism in
Germany and the gradual shift towards the more blatantly
re&isionist Right. The German National Party assumed power
during this time under the Chancellorship of Heinrich Brunning.
The British and French became anxious as to the future of
world peace at a time of deep social unrest and the spread
of extreme nationalism and fascism throughout Europe. They
decided,therefore, to call a Disarmament Conference in
February of 1932 in order to try to stabilize and reduce
armamentse.

Throughout the summer and the early part of the
autumn of that year, the conference delved into a number

of disarmament plans all of which were either rejected or

lOLitauer, S, "The Role of Poland between Germany
and Russia", International Affzirs, vol. 14 (September, 1935),

pp. 663"’4 .
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shelvede The Germans came to the conference seeking the
Western stamp of approval (or the legalization) for their
rearmament program and the recognition of their right to
equality of arms. This was opposed by the French who by

now were disillusioned with‘the Locarno strategy and were
worried over events in Germany. They demanded some guarantee

(which was not forthcoming) for their security as a form

of compensation. As a result, a deadlock resulted and
Brunning decided to take Germany out.of the Conference in
September of 1932.
This event shook the Western participants of the
Conference. The British began a strategy to get the
Germans back into the discussions and by December, they
‘managed to do so, by gathering together the major powers of
that Conference i.e. France, Britain, the United States,
Germany, and Italy in a top-level meeting in Geneva (December
5-11, 1932). Out of these discussions, an understanding was
feached which became labelled as the Five Power Declaration.
During the discussion leading up to the declaration,
the French sought to extract from Norman Davis, the American
delegate, a promise to agree to a consultative pact in which
case the five signatories would promise not to aid an
aggressor and the European signatories would assume "“more

precise obligations in a definite pact of mutual assistance".ll

Myooawara E. L. and Butler Rohan, Documents on British
Foreign Policy 1919-1939, Second Series, volume IV, 1932-1933,
London: HeM.'s Stationary Office, no. 202, December 2, 1932,
Record of a conversation between Mr. MacDonald, Sir J. Simon
and M. Paul-Boncour, pe. 31ll.
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The armies of these last mentioned signatories would be
standardized. The Americans,by promising to consult with
the other signatories during cases of aggression, would

be legally affirming that in a way they would be moraliy
obligated to take steps to aid a given victim of aggression.
- A day later (on December 3), Davis informed MacDonald that
he had decided to reject the plan.12 This had to be so,
since the United States during this era could never have
agreed to a ﬁact which would suggest ;ome implicit obligation
moral or otherwise to be dragged once again into European
entanglementse.

The French in their attempt to secure some sort of
guafantee from Davis were still groping in the seemingly
endless dilemma of security vs. disarmament which plagued
all attempts at an agreement over disarmament. They were

under pressure from MacDonald and Simon to' relent on Germany's

demand for armament equality. This, they finally were

willing to do but on a limited and provisional extent.
This becomes evident in the discussions between them and
the Germans and British iq Geneva. The latter demanded a
more detailed convention spelling out the method by which
the principle of equality would be applied. The French
resisted. They argued that "the object of the meeting was

not to substitute themselves for the (Disarmament)

121y4d., no. 205, December 3, 1932, Record of a
conversation between Mr. MacDonald, Sir John Simon and Mr.
Norman Davis at Geneva, p. 313. '
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conference. They had neither the right nor the power to
do that".l3 By stalling on the application of the equality
- principle, Herriot and Paul-Boncour hoped that sometime in

the future they could somehow obtain security commitments

from the "Anglo-Saxon" powers in exchange for the actual
realization of German arms equality. A% that time, however,
they were aware that these powers were not responsive to
French security requests. In other words, France regarded
this question as a bargaining process, but at the time
the ingredients of a full bargain were not present.
Nevertheless, the Five Power Declaration recognized
the moral right on the part of the German government to
rearm, on pondition that this principle be fitted into the
context of . "a system which would provide security for all
nations".14 Germany was thus partially successful in
exacting this concession from her former victors. This was
largely due to her propaganda campaign which stressed that
the Versailles Treaty was basically unjust and that she
was not responsible for the outbreak of World War I. She
also claimed that the Versailles Treaty morally obligated
the other powers to disarm under a general disarmament
convention which would in effect result in a substantially

smaller disparity of armaments between the Western powers

1314id., no. 211, December 6, 1932, Record of a meet—
ing of the Five Powers at Geneva, Pe 338.

141154, , no. 220, December 11, 1932, Sir John Simon
| to Lord Venaittart, p. 377. .
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and herself. As a result of this agreement, Germany consented
to return to the Conference.

The reaction on the part of the Polish government
fo this agreement was one of apprehension. It interpreted
the recognition of Germany's right to have arms equality
as a culmination of a policy of the West which tacitly
approved of (or at least was unconcerned over) the secret
German rearmgment programme. It regarded this as a
violation of‘Section V of the Treaty of Versailles and
deplored the Western attitude on this question. The Poles
feared that since the French had conceded to Germany the
moral right to rearm, they would in future negotiations
ease their insistance on sanctions in order to accommodate
Anglo-American and League public opinion. Being conscious
of the attitude of the British and Americans on the
guestion of sanctions, they sincerely feared that the
conference would disregard the security apprehensions of
many Frenchmen and eastern Europeans and increase the

C s 1
danger of German revisionisme. Z

The final act on the question of German armaments

occurred on October 14, 1933 when Germany walked out of

the Disarmament Conference. This occurred on the same day

 as her withdrawal from the League.16 The implication was

lsBeCk,,OEo Cito, Pe 420
16Kuzminski, op. cite, Pe 133 [This was told to the
Polish Ambassador in Paris, Alfred Chlapowski, by Lord Tyrrell.]

[
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that Hitler had decided to achieve arms equality without
British and French assent. The main reason for this
decision was German opposition to the procrastination at

the Conference in the application of the equality principle.
The French and British reaction was essentially passive

" because their public opinions were opposed to the use of
force against Hitler.17 Instead they decided to continue

. with the Disarmament Conference.

