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SUMMARY OF CONTENTS.

German-Polish relations from January 1934 to January 1939.

Tag governing factor in the relations between Germany and Poland
during this period was the German-Polish Agreement of the
26th January, 1984 (No. 1, pp. 1-2). This agreement, which was
valid for ten years, provided that in no circumstances would either
party “‘ proceed to the application of force for the purpose of reaching
a decision ”’ in any dispute between them. In the five years after the
signature of this pact Herr Hitler made a number of speeches friendly
to Poland (Nos. 2-8, pp. 2-5). Poland was ““ the home of a great,
nationally-conscious people’’ (218t May, 1985). It would be
“ unreasonable and impossible,” so Herr Hitler acknowledged, *‘ to
deny a State of such a size as this any outlet to the sea '’ (7th March,
1986). The agreement ° has worked out to the advantage of both
gides '’ (80th January, 1937).

Deterioration in the European situation resulting from German action
against Czecho-Slovakia on March 13, 1939.

The position after the German occupation of Czecho-Slovakia was
summarized in speeches by the Prime Minister at Birmingham on
the 17th March (No, 9, pp. 5-10) and by Viscount Halifax, Secretary
of State for Foreign Affairs, in the House of Lords on the 20th March,
1989 (No. 10, pp. 10-17). Mr. Chamberlain described the German
occupation as ‘‘in complete disregard of the principles laid down by
the German Government itself,’’ and asked : ‘‘ Is this the end of an
old adventure, or is it the beginning of a new? Is this the last attack
upon a small State, or is it to be followed by others?’’ Lord Halifax
stated that the action of the German Government was ‘“ a complete
repudiation of the Munich Agreement and a denial of the spirit in
which the negotiators of that agreement bound themselves to
co-operate for a peaceful settlement.”” On the 28rd March the Prime
Minister stated in the House of Commons that His Majesty’s Govern-
ment, while not wishing “*to gtand in the way of any reasonable
offorts on the part of Germany to expand her export trade,” was
resolved ‘‘ by all means in our power ”* to oppose a ‘* procedure under
which independent States are subjected to such pressure under threat
of force as to be obliged to yield up their independence ’ (No. 11,
pp. 17-18). In a conversation of the 27th May between Sir Nevile
Henderson, His Majesty’s Ambassador in Berlin, and Field-Marshal
Goring, the Ambassador warned the Field-Marshal that Great Britain
and France would be involved in war with Germany if Germany
attempted to settle German-Polish differences ‘‘ by unilateral action
such as would compel the Poles to resort to arms to safeguard their
independence ”’ (No. 12, pp. 18-20).




( xiv )
German-Polish discussions (April-May 1939).

In a speech to the Reichstag on the 28th April, Herr Hitler
announced that he had made proposals to the Polish Government that
Danzig should return as a Free City into the framework of the Reich,
and that Germany should receive a route and railway with extra-
territorial status through the Corridor in exchange for a 25-years’
pact of non-aggression and a recognition of the existing German-
Polish boundaries as ‘‘ ultimate.”’ On the same day & memorandum
to this effect was given to the Polish Government. The German pro-
posals, which had been presented for the first time on the 21st March,
1939, i.e., less than a week after the German occupation of Prague,
were now described as *‘ the very minimum which must be demanded
from the point of view of German interests.”” Herr Hitler also
claimed that the German-Polish Agreement of January 1984 was
incompatible with the Anglo-Polish promises of mutual assistance
and therefore was no longer binding (Nos. 18 and 14, pp. 21-27).

On the 5th May the Polish Government replied to the German
Government with an explanation of their point of view. The Polish
note repeated the counter-proposals which the Polish Government had
put forward as a basis for negotiation in reply to the German pro-
posals, and refuted the German argument that the Anglo-Polish
guarantee was in any way incompatible with the German-Polish
Agreement (No. 16, pp. 82-85). The Polish Minister for Foreign
Affairs elaborated his country’s case in a speech made in the Polish
Parliament on the 5th May. The Minister said that the Polish
Government regarded the German proposals as a demand for
““ unilateral concessions.”” He added that Poland was ready to
approach “‘ objectively’’ and with *their utmost goodwill ”’ any
points raised for discussion by the German Government, but that two
conditions were necessary if the discussions were to be of real value :
(1) peaceful intentions, (2) peaceful methods of procedure (No. 15,
pp. 27-82).

The Polish memorandum reminded the German Government that
no formal reply to the Polish counter-proposals had been received
for a month, and that only on the 28th April the Polish Government
learned that ** the mere fact of the formulation of counter-proposals
instead of the acceptance of the verbal German suggestions without

alteration or reservation had been regarded by the Reich as a refusal
of discussions *’ (No. 16, p. 84).

The Anglo-Polish Agreement.

On the 81st March, 1989, the Prime Minister announced the
assurance of British and French support to Poland “‘in the event
of any action which clearly threatened Polish independence, and
which the Polish Government accordingly considered it vital to
resist "’ (No. 17, p. 86). An Anglo-Polish communiqué issued on the
6th April recorded the assurances of mutual support agreed upon by
the British and Polish Governments, ** pending the completion of the

i)

f
permanent agreement '’ (No. 18, pp. 86-87). The A%‘E:m:ﬁclgs
Mutual Assistance was signed on the 25th August.b A i
defined the mutual guarantee in case of aggression by a P

Power (No. 19, pp. 87-89).

in the general British
ents in Anglo-German relations and
Develoal.)t!t!;tude towards the international situation (April-June 1939).

-Polish relations deteriorated
Anglo-German as well as German-Po X (
after nt%le German occupation ofW (_le}fclho-ﬁlovak{a.. W(})Ii I:h}?e I:Et aip};zlé
Hitler made a speech at Wilhelmshaven 1n
I(i‘r[f;;t I;ritain and British policy towards Germany, am}H Zﬁexl?lli)ttlii
s justification of German policy (No. 20, pp. 89-48). sl
spoke in the Reichstag on the 2§th Apnll\IannlmKlgc;(I;egme ;}ts iy
tion by Germany of the Anglo-German Nava g Sgon
— th April a memorandum to this e
i 51-52). On the 16th June
to the British Government (No. 22, pp. e b g i A
i t Halifax again denied to the German“ mbassador \
:tat}oalx}eat Britaingor any other Power was e.nclrch.ng , G&lmany
(No. 28, p. 53). A week later (28rd June) His Majesty's Govern-
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the validity of the German unilateral denunciation of the fn? 0;
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on the 29th June, to define at some length the attitude and po _1(?7]
of Great Britain. He explained the reason for the obligations whlfcI
Great Britain had undertaken in the Continent of Europe. > g,
discussed Anglo-German relations and .stated that Great Bf}tam l.a
no wish to isolate Germany, and that, if Germa‘r}yBWltgh}?d, i gypgelgg
-operation ** could be adopted at once. ~ Dritish polr
((;il 2%1? ig?nll?ir;tions of purpose. One is determination to resist force.
The other is our recognition of the world’s desire to get on with the
constructive work of building peace * (No. 25, pp. 58-66).

Deterioration in the local situation at Danzig (June 3-July 8, 1939).

i increase of agitation in the Reich the local situation at
Darlv;’ighr:}})]i?ﬂ; %ecame wogse. On the 8rd June the President of tthz
Danzig Senate made accusations against Polish customs uﬁlpe(; ‘ore
(No. 26, pp. 66-67). The Polish.Government on the %Oth .1\11; I
replied with a denial of the accusations and a statement o 8 eéghx
rights of Poland in relation to Danzig (No. 217, pp- 67—65&. ' nt 15
2'?th June the Polish Vice-Minister for Foreign alr:h to
Sir H. Kennard, His Majesty’s Arpbassador in Warsaw, 3 z
Freicorps was being formed in Danzig (No. 28, pp. 68-69), and o
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the 28th and 80th June, and on

28tk é : the 1st July, Mr. Shepherd, Hi
%\ilc?r;issfg shgor?tsul-(general in Danzig, reported ﬁpon milit:rr; ;I;e,pgﬁ
uons m the city (Nos. 29, 31, 83, pp. 69, 71, 78). On the 80th
in view of the gravity of the situation, Viscour Ky
consultation between the British, Fr o s Dot o heped

: etwe : , French and Polish G

for the co-ordination of their plans (No. 80, pp. 70—1’7£§ 1). %Igzﬁfvsﬁﬁ?

the Polish Government maintai i i
g ey maintained a restrained attitude (Nos. 82 and

British Attitude towards developments in Danzig (July 10-15, 1939).

On the 10th July, while the situation at Danzig appeared to be

Es@glggn%hcrgical: the Primge Minister defined the British attitude
s 82 e Danzig problem In a statement in the House of Commons
rece.ived’ pp. 74-76). Hg pointed out that it was before Poland had
Sr feazi‘?gniléaganftee érothreat Britain that the Polish Govern-
, g e faced with unilateral German action, had i
:)(;O ;(})I:alsGe;;?daI;h a{)trotpﬁ)sals, by fpu}‘iting forward cert;in cgsgig?
A e cause of the Polish refusal
German proposals was to be fo i b o i
) ‘ und in the character of th
and in the manner and timin hei i 24 prqposals
gl g Polandl. g of their presentation and not in the
On the 14th July Sir Nevile

52:&1; nv?ﬁgeizsﬁcflj&ir, Gerngan State Secretary at the Ministry for
'8, a statement by one of the Ger i
that ““ Herr Hitler was convi T
rr Hitle : inced that England would
?Iize(xi' Dgnmg: Sir N. e:nle Henderson repeated the afﬁrmatli?r.‘lz Zlirgag(? :
ade by His Majesty’s Government that, in the event of Germalz

aggression, Great Britai ‘ i isti
g ey %g) .would support Poland in resisting force by

Henderson discussed with

Temporary easing in the Danzig situation (July 19-August 2)

After the tension in Danzi
temporary lull in the situation.
at Danzig reported on the 19th J
the National Socialist party in D

g at the end of June there was a
The Acting British Consul-General
uly that Herr Forster, the leader of

] | I Danzig, had stated, after an i i
with Herr Hitler, that nothing will be done on the Genlxxllt:relrvsliil‘z

to provoke a conflict,”” and that the Danzi i
. . § anzig “ wail
gnni(if:sgiy tuI}tlll ne;t year or even longeyrl?’ q(li?gtlcg% cgl;)ld78 V’;’g;t
,the 21st July Viscount Halifax instructed Mr. Norton, His
Iélajesity 8 Chargé d’Affaires at Warsaw, to impress ui)onotrlfonls IBIS
re?)‘{felénnentt }fhEZ 511(;16(} for caution (No. 88, pp 79-80) I\(Z %gzﬁ
1ed, on the 25th July, that the Polish ( ' . .
e{m{nxmu? for a détent‘e (No. 89, p. 810). Goggmtll?gnt rv(::?o equglly
err Forster had again stated that ‘“ the Danzig quesfion c:)lzld t?f'
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necessary, wait & year or more’’ (No. 40, pp. 81-82).  On the
81st July and the 2nd August, however, Sir H. Kennard reported
less hopefully about the position (Nos. 41 and 42, pp. 82-838).

Further deterioration in the situation at Danzig (August 4-16).

On the 4th August M. Beck told His Majesty’s Chargé d’Affaires
at Warsaw that the Danzig Senate had that day informed Polish
customs inspectors at four posts in Danzig that henceforward they
would not be allowed to carry out their duties. The Polish Govern-
ment took ‘‘ a very serious view ’’ of this step (No. 48, pp. 83-84).
Similar news came from Mr. Shepherd at Danzig (No. 44, p. 84).
On the 9th August Sir H. Kennard reported that the Polish attitude
was ‘‘ firm but studiously moderate ’; (No. 45, p. 85). A day later,
Sir H. Kennard reported to His Majesty’s Government a communica-
tion made by the German Government to the Polish Chargé d’Affaires
at Berlin on the Danzig question, and the Polish reply to this com-
munication. M. Beck drew the attention of Sir H. Kennard to ‘“ the
very serious nature of the German démarche as it was the first time
that the Reich had directly intervened in the dispute between Poland
and the Danzig Senate’’ (No. 46, p. 86). The Polish Government
in their reply to the German note verbale stated that they would
““react to any attempt by the authorities of the Free City which
might tend to compromise the rights and interests which Poland
possesses there in virtue of her agreements, by the employment of
such means and measures as they alone shall think fit to adopt, and
will consider any future intervention by the German Government to
the detriment of these rights and interests as an act of aggression *’
(No. 47, pp. 87-88).

Qir Nevile Henderson on the 15th August discussed with
Baron von Weizsicker the deterioration in the Danzig position, and
pointed out that if the Poles ** were compelled by any act of Germany
to resort to arms to defend themselves, there was not a shadow of
doubt that we would give them our full armed support . . . .
Germany would be making a tragic mistake if she imagined the
contrary.”” Baron von Weizsicker himself observed that ‘‘the
situation in one respect was even worse than last year, as
Mr. Chamberlain could not again come out to Germany.”
Baron von Weizsicker also discounted the character of Russian help
to Poland and ‘‘ thought that the U.S.8.R. would even in the end
join in sharing the Polish spoils "’ (No. 48, pp. 88-91).

Meanwhile, on the 11th August, M. Burckhardt had a conversa-
tion with Herr Hitler at Berchtesgaden at the latter’s request, in
which the question of Danzig and the general European gituation
were discussed (No. 49, p. 91). Viscount Halifax, who still hoped
that Herr Hitler might avoid war, advised the Polish Government
to make it clear that they remained ready for negotiations over
Danzig (Nos. 50 and 51, pp. 92-93).
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Treatment of the German Minority In Poland (August 23-27).

During the course of the correspondence outlined in this section,
Sir H. Kennard reported that the German press campaign about the
persecution of the German minority in Poland was a ** gross distor-
tion and exaggeration of- the facts’’ (No. 52, pp. 98-95). On the
26th August Sir H. Kennard reported frontier incidents which had
been provoked by the Germans. They had not caused the Poles to
change their ‘“ calm and strong attitude of defence *’ (No. 58, p. 95).
Reports of unfounded German allegations against the Poles were also
sent by Sir H. Kennard on the 26th and 27th August (Nos. 54
and 55, pp. 95-96).

Developments leading immediately to the outbreak of hostilities
between Great Britain and Germany (August 24-September 3).

The Prime Minister’s letter to Herr Hitler (August 22) and Herr
Hitler’s interview with Sir Nevile Henderson (August 28).

On the 22nd August, after the publication of the news of Herr
von Ribbentrop’s visit to Moscow to sign a non-aggression pact with
the U.S.8.R., the Prime Minister stnt a personal letter to Herr
Hitler. Mr. Chamberlain once again gave a clear statement of the
British obligations to Poland, and stated that ‘‘ whatever may prove
to be the nature of the German-Soviet Agreement, it cannot alter
Great Britain’s obligation.”” He added that ‘it has been alleged
that, if His Majesty’s Government had made their position more clear
in 1914, the great catastrophe would have been avoided. Whether
or not there is any force in that allegation, His Majesty’s Govern-
ment are resolved that on this occasion there shall be no such tragic
misunderstanding”* (No. 56, pp. 96-98). On the 28rd August
Sir Nevile Henderson reported his first interview with Herr Hitler
earlier in the day. Herr Hitler was *‘excitable and uncompro-
mising "’ ; his language was ‘‘ violent and exaggerated both as regards
England and Poland.” Herr Hitler observed, in reply to His
Majesty’s Ambassador’s repeated warnings that direct action against
Poland would mean war with Great Britain, that Germany had
nothing to lose, and Great Britain much; that he did not desire war,
but would not shrink from it if it was necessary, and that his people
were much more behind him than last September (No. 57,
pp. 98-100).

Herr Hitler was calmer at a second talk, but no less uncom-
promising. He put the whole responsibility for war on Great Britain,
and maintained that Great Britain was ‘‘ determined to destroy and
exterminate Germany. He was, he said, 50 years old; he preferred
war now to when he would be 55 or 60.”” He said that England
was fighting for lesser races, whereas he was fighting only for
Germany ”’ (No. 58, pp. 100-101).

The German reply to the Prime Minister’s letter was given to
His Majesty’s Ambassador on the 28rd August. Herr Hitler stated
that the British promise to assist Poland would make no difference

(' 2imel)

inati i d German interests,
the determination of the Reich to .safeguar s
::1(1 tilat the precautionary British military measures amlounceg t1)n
the Prime Minister’s letter of the 22nd August would be f01140we y
the mobilisation of the German forces (No. 60, pp. 102-104).

b - ] August 28) (No. 61,
the German-Soviet Non-Aggression Pact (
g pp. 104-105).

the Free City
i ¢ of Herr Forster as Head of the State of
R of Danzig (August 23).

i te, on the

ter was declared by decree of the Danzig Senate, ‘
231’(]1I ﬁg}xs gead of the State (Staatsoberhaupt) of the Free »(I)ltg
of Danzig (1\30. 62, pp. 105-106). The Polish Government protesé%
to the Senate against the illegality of this appointment (No. 68,

p. 106).

i ini i lifax on the Danzig
by the Prime Minister and V'zscount Ha he D
Spezszzesqe'ryteml German-Polish situation and the dete'rmmatwn2zf
Great Britain to honour British obligations to Poland (August )
(Nos. 64 and 65, pp. 107-118).

i ish contact with the
by the Polish Government to establis
i =k German Government (August 24).

i i i i ie, M. Beck told
iew of the increasing tension 1In Dan‘z‘lg, Dol
Sirlﬁ ‘EEZnard that he considered the situation most grave, kand
that ﬁe had asked the Polish Ambassadsor in SBerhtn to &eg (?f;]
i i interview with the German State Secretary . 66,
;I;mfiigitflgl)n el'i‘his interview could not, howex(fier, bebaira?}%:d,Peglrixsﬁ
: ‘Weizsi htesgaden, bu
Baron von Weizsicker was at Berc . ;
i iew i fternoon of the 24th Augus
Ambassador had an interview in thp a o
i i ori -Marshal regretted that ‘‘ his
with Field-Marshal Goéring. The Fleld A e o
i intaini iendly relations with Poland should have
policy of maintaining frien b
ht, and admitted that he no longer i
itg n&%g rtna:‘nlzar.” The Field-Marshal hinted that Pol\?md should
abandon her alliance with Great Britain, and left :she Pohsl; Gox}r]ern(i
ment with the impression that Germany was aiming at & iree han
in Eastern Europe (No. 67, pp. 119-120).

Interview between Sir N. Henderson and Herr Hitlf'r, and German
““ perbal communication’’ of August 25.

1 Sir Nevile Henderson

the 25th August Herr Hitler sent for & ; derso
andoa,r:sked him to fly to London to “.pug taheed case féo I—(I)}fs f%zg&s:gg
ent. The ‘‘case,”” which inclu ed an offer ’
giot\;leréll«réat Britain, once the Polish question had been_ solveq, :v:}s
ontained in a verbal communication rr}ade to His Majes y]s
f&mbassador (No. 68, pp. 120-122). During the discussion with
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Herr Hitler, Sir Nevile Henderson stated once more that Great
Britain ** could not go back on her word to Poland,” and would insist
upon a settlement by negotiation. Herr Hitler refused to guarantee
a negotiated settlement on the ground that * Polish provocation might
at any moment render German intervention to protect German
nationals inevitable’’ (No. 69, pp. 122-128). :

Correspondence between the British and Polish Governments,
August 25-2T.

On the 25th August Viscount Halifax suggested to the Polish
Government the establishment of a corps of neutral observers, who
would enter upon their functions if it were found possible to open
negotiations (No. 70, p. 128). He also suggested the possibility of
negotiating over an exchange of populations (No. 71, p. 124).
M. Beck raised no objection in principle to either proposal (No. 72,
pp. 124-125).

Reply of His Majesty’s Government, dated August 28, to
Herr Hitler's communications of August 23 and 25 (No. 60,
pp. 102-104 and No. 68, pp. 120-122): interview of August 28
between Sir Nevile Henderson and Herr Hitler: speech of the
Prime Minister in the House of Commons on August 29.

On the 28th August Viscount Halifax informed the Polish Govern-
ment through Sir H. Kennard that in the British reply to Herr Hitler
““a clear distinction’’ would be drawn between ‘‘the method of
reaching agreement on German-Polish differences and the nature of
the solution to be arrived at. As to the method, we (His Majesty’s
Government) wish to express our clear view that direct discussion on
equal terms between the parties is the proper means’ (No. 73,
p. 125).

The reply of His Majesty’s Government, suggesting direct dis-
cussion between the German and Polish Governments, was presented
to Herr Hitler by Sir N. Henderson on the 28th August (No. 74,
pp. 126-128). His Majesty’s Government stated they had ‘‘ already
received a definite assurance from the Polish Government that they are
prepared to enter into discussions,’’ and that, if such direct discussion
led, as they hoped, to agreement, ‘‘the way would be open to the
negotiation of that wider and more complete understanding between
Great Britain and Germany which both countries desire.”” In his
interview of the 28th August with Herr Hitler, Sir N. Henderson
repeated the British readiness to reach an Anglo-German under-
standing, ‘‘ but only on the basis of a peaceful and freely negotiated
solution of the Polish question.”” 8ir Nevile Henderson pointed out
to Herr Hitler that ‘‘ it lay with him (Herr Hitler) as to whether he
preferred a unilateral solution which would mean war as regards
Poland, or British friendship.”” Herr Hitler, who said that ‘‘ his
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T r at once
army was ready and eager for battle, would not answer &
whether he would negotiate directly with Poland (No. 75, pp. 128-
181). ‘ okt R

On the 29th August the Prime Minister once more explained in the
House of Commons the British standpoint (No. 77, pp. 181-185).

Interview of August 29 between Sir N. Henderson .and Herr Hitler,
and German demand for the arrival of a Polish representative
in Berlin by August 30.

At 7-15 .M. on the 29th August Sir N. Henderson received from
Herr Hitler the German answer that the German Government was
prepared to accept the British proposal for direct German:Pohsh
negotiations, but counted on the arrival of a Polish plenipotentiary by
the 80th August (No. 78, pp. 135-137). The Brltle.h Amba!s,sador
remarked that the latter demand ** sounded like an ultlmatum, but,
after some heated remarks, both Herr Hitler and Herr von Ribbentrop
agsured the Ambassador ‘‘ that it was only intgnded'bo stres‘s‘ the
urgency of the moment ’’ (No. 79, p. 188). The interview was f)f a
stormy character.” Sir N. Henderson thought that Herr Hitler
was ‘‘far less reasonable’’ than on the 28th August (No. 80,
pp- 138-139). ! i :

At 4 a.M. on the 80th August Sir N. Henderson, on instruetions
from His Majesty’s Government, informed the German Government
that it would be ‘‘ unreasonable to expect the British Government
to produce a Polish representative in Berlin >’ by the 80th August, and
that *“the German Government must not expect this ’’ (Nos. 81
and 82, pp. 189-140).

Eachange of correspondence between His Majesty’s Government and
the Polish Government on August 30.

Sir H. Kennard also reported his opinion that the Polish Govern-
ment could not be induced to send a representative 1mmed1ate¥y to
Berlin to discuss a settlement on the basis proposed by Herr Hitler.
“They would certainly sooner fight and perish rather than submit to
guch humiliation, especially after the examples of Czec%m-Slovakla,
Lithuania and Austria’’ (No. 84, pp. 140-141). On this same day
the Polish Government gave their assurance, in reply to advice from
Viscount Halifax, to avoid any kind of provo_catjon (No. 85, p. 141),
that they had no intention of provoking any 1pc1dents, in spite of the
provocation at Danzig, which was becoming ‘‘more and more

intolerable ”’ (No. 86, p. 141).

Exchange of correspondence between the British 'and German
Governments with regard to the opening of direct German-
Polish megotiations (August 30).

At 2-45 p.u. and again at 5-30 p.m. on the 80th August His

Majesty’s Government instructed Sir N. Henderson to inform the
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German Government of the representations which the British Govern-
ment had made in Warsaw for the avoidance of all frontier incidents
and urged the German Government to reciprocate (Nos. 83 and 87,
Pp. 140 and 142). They repeated at 6-50 P.M., in view of the
German insistence on the point, that it was ** wholly unreasonable ’
for the German Government to insist upon the arrival in Berlin of
a Polish representative with full powers to receive German proposals,
and that they could not advise the Polish Government in this gense.
They suggested the normal procedure of giving the Polish Ambas-
sador the German proposals for transmission to Warsaw (No. 88,
p. 142).

At midnight on the 80th-81st August Sir N. Henderson handed
to Herr von Ribbentrop the full British reply to the German letter
of the 29th August (No. 78, pp. 135-187). The reply noted the
German Government’s acceptance of the British proposal for direct
German-Polish discussions, and of the ““ position of His Majesty’s
Government as to Poland’s vital interests and independence.”” The
reply also noted that the German Government accepted ‘‘in principle
the condition that any settlement should be made the subject of an
international guarantee.”” His Majesty’s Government stated that
they were informing the Polish Government of the German Govern-
ment’s reply. ‘‘The method of contact and arrangements for
discussions must obviously be agreed with all urgency between the
German and Polish Governments, but in His Majesty’s Govern-
ment’s view it would be impracticable to establish contact so early
as to-day (i.e., the 80th August) (No. 89, pp. 142-148),

The British reply was also telegraphed to the Polish Government,
and Viscount Halifax hoped that ** provided the method and general
arrangement for discussions can be satisfactorily agreed,”’ the Polish
Government, which had authorised His Majesty’s Government to say
that they were prepared to enter into direct discussions, would be
ready to do so without delay (No. 90, pp. 144-145).

In his interview at midnight the 80th-81st August with Herr von
Ribbentrop, Sir N. Henderson suggested that the German Govern-
ment should adopt the normal procedure of making contact with the
Polish Government, i.e., that when the German proposals were ready
the Polish Ambassador should be invited to call and to receive these
proposals *‘ for transmission to his Government with a view to the
immediate opening of negotiations.”’

““ Herr von Ribbentrop’s reply was to produce a lengthy document
which he read out in German aloud at top-speed.”” When His
Majesty’s Ambassador asked for the text of the proposals in - the
document, he was told that it was ‘‘ now too late,”” as a Polish
representative had not arrived in Berlin by midnight (the 80-
31st August). " 8ir N. Henderson described this procedure as an
‘“ultimatum,” in spite of the assurances previously given by the
German Government, He asked why Herr von Ribbentrop could
not adopt the normal procedure, give him a copy of the proposals,
and ask the Polish Ambassador to call on him (Herr von Ribbentrop)

(' ==idk )
i ' Herr von Ribbentrop
1 hem. ‘‘In the most v1olept terms libbentrop
Ezigegﬁ::ce}fe ev?(l)uld never ask the Pphsh Arpbassado;i tﬁ) Xﬁtt)at;;:(li’o :
though he hinted that it might be dxffet:ent if the Polis
asked for an interview (No. 92, pp. 145-146).

’ ) the British and Polish Govern-
of correspondence between ' oli
Exc}lm;?teent]; on A':fgust 81 with regard to direct negotiations.

On hearing of the reply of His Majesty’s Govenﬁp:\etniz) ft(()li rtek;i
German Government (No. 89, pp. 142-143) on the su1 jego o o
German-Polish negotiations, M. Beck E;m}(li' thﬁta ;Zt;(;u(}overnment.”

i ible to facilitate the efforts of His 0 ; 7
tfkllén[g)rggfi&;led the ‘‘ considered re{)/li}é olf4’}71)13 (io;ix;n(x)rllle?ﬁe 3}1)Zt tzﬁ{?&

August (No. 98, pp. 146-147). > . ] )
%I}sfzgﬁlilsltiallilfix a(dvised the Polish Government 1m£nedla;;eiyéa (;;
inlstruct the Polish Ambassador in Berlin to say (tiha{) (thvaGerman
to transmit to his Government any proposals made 0y i
ent so that they (the Polish Government) ** may at e
Socizls?alelafl them and make suggestions for early discussions
(NO;M? %go 11>4Za).' on the 81st August Sir H. Kennard cqmmunifca:ﬁ(:
to London th.e formal Polish oonﬁrmat(iion of_the rgg;h;lhe:s(}grman
; i : >
i ernment to enter into direct 13CUSS10NS g
gzgzlgng?;t on the basis prolg)osed blﬁ Greathggtuaxl éﬁNoti%Zi;ipIE.P})ﬁgh
k said that ““ he would now 1ns! L. :
1349%)03531\;&10??2 Berlin] to seek an interview either w1th’ ,th'e (Ge(;maltl())
M?ilister for Foreign Affairs or the; gtati gecr?ﬁg{m l:ﬁt (;rh airthe
initiati ect discu 2
ostablish contact for the initiation o hll‘ o STt Rl e
i bassador would not be :_mt orised 1
P(;)Illltili]nﬁg t?ja German proposals, since, in view of’ ,pasIt eiferfl}?éi?é
?’c might be accompanied by some sortt 0{1 ul’{amﬁgux:].ade Iiln t.he e
i Sy i t contact shou , in
view ‘‘it was essential t}?a I e T
i " for the discussion of details ** as » W
::fsarége’what basis negotiations should be commenced’’ (No. 96.

p. 148).

i ted to the
Is for German-Polish settlement, presen
Germa%rg:izﬁo?mbc{ssador in Berlin at 915 p.M. on August 81, and
German invasion of Poland on September 1.

i August that the German
t until 9:15 p.M. on the 81st : !
G vI;rr‘;v;Zn’:ogal\IIe Sir N. Henderson a copy of their p;opgsals,ozlvh;ﬁk;
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i ight. The German Governm
Prza(i);ll:d Izii) gixteen points of their prop‘o‘sed settlemen(‘;z bugstlll)?ltt, %2
(t}l(;e Polish plenipotentiary, with powers not only ({o 1s§;1r e
conduct and conclude negotiationsi" had lrllot ;ﬁz& 11;1nd pu;poses
their proposals as to a ,an 0
izjg:éi?id” (No. 9%, pp. 149-158). At 11 pa Visecount Halifax
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telephoned instructions to Sir N. Henderson to inform the German
Government that the Polish Government were taking steps to
establish contact with them through the Polish Ambassador in Berlin
(No. 99, p. 158). At 9 p.M. British summer time the German Govern-
ment had, however, broadcast their proposals together with the
statement that they regarded them as having been rejected. They
had, however, never been communicated to the Polish Government
and all means of communication between the Polish Ambassador in
Berlin and the Polish Government had been cut off.

As a final attempt to meet the German demands, Viscount Halifax
telegraphed to Sir H. Kennard in the night of the 81st August—
Ist September his view that the Polish Ambassador in Berlin might
receive a document for transmission to his Government and might
say that ‘‘ (a) if it contained anything like an ultimatum, the Polish
Government would certainly be unable to discuss on such a basis ;
and (b) that, in any case, in the view of the Polish Government,
questions as to the venue of the negotiations, the basis on which they
should be held, and the persons to take part in them, must be
dlsiuis)ed and decided between the two Governments’’ (No. 100,
p. 154).

In answer to this telegram, Sir H. Kennard replied on the
1st September that M. Lipski ‘“ had already called on the German
Foreign Minister at 6-80 p.m.’’ on the 81st August. *‘ In view of this
fact, which was followed by the German invasion of Poland at dawn
to-day (1st September), it was clearly useless for me to take the
action suggested ”’ (No. 101, p. 155).

_These facts were announced to the House of Commons by the
Prime Minister on the 1st September (No. 105, pp. 157-161). A
furt}}er " explanatory note, upon the actual course of events,’
reprinted from White Paper (Misc. No. 8 (1989), Cmd. 6102)
(No.. 104, p. 156) should be read in connexion with Herr Hitler’s
version of events as given in his speech of the 1st September to the

Reichstag (No. 106, pp. 161-166) and in his proclamation to the
German army (No. 107, p. 166).

Reunion of Danzig with the Reich (September 1).

On the 1st September Herr Forster announced in a proclamation
to the people of Danzig the reunion of Danzig with the Reich. He
telegrvaphed.an account of his action to Herr Hitler, who replied at
once accepting the reunion and ratifying the so-called legal act by
which it was brought about (No. 108, pp. 166-167).

Action taken by His Majesty’s Government after the receipt of news
of the German attack on Poland (September 1-8)

On the 1st September, after His Majesty’s Government had
yecewed news of the German invasion of Poland, Viscount Halifax
mstructed Sir N. Henderson to inform the German Government that
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the Governments of the United Kingdom and France considered that

the German action had- *‘ created conditions (viz., an aggressive act
of force against Poland threatening the independence of Poland)
which call for the implementation by the Governments of the United
Kingdom and France of the underteking to Poland to come to her
agsistance.”” Unless the German Government suspended all aggres-
sive action against Poland, and promptly withdrew their forces from
Polish territory, His Majesty’s Government in the United ngdox’I}
would ‘“without hesitation fulfil their obligations to Poland.’

Sir N. Henderson was authorised to explain, if asked, that this
communication was ‘‘in the nature of a warning,’’ and was ‘‘ not to
be considered as an ultimatum,’”’ but Viscount Halifax added, fqr
Sir N. Henderson's own information, that, *‘if the German reply is
unsatisfactory, the next stage will be either an ultimatum with time-
limit or an immediate declaration of war’’ (Nos. 109 and 110,

. 168).