The significance of the Western response to Hitler's
decision of October 14 ought not to be underestimated. It
proved that the League being dependent on Britain and
France was powerless to prevent Germany from withdrawing
from its membership. The Western Powers had tolerated the
3 Reichswehr's rearmement program which contradicted their
‘moral obligations to the League. Germany withdrew without
carrying out its internatidnal and League obligations to
 disarm. A state's withdrawal from the League according to
Article 1, paragraph 3 could only be effected when "its
international obligations and all its obligations under this
Covenant shall have been fulfilled at the time of its with-
drawal".18 Germany had declared her intention to work for
territorial revision. Because the Western powers acquiesced

to the idea of territorial revision and were tolerant in

regard to German rearmament, the League (acting as their

171vid., pe 134.

18Zimmern, Ope_cite, pPe 512,
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instrument) was not in a position to take effective steps
against Hitler. It was unable to provide Poland with the
necessary security to make her feel safe within her own
borders. For Warsaw, therefore, the application of the
collective security principle had proved to be an unfulfilled
promise. The result of this realization led to a search on
the part of Marshal Pilsudski and his advisors to provide
Poland with a substitute for the security factor of the

League. It was found in the form of direct dealing with

Germany.



CHAPTER VII

THE ROAD TO BERLIN

The Polish decision to undertzke a direct approach
to Berlin came about in stzges. Poland, being a staunch sup-
porter of the French policy to mold the League into an effect-
ive weapon of the new international order, was visibly shaken

by Briand's volte face at Locarno with respect to the German

guestion. The Poles quickly became aware of the new situation
which arose after Locarno and realized that the element of
security which was previously found in the Polish-French
alliance was steadily decreacsing and that the possibility of
League reform (re;the sanctions vrincivle) was indeed a dim
one. Hence, after the assumption of power by Marshal Pilsud-
ski in lMay of 1926, the Polish government begen to look for
new solutions in the quest for security of their state. They
commenced to think in terms of sending out feelers in the
direction of Berlin in order that eventually some kind of

meaningful repprochement could take place. Unfortunately,

however, this strategy proved to be fruitless due to the

unwillingness of Germany to cooperate in such a venture.
Germany after Locarno was diplomatically in a far

stronger position than 2t any time since her defeat in 1918.

She had become & permznent member of the League Council,

her reparations burden wzs substantially lessened due to the

Dawes Plan and the control over her armaments was lifted

by the dissolution of the IACC. She wes able therefore to

S0
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continue to rearm her armed forces without the constantly
troublesome spying activities of the IACC. investigator .
teams on her territory. The Western Powers took a. sympathetic .
attitude towards German territorial grievances although

during the 1920's they refrained from going so far as to
actively-aid Germany in any actual transfer of territories

along that country's eastern borders. Stresemann in his

relations with the West was able to attain a secure weéstern

flank in order to obtain more room for manouever in the

east. The groundwork for his Ostpolitik was laid, in the

initial stage, in the 1922 Rapallo agreement with the
Soviet Unione. That agreement was extended after Locarno in
the Berlin treaty of April 1926. Russo~Cerman cooperation
involved important military, trade and technical exchanges
as well as Soviet support for German territorial grievances
towards Poland. In point of fact during the discussions

leading up to the Berlin Treaty, Stresemann and the Soviet

Commissar for Foreign Affairs, Gregory Chicherin discussed
the possibility of concerted frontier claims against Poland
by both powers.1

; The significance of Rapallo and Locarno was that
Germany had achieved either the benevolent neutrality or

| the active cooperation of the major powers in her propagané-
' istic campaign against the Polish{state. Hence, she saw

virtually no possibility of ever reaching a bargain with

'Hans, Roos, A History of Poland, New York: A.A.

Knopf, pe. 127,
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Poland by a process of give and take. Instead, she looked
ahead to the speady attainment of her objectives vis-a-vis
Poland by taking advantage of the diplomatic isolation of the

Polish state. With this background in mind, one can fully

understand that when Pilsudski sent his economic advisor
Herman Diamand twice to Berlin in the summer of 1926, when

he himself tried to reach an understanding with Stresemann

in Geneva in December of 19272 and when he used Prince Michael
Radziwill asfa prersonal emissary to Stresemann while the
latter was recuperating on the Riviera in 1928,3 the German
Foreign Minister showed himself to be completely unreceptive
to these.feelers. He was too well aware that Pilsudski was
attempting to bargain on equal termé when in point of fact,
the Polish government was in a position of relative inferior-
itye.

The effect of the failure of Pilsudski's new approach
towards Berlin in the era of Locarno was that the Polish
government was caught diplomatically in a pincer movement
from the west (Germany) and the east (the Soviet Union).

The attempts to improve the League héd failed and France
herself‘valued her alliance with Poland much less than it

was desired in Warsaw. The result for Poland was a stand-
still. ©She had no choice but to continue her previous policy

of supporting the French alliance and the League of Nations

ZIbido, Pe 126.

3Gasiorowaki, Stresemann and Poland after Locarno,
Pe 314-5. . »
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knowing full well that the security factor in this context
was something less than adequate. The Polish government to
an extent had to save face by putting on the pretence that
in fact the Versailles Treaty system was substantially in

a healthy state. In the meantime, as mentioned above, it

- strove to convince the French to return to their pre-Locarno

policy of opposing Germany and of upholding the interests
of her eastern European allies. All this while, the Polish
state was waging a fierce tariff war ;ith Germany and was
the object of an increased revisionist campaign which was
evident under the governments of Curtius and. Treviranus in
1929-1930. 4

The pincer which Poland found herself in the immediate
post-Locarno years was markedly loosened from 1929 onwardse.
To a significant extent, this was the result of a reorienta-
tion of Soviet foreign poiicy. By this time, Stalin had
entrenched himself as undisputed ruler of the Bolshevik state.
At the same time, the Soviets became embroiled in Far Eastern
problems first withAthe\Chinese and later with the Japanese
and were also experiencing serious internal economical
difficulties.5 The Soviet dictator realized that his state
needed a stable western flank in Europe in order to deal with
these questions.

An added element of insecurity was Germanye. The

4ROOS, OpDe Cito, Pe 128.

5Jan Librach, The Rise of the Soviet Empire, New York:
F.A. Praeger Pubo, pe 60, .
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Russians were growing suspicious of their German partners
since the death of Stresehann in October of 1929, This
apprehension was increasingly evident from 1931 onwards.
The Soviets much preferred a diplomatically estranged Germany
reliant on them for political support. Behind these suspic-
ions was the fear that eventually the Western powers would
draw Germany closer to them in order to create an anti-Soviet
alliance.6 A consequence of these apprehensions of "capitalist
encirclement” was a shift in tactics towards Germany. This
can be seen in the resignation of the pro-~Rapallo Commissar
Chicherin and the appointment in June of 1930 to his post
of Maxim.Litvinov, Litvinov felt unsure of Germany since
her foreign policy oscillated between close relations with
Russia and France.

| Ostensibly, Germany's foreign policy was equivocal
but in fact it was centered on her desire to acquire as
much territorial gains as possible and to reduce as many
countries in that part of the continent to the state of
satellites. Hence her movements from France to Russia were
motivated by the.hépe that either one or the other would aid
her in these grand designs. A pro-French policy could pos-
sibly extract certain concessions in eastern Europe as a
price for continued recognition of the territorial status
ggg in western Europe. A pro-Russian policy, on the other

hand, could poséibly lead to a diviision of Eastern Europe

6K0rbe1, ODe Cito, Poe 260.
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into two spheres of influence.
As part of the Soviet policy to secure a stable western
flank, Litvinov in this 1930's version on peaceful coexistance,
7

favoured close relations with Paris.', By drawing closer to

France, the Soviets were initiating a mock encirclement of

: ' Germany which would induce that country to reduce their

ambitions in eastern Furope and to desist (as the Soviets
imagined) from joining in any hostile alliance against

theme The increase of German power in that part of the
continent was regarded with hostility in Moscow since it added
to ‘the fears for the security of the Soviet state. Within
this context, the Kremlin was highly critical of the anti-
Communist views of the ruling right-wing parties such as

the GCerman National Party and their Ostpolitik ambitionse.

Hence, as a result of the. equivocal internal situation in
Germany in the late 1920's and early 1930's, the fear of a
joint anti-Soviet alliance of Germany and France, German
ambitions in eastern Europe as well as the instability of
the Far Eastern situation, the Soviet government saw in its

interests to normalize its relations with its western neigh-

bourse.

This normelization at first took the form of negotia-
tions for a general declaration against war i.e. as a means
of solving disputes, with the western neighbours. At the

same time, the Chinese under Chiang—kai-shék were increasing

TIbid., pe 260.



A ot o ML T D2

A A A e

96

their pressure against the Soviets in northern Manchuria and
along the Chinese Eastern railway.8 The result of these
talks was the Litvinov Protocol of February 1929 which was
eventually signed by the govermments of the Soviet Union,
Poland, Rumania, Latvia and Estonia.9 No further serious
moves were made towards normalizing relations with the western
neighbours., Later in 1929, a short military campaign on
the part of the Soviets managed to regain the 1927 losses
in northern Manchuria and along the Chinese Eastern Railway.lo
By the end of 1931 the situation in this area had
markedly altered. In March of that year, the Japanese had
initiated an invasion of Manchuria. They rapidly occupied
the whole of the province and they set up a puppet government
under the nominal leadership of the last Chinese emperor
Henry Manchu. As a result of the unsettled situation in
the Far East, as well as the increasing dilemma regarding
Germany, the Soviets once again put more emphasis on securing
a stable western flank. As part of this policy, they began
negotiations with the Poles in October of 1931. These talks
were successful and they culminated in a non-aggression
treaty which was initiaied in January of 1932. In that same

year, pacts were signed with Finland, Latvia and Estonia.ll

8Librach, ODe Citc‘, Pe 61.
9K0rbel, ODe Cito’ Pe 242.
10Librach, op. cite., DPe 64
11

Librach, ope cit., P. 62.
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The Pact with the Soviets gave Poland a stable
eastern flank for the purpose of dealing more effectively
with the rising revisionist campaign of her western neigh-
bour. As a demonstration of his new found confidence, Marshal
Pilsudski ordered troop concentrations aroung East Prussia
in March of 1932. This action was intended not only as a
show of strength but also as a warning to the more virulently
revisionist and adventuristic German political figures that
the Polish government had no intention of surrendering their
territorial rights in the disputed areas. He also sent in
the 'Polish destroyer, the Wicher, in July of 1932 into the
port of Daﬁzig ostensibly to demonstrate Poland's rights to
represent Danzig in foreign relations by hosting a visiting
British destroyer.12 However this action was widely inter-
preted as Pilsudski's answer to the rising anti-Polish
campaign within Germany and the accompanying German-provoked
disputes which Danzig was having with the Polish governmente

Despite these somewhat provocative acts of the Polish
authorities vis~-a-vis Danzig and Germany, the Poles were
still well aware that their diplomatic position in Europe
was not the best to be in. With the normalization of relations
with the Soviets achieved, Marshal Pilsudski desired a solution
to his dilemma with Germany. During the years from 1926 to
1933 he saw no improvement in the French policy towards

Germany and the Polish-German border. The possibility of a

12Roos, ope cite, po 129,
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betterment of the security of the Polish state by means of
France and the League was indeed slight. However the assump-
tion to power by Hitler radically altered the situation.

For the first time, Pilsudski saw the possibility of actually
attaining that security by direct dealings with Germany.

The resurrection of the idea of a detente with Berlin had

its beginnings in the Westplatte crisis of March 1933. The
Westerplatte dispute arose as a result of the decision of

the Danzig authorities to abolish the Hafenpolizei on February

15, 1933. This force established in 1921, was responsible
for its activities to the League-sponsored Harbour Board,
a mixed body consisting of six Danzigers, six Poles and a

neutrgl chairman. In place of the Hafenpolizeil, the Danzig

government created their ovm port police, the Schutzpolizei,

13

which was directly responsible to that government.
The Poles beceme concerned over the new state of

affairs and were disturbed over a number of incidents invol-

ving Polish ships in the Danzig harbour.l4 On Februvary 20,

the Polish Commissioner to Denzig, Cssimir Pepeessubmitted

two protests, one to the city government and the second to

the Harbour end Water Communications Board. The first protest

criticized the chenge in the harbour, maintained thet the

Schutzvolizei was incapsble of dealing with the security of
15

ships and demanded its dissolution. A second protest was

13Machray, ov. cite., v. 318.
14

Jedrzejevicz(ed.), ove. cite., De 47,

lslbldo y p. 480
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presented to the Harbour Board suggesting that it form its

own harbour police which would be responsible to the commander
of harbour pilots (a neutral appointee of the Board). The
protest repeated the demand for the dissolution of the