: On) the night of the 1st-2nd September Sir N. Henderson
reported that he had made the necessary communication to
Herr von Ribbentrop at 9-80 p.m. and had asked for an immediate
answer. Herr von Ribbentrop replied that he would submit the
communication to Herr Hitler (No. 111, p. 169). Meanwhile, on
the 1st September, the Polish Government gnnounced to His
Majesty’s Government that, although the Polish Ambassador in
Berlin had seen Herr von Ribbentrop at 6-80 ».u. on the 81st August,
and had expressed the readiness of the Polish Government to enter
into direct negotiations, Polish territory had been invaded, and the
Polish Government had therefore been compelled to break off relations
with Germany (No. 112, pp. 169-170) (see also Nos. 118 and 115,
pp. 170-172). At 10-50 A.x. on the 1st September Viscount Halifax
sent for the German Chargé d’Affaires in London, drew his attention
to the reports which had reached His Majesty’s Government about
German action against Poland and informed him that these reports
‘“ created a very serious situation’’ (No. 114, p. 171).

The Prime Minister on the 2nd September made a statement in
the House of Commons, in the course of which he said that no
answer had been received to the message sent to the German Govern-
ment on the 1st September, requesting the cessation of German
aggression and the withdrawal of German troops from Poland. The
Prime Minister also informed the House of proposals put forward by
the Italian Government for a cessation of hostilities, but made it
clear that His Majesty’s Government could not take part in any
conference unless German aggression ceased and German troops were
withdrawn from Poland (No. 116, pp. 172-174). At 5 A.m. on the
8rd September Sir N. Henderson was instructed to ask for an inter-
view at 9 a.m. with Herr von Ribbentrop and to inform him that,
although His Majesty’s Government had warned the German Govern-
ment of the results which would follow if Germany did not suspend
all aggressive action against Poland, no answer had been received
from the German Government. His Majesty’s Government therefore




stated that unless satisfactory assurances were received from the
German Government not later than 11 a.mM. a state of war would exist
between the United Kingdom and Germany (No. 118, p. 175).

At 1120 aA.m. on the 8rd September the German Government
replied with a statement of their case, concluding with the suggestion
that His Majesty’s Government desired the destruction of the German
people, and with the words ‘‘ we shall answer any aggressive action on
the part of England with the same weapons and in the same form *’
(No. 119, pp. 175-178). Shortly afterwards the Prime Minister
announced in the House of Commons that Great Britain was at war
with Germany (No. 120, pp. 178-179). This section of the documents
concludes with Herr Hitler’s proclamations of the 8rd September to
the German people and to the German army (No. 121, pp. 179-181).

Attempts at mediation by other States.

The full text is given of the exchange of messages between the
President of the United States of America and His Majesty the King
of Italy (Nos. 122 and 128, pp. 181-182); the President of the
United States of America and the President of Poland ; and the
messages of the President of the United States of America to
Herr Hitler (Nos. 124-127, pp. 182-185); the broadecast appeal of
the 28rd August by His Majesty-the King of the Belgians in the
name of the Heads of States of the Oslo Group of Powers and the
replies (Nos. 128-138, pp. 185-188); the joint offer of mediation by
His Majesty the King of the Belgians, and Her Majesty the Queen
of the Netherlands and the replies (Nos. 184-188, pp. 188-190); the
broadcast appeal of the 24th August by His Holiness the Pope with
the reply of His Majesty’s Government and telegrams describing a
last peace attempt by the Pope on the 81st August, together with His
Majesty’s Government’s reaction, are also given in full (Nos. 189-142,
pp. 190-1983).

A communiqué issued by the official Ttalian Stefani news agency
on the 4th September recording the, efforts made by the Italian

Government to maintain peace is published as the last document in
this chapter (No. 148, pp. 193-194).

The final Document (No. 144, pp. 194-195) is the Prime

Minister’s broadcast of the 4th September, 1989, to the German
People.
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DOCUMENTS CONCERNING GERMAN-POLISH RELATIONS AND
THE OUTBREAK OF HOSTILITIES BETWEEN GREAT BRITAIN
AND GERMANY ON SEPTEMBER 3, 1939.

No. 1.
Text of German-Polish Agreement of January 26, 1984.

(Translation.) -
The German Government and the Polish Government consider

that the time has come to introduce a new phase in the political
relations between Germany and Poland by a direct understanding
between State and State. They have, therefore, decided to lay down
the principles for the future development of these relations in the
present declaration.

The two Governments base their action on the fact that the
maintenance and guarantee of a lasting peace between their countries
is an essential pre-condition for the general peace of Europe.

They have therefore decided to base their mutual relations on the
principles laid down in the Pact of Paris of the 27th August, 1928,
and propose to define more exactly the application of these principles
in so far as the relations between Germany and Poland are concerned.

Bach of the two Governments, therefore, lays it down that the
international obligations undertaken by it towards a third party do
not hinder the peaceful development of their mutual relations, do not
conflict with the present declaration, and are not affected by this
declaration. They establish, moreover, that this declaration does not
extend to those questions which under international law are to be
regarded exclusively as the internal concern of one of the two States.

Both Governments announce their intention to settle directly all
questions of whatever sort which concern their mutual relations.

Should any disputes arise between them and agreement thereon
not be reached by direct negotiation, they will in each particular case,
on the basis of mutual agreement, seek a solution by other peaceful
means, without prejudice to the possibility of applying, if necessary,
those methods of procedure in which provision is made for such cases
in other agreements in force between them. In no circumstances,
however, will they proceed to the application of force for the purpose
of reaching a decision in such disputes.

The guarantee of peace created by these principles will facilitate
the great task of both Governments of finding & solution for problems
of political, economic and social kinds, based on & just and fair
adjustment of the interests of both parties.

Both Governments are convinced that the relations between their
countries will in this manner develop fruitfully, and will lead to the
establishment of a neighbourly relationship which will contribute to
the well-being not only of both their countries, but of the other
peoples of Europe as well.




2

.The. present declaration shall be ratified, and the instruments of
ratification shall be exchanged in Warsaw as soon as possible.
The declaration is valid for a period of ten years, reckoned from
the day of the exchange of the instruments of ratification.
_ If the declaration is not denounced by one of the two Governments
six months before the expiration of this period, it will continue in
force, but can then be denounced by either Government at any time

on notice of six months being given. Made in dupli i
Germen and Polish languages. d ety

Berlin, January 26, 1984.

For the German Govefnment:
FREIHERR von NEURATH.

For the Polish Government :
JOSEF LIPSKI.

Statements made by Herr Hitler since the German-Polish Agreement

recording his satisfaction at the Improvement in German-Polish
relations.

No. 2.
Reichstag Speech, May 21
(Translation.) . et e oy
Wz recognise, with the understanding and the heartfelt friend-

ship of true Nationalists, the Polish Stat h

nationally-conscious people.”’ i Powrbgmonigng <
“The German Reich and, in particular, the pres

; 4 , ‘the ent G

Government, have no other wish than to live on frielildly and ?)2?(11}

able terms with all neighbouring States.’’

Reichstag Speech, March T, 1986.
(Translation.)

"I would like the German people to learn to see i i
hls’porlcal realities which a Visiolila;iy may well likeegolaigﬂhzzvs;tlzﬁi
which cannot be wished away. I should like them to realise that it is
unreasonable to try and bring these historical realities into opposition
Wlt.h the demands of their vital interests and to their understandable
claims to live. T would therefore like the German people to under-
stand the inner motives of National Socialist foreign policy, which
finds it painful that the outlet to the sea of a people of 85 miilions is
situated on territory formerly belonging to the Reich, but which
recognises that it is nnreasonable and impossible to den‘y a State of
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such a size as this any outlet to the sea at all . . . . It is possible
that politicians, particularly by invoking might, may carry out such
violations of national interests ; but the more frequently this happens,
the greater becomes the pressure for an outlet of the excited and
constrained powers and energies.”’ ;

Reichstag Speech, January 80, 1987.
(Translation.)

“‘ By a series of agreements we have removed existing tensions and
thereby contributed considerably to an improvement in the European
atmosphere. I merely recall our agreement with Poland, which has
worked out to the advantage of both sides . . . . And to my own
fellow-citizens I would say that the Polish nation and the Polish State
have also become a reality . . . . The peoples of these States
(i.e., Italy, Poland and the Balkan States) desire to live and they will
live.”’

No. 5.

Reichstag Speech, February 20, 1988.
(Translation.)

“* Tt fills us, in the fifth year following the first great foreign political
agreement of the Reich, with sincere gratification to be able to
establish that in our relationship to the State with which we had
perhaps the greatest differences, not only has there been a détente,
but that in the course of these years a constant improvement in
relations has taken place. I know perfectly well that this was above
all attributable to the circumstance that at the time there was no
Western parliamentarism in Warsaw, but a Polish field-marshal, who
as an eminent personality felt the significance, so important to
Europe, of such a Germano-Polish détente. This good work, which
had been doubted by so many at the time, has meanwhile stood the

* test, and I may say that, since the League of Nations finally gave up

its perpetual attempts to unsettle Danzig and appointed in the new
commissioner a man of great personal attainments, this most
dangerous spot from the point of view of European peace has entirely
lost its menacing character. The Polish State respects the national
conditions in this State, and both the city of Danzig and Germany
respect Polish rights. And so the way to a friendly understanding
has been successfully paved, an understanding which, starting from
Danzig, has to-day succeeded in spite of the attempts of certain
mischief-makers in finally taking the poison out of the relations
between Germany and Poland and transforming them into a sincere,
friendly co-operation.”
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No. 6.

Speech at Nuremberg, September 14, 1938.

(Translation.)

“In Poland a great patriot and a great statesman was ready to
make an accord with Germany; we immediately proceeded to action
and completed an agreement which was of greater importance to the
peace of Europe than all the chattering in the temple of the League
of Nations at Geneva.’’

No. 7.

Speech in the Sportpalast, September 26, 1938.

(Translation.)

*“ The most difficult problem with which I was confronted was that
of our relations with Poland. There was a danger that Poles and
Germans would regard each other as hereditary enemies. I wanted
to prevent this. I know well enough that I should not have been
successful if Poland had had a democratic Constitution. For these
democracies which indulge in phrases about peace are the most
bloodthirsty war agitators. In Poland there ruled no democracy,
but a man; and with him I succeeded, in precisely twelve montHs,
In coming to an agreement which, for ten years in the first instance,
entirely removed the danger of a conflict. We are all convinced
that this agreement will bring lasting pacification. We realise that
here are two peoples which must live together and neither of which
can do away with the other. A people of 88 millions will always
strive for an outlet to the sea. A way for understanding, then, had
to be found ; it has been found ; and it will be ever further extended.
Certainly things were hard in this area. The nationalities and small
national groups frequently quarrelled among themselves. But the
main :fact is that the two Governments, and all reasonable and
clear-sighted persons among the two peoples and in the two countries,
possess the firm will and determination’ to improve their relations.
It was a real work of peace, of more worth than all the chattering
in the League of Nations Palace at Geneva.’’

No. 8.

Reichstag Speech, January 80, 1939,
(Translation.)

“ We have just celebrated the fifth anniversary of the conclusion
of our non-aggression pact with Poland. There can scarcely be any
difference of opinion to-day among the true friends of peace with
regard to the _value of this agreement. One only needs to ask
oneself what might have happened to Europe if this agreement, which
brought such relief, had not been entered into five years ego. In
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signing it, this great Polish marshal and patriot rendered his people
just as great a service as the leaders of the National Socialist State
rendered the German people. During the troubled months of the
past year the friendship between Germany and Poland was one of
the reassuring factors in the political life of Europe.”

Deterioration In European situation resulting from German action
against Czecho-Slovakia on March 15, 1939.

No. 9.
Speech by the Prime Minister at Birmingham on March 17, 1989.

I map intended to-night to talk to you upon a variety of subjects,
upon trade and employment, upon social service, and upon finance.
But the tremendous events which have been taking place this week
in Europe have thrown everything else into the background, and ]
feel that what you, and those who are not in this hall but are listening
to me, will want to hear is some indication of the views of His
Majesty’s Government as to the nature and the implications of those
events.

One thing is certain. Public opinion in the world has received a
sharper shock than has ever yet been administered to it, even by the
present régime in Germany. What may be the ultimate effects of
this profound disturbance on men’s minds cannot yet be foretold, but
T am sure that it must be far-reaching in its results upon the future.
Last Wednesday we had a debate upon it in the House of Commons.
That was the day on which the German troops entered Czecho-
Slovakia, and all of us, but particularly the Government, were at a
disadvantage, because the information that we had was only partial;
much of it was unofficial. We had no time to digest it, much less to
form a considered opinion upon it. And so it necessarily followed
that I, speaking on behalf of the Government, with all the responsi-
bility that attaches to that position, was obliged to confine myself to
a very restrained and cautious exposition, on what at the time I felt
I could make but little commentary. And, perhaps naturally, that
somewhat cool and objective statement gave rise to a misapprehen-
sion, and some people thought that because I spoke quietly, because
I gave little expression to feeling, therefore my colleagues and I did
not feel strongly on the subject. I hope to correct that mistake
to-night.

But I want to say something first about an argument which has
developed out of these events and which was used in that debate, and
has appeared since in various organs of the press. It has been
suggested that this occupation of Czecho-Slovakia was the direct
consequence of the visit which I paid to Germany last autumn, and
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that, since the result of these events has heen to tear up the settle-
ment that was arrived at at Munich, that proves that the whole
circumstances of those visits were wrong. It is said that, as this was
the personal policy of the Prime Minister, the blame for the fate of
Czecho-Slovakia must rest upon his shoulders. That is an entirely
unwarrantable conclusion. The facts as they are to-day cannot
change the facts as they were last September. If I was right then,
I am still right now. Then there are some people who say: “ We
considered you were wrong in September, and now we have been
proved to be right.”’

Let me examine that. When T decided to go to Germany I never
expected that 1 was going to escape criticism. Indeed, I did not go
there to get popularity. 1 went there first and foremost because, in
what appeared to be an almost desperate situation, that seemed to me
to offer the only chance of averting a European war. And I might
remind you that, when it was first announced that I was going, not a
voice was raised in criticism. Everyone applauded that effort. It was
only later, when it appeared that the results of the final settlement fell
short of the expectations of some who did not fully appreciate the
facts—it was only then that the attack began, and even then it was
not the visit, it was the terms of settlement that were disapproved.

Well, I have never denied that the terms which I was able to
secure at Munich were not those that I myself would have desired.
But, as I explained then, I had to deal with no new problem. This
was something that had existed ever since the Treaty of Versailles—a
problem that ought to have been solved long ago if only the statesmen
of the last twenty years had taken broader and more enlightened
views of their duty. 1t had become like a disease which had been long
neglected, and a surgical operation was necessary to save the life of
the patient.

After all, the first and the most immediate object of my visit was
achieved. The peace of Europe was saved; and, if it had not been
for those visits, hundreds of thousands of families would to-day have
been in mourning for the flower of Kurope’s best manhood. I would
like once again to eapress my grateful thanks to all those corres-
pondents who have written me from all over the world to express their
gratitude and their appreciation of what 1 did then and of what I have
been trying to do since.

Really I have no need to defend my visits to Germany last autumn,
for what was the alternative? Nothing that we could have done,
nothing that France could have done, or Russia could have done could
possibly have saved Czecho-Slovakia from invasion and destruction.
lven if we had subsequently gone to war to punish Germany for her
actions, and if after the frightful losses which would have been
inflicted upon all partakers in the war we had been victorious in the
end, never could we have reconstructed Czecho-Slovakia as she was
framed by the Treaty of Versailles.

But 1 had another purpose, too, in going to Munich. That was
to further the policy which 1 have been pursuing ever since I have
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been in my present position—a policy which is sometimes called
European appeasement, although I do not think myself that that
is a very happy term or one which accurately describes its purpose.
If that policy were to succeed, it was essential that no Power should
seek to obtain a general domination of Europe; but that each one
should be contented to obtain reasonable facilities for developing
its own resources, securing its own share of international trade, and
improving the conditions of its own people. I felt that, although that
might well mean a clash of interests between different States, never-
theless, by the exercise of mutual goodwill and understanding of what
were the limits of the desires of others, it should be possible to
resolve all differences by discussion and without armed conflict.
I hoped in going to Munich to find out by personal contact what
was in Herr Hitler's mind, and whether it was likely that he would
be willing to co-operate in a programme of that kind. Well, the
atmosphere in which our discussions were conducted was not a very
favourable one, because we were in the middle of an acute erisis; but,
nevertheless, in the intervals between more official conversations 1

‘had some opportunities of talking with him and of hearing his views,

and T thought that results were not altogether unsatisfactory.

When I came back after my second visit I told the House of
Commons of a conversation I had had with Herr Hitler, of which I
said that, speaking with great earnestness, he repeated what he had
already said at Berchtesgaden—namely, that this was the last of his
territorial ambitions in Europe, and that he had no wish to inclnde
in the Reich people of other races than German. Herr Hitler
himself confirmed this account of the conversation in the speech
which he made at the Sportpalast in Berlin, when he said : * This is
the last territorial claim which I have to make in Europe.”” And a
little later in the same speech he said: ‘I have assured
Mr. Chamberlain, and I emphasise it now, that when this problem
is solved Germany has no more territorial problems in FEurope.”
And he added: ‘“T shall not be interested in the Czech State any
more, and I can guarantee it. We don’t want any Czechs any
more."’

And then in the Munich Agreement itself, which bears Herr
Hitler’s signature, there is this clause: ‘‘ The final determination
of the frontiers will be carried out by the international commission
—the final determination. And, lastly, in that declaration which he
and T signed together at Munich, we declared that any other question
which might concern our two countries should be dealt with by the
method of consultation.

Well, in view of those repeated assurances, given voluntarily to
me, I considered myself justified in founding a hope upon them that
once this Czecho-Slovakian question was settled, as it seemed at
Munich it would be, it would be possible to carry farther that policy
of appeasement which I have described. But, notwithstanding, at the
gsame time I was not prepared to relax precautions until I was
satisfied that the policy had been established and had been accepted
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by others, and therefore, after Munich, our defence programme was
actually accelerated, and it was expanded so as to remedy certain
weaknesses which had become apparent during the crisis. I am
convinced that after Munich the great majority of British people
shared my hope, and ardently desired that that policy should be
carried further. But to-day I share their disappointment, their
indignation, that those hopes have been so wantonly shattered.

How can these events this week be reconciled with those
assurances which I have read out to you? Surely, as a joint
signatory of the Munich Agreement, I was entitled, if Herr Hiiler
thought it ought to be undone, to that consultation which is provided
for in the Munich declaration. Instead of that he has taken the law
into his own hands. Before even the Czech President was received,
and confronted with demands which he had no power to resist, the
German troops were on the move, and within a few hours they were
in the Czech capital.

According to the proclamation which was read out in Prague
yesterday, Bohemia and Moravia have been annexed to the German
Reich. Non-German inhabitants, who, of course, include the Czechs,
are placed under the German Protector in the German Protectorate.
They are to be subject to the political, military and economic needs
of the Reich. They are called self-governing States, but the Reich
is to take charge of their foreign policy, their customs and their
excise, their bank reserves, and the equipment of the disarmed Czech
forces. Perhaps most sinister of all, we hear again of the appearance
of the Gestapo, the secret police, followed by the usual tale of whole-
sale arrests of prominent individuals, with consequences with which
we are all familiar.

Every man and woman in this country who remembers the fate
of the Jews and the political prisoners in Austria must be filled to-day
with distress and foreboding. Who can fail to feel his heart go out
in sympathy to the proud and brave people who have so suddenly
been subjected to this invasion, whose liberties are curtailed, whose
national independence has gone? What has become of this declara-
tion of ‘‘No further territorial ambition’’? What has become of
the assurance ‘‘ We don’t want Czechs in the Reich’’? What regard
had been paid here to that principle of self-determination on which
Herr Hitler argued so vehemently with me at Berchtesgaden when
he was asking for the severance of Sudetenland from Czecho-Slovakia
and its inclusion in the German Reich?

Now we are told that this seizure of territory has been necessi-
tated by disturbances in Czecho-Slovakia. We are told that the
proclamation of this new German Protectorate against the will of its
inhabitants has been rendered inevitable by disorders which
threatened the peace and security of her mighty neighbour. If there
were disorders, were they not fomented from without? And can
anybody outside Germany take seriously the idea that they could
be a danger to that great country, that they could provide any
justification for what has happened?
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Does not the question inevitably arise in our minds, if it is so
easy to discover good reasons for ignoring assurances so solemnly
and so repeatedly given, what reliance can be placed upon any other
assurances that come frem the same source?

There is another set of questions which almost inevitably must
occur in our minds and to the minds of others, perhaps even in
Germany herself. Germany, under her present régime, has sprung
a series of unpleasant surprises upon the world. The Rhineland,
the Austrian Anschluss, the severance of Sudetenland—all these
things shocked and affronted public opinion throughout the world.
Yet, however much we might take exception to the methods which
were adopted in each of those cases, there was something to be said,
whether on account of racial affinity or of just claims too long
resisted—there was something to be said for the necessity of a
change in the existing situation.

But the events which have taken place this week in complete
disregard of the principles laid down by the German Government itsel{
seem to fall into a different category, and they must cause us all to
be asking ourselves: ‘‘Is this the end of an old adventure, or is
it the beginning of a new?”’

‘“ Is this the last attack upon a small State, or is it to be followed
by others? Is this, in fact, a step in the direction of an attempt
to dominate the world by force?’’

Those are grave and serious questions. I am not going to answer
them to-night. But I am sure they will require the grave and serious
consideration not only of Germany’s neighbours, but of others,
perhaps even beyond the confines of Europe. Already there are
indications that the process has begun, and it is obvious that it is
likely now to be speeded up. :

We ourselves will naturally turn first to our partners in the British
Commonwealth of Nations and to France, to whom we are so
closely bound, and I have no doubt that others, too, knowing that
we are not disinterested in what goes on in South-Fastern Furope,
will wish to have our counsel and advice.

In our own country we must all review the position with that
sense of responsibility which its gravity demands. Nothing must be
excluded from that review which bears upon the national safety.
Every aspect of our national life must be looked at again from that
angle. The Government, as always, must bear the main responsi-
bility, but I know that all individuals will wish to review their own
position, too, and to consider again if they have done all they can
to offer their service to the State.

I do not believe there is anyone who will question my sincerity
when 1 say there is hardly anything I would not sacrifice for peace.
But there is one thing that I must except, and that is the liberty
that we have enjoyed for hundreds of years, and which we will never
surrender. That I, of all men, should feel called upon to make such
a declaration—that is the measure of the extent to which these events
have shattered the confidence which was just beginning to show its
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head and which, if it had been allowed to grow, might have made this
year memorable for the return of all Europe to sanity and stability.

It is only six weeks ago that I was speaking in this city, and
that I alluded to rumours and suspicions which I said ought to be
swept away. I pointed out that any demand to dominate the world
by force was one which the democracies must resist, and I added
that T could not believe that such a challenge was intended, because
no Government with the interests of its own people at heart could
expose them for such a claim to the horrors of world war.

And, indeed, with the lessons of history for all to read, it seems
incredible that we should see such a challenge. I feel bound to
repeat that, while T am not prepared to engage this country by new
unspecified commitments operating under conditions which cannot
now be foreseen, yet no greater mistake could be made than to
suppose that, because it believes war to be a senseless and cruel thing,
this nation has so lost its fibre that it will not take part to the utmost
of its power in resisting such a challenge if it ever were made. For
that declaration I am convinced that I have not merely the support,
the sympathy, the confidence of my fellow-countrymen and country-
women, but I shall have also the approval of the whole British
Empire and of all other nations who value peace, indeed, but who
value freedom even more.

No. 10.

Speech by the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs in the House
of Lords on March 20, 1939.

It is quite true, as both the noble Lord who spoke first and
the noble Marquess have said, that recent events have been a profound
shock to all thinking people in this country and very far outside
it. It may perhaps be of use if with all brevity I give the House
a short narrative in order to make sure we have the setting correct
of what has actually passed during the last few days. The German
military occupation of Bohemia and Moravia began on the morning
of the 15th March, and was completed, as we know, without secrious
incident. It is to be observed—and the fact is surely not without
significance—that the towns of Méhrisch-Ostrau and Vitkovice were
actually occupied by German S.S. detachments on the evening of
the 14th March, while the President and the Foreign Minister of
Czecho-Slovakia were still on their way to Berlin and before any
discussion had taken place. On the 16th March Herr Hitler issued
the decree, to which the noble Marquess has just referred, proclaiming
that the former Czecho-Slovak territory occupied by German troops
belonged henceforth to the German Reich and came uander its
protection under the title of ‘‘ The Protectorate of Bohemia and
Moravia.”’
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It is not necessary to recapitulate the terms of that decree—it
has been published—but it should be noted that, while the head of
the Administration now to be set up is said to hold the rank of Head
of State, and while the protectorate is said to be autonomous and
self-administering, a Reich protector is resident in Prague with full
powers of veto on legislation. Foreign affairs and the protection of
nationals abroad devolve on the German Government, which will also
maintain military garrisons and establishments in the protectorate.
The protectorate is, further, in the German Customs Union, and,
finally, the German Government can issue decrees valid in the
protectorate and take any measures for the preservation of security
and order. Perhaps I might (uote one short article which seems
to me to sum up the situation. It says:—

““The Protectorate of Bohemia and Moravia shall exercise its
govereign rights in consonance with the political, military and
economic importance of the Reich.” :

As to Slovakia, the independence of Slovakia was proclaimed on the
14th March, but at the request of Dr. Tiso, the head of the Slovak
State, Herr Hitler has undertaken to place Slovakia under German
protection and the military occupation of the territory by German
troops is now proceeding. As regards Ruthenia, the occupation of
Ruthenia by Hungary, which began on the 14th March, has also pro-
ceeded. By the 16th March the Hungarian troops had reached the
Polish frontier and had virtually completed the occupation of the
province. Therefore, as a result of these several actions, the dis-
memberment of Czecho-Slovakia may be said now to be complete.
Before 1 come to some one or two of the things that fell from the
noble Lord who moved, T would like to say something as to the
grounds on which the German Government seek to justify the action
that they have taken. The immediate cause of the present crisis in
Central Europe originated in Slovakia, and it is claimed that the
German Government was entitled to intervene on receiving the request
for assistance from the dismissed Slovak Prime Minister. As your
Lordships are well aware, there has always been a party in Slovakia
which advocated autonomy. That autonomy was, in fact, achieved
after Munich in agreement between the various Slovak parties and
the Central Government in Prague.  The extremist elements in
Slovakia, however, were not satisfied with these arrangements, but on
all the evidence that is available to me I find it impossible to believe
that the sudden decision of certain Slovak leaders to break off from
Prague, which was followed so closely by their appeal for protection
to the German Reich, was reached independently of outside influence.
It is said that German intervention in Czecho-Slovakia was
justified owing to the oppression of the Germany minority by the
Czechs. But, as a matter of fact again, it was only very shortly before
Herr Hitler’s ultimatum to the Czech President that the German
press began to renew its campaign of last summer about the alleged
Czech hrutalities against German citizens. Actually the position of
[19940] 4
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the German minority, which is about 250,000, would appear, since
the Munich Agreement, to have been one of what might be termed
exceptional privilege. Notwithstanding the right of option which had
been accorded by article 7 of that agreement, the members of the
~ German minority were encouraged to remain in Czecho-Slovakia in
order that they might form useful centres of German activity and
propaganda; and advice to that effect was given to the minority by
its leader.

It was as a result of the German-Czecho-Slovak Agreement for
the mutual protection of minorities that the German Government
obtained the legal right to take a direct interest in the treatment of
their minority in Czecho-Slovakia. That minority at once obtained
the right to set up separate organisations, and the Czecho-Slovak
Government subsequently agreed that the German National Socialist
Party in Czecho-Slovakia should be given full liberty to pursue its
activities in Bohemia and Moravia. It is difficult to avoid the con-
clusion that the bulk of the incidents which occurred before the
German invasion were deliberately provoked and that the effects were
greatly magnified. It must be added in fairness that the Czecho-
Slovak authorities received orders to act, and did act, with great
restraint in the face of that provocation. It is not necessary, I think,
to say much upon the assertion that the Czecho-Slovak President
really assented to the subjugation of his people. In view of the
circumstances in which he came to Berlin, and of the occupation of
Czech territory which had already taken place, I think most sensible
people must conclude that there was little pretence of negotiation,

and that it is more probable that the Czech representatives were
" presented with an ultimatum under the threat of violence, and that
they capitulated in order to save their people from the horrors of a
ewift and destructive aerial bombardment.

Finally, it is said that Germany was in some danger from Czecho-
Slovakia. But surely the German Government itself can hardly have
expected that that contention could be seriously entertained in any
quarter. Indeed, if I may sum up my own thought on these various
explorations, I could wish that, instead of the communications and
explanations which have been issued and which carry scant conviction,
German superior force had been frankly acknowledged as the supreme
arbiter that in fact it was.

In these circumstances, as you are aware, His Majesty’s Govern-
ment thought fit at once to take certain action. Here I touch a point
which was touched both by the noble L.ord who moved and by the
noble Marquess who followed him. His Majesty’s Government imme-
diately suspended the visit of the President of the Board of Trade and
the Secretary of the Department of Overseas Trade to Berlin, by
means of which it had been hoped that His Majesty’s Government
could directly intervene in those unofficial contacts of industrial repre-
sentatives which were at that very moment taking place. We felt,
and feel, as I think I said in my statement a few days ago, that in
the circumstances which have arisen any development of our efforts in
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that direction was, as the noble Marquess said, frankly out of the
question, and that that and many other things had to be and must
remain indefinitely postponed. His Majesty’s Government, as your
Lordships also know, have recalled to report His Majesty’s Ambas-
sador in Berlin, and he reached this country yesterday.

Further than those two practical steps, we have lodged a formal
protest with the German Government in the sense of informing them
that we cannot but regard the events of the last few days as a complete
repudiation of the Munich Agreement and a denial of the spirit in
which the negotiators of that agreement bound themselves to
co-operate for a peaceful settlement. We have also taken occasion
to protest against the changes effected in Czecho-Slovakia by German
military action, and have said that, in our view, those changes are
devoid of any basis of legality. I think, therefore, that we may claim
to have left the German Government in no doubt of the attitude of
His Majesty’s Government, and although I do not cherish any
exaggerated hopes of what may be the effect of protests, I think your
Lordships will feel it abundantly right that such protests should be
registered.

I have from time to time seen efforts made by German apologists
to justify the action of their Government by some reference to the
past history of the British Empire. It is not necessary to remind
you that the principle on which the British Empire is conducted is
education in self-government. Wherever we have been in the world,
we have left a trail of freedom and of self-government, and our
record has nothing in common with the suppression of liberty and
independence of people whose political developments had already
brought them to the point of enjoyment of those opportunities for
gelf-expression. It has also been objected that what has happened
in Czecho-Slovakia is of no interest or concern to this country. It
is quite true that we have always recognised that, for reasons of
geography, if for no other, Germany must from some points of view
be more interested in Czecho-Slovakia or South-Eastern Europe than
we are ourselves. It was the natural field for the expansion of
German trade. But apart from the fact that changes in any part
of Europe produce profound effects elsewhere, the position is entirely
changed when we are confronted with the arbitrary suppression of an
independent sovereign State by force, and by the violation of what
I must regard as the elementary rules of international conduct.

It is natural enough that in the light of these events His Majesty’s
Government should be told, as the noble Lord told them this after-
noon, that the policy of Munich was a tragic mistake. I cannot, of
course, claim to correct the noble Lord upon an expression of opinion
which he sincerely holds, but I can correct him, I think, on one
limited observation that fell from him. He referred to the policy
pursued by the Prime Minister as a personal policy. If by that he
means that it was a policy to which the Prime Minister had given
every ounce of energy, imagination and resolution that he possessed,
I should not disagree with him, but if he suggests that it was a policy
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that was pursued without the fullest co-operaion of myself as Foreign
Secretary, and of every member of His Majesty’s Government, then
[ must take leave to oppose to what he said the most emphatic
contradiction.

My Lords, the Munich Settlement, which was approved by this
House and in another place, was accepted by His Majesty’s Govern-
ment for two purposes, quite distinct. The first purpose was to effect
a settlement, as fair as might be in all the extremely difficult circum-
stances of that time, of a problem which was a real one, and of
which the treatment was an urgent necessity if the peace of Furope
wag to be preserved. As to that, I would say, as I have said before
in this House, that I have no doubt whatever that His Majesty’s
Government were right, in the light of all the information available
to them, to take the course they did. The second purpose of Munich
was to build a Europe more secure, upon the basis of freely accepted
consultation as the means by which all future differences might be
adjusted; and that long-term purpose, my Lords, has been, as we
have come to observe, disastrously belied by events. We are charged
with having too readily believed the assurances which were given by
Herr Hitler—that after Munich he had no further territorial
ambitions, and no desire to incorporate non-German elements in the
Reich. The noble Lord referred to the Prime Minister as the
‘“ too-simple Prime Minister.”” I can assure your Lordships that
neither the Prime Minister nor I, myself, nor any member of His
Majesty's Government, has failed at any moment to be acutely
conscious of the difference between beliefs and hope. It was surely
legitimate and right to have hopes. But we have always acted—and
I challenge any noble Lord to produce any evidence to the contrary—
in the knowledge that only with time can hope be converted into sure
beliefs.

It is no doubt the case that previous assurances had been broken,
whatever justification might have been advanced by Herr Hitler, on
the grounds of his mission, as he conceives it, to incorporate
ex-German territory and predominantly German areas in the Reich.
But in his actions until after Munich a case could be made that
Herr Hitler had been true to his own principles, the union of Germans
in, and the exclusion of non-Germans from, the Reich. Those
principles he has now overthrown, and in including 8 million Czechs
under German rule he has surely been untrue to his own philosophy.
The world will not forget that in September last Herr Hitler appealed
to the principle of self-determination in the interests of 2 million
Sudeten Germans. That principle is one on which the British Empire
itself has been erected, and one to which accordingly, as your
Lordships will recollect, we felt obliged to give weight in considering
Herr Hitler’s claim. That principle has now been rudely contradicted
by a sequence of acts which denies the very right on which the
German attitude of six months ago was based, and whatever may
have been the truth about the treatment of 250,000 Germans, it is
impossible for me to believe that it could only be remedied by the
subjugation of 8 million Czechs.
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What conclusions, as asked the noble Marquess, are we to draw
from this conquest of Czecho-Slovakia? Are we to believe that
German policy has thus entered upon a new phase? Is German
policy any longer to be limited to the consolidation of territory
predominantly inhabited by persons of German race? Or is German
policy now to be directed towards domination over ‘non-Germqn
peoples? These are very grave questions which are being asked in
all parts of the world to-day. The German action in Czecho-Slovakia
has been furthered by new methods, and the world has lately seen
more than one new departure in the field of international technique.
Wars without declarations of war, Pressure exercised under threat
of immediate employment of force. Intervention in the gnterna’_
struggles of other States. Countries are now faced with the
encouragement of separatism, not in the interest of separatist or
minority elements but in the imperial interests of Germany. The
alleged ill-treatment of German minorities in foreign countries which,
it is true, may sometimes, perhaps often, arise from natural causes,
but which may also be the subject and result of provocation from
outside, is used as a pretext for intervention.

These methods are simple and, with growing experience, quite
unmistakable. Have we any assurance that they will not be
employed elsewhere? Every country which is Germany’s neighbour
is now uncertain of the morrow, and every country which values its
national identity and sovereignty stands warned against the danger
from within, inspired from without. During the last few days there
have been rumours that the German Government were adopting a
harsh attitude in their negotiations with the Roumanian Government
on economic matters. I am glad to say that the Roumanian Govern-
ment have themselves denied a report that went so far as to speak
of an ‘‘ ultimatum ’’; but even if there is no menace to Roumania
to-day, or even if that menace has not to-day developed, and even
though it may not develop on these lines, it is not surprising if the
Government of Bucharest, like other Governments, should view
with the gravest misgivings the happenings of these last few days.

For years past the British people have steadily desired to be on
friendly terms with the German people. There is no stronger national
instinct among our people than the instinct that leads them, when
they have a fight, to shake hands and try to make it up. Our
people were not backward in recognising some of the mistakes of the
Versailles Treaty that required remedying, but each time during these
last years that there has seemed a chance of making progress in
understanding, the German Government has taken action which has
made that progress impossible. More especially has that been the
case in recent months. Very shortly after Munich certain measures
were taken by the German Government that gave a profonnd shock
to world opinion. Quite recently it was to be hoped, although there
were many clouds still over and below the horizon, that we could
look forward to closer economic collaboration, and it was in the hope
of developing that economic collaboration into something wider that,




16

a8 your Lordships know, we had decided on those visits to which I
referred a moment ago. All that initiative has been frustrated by
the action of the German Government last week, and it is difficult
to see when it can be easily resumed.

These affairs, as I said a moment or two ago, have raised
wide issues, and the events in Czecho-Slovakia require His Majesty’s
Government and require every free people to rethink their attitude
towards them. Broadly speaking, there have been, at all events since
the war, two conflicting theses as to the best method of avoiding
conflicts and creating security for the nations of the world. The first
thesis is that which upholds the creation of and supports machinery
for consultation, conciliation and arbitration with, if possible, the
sanction of collective force, and involves an invitation to all States,
willing to accept a wide degree of obligation to one another, to agree
that an attack on one should be treated as an attack on all. That,
your Lordships know well enough, has been the thesis expressed in
the Covenant of the League of Nations. Perhaps it is true to say that
more precise effect was sought to be given to it in the Geneva Protocol,
and-it has itself given rise to a number of regional agreements for
mutual assistance between the several Powers concerned, That is the
first thesis.

The second, which has been in conflict, has been upheld by those
who consider that systems seeking to provide collective security, as
it has been termed, involved dangerously indefinite commitments
quite disproportionate to the real security that these commitments
gave. Those who took that view were persuaded that States, conseious
of their own pacific purposes, would be wise to refrain from such
commitments which might draw them into a war in which their own
vital interests were not threatened, and that, therefore, States should
not bind themselves to intervene in conflicts unless they themselves
were directly attacked.

That is the conflict of philosophy of which your Lordships are very
well aware, because in one form or another it has constantly been
debated in this House. I have no doubt that in considering these two
theses the judgment of many has been influenced by the estimate
that they place, rightly or wrongly, upon the probability of direct
attack. If it were possible, in their judgment, to rate that probability
low, then that low probability of direct attack had to be weighed
against what might seem to them the greater risk of States being
involved in conflicts that were not necessarily arising ou® of their
own concerns. But if and when it becomes plain to States that there
is no apparent guarantee against successive attacks directed in turn
on all who might seem to stand in the way of ambitious schemes
of domination, then at once the scale tips the other way, and in all
quarters there is likely immediately to be found a very much greater
readiness to consider whether the acceptance of wider mutual obliga-
tions, in the cause of mutual support, is not dictated, if for no other
reason than the necessity of self-defence. His Majesty’s Government
have not failed to draw the moral from these events, and have lost
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) time in placing themselves in close and practical consultation, not
ﬁ:il;uv??th tlfe Don(;inions, but with other Governments concerned upon
the issues that have suddenly been made so plain. 4

It is not possible as yet fully to appraise the consequenc‘e&;f o
German action. History, to which the noble Marquess always refers
us with great profit and enjoyment, records many attempts to 1mpose
a domination on Europe, but all these attempts have, sooner or
later, terminated in disaster for those who made them. I't .has never
in the long run proved possible to stamp out the spirit of freei
peoples. If history is any guide, the German people may yet regref
the action that has been taken in their name against the people o
Ozecho-Slovakia. Twenty years ago that people of Czecho-Slovakia
recovered their liberties with the support and encouragement of the
greater part of the world. They.have now been (jepr}ved of theﬁn
by violence. In the course of their long history this will not be the
first time that this tenacious, valiant and industrious people have k;ft
their independence, but they have never lost that which is the
foundation of independence—the love of liberty. Meanwhile, just aﬁ
after the last war the world watched the emergence of' the Czec'
nation, so it will watch to-day their efforts to preserve intact their
cultural identity and, more important, their spiritual freedom'ux_lder
the last and most cruel blow of which they have been the victims.

No. 11.

i i inister’ i Commons
tion and the Prime Minister's answer in the House of
ot on March 28, 1939.

i i ime Minister whether he
Mr. Attlee (by Private Notice) asked the Prime ether
has any fly;rther gtatement to make on the European situation?

Answer.

Prime Minister: His Majesty’s Government have already
madfl;hzlear that the recent actions of the German Governmel?t haxe;
raised the question whether that Government is not see }ngtheyr
successive steps to dominate Europe, and perhaps even tohgoGur
than that. Were this interpretation of the’ intentions of the ; %rma?1
Government to prove correct, His Majesty’s _Government_ fee " o&n
to say that this would rouse the successful resistance of this and other
countries who prize their freedom, as similar attempts have done in
T Ipzsi not yet in a position to make a statement on the consiﬂtai
tions which have been held with other Governments as a re}slut 0
recent developments. I wish to make it clear, however, that t 1ere hlS
no desire on the part of His Majesty's Government to stand u(; E e
way of any reasonable efforts on the part of Germany ft(:i expand her
export trade. On the contrary, we were on the point o 1scussmtgl_ 1E
the most friendly way the possibility of trade arrangements whic
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would have benefited both countries when the events took place which,
for the time being at any rate, put a stop to those discussions. Nor
is this Government anxious to set up in Europe opposing blocks of
countries with different ideas about the forms of their internal
administration. We are solely concerned here with the proposition
that we cannot submit to a procedure under which independent States
are subjected to such pressure under threat of force as to be obliged
to yield up their independence, and we are resolved by all means in

our power to oppose attempts, if they should be made, to put such a
procedure into operation.

No. 12.
Sir N. Henderson to Viscount Halifaz.

My Lord, Berlin, May 28, 1989.

I pamp a short visit to Field-Marshal Goring at Karinhall
yesterday.

2. Field-Marshal Goring, who had obviously just been talking to
someone else on the subject, began by inveighing against the attitude
which was being adopted in England towards everything German and
particularly in respect of the gold held there on behalf of the National
Bank of Czecho-Slovakia. Before, however, I had had time to reply,
he was called to the telephone and on his return did not revert to
this specific question. He complained, instead, of British hostility in
general, of our political and economic encirclement of Germany and
the activities of what he described as the war party in England, &e.

3. I told the field-marshal that, before speaking of British
hostility, he must understand why the undoubted change of feeling
towards Germany in England had taken place. As he knew quite
well the basis of all the discussions between Mr. Chamberlain and
Herr Hitier last year had been to the effect that, once the Sudeten
were allowed to enter the Reich, Germany would leave the Czechs
alone and would do nothing to interfere with their independence.
Herr Hitler had given a definite assurance to that effect in his letter
to the Prime Minister of the 27th September. By yielding to the
advice of his ** wild men "’ and deliberately annexing Bohemia and
Moravia, Herr Hitler had not only broken his word to
Mr. Chamberlain but had infringed the whole principle of self-
determination on which the Munich Agreement rested.

4. At this point the field-marshal interrupted me with a descrip-
tion of President Hacha's visit to Berlin. I told Field-
Marshal Goring that it was not possible to talk of free will when I
understood that he himself had threatened to bombard Prague with
his aeroplanes, if Dr. Hacha refused to sign. The field-marshal did
not deny the fact but explained how the point had arisen.
According to him Dr. Hacha had from the first been prepared to sign
everything but had said that constitutionally he could not do so
without reference first to Prague.  After considerable difficulty
telephonic communication with Prague was obtained and the Czech
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Government had agreed, while adding that they conld ‘nnt g\1a-f-£mnf )ese
that one Czech battalion at least would not fire on the German L{— ]O-OP[ E;
It was, he said, only at that stage that he had warneii Dr. d';[lp
that, if German lives were lost, he would bombard l-:z:gl(l)«;. mm:;
field-marshal also repeated, in reply to some commen e,
the story that the advpance occupation of Witkowitz had beep eftct«l,.t&;(é
solely in order to forestall the Poles who, he gaid, were known Lo_t a
the intention of seizing this valuable area at the._ﬁ.rst opporturvl; %7 g
5. I thereupon reminded Field-Marshal Gormg thvz.n, Wf“ﬂ?e'r
had always appreciated the necessity for the Czechs, in wsw 0 ‘;c
geographical position, to live in the friendliest political an econoif i
relations with Great Germany, he had personally assured me Talh
October that this was all that his Government desired. 1e
precipitate action of Germany on the 15th March, which I- afgam
ascribed to the wild men of the party, had consequently, apart r(ﬁn
everything and everybody else, been a great shock to me perv*sona y
and had undone all that I bad sought to achieve during my two years
at Berlin. Moreover, however indifferent this 'mlght geem to him,
I could not but regard the destruction of the m(,iependgnce of the
Czechs as a major political error, even In Germapy s own interests. ]
6. The field-marshal appeared a little confused at this personad
attack on his own good faith, and ass_ured me that he himself ha;d
known nothing of the decision before it had been taken. He wou
not, he said, have gone to San Remo if he had; nor had his stay
there profited him, as he had hoped, owing to the unexpected amount
of work which had in consequence been thrust upon him. He then
proceeded to give a somewhat unconvincing explanation, tllOl]_gh
similar to that which Baron von Weizsiicker bad ft_lrmshed me wibh
last March, of the German attempt to come to a satisfactory arrange-
ment with the Czechs and of its failure owing to Czech obstinaey
and the revival of what he called the Bene$ spirit as the result of
i uragement.
Am?ll:mazse;(;) tin?e was limited, I told Fielfi-Marsha] Géring that I
was well aware of the reasons adduced by his Government to justify
its action, but I thought it more important that he himself should
understand the British point of view in consequence of it. As r:he
result of the Prague coup His Majesty’s Government and thfe Bmlsyh
people were determined to resist by force any new aggression. No
one desired an amiable arrangement between Germany and Polan_d
in respect of Danzig and the Corridor more.than ourselves. But, if
Germany endeavoured to settle these questions by unilateral action
such as would compel the Poles to resort to arms to safeguard their
independence, we and the French as well as other countries would be
involved, with all the disastrous consequences which a prolonged
world war would entail, especially for Germany, &c. Field-
Marshal Géring did not appear to question our readiness to fight and
restricted his reply to an attempt to prove that circumstances in 1939
were different to those in 1914, that no Power could overcome
Germany in Europe, that a blockade this time would prove unavailing,
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that France would not stand a long war, that Germany could do more
harm to Great Britain than the latter to her, that the history of
f}ermany was one of ups and downs, and that this was one of the
‘up ”’ periods, that the Poles had no military experience and that
their only officers of any value were those who had acquired their
training in the German army, that they were not and never had been
a really united nation and that, since France and ourselves could
not, and Russia out of self-interest would not, give them any effective
military assistance, they would be taught a terrible lesson, &c. The
field-marshal used, in fact, all the language which might be expected
in reply to a statement that Germany was bound to be defeated.
While I was perturbed at his reference to the unreality of Polish
unity, which resembled the German arguments last year in regard to
Czecho-Slovakia, he gave me the impression, by somewhat over-
stating his case, of considerably less confidence than he expressed.

8. At the end of this tirade, moreover, he asked me whether
England, ‘‘ out of envy of a strong Germany,”’ was really bent on
war with her and, if not, what was to be done to prevent it. I said
that nobody in their senses could contemplate modern war without
horrer, but that we should not shrink from it if Germany resorted to
another act of aggression. If, therefore, war was to be avoided,
patience was necessary and the wild men in Germany must be
restrained. Admittedly present-day Germany was in a dynamic
condition, whereas Fngland was by tradition the land of compromise.
But compromise had its limits, and I did not see how the situation
could be saved unless his Government were prepared to wait in order
to allow excited spirits to calm down again and negotiations to be
resumed in a better atmosphere.

9. At this point Field-Marshal Goring remarked that if the Poles
tried to seize Danzig nothing would stop the Germans from acting
at once. As my time was short, I made no comment on this but
continued that neither the Prime Minister nor yourself had yet
abandoned hope of a peaceful solution either as between Germany
and Poland or between Germany and Great Britain, but that every-
thing now entirely depended on Germany’s behaviour and actions.

10. As I had already got up to go, the conversation then took
a more amicable turn. Though I was in a hurry, he insisted on
showing me with much pride the great structural alterations which
he is making to the house at Karinhall and which include a new
dining-room to hold an incredible number of guests and to be all of
marble and hung with tapestries. He mentioned incidentally that
the rebuilding would not be completed before November. He also
produced with pride drawings of the tapestries, mostly representing
naked ladies labelled with the names of various virtues, such as
Goodness, Mercy, Purity, &e. T told him that they looked at least
pacific, but that I failed to see Patience among them.

I have, &ec.
NEVILE HENDERSON.
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German-Polish Discussions.

Ezplanatory Note.

Cerrary discussions took place between the German and Polish
Governments at the end of 1988 and in the early part of 1989. The
German and Polish statements regarding these negotiations are to
be found in the annexed documents.

No. 18.

Eztract from Herr Hitler's speech to the Reichstag on April 28, 1939.

(Translation.) ‘
There is little to be said as regards German-Polish relations. Here,

too, the Peace Treaty of Versailles—of course intentionally—inflicted
a most severe wound on Germany. The strange way in which the
Corridor giving Poland access to the sea was marked out was meant,
above all, to prevent for all time the establishment of an understand-
ing between Poland and Germany. This problem is—as I have
already stressed—perhaps the most painful of all problems for
Germany. Nevertheless, I have never ceased to uphold the view that
the necessity of a free access to the sea for the Polish State cannot
be ignored, and that as a general principle, valid for this case, too,
nations which Providence has destined or, if you like, condemned to
live side by side would be well advised not to make life still harder for
each other artificially and unnecessarily. The late Marshal Pilsudski,
who was of the same opinion, was therefore prepared to go into the
question of clarifying the atmosphere of German-Polish relations, and,
finally, to conclude an agreement whereby Germany and Poland ex-
pressed their intention of remouncing war altogether as a means of
settling the questions which concerned them both. This agreement
contained one single exception which was in practice conceded to
Poland. It was laid down that the pacts of mutual assistance already
entered into by Poland—this applied to the pact with France—should
not be affected by the agreement. But it was obvious that this could
apply only to the pact of mutual assistance already concluded before-
hand, and not to whatever new pacts might be concluded in the
future. It is a fact that the German-Polish Agreement resulted in a
remarkable lessening of the European tension. Nevertheless, there
remained one open question between Germany and Poland, which
sooner or later quite naturally had to be solved—the question of the
German city of Danzig. Danzig is a German city and wishes to
belong to Germany. On the other hand, this city has contracts with
Poland, which were admittedly forced upon it by the dictators of the
Peace of Versailles. But since, moreover, the League of Nations,
formerly the greatest stirrer-up of trouble, is now represented by a
High Commissioner—incidentally a man of extraordinary tact—the
problem of Danzig must in any case come up for discussion, at the
latest with the gradual extinction of this calamitous institution. I




regarded the peacefnl settlement of this problem as a further contri-
bution to a final loosening of the European tension. For this loosen-
ing of the tension is assuredly not to be achieved through the agita-
tions of insane warmongers, but through the removal of the real ele-
ments of danger. After the problem of Danzig had already been
discussed several times some months ago, I made a concrete offer
to the Polish Government. I now make this offer known to you,
Gentlemen, and you yourselves will judge whether this offer did not
represent the greatest imaginable concession in the interests of
European peace. As I have already pointed out, I have always seen
the necessity of an access to the sea for this country, and have conse-
quently taken this necessity into consideration. I am no demoeratic
statesman, but a National Socialist and a realist.

I considered it, however, necessary to make it clear to the Govern-
ment in Warsaw that just as they desire access to the sea, so Germany
needs access to her province in the east. Now these are all difficult
problems. It is not Germany who is responsible for them, however,
but rather the jugglers of Versailles, who either in their maliciousness
or their thoughtlessness placed 100 powder barrels round about in
Europe, all equipped with hardly extinguishable lighted fuses. These
problems eannot be solved aceording to old-fashioned ideas; I think,
rather, that we should adopt new methods. Poland’s access to the
sea by way of the Corridor, and, on the other hand, a German route
through the Corridor have, for example, no kind of military import-
ance whatsoever. Their importance is exclusively psychological and
economic.  To accord military importance to a traffic route of

this kind, would be to show oneself eompletely ignorant of military

affairs. Consequently, I have had the following proposal submitted to
the Polish Government :—

(1) Danzig returns as a Free State into the framework of the
German Reich.

(2) Germany receives a route through the Corridor and a railway
line at her own disposal possessing the same extra-
tlfrlrit%rial status for Germany as the Corridor itself has for

oland.

In return, Germany is prepared :—

(1) To recognise all Polish economic rights in Danzig.

(2) To ensure for Poland a free harbour in Danzig of any size
desired which would have completely free access to the sea.

(8) To accept at the same time the present boundaries between
Germany and Poland and to regard them as ultimate.

(4) To conclude a twenty-five-year non-aggression treaty with

Poland, a treaty therefore which would extend far beyond

the duration of my own life.

guarantee the independence of the Slovak State by

Germany, Poland and Hungary jointly—which means in

practice the renunciation of any unilateral German

hegemony in this territory.

(5) To
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The Polish Government have rejected my offer and have only
declared that they are prepared (1) to negotiate concerning the
question of a substitute for the Commissioner of the League of Nations
and (2) to consider facilities for the transit traffic throngh the Corridor.

I haveregretted greatly this incomprehensible attitudeof the Polish
Government, but that alone is not the decigive fact; the worst is that
now Poland, like Czecho-Slovakia a year ago, believes, under the
pressure of a lying international campaign, that it must call up troops,
although Germany on her part has not called up a single man and had
not thought of proceeding in any way against Poland. As I have said,
this is in itself very regrettable and posterity will one day decide
whether it was really right to refuse this suggestion made this once
by me. This—as I have said—was an endeavour on my part to solve
a question which intimately affects the German people by a truly
unique compromise, and to solve it to the advantage of both countries.
According to my conviction Poland was not a giving party in this
solution at all but only a receiving party, because it should be beyond
all doubt that Danzig will never become Polish. The intention to
attack on the part of Germany, which was merely invented by the
international press, led as you know to the so-called guarantee offer
and to an obligation on the part of the Polish Government for mutual
assistance, which would also, under certain circumstances, compel
Poland to take military action against Germany in the event of a con-
flict between Germany and any other Power and in which England, in
her turn, would be involved. This obligation is contradictory to the
agreement which I made with Marshal Pilsudski some time ago,
seeing that in this agreement reference is made exclusively to existing
obligations, that is at that time, namely, to the obligations of Poland
towards France of which we were aware. To extend these obligations
subsequently is contrary to the terms of the German-Polish non-
aggression pact. Under these circumstances I should not have entered
into this pact at that time, because what sense can non-aggression
pacts have if one partner in practice leaves open an enormous number
of exceptions.

There is either collective security, that is collective insecurity and
continuous danger of war, or clear agreements which, however, ex-
clude fundamentally any use of arms between the contracting parties.
I therefore look upon the agreement which Marshal Pilsudski and I
at one time concluded as having been unilaterally infringed by
Poland and thereby no longer in existence!

1 have sent a communication to this effect to the Polish Govern-
ment. However, I can only repeat at this point that my decision
does not constitute a modification of my attitude in principle with
regard to the problems mentioned above. Should the Polish Govern-
ment wish to come to fresh contractual arrangements governing its
relations with Germany, I can but welcome such an idea, provided,
of course, that these arrangements are based on an absolutely clear
obligation binding both parties in equal measure. Germany is per-
fectly willing at any time to undertake such obligations and also to
fulfil them.
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No. 14.

German Government Memorandum handed to the Polish Government
on April 28, 1989.
(Translation.)

Tee German Government have taken note of the Polish-British
declaration regarding the progress and aims of the negotiations
recently conducted between Poland and Great Britain. According
to this declaration there has been concluded between the Polish
Government and the British Government a temporary understanding,
to be replaced shortly by a permanent agreement which will provide
for the giving of mutual assistance by Poland and Great Britain in
the event of the independence of one of the two States being directly
or indirectly threatened.

2. The German Government consider themselves obliged to
communicate the following to the Polish Government :—

8. When in 1938 the National Socialist Government set about
the reshaping of German policy, after Germany’s departure from the
League of Nations, their first object was to stabilise German-Polish
relations on a new plane. The Chancellor of the German Reich and
the late Marshal Pilsudski concurred in the decision to break with
the political methods of the past and to enter, as regards the settle-
ment of all questions affecting both States, on the path of direct
understanding between them.

4. By means of the unconditional renunciation of the use of
force, guarantees of peace were instituted in order to assist the two
States in the difficult task of solving all political, economic and
cultural problems by means of the just and equitable adjustment of

mutual interests. These principles, contained in a binding form in
the German-Polish Peace Declaration of the 26th January, 1984, had
this aim in view [sic] and by their practical success were intended to
introduce an entirely new phase of German-Polish relations. The
political history of the last five years shows that they proved

efficacious in practice for both nations. As recently as the
26th January of this year, on the fifth anniversary of the signature
of the declaration, both sides publicly confirmed this fact, while
emphasising their united will to maintain in the future their adhesion
to the principles established in 1984.

5. The agreement which has now been concluded by the Polish
Government with the British Government is in such obvious contra-
diction to these solemn declarations of a few months ago that the
German Government can take note only with surprise and astonish-
ment of such a violent reversal of Polish policy. Irrespective of the
manner in which its final formulation may be determined by both
parties, the new Polish-British Agreement is intended as a regular
pact of alliance, which by reason of its general sense and of the
present state of political relations is directed exclusively against
Germany. From the obligation now accepted by the Polish Govern-
ment it appears that Poland intends in certain circumstances to take
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an active part in any possible German-British conflict in the event
of aggression against Germany, even should this conflict not affect
Poland and her interests. This is a direct and open blow against the
renunciation of all use of force contained in the 1984 declaration.

6. The contradiction between the German-Polish Declaration and
the Polish-British Agreement is, however, even more far-reaching in
its importance than that. The 1934 declaration was to constitute
a basis for the regulation of all differences arising between the two
countries, independently of international complications and combina-
tions, by means of direct discussion between Berlin and Warsaw, to
the exclusion of external influences. Naturally, such a basis must
rest on the mutual confidence of both parties and on the political
loyalty of the intentions of one party with regard to the other.

7." The Polish Government, however, by their recent decision
to accede to an alliance directed against Germany, have given it to
be understood that they prefer a promise of help by a third Power
to the direct guarantee of peace by the German Government. In
view of this the German Government are obliged to conclude that
the Polish Government do not at present attach any importance to
seeking a solution of German-Polish problems by means of direct
friendly discussions with the German Government. The Polish
Government have thus abandoned the path traced out in 1984 for
the shaping of German-Polish relations.

8. The Polish Government cannot in this connexion appeal to
the fact that the 1934 declaration was not to affect the obligations
previously accepted by Poland and Germany in relation to third
parties, and that the Treaty of Alliance between Poland and France
maintained its value side by side with that declaration. The Polish-
French Alliance already existed in 1934 when Poland and Germany
proceeded to reorganise their relations. The German Government
were able to accept this fact, since they were entitled to expect that
the possible dangers of the Polish-French Alliance, dating from the
period of the acutest German-Polish differences, would automatically
lose more and more of their significance through the establishment
of friendly relations between Germany and Poland. However, the
entry of Poland into relations of alliance with Great Britain, which
was effected five years after the publication of the declaration of 1934,
can for this reason in no way be compared politically with the still
valid Polish-French Alliance. By this new alliance the Polish
Government have subordinated themselves to a policy inaugurated
from another quarter aiming at the encirclement of Germany.

9. The German Government for their part have not given the
least cause for such a change in Polish policy. Whenever oppor-
tunity offered, they have furnished the Polish Government, both
publicly and in confidential conversations, with the most binding
assurances that the friendly development of German-Polish relations
is a fundamental aim of their foreign policy, and that, in their
political decisions, they will always respect Poland’s proper interests.
Thus the action taken by Germany in March of this year with a view
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to the pacification of Central Furope did not, in the opinion of the
Government of the Reich, disturb Polish interests in any way. This
action led to the creation of a common Polish-Hungarian frontier,
which had constantly been described on Poland’s side as an important
political ~objective. ~ Moreover, the German Government gave
unequivocal expression to their readiness to discuss with the Polish
Government in a friendly manner all problems which, in the Polish
Government’s opinion, might arise out of the changed conditions in
Central Europe.

10. In an equally friendly spirit the German Government tried
to regulate yet another question outstanding between Germany and
Poland, namely, that of Danzig. The fact that this question required
settlement had long been emphasised on the German side, and was
not denied on the Polish side. For a long time past the German
Government have endeavoured to convince the Polish Government
that a solution was certainly possible which would be equitable to the
interests of both parties and that the removal of this last obstacle
would open a path for a political collaboration of Germany and
Poland with the most favourable prospects. In this connexion the
German Government did not confine themselves to allusions of a
general nature, but in March of this year proposed to the Polish
Government in a friendly form a settlement of this question on the
following basis :—

11. The return of Danzig to the Reich. An extra-territorial
railway line and autostrada between East Prussia and the Reich. In
exchange, the recognition by the Reich of ‘the whole Polish Corridor
and the whole of Poland’s western frontier; the conclusion of a non-
aggression pact for twenty-five years; the maintenance of Poland’s
economic interests in Danzig and the settlement of the remaining
economic and communications problems arising for Poland out of the
union of Danzig with the Reich. At the same time, the German
Government expressed their readiness to respect Polish interests in
ensuring the independence of Slovakia.

12. Nobody knowing conditions in Danzig and the Corridor and
the problems connected therewith can deny, in judging the matter
objectively, that this proposal constitutes the very minimum which
must be demanded from the point of view of German interests, which
cannot be renounced. The Polish Government, however, gave a reply
which, although couched in the form of counter-proposals, showed in
its essence an entire lack of comprehension for the German point of
view and was equivalent merely to a rejection of the German pro-
posals. The Polish Government proved that they did not consider
their reply suitable for the initiation of friendly discussions by pro-
ceeding at the same time, in a manner as unexpected as it was drastie,
to effect a partial mobilisation of the Polish army on a large scale.
By these entirely unjustified measures, the Polish Government
demonstrated the meaning and object of the negotiations which they
immediately afterwards entered upon with the British Government.
The German Government do not consider it necessary to reply to the
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partial Polish mobilisation by counter-measures of a military character.
They cannot, however, disregard without a word the decisions recently
taken by the Polish Government, and are forced, to their own regret,
to declare as follows :—
(1) The Polish Government did not avail themselves of the oppor-
 tunity offered to them by the German Government for a
just settlement of the Danzig question, for the final safe-
guarding of Poland’s frontiers with the Reich, and thereby
for a permanent strengthening of the friendly neighbourly
relations between the two countries. The Polish Govern-
ment even rejected German proposals made with this
object. :
(2) At ttjxe same time the Polish Government accp_pted, with
regard to another State, political obligations which are not
compatible either with the spirit, the meaning or the text of
the German-Polish Declaration of the 26th Januar.y, 1984.
Thereby the Polish Government arbitrarily and unilaterally
rendered this declaration null and void.

18. In spite of this necessary statement of fact, the Government
of the Reich do not intend to alter their fundamental attitude towards
the question of the future of German-Polish relations. Should the
Polish Government attach importance to a new settlement of these
relations by means of a treaty, the German Government are ready to
do this, but on one condition, namely, that such a settlgment would
have to consist of a clear obligation binding on both parties.

No. 15.

Speech made by M. Beck, the Polish Minister for Foreign Affairs in
Parliament on May 5, 1939.
(Translation.) : :

Tue session of the Parliament provides me with an opportunity
of filling in some gaps which have occurred in my work of recent
months. The course of international events might perhaps J'usnfy
more statements by a Foreign Minister than my single exposé in the
Senate Commission for Foreign Affairs.

2. On the other hand it was precisely that swift development of
events that prompted me to postpone a public declaration until such
time as the principal problems of our foreign policy had taken on
a more definite form. L s :

8. The consequences of the weakening of collective international
institutions and of a complete change in the method of intercourse
between nations, which I have reported on several occasions in the
Houses, caused many new problems to arise in different parts of the
world. That process and its results have in recent months reached
the borders of Poland. '

4. A very general definition of these phenomena may be given
by saying that relations between individual Powers have taken on a
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more individual character, with their own specific features. The
general rules have been weakened. One nation simply speaks more
and more directly to another.

5. As far as we are concerned, very serious events have taken
place. Our contact with some Powers has become easier and more
profognd, while in some cases serious difficulties have arisen. Looking
at things chronologically, I refer, in the first place, to our agreement
Wlth. the United Kingdom, with Great Britain. After repeated diplo-
matic contacts, designed to define the scope and object of our future
relations, we reached on the occasion of my visit to London a direct
agreement based on the principle of mutual assistance in the event
of a direct or indirect threat to the independence of one of our
countries. The formula of the agreement is known to you from the
declaration of Mr. Neville Chamberlain of the 6th April, the text
of which was drafted by mutual agreement and should be regarded
as a pact concluded between the two Governments. I consider it
my duty to add that the form and character of the comprehensive
conversations held in London give a particular value to the agree-
ment. I should like Polish public opinion to be aware that I found
on the part of British statesmen not only a profound knowledge of
the general political problems of Europe, but also such an attitude
towards our country as permitted me to discuss all vital problems
with frankness and confidence without any reservations or doubts.

6. It was possible to establish rapidly the principles of Polish-
British oollaborqtion, first of all because we made it clear to each
other that the intentions of both Governments coincide as regards
fundamental European problems; certainly, neither Great Britain

nor Poland have any aggressive intentions whatever, but they stand

equally firmly in defence of certain basic prinecipl i
international life. TR ot

7

7. The parallel declarations of French political leaders confirm
that it is agreed between Paris and Warsaw that the efficacy of our
defence pact not only cannot be adversely affected by changes in the
1nternat10na.l. situation, but, on the contrary, that this agreement
should constitute one of the most essential elements in the political
structure of Europe. The Polish-British Agreement has been
employed by the Chancellor of the German Reich as the pretext for
unilaterally declaring non-existent the agreement which the
Chaglcel}grfof the Reich concluded with us in 1984.
. Before passing to the present sta i
sketch a brief histori(cgal outlirll)e. ACNEENPAINSIAR 304
9. The fact that I had the honour actively to partici i

conclua.;ion_ and execution of that pact imposez onpnfgctlsﬁztedliltlytk:;
analysing it. The pact of 1984 was a great event in 1934. It was an
attempt to improve the course of history as between two great nations
an attempt to escape from the unwholesome atmosphere of daily
d1sgord and wider hostile intentions, to rise above the animosity
which had accumulated for centuries, and to create deep foundationz

of mutual respect. An endeavour to oppose evil i
res ) 8 a
form of political activity. - b i
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10. The policy of Poland proved our respect for that principle in
the most critical moments of recent times.

11. From this point of view, Gentlemen, the breaking off of that
pact is not an insignificant matter. However, every treaty is worth
as much as the consequences which follow it. And if the policy and
conduct of the other party diverges from the principles of the pact,
we have no reason for mourning its slackening or dissolution. The
Polish-German Pact of 1984 was a treaty of mutual respect and good
neighbourly relations, and as such it contributed a positive value to
the life of our country, of Germany and of the whole of Europe.
Dut since there has appeared a tendency to interpret it as limiting
the freedom of our policy, or as a ground for demanding from us
unilateral concessions contrary to our vital interests, it has lost its
real character.