Schutzpolizei.16 The events in Germany added to the already

emotionally charged atmosphere. At the time of the Danzig
dispute, an election was taking place in Germany and anti-
Polish statements were common occurrences. Hitler, while
campaigning, crossed into East Prussia, on March 4th, and
made a very provocative revisionist speech in Konigsberg.l7

After waiting for three weeks for some action on
the part of the League in regard to the harbour police,
Pilsudski decided to retaliate by sending in a destroyer,
the ﬂiiig; to the Polish arms depot near Danzig at Wester-
platte on March 6the The Wilja transported the Marine
Infantry Battalion in order to reinforce the Polish unit
stationed there.18

As a result of League decisions of 1921 and 1924,
Westerplatte was lent to Poland as a transit military depot
for munitions which would later be transported further
inland.. It was fortified, and it contained a dock and some

warehouses in which munitions were gstored. There was a

guard of ninety men19 consisting of two officers, twenty

161bid., pe 49

l7Machray, op. cite, p. 318.
1eBeCk, Ope cite, P 22
lgMaéhray, Ope cite, Do 318.
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NCOs and sixty-six soldiers.zo The Wilja, in addition
to the battalion of one hundred men, transported to the
depot, machine guns and other vieapons together with forty
cases of explosives weighing 1,720 kilograms. The
reinforcement was described as temporary.21 The ostensible
reason was that the Poles had learned that certain Freicorvs
orgenizations in the city were planning to seize the depot.22
Papee informed Helmer Rosting, the League High Commissioner,
of the Polish initiative a day before (March 5th) in the
hope that the latter would give his assen‘t.23 On March 6th,
Papee informed Rosting of develovments, assured him that
the Polish reinforcement of Vesterplatte was a temporary
action and that no Polish troops would enter the city itself.
The Danzig government lodged its protest on the same day.25
Rosting in turn informed the Danzigers that the
Polish action wes done without hiS‘approvaIZG and in a
letter to Tavee demended the reestablishment of the stztus
quo at the depot, giving the Poles twenty-four hours to

act. Papee responded by objecting to the passage in Rosting's

24

20 - . X . . .

J.B. liason, The Denzig Dilemme California: Stanford
University, . 2CC.
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Beck, op. cit.,
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letter concerning Danzig's claim to the harbour police. He
also objected to the offensive and undiplomatic tone of
Danzig's protests concerning this incident. The matter
was referred by Rosting on March 9th to the League Council
at which meeting Beck declared his intention to'attend.27
The Polish decision to reiﬁforce its garrison at
Westerplatte was criticized by the Western powers. They
warned Pilsudski that he was "playing with fire". Sir
John Simon, the rapporteur of the Council meeting, was
regarded by Beck as his "chief opponent besides the Germans".28
The reaction of the German government was mild under
the circumstances. In fact, the Poles believed that after
March 9th, Berlin put pressure on the Danzig authorities
29 ..

to adopt a more moderate and conciliatory tone. Pilsudski,

in his action directe at Westerplatte,.sought to determine

the Western position on the application of decisive measures
against Hitler as well as to probe Germany's state of military
30

readinesse. He realized, however, that no positive action
was forthcoming from the League's chief éupporters, Britain
and France. Due to this situation, Beck at Pilsudski's

insistance decided at Geneva to reach a eompromise with the

2T1bide, pe 55.

28Beck, ope cite, e 22
29Machray, op. cite., pe 318, Pobog-Malinowski, Op.
Cito, Poe 551 and BeCk9 ODoe Cito,. DPe 23. '

30Bgck, OPo Citop Pe 292, :“ ‘
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Germans by which the Poles would reestablish the status quo

at Vesterplatte while Danzig would recrezte the old

Hafennolizei?l The significance of the Westerplatte incident

on future developments was twofold. It provided the Poles
- with one more example of the unwillingness of the League
'esteblishment' to act effectively agzinst the growing
threat of Hitler. It also convinced Pilsudski of the
necessity to continue with the precedent set at Genevs and
to enter into airect talks with Berlin on guestions covering
e broader range of subjects than the ones discussed at
Geneva in llarch of 1933.32

Pileudeki first decided to mzke contact with
Hitler in the beginning of April 1933. Initially, he
thought of sending Jan Szembek, the Undersecretary of
State on a mission to Berlin. He insisted on seeing Hitler

end avoiding the Auswertices Amt (the German Hinistry of

Foreign Affzirs) since the latter was intensely Prussian-
oriented and anti—Polish.33 However, he discovered from
his envoy in Berlin, Alfred Vysocki, on April 6th, that

en interview with Hitler had to be arrznged through the
A.A.34 Two days later, the Poles were informed that Hitler,

because he was in the process of consolidating his power,

M1vid., p. 23.

32 |
Jedrrejewicz,(ed.), 0on. cite, Ds 59.

331via., po. T1-72.

31vid., p. 73.
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did not feel secure enough to face the Polish minister in
an interview. This was evident in the April 8§h’te1egram
of Wysocki:

"Hitler, busy with the reconstruction of
Germany, intenton filling old offices and
beset with struggles within, the ranks of his
own party and the government, might not be
ready to make any declaration with regard to
Poland since this might put a weapon in the
hands of right-wing elements and compromise
him in the court of public opinion".35

¥

Hitler maintained this ﬁosition throughout the month of
April. Wysocki, realizing Hitler's predicament, suggested
in a letter to Beck on April 9th that it would be advisable
to 1limit discussions to the Danzig question. Beck, a week
later, informed Wysocki that he, instead of Sgembek, would
be the one who would confer with the German Chancellor.

He suggested that Wysocki press Hitler to renounce German
interference in the political affairs 6f Danzig and that
Hitler issue a public declaration respecting Polish rights

36

and legal interests in that city. Later, Hitler informed

Wysocki through his Director of Protocol, Count Bassewitz,
that he was ready to see him 6n May 2nd.37

Tn the Hitler-Wysocki meeting, the Polish envoy
brought up the question of Danzige He mentioned that the

Nazis in that city were clamoring for an Anschluss with

Germany but he conceded that he could "not find any con-

35Tb'ido 9 Do 730
361pid., ppe 73-T4
3T1pid., pe 76e
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firmation of these threats in the personal pronouncements
of the Chancellor".38 He repeated Beck's instructions
regarding & communique which would be issued by Hitler
respecting Poland's rights and interests in Danzig. Hitler
answered by affirming his fidelity to the ?ersailles Treaties
and Poland's rights according to these treaties in Danzig.39
He believed that the creation of the Polish Corridor was
a misteke and was an impediment to good Polish-German rela-
tions. He stéted his opposition to war znd his willingness
to respect the rights of the Polish minority in Germany and
Poland's right to exist as a sovereign State.40 He also
mentioned what he regarded as the threzt of Bolshevism to
Europe.41 He wes to return to this theme a2gein during the
autumm negotiations.
With respect to Danzig, Vysocki presented his
draft for a communique, part of which went a2s follows:
"esereckoning with the situation created by

the negotiations, the Reich Chancellor is

against such activity which would be directed

ageinst the rights and just interests of

Polend in the Free City of Danzig".42

He also suggected thaet the note state: "the pecceful

3p01ish Ministry for Foreign Affeirs, Polish White
Book (henceforth referred to as P.VeB.) (lew Yori: 1940)

pPe L1l

39

]?.T\';.B" p' 12.
4OJedrzejewicz(ed.), one. cit., Document 11, p. 78.

41Korbel, Polsnd Between Bost and Vest, . 281.

42 _ S . -
"“Jedrzejewicz,0ne. cit., Document 11, p. 78.
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intent;ons of the Reich Chancellor towards Poland".43 At
the conclusion of the meeting, Hitler told Neurath to
draw up the communique. In it, Hitler decclared his intention
to respect the Versailles Treaties and he "expressed his
~wish that the two countries should dispassionately examine
and hendle their mutual interests bilaterally".44

Wysocki suggested to Neurzth that the note ought
to be communicated to all units and orgenizations of the
Nazi Party. The latter agreed but stated that the communique
ought not to be issued by the government itself,‘since it
would "give the impression of acknowledging some uncommitted
wrongs".45 Heurath then suggested snother draft which Wysocki
rejected as being without substance angd containing "nothing
but a series of empty statements".46 This Vysocki inter-
preted as the work of the A.A. which sought to water down and
belittle the significance of the latest development in Polish-
German reletions. The next day Vysocki at Beck's behest
lodged a protest at this change of the communigue on the

part of Neurath, mentioning that the changes "totally altered

the desire expressed by the Chancellor for = deten in

mutual relations".47 He insisted that the origin:zi

A
3D 8., . 13.

4 .
4'Jedrzejewicz,op. cit., Document 11, p. 79.
451vid., Document 11, p. 7
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meaning be retained. To this the A.A., at Hitler's insis®-
ence, finally relented. The key sentences of that communique
as issued by the Wolff Press Agency were as follows:
"The Reich Chancellor stressed the firm
_ intention of the German government to keep
2 jts attitude and its conduct within the

limits of the existing treaties. The Reich

Chancellor expressed the wish that both count-

ries might review and deal with their common

interests dispassionately".4
In a speech, to the Reichstag on May 17th, 1933, Hitler
continued this line of thought by promising that "no
German government will itself break an agreement which
cannot be suppressed unless it is replaced by a better“.49

The Polish decision, in the beginning of April 1933,

to send an emissary to parlay with the Reich Chancellor
occurred, at the same time when the Western powers were
considering methods for the establishment of a big power
directorate within the framework of the Four Power Pact, in
order to preserve ostensibly the peace of Europe. The Poles,
in this manoeuver, managed to extract from Hitler his recog-
nition of the validity of the Treaty of Versailles and his
peaceful intentions towards theme In this way they hoped to
stabilize, to a degree, relations between the two states and

to halt the German revisionist campaigne The event set the

precedent for further discussions which the Po}es hoped

48D.G.F.P., Series C, Volume I, Memorandum by the
Foreign Minister, May 2, 1933, Po 36T

49p W.B., Do 150
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would lead to a general detente in Polish-German relations
and de-escalate the disputes relating to the Rplish-German
frontiers. |

The next significant event in the new epoch of
German-Polish relations occurred after Germany's with-
drawal from the League in October of 1933. The Poles by
this time were completely convinced'that there was a definite
gap in the security factor affecting their western frontiers.
They waited fdr almost a month for the West to react in a
positive fashion to Hitler's withdrawal from the League and
the Disarmament Conference. As a result of the League
'establishment's' inaction on this question, Marshal Pilsudski
decided to pursue the matter of a detente with Hitler.

In his pursuit of securityﬁfor the Polish state,
he éought to extract as much as he céuld, in the way of
concessions from the German Fuhrer. In particular, it was
initially his hope that Germany recognize formally the
inviolability of the Polish-German border. This was his
maximum demand and which, under the ¢ircumstances,
would have completely solved the problem of security along
the Polish-German borderlands.

The belief that the League was no longer an element
of security and the feeling that a substitute in the way
of a direct Polish~-German agreement was the only other
practical alternative available- can be found expressed in
the statements of Poland's political elité; For example,

Beck in one of his discussions withLMiedzﬁnSki,‘the editor

-
3 -
” .
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of the semi-official Gazeta Polska in November 1933 stated

that on the matter of security, the Western Powers had a
written guarantee in the Locarno Treaties by which Germany
recognized the Rhine frontiers "On the other hand "nothing

is ‘obligatory for the Germans towards us, from the moment

1

of withdrawal of Germany from the League".so In his
memoirs, Beck returned to this theme:

"I saw that my imperative task would
be the strengthening of our own Polish
policy as the reassurance of security
given to us by the international instit-
utions was becoming gradually less and
less solid".51

This belief was also expressed by the Polish Foreign Minister
to ‘the British Ambassador during a discussion on the Polish~
German talks in the latter part of 1933.
"We entered these negotiations only
at that time when it turned out that
there would not be any collective pro- -
gress amongst the interested states which
one would have had hoped for".52
Beck's chief delegate at the League, Edward Raczynski,
manifested a similar attitude in his comment on the League's
collective security capabilities:
"Few illusions are left to us here, respecting

the possibilities of improving the present 53
situation as regards international security".