12. Let us now pass to the present situation.  The German
Reich has taken the mere fact of the Polish-British understanding
as a motive for the breaking off of the pact of 1984. Various legal
objections were raised on the German gide. I will take the liberty
of referring jurists to the text of our reply to the German
memorandum, which will be handed to-day to the German Govern-
ment. I will not detain you any longer on the diplomatic form of
this event, but one of its aspects has a special significance. The Reich
Government, as appears from the text of the German memorandum,
made its decision on the strength of press reports, without consulting
the views of either the British or the Polish Government as to the
character of the agreement concluded. It would not have been
difficult to do so, for immediately on my return from London I
expressed my readiness to receive the German Ambassador, who has
hitherto not availed himself of the opportunity.

18. Why is this circumstance important? KEven for the simplest
vnderstanding it is clear that neither the character mor the purpose
and scope of the agreement influenced this decision, but merely the
fact that such an agreement had been concluded. And this in turn
is important for an appreciation of the objects of German policy, since
if, contrary to previous declarations, the Government of the Reich
interpreted the Polish-German declaration of non-aggression of 1934
as intended to isolate Poland and to prevent the normal friendly
collaboration of our country with Western Powers, we ourselves
gshould always have rejected such an interpretation.

14. To make a proper estimate of the situation, we should first
of all ask the question, what is the real object of all this? Without
that question and our reply, we cannot properly appreciate the
character of German statements with regard to matters of concern to
Poland. I have already referred to our attitude towards the West.
There remains the question of the German proposals as to the future
of the Free City of Danzig, the communication of the Reich with
East Prussia through our province of Pomorze, and the further
subjects raised as of common interest to Poland and Germany.

15. Let ue, therefore, investigate these problems in turn.
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16. As to Danzig, first some general remarks. The Free City
of _Dunzig was not invented by the Treaty of Versailles. It has
oxisted for many centuries as the result—to speak- accurately, and
rejecting the emotional factor—of the positive interplay of Polish and
German interests. The German merchants of Danzig ensured the
development and prosperity of that city, thanks to the overseas trade
of Poland. Not only the development, but the very raison d'étre of
the city has been due to the formerly decisive fact of its situation at
the' mouth of our only great river, and to-day to its position on the
main waterway and railway line connecting us with the Baltic. This
18 a truth which no new formul@ can obliterate. The population of
Danzig is to-day predominantly German, but its livelihood and
prosperity depend on the economic potential of Poland.

17. What conclusions have we drawn from this fact? We have
stood and stand firmly on the ground of the rights and interests of
our sea-borne trade and our maritime policy in Danzig. While
seeking reasonable and conciliatory solutions, we have purposely not
endeavoured to exert any pressure on the free national, ideological
and cultural development of the German majority in the Free City.

18. I shall not prolong this speech by quoting examples. They
are sufficiently well-known to all who have been in any way con-
cerned with the question. But when, after repeated statements by
German statesmen, who had respected our standpoint and expressed
the view that ‘‘ this provincial town will not be the object of a
conflict between Poland and Germany,” I hear a demand for the
annexation of Danzig to the Reich, when I receive no reply to our
proposal of the 26th March for a joint guarantee of the existence and
rlght&:i 05 the Free City, a%nd subsequently I learn that this has been
regarded as a rejection of negotiation
is the real objectJof all this? , St i i
~19. Isit the freedom of the German population of Danzig, which
is not threatened, or a matter of prestige—or is it a matter of i)arring
Poland from the Baltie, from which Poland will not allow herself
to be barred? ;

20. The same considerations apply to communication across our
province of Pomorze. I insist on the term ‘‘ province of Pomorze.”’
The word ““corridor ”’ is an artificial invention, for this is an ancient
Polish territory with an insignificant percentage of German colonists.

21. We have given the German Reich all railway facilities, we
have allowed its citizens to travel without customs or pasa’port
formalities from the Reich to East Prussia. We have suggested the
extension of similar facilities to road traffic.

22.  And here again the question arises—what is the real object
of it all? '

23. We have no interest in obstructing German citizens in their
c;)}r:\mlﬁmcstlon with their eastern province. But we have, on the
other hand, no reason whatever to i i
Soketson restrict our sovereignty on our own
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94. On the first and second points, i.e., the question of the
future of Danzig and of communication across Pomorze, it 18 stiu a
matter of unilateral concessions which the Government of the Reich
appear to be demanding from us. A gelf-respecting nation does not
make unilateral concessions. Where, then, is the reciprocity? It
appears somewhat vague in the German proposals. The Chancellor'of
the Reich mentioned in his speech a triple condominium in Slovakia.
I am obliged to state that I heard this proposal for the first time in
the Chancellor’s speech of the 28th April. In certain previous
conversations allusions were merely made to the effect that in the
event of a general agreement the question of Slovakia could be
discussed. We did not attempt to go further with such conversations,
gince it is not our custom to bargain with the interests of others. .
Similarly, the proposal for a prolongation of the pact of non-
aggression for twenty-five years was also not advanced in any
concrete form in any of the recent conversations. Here also unofficial
hints were made, emanating, it is true, from prominent representatives
of the Reich Government. But in such conversations various other
hints were made which extended much further than the subjects
under discussion. I reserve the right to return to this matter if
necessary.

25. In his speech the Chancellor of the Reich proposes, as a
concession on his part, the recognition and definite acceptance of the
present frontier between Poland and Germany. I must point out
that this would have been a question of recognising what is de jure
and de facto our indisputable property. Consequently, this proposal
likewise cannot affect my contention that the German desiderata
regarding Danzig and a motor road constitute unilateral demands.

96. In the light of these explanations, the House will rightly
expect from me an answer to the last passage of the German memo-
randum, which says: ‘‘Should the Polish Government attach
importance to a new settlement of Polish-German relations by means
of a treaty, the German Government are prepared to do this.” Tt
appears to me that T have already made clear our attitude, but for the
sake of order I will make a résumé.

97. The motive for concluding such an agreement would be the
word ‘“ peace,”” which the Chancellor emphasised in his speech.

98. Peace is certainly the object of the difficult and intensive
work of Polish diplomacy. Two conditions are necessary for this word
to be of real value: (1) peaceful intentions, (2) peaceful methods of
procedure. If the Government of the Reich is really guided by those
two pre-conditions in relation to this country, then all conversations,
provided, of course, that they respect the principles I have already
enumerated, are possible.

99. If such conversations took place, the Polish Government will,
according to their custom, approach the problem objectively, having
regard to the experience of recent times, but without withholding
their utmost goodwill.
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80. Peace is a valuable and desirable thing.  Our generation,

which has shed its blood in several wars, surely deserves a period of
peace. But peace, like almost everything in this world, has its price,
high but definable. We in Poland do not recognise the conception of
““ peace at any price.”’ There is only one thing in the life of men,
nations and States which is without price, and that is honour.

No. 16.

Memcrandum communicated to the German Government by the Polish
Government on May 5, 1989, in reply to the German Government
+  memorandum of April 28, 1989.*

(Translation.)
As appears from the text of the Polish-German Declaration of the
26th January, 1984, and from the course of the negotiations which
preceded its conclusion, this declaration had ag its object to lay the
foundations for a new framing of mutual relations based on the
following two principles :—
(a) The renunciation of the use of force as between Poland and
Germany, and

(b) The friendly settlement by means of free negotiations of any
contentious questions which might arise in the relations
between the two countries.

The Polish Government have always understood in this manner
their obligations under the declaration, and it is in this spirit that
they have always been prepared to conduect neighbourly relations with
the German Reich.

2. The Polish Government had foreseen for several years that
the difficulties encountered by the League of Nations in carrying out
its functions at Danzig would create a confused situation which it was
in Poland’s and Germany’s interest to unravel. For several years the
Polish Government had given the German Government to understand
that frank conversations should be held on this subject. The German
Government, however, avoided these and confined themselves to
stating that Polish-German relations should not be exposed to diffi-
culties by questions relating to Danzig.  Moreover, the German

Government more than once gave assurances to the Polish Govern-.

ment regarding the Free City of Danzig. It is sufficient here to
quote the declaration made by the Chancellor of the Reich on the 20th
February, 1938.

The Chancellor made publicly in the Reichstag the following
declaration regarding Danzig :—

‘“The Polish State respects the national conditions in this
State, and the Free City and Germany respect Polish rights. Tt
has thus been possible to clear the way for an understanding

* No. 14. 't No, 1,
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which, while arising out of the question of Danzig, has to-day in
spite of the efforts of certain disturbers of the peace succeeded in
effectively purifying relations between Germany and Pol.and”and
has transformed them into sincere and friendly collaboration.

It was only after the events of September, 1938, that the German
Government suggested the opening of Polish-German conversations
regarding the alteration in the situation in Danzig and regarding the
transit routes between the Reich and East Prussia. In this connexion
the German memorandum of the 28th April, 1989, refers to the
suggestion put forward by the Reich Minister for Foreign Afluirs in
his conversation of the 218t March, 1989, with the Polish Ambassador
in Berlin. In this conversation emphasis was laid on the German
side on the necessity for a rapid settlement of these questions which
was a condition of the Reich maintaining its proposals in force in
their entirety. The Polish Government, animated by the desire to
maintain good relations with the Reich, although surprised at the
pressing form in which these proposals were put forward, and by the
circumstances in which they were advanced, did not refuse conversa-
tions although they considered the German demands thus couched to
be unacceptable.

In order to facilitate endeavours to reach an amicable solution of
the question, the Polish Government on the 26th March, 1989, formu-
lated their point of view in writing to the German Government,
stating that they attached full importance to the maintenance of good
neighbourly relations with the German Reich. The Polish point of
view was summarised in the following points :—

(a) The Polish Government propose a joint guarantee by Poland
and Germany of the separate character of the Free City of
Danzig, the existence of which was to be based on complete
freedom of the local population in internal affairs and on the
agsurance of respect for Polish rights and interests.

(b) The Polish Government were prepared to examine together
with the German Government any further simplifications
for persons in transit as well as the technical facilitating of
railway and motor transit between the German Reich and
East Prussia. The Polish Government were inspired by
the idea of giving every possible facility which would permit
the citizens of the Reich to travel in transit across Polish
territory, if possible without any hindrances. The Polish
Government emphasised that their intention was to secure
the most liberal treatment possible of the German
desiderata in this respect with the sole reservation that
Poland could not give up her sovereignty over the belt
of territory through which the transit routes would run.
Finally, the Polish Government indicated that their attitude
in the question of facilitating communications across
Pomerania depended on the attitude of the Reich regarding
the Free City of Danzig.
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In formulating the above proposals the Polish Government acted
in the spirit of the Polish-German Declaration of 1984 which, by pro-
viding the direct exchanges of views on questions of interest to both
countries, authorised each State to formulate its point of view in the
course of negotiations.

The Polish Government received no formal reply to their counter-
proposals for a month, and it was only on the 28th April, 1989, that
they learnt from the Chancellor’s speech and from the German
Government’s memorandum that the mere fact of the formulation of
counter-proposals instead of the acceptance of the verbal German
suggestions without alteration or reservation had been regarded by the
Reich as a refusal of discussions.

It is clear that negotiations in which one State formulates demands
and the other is to be obliged to accept those demands
unaltered are not negotiations in the spirit of the declaration of 1934
and are incompatible with the vital interests and dignity of Poland.

In this connexion it should be pointed out that the Polish Govern-
ment were unable at that time to express an opinion regarding the
Polish-German-Hungarian guarantee of the independence of Slovakia
which was alluded to in a general way in the German memorandnm
and more precisely stated in the Chancellor’s speech of the 28th April,
- 1989, since a proposal of this description and in this form had never
been made to them before. It is, moreover, difficult to imagine how
such guarantee could be reconciled with the political and military
protectorate of the Reich over Slovakia which had been announced
a few days previously before the German Reich formulated its
proposals towards Poland.

8. The Polish Government cannot accept such an interpretation
of the declaration of 1984 as would be equivalent to a renunciation of
the right to conclude political agreements with third States and,
consequently, almost a renunciation of independence in foreign policy.
The policy of the German Reich in recent years has clearly indicated
that the German Government have not drawn conclusions of this
sort from the declaration as far as they themselves were concerned.
The obligations publicly accepted by the Reich towards Italy and the
German-Slovak Agreement of March, 1989, are clear indications of
such an interpretation by the German Government. of the declaration
of 1984. The Polish Government must here recall that in their
relations with other States they give and require full reciprocity as
being the only possible foundation of normal relations between States.

The Polish Government reject as completely without foundation
all accusations regarding the alleged incompatibility of the Anglo-
Polish Mutnal Gunarantee of April, 1989, with the Polish-German
Declaration of 1934. This guarantee has a purely defensive character
and in no way threatens the German Reich, in the same way as the
Polish-French Alliance, whose compatibility with the Deeclaration of
1934 bhas been recognised by the German Reich. The declaration
of 1934 in its iutroductory paragraphs clearly stated that both
Governments have “‘decided to base their mutual relations on the
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principles laid down in the Pact of Paris of the 27th August, 1928.
Now the Pact of Paris, which constituted a general renunciation of
war as an instrument of national policy, just as the declaration of
1984 constituted such renunciation in bilateral Polish-German
relations, contained the explicit reservation that “?my signatory
Power which shall hereafter seek to promote its national interests
by resort to war should be denied the benefits fqrmshed by this
treaty.”” Germany accepted this principle in signing the Pact of
Paris and re-affirmed it in the declaration of 1934, tog_ether with
other principles of the Pact of Paris. It appears from this that the
declaration of 1934 would cease to be l?mdmg on Poland should
Germany have recourse to war in violation of the Pact of Paris.
Poland’s obligations arising out of the Polish-British understanding
would come into operation in the event of German action threatening
the independence of Great Britain, and, consequently, in the very
circumstances in which the declaration of 1984 and the Pact of Paris
had ceased to be binding on Poland as regards Germany. ;
The German Government in making a complaint against thp Polish
Government for undertaking obligations to guarantee the indepen-
dence of Great Britain and in regarding this as a violation by Poland
of the declaration of 1984, ignore their own obligations towards lta}y
of which the Chancellor spoke on the 80th January, 1939, and in
particular their obligations towards Slovakia contained in the
agreement of the 18th and 28rd March, 1939. The German guaran-
tees of Slovakia did not exclude Poland [sic], and, indeed, as appears
from the provisions of the above agreement regarding the distribution
of garrisons and military fortifications in Western Slovakia, were

directed primarily against Poland.

4. It appears from the above that the Government of the
German Reich had no justification for their unilateral decision to
regard the declaration of 1984 as not binding. The pact was, indeed,
concluded for ten years without any possibility of denunciation during

that time. It should be pointed out that the decision to regard the
1984 Declaration as not binding took place after the previous refusal
of the German State to accept explanations as to the compatibility
of the Anglo-Polish guarantee with the 1984 Declaration, which it
was the intention of the Polish Government to furnish to the
representative of the Reich in Warsaw. :

5. Although the Polish Government do not share the view of the
German Government that the treaty of 1984 has been violated by
Poland, nevertheless, should the German Government attach
importance to the fresh regulation, by means of a treaty, of Polish-
German relations on a good neighbourly basis, the Polish Gevernment
would be prepared to entertain suggestions of this kind with the
reservation of their fundamental observations contained above in the
preseut memorandum.
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Anglo-Polish Agreement.
No. 17.

Statement by the Prime Minister in the House of Commons on
March 81, 1989.

The Prime Minister (Mr. Chamberlain) : The right hon. gentle-
man the leader of the Opposition asked me this morning whether I
could make a statement as to the European situation. Ae I said this
morning, His Majesty’s Government have no official confirmation of
the rumours of any projected attack on Poland and they must not,
therefore, be taken as accepting them as true.

I am glad to take this opportunity of stating again the general
policy of His Majesty’s Government. They have constantly
advocated the adjustment, by way of free negotiation between the
parties concerned, of any differences that may arise between them.
They consider that this is the natural and proper course where
differences exist. In their opinion there should be no question
incapable of solution by peaceful means, and they would see no

justification for the substitution of force or threats of force for the |

method of negotiation.

As the House is aware, certain consultations are now proceeding
with other Governments. In order to make perfectly clear the
position of His Majesty’s Government in the meantime before those
consultations are concluded, T now have to inform the House that
during that period, in the event of any action which clearly threatened
Polish independence, and which the Polish Government accordingly

considered it vital to resist with their national forces, His Majesty’s
Government would feel themselves bound at once to lend the Polish

Government all support in their power. They have given the Polish
CGrovernment an assurance to this effect. ;

1 may add that the French Government have authorised me to
make it plain that they stand in the same position in this matter as
do His Majesty’s Government.

No. 18.
Anglo-Polish communiqué issued on April 6, 1989.

The conversations with M. Beck have covered a wide field and
shown that the two Governments are in complete agreement upon
certain general principles. -

It was agreed that the two countries were prepared to enter into
an agreement of a permanent and reciprocal character to replace the
present temporary and unilateral assurance given by His Majesty’s
Government to the Polish Government. Pending the ecompletion of
the permanent agreement, M. Beck gave His Majesty’s Government
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an assurance that the Polish Government -would consider themselves
under an obligation to render assistance to His Majesty’s Govern-
ment under the same conditions as those contained in the temporary
assurance already given by His Majesty’s Government to Poland.

Like the temporary assurance, the permanent agreement would
not be directed against any other country but would be designed to
assure Great Britain and Poland of mutual assistance in the event
of any threat, direct or indirect, to the independence of either. It
was recognised that certain matters, including a more precise
definition of the various ways in which the necessity for such
assistance might arise, would require further examination before the
permanent agreement could be completed.

It was understood that the arrangements above mentioned should
not preclude either Government from making agreements with other
countries in the general interest of the consolidation of peace.

No. 19.

Agreement of Mutual Assistance between the United Kingdom and
Poland.—London, August 25, 1939.

« Tae Government of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland and the Polish Government :

Desiring to place on a permanent basis the collaboration between
their respective countries resulting from the assurances of mutual
assistance of a defensive character which they have already
exchanged ;

Have resolved to conclude an Agreement for that purpose and
have appointed as their Plenipotentiaries :

The Government of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland:
The Rt. Hon. Viscount Halifax, K.G., G.C.8.I., G.C.1.LE.,
Principal Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs;

The Polish Government :
His Excellency Count Edward Raczynski, Ambassador Extra-
ordinary and Plenipotentiary of the Polish Republic in
London ;

Who, having exchanged their Full Powers, found in good and
due form, have agreed on the following provisions :—

ArTIcLE 1.

Should one of the Contracting Parties become engaged in
hostilities with a European Power in consequence of aggression by
the latter against that Contracting Party, the other Contracting Party
will at once give the Contracting Party engaged in hostilities all the
support and assistance in its power.

[19940] D




88

AgrTIOLE 2. .

(1) The provisions of Article 1 will also apply in the event of any
action by a European Power which clearly threatened, directly or
indirectly, the independence of one of the Contracting Parties, and
was of such a nature that the Party in question considered it vital to
resist it with its armed forces.

(2) Should one of the Contracting Parties become engaged in
hostilities with a Furopean Power in consequence of action by that
Power which threatened the independence or neutrality of another
European State in such a way as to constitute a clear menace to the
security of that Contracting Party, the provisions of Article 1 will
apply, without prejudice, however, to the rights of the other
European State concerned.

ARTICLE 3.

Should a European Power attempt to undermine the independence
of one of the Contracting Parties by processes of economic penetration
or in any other way, the Contracting Parties will support each other
in resistance to such attempts. ‘Should the European Power con-
cerned thereupon embark on hostilities against one of the Contracting
Parties, the provisions of Article 1 will apply.

ARTICLE 4.

The methods of applying the undertakings of mutual assistance
provided for by the present Agreement are established between the
competent naval, military and air authorities of the Contracting
Parties.

ARTICLE 5.

Without prejudice to the foregoing undertakings of the Contracting
Parties to give each other mutual support and assistance immediately
on the outbreak of hostilities, they will exchange complete and speedy
information concerning any development which might threaten their
independence and, in particular, concerning any development which
threatened to call the said undertakings into operation.

ARrTICLE 6.

(1) The Contracting Parties will communicate to each other the
terms of any undertakings of assistance against aggression which they
have already given or may in future give to other States.

(2) Should either of the Contracting Parties intend to give such an
undertaking after the coming into force of the present Agreement, the
other Contracting Party shall, in order to ensure the proper
functioning of the Agreement, be informed thereof.

(8) Any new undertaking which the Contracting Parties may enter
into in future shall neither limit their obligations under the present

89

Agreement nor indirectly create new obligations between the
Contracting Party not participating in these undertakings and the
third State concerned.

Arri0LE 7.

Should the Contracting Parties be engaged in hostilities in conse-
quence of the application of the present Agreement, they will not
conclude an armistice or treaty of peace except by mutual agreement.

ArTIOLE 8.

(1) The present Agreement shall remain in force for a period of
five years.

(2) Unless denounced six months before the expiry of this period
it shall continue in force, each Contracting Party having thereafter
the right to denounce it at any time by giving six months’ notice to
that effect.

(8) The present Agreement shall come into force on signature.

In faith whereof the above-named Plenipotentiaries have signed
the present Agreement and have affixed thereto their seals.

Done in English in duplicate, at London, the 25th August,
1989. A Polish text shall subsequently be agreed upon between the
Contracting Parties and both texts will then be authentic.

(L.S.) HALIFAX.
(L.8) EDWARD RACZYNSKI.

Developments in Anglo-German Relations.
No. 20.
Speech by Herr Hitler at Wilhelmshaven on April 1, 1939.

(Translation.)
Germans! Volksgenossen und Volksgenossinnen !

Whoever wishes to estimate the decline and regemeration of
Germany must look at the development of a city like Wilhelmshaven.
A short time ago it was a dead spot almost without any title to
existence, without any prospect of a future; to-day it is filled again
with the hum of work and production. It is good if one recalls again
to memory this past.

When the city experienced its first rise to prosperity, this
coincided with the regeneration of the German Reich after its battle
for unification. This Germany was a Germany of peace. At the
same time as the so-called peace-loving virtuous nations were carrying
on quite a number of wars, the Germany of that time had only one
aim, namely, to preserve peace, to work in peace, to increase the
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prosperity of her inhabitants and thereby to contribute to human
culture and civilisation.

This peace-time Germany tried with unceasing industry, with
genius and with perservance to set up its inner life and to assure
for itself a proper place in the sun through participation in peaceful
rivalry with other nations.

In spite of the fact that this Germany was for decades the surest
guarantor of peace and devoted herself only to her own peaceful
business, other nations, and particularly their statesmen, could not
refrain from persecuting this regeneration with envy and hate and
finally answering it with a war.

We know to-day from historical records how the encirclement
policy of that time had been systematically pursued by England. We
know from numerous established facts and publications that in that
land one was imbued with the conception that it was necessary to
crush Germany militarily because its annihilation would assure to
every British citizen a larger measure of this world’s goods.

Certainly Germany at that time committed errors. Its worst error
was to see this encirclement and to take no steps in time to avoid
it. The only reproach which we can level at the régime of that day
is the fact that it had full knowledge of the devilish plan for a surprise
attack on the Reich, and even so was unable to make up its mind to
avoid in time such an attack, but allowed this encirclement to mature
right up to the outbreak of the catastrophe.

The result was the World War.

In this war the German people, although they were in no way
armed the best, fought heroically. No nation can claim for itself
the glory of having beaten us to our knees, least of all those whose
statesmen to-day are boasting.

Germany at that time remained unbeaten and unvanquished on
land, sea and in the air. And yet we lost the war. We know the
power which at that time vanquished Germany. It was the power
of falsehood, the poison of a propaganda which did not shrink from
distortion and untruthfulness and which caught the German Reich
because it was unprepared and defenceless.

When the Fourteen Points of President Wilson were announced,
many German ‘‘ Volksgenossen,”’ particularly the leading men of the
time, saw in those Fourteen Points not only the possibility for ending
the World War but for a final pacification of all nations of this world.
There would come a peace of reconciliation and understanding, a
peace which would recognise neither victors nor vanquished, a peace
without war indemnities, a peace of equal rights for all, a peace of
equal distribution of colonial territory and of equal consideration for
colonial desiderata. A peace which would finally be crowned with a
league of free nations. A peace which, by guaranteeing equal rights
would make it appear superfluous for nations in future still to endure
the burden of armament which, as is known, previously weighed down
so heavily on them.
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Disarmament, therefore, and in fact disarmament of all nations.

Germany was to give a good example by taking the lead and all
undertook to follow her disarmament.

The era of so-called secret diplomacy was to come to an end as
well. All problems were to be discussed and negotiated openly and
freely.

The right of self-determination for nations was to be finally
established and be regarded as the most important factor.

Germany believed these assurances, Relying on these declara-
tions Germany laid down her weapons. And then a breach of faith
began such as world history has never seen.

At the moment when our people had laid down their arms a period
of blackmail, oppression, pillage and slavery began.

No longer any word of peace without victors and vanquished,
but a sentence of condemnation for the vanquished for time without
end.

No longer any word of equal rights, but rights for one side and
absence of rights and injustice for the other. One robbery after
another, one blackmail after another were the results.

No man in this democratic world bothered about the suffering
of our people. Hundreds of thousands fell in the war, not through
enemy action, but through the hunger blockade. And when the war
came to an end this blockade was continued still for months in order
to bring still further pressure on our nation. Even the German
prisoners of war had to remain in captivity for indefinite periods.
The German colonies were stolen from us, German foreign securities
were simply confiscated, and our mercantile marine was taken away.

Then came financial pillage such as the world has never up to
this day seen. Payments were imposed on the German people which
reached astronomical figures, and about which English statesmen
said that they could only be effected if the whole German nation
reduced its standard of living to the utmost and worked fourteen
hours a day. .

What German spirit and German diligence had created and saved
in decades was now lost in a few years. Millions of Germans were
torn away from the Reich, others were prevented from returning
into the Reich. The League of Nations was made not an instrument
of a just policy of understanding, but a guarantor of the meanest
dictate that human beings had ever thought out.

A great people was thus raped and led towards the misery that
all of you know. A great people was deprived of its rights by breach
of promise and its existence in practice was made impossible. A
French statesman gave sober expression to this by declaring:
“ There are 20 million Germans too many in the world!”’

There were Germans who, in despair, committed suicide, others
who lethargically submitted to their inevitable fate, and others again
who were of the opinion that there was nothing left to do but to
destroy everything; others again ground their teeth and clenched their
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fists in impotent rage, others again believed that the past must
be restored as it had been.

Every individual had adopted some sort of attitude. And I at
that time, as the unknown soldier of the World War, took up my
position.

It was a short and simple programme; it ran: removal of the
domestic enemies of the nation, termination of the internal division
of Germany, co-ordination of the entire national force of our people
in a new community, and the smashing of the Peace Treaty in one
way or another (‘“so oder so!'’) For as long as this dictate of
Versailles weighed upon the German people, it was actually doomed
to go under.

When other statesmen talk about the necessity of justice reigning
in this world, then I may tell them that their crime is not justice,
that their dictate was neither rightful nor legal, and that the
permanent vital rights of peoples come before this dictate.

The German people was created by Providence, not in order to
obey a law which suits Englishmen or Frenchmen, but to stand up
for its vital right. That is what we are there for!

I was determined to take up this struggle for standing up for
German vital rights. I took it up first of all within the nation.
The place of a number of parties, classes and associations has now
been taken by one single community, the community of the German
people !

It is the duty of us all to realise this community and to continue
to intensify it. In the course of this time I have had to hurt many
an individual. But I believe that the happiness shared to-day by
the entire nation must more than compensate every individual for
the things which were dear to him and which he individually had
to give up.

You have all sacrificed your parties, your clubs, your associations,
but you have instead received a great and strong Reich !

And this Reich is to-day, thank God, sufficiently strong to take
under its protection your rights. We are now no longer dependent
upon the favour or disfavour of other States or their statesmen.

When over six years ago I came into power, I took over & pitiful
heritage. The Reich appeared to possess no possibilities for existence
for its citizens. At that time I began work with the only capital which
I possessed. It was the capital of your power to work! It was your
power to work, my *‘ Volksgenossen,”” that I began to put into use. I
had not foreign exchange and no gold; I only had one thing : my faith
and your work! We have now founded a new economic system, a
system which is called : capital is power to work, and money is
covered by our production. ~We have founded a system based upon
the most noble principle in existence, namely, form your life yourself!
Work for your existence! Help yourself, then God will also help you!

We thus began a gigantic work of reconstruction, supported by
the confidence of the nation, filled with faith and confidence in its
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permanent values. In a few years we tore Germany from its despair.
The world did not help us in doing so!

If an English statesman to-day believes that all problems can and
must be solved by frank discussion and negotiations, then I would
like to say to this statesman : an opportunity to do so existed for fifteen
years before our time! If the world to-day says that one must divide
the nations into virtuous and non-virtuous categories—and that the
English and French belong in the first place to the virtuous nations
and the Germans and Italians to the non-virtuous—then we can only
answer : the decision as to whether a nation is virtuous or not virtuous
can hardly be made by a mortal human being, and should be left to
God!

Perhaps this same British statesman will reply : God has already
delivered judgment, for he has given to the virtuous nations one-
quarter of the globe and has taken away everything from the non-
virtuous! In answer to that, one may be permitted to ask: by what
means have the virtuous nations acquired this quarter of the globe?
And the answer must be, they have not been virtuous methods!

For 800 years this England has acted only as an unvirtuous
nation, and now in old age she is beginning to talk about virtue. It
was thus possible that during the British non-virtuous period 46
million Englishmen have conquered almost a quarter of the world,
while 80 million Germans, on account of their virtue, have to exist at
the rate of 140 to the square kilometre.

Yes, twenty years ago the question of virtue was not yet quite
clear in the minds of British statesmen, in so far as it touched
conceptions of property. At that time it was still thought to be
compatible with virtue simply to take away from another people the
colonies which it had acquired by contract or by purchase because
one had the power to do so.

A power which now it is true is to count as something disgusting
and contemptible. In this respect, I can only say one thing to
these gentlemen: we do not know whether they believe that sort
of thing themselves or not. We assume, however, that they do not
believe it. For if we were to assume that they really believed it
themselves, then we would lose every feeling of respect for them.

For fifteen years Germany had borne this fate patiently. I also
tried at the beginning to solve every problem by discussion. At every
problem I made offers, and they were every time refused! There
can be no doubt that every people possesses sacred interests, simply
because they are identical with its life and its vital right.

If a British statesman to-day demands that every problem
concerning vital German interests should first be discussed with
England, then I could make precisely the same claim and demand
that every British problem must first be discussed with us.
Admittedly, this Englishman would answer: Palestine is none of
your business! But, just as Germany has no business in Palestine,
so has England no business in the German Lebensraum! And if
the problem is claimed to be a question of general rights, then 1
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can only agree to this opinion if it were regarded as universal
and obligatory. One says we had no right to do this or that. I
would like to ask a counter-question : what right—just to guote only
one example—has England to shoot down Arabs in Palestine, only
because they are standing up for their home? Who gives England
the right to do so?

We at any rate have not slaughtered thousands in Central Europe,
but have solved our problems in a peaceful and orderly manner!
There is one thing, however, that I must say: the German people
of to-day, the German Reich of the present time, are not willing
to sacrifice vital interests, and they are also not willing to stand up
to rising dangers without taking action! When the allies at one
time changed the map of Europe with no consideration for expediency,
justice, tradition or even common-sense, we did not have the power
to prevent them from doing so. But if they expect the Germany of
the present day patiently to allow vassal States, whose only duty
consists in their being set to work against Germany, to carry on as
they like until the day comes when their services are to be actively
employed, then they are confounding present-day Germany with the
Germany of pre-war days. Those who declare that they are prepared
to pull chestnuts out of the fire for these Great Powers must also expect
to burn their fingers in the course of the process.

We have really no feelings of hatred for the Czech people, we have
lived together for years. English statesmen do not know that. They
have no idea that the Hradschin was built not by an Englishman but
by Germans, and that the St. Veit’s Cathedral was also not built by
Englishmen but by Germans. Frenchmen also were not active there.
They do not know that already, at a time when England was still very
small, homage was done to a German Emperor on this hill, and that,
a thousand years before I did so myself, the first German King stood
there and received the homage of this people. This the English do
not know, they cannot know it and they need not know it.

It is sufficient that we know it, and that it is true that for a
thousand years this area belonged to the Lebensraum of the German
people. We would, nevertheless, have had nothing against an inde-
pendent Czech State if this State had not, firstly, oppressed Germans,
and, secondly, if it had not been an instrument for a future attack on
Germany.

But when a former French Air Minister writes in a newspaper that
it is the task of this Czechia, because of her splendid geographical posi-
tion, to strike at Germany’s industry by air attacks in a war, then one
will understand that it is not without interest to us, and that we drew
certain conclusions therefrom.

It would have been a matter for England and France to defend
this air base. It was our affair, at any rate, to prevent the possibility
of such an attack taking place. I believed that I could achieve this
end in a natural and simple way. It was not until I saw that such
an attempt was doomed to fail, and that the anti-German elements
would once more gain the upper hand, and it was not until I also
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saw that this State had for a long time lost its inner capacity to live
and that it had already collapsed, that I re-enforced ancient German
right and reunited what had to be united by history, geographical posi-
tion and all rules of common-sense.

Not for the purpose of suppressing the Czech people! It will have
more freedom than the oppressed peoples of the virtuous nations!

I have, so I believe, thereby rendered a great service to peace, for
I have in good time made valueless an instrument that was designed
to become effective in time of war against Germany.