50Pobog—Malinowski, ope Citey, Pe 554"

5lpeck, ops cite, Do 20

52Kuzminski, Poland, France, Germany 1933-35, Pe 137

53ylachray, ope cite, Pe 316.
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His conclusions on this matter were identical with Beck's:
"Poland lost her guarantee which Geneva gave
here...che was compelled to undertzke, under

circumstances which did not give such a guarentee,
direct negotiations with the Germans".54

During a policy strategy meeting with Lipski
and Beck on the eve of the former's interview with Hitler,
Pilsudski outlined what he believed were two theoretical
methods at obtaining security. One was through the
League of Nations and the other was through an understanding
with one's enemy. Since Germany was no longer a League
member, the former method was useless. As a result, the
latter alternative was the one with which Poland ought
to concern herself. Lipski wes to'ask Hitler whether
the latter desired to remédy Poland's security problem not
only for the present but also for the future. The implication
wes a long term non-aggression pact in contrast to a commun-
ique wﬁich was rether ephemeral. As an added inducement,
Lipski was to make a veiled threat at preventive war by sug-
gesting that if Germany was adverse to such a pact, Pilsudski
would be forced to damage relations with Germany "by reinfor-
cing Poland's defensive measures".55
Lipski's interview with Hitler end Neurath took
place on November 15. This rether late date was partially
the result of Hitler's reticence on account of a general

referendum on German foreign policy dealing with Germeny's

c - . . s
Puzminski, op. cite, p. 137.

- 55

Jedrzejewicy,0p. cite, vn. 26-97.
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withdrawal from the League. Lipski conveyed to the Reich
Chancellor the above mentioned instructions. In his reply,
Hitler reaffirmed his acceptance of the existence of the
Polish state, and expressed his belief that the Versailles
settlement wes unfair but not alterable by means of force.56
He alluded to a possible bargain by which Germeny would

receive the Corridor while Poland would have a carte

blanche in Lithuania.57 He repeated his opposition58 to

59

war and his fear of Bolshevisme. He also expressed his

P

peaceful intentions towards Poland and France.oo At Lipski's

suggestion, Hitler agreed to the publication of a communique

. . . . ol .
concerning his peaceful intentions. Thzt communicue was
issued by the Wolff agency on the same dey end it read as
follows:

"Tn the presence of the Foreign liirnicter, the
Reich Chancellor todaJ received the Folich Ilinister
who was veying his first visite The conversstion reg-
arding Germen-Polish relations resulted in the full
Qgreement of roth Governments in the intention to
take us the questions affecting the two countries
through direct negotiations and ealso to renounce
any use of force in their relations with each
other to consolidate veace in Furore" .62

6

5 .Po‘.’."oBo, De 17-
57Jedrzejewicz,0D. cite., p. 99.
58..).“1.-%', VJO 18.

5/?? V:o?)o’ pc 170

Po;#.Bo, po 180

D.G.F.P. Series C, Vol II, no. 68, Nov. 15, 1933,
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The first stage of the Polish-~German discussions
dealt with the German draft for the non-aggressioq agreemente
This began when Neurath handed Lipski his draf; oh November
27th. The Germans insisted that the agreement be termed a
ndeclaration" (Erklarung) rather‘than an outright "pact".
This was so since the implication of the word "Pact" for
Germany was that there were no vital conflicts of interest
between the contracting parties. The Polish desire to use
the word "paét" was an attempt to secure from Hitler a de facto
recognition of the inviolability of the borders. To this
sthe Auswartiges Amt could not agree.63 Hence one understands
their choice of the term "declaration". In effect, the A.A.
was saying that force would not be used to solve their mutual
disputes, but that differences as:tb'national interests
still existed.

In the draft, there was provision for the settlement
of disputes either by bilateral talks or by arbitration.
Specifically, arbitration procedures were to be the ones
drawn up at Locarno and in the Kellogg-Briand Pact. Lipski
in a letter to Beck (November 30th) objected to the fourth
paragraph of the proposed agreement, which sought to bind

the parties to seek solutions to all contentious issues

63In an unsigned memorandum (D.G.F.P. Series C, Volume
I1I, no. 77, PDe 139-141) objection is made to the standard
form of a non-aggression agreement, i.e. a pact "...a bilateral
non-aggression pact between Germany and Poland. .Even if it
were concluded as a pure non-aggression pact without refer-
ence to territorial questions would doubtless be looked upon
internationally as the relinquishment or at least a substan-
tial weakening of the position taken by Germany, thus far
with regard to the eastern boundaries". '
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either through conciliation or through the above mentioned
general arbitration agreements, since it could\bé'used by
Germany for the purpose of raising questions relating to
minorities and border changes.64 The retention of paragraph
four of the pact would have been a tacit admission on Poland's
part that its western boundaries were subject to revision.
In addition, Germany with the non—aégression agreement at-
tained, could conceiveably institute a new revisionist cam-
paign without her being accused of provoking a conflict.65
The discussions henceforth were conducted between
Lipski and the Director of the Legal Department of the A.A.,
Friedrich Gaus. The first meeting between the two occurred
on November 20th. Gaus, who tended to favour' the Kellogg
Pact, understood Lipski's insistenéé on instituting modifi-
" cations of the Polish~-German Arbitration'Treaty of Locarno,
if and when that agreement would be included in the declara--:
tion. This was due to the fact that Locarno wasllinked to
the League and Germany was no longer a member.66 The

discussions were postponed until the middle of January between

which time the Poles had the opportunity to draft their own

64This is substantiated by a German Foreign Office
memorandum (D.GeF.P.Series C, Volume II, no. 81, pe 145). It
mentions tha® paragraph four gives the "expression to the idea
that the declaration is to provide a basis for the solution
of all problems, including therefore the territorial problems".

650ne full text of the German draft can be found in
D.sG.F.P., Series C, Volume II, no. 81, pp. 145-46.

66Jedze;jewicz, op. cit., Document: 19, Dec. 20, 1933,
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counter-proposals.

The second stage of the negotiations revolved
around the Polish counter proposals. On January 9th,
Lipski had a conference with Pilsudski and Beck in Varsaw.
In the Polish draft proposals, the Poles restricted the
matters which would be considered as applicable for con-
ciliation or érbitration procedures. gSpecifically, the
Marshal insisted that "metters which international law keeps

67

within the competence of states", i.e. cuestions relating
to the minorities treaties and territorial questions, ought
to be excluded from the pact. As far as the particular
regulations regarding arbitration, Pilsudski was inclined to
favour the establishment of pfocedures on an ad hoc basis,
i.e. "in each particulr case".68 However, if the Germans
were prevared to reaffirm the validity of the Locarno agree-
ments, he would have no objections to the inclusion of the
Polish-German Arbitration agreement.

Y'hen Lipski returned to Berlin, he had another
scssion with CGaus (January 16th) who objected to the new
Polish restrictions on matters relating to arbitration.69
This matter was brought up a2gain in a meeting.on Januvary
20th when Lipski informed Gesus that Poland was willing to
include the Loczrno Arbitration agreement btut that it ought

to be spvlied on an ad hoc basis. Also, it was not to be

6T apter, Pekt Pilsudski-Hitler, p. 162.

60

“Jedrzejevicz,0mn. cit., Document 2C, Jan. 16, 1934

pe 120.
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utilized in all matters relating to Polish-German relatiOns.7O

This again implied Polish opposition to the application of
the above~-mentioned agreement to questions concerning terri-
tories or minorities. In an attempt to convince Gaus of this
position, he argued that the clause which stated that "matters
which according to international law are left with the com-
petence of states" would prevent Poland from bringing such
embarrassing problems as the Jewish minority question in
Germany.7l
Gaus insisted on the German version, but went to
make the relevent point that the Locarno Arbitration Agree-
ment could not be spplied on an ad hoc basis since this would

72

contradict Article 16 of thevagreement. This article made
it compulsory for the signatories to submit all relevant
disputes to an arbitration board. The problem of arbitration
was reﬁerred to Hitler, who for fear of being diplomatically
isolated within the context of the European continent, due
to his withdrawzl from the League, agreed to the Polish
interpretation concerning the sort of guestions applicable
for arbitration procedures.73
The Declaration was finally signed on January 26,

1934, by Josef Lipski on behalf of the Polish government

and Baron von Neurath on behalf of Germany. The agreement

T01v5a., Document 23, Jan. 20, 1934, p. 123.

71Lapter, op. cit., p. 162,

72Jedrzejewicz,on. cit., Document 20, p. 123.

- 73Lapter, on. cit., pe. 164.
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conceded that arbitration procedures would not touch "those
questions which under international law are %o pe’fegarded
exclusively as the internal concern of either of the two
States".74 The procedure was left deliberately vague but
the declaration made reference to.the principles'of the
Kellogg-Briand Pacte It was suggesfed that the signatories
consider two alternatives. Either they would "define more
exactly the application of these principles insofar as
the relations between Germany and Poland are concerned"75
or they would set up an entirely new and gseparate agreement.
The declaration would last ten years from the day of the
exchange of the instruments of ratification. If the declara-
tion was not denounced by either of the iwo parties within
this period, it would automaticall&‘continue to be valid.
However, it could be denounced on the nofice of six months
after the ten-year period.76

As a result of the pact, a Polish-German.trade
agreement was s‘igned77 as well as an agreement with the
Danzig government which reguléted and sanctioned Poland's
rights in Danzig and .the rights of Poles living in the

Danzig territory.78 Hitler promised to abide by his promises

74P0W0Bo,,po 20,
T51bide, pv 20e
T61pid., pe 20

77Machray, ODe Cito, Poe 3489

T®yason, The Danzig Dilemma; pe 125
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to treat fairly the Polish minority in Germany. Another
consequence of the pact was Poland's decision, in September
of 1934, to discontinue her cooperation in her League respon-

T

sibilities towards the Minorities Treaties., is act was
the culmination of a process of alienation and disgust regarding
the practiczl application of those treaties (a2s mentioned
above). The-atmosphere of Geneva as far as the Poles were
concerned wes not conducive to a dispassionate Jjudgment on
problems reiating to the German minority in Poland. The
Polish government felt that it would be far more practical

to deal with the Germans directly on these questions, as for
instence, in the case of the Vesterplatte affair. Other
considerations* (not related to Germeny's role in this

matter) were involved too in the Polish decicsion to denounce
these trezties. However, this =z2ct cannot be completely
understood by overlooking the fact thet Foland wes disillus-
ioned with the Lezgue in the conduct of these responsibilities
and felt thst under the newly created conditions, a direct

approach to Berlin wzs the only feaesible alternative left open.

Tailvert =nd Craig, (ed) The Dinlonets, Vol.IT "The
Diplomacy of Colonel Beck" by Henry L. -ooperts, p. 586.

K o - . . 5 .

This refers to the danger of the Soviet Union ebusing the
Minorities Tresties with regard to the Ukrsinian and
Byelorussian minorities in eastern Polend.



CONCLUSION

At the conclusion of the First World War, the victor-
ious powers created a system which was based primarily on the )
Treaty of Versailles. Thét treaty was aimed principally
against the chief defeated power of that war - Germany.

Her losses in the realm of territories and armaments as

well as her heavy reparations burden were designed mainly

to stunt her growth and tip the balance of power in favour
of thé victorious states. Within this context, it was deemed
highly advantageous for France to have Poland annex parts
of éastern Germany including the important industrial
complex of Upper Silesia. 1In French eyes, the very presence
of an independent Poland was one means to preserve the
preponderance of power in the hands of France. To a large
degree, Poland owed her eiistance to the Big Three powers

at Versailles and it could be said that the post-war

treaties put a stamp of international recognition on the
recreated Polish state. Poland, therefore, had a definite
interest in the continuance of the Versailles Treaty system.
Needless to say, that depended to a large degree on the
attitude of the Big Powers towards it, in succeeding years,
since they were thé ~architects of that system.