If people now say that this is the signal for Germany’s desire to
attack the whole world, then I do not believe they mean it seriously;
such a statement could only be the expression of the very worst of
consciences. Perhaps it is anger at the failure of a far-reaching plan;
perhaps it is belief that the premises can thereby be created for a new
policy of encirclement? Whatever the case may be, I am convinced
that I have thereby rendered a great service to peace.

And it is from this conviction that I determined three weeks ago
to give the coming Party Rally the name of ‘* Party Rally of Peace.”
For Germany does not dream of attacking other nations.

What we do not, however, desire to renounce is the extension of
our economic relations. To this we have a right, and I do not accept
orders in this respect from any statesman inside or outside Europe!

The German Reich is not only a great producer, but also a
tremendous consumer. In the same way as we become an unre-
placeable commercial partner as consumer, so are we suited as a
producer honestly to pay what we consume.

We do not dream of waging war on other nations, subject, of
course, to their leaving us in peace also. The German Reich is, how-
ever, in no case prepared permanently to tolerate intimidation, or
even a policy of encirclement.

I once concluded an agreement with England—the Naval Agree-
ment. It is based on the ardent desire, shared by us all, never to be
forced to fight a war against England. This desire can, however, only
be a reciprocal one. If it no longer exists in England, then the
practical premises for the agreement have been removed. Germany
would accept even a situation of this kind with calm composure! We
are so sure of ourselves because we are strong, and we are strong
because we are united, and also because we keep our eyes open! And
in this town more than elsewhere I can only urge you to look at the
world and "all happenings therein around us with open eyes. Do not
deceive yourselves regarding the most important prerequisite which
exists in life, namely, the necessary power at one’s own disposal. He
who does not possess power loses the right to live! We have had
fifteen years’ experience of such a condition. That is why I have
made Germany strong again and why I have created a defence force
on land, on the waters and in the air.

But when there is talk in other countries of present rearmament
and of continued and still greater rearmament, then I can only say
to these statesmen : it will not be me whom they will tire out!
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I am determined to continue to march along this road, and I am
convinced that we shall advance faster than the others. No Power
in the world will ever wheedle our arms from us by mere words. But
should anyone at any time show any desire to measure his strength
against ours by force, then the German people will always be in a
position and ready and determined to do the same!

And our friends think just as we do, especially the State with
which we are closely bound and with which we march, now, and in
all circumstances, and for all time. When hostile journalists do not
know what else to write about, then they write of cracks in the Axis.
They can be at ease.

This Axis is the most natural political instrument in the world.
It is a political combination of ideas which owes its existence not only
to reason and the desire for justice, but also to strength inspired by
idealism.

This structure will hold out better than the present alliances of
non-homogeneous bodies on the other side. For if anybody tells me
to-day that there are no differences in world outlook or ideologies
between England and Soviet Russia, I can only say: I congratulate
you, Gentlemen.

I believe we shall not have long to wait before we see that the
unity in world outlook between Fascist Italy and National Socialist
Germany is, after all, different from that between democratic Great
Britain and the Bolshevik Russia of Stalin.

But if there should really be no ideological difference between
them, then I can only say: how right is, after all, my attitude
towards Marxism, communism and to democracy! Why two
apparitions, when after all they are made of the same substance?

We are experiencing in these days a very great triumph and a
feeling of deep inner satisfaction. A country that was also devastated
by bolshevism, in which hundreds and thousands of human beings,
women, men, children and old. people, were slaughtered, has liberated
itself, and liberated itself in spite of ideological friends of bolshevism
who sit in Great Britain, France and other countries.

We can only too well understand this Spain in her struggle, and
we greet her and congratulate her on her victory. We Germans can
say so with special pride, for many young German men have done
their duty there.

They have helped as volunteers to break a tyrannical régime and
to recover for a nation its right to self-determination. We are glad
to see how quickly, yes, how extremely quickly, here also a change
in the world outlook of the suppliers of war material to the Red side
has come about, how extensively one now suddenly understands
National Spain and how ready one is to do business with this National
Spain, perhaps not ideological business, but at least economic
business !

This also is an indication of the direction developments are taking.
For I helieve that all States will have to face the same problems that
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we once had to face. State after State will either succumb to the
Jewish Bolshevik pest or will ward it off. We have done so, and we
have now erected a national German People’s State.

This People’s State desires to live in peace and friendship with
every other State, it will, however, never again permit itself to be
forced to its knees by any other State. .

I do not know whether the world will become Fascist! 1 do not
believe that the world will become National Socialist! But that the
world will in the end ward off this worst form of bolshevistic threat in
existence, of that T am absolutely convinced.

And, therefore, I believe in a conclusive understanding among
peoples which will come sooner or later. There is no point in bringing
about co-operation among nations, based upon permanent under-
standing, until this Jewish fission-fungus of peoples has been removed.

To-day we must depend upon our own power! And we can be
satisfied with results of this confidence in ourselves! At home and
abroad !

When I came into power, Germany was torn and impotent at
home, and abroad a toy of foreign will. To-day we have order at home
and our economy is flourishing. Abroad we are perhaps not popular,
but we are respected. That is the decisive factor. Above all, we have
given millions of our ‘‘ Volksgenossen’’ the greatest happiness they
could have wished for: their home-coming into our Great German
Reich. And, secondly, we have given great happiness to Central
Europe, namely, peace, peace protected by German power. And this
power shall not be broken again by any force in the world. That shall
be our oath.

We thus realise that the ‘ Volksgenossen,”” more than 2 million
in number, who died in the Great War, did not die in vain. From
their sacrifice a new Great German Reich has arisen. From their
sacrifice this strong young German Reich of the ** Volk’’ has been
called to life and has now sfood its test in life.

And in the face of this sacrifice, we would not fear any sacrifice
if it should ever become necessary. This the world should take
note of ! ;

They can conclude agreements, make declarations, as many as
they like: I put my trust not in scraps of paper, but I put my trust
in you, my ‘‘ Volksgenossen.”

Germans have been the victims of the greatest breach of promise
of all time. Let us see to it that our people at home may never again
become easy to break up, then no one in the world will ever be able
to threaten us. Then peace will be maintained for our people or, if
necessary, it will be enforced. And then our people will flourish and
prosper. ¢

It will be able to place its genius, its capability, its diligence, and
its perseverance at the disposal of the work of peace and home culture.
That is our desire; it is that which we hope and in which we believe.

Twenty years ago the party was founded, at that time a very small
structure. Recall the distance covered from that time until to-day.
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Recall the extent of the miracle that has been worked upon us. And

have faith, therefore, by the very reason of our miraculous progress, in

the further road of the German people in the coming great future!
Germany : Sieg-Heil! Sieg-Heil! Sieg-Heil!

No. 21.
Egtract from speech by Herr Hitler to the Reichstag on April 28, 1989.

(Translation.)

I believe that it is a good thing for millions and millions of
people that I, thanks to the last-minute insight of responsible men
on the pther side, succeeded in averting such an explosion, and found
a solution which I am convinced has finally abolished this problem
of a source of danger in Central Europe.

The contention that this solution is contrary to the Munich
Agreement can neither be supported nor confirmed. This agreement
could, under no circumstances, be regarded as final, because it
admitted that other problems required and remained to be solved.
We cannot really be reproached for the fact that the parties
concerned—and this is the deciding factor—did not turn to the four
Powers, but only to Italy and Germany; nor yet for the fact that
the State as such finally split up of its own accord, and there was,
consequently, no longer any Czecho-Slovakia. It was, however,
understandable that, long after the ethnographic principle had been
made invalid, Germany should take under her protection her interests
dating back a thousand years, which are not only of a political but
also of an economic nature.

The future will show whether the solution which Germany has
found is right or wrong. However, it is certain that the solution
is not subject to English supervision or criticism. For Bohemia and
Moravia, as the remnants of former Czecho-Slovakia, have nothing
more whatever to do with the Munich Agreement. Just as English
measures in, say, Northern Ireland, whether they be right or wrong,
are not subject to German supervision or criticism, this is also the
case with these old German electorates.

However, I entirely fail tv understand how the agreement reached
between Mr. Chamberlain and myself at Munich can refer to this
case, for the case of Czecho-Slovakia was settled in the Munich
protocol of the four Powers as far as it could be settled at all at
that time. Apart from this, provision was merely made that if the
interested parties should fail to come to an agreement they should
be entitled to appeal to the four Powers, who had agreed in such a
case to meet for further consultation after the expiration of three
months. However, these interested parties did not appeal to the
four Powers at all, but only to Germany and Italy. That this was
fully justified, moreover, is proved by the fact that neither England

nor France have raised any objections thereto, but have themselves
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accepted the decision given by Germany and Italy. No, the agree-
ment reached between Mr. Chamberlain and myself did not relate
to this problem but exclusively to questions which refer to the mutual
relationship between England and Germany. This is clearly shown
by the fact that such questions are to be treated in future in the
spirit of the Munich Agreement and of the Anglo-German Naval
Agreement, that is, in a friendly spirit by way of consultation. If,
however, this agreement were to be applied to every future German
activity of a political nature, England too should not take any step,
whether in Palestine or elsewhere, without first consulting Germany.
Tt is obvious that we do not expect this; likewise we refuse to gratify
any similar expectation of us. Now, if Mr. Chamberlain concludes
from this, that the Munich Agreement is for this reason annulled,
as if we had broken it, then I shall take cognisance of the fact
and proceed accordingly.

During the whole of my political activity I have always expounded
the idea of a close friendship and collaboration between Germany and
England. TIn my movement I found innumerable others of like mind.
Perhaps they joined me because of my attitude in this matter. This
desire for Anglo-German friendship and co-operation conforms not
merely to sentiments which result from the racial origins of our two
peoples, but also to my realisation of the importance for the whole
of mankind of the existence of the British Empire. I have never
left room for any doubt of my belief that the existence of this empire
is an inestimable factor of value for the whole of human cultural and
economic life. By whatever means Great Britain has acquired her
colonial territories—and I know that they were those of force and
often brutality—nevertheless, I know full well that no other empire
has ever come into being in any other way, and that in the final
resort it is not so much the methods that are taken into account
in history as success, and not the success of the methods as such,
but rather the general good which the methods yield. Now there is
no doubt that the Anglo-Saxon people have accomplished immeasur-
able colonising work in the world. For this work I have a sincere
admiration. The thought of destroying this labour appeared and
still appears to me, seen from a higher human point of view, as
nothing but the effluence of human wanton destructiveness.
However, this sincere respect of mine for this achievement does not
mean forgoing the securing of the life of my own people. I regard
it as impossible to achieve a lasting friendship between the German
and Anglo-Saxon peoples if the other side does not recognise that
there are German as well as British interests, that not only is the
preservation of the British Empire the meaning and purpose of the
lives of Britishers, but also that for Germans the freedom and
preservation of the German Reich is their life purpose. A genuine,
lasting friendship between these two nations is only conceivable on
the basis of mutual regards. The English people rules a great
empire. It built up this empire at a time when the German people
was internally weak. Previously Germany had been a great empire.
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At one time she ruled the Occident. In bloody struggles and religious
dissensions, and as a result of internal political disintegration, this
empire declined in power and greatness, and finally fell into a deep
sleep. But as this old empire appeared to have reached its end, the
seeds of its rebirth were springing up. From Brandenburg and
Prussia there arose a new Germany, the second Reich, and out of
it has grown at last the German People’s Reich. And I hope that all
English people understand that we do not possess the slightest feeling
of inferiority to Britishers. Our historical past is far too tremendous
for that!

England has given the world many great men and Germany no
fewer. The severe struggle for the maintenance of the life of our
people has in the course of three centuries cost a sacrifice in lives
which far exceeds that which other peoples have had to make in
asserting their existence. :

If Germany, a country that was for ever being attacked, was not
able to retain her possessions, but was compelled to sacrifice many
of her provinces, this was due only to her political misdevelopment
and her impotence as a result thereof! That condition has now been
overcome. Therefore, we Germans do not feel in the least inferior
to the British nation. Our self-esteem is just as great as that of an
Englishman for England. In the history of our people, now of
approximately two thousand years’ standing, there are occasions and
actions enough to fill us with sincere pride.

Now, if England cannot understand our point of view, thinking
perchance she may look upon Germany as a vassa] State, then our
love and friendly feelings have, indeed, been wasted on England.
We shall not despair or lose heart on that account, but—relying on
the consciousness of our own strength and on the strength of our friends
—we shall then find ways and means to se¢ure our independence
without impairing our dignity.

I have heard the statement of the British Prime Minister to the
effect that he is not able to put any trust in German assurances.
Under the circumstances I consider it a matter of course that we no
longer wish to expect him or the British people to bear the burden
of a situation which is only conceivable in an atmosphere of mutual
confidence. When Germany became National Socialist and thus
paved the way for her national resurrection, in pursuance of my
unswerving policy of friendship with England, of my own accord
I made the proposal for a voluntary restriction of German naval
armaments. That restriction was, however, based on one condition,
namely, the will and the conviction that a war between England
and Germany would never again be possible. This wish and this
conviction is alive in me to-day.

I am, however, now compelled to state that the policy of England
is both unofficially and officially leaving no doubt about the fact that
such a conviction is no longer shared in London, and that, on the
contrary, the opinion prevails there that no matter in what conflict
Germany should some day be entangled, Great Britain would always
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have to take her stand against Germany. Thus a war against
Germany is taken for granted in that country. I most profoundly
regret such a development, for the only claim I have ever made, and
shall continue to make, on England is that for a return of our
colonies. But I always made it very clear that this would never
become the cause of a military conflict. I have always held that the
English, to whom those colonies are of no value, would one day
understand the German situation and would then value German
friendship higher than the possession of territories which, while
yielding no real profit whatever to them, are of vital importance to
Germany. : | :

Apart from this, however, I have never advanced a claim which
might in any way have interfered with British interests or have become
a danger to the Empire and thus have meant any kind of damage
to England. I have always kept within the limit of such demands
as are intimately connected with Germany’s living space and thus the
eternal property of the German nation. Since England to-day, both
by the press and officially, upholds the view that Germany shogld
be opposed under all circumstances, and confirms this by the policy
of encirclement known to us, the basis for the Naval Treaty has
been removed. I have therefore resolved to send to-day a communi-
cation to this effect to the British Government. This is to us not a
matter of practical material importance—for I still hope that we shall
be able to avoid an armaments race with England—but an action of
self-respect. Should the British Government, however, wish to enter
once more into negotiations with Germany on this problem, no one
would be happier than I at the prospect of still being able to come
to a clear and straightforward understanding.

No. 22.

Memorandum from the German Government denouncing the Anglo-
German Naval Agreement.

(Translation.)
WueN in the year 1935 the German Government made the

British Government the offer to bring the strength of the German
fleet to a fixed proportion of the strength of the naval forces of the
British Empire by means of a treaty, it did so on the basis of the firm
conviction that for all time the recurrence of a warlike conflict
between Germany and Great Britain was excluded. In voluntarily
recognising the priority of British interests at sea through the offer
of the ratio 100: 85 it believed that, by means of this declslpn,
unique in the history of the Great Powers, it was taking a step W}IElCh
would lead to the establishment of a friendly relationship for all time
between the two nations.  This step on the part of the &German
Government was naturally conditional on the British Government for
their part also being determined to adopt a political attitude which
would assure a friendly development of Anglo-German relations.
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On this basis and under these conditions was the Anglo-German
Naval Agreement of the 18th June, 1935, brought into being. This
was expressed in agreement by both parties on the conclusion of the
agreement. Moreover, last autumn after the Munich Conference the
German Chancellor and the British Prime Minister solemnly confirmed
in the declaration, which they signed, that they regarded the agree-
ment as symbolical of the desire of both peoples never again to wage
war on one another.

The German Government has always adhered to this wish and is
still to-day inspired by it. It is conscious of having acted accordingly
in its policy and of having in no case intervened in the sphere of
English interests or of having in any way encroached on these
interests. On the other hand it must to its regret take note of the
fact that the British Government of late is departing more and more
from the course of an analogous policy towards Germany. As is
clearly shown by the political decisions made known by the British
Government in the last weeks as well as by the inspired anti-
German attitude of the English press, the British Government is now
governed by the opinion that England, in whatever part of Europe
Germany might be involved in warlike conflict, must always take up
an attitude hostile to Germany, even in a case where English interests
are not touched in any way by such a conflict. The British Govern-
ment thus regards war by England against Germany no longer as an
impossiblity, but on the contrary as a capital problem of English
foreign policy.

By means of this encirclement policy the British Government
has unilaterally deprived the Naval Agreement of the 18th June,
1985, of its basis, and has thus put out of force this agreement as
well as the complementary declaration of the 17th July, 1987.

The same applies to Part III of the Anglo-German Naval Agree-
ment of the 17th July, 1987, in which the obligation is laid down to
make a mutual Anglo-German exchange of information. The
execution of this obligation rests naturally on the condition that a
relationship of open confidence should exist between two partners.
Since the German Government to its regret can no longer regard this
relationship as existing, it must also regard the provisions of Part III
referred to above as having lapsed.

The qualitative provisions of the Anglo-German Agreement of the
17th July, 1987, remain unaffected by these observations which have
been forced upon the German Government against its will. The
German Government will abide by these provisions also in the future
and so make its contribution to the avoidance of a general unlimited
race in the naval armaments of the nations.

Moreover, the German Government, should the British Govern-
ment desire to enter into negotiations with Germany, in regard to the
future problems here arising, is gladly ready to do so. It would
welcome it if it then proved possible to reach a clear and categorical
understanding on a sure basis.

Berlin, April 27, 1989.
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No. 28.

Viscount Halifaz to Sir N. Henderson (Berlin).

Sir, Forewgn Office, June 16, 1939.

Tue German Ambassador called at the Foreign Office this
morning to sign a technical agreement of no great importance between
the two Governments; and I had a few moments’ conversation with
him afterwards. In part this followed the familiar line of assertion
on his part of the effect that was being produced in Germany by
encirclement, The Ambassador expressed the view that, just as the
old phrase * The Fleet in being’’ suggested pressure even without
overt action, so now the regrouping of Powers that we were
organising was, in fact, designed to operate as coercive pressure on
Germany, and it was this which was resented. His Excellency said,
and made the same observation at a later stage in our conversation,
that much of the feeling at the present time was due to all the
discussion about our anti-aggression negotiations with Russia. In
his view the situation would be easier when these negotiations were
settled one way or the other. I thought this observation perhaps not
without significance.

2. 1 replied by saying that, if anybody was encircling Germany,
it was herself by the policy that she persisted in pursuing. What-
ever might be thought about the policy now being pursued by this
country, it seemed to us quite plain that the German Chancellor had
broken the china in Furope and it was only he who could put it
together again. We repeatedly made efforts from this side to open the
way to a diminution of tension and improvement of relations, but
this had so far elicited nothing in the nature of response from Herr
Hitler.

8. I told Herr von Dirksen that T hoped he would let me know
if at any time he had anything that he might wish to communicate
to me that he thought of value, and he replied bv expressing a similar
wish that T would not hesitate at any time to send for him.

T am, &e.
HALIFAX.

No. 24.

Memorandum from His Majesty’s Government of June 28, 1989,
replying to the German memorandum* denouncing the Anglo-
German Naval Agreement.

General Considerations.

In their memorandum of the 27th April last the German Govern-
ment state that, in making their offer in 1985 to limit themselves
to a percentage of the British naval forces, they did so ‘‘ on a basis

* No. 22.
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of the firm conviction that for all time the recurrence of a warlike
conflict between Germany and Great Britain was excluded.”’ 4

2. The German Government justify their action in terminating
the Anglo-German Naval Agreement of 1985, the Supplementary
Declaration of 1987, and Part III of the Naval Agreement of 1937,
on the ground that the attitude of His Majesty’s Government in the
United Kingdom showed that they now held the view that, in what-
ever part of Europe Germany might be involved in warlike conflict,
Great Britain must always be hostile to Germany even in cases where
English interests were not touched by such a conflict.

8. The question whether the attitude of His Majesty’s Govern-
ment can in any case justify the German Government in terminating
these instruments without, at least, previous consultation between
the two Governments is dealt with hereafter. It is not the case that
in whatever part of Europe Germany might be involved in warlike
conflict Great Britain must always take up an attitude hostile to
Germany. Great Britain could only be hostile to Germany if
Germany were to commit an act of aggression against another
country; and the political decisions, to which it is understood the
German Government refer in their memorandum, involving
guarantees by Great Britain to certain countries, could only operate
if the countries concerned were to be attacked by Germany.

4. In the memorandum from the German Government the claim
is made to describe British policy as a policy of encirclement. This
description is without any justification, and indicates a misunder-
standing and misreading of British purposes which must be corrected.

5. The action recently taken by the German Government to
incorporate certain territories in the Reich, whatever may have
been held by them to be the justifying reasons, has undoubtedly
resulted in a great increase of anxiety in many quarters. The
actions subsequently taken by the United Kingdom Government have
no other purpose than to contribute to the removal of this anxiety,
by assisting smaller nations to feel secure in the enjoyment of their
independence, to which they have the same right as Great Britain or
Germany herself.  The commitments which Great Britain has
recently undertaken in pursuance of this purpose are limited, and as
stated above could only become effective if the countries concerned
were the victims of aggression.

6. Nor have His Majesty’s Government either the intention or
the desire to restrict the development of German trade. On the
contrary, under the Anglo-German Payments Agreement a consider-
able supply of free exchange has been made available to Germany
for the acquisition of raw materials. This agreement is as favourable
to Germany as any which has been concluded, and His Majesty’s
Government would look forward to further discussion of measures
for the improvement of Germany’s economic position, if only the
essential pre-condition could be secured, namely, the establishment
of mutual confidence and goodwill which is the necessary preliminary
to calm and unprejudiced negotiation.
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7. The consistent desire of His Majesty’s Government, far from
being the promotion of a war with Germany, has been and is to
establish Anglo-German relations on the basis of the mutual recogni-
tion of the needs of both countries, consistently with due regard for
the rights of other nations.

8. But, while for these reasons His Majesty’s Government cannot
agree that there has been any change in their policy or attitude
which would justify the recent action of the German Government,
they must add that in their view the main object of the Anglo-
German Naval Agreement was to introduce an element of stability
into the naval situation and to avoid unnecessary competition in
armaments.

The Anglo-German Naval Agreement of 1985.

9. For this reason the Agreements contained no provision for
unilateral denunciation at the instance of one of the parties alone,
but clearly contemplated termination or modification only by mutual
congultation—a procedure which His Majesty’s Government regret
that the German Government have not seen their way to adopt in the
present case. The Agreement of 1985, indeed, was expressly stated
to be permanent in character, and His Majesty’s Government would
draw the attention of the German Government to the actual terms
of the Exchange of Notes of the 18th June, 1985, which constituted
the Anglo-German Naval Agreement of that year, from which both
the character of the Agreement and the circumstances in which its
modification was contemplated are made absolutely clear.

10. In the opening Note, Sir Samuel Hoare referred to the con-
versations which had taken place ‘‘the primary purpose of which
has been to prepare the way for the holding of a general conference
on the subject of the limitation of naval armaments.”” He then
referred to the German proposal for a ratio of 100: 85 between the
fleets of the British Commonwealth and Germany and said that *‘ His
Majesty’s Government regard this proposal as a contribution of the
greatest importance to future naval limitation.”” He expressed the
belief that the Agreement would **facilitate the conclusion of a
general agreement on the subject of naval limitation between all the
naval Powers of the world.”

11.  In his reply of the same date, Herr von Ribbentrop recapitu-
lated the terms of Sir Samuel Hoare’s Note and confirmed that it
correctly set forth the proposal of the German Government. He
expressed the opinion that the Agreement *‘will facilitate the
conclusion of a general agreement on this question between all the
naval Powers of the world.”

12. The wording of the notes thus shows clearly that the Agree-
ment was regarded as a contribution to the solution of the problem
of naval limitation. If the German Government now allege that the
Agreement has a different meaning, His Majesty’s Government must
observe that such an allegation finds no warrant in the terms of the
Agreement itself, comprehensive and detailed though they were.
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18. The Agreement was equally clear on the subject of its
duration. Tn Sir Samuel Hoare’s Note it is stated to be *‘ a permanent
and definite Agreement as from to-day.”” Herr von Ribbentrop in
his reply stated that the German Government also regarded it ‘‘ as
a permanent and definite agreement with effect from to-day.”

14. In paragraph 2 (a) of the Notes it is stated that ‘‘ the ratio
of 85 : 100 is to be a permanent relationship, i.e., the total tonnage
of the German Fleet shall never exceed a percentage of 85 of the
aggregate tonnage of the naval forces of the members of the British
Commonwealth.

15. In paragraph 2 (c) of the Notes it is stated that “ Germany
will adhere to the ratio 85: 100 in all circumstances, e.g., the ratio
will not be affected by the construction of other Powers. If the
general equilibrium of naval armaments, as normally maintained in
the past, should be violently upset by any abnormal and exceptional
construction by other Powers, the German Government reserve the
right to invite His Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom to
examine the new situation thus created.”” This was the only provi-
sion which contemplated any general modification (i.e., apart from
the special case of submarines) of the terms of the Agreement; and
it will be observed that the only condition foreseen that might entail
modification was a violent disturbance of the,general equilibrium of
naval armaments. Moreover, under the terms of the Agreement
modification could even then only take place after the situation had
been examined in consultation with His Majesty’s Government.

16. The German Government, however, do not'maintain that
such a condition in fact exists. Still less have they invited His
Majesty’s Government to examine the situation before taking their
action. That such consultation was essential is further clear from
paragraph 8 of the Notes, which states that His Majesty’s Government
recognised Germany’s right to depart from the 85 per cent. ratio in
the circumstances contemplated by paragraph 2 (¢) ‘“‘on the under-
standing that the 85 : 100 ratio will be maintained in default of agree-
ment to the contrary between the two Governments.”

17. Even if the memorandum which the German Government
have now addressed to His Majesty’s Government is intended to be
read, not as a denunciation, but as a statement of the opinion of the
German Government that His Majesty’s Government have so acted
as to cause the Agreement to lose its force, His Majesty’s Government
cannot admit that such a plea could properly be advanced without any
prior consultation between the two Governments as a reason for non-
compliance with the express terms of the Agreement.

The Anglo-German Naval Agreement of 1937.

18. Considerations of a similar character apply to the German
action regarding Part IIT of the Anglo-German Naval Agreement of
the 17th July, 1987. This Agreement also makes no provision for
unilateral denunciation or modification apart from the special cases
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contemplated by the so-called ** escalator clauses ** which are not here
relevant. Apart from these, the Agreement is expressed to ‘‘ remain
in force until the 81st December, 1942."

19. This Agreement is, moreover, complementary to the London
Naval Treaty of 1986, to which France, Italy and the United States
are also parties, and to similar agreements between His Majesty’s
Government and other naval Powers. All these instruments have a8
their objeet the avoidance of a useless and expensive competition in
naval armaments. This may arise by one country producing special
types of ships to which others feel they must reply; or by uncertainty
as to the actions and intentions of others and the suspicion that large
numbers of ships are being built which must then be matched by
competitive building on the part of those affected. The qualitative
limits of these agreements are therefore designed to prevent useless
competition in types, and the provisions for exchange of information
are designed to destroy unfounded suspicions of excessive building.
Even if the relations between two countries were not good, this would
not appear to His Majesty’s Government to afford ground for ter-
minating an agreement which eliminates unprofitable competition,
and prevents a wasteful race in armaments which can benefit neither
party.

Qualitative limitation.

20. It is in the light of these considerations, presumably, that
the German Government desire the ‘‘ qualitative provisions of the
Anglo-German Agreement of the 17th July, 1937, to remain un-
affected.”” In principle, His Majesty’s Government would share this
desire : but they are bound to point out that the retention of the
qualitative provisions alone will not suffice to create that feeling of
mutual security, to which it was the purpose of the Anglo-German
Agreement to contribute, and of which the provisions for the exchange
of information were the expression. His Majesty’s Government
would, however, at all times be ready to consider with the German
Government the possibility in the words of their Note of reaching *‘ a
clear and categorical understanding ’’ on a sure basis.

21. From the terms in which the German Government announced
their decision to retain the qualitative limits of the 1987 Agreement, it
is not clear what are the exact limitations by which they consider
themselves to be bound in the matter of cruisers. The qualitative
limits of cruisers are fixed by Article 6 (1) of the Anglo-German
Agreement of 1937 as 8,000 tons displacement with guns not exceed-
ing 6-1-inch calibre, and it is by this limit that all signatory Powers
of the London Naval Treaty of 1986 are also bound. Although
Article 6 (2) of the Anglo-German Agreement of 1987 permitted Ger-
many under certain circumstances to increase her 8-inch gun cruiser
tonnage, she was in practice precluded from building more than five
such cruisers by the limits of her quota under the 1985 Agreement.
Now that the German Government have terminated the latter Agree-
ment, the position with regard to cruiser limits is no longer clear, but
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it is presumed that the limit to which the German Government intend
to adhere is that of 8,000 tons and 6-1-inch guns. The German
Government are requested to confirm this assumption.

22. The past forecasts of strength at the end of 1942 and 1943
that His Majesty’s Government have made to the German Govern-
ment have been given solely for the purpose of implementing the pro-
visions of the 1985 Agreement. It is clear that no further forecasts
will be necessary since they were designed merely to allow Germany
to make full use of her 1985 quota. But if Germany is to be no longer
bound to the limit of 85 per cent. specified in the Agreement, it should
be clearly understood that His Majesty’s Government can no longer
be bound by their past forecasts of strength, which must therefore be
considered to be cancelled.

28. In the last paragraph of their memorandum the German
Government declare that they are ready to enter into negotiations in
regard to future problems, if His Majesty’s Government desire to do
so. As indicated above, there results from the recent German action
a situation which is in some respects uncertain, and an exchange of
views would help to clarify it. For instance, besides the question of
tonnage and gun limits for cruisers, it is desirable to know whether
the German Government intend to regard themselves as bound by all
the articles of the Agreement of 1987 other than those in Part III.

24. If, however, what the German Government contemplate is
the negotiation of another Agreement to replace those provisions
which they have now terminated, His Majesty’s Government would
be glad to receive some indication of the scope and purpose which the
German Government would consider appropriate to such an Agree-
ment.

25. In particular His Majesty’s Government desire to know, first,
when, in the German view, discussions for the conclusion of such an
Agreement should take place. Secondly, His Majesty’s Government
desire to know how the German Government would propose to ensure
that any action in the shape of denunciation or modification of the
new Agreement during the terms of its validity should carry the
consent of both parties.

No. 25.

Speech by the Secretary of Stute for Foreign Affairs at Chatham House
on June 29, 1939.

WaeN I look back to the speech which I delivered at the Chatham
House Dinner in June a year ago, I am conscious, as we all are, of
the great changes that have taken place. A year ago we had under-
taken no specific commitmente on the Continent of Europe, beyond

those which bad then existed for some considerable time and are
familiar to you all. To-day we are bound by new agreements for
mutual defence with Poland and Turkey : we have guaranteed assist-
ance to Greece and Roumania against aggression, and we are now
engaged with the Soviet Government in a negotiation, to which I hope
there may very shortly be a successful issue, with a view to associating
them with us for the defence of States in Europe whose independence
and neutrality may be threatened. We have assumed obligations, and
are preparing to assume more, with full understanding of their causes
and with full understanding of their consequences. We know that,
if the security and independence of other countries are to disappear,
our own security and our own independence will be gravely threatened.
We know that, if international law and order is to be preserved, we
must be prepared to fight in its defence.

In the past we have always stood out against the attempt by any
single Power to dominate Europe at the expense of the liberties of
other nations, and British policy is, therefore, only following the
inevitable line of its own history, if such an attempt were to be made
again. But it is not enough to state a policy. = What matters is,
firstly, to convince the nation that the policy is right, and secondly, to
take the steps necessary for that policy to succeed. I believe that at
no time since the War has there been such national unity on the main
essentials of our foreign policy, and that with this spirit of unity
goes a deep and widespread determination to make that policy
effective. But I believe, too, that among all classes of our people
who, in virtue of their common citizenship, are being called upon to
defend their country, and the causes for which it stands, there is an
increasing desire to look beyond the immediate present, and to see
before them some goal for which they would willingly sacrifice their
leisure and, if need be, their lives.

We are already asking for great sacrifices from all ages and classes
in the call for national service. In one way and another, every man
and woman has a part to play, and I know is prepared to do so. The
immense effort that the country is making in equipping itself for
defence at sea, in the air and on land is without parallel in peace
time. We have an unchallengeable Navy. Our Air Force, still under-
going an expansion which has outstripped all expectations of a few
months ago, has now nothing to fear from any other. I have little
doubt that its personnel, in spirit and in skill, is superior to all others.
Our army, once derided, but which survived to prove its worth so that
it made a boast of that derision, is, no doubt, small in comparison
with that of some other countries. But, as happened once before, we
are creating here also a powerful weapon for the defence of our own
liberty and that of other peoples. With every week that passes, that
effort gains momentum, and on every side of life, political, adminis-
trative, industrial, we have abundant evidence of how firmly this
national effort is driven and supported by the people’s will. Behind
all our military effort stand the British people, more united than
ever before, and at their service their wealth and industrial resources.
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These, again, are the object of contemptuous reference, but they have
been earned by the labour, skill and courage of our people. None of
this formidable array of strength will be called into play except in
defence against aggression. No blow will be struck, no shot fired.
Of the truth of that, everyone in this country is convinced. I believe,
myself, that most people in other countries really accept it in spite
of the propaganda that dins into their ears the contrary. What is
also now fully and universally accepted in this country, but what may
not even yet be as well understood elsewhere, is that, in the event
of further aggression, we are resolved to use at once the whole of our
strength in fulfilment of our pledges to resist it.

These great changes in our national life could not, indeed, be
brought about, were they not backed by deep conviction, which is
immensely strengthened by what we hear and read almost daily from
other parts of the world. We are often told that, though once we
were a great nation, our ways are now old-fashioned, and that our
democracy has no life in it. We read the mischievous misrepresenta-
tions of our actions and of our motives, which some people in
countries holding a different international philosophy from our own
think fit to make. We read them with resentment, knowing that they
are false and knowing that those who make them know it, too. These
things do not pass unnoticed here, nor, I may say, do provocative
insults offered to our fellow-countrymen further afield. I can say at
once that Great Britain is not prepared to yield either to calumnies
or force. It may afford some satisfaction to those who have
pronounced our nation to be decadent to learn that they themselves
have found the cure—and one most effective. Every insult that is
offered to our people, every rude challenge that is made to what we
value and are determined to defend, only unites us, increases our
determination and strengthens our loyalty to those others who share
our feelings and aspirations. Over a large part of the world the old
standards of conduct and of ordinary human decency, which man had
laboriously built up, are being set aside. Things are being done to-day
which we can hardly read without amazement; so alien are they to
our conception of how men should deal with their fellow-men. Rules
of conduct between nations are overridden with the same callous
indifference as rules of conduct between man and man.

The first thing, therefore, which we have to do is to see that our
own standards of conduct do not deteriorate. On that point there
must be—and I know there is—complete national unity. We respect
our fellow-men. We know that without that there can be no real
self-respect either for individuals, or, in the long run, for nations.
The day that we lose our respect for our fellow-men, our democracy
would have lost something on which its vitality depends, and would
justly become what our critics like to think it, moribund and dead,
for it would, indeed, have lost the right to live. If, then, we hold
fast to these principles, what is the application of them to our foreign
policy? At a time when our aims are being constantly misrepre-
sented, it is perhaps well to restate them boldly and with such
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plainness of speech as I can command. And I would try to deal
briefly both with our aims in the immediate present, and our aims
in the future; what we are doing now and what we should like to see
done as soon as circumstances make it possible.

Our first resolve is to stop aggression. I need not recapitulate
the acts of aggression which have taken place, or the effect they have
had upon the general trust that European nations feel able to place
in words and undertakings. For that reason, and for that reason
alone, we have joined with other nations to meet a common danger.
These arrangements we all know, and the world knows, have no
purpose other than defence. They mean what they say—no more
and no less. But they have been denounced as aiming at the
isolation—or, as it is called, the encirclement—of Germany and Italy,
and as designed to prevent them from acquiring the living space
necessary for their national existence. I shall deal with these charges
to-night, and I propose to do so with complete frankness.

We are told that our motives are to isolate Germany within a
ring of hostile States, to stifle her natural outlets, to eramp and
throttle the very existence of a great nation. What are the facts?
They are very simple and everybody knows them. Germany is
isolating herself, and doing it most successfully and completely. She
is isolating herself from other countries economically by her policy
of autarky, politically by a policy that causes constant anxiety to
other nations, and culturally by her policy of racialism. If you
deliberately isolate yourself from others by your own actions you can
blame nobody but yourself, and so long as this isolation continues,
the inevitable consequences of it are bound to become stronger and
more marked. The last thing we desire is to see the individual
German man, or woman, or child suffering privations; but if they do
so, the fault does not lie with us, and it depends on Germany and
Germany alone whether this process of isolation continues or not,
for any day it can be ended by a policy of co-operation. It is well
that this should be stated plainly so that there may be no misunder-
standing here or elsewhere.

I come next to Lebensraum. This word, of which we have not
heard the last, needs to be fairly and carefully examined. Every
developed community is, of course, faced with the vital problem of
living space. But the problem is not solved simply by acquiring
more territory. That may indeed only make the problem more acute.
It can only be solved by wise ordering of the affairs of a country at
home, and by adjusting and improving its relations with other
countries abroad. Nations expand their wealth, and raise the
standard of living of their people by gaining the confidence of their
neighbours, and thus facilitating the flow of goods between them.
The very opposite is likely to be the consequence of action by one
nation in suppression of the independent existence of her smaller
and weaker neighbours. And if Lebensraum is to be applied in that
sense, we reject it and must resist its application. It is noteworthy
that this claim to ‘‘living space '’ is being put forward at a moment
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when Germany has become an immigration country, importing
workers in large numbers from Czecho-Slovakia, Holland and Italy
to meet the needs of her industry and agriculture. How then can
Germany claim to be over-populated? Belgium and Holland, and to
a less extent our own islands, have already proved that what is
called over-population can be prevented by productive work., The
wide spaces and the natural resources of the British Empire and the
United States of America were not able to save them from widespread
distress during the great slump of 1929 to 1932. Economically the
world is far too closely knit together for any one country to hopé to
profit itself at the expense of its neighbours, and no more than any
other country can Germany hope to solve her economic problems in
isolation. It is no doubt impossible at present for us to foresee the
day when all trade everywhere will be completely free. But it is
possible to make arrangements, given the opportunities, which would
greatly enlarge the area of freedom. Through co-operation—and we,
for our part, are ready to co-operate—there is ample scope for
extending to all nations the opportunity of a larger economic life with
all that this means, which is implied in the term ‘‘ Lebensraum."’

Tf the world were organised on such lines, neither Germany nor
Ttaly need fear for her own safety, and no nation could fail to profit
from the immense material benefits which the general application of
science has brought within universal reach. But no such society
of nations can be built upon force, in a world which lives in fear of
violence, and has to spend its substance in preparing to resist it.
It is idle to cry peace where there is no peace, or to pretend to reach
a settlement unless it can be guaranteed by the reduction of warlike
preparations, and by the assured recognition of every nation’s right
to the free enjoyment of its independence. At this moment the
doctrine of force bars the way to settlement, and fills the world with
envy, hatred, malice and all uncharitableness. But if the doctrine of
force were once abandoned, so that the fear of war that stalks the
world was lifted, all outstanding questions would become easier to
golve. If all the effort which is now devoted to the senseless
multiplication of armaments, with the consequent increase of
insecurity and distrust, were to be applied to the common peaceful
development of resources, the peoples of the world would soon find
an incentive to work together for the common good; they would
realise that their true interests do not conflict, and that progress and
well-being depend upon community of aim and effort. The nations
would then be in a position to discuss with real promise of success
both political grievances and economic difficulties, whether in the
international or colonial field.

This brings me to say something about the principles of our
colonial administration. There was a time when in the British
Empire, as elsewhere, colonies were regarded merely as a source of
wealth and a place of settlement for Europeans. You have only to
read any of the colonial literature of those days to see for how little
counted the rights and welfare of the natives. But during the last
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half century & very different view has gained ground, a view which
has been finely expressed in Article 22 of the Covenant, namely, that
the well-being and development of ‘‘ people not yet able to stand by
themselves under the strenuous conditions of the modern world " is
““a sacred trust of civilisation.”

That trust has been steadily fulfilled since the War in the case
of the Mandated Territories, on which the operation of the provisions
of Article 22 of the Covenant has conferred immense benefits. The
British Commonwealth is fully aware of the heavy responsibility
resti'ng'upon it to see that, through respect for these principles,
continuity and development is assured to the native populations. The
mandatory system, in fact, derives from exactly the same inspiration
as that which governs British colonial administrative policy. We have
applied the same principles to India and Burma, where they are now
steadily at work on a scale that twenty or thirty years ago would have
seemed far beyond the bounds of reasonable expectation. Within
the last few years we have seen the transformation of Eire into a
separate and independent member of the British Commonwealth,
enjoying with our other partners of the Empire full Dominion status.
For many years we tried, as the phrase went, to hold Ireland, under
the mistaken belief, which is to-day invoked to justify the subjection
of Czecho-Slovakia, that it was indispensable to our national security.
But we have now realised that our safety is not diminished, but
immeasurably increased, by & free and friendly Ireland. And so both
here and in every country for which we have been responsible we
have steadily moved in one direction. The whole picture is a
significant and faithful reflection of British thought, projected into
political form, and expressing itself, through history and now, in the
development of institutions. We recognise, as the United States have
recogplsed, that self-government should be the ultimate goal of
colonial policy, a goal which is near or distant, according to the
capacity of the peoples concerned to manage their own affairs. In
one of your own studies, ‘‘ The Colonial Problem,”” the type of
research which enhances the name and reputation of Chatham House
you have considered the question whether colonies pay. You drew
attention to the benefits of cheap imports which the consumers of a
country possessing colonies obtain as the result of the relatively low
cost of production of certain commodities in colonial territories. But
under an international system, under which the present trade barriers
were to a great extent abolished, those benefits, already shared as they
are to a considerable extent by many countries not possessing colonies

would be shared still more widely. On all sides there could be more
free and ready access to markets and raw materials of the world;
wider channels of trade down which would flow the goods Which’
nations require to buy end sell. Such are some of the possibilities
within everybody’s reach.

7 How does all this affect our wider problems? One of the most
significant facts in world history is the extent to which the principle
of trusteeship has come to be adopted in the British Commonwealth |
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during the last thirty years, and there is surely something here that
can be used for the great benefit of mankind. Can we not look
forward to a time when there may be agreement on common methods
and aims of colonial development, which may ensure not only that the
universally acknowledged purpose of colonial administration will be
to help their inhabitants steadily to raise their level of life, but also
that colonial territories may make a growing contribution to the
world’s resources? On such an agreed foundation of purpose we hope
that others might be prepared with us to make their contribution to
a better world. If so, I have no doubt that in the conduct of our colonial
administration we should be ready to go far upon the economic side,
as we have already done on the political side, in making wider
application of the principles which now obtain in the mandated
territories, including, on terms of reciprocity, that of the open door.
Whatever may be the difficulties of the colonial problem, or of any
other, I would not despair of finding ways of settlement, once every-
body has got the will to settle. But, unless all countries do, in fact,
desire a settlement, discussions would only do more harm than good.
It is, moreover, impossible to negotiate with a Government whose
responsible spokesmen brand a friendly country as thieves and black-
mailers and indulge in daily monstrous slanders on British policy in
all parts of the world. But if that spirit, which is clearly incom-
patible with any desire for a peaceful settlement, gave way to
something different, His Majesty’s Government would be ready to
pool their best thought with others in order to end the present state
of political and economic insecurity. If we could get so far, what an
immense stride the world would have made! We should have
exorcised the anxiety which is cramping and arresting business
expansion and we should have brought back an atmosphere of
confidence among nations and assurance for the future among the
youth of this and every other European country. Our next task
would be the reconstruction of the international order on a broader
and firmer foundation. That is too large a topic for me to embark
upon this evening, but I should like to commend it to your thinking.
We must ask ourselves how far the failure of the League was due
to shortcomings in the Covenant itself, or how far it was the absence
of some of the greatest countries at every stage of its history that has
crippled both its moral authority and strength. Is it beyond the
political genius of mankind to reconcile national individuality with
international collaboration? Can human purpose rise high enough
to solve the riddle? An examination of the history of the Covenant
may perhaps disclose that some of its obligations were too loose and
others too rigid. It has been suggested, for instance, that some
system of specific regional gnarantees for the preservation of the peace
would be more effective than the indefinite but universal obligations
of Articles 10 and 16, and it is not impossible that the grouping of
the Powers as it exists to-day, instead of dividing Europe, might be
so moulded as to become the embryo of a better European system.
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That is one side of the problem. But it is not enough to devise
measures for preventing the use of force to change the status quo,
unless there is also machinery for bringing about peaceful chang
For a living and changing world can never be held in iron clamﬁ
and any such attempt is the high road to disaster. Changes in f
relations, needs, and outlook of nations are going on all the time.
And there is no more urgent need, if we are ever to find a workable
system of international organisation, than to invent peaceful means
by which such changes can be handled. To-day when the European
nations, forgetful of their common civilisation, are arming to the
teeth, it is more important than ever that we should remind ourselves
of the essential unity of European civilisation. = European minds
meet across political frontiers. =~ With the same background of
knowledge, with the same heritage of culture, they study the same
problems; the work of the great masters of science, and literature or
art is the common property of all peoples; and thinkers in every land
exchange knowledge on equal and friendly terms. Truly is a
divided Europe a house divided against itself. Our foreign policy
must, therefore, constantly bear in mind the immediate present and
the more distant future, the steps we are now taking and the goal
to which they are meant to lead.

I have strained your patience, but if you will allow me a few
moments more I will endeavour to pick up the threads of my thought
and perhaps make a few points more explicit. British policy rests
on twin foundations of purpose. One is determination to resist force.
The other is our recognition of the world’s desire to get on with the
constructive work of building peace. If we could once be satisfied
that the intentions of others were the same as our own, and that we
all really wanted peaceful solutions—then, I say here definitely, we
could discuss the problems that are to-day causing the world anxiety.
In such a new atmosphere we could examine the colonial problem,
the questions of raw materials, trade barriers, the issue of
Lebensraum, the limitation of armaments, and any other issue that
affects the lives of all European citizens.

But that is not the position which we face to-day. The threat
of military force is holding the world to ransom, and our immediate
task is—and here I end as 1 began—to resist aggression. I would
emphasise that to-night with all the strength at my command, so
that nobody may misunderstand it. And if we are ever to succeed
in removing misunderstanding and reaching a settlement which the
world can trust, it must be upon some basis more substantial than
verbal undertakings. It has been said that deeds, not words, are
necessary. That also is our view. There must be give and take in
practical form on both sides, for there can be no firm bargains on the
basis of giving something concrete in return for mere assurances.
None of us can in these days see very far ahead in the world in
which we live, but we can and must always be sure of the general
direction in which we wish to travel. Let us, therefore, be very sure
that, whether or not we are to preserve for ourselves and for others
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the things that we hold dear, depends in the last resort upon
ourselves, upon the strength of the personal faith of each one of us,
and upon our resolution to maintain it.

Deterioration in the local situation at Danzig.
No. 26.

Note from the President of the Danzig Senate to the Polish Commis-
sioner-General of June 8, 1989, about the question of Polish
Customs Inspectors.

(Translation.)
Mzr. Minister,

SeveraL months ago I had the honour to draw your attention to
the fact that the ever-increasing number of Polish Customs Inspectors
was not compatible with the execution of their prescribed duties.
Since the latest additions there are now well over 100 Polish Custons
Inspectors in Danzig territory. Their behaviour, both in their official
and their private life, has given rise to increasing complaint. The
Danzig population, like the German population, in their local frontier
intercourse feel themselves constantly offended by the way in which
the Polish Customs officials perform their duty and by their behaviour
in private life.

I have no fear that incidents on the part of the population might
arise on that account. Still less is the safety of the Polish officials in
any way endangered. I have therefore taken steps to ensure that
they may, as hitherto, perform their duties absolutely safely and
without hindrance. I believe, however, that ways and means must
be found to eliminate the constant friction and tension.

For all these reasons I consider it necessary forthwith to restrict
the activity of the Polish Customs Inspectors to a general supervision
in conformity with the agreement. In particular, I must urge that
their official activities be confined to the offices, and not performed
outside of them. 1 can also no longer permit the Danzig Customs
officials to take instructions, even in the form of suggestions, from the
Polish Customs officials. I will, however, see that questions
addressed to officials will be answered officially.

I have directed the President of the Customs Administration of the
Free City to instruct his officials accordingly. I have the honour,
Mr. Minister, to request you to inform your Government accordingly
and to exert your influence towards meeting the wishes of the Danzig
Government.

I avail myself of this opportunity to revert to our conversation of
the 8th February last. At that time I explained to you, Mr. Minister,
that I would give instructions to abstain for the present from swearing
in the customs officials, and that, should the occasion arise, I would
communicate with you before administering the oath.
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I have the honour to inform you, with reference to the contents
of my letter of the 8rd January last (pages 2 and 8), that I have now
left it to the discretion of the Finance Department of the Senate to
administer the oath to the customs officials if they regard it as
desirable.

I have, &ec.
GREISER.

No. 27.
Sir H. Kennard to Viscount Halifax.

(Telegraphic.) Warsaw, June 11, 1989.

Forrowine is full summary of note, as published here, addressed
on 10th June by Polish Commissioner-General to President of Danzig
Senate in reply to latter’s note of 8rd June* :—

2. President of Senate’s complaint of behaviour of Polish
Customs Inspectors on and off duty is not supported by any proofs and
must be regarded as unfounded. On the other hand, behaviour of
certain Danzig elements, including Customs officials, has been highly
provocative, as Commissioner-General has frequently pointed out
orally and in writing. Polish Inspectors have reacted with dignity
and moderation and refused to be provoked. The Polish Government
still expect Senate to take measures to secure personal safety of
Polish Customs Inspectors to allow free execution of their duty, with
reference to Point 8 of Polish-Danzig Agreement of 1922, which lays
down that Polish officials in Danzig should receive the same treatment
as corresponding Danzig officials.

8. As regards alleged excessive number of Polish Customs
officials, Polish Government, on the contrary, consider it at present
rather insufficient. This can be shown by present state of affairs as
regards handling of goods in Danzig harbour and passenger traffic
between Danzig and Poland, and is partly due to obstruction
encountered by officials in execution of their duty.

4. Polish Government, moreover, cannot agree to any restriction
of activity of Polish Inspectors as forecast in note of Danzig Senate.
Present treaty arrangements would not permit of Inspectors merely
exercising general supervision within customs offices, a restriction
which would be contrary to Sections 1 and 4 of Article 204 of the
Warsaw Treaty of the 24th October, 1921. In this connexion Polish
note also quotes Article 10 of Polish-Danzig Customs Agreement of
the 6th August, 1984, which lays down that Danzig officials shall
conform to instructions of Polish Customs Inspectors in connexion
with manifest cases of smuggling.

5. Polish Government must regard Senate as fully responsible
for any disputes which may arise in this last connexion, and must
regard as illegal and contrary to treaty obligations any attempts by
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Danzig Customs authorities arbitrarily to restrict Polish rights of
control. Instructions given to Danzig Customs officials as described
in Senate’s note must be regarded as a violation of the principle of
collaboration between Danzig Customs Administration and Polish
Inspectors. Latter have been instructed to continue exercising their
functioning within the same limits—which are in conformity with
treaty situation—as in the past twenty years, and hope is expressed
that they will not meet with obstruction from Danzig authorities.

6. As regards question of swearing-in Customs officials, Polish
note refers to written communications of Senate on this subject and
to Commissioner-General’s interviews with President. Should Senate
not take account of fully justified demands of Polish Government,
and should they proceed to swearing-in of officials in spite of
assurance by President of Senate that this would not take place except
after consultation with Commissioner-General, Polish Government
will have to consider question of strengthening customs control, since
Danzig Customs officials will in future be giving a less binding
guarantee of their respect for, and proper execution of, Polish
Customs regulations.

7. Essence of whole question is that territory of Free City is part
of Polish Customs Territory, both legally and in virtue of treaty
obligations. Authorities must therefore be assured of thorough-going
execution of their Polish customs policy and regulations on external
frontier of their Customs territory. Hence any measures by Danzig
authorities which threaten to obstruct, if only in part, the functioning
of the Polish Customs system can only provoke reaction by Polish
Government in the form of measures designed fully to protect
Poland’s rightful interest.

8. Polish Government desire, as before, to regulate all vital
questions concerning Free City of Danzig in agreement with Danzig
Senate. In the situation recently created, however, they consider it
their duty to warn the Senate that any shortcomings or obstructions
in functioning of Polish Customs system and administration must
react unfavourably on the economic interests of Danzig and its
population, a consequence which Polish Government desire to avoid.

Sir H. Kennard to Viscount Halifaz.

(Telegraphic.) Warsaw, June 27, 1989.

I askep the Vice-Minister for Foreign Affairs this morning what
information he had regarding the constitution of the Freicorps at
Danzig. He told me that according to Polish information a corps
of 4,000 was being formed of whom 2,000 would be quartered at
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barracks in Danzig itself and 2,000 in new buildings which were being
constructed at Praust.

2.. As regards the general situation in Danzig it was perhaps
a little better. There had been some fifty cases of Danzig officials
refusing to carry out the instructions of the Polish Customs
Inspectors during the past fortnight, but during the past few days
there had been no cases of this kind. This may be due to the fact
that the arms for the Freicorps were being surreptitiously introduced
into the Free City from East Prussia during the past fortnight and
that presumebly now that the arms were in Danzig there is less
occasion for contravention of the Polish Customs regulations.

8. M. Arciszewski did not think that Germany would go to the
length of risking a general war in connexion with Danzig, but felt that
she would gradually strengthen her position there, weaken any
authority that Poland might still have there and hope that Poland
would finally be reduced to such a state of economic exhaustion that
she would have to accept some solution as regards Danzig which
would _be favourable to Germany. Further, Germany would in the
meantime, no doubt, assiduously propagate the idea that Great
Britain and France would not implement their guarantee as regards

Danzig and thereby endeavour still further to undermine Polish
morale.

No. 29.

Mr. G. Shepherd to Viscount Halifax.

(Telegraphie.) Danzig, June 28, 1939.
; In _contrast to calm in Warsaw, the last week has been
increasingly eventful here.

2. For the past fortnight the 8.A. men have been nightly
preparing defences around the Free City, and on the night of
26th-27th June were ordered to stand by for a possible emergency,
perhaps in connexion with celebration in Gdynia of Polish Feast of
the Seas or because Polish frontier on Danzig-Gdynia road was closed
to traffic from midnight on 26th-27th June until 4 p.m. on 27th June
presguma,r_[lillly in connhexiofn with completion of anti-tank defences. :

3 e approaches for a pontoon brid i i i
on both sidespgf the Vistula.p T

4. On 23rd June Danzig members of German Automobile Club
received an urgent request to complete and return a questionnaire
regarding their cars.

5. All Danzig owners of motor lorries, trucks, &e., were recently
ordered to leave them over-night at military police barracks for
inspection after which each vehicle was numbered and returned to its
owner.

. 6. To-day several hundred draught and saddle horses have been
similarly ordered to barracks nominally for inspection, but as some
of them have come from distant parts of the Free City, it seems
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possible that they may be retained, especially as car-loads of saddles
have also been delivered there.

7. TFormation of Freicorps is proceeding rapidly.

8. In addition to unusually heavily advertised programme of
week-end events, nearly 1,000 S.S. men from East Prussia and a
number of high §.S. officers from Germany arrived here almost
unannounced on 25th June ostensibly for sporting contests with
local 8.8. g

9. Dr. Boettcher was absent from Danzig and presumably in
Berlin on 26th June and 27th June.

10. In a speech on 25th June Herr Forster said: Before us
lies & new era and for Germany a great epoch. During recent weeks
our Danzig has become the centre of political events. We are all
aware that we are in the final throes of our fight for freedom. The
Free State of Danzig has taken the longest time. To-day everyone
knows that the Free State will soon come to an end and we also know
how it will end.” :

11. A considerable number of visiting S.8. men remained here
when others left last Sunday night. Those remaining are reputed
to have performed their military service in Germany and to be
members of Adolf Hitler's Verfiigungstruppen. They are readily
distinguishable by their deportment and slightly different uniforms
from local S.S. men.  About 800 of them are in military police
barracks, which are now very full, and others are in other former
local barracks which are capable of accommodating from 1,000 to
1,500 men, and have hitherto been occupied by Danzig social welfare
organisation which is being transferred to an hotel that has been
requisitioned for the purpose. According to sub-editor of Dantziger
Vorposten, the largest youth hostel in the world, which is
approaching completion here, is to be used as a barracks.

12. A number of workmen’s dwellings at Praust are said to have
been requisitioned for storage of ammunition, and my Argentine
colleague informs me that he saw a number of military police
equipped with gas masks.

18. All Danzig civil servants and students are required to remain
within the Free City during their vacations, and the latter must
devote their holidays to harvesting. All categories of military police
have been kept in barracks yesterday and to-day, and to-night
members of various National Socialist organisations are apparently
again standing by, as remarkably few of them are visible about the

City.

No. 80.
Viscount Halifax to Sir H. Kennard (Warsaw).

(Telegraphic.) Foreign Office, June 80, 1989.
You should at once seek interview with Minister for Foreign
Affairs and ask him how the Polish Government propose to deal with
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the situation which appears to be impending. It would seem that
Hitler is laying his plans very astutely so as to present the Poligh
Government with a fait accompli in Danzig, to which it would be
difficult for them to react without appearing in the rdle of aggressors.
I feel that the moment has come where consultation between the
Polish, British and French Governments is necessary in order that
the plans of the three Governments may be co-ordinated in time.
It is in the view of His Majesty’s Government essential that these
plans shall be so devised as to ensure that Hitler shall not be able
so to manage matters as to manceuvre the Polish Government into
the position of aggressors.

No. 81.

Mr. G. Shepherd to Viscount Halifaz.

(Telegraphic.) Danzig, June 80, 1989.

_Horsgs continued to arrive yesterday, and about 600 of them are
being kept in barracks at which large quantities of hay have also
been delivered.

2. For the last few nights the two great shipyards here which
normally work all night were closed under strict guard and all
workmen evacuated from them.

8. As from to-night Danzig and suburbs were to be blacked out
until further notice and, in case of air raid alarm, all inhabitants
were ordered to take refuge in their cellars or public shelters. This
order was cancelled this afternoon. :

4. Former local barracks are now occupied by large number
of young men with obvious military training who wear
uniforms similar to Danzig §.S. but with deathshead emblem
on the right collar and ‘‘Heimwehr Danzig’’ on sleeves.
Courtyard is occupied by about fifteen military motor lorries (some
with trailers) with East Prussia licences and covered with tarpauling
also by about forty field kitchens. ’

5. Two thousand men are working twenty-four hours a day in
three shifts on construction of barracks at Matzkshuter to accommo-
date 10,000 men. Work is stated to be well advanced.

6. All dressmakers here are said to be working on bedding
clothing, &o., for barracks and their occupants, ’

7. It has just been announced that Tiegenmorse-FEinlage section
of Danzig-Elbing road is closed for major repairs until 1st August,
311;1 1t seems unlikely that pontoon bridge will be ready before that

ate.

8. My personal impression is that extensive military preparations
which are being pressed forward so feverishly are part of large-scale
operations but not intended for use before August, unless unexpected
developments precipitate matters and that emergency defensive
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\neasures, referred to in paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 of this telegram,
may be due to fear lest those preparations should . cause the Poles
to substitute a sudden offensive for defensive measures which they
have hitherto adopted.

Mr. Norton to Viscount Halifax.
(Telegraphic.) Warsaw, July 1, 1939.

Your telegram of 80th June.* )

I read M. Beck the gist of your telegram. M. Beck said that
he would first give me a piece of information. German Government
yesterday notified the Polish Government in proper legal manner that
the Konigsberg would visit Danzig for three days on 25th August.
Polish Government were at once passing this on to the Danzig Senate
with all courtesy adding that they had no objection.

2. Passing to the substance of your Lordship’s message, M. Beck
asked me to assure you that he entirely shared your view as to the
necessity of foreseeing a situation in which Poland might be
manceuvred into a dilemma of either accepting a fait accompli or
appearing to be aggressive.

8. He therefore was fully in favour of an exchange of views. He
was, however, leaving Warsaw this evening for forty-eight hours
and would prefer to go into the matter more thoroughly with me on
Tuesday when he had thought things over especially as he had only
returned yesterday from a week’s leave.

4. He said that reading between the lines of your message he
felt you might be thinking of a joint démarche in Berlin. He did
not at first sight think the time had come for this. It might put
us all into a position where we had to proceed more vigorously than
seemed wise to either of our two countries.

5. 1 asked whether he thought Great Britain’s action would be
better taken with the Danzig Senate. He was inclined to think so
but preferred not to commit himself at the moment.

6. He asked me to assure you that despite some people’s ideas
of Polish rashness, the Polish Government were determined not to
be scared by any psychological terrorism into imprudent action. Only
last night there had been a rumour (the forty-ninth of its kind) that
the Germans were going to march into Danzig at once. He had seen
the Polish Chief of Staff and it had been decided that not one Polish
goldier was to be moved. He had gone to bed and slept peacefully.

7. 1 asked if it was not the case that recent Nazi activities in
Danzig were creating a worse military position for Poland. M. Beck
replied that it was in a sense true, but a war was not won by a few
thousand ‘* tourists.”” The Germans knew that quite well and were

* No. 30,
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mainly hoping to provoke and intimidate Poland. They would not
succeed, and it must be clear to them now that any actual aggression
would be met by the solid block of Great Britain, France and Poland.

8. He had not changed his attitude one jot since he spoke with
you and the Prime Minister in London. He still desired peaceful
and normal relations with Germany.

No. 83.
Mr. G. Shepherd to Viscount Halifaz.

(Telegraphic.) Danzig, July 1, 1939.

YesTerDAY morning four German army officers in mufti arrived
here by night express from Berlin to organise Danzig Heimwehr.

2. All approaches to hills and dismantled fort, which constitute
a popular public promenade on western fringe of the city have been
closed with barbed wire and ‘‘ Verboten ** notices.

8. The walls surrounding the shipyards bear placards ‘‘ Comrades,
keep your mouths shut lest you regret consequences.’’

4. Master of a British steamship whilst he was roving Kénigsberg
from 28th June to 80th June observed considerable military activity,
including extensive shipment of camouflaged covered lorries and
similar material by small coasting vessels. =~ On 28th June four
medium-sized steamers loaded with troops, lorries, field kitchens, &e.,
left Konigsberg ostensibly returning to Hamburg after manoeuvres
but actually proceeding to Stettin. Names of steamers were
Hohenhorn, with heavy derricks each capable of lifting about 50
tons, Sharhorn, Tisit and Utlandhorn, all modern well-equipped
vessels, each about 5,000 tons gross.

No. 84.

Mr. Norton to Viscount Halifaz.

(Telegraphic.) Warsaw, July 8, 1989.

_ Frou the austere calm which continues to prevail in Polish official
circles and generally throughout Poland, it would appear that gradual
remilitarisation of Free City of Danzig has not yet attained dimen-
sions sufficiently serious to alarm Polish Government.

2. They are, of course, aware that the process is intended to
facilitate a coup by Herr Hitler should he decide on one.
; ll8. Their attitude to this latter possibility seems to be as
ollows :—

(a) They are strengthening their powers of defence ceaselessly
and to the extent of their financial ability;

(b) They have no intention of provoking a quarrel or of showing
weakness ;
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(c) If their rights in Danzig and the Corridor are seriously
threatened they will reply by counter-measures pro-
portionate to the circumstances; : :

(d) That Herr Hitler will think twice before challenging the anti-
aggression front openly;

(e) If he does so, Poland will put up the best show she can.

4. This attitude may seem over-simplified, but at least it is com-
prehensible, restrained, and well-calculated to counteract German
technique of ‘‘ psychological terrorism.”

5. It is unfortunately inevitable that the initiative should rest
with the would-be aggressor.

British Attitude towards developments in Danzig.
No. 85.

Statement by the Prime Minister in the House of Commons on
July 10, 1939.

Mr. Harold Macmillan asked the Prime Minister whether His
Majesty’s Government will issue a declaration to the effect that any
change in the present status of Danzig, other than by an agreement
to which the Polish Government is a party, whether brought about
externally by military action on the part of Germany or internally by
a movement initiated or supported by the German Government, will
be regarded as an act of aggression on the part of Germany and,
therefore, covered by the terms of our pledge to Poland?

Lieut.-Commander Fletcher asked the Prime Minister whether any
attempt to alter the existing régime at Danzig by aggression from
outside or penetration from within will be regarded as within the
terms of our pledge to maintain the independence of Poland ; and has
a communication been made to the Polish Goverment in these
terms?

Mr. A. Henderson asked the Prime Minister whether he has any
statement to make on the present situation in Danzig?

Mr. V. Adams asked the Prime Minister whether he has any
further statement to make on the attitude of His Majesty’s Govern-
ment towards the position of Danzig?

Mr. Thurtle asked the Prime Minister whether he is mnow
satisfied that the head of the German Government no longer has any
doubt of the intention of this country to discharge to the full the
undertaking it has given to Poland; or has he under consideration
any further action with a view to removing any possible doubt or
misunderstanding which may still exist?

The Prime Minister : I would ask hon. Members to be good enough
to await the statement which I propose to make at the end of
questions.

75

Later—

The Prime Minister : 1 have previously stated that His Majesty’s
Government are maintaining close contact with the Polish and French
Governments on the question of Danzig. I have nothing at present
to add to the information which has already been given to the House
about the local situation. But I may, perhaps, usefully review the
elements of this question as they appear to His Majesty’s Government.

Racially Danzig is, almost wholly, a German city; but the
prosperity of its inhabitants depends to a very large extent upon Polish
trade. The Vistula is Poland’s only waterway to the Baltic, and the
port at its mouth is therefore of vital strategic and economic
importance to her. Another Power established in Danzig could, if
it so desired, block Poland’s access to the sea and so exert an economic
and military stranglehold upon her. Those who were responsible
for framing the present statute of the Free City were fully conscious
of these facts, and did their best to make provision accordingly.
Moreover, there is no question of any oppression of the German popula-
tion in Danzig. On the contrary, the administration of the Free
City is in German hands, and the only restrictions imposed upon it
are not of a kind to curtail the liberties of its citizens. The present
settlement, though it may be capable of improvement, cannot in itself
be regarded as basically unjust or illogical. The maintenance of the
status quo had in fact been guaranteed by the German Chancellor
himself up to 1944 by the ten-year Treaty which he had concluded
with Marshal Pilsudski.

Up till last March Germany seems to have felt that, while the
position of Danzig might ultimately require revision, the question was
neither urgent nor likely to lead to a serious dispute. But in March,
when the German Government put forward an offer in the form of
certain desiderata accompanied by a press campaign, the Polish
Government realised that they might presently be faced with a
unilateral solution, which they would have to resist with all their
forces. They had before them the events which had taken place
in Austria, Czecho-Slovakia and the Memelland. Accordingly, they
refused to accept the German point of view, and themselves made
suggestions for a possible solution of the problems in which Germany
was interested. Certain defensive measures were taken by Poland
on the 23rd March and the reply was sent to Berlin on the
26th March. I ask the House to note carefully these dates. It has
been freely stated in Germany that it was His Majesty’s Govern-
ment’s guarantee which encouraged the Polish Government to take
the action which I have described. But it will be observed that our
guarantee was not given until the 81st March. By the 26th March
no mention of it, even, had been made to the Polish Government.

Recent occurrences in Danzig have inevitably given rise to fears
that it is intended to settle her future status by unilateral action,
organised by surreptitious methods, thus presenting Poland and other
Powers with a fait accompli. In such circumstances any action taken
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by Poland to restore the situation would, it is suggested, be repre-
sented as an act of aggression on her part, and if her action were
supported by other Powers they would be accused of aiding and
abetting her in the use of force. g

If the sequence of events should, in fact, be such as is con-
templated on this hypothesis, hon. Members will realise, from what
I have said earlier, that the issue could not be considered as a purely
local matter involving the rights and liberties of the Danzigers, which
incidentally are in no way threatened, but would at once raise graver
issues affecting Polish national existence and independence. We have
guaranteed to give our assistance to Poland in the case of a clgar
threat to her independence, which she considers it vital to resist with
her national forces, and we are firmly resolved to carry out this
undertaking.

I have said that while the present settlement is neither basically
unjust nor. illogical, it may be capable of improvement. It may be
that in a clearer atmosphere possible improvements could be
discussed. Indeed, Colonel Beck has himself said in his speech on
the 5th May that if the Government of the Reich is guided by two
conditions, namely, peaceful intentions and peaceful methods of
procedure, all conversations are possible. In his speech before the
Reichstag on the 28th April the German Chancellor said that if the
Polish Government wished to come to fresh contractual arrangements
governing its relations with Germany he could but welcome such an
idea. He added that any such future arrangements would have
to be based on an absolutely clear obligation equally binding on both

arties.

: His Majesty’s Government realise that recent developments in
the Free City have disturbed confidence and rendered it difficult at
present to find an atmosphere in which reasonable counsels can
prevail. In face of this situation, the Polish Government have
remained calm, and His Majesty’s Government hope that the Free
City, with her ancient traditions, may again prove, as she has done
before in her history, that different nationalities can work together
when their real interests coincide. Meanwhile, I trust that all
concerned will declare and show their determination not to allow
any incidents in connection with Danzig to assume such a character
as might constitute a menace to the peace of Europe.

No. 86.
Sir N. Henderson to Viscount Halifax.

My Lord, Berlin, July 15, 1989.

I Took the opportunity of a visit to the State Secretary yesterday
to mention to him that I had been informed that one of the Under-
Secretaries at the Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Dr. Keppler, had said
that Herr Hitler was convinced that England would never fight
over Danzig.

7

2. I said to Baron von Weizsiicker that when I was in London 1
had assured your Lordship and the Prime Minister that Herr Hitler
could not possibly be in any doubt as to the facts of the case, namely,
that, if Germany by unilateral action at Danzig in any form compelled
the Poles to resist, Britain would at once come to their assistance.
He (Baron von Weizsiicker) could not himself be under any misappre-
hension on the subject, and it seemed to me highly undesirable that
a member of his Department should talk in this misleading fashion.
That sort of remark would be repeated in London, and would once
more make His Majesty’s Government wonder what further steps
they could take to convince Herr Hitler that they were in earnest.
It was solely because they doubted whether Herr Hitler was correctly
informed on this point that they continued to reiterate their
determination to resist force by force in future. If Herr Hitler wanted
war, it was quite simple. = He had only to tell the Danzigers to
proclaim the re-attachment of the Free City to Germany. Obviously
that would put the onus of action on the Poles, but not even that
would cause us to hesitate to support them, if Germany attacked
them, since we would realise quite well that the Senate at Danzig
would only adopt such a resolution on the direct order of the
Chancellor.

8. Baron von Weizséicker observed that he was not so certain that
the Senate would not act one day of its own accord. I told him that
I could not possibly believe that, especially as I clearly realised that
the Senate would have already so acted if it had not been for
Herr Hitler’s orders to the contrary. That he had given those orders
was one of the chief grounds for my belief that Herr Hitler still sought
a peaceable solution of this question. Nor did the State Secretary
demur to this.

4. Asregards my general observations, Baron von Weizsicker said
that Dr. Keppler, who had been in the early days a kind of economic
adviser of Herr Hitler’'s and still saw him occasionally at long
intervals, was an honest man, who was also in fairly close relations
with Herr von Ribbentrop. There were, Baron von Weizsicker said,
so many distinctions about a statement to the effect that England
would not go to war over Danzig. Anybody, including Herr Hitler
himself, might well say that England did not wish to fight about
Danzig, and it would be true. Nor did Germany. Anybody, including
Herr Hitler, might say that one day Danzig would revert without war
to Germany, and that might equally be true as the result of a pacific
settlement with the Poles in their own true interests.

5. I admitted that there were possibilities of twisting the facts.
Yet these were, I said, plain enough, and His Majesty’s Government
could never be reproached this time, as they had been in 1914, of not
having made their position clear beyond all doubt. If Herr Hitler
wanted war, he knew exactly how he could bring it about. Baron von
Weizsiicker replied to this that he would also draw a distinction about
the position in 1914. He had never reproached Sir Edward Grey for
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not having publicly announced British intentions at that time. The
fault, in his opinion, had been that His Majesty’s Government had not
made them known privately to the German Government before it
was too late. Why did His Majesty’s Government to-day insist all
the time upon these public utterances? If something had to be said
to Herr Hitler, why could it not be said privately without all the world
being kept informed? That had been the mistake last year during
the Czech crisis. Public warnings only made it more difficult for
Herr Hitler to heed them.

6. Though I appreciate personally the force of this hint of the
State Secretary’s in favour of the private communication rather than
the public warning, I confined myself to replying that one of our main
causes for anxiety in England was our belief that disagreeable facts
were withheld from Herr Hitler by those who were responsible for
making them known to him. To this Baron von Weizsicker replied
that, while he could not tell me what reports the Chancellor read or
did not read, Herr Hitler was influenced by nobody, but regarded
situations ag a whole and was guided solely by his own appreciations
of them,

I have, &c.
NEVILE HENDERSON.

Temporary easing in the Danzig sltuation.
No. 87.

Mr. Shepherd to Viscount Halifaw.

(Telegraphic.) Danzig, July 19, 1939.
GauvLErTER Forster visited the High Commissioner at noon

to-day. The latter has sent me, in a personal and confidential form,

notes of conversation, of which the following is a translation :—

The Gauleiter told me the result of his interview with German
Chancellor was as follows :—

1. There is no modification of German claims regarding Danzig
and the Corridor as formulated in Chancellor’s speech to Reichstag.

2. Nothing will be done on the German side to provoke a
conflict on this question.

8. Question can wait if necessary until next year or even longer.

4. The Gauleiter said that the Senate would henceforth seek
intervention of High Commissioner in difficult questions which might
arise between the Senate and Polish representative. . This would,
he said, terminate a war of notes which only poisons the situation,
but he added that ‘‘ a single press indiscretion to the effect that the
Senate and German Government are having recourse to politics
would immediately terminate practice and more direct and conse-
quently more dangerous method would again be applied.”” He said
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verbatim : ** We are having recourse to High Commissioner and not
to Geneva itself.”’

5. He requested High Commissioner to intervene officially at
once in the matter of military trains not announced beforehand.
Non-observance of this rule, which was established by an exchange
of letters between the Senate and Polish representative in 1921, would
have effect beyond local Danzig question and would, for example,
entail a modification of German usage announcing to Polish
Government visit of warships to port of Danzig. In addition,
according to information at disposal of Senate, there were 800 men af
Westerplatte in place of 100 agreed to. Herr Forster gave his word
of honour that there were at Danzig only a few anti-aircraft guns,
anti-tank guns and light infantry guns—no heavy guns, not an
invading German soldier—nobody but Danzigers and four German
officers. He claimed that a sharp watch at'the frontier was necessary
by the extensive importation of weapons for 8,000 Polish reservists
resident in the district.

6. Herr Forster will publish an article which he had already read
to me confidentially on the occasion of our last interview, when he
said he would submit the question of publication to the Chancellor’s
decision. This article underlines point of view announced in
Reichstag speech. Herr Forster declared that if repercussion
of his article is not violent and if there is no incident, this
will put an end to all Danzig-Polish polemics and press would be
ordered to drop the subject of Danzig completely.

7. 1If there is a détente in situation, all military measures now
taken in Danzig would be dropped.

8. The Gauleiter promised his loyal collaboration.

9. High Commissioner would be happy if it were possible to
obtain from Poland a positive reaction in any formal matter which
might arise in the near future so that new methods may be given a
good initiation. '

10. The Gauleiter said that Herr Hitler would have liked to take
an opportunity to talk to the High Commissioner about the Danzig
situation, but that Herr von Ribbentrop, who was present at the inter-
view at Obersalzberg, had raised objections to which the Chancellor
replied evasively : ** Well, it will be a little later, T will let you know.”

No. 88.
Viscount Halifax to Mr. Norton (Warsaw).

(Telegraphic.) Foreign Office, July 21, 1989.
Daxzic telegram of 19th July.*
I am most anxious that this tentative move from German side
should not be compromised by publicity or by any disinclination on
part of Polish Government to discuss in friendly and reasonable

* No. 37.
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spirit any concrete question which may be taken up by Senate through
High Commissioner. '

2. Unless you see most serious objection, pleas
M. Beck in follg,wing sense. : AR

8. I.-Iis‘ Majesty’s Government have learnt with great regret of
further incident, but they hope that Polish Government will handle
it with same restraint and circumspection which they have hitherto
sho.wn,‘more especially as there is some reason to think that German
policy is now to work for a détente in the Danzig question. It is
nevertheless essential not to destroy possibility of better atmosphere
at outset, a_nd I trust that more care than ever will be taken on Polish
side to avoid provocation in any sphere and to restrain press. Above
all, if any sign is forthcoming of more reasonable attitude on the parf
of Senate or German Government, it is important that from Polish
side this should not be made occasion for provocative assertions that
German Government are weakening. Moreover, I hope that if Senate
show any sign of desiring to improve atmosphere by discussing
concrete questions, the Polish Government for their part will not
be slow to respond in a friendly and forthcoming manner.

4. For your own information, I hope to arrange that we shall
be informed through High Commissioner and His Majesty’s Consul-
General in Danzig when any concrete question is to be taken up by
High Commissioner at the request of Senate, and, of course, of the
discussions, in order that we may have an opportunity of discreetly
urging moderation on Polish Government.

5. Finally, when newspaper article referred to in telegram under
reference appears, please do what you can to ensure that Polish
Government and press treat it calmly, perhaps on the lines that it
does not introduce any new element into the situation. You might
also say that the publication of the proposed article does not modify
impression of His Majesty’s Government that Senate and the German
Government, in fact, desire a détente and an improvement in the
atmosphere.

6. Whatever may be the import of this German move, position
of Polish Government cannot be worsened in any respect by doing
their utmost to make a success of procedure proposed by Gauleiter
to High Commissioner.

No. 89.

Mr. Norton to Viscount Halifax.

+ (Telegraphie.)
Your telegram of 21st July.*
I developed your Lordship’s ideas to M. Beck this morning.
2. M. Beck asked me to assure you that Polish Govern?nent
were always on the look-out for signs of a German wish for a

Warsaw, July 25, 1939.

* No. 38.
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détente. They are inspired by the same principles as your Lordship,
gince it was in everyone’s interest that temperature should be allowed
to fall. Polish Commissioner in Danzig had received formal
instructions to deal with each question in a purely practical and
objective manner. Even shooting of Polish Customs guard, which
Polish Government now considered to have been deliberate, was being
treated as a local incident.

3. The most important question was whether new German
tendency reported by M. Burckhardt was a manceuvre or not.
M. Beck was naturally suspicious since Poland had much experience
of German mentality and Germans real interest must be by any and
every means to attempt to separate Poland from Great Britain. At
one moment they tried to achieve this by threats, at another by
talk of appeasement. In actual fact Polish Government had not
received the slightest concrete sign of a desire for a relaxation of
tension. For example, remilitarisation of Danzig was proceeding
and identifications of fresh German troops' on Polish frontier had
been received. Marshal Smigly-Rydz had not decided to counter these
for the moment since amongst other things Poland was not so rich as
to be able to spend money for military purposes freely.

4. Words let fall by Herr Forster were not in themselves
sufficient evidence of German intentions. Herr Forster had within
the last few days complained to M. Burckhardt about Polish intention
to put armed guards on their railways in Danzig.

M. Burckhardt had said that such complaint had better be made
by Herr Greiser. Latter had at once said that he had no evidence
of any such Polish intention. M. Beck feared that this allegation by
Herr Forster was only a pretext for increasing militarisation of
Danzig.

5. All in all M. Beck, while entirely understanding and sharing
your Lordship’s general desire, did not at present see any facts on
which to base a forecast of German change of policy.

6. He said incidentally that he had not given up the idea that
démarche in the form of warning to Danzig Senate, supported by
French and British representations, might be advisable.

No. 40.
Mr. F. M. Shepherd to Viscount Halifax.

(Telegraphic.) g Danzig, July 25, 1939.

Herr Forster informed High Commissioner yesterday that Danzig
question could, if necessary, wait a year or more, and said that
military precautions now being taken would be liquidated in the
middle of September.

2. Meanwhile, there is increasing amount of horse and motor
transport visible, and frequent reports reach me of men being called
up and of arrival of men and material from East Prussia. While I
cannot at present confirm these reports, it would be unwise to ignore
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them. There are numerous warehouses and other buildings in Danzig
where material could be stored and men housed.

8. I learn that a certain Major-General Eberhard is now in
command here.

No. 41.

Sir H. Kennard to Viscount Halifax.

(Telegraphio.) Warsaw, July 81, 1989.

T Askep Minister for Foreign Affairs to-day what impressions he
had brought back from his visit to Gdynia and how far he thought
that the détente at Danzig, foreshadowed in the conversation between
the Gauleiter and the High Commissioner, should be taken seriously.

2. M. Beck said that, unfortunately, there were no indications
that the Danzig Senate intended to behave more reasonably. They
had just demanded that the Polish customs police who accompany
the customs officials on their duties should be withdrawn, despite the
fact that they have been employed in Danzig by the Polish customs
authorities for some years past.

8. It was possible that the remilitarisation of Danzig was not
proceeding so actively, and he had no information as to the intention
of the German Government to send a General Officer Commanding to
Danzig.

4. He, further, had no information of a serious increase in
German concentrations on the Polish frontier, but he was somewhat
perturbed by the reports which he had received from some eight
Polish Consular representatives in Germany to the effect that an
intensive official ‘propaganda is now being conducted in Germany
demonstrating the necessity of an isolated war against Poland without
any British or French intervention. This, coupled with the notices
which have been sent to German reservists who are to be called up
during the second fortnight in August, was somewhat ominous. He
said that an intensive propaganda was also being conducted in East
Prussia, where reservists up to 58 years old were being called up.

5. M. Beck did not think that the moment had yet come to
convey a serious joint warning to the Danzig authorities, and felt that
it would be well to await further developments and see how far the
Gauleiter’s suggestion of a détente was to be taken seriously.

6. The most essential thing was to show by every possible means
the solidarity of the three Governments of Great Britain, France and
Poland in their resistance to German aggression in any form.
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Sir H. Kennard to Viscount Halifaz.

(Telegraphic.) Warsaw, August 2, 1939.

I piscussep the situation at Danzig at some length informally
with the Vice-Minister for Foreign Affairs to-day and asked him more
especially for information regarding the controversy respecting the
reduction of the Polish customs personnel in the Free State.
M. Arciszewski said that three years ago there had only been about
thirty Polish customs inspectors, and that in view of the numerous
cases of smuggling and so forth, some eighty frontier guards had
been added for the purpose of surveillance. The frontier guards
wore a different uniform from the customs inspectors, and he thought
that provided the Danzig Senate were acting in good faith and any
concession would not be interpreted as a sign of weakness, it might
be possible to come to some arrangement by which the customs

officials and frontier guards should wear the same uniform and the

number of the latter might be somewhat reduced. He did not think
that any threat of a customs union with Germany should be taken
too seriously as hitherto the Senate had never risked coming too far
into the open. He admitted that the general situation might become
critical towards the end of this month. He agreed that it was very
difficult to fix a limit at which the Polish Government must react
seriously to the accentuation of the surreptitious methods by which
Germany was endeavouring to bring about a fait accompli at Danzig,
but he still thought that she would hésitate before going to the length
where a serious crisis must develop.

He admitted that the situation might develop within a few hours
from the political to the military phase, but felt that the military
preparations at Danzig were to some extent exaggerated. If the
Reich really did not wish or intend to participate in a European war
over the Danzig question, and there were real signs of a détente, it
might be possible to resume conversations, but he thought that Herr
Forster's assertions were in the present circumstances only a
manceuvre, and that until there were serious indications that the
German Government’s intentions were reasonable, it would not be
possible to discuss any practical solution.

Further deterioration in the sitnation at Danzig.

No. 48.
Mr. Norton to Viscount Halifax.

(Telegraphic.) Warsaw, August 4, 1989.
M. BEck to-night, through his ‘‘ chef de cabinet,”” informed me
that at four customs posts on Danzig-Fast Prussian frontier Polish
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customs inspectors were to-day informed that by decisi i
Senate they would henceforth not be allowed to cﬁrry Olslto ?hgifr gﬁ?i?sg

2. Pohs!l Government take a very serious view of this step.
Previous action of Danzig Senate has been clandestine, but this is
an open ch.allenge to Polish interests. ’

8. Polish Commissioner-General has therefore been instructed
to deliver a note to-night requesting immediate confirmation that
Polish customs inspectors will be allowed to carry out their duties
and warning to Senate that if they are interfered with Polish Govern.
ment will react in the strongest manner. A reply is requested b
to-morrow }elvening, 5th August. P!

4. ‘“Chef de cabinet’’ could not say what ste i
f}overnnqent would take. M. Beck proszed to giv%S l:ll:}e flli)l?tllllilll'
1nformf%t1‘on tzo-morrow morning. Meanwhile, he was most anxious
tha.t His Majesty’s Government should be informed at once of the
serious turn events have taken.

5. Polish note is, I gather, not being publish g
revealed to press. : g published nor its contents

Gen(z.mﬁ\l. Burckhardt is being informed by the Polish Commissioner-

No. 44.

Mr. F. M. Shepherd to Viscount Halifaz.

(Telegraphic.) i Danzig, August 4, 1939.

Povism representative saw the High Commissioner this morning
on his return from Warsaw and read.to him a translation of a note
which he will hand to the Senate this afterncon. It is polite but
firm, and ends on a conciliatory note. Referring to the threat to open
the Bast Prussian frontier M. Chodacki requested the High Com-
missioner to give the President of the Senate a personal message to
the effect that such a move would be for Poland a casus belli.

2. The President of the Senate complained to the High Com-
missioner that Gauleiter had not passed on to him the desire of the
Fiihrer to terminate the war of notes and to work towards a détente
He(;'r (%geﬂser Walsdlncen}sled at having been placed in a false position.
and said he would not have i ’
s sent his notes of 29th July had he been

8. The President and Polish representati i
High Commissioner’s house on 7th Aupgust. iR
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No. 45.

Sir H. Kennard to Viscount Halifaz.

(Telegraphic.) Warsaw, August 9, 1989.
Poris attitude towards the dispute over recent Danzig attempt to

_ eliminate Polish customs inspection has been firm but studiously

moderate. There was at first no attempt to represent the Danzig
Senate as having climbed down, but, as was inevitable, the papers
have since reproduced comment to this effect from the French and
British press. The Polish Government said little to the press about
what really passed, and even now nothing has been said of any time
limit. Polish attitude to diplomatic conversations is also moderate.

9. It is true that on Tth August the independent Conservative
Czas, in & commentary on Marshal Smigly-Rydz’s speech, said that
Poland was ready to fight for Danzig, and that if a fait accompli were
attempted, then guns would fire. It also emphasised at length the
Marshal’s insistence that Poland had no aggressive intentions (the
German press does not seem to be interested in that point).

3. The Polish Telegraph Agency to-day—in a message from its
German correspondent—replies to attacks of Deutches Nachrichten-
Biiro and German press, pointing out that one sentence in the article
in Czas had been singled out to give a distorted picture of Polish
opinion in order to represent Poland as a potential aggressor.
““Polish provocations’’ was the term used in Germany to describe
Poland’s attempts to defend her just interests. ‘A volley fired by
German guns will be the closing point of the history of modern
Poland,” that was the pious desire of ‘‘ peaceful and persecuted
Germany.”” The message concluded by emphasising again that
everyone knew that Poland had no aggressive intentions.

4. 1 fear that at times of strong national feeling it is almost
inevitable that occasional remarks like that of Czas should occur in
the press. Experience shows that the Germans can wax indignant
with anyone and on any subject if Goebbels so desires. And the
,“ provocation *’ of one article in a small and independent Warsaw
newspaper compares strangely with the official utterances of Dr.
Goebbels and Herr Forster in Danzig and the daily military and eivil
violation of all the treaties on which Poland’s rights are based.

5. Possibly the German campaign is intended to cover up the
Senate’s withdrawal in Danzig, where the situation is regarded as
gomewhat easier.

6. 1 shall, of course, continue to urge moderation here, both in
official and press declarations.




86

No. 46.
Sir H. Kennard to Viscount Halifaz.

(Telegraphic.) Warsaw, August 10, 1939.

MinisTErR for Foreign Affairs communicated to me to-day the
text of a communication which was made to Polish Chargé d’Affaires
at Berlin by State Secretary yesterday and of reply of the Polish
Govgrmpent which was made this afternoon. (Text of these com-
munications, which are strictly confidential and are not being
published at present, will be found in my immediately following
telegram.*) Both these communications were made verbally though
notes were taken of their contents in either case.

2. M. Beck drew my attention to the very serious nature of
German démarche as it was the first time that the Reich had directly
intervened in the dispute between Poland and Danzig Senate. He
had already, through Polish Ambassador in London, warned your
Lordship briefly of what he had communicated to me, but he asked
me to request you to consider whether you could take any useful
action in Berlin to reinforce Polish attitude. He would leave it to
your Lordship to decide the nature of any such action, but would be
glad in any case to learn your views as to the significance of this
démarche on the part of the Reich. M. Beck has made a similar
communication to my I'rench colleague.

3. He further told me that the High Commissioner had com-
municated to him the tenor of a conversation which M. Burckhardt
had had with Herr Forster this morning. Conversation was relativel
plOfierate, and Herr Forster said Herr Hitler had told him that nz
incident should take place at Danzig at present time in view of
gra;nty of the situation. Herr Forster said that he intended in his
OfecPe:;l?stLor; rvgg;:h he is to make to-night to deal with aggressive tone

4. M. Beck finally said that he felt that a serious itl 181
would develop during the last fortnight of this month, vgﬁilct};czgh?f?lii
need not necessarily lead to war would require very careful handlin
No leléthetli military meg,sulifs were being taken by the Polish Goverlgl:
ment for the moment, but he would at i i
i e once inform me if they became

5. M. Beck stated that while he had not thought it
refer, in his reply to the German Government, to tl?e speclilggeggzgisg
qf Polish customs inspectors, he could have refuted German alleca-
tions as the ]?olish Government had documentary proof that Dan%i
customs officials had definite instructions from authorities to inforngl
Polish inspectors that they could no longer carry out their functions
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No. 47.
Sir H. Kennard to Viscount Halifaz.

(Telegraphic.) Warsaw, August 10, 1939.

My immediately preceding telegram.*
Tollowing is translation of German note verbale :—

““ German Government have learnt with lively surprise of
tenor of note addressed by Polish Government to Senate of Free
City of Danzig, in which Polish Government demand in the
form of an ultimatum cancellation of an alleged measure whose
existence was based on incorrect rumours. This measure, designed
to prevent activity of Polish customs inspectors, was not, in fact,
decreed by Senate. In case of refusal the threat was expressed
that measures of reprisal would be taken.

““The (terman Government are compelled to call attention
to the fact that repetition of such demands having the nature of an
ultimatum and addressed to the Free City of Danzig as well as of
threats of reprisals, would lead to an aggravation of Polish-
German relations, for consequences of which responsibility will
fall exclusively on Polish Government, German Government being
obliged to disclaim here and now any responsibility in this respect.

“ Purther, the German Government call attention of Polish
Government to the fact that steps which latter have taken to
prevent export of certain Danzig goods to Poland are of such a
nature as to canse heavy economic losses to the population of
Dangzig.

“ Should Polish Government persist in maintaining such
measures the German Government are of the opinion that in
present state of affairs the Free City of Danzig would have no
choice but to seek other opportunities of exporting, and, con-
sequently, also of importing goods.”

9. Following is translation of Polish reply :-—

““The Government of Polish Republic have learnt with
liveliest surprise of declaration made on 9th August, 1989, by
State Secretary at German Ministry for Foreign Affairs to Polish
Chargé d’Affaires ad interim at Berlin regarding existing relations
betwoen Poland and the Free City of Danzig. The Polish
Government indeed perceive no juridical basis capable of justifying
intervention of Germany in these relations.

““Tf exchanges of views regarding the Danzig problem have
taken place between Polish Government and German Government

* No. 46.
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these exchanges were solely based on goodwill of Polish Govern-
ment and arose from no obligation of any sort.

“In reply to above-mentioned declaration of the German
Government the Polish Government are obliged to warn the
German Government that in future, as hitherto, they will react
to any attempt by authorities of the Free City which might tend
to compromise the rights and interests which Poland possesses
there in virtue of her agreements, by employment of such means
and measures as they alone shall think fit to adopt, and will
consider any future intervention by German Government to
detriment of these rights and interests as an act of aggression.”

No. 48.

Sir N. Henderson to Viscount Halifax.

(Telegraphic.) Berlin, August 16, 1939.

StaTE Secretary, whom I visited yesterday evening, said at once
that the situation had very gravely deteriorated since 4th August.
When T last saw him he had regarded the position as less dangerous
than last year; now he considered it no less dangerous and most
urgent. Deterioration was due firstly to Polish ultimatum to Danzig
Senate of 4th August, and secondly to last sentence—which he
quoted—of Polish reply to German Government of 10th August, but
also in general to the unmistakable set policy of persecution and
extermination of the German minority in Poland.

I told Baron von Weizsiicker that there was quite another side to
the case. Polish note of 4th August had been necessitated by the
succession of measures, and particularly military ones, undertaken
in Danzig with view to undermining the Polish position there;
Polish reply of 10th August had been provoked by German verbal
note of 9th August, and moreover only described as aggression ‘‘ acts
to the detriment of Polish rights and interests’’; and Polish
Ambassador had only the day before complained to me of the number
of cases of persecution of Polish minority in Germany.

State Secretary replied with some heat that though isolated cases
of persecution of Poles had occurred, there was absolutely no
comparison between them and what was being done in Poland.
Hitherto, he said, not too much stress had been laid in the German
papers on what was happening in this respect, but there was a limit
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to everything and that limit had now been reached. As he put it
the bottle was full to the top. (In other words Herr Hitler’s patience
was now exhausted.) ¥ :

He admitted the militarisation of Danzig, but said that its object
had been entirely defensive in order to protect the town against
what should have been its protector. X

As regards the Polish note of 10th August he said that if any
German intervention to the detriment of Polish rights and interests
in Danzig was to be regarded as an act of aggression, it meant asking
Germany to disinterest herself altogether in the Free City, since the
whole basis of her former negotiations with Poland had been with
a view to modifying the position there in favour of Germany. It
was a claim which made the whole situation intolerable and even
His Majesty’s Government had admitted that there might be
modifications to be made. -

I told Baron von Weizsiicker that the trouble was that Germany
could never see but one side to any question, and always wanted
everything modified in her favour. We disputed with acrimony about
the rights and wrongs of the case without either apparently convincing
the other. With these details I need not trouble you.

I eventually said that what was done could not now be undone.
We seemed to be rapidly drifting towards a situation in which neither
gide would be in a position to give way and from which war would
ensue. Did Herr Hitler want war? I was prepared to believe
that Germany would not yield to intimidation. Nor certainly could
His Majesty’s Government. If Germany resorted to force, we would
resist with force. There could be no possible doubt whatsoever about
that. The position had been finally defined in your Lordship’s
speech at Chatham House on 29th June and by the Prime Minister’s
statement in the House of Commons on 10th July. From that
attitude we could not deviate. '

In reply to a suggestion of mine, State Secretary observed that
whereas it might just have been possible before 5th August, it was
absolutely out of the question now to imagine that Germany could
be the first to make any gesture. Even apart from the recent Polish
ultimatum and the verbal note about aggression, a German initiative
could hardly have been possible in view of Colonel Beck’s speech
on 5th May in which he had deigned to say that if Germany
accepted the principles laid down by him Poland would be ready to
talk, but not otherwise. That was language which Germany could
not admit. I made the obvious retort. State Secretary’s only reply
was that the fact remained that to talk of a German initiative now
was completely academic.

Baron von Weizsiicker then proceeded to say that the trouble was
that the German Government’s appreciation of the situyation was
totally different from that of His Majesty’s Government. Germany,
with innumerable cases of the persecution of Germans before her
eyes, could not agree that the Poles were showing calm and restraint :
Germany believed that Poland was deliberately running with her




90

eyes shut to ruin: Germany was convinced that His Majesty’s
Government did not realise whither their policy of encirclement and
blind assistance to Poland were leading them and Europe: and that
finally his own Government did not, would not and could not believe
that Britain would fight under all circumstances whatever folly the
Poles might commit.

I told Baron von Weizsiicker that the last was a very dangerous
theory and sounded like Herr von Ribbentrop who had never been able
to understand the British mentality. If the Poles were compelled by
any act of Germany to resort to arms to defend themselves there was
not a shadow of doubt that we would give them our full armed support,.
We had made that abundantly clear and Germany would be making
a tragic mistake if ghe imagined the contrary.

State Secretary replied that he would put it differently (and he
gave me to understand that the phrase was not his own). Germany
believed that the attitude of the Poles would be or was such as to
free the British Government from any obligation to follow blindly
every eccentric step on the part of a lunatic,

I told the State Secretary that we were talking in a circle. The
Polish Government had shown extreme prudence hitherto, and would,
moreover, take no major step without previous consultation with us;
just as in accordance with their military agreement I understood that
the German Government would take no irrevocable step without prior
consultation with the Italian Government. His Majesty’s Govern-
ment had given their word and must be sole judges of their action.
It was consequently hypothetical to speak of ‘‘under all circum-
stances ”’ or of blindly ‘* ollowing Poland’s lead.”

Baron von Weizsicker's reply was that Poland had not consulted
His Majesty’s Government either before M. Chodacki, who could not
have so acted without previous authority from Colonel Beck, had
addressed his ultimatum to Danzig Senate, or before replying to the
German verbal note of 9th August. Yet, in his opinion, both these
were major steps fraught with the most serious consequences. He
admitted that some of the Poles were, or wished to be, prudent, but
they were, unfortunately, not the rulers of Poland to-day. The real
policy of Poland, over which His Majesty’s Government had no con-
trol and of which they probably were ignorant, was the th sands of
cases of persecution and excesges against Germans in Poland® Tt was a
policy based on the Polish belief in the unlimited support of the Britigh
and French Governments, Who, he asked, could now induce the
Poles to abandon such methods? Tt was those methods, combined with
the Polish press articles, which encouraged them, which made the
situation no longer tenable and so extremely dangerous. The matter
had since 4th August changed to one of the utmost seriousness and
urgency. Things had drifted along till now, but the point had been
reached when they could drift no longer.

There is no doubt that Baron von Weizsiicker was expressing, as
he assured me very solemnly that he was, the considered views of hig

Government and the position as he himself sees it. He told me,

itted that

though he admitted t . | -
5 1W€S t}}é{gl}(,)nth;';t}?iflg%;?.er But be hinted that things might not
celebrati 1 ’
t1

depend on a speech. Ye .
(t)}?gl ! Feal‘ e 10&821%??5 may well be difficult for him
Tionihl Sy peciy vy, ot Weizsiicker himself observed, the

later to withdraw. As Baron von i i
gituation in one respect was €v

i . to Germany ’
Mr. Chamberlain could not again come out s Seqihe

detachment and calm. _He seem?D
believe that Russian assistance to
negligible, but that the
in the Polish spoils.
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1 tain, that
not say anything for cer ;
o COliif(cl)uld in }f7act attend the Tannenberg

d
ing happens between now an
; nOthnzgtherI()apon Herr Hitler’s part

last year as
amely, Baron von
’dnvery }cronﬁdent, and professed to
he Poles would not only be e1}1t1r‘eg_é
. g i
R. would even in the end join in sharn
%E}ZS (ﬁud wmy insistence on the inevitability

1 was impressed by one thing

of British intervention seem to move him.

No. 49.

E.Z:pldnati)) Nﬂte on ]1(23) Jiltl(ﬂ 8 l”eet g u}“h IW. ];u,](']‘ha}(“ on
) wm
i y .

BurckHARDT accepted an invitation from_Herr H11t191 Z(gnx;lesll’t_
i o htesegaden. M. Burckhardt accordingly had ]: hontiied
hm'l W 'ea%e chairacter with Herr Hitler on the.llt .tgg,n 11;
i o 8 pr10Vf which it is understood that the Danzig f]ugg 1ussed
l'lt]s t?:lact(i):)lll;iiip to the general Kuropean situation was disc
1 I

between them.
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No. 50.

Viscount Halifaz to Sir H. Kennard (Warsaw).

(Telegraphic.) Forei
i . gn Office, August 15, 1989.

I HAVE the impression that Herr Hitler is still undecided, and
ar})ilous to avoid  war and to hold his hand if he can do so
:vhlt wout losing face. As there is a possibility of him not forcing

e 1ssue, it is evidently essential to give him no excuse for
acting, whether or not conversations about Danzig at some future
tt;-lme C;na,y be possible. It therefore seems of the first importance
) éan I::a»vc.)ur to get the local issues (customs inspectors, margarine
an : errmgsz‘ sett}t’ad at once, and not to let questions of
procedure or ‘face at Danzig stand in the way. It also seems
essential that the Polish Government should make every effort to
;Jiﬁidetr:tg Ehen:fpreis, even in the face of a German press campaign

in . :
oo s ensily their efforts to prevent attacks on their German

2. In dealing with local Danzig i

! _ g 1ssues, I would beg M. B
to work through the intermediary of the High Commissigner ore(;l:
téll events after copsultatlon with him, rather than direct wi’th the
Ooerrllggi.ncg should like M. Beck to treat M. Burckhardt with the fullest

o ‘ Ry p : 2
i § In my opinion he is doing his best in a very difficult

8. While the present moment ma;

_ ] y not be opportune for negotia-

gons on general 1ssues as opposed to local differences, the 1§olish

loyernment would in my judgment do well to continue to make it

p ailn that, provided essentials can be secured, they are at all times

;:e; {) (t)o ex:,mfme the posIslblhty of negotiation over Danzig if there
rospect or success. I regard such an attitud i

the point of view of world opinion. v el i

4. Before speaking to M. Beck on the ab i
: - ove lines, please con
with your French colleague who will be receiving gen[e)rally sim?f;:'

instructions in order that you ma i
e Ay you may take approximately the same
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No. 51.

Sir H. Kennard to Viscount Halifaz.

(Telegraphic.) Warsaw, August 15, 1939.

T spokE to the Minister for Foreign Affairs in the sense of your
telegram of 15th August.* M. Beck agreed that Herr Hitler was
probably still undecided as to his course of action. German military
activity was nevertheless disturbing, though he did not take too
alarmist a view at present.

2. M. Beck agreed that an effort should be made to settle local
issues in Danzig and said that he was endeavouring to separate
economic from political questions with a view to settling the former
quickly and equitably. He hoped that to-morrow’s conversation
between Polish Commissioner-General and President of the Senate
might lead to some results.

3. M. Beck said that if he could not arrive at a direct settle-
ment of new incident which had occurred he would invoke
M. Burckhardt’s intervention.

4. This incident was as follows : Three Polish customs inspectors,
while making their round of harbour in a motor boat, discovered a
German vessel entering the harbour without lights, and, as they
suspected smuggling of munitions, turned their searchlight on her.
On landing, they were arrested by Danzig police. Polish Commis-
gioner-General has sent in a note demanding their release, though not
in unduly energetic language. If he did not receive a reply shortly
he would invite High Commissioner to settle this incident.

5. As regards press, he remarked that it was not the Poles but
the British and other foreign press who first suggested that firmness
of the Polish Government had caused the Senate to yield in the matter

of Polish customs inspectors.

* No. 50.

Treatment of German minority in Poland.
No. 52.

Sir H. Kennard to Viscount Halifax.

(Telegraphic.) Warsaw, August 24, 1939.

Wame I am of course not in a position to check all the allegations
made by the German press of minority persecutions here, I am
satisfied from enquiries I have made that the campaign is a gross
distortion and exaggeration of the facts.

2. Accusations of beating with chains, throwing on barbed wire,
being forced to shout insults against Herr Hitler in chorus, &e., are
merely silly, but many individual cases specified have been disproved.
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8. M. Karletan, for instance, arrested in connexion with murder
of Polish policeman on 15th August, was alleged by German press to
have been beaten to death and his wife and children thrown out of
the window. Manchester Guardian correspondent tells me that he
visited him in prison on Sunday and found him in good health. He
had not been beaten or physically injured at all. Story about wife
and child was equally devoid of any foundation whatever.

4. It is true that many of the German minority have left Poland
illegally, but I hear both from the Acting British Consul at
Katowice and from British Vice-Consul at Lodz that the Germans
themselves have told many to leave. There was an initial exodus
last May. Many subsequently asked to come back, but the Poles were
not anxious to have them, as they had no doubt been trained in
propaganda, sabotage and espionage activities, such as Jungdeutsche
Partei in Katowice have been conducting. In Lodz area some of
those who left recently raised all the money and eredit they could
before leaving, and the Voivode told Vice-Consul on 20th August that
from evidence available he was satisfied that German Consulate had
transferred these funds to Germany and was no doubt privy to their
departure. Many of those who left, especially from Lodz, are of the
intelligentsia, and they are said to include Herr Witz, leader of
Volksbund.  British Vice-Consul at Lodz says many German
organisations have been closed there, but they were notoriously
conducting Nazi propaganda, and Polish authorities could not ignore
it altogether. T think, however, many Germans have lost their jobs,
especially in factories of military or semi-military importance, and
some 2,000 workmen have left Tomaszéw.

5. Many of those who left their homes undoubtedly did so
because they wished to be on German side of the front i® event of
war, and in general there is by common consent less individual
friction with members of the minority now than last May.

6. Ministry for Foreign Affairs tell me that figure of 76,000
refugees quoted in German press is a gross exaggeration. I should
say 17,000 was the absolute maximum. Gazeta Polska correspondent
in Berlin has asked to be shown refugee camps of the 76,000 and
apparently received no answer.

7. 1In Silesia the frontier is not fully open, but a special frontier
card system is in force and considerable daily traffic is possible. The
German authorities having closed frontier in Rybnik area where
Poles cross to Poland, Polish authorities closed it elsewhere where
Germans cross into Germany. In view of revelations of activities of
Jungdeutsche Partei, the Polish authorities feel greater control of
frontier traffic is in any case necessary.

8. Polish press has recently published many complaints of
wholesale removal of Poles from frontier districts in Silesia and East
Prussia to the interior of Germany, smashing of property, especially
in Allenstein district, closing of all Polish libraries in Silesia and
other forms of persecution. According to semi-official Gazeta Polska,
from April to June there were recorded 976 acts of violence against
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the minority, and since then the number of cases is stated to have
increased beyond all bounds. For the last two days, however, no
further information has been published, as M. Beck has damped the
press down. )

9. 1In general, responsible organs of the Polish press have not
published violent tirades, still less claimed German territory for
Poland, and A.B.C., recently quoted in Germany, 18 @ violent
Opposition newspaper will little reputation and less influence.

No. 58.

Sir H. Kennard to Viscount Halifaz.

(Telegraphie.) Warsaw, August 26, 1939.

SeriEs of incidents again occurred yesterday on German frontier.

2. Polish patrol met party Germans 1 kilometre from East
Prussian frontier near Pelta. Germans opened fire. Polish patrol
replied, killing leader, whose body is being returned.

8. (German bands also crossed Silesian frontier near Szczyglo,
twice near Rybnik and twice elsewhere, firing shots and attacking
blockhouses and customs posts with machine guns and hand grenades.
Poles have protested vigorously to Berlin.

4. Gazeta Polska, in inspired leader to-day, says these are more
than incidents. They are clearly prepared acts of aggression of para-
military disciplined detachments supplied with regular army’s arms,
and in one case it was a regular army detachment. Attacks more or
less continuous.

5. These incidents did not cause Poland to forsake calm and strong
attitude of defence. Facts spoke for themselves and acts of aggression
came from German side. This was best answer to ravings of German

. press.

6. Ministry for Foreign Affairs state uniformed German detach-
ment has since shot Pole across frontier and wounded another.

No. 54.

Sir H. Kennard to Viscount Halifaz.

(Telegraphie.) Warsaw, August 26, 1939.

Mnistry for Foreign Affairs categorically deny story recounted by
Herr Hitler to French Ambassador that twenty-four Germans were
recently killed at Lodz and eight at Bielsko. Story is without any
foundation whatever.
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No. 55.
Sir H. Kennard to Viscount Halifaz.

(Telegraphic.) Warsaw, August 27, 1939.

So far as I can judge, German allegations of mass ill-treatment of
German minority by Polish authorities are gross exaggerations, if not
complete falsifications.

2. There is no sign of any loss of control of situation by Polish
civil authorities. Warsaw (and so far as I can ascertain the rest of
Poland) is still completely calm.

3. Such allegations are reminiscent of Nazi propaganda methods
regarding Czecho-Slovakia last year.

4. In any case it is purely and simply deliberate German provo-
cation in accordance with fixed policy that has since March exacerbated
feeling between the two nationalities. I suppose this has been done
with object of (a) creating war spirit in Germany, (b) impressing
public opinion abroad, (c) provoking either defeatism or apparent
aggression in Poland.

2. g has sig?ally fﬁiled l’io achieve either of the two latter objects.

; 18 noteworthy that Danzig was h i
S y g was hardly mentioned by

7. German treatment of Czech Jews and Polish minority is
apparently negligible factor compared with alleged sufferings of
Germans in Poland, where, be it noted, they do not amount to more
than 10 per cent. of population in any commune.

7 SHItrll fadce gf these facts, 4t can hardly be doubted that, if
[err Hitler decides on war, it is for the sole purpose of i
Polish independence. MG sk

9. T shall lose no opportunity of impressing on Minister for
Foreign Affairs necessity of doing everything possible to prove that
Herr Hitler’s allegations regarding German minority are false.

Developments leading immediately to the outbreak of hostilities
between Great Britain and Germany on September 3, 1939.

No. 56.

Letter of August 22, 1989, from the Prime Minister to the
German Chancellor.

Your Excellency, 10 Downing Street, August 22, 1939.

Your Excellency will have already heard of certain measures taken
by His Majesty’s Government, and announced in the press and on the
wireless this evening. '
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These steps have, in the opinion of His Majesty’s Government,
been rendered necessary by the military movements which have been
reported from Germany, and by the fact that apparently the announce-
ment of a German-Soviet Agreement is taken in some quarters in
Berlin to indicate that intervention by Great Britain on behalf of
Poland is no longer a contingency that need be reckoned with. No
greater mistake could be made. Whatever may prove to be the nature
of the German-Soviet Agreement, it cannot alter Great Britain’s
obligation to Poland which His Majesty’s Government have stated in
public repeatedly and plainly, and which they are determined to
fulfil.

It has been alleged that, if His Majesty’s Government had made
their position more clear in 1914, the great catastrophe would have
been avoided. Whether or not thére is any force in that allegation,
His Majesty’s Government are resolved that on this occasion there
shall be no such tragic misunderstanding.

If the case should arise, they are resolved, and prepared, to employ
without delay all the forces at their command, and it is impossible to
foresee the end of hostilities once engaged. It would be a dangerous
illusion to think that, if war once starts, it will come to an early end
even if a success on any one of the several fronts on which it will be
engaged should have been secured.

Having thus made our position perfectly clear, I wish to repeat to
you my conviction that war between our two peoples would be the
greatest calamity that could occur. I am certain that it is desired
neither by our people, nor by yours, and I cannot see that there is
anything in the questions arising between Germany and Poland which
could not and should not be resolved without the use of force, if only a
gituation of confidence could be restored to enable discussions to be
carried on in an atmosphere different from that which prevails to-day.

We have been, and at all times will be, ready to assist in creating
conditions in which such negotiations could take place, and in which
it might be possible concurrently to discuss the wider problems
affecting the future of international relations, including matters of
interest to us and to you.

The difficulties in the way of any peaceful discussion in the
present state of tension are, however, obvious, and the longer that
tension is maintained, the harder will it be for reason to prevail.

These difficulties, however, might be mitigated, if not removed,
provided that there could for an initial period be a truce on’both
sides—and indeed on all sides—to press polemics and to all
incitement.

If such a truce could be arranged, then, at the end of that period,
during which steps could be taken to examine and deal with com-
plaints made by either side as to the treatment of minorities, it is
reasonable to hope that suitable conditions might have been estab-
lished for direct negotiations between Germany and Poland upon the
issues between them (with the aid of a neutral intermediary, if both
sides should think that that would be helpful).
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But T am bound to say that there would be slender hope of

bringi iati
ging such negotiations to successful issue unless it were under

stood beforehand that any settlement reached would, when coneluded
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Yours sincerely,

NEVILLE CHAMBERLAIN,
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In order to forestall this I began conversation by stating that I had
been instructed to hand to Chancellor personally a letter from Prime
Minister on behalf of His Majesty’'s Government, but before doing so
I wished to make some preliminary remarks. 1 was grateful to his
Excellency for receiving me 0 promptly as it would have been
impossible for me to wait for Herr von Ribbentrop’s return inasmuch
as the fact was that His Majesty’s Government were afraid that the
situation brooked no delay. I asked his Excellency to read the letter,
not from the point of view of the past, but from that of the present and
the future. What had been done could not now be undone, and there
could be no peace in Europe without Anglo-German co-operation. We
had guaranteed Poland against attack and we would keep our word.
Throughout the centuries of history we had never, 8o far as I knew,
broken our word. We could not do so now and remain Britain.

During the whole of this first conversation Herr Hitler was excit-
able and uncompromising.  He made no long speeches but his
language was violent and exaggerated both as regards England and
Poland. He began by asserting that the Polish question would have
been settled on the most generous terms if it had not been for England’s
unwarranted support. I drew attention to the inaceuracies of this
statement, our guarantee having been given on 81st March and Polish
reply on 26th March. He retorted by saying that the latter had been
inspired by a British press campaign, which had invented a German
threat to Poland the week before. Germany had not moved a man
any more than she had done during the similar fallacious press cam-
paign about Czecho-Slovakia on the 20th May last year.

He then violently attacked the Poles, talked of 100,000 German
refugees from Poland, excesses against Germans, closing of German
institutions and Polish systematic persecution of German nationals
generally. He said that he was receiving hundreds of telegrams daily
from his persecuted compatriots. He would stand it no longer, &e.
I interrupted by remarking that while I did not wish to try to deny
that persecutions occurred (of Poles also in Germany) the German
press accounts were highly exaggerated. =~ He had mentioned the
castration of Germans. I happened to be aware of one case. The
German in question was a sex-maniac, who had been treated as he
deserved. Herr Hitler’s retort was that there had not been one case
but six.

His next tirade was against British support of Czechs and Poles.
He asserted that the former would have been independent to-day if
England had not encouraged them in a policy hostile to Germany.
He insinuated that the Poles would be to-morrow if Britain ceased
to encourage them to-day.  He followed this by a tirade against
England, whose friendship he had sought for twenty years only to see
every offer turned down with contempt. The British press was also
vehemently abused. I contested every point and kept calling his
statements inaccurate but the only effect was to launch him on some
fresh tirade.

Throughout the conversation I stuck firmly to point (1) namely
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our determination to honour our obligations to Poland; Herr Hitler
on the other hand kept harping on point (8), the Polish persecutiop
of German nationals. Point (2) was not referred to at all and
apparently did not interest him. (I had been warned that it would
not.)

Most of the conversation was recrimination, the real points being
those stressed in his reply in regard to the threat to Poland if persecu-
tions continue and to England and France if they mobilise to such an
extent as to constitute a danger to Germany.

At the end of this first conversation Herr Hitler observed, in reply
to my repeated warnings that direct action by Germany would mean
war, that Germany had nothing to lose and Great Britain much ; that
he did not desire war but would not shrink from it if it was necessary ;
and that his people were much more behind him than last September.

I replied that I hoped and was convinced that some solution was
still possible without war and asked why contact with the Poles
could not be renewed. Herr Hitler’s retort was that, so long as
England gave Poland a blank cheque, Polish unreasonableness would
render any negotiation impossible. I denied the ** blank cheque *’ but
this only started Herr Hitler off again and finally it was agreed that
he would send or hand me his reply in two hours’ time.

No. 58.

Sir N. Henderson to Viscount Halifax (received August 24).

(Telegraphic.) Berlin, August 24, 1989.
FoLLowinG is continuation of my telegram of the 28rd August.*
After my first talk yesterday I returned to Salzburg on under-

standing that if Herr Hitler wished to see me again I would be at his

disposal or, if he had nothing new to say, he could merely send me hig
reply to Prime Minister by hand.

As in the event he asked to see me, I went back to Berchtesgaden.
He was quite calm the second time and never raised his voice once.
Conversation lasted from 20 minutes to half an hour but produced
little new, except that verbally he was far more categoric than in
written reply as to his determination to attack Poland if ** another
German were ill-treated in Poland.’’

I spoke of tragedy of war and of his immense responsibility but
his answer was that it would be all England’s fault. I refuted this
only to learn from him that England was determined to destroy and
exterminate Germany. He was, he said, 50 years old : he preferred
war now to when he would be 55 or 60. 1 told him that it was absurd
to talk of extermination. Nations eould not be exterminated and
peaceful and prosperous Germany was a British interest. His answer

* No. 67.
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Sir N. Henderson to Viscount Halifaz (received 8-30 p.M.).

i Berlin, August 24, 1939.

(Te§e€:£§1(gi)therto not made particular refererll\;? tot the unde;i:ln?g
itler’ i reg i

ion in Herr Hitler’s reply* to the Prime Minister in :
%C;r::z:nmgeneml mobilisation as a counter to British and French
mob21115%;{,3?5{1 Herr Hitler gave me his reply, readjusted, I q(b‘iked f].lim1
What. exactly was intended by this sentence, (;,S It vtvould, 1 S'I%‘l}l) . ;g::;;
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* Given in italics in No. 60.
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8. I feel that the main objects of insertin i i
 feel bjec g this underlined
passage in his letter was (a) to indicate that Germany could not be

intimidated ; and (b) to serve as an ili
; ) excuse for genera i
if and when Herr Hitler decides on it. 3 ¢ g

No. 60.

Communication frqm th'e German Chancellor to the Prime Minister,
handed to His Majesty’s Ambassador on August 23, 1989.

(Translation.)
Your Excellency,

; Tﬁn British Ambassador has just handed to me a communication
glo‘v;vermh yotm:t Excellen%y draws attention in the name of the British
nment to a number of points which in your estimati
of the greatest importance. "5 y S

I may be permitted to answer your letter as follows :—

1. Germany has never sought conflict with E
' | ver ] ngland and has
never interfered in English interests. On the contrargy, she has for
years (a’ndggvourefi-although unfortunately in vain—to win
England’s friendship. Og tl.lis account she voluntarily assumed in a
;vx;dletgrealof Ftl-lIO%)e the limitations on her own interests which from
_national-political point of view it would h i
difficult to tolerate. ARG
2. The German Reich, however, like ever
. Gerr » b 5 y other State possesse
certain definite interests which it is impossible to renouncer.) Thesz
do not extend beyond the limits of the necessities laid down by former
(S}erman history and deriving from vital economic pre-requisites.
n:;:poe olf thl(_asp (%uest(lions held and still hold a significance both of a
ional-political and a psychological character whi
Government is able to ignore. . SR oan
To these questions belong the German Ci i
ity of Danzig, and th
connected problem of the Corridor. Numerous statesmen,ghistorianz
and men of letters even in England have been conscious of this at
;a,n'y rate up to a few'years ago. I would add that all these territories
{lmg in the aforesaid German sphere of interest and in particular
those lands which returned to the Reich eighteen months ago received
gheir pullturamfl tl(iev(e}rlopment at the hands not of the English but
xclusively o 8 Germans and this, moreover, already f i
dating back over a thousand years. : R i
8. Germany was prepared to settle the i i
: / he questions of Danzig and
of the Corridor by the method of negotiation on the basis of ;g pro-
l;:osa.l of truly unparz_a,lleled magnanimity. The allegations disseminated
y England regarding a German mobilisation against Poland, the
assertion of aggressive designs towards Roumania, Hungary, &e. as
well as the so-called guarantee declarations which were subsequer’ltly
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given had, however, dispelled Polish inclination to negotiate on &
basis of this kind which would have been tolerable for Germany also.
4. The unconditional assurance given by England to Poland

that she would render assistance to that country in all circumstances

regardless of the causes from which a conflict might spring, could
only be interpreted in that country as an encouragement thence-
forward to unloosen, under cover of such a charter, a wave of
appalling terrorism against the ome and a half million German
inhabitants living in Poland. The atrocities which since then have
been taking place in that country are terrible for the victims, but
intolerable for a Great Power such as the German Reich which is
expected to remain a passive onlooker during these happenings.
Poland has been guilty of numerous breaches of her legal obligations
towards the Free City of Danzig, has made demands in the character
of ultimata, and has initiated a process of economic strangulation.

5. The Government of the German Reich therefore recently
caused the Polish Government to be informed that it was not prepared
passively to accept this development of affairs, that it will not tolerate
further addressing of notes in the character of ultimata to Danzig,
that it will not tolerate a continuance of the persecutions of the
German minority, that it will equally not tolerate the extermination
of the Free City of Danzig by economic measures, in other words,
the destruction of the vital bases of the population of Danzig by a
kind of Customs blockade, and that it will not tolerate the oceurrence
of further acts of provocation directed against the Reich. Apart from
this, the questions of the Corridor and of Danzig must and shall be
solved.

6. Your Excellency informs me in the name of the British
Government that you will be obliged to render assistance to Poland in
any such case of intervention on the part of Germany. I take note of
this statement of yours and assure you that it can make no change in
the determination of the Reich Government to safeguard the interests
of the Reich as stated in paragraph 5 above. Your assurance to the
offect that in such an event you anticipate a long war is shared by
myself. Germany, if attacked by England, will be found prepared
and determined. I have already more than once declared before the
German people and the world that there can be no doubt concerning
the determination of the new German Reich rather to accept, for
however long it might be, every sort of misery and tribulation than to
gacrifice its national interests, let alone its honour.

7. The German Reich Government has received information to
the effect that the British Government has the intention to carry out
measures of mobilisation which, according to the statements contained
in your own letter, are clearly directed against Germany alone. This is
said to be true of France as well. Since Germany has never had the
intention of taking military measures other than those of a defensive
character against England or France, and, as has already been
emphasised, has never intended, and does not in the future intend,
to attack England or France, it follows that this announcement as

[19940] Sy




104

confirmed by you, Mr. Prime Minister, in your own letter, can only
refer to a contemplated act of menace directed against the Reich. I
therefore inform your Excellency that, in the event of these military
announcements being carried into effect, I shall order immediate
mobilisation of the German forces.

8. The question of the treatment of European problems on a
peaceful basis is not a decision which rests on Germany but primarily
on those who since the crime committed by the Versailles dictate have
stubbornly and consistently opposed any peaceful revision. Only after
a change of spirit on the part of the responsible Powers can there be
any real change in the relationship between England and Germany.
I have all my life fought for Anglo-German friendship; the attitude
adopted by British diplomacy—at any rate up to the present—has,
however, convinced me of the futility of such an attempt. Should
there be any change in this respect in the future nobody could be
happier than I.

ADOLF HITLER.

No. 61.

Non-Aggression Pact between Germany and the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics.
(Translation.)

Tae Government of the German Reich and the Government of
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, guided by the desire to
strengthen the cause of peace between Germany and the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, and taking as a basis the fundamental
regulations of the Neutrality Agreement concluded in April 1926

between Germany and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, have
reached the following agreement :—

Article 1. The two Contracting Parties bind themselves to refrain
from any act of force, any aggressive action and any attack on one
another, both singly and also jointly with other Powers.

Art. 2. In the event of one of the Contracting Parties becoming
the object of warlike action on the part of a third Power, the other
Contracting Party shall in no manner support this third Power. -

Art. 8. The Governments of the two Contracting Parties shall
in future remain continuously in touch with one another, by way of
consultation, in order to inform one another on questions touching
their joint interests.

Art. 4. Neither of the two Contracting Parties shall participate
in any grouping of Powers which is directed directly or indirectly
against the other Party.

Art. 5. In the event of disputes or disagreements arising between
the Contracting Parties on questions of this or that kind, both Parties
would clarify these disputes or disagreements exclusively by means

of friendly exchange of opinion or, if necessary, by arbitration
commiftees,
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Art. 6. The present Agreement shall be concluded for a period
of ten years on the understanding that, in so far as ome of the
Contracting Parties does not give notice of termination one year
before the end of this period, the period of validity of this Agreement
shall automatically be regarded as prolonged for a further period of
five years. y o

Ayrt. 7. The present Agreement shall be ra.tiﬁed. within the
shortest possible time. The instruments of ratification shall be
exchanged in Berlin. The Agreement takes effect immediately after

it has been signed. i
For the German Reich Government :

RIBBENTROP.
For the Government of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics :
MOLOTOV.
Moscow, August 23, 1939.

No. 62.

Mr. F. M. Shepherd to Viscount Halifaz.

Telegraphie.) Danzig, August 26, 1939.
( Fgll.:LEWING is translation of decree of Senate dated 23rd August :—
““ Decree: Article 1.—Gauleiter of Danzig is Head of State
(* Staatsoberhaupt’) of the Free City of Danzig.
“ Article 2.—This decree comes into force on 23rd August,
1989.”

Following are translations of letters dated 24th August (a) from
President of Senate to Herr Forster, and (b) of latter’s reply :—

“(a) At its meeting yesterday the Senate passed a resolution
according to which you have been declared Staatsober-
haupt of the Free City of Danzig as from yesterday. A
copy of the certified resolution is enclosed. .In add1t19n,
a legal decree has been prepared to-day and signed making
the above-mentioned resolution of the Senate operative.
By means of these two acts of the Government the Danzig
Constitution has been altered in the above-mentioned
sense. The Senate has authorised me to request you, Herr
Gauleiter, to accept this office forthwith in order in these
difficult but wonderful last decisive days outwardly to give
expression to the unity between party and State, which has
go often been stressed and which inwardly has always
existed.
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““ (b) I have taken cognisance of the contents of your letter of
the 24th instant and of the enclosed certified copy of the
decree regarding the Staatsoberhaupt of the Free City of
Danzig of 28rd August, 1989, and of the copy of the
Senate’s resolution of the 28rd August, 1989, which was
also enclosed. It, of course, goes without saying that in
my c_apacity as Leader of the N.S.D.A.P. of the Danzig
district I am prepared in days which are so fateful for
Danzig also to conduct the affairs of the State. With this
decree promulgated on the 28rd August, 1939, a state of
affairs is officially sanctioned which, since the accession to
power by the National Socialists in 1988, has in practice
been in force.”’

No. 68.

Sir H. Kennard to Viscount Halifaz.

(Telegraphic.) j Warsaw, August 24, 1939.
Forrowing is translation of Polish note to the Danzig Senate :—

“ Herr Staatsrat Boettcher to-day informed Councillor of the
Polish Commissariat-General of the resolution of the Senate of
the Free City conferring on Gauleiter Forster the functions and
position -of th-e head of the State (‘ Staatsoberhaupt’) of the Free
City, this being confirmed in to-day’s Danzig press. I address
myself to the Senate of the Free City as the body which, in
accordance with the legally binding Constitution of the Free City,
exercises supreme authority in that territory, in order to make
on behalf of my Government the following declaration :—

““My Government sees no legal foundation for the adoption
by the Senate of the Free City of a resolution instituting a new
State‘function for which there is no provision whatever in the
Constitution of the Free City, and to which, as would appear, the
authorities hitherto functioning in the Free City would be
subordinated. The Polish Government reserve the right to adopt
a further attitude in this respect. »

“In this connexion the Polish Government consider it neces-
sary to remind the authorities of the Free City that they have
already more than once warned the Senate of the Free City in
the most decisive fashion against a policy of fait accompli, the
consequence of which might be most serious and the responsi-
bility for which would fall exclusively upon the authorities of the
Free City of Danzig.”’
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No. 64.

Speech by the Prime Minister in the House of Commons on
August 24, 1989.

Waex at the beginning of this month Hon. Members separated
for the summer recess, I think there can have been few among us
who anticipated that many weeks would elapse before we should find
ourselves meeting here again. Unfortunately, those anticipations
have been fulfilled, and the Government have felt obliged to ask that
Parliament should be summoned again, in order to take such new
and drastic steps as are required by the gravity of the gituation. In
the last debate which we had upon foreign affairs, which took place
on the 81st July, I observed that the Danzig gituation required very
careful watching. I expressed my anxiety about the pace at which
the accumulation of war weapons was proceeding throughout Europe.
I referred to the poisoning of public opinion by the propaganda
which was going on, and I declared that if that could be stopped
and if some action could be taken to restore confidence, I did not
believe there was any question which could not be solved by peaceful
discussion. I am sorry to say that there has been no sign since of
any such action. On the contrary, the international position has
steadily deteriorated until to-day we find ourselves confronted with
the imminent peril of war.

At the beginning of August a dispute arose between the Polish
Government and the Danzig Senate as to the position and functions
of certain Polish Customs officials. It was not a question of major
importance. Many more acute difficulties have been easily settled
in the past under less tense conditions and even in this case
discussions had actually begun between the parties last week. While
those discussions were in progress, the German Press opened a
violent campaign against the Polish Government. They declared that
Danzig could not be the subject of any conference or any compromise
and that it must come back to the Reich at once and unconditionally.
They went further. They linked up with the Danzig question the
question of the Corridor. They attacked the whole policy and the
attitude of the Polish Government, and they published circumstantial
accounts of the alleged ill-treatment of Germans living in Poland.
Now we have no means of checking the accuracy of those stories, but
we cannot help being struck by the fact that they bear a strong
resemblance to similar allegations that were made last year in respect
of the Sudeten Germans in Czecho-Slovakia. We must also remem-
ber that there is a large Polish minority in Germany and that the
treatment of that minority has also been the subject of bitter
complaints by the Polish Government.

There is no subject which is calculated to arouse ill-feeling in any
country more than statements about the ill-treatment of people of
their own race in another country. This is a subject which provides
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the most inflammable of all materials, the material most likely to
cause a general conflagration. In those circumstances one cannot
but deeply regret that such incidents, which, if they were established,
would naturally excite sympathy for the victims and indignation
against the authors of this alleged ill-treatment, should be treated in
a way.whlch is calculated still further to embitter the atmosphere
and raise the temperature to the danger point. But I think it will be
agreed that, in face of this campaign, declarations by Polish states-
men have shown great calm and self-restraint. The Polish leaders
while they have been firm in their determination to resist an attack
upon their independence, have been unprovocative. = They have
always been ready, as I am sure they would be ready now, to discuss
differences with the German Government, if they could be sure that
those discussions would be carried on without threats of force or
ylolence, and with some confidence that, if agreement were reached
its terms would be respected afterwards permanently, both in the
letter and in the spirit. This Press campaign is not the only
symptom which is ominously reminiscent of past experience. Military
preparations have been made in Germany on such a scale that that
country is now in a condition of complete readiness for war, and at
the beginning of this week we had word that German troops were
beginning to move towards the Polish frontier. It then became
evident that a crisis of the first magnitude was approaching, and the
Government resolved that the time had come when they must seek
the approval of Parliament for further measures of defence.

That was the situation on Tuesday last, when in Berlin and
Moscow it was announced that negotiations had been taking place
and were likely soon to be concluded, for a non-aggression pacé
between those two countries. I do not attempt to conceal from the
House that t.hat announcement came to the Government as a surprise
and a surprise of a very unpleasant character. For some time past’b
there had been rumours about an impending change in the relations
between Germany and the Soviet Union, but no inkling of that
change had been conveyed either to us or to the French Government
by the Soviet Government. The House may remember that on the
81st July_I remarked that we had engaged upon steps almost unpre-
cedented in character. I said that we had shown a great amounlé of
trust and a strong desire to bring the negotiations with the Soviet
Union to & sl_lccessful conclusion when we agreed to send our soldiers
sailors and airmen to Russia to discuss military plans together beforé
we had any assurance that we should be able to reach an agreement
on political matters. Well, Sir, nevertheless, moved by the observa-
tion of the Russian Secretary for Foreign Affairs, that if we could
come to a successful conclusion of our military discussions, political
:}izgeﬁﬁsc;rilﬁns';hould not present any insuperable difficulties, we sent

. The British and French Missions reached Moscow on the
11th August. They were warmly received, in friendly fashion, and
discussions were actually in progress and had proceeded on a ’basis
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of mutual trust when this bombshell was flung down. It, to say the
least of it, was highly disturbing to learn that while these conversa-
tions were proceeding on that basis, the Soviet Government were
secretly negotiating a pact with Germany for purposes which, on
the face of it, were inconsistent with the objects of their foreign
policy, as we had understood it. 1 do not propose this afternoon to
pass any final judgment upon this incident. That, I think, would be
premature until we have had an opportunity of consulting with the
French Government as to the meaning and the consequences of this
agreement, the text of which was published only this morning. But
the question that the Government had to consider when they learned
of this announcement was what effect, if any, this changed situation
would have upon their own policy. In Berlin the announcement was
hailed, with extraordinary cynicism, as a great diplomatic victory
which removed any danger of war, since we and France would no
longer be likely to fulfil our obligations to Poland. We felt it our first
duty to remove any such dangerous illusion.

The House will recollect that the guarantee which we had given to
Poland was given before any agreement with Russia was talked of,
and that it was not in any way made dependent upon any such
agreement being reached. How, then, could we, with honour, go back
upon such an obligation, which we had so often and so plainly
repeated? Therefore, our first act was to issue a statement that our
obligations to Poland and to other countries remained unaffected.
Those obligations rest upon agreed statements made to the House
of Commons, to which effect is being given in treaties which are at
present in an advanced stage of negotiation. Those treaties, when
concluded, will formally define our obligations, but they do not in any
way alter, they do not add to er subtract from, the obligations