The Versailles "establishment" in 1919, in order to
guarantee the continuance of their newly created order,

decided not to revert to the practice of forming that kind

of alliance as was the case before 1914. Instead, their
117
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decision was to establish an international organization
which theoretically would be a meeting place for all states
and an institution whereby all would be regarded as equals.
In reality the League's purpose was to, protect the new order
and as a result, under the guise of internationalism, the
old alliance system was resurrected after the war. The
concept of collective security became, therefore, a weapon
of the victorious powers and its meaning was twisted to serve
their interests. That meant that the collective security
instrument was directed against a potentially revanchist
Germany. This interpretation of the concept of collective
security served the interests of Poland since she was, as
mentioned above, a creation of the Versailles Treaty settle=-
ment. As long as that interpretation of the purpose of the
League was accepted by the international community, as long
as the League basically remained an anti-German alliance,
Poland felt reasonably secure within her western boundaries.
However from 1925 to 1933, it became increasingly
evident that something was amiss in the intermational com-
munity. For reasons explained above, the chief supporters
of the League, Britain and France began to waver on their -
attitude towards the German question. It has been shown
that at Locarno they downgraded.the status of the German-
Polish boundary by permitting Germany to pursue, in an
unhampered fashidn, 2 noisy revisionist campaign inside and
outside the confines of the League. Both France and Britain

during this period shied away from promises relating to
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immediate military aid to Poland in the event of a German
invasion. In this way, they showed their disregard towards
the concept of territorial integrity and national independence
as expressed in Article 10 of the Covenant and towards the
concept of aid to states which are faced with an aggression
emanating from another state, as expressed in Article 16.
Behind these stances was the feeling which was prevalent
in the West that Germany ought not to be regarded as an
international criminal and an outcast from the family of
nations. In keeping with this attitude, Germany was in
1927 invited to accept membership not only in the League
Assembly but also as a permanent member of its Council.

The significance of all this was that Germany was
no longer treated as a potential enemy of Britain and
France. These countries by granting the various concessions
to Germany, ranging from reparations to armaments, strove to
make her a kind of partner within the community of Big
Powers. The effect of the Locarno strategy towards Germany
was that the League 'establishment' ceased to treat Germany
as the chief threat to the peace of Europe. Hence that
organization no longer fulfilled the role of an anti-German
alliance. It ceased to be an instrument of the Versailles
Treaty system when its chief supporters allowed Germany to
disregard Section V of the Treaty of Versailles relating to
armaments and pefmitted her to abuse the Minorities Treaties.
It also became apparent, in the spring of 1933, that the

League's chief supporters were ready to disregard the spirit
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of Articles 10, 16 and particularly Article 19 relating to
treaty revision in the realm of territories within the
context of central Europe. The Poles needed no more proof
that the League was finished as an anti-German alliance and
as an instrument of the Versailles Treaty system. So it
seemed in any event to Marshal Pilsudski and his advisors,.
This meant of course that the function of the League, as
viewed by the Poles, as a protector of Polish national
interests in particular pertaining to the Polish-German
boundary had come to an end.

The origianl concept of collective security as a
potential weapon against the German Reich was undermined
in 1925 and during the succeeding years afterwards was not
replaced by another. The failure of the anti-German alliance
left a vacuum in this respect, which as we well know now,
had such tragic consequences. Instead, what replaced it,
was an overbearingly pro-German attitude which sought to
concede to that state, all of which she demanded. The League's
chief supporters, Britain and France, took that attitude in
order to preserve the peace, regardless of whether or not
the legitimate interests of other states were treated on an
equally favourable plane. A major problem in this respect,
therefore, was that the Western powers swerved from a
demonstrably anti-German stance towards the opposite end of
the pendulum. Tﬁeir fear of Germany and their own internal
problems prevented them from steering a middle course, a

course which would have possibly re-established the basic
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jdea of collective security as propounded by its intellectual
founders before and during World War I. That they took the
course they did, became detrimental to the security of the
smaller states and later to their own,security as well.

The course of events as it affected the purposes
of the League and the concept of collective security was
vividly perceived by the Polish government. If anything,
the trend  of international politics.in the early 1930's
as it related to the German question convinced Marshal
Pilsudski that Poland was turning into an outcast. She
was' viewed by the Western powers as uncompromising and
stubborn as regards armaments and territorial revision.

No Big Power treated the preservation of the
Polish-German boundary as part of its national interests.
Within this context, both.Britain and France were eager for

a volte-face on the part of the Pilsudski government if only

to redirect Cerman ambitions eastward. Japan and the United

States were unconcerned over European events partially because

of their geographical remoteness. Italy showed her true
colours in regard to territorial revision during the discus-
sions leading up to the Four Power Pact. Lastly the Soviet
Union embroiled in a dispute over Manchuria with Japan and
still willing to cooperate with Hitler despite the liquid-
ation of the Communist party in Germany, expressed no

desire whatsoevef of assuming the role of the altruistic
crusader in the defence of the Versailles settlement. No

major power anywhere on the globe was willing to assume
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the role which France played in the early 1920's, that of
restraining Germen ambitions. The League, needless to say,
being merely the composite of a number of independent
states was powerless to act decisively against Hitler.
This became evident when the policy of appeasement, with
its antecedents at Locafno, became the only answer which
the Western péwers, as the main pillars of the League,
could offer to the challenge which Hitler presented to the
international order. With this in mind, one may conclude
that in 1933 no international system and no major power
was at all interested in preserving the Polish-German
boundary. |

Marshall Pilsudski and his entourage saw this
clearly. They also realiéed thet there was no other viable
alternative left by which to effectively protect the Ver-
sailles Treaty system. No mythical alliance of east-central
European states such as, for example, one between Poland and
Czechoslovakia, could have effectively prevented Hitler from
reaching his objectives. No collection of weak middle-
sized states such as Poland and the Little Entente could
have done much in the way of maintaining the integrity of
Article 10 of the Covenant.

The uvnfortunate efféct of this was that Poland
Telt herself exposed to the whims of the sprecsement-minded
policy-mekers of the West and hence sensed herself abandoned
by the internationzl order. DPilsudski concluded, therefore,

that Poland had no choice but to reach some sort of detente
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with Hitler. The chief reason was to prevent a situation
whereby Poland could have been the sacrificial lamb which
could have been offered to Hitler by the Western powers

in order to preserve their own national interests. 1In

this sense, therefore, the Polish-German Non-Aggression
Pact symbolized Poland's plight in the realm of international
politics in the early 1930's. Because the Pact ought to

be understood in that light, it is advisable for the
present-day analyst who does possess the vantage point

of hindsight not to be too critical of Marshal Pilsudski

for his decision to make contact with Hitler in the

autumn of 1933. This approach can only be taken when one
analyzes the dynamics of European politics in that era

and the policy choices which were available to the Pilsudski
governmente At that juncture, the analyst tempers his
innate moralist frame of mind into one which appreciates

the complexities of the situation as it existed during the

time when the Polish~German Non-Aggression Pact was signed.
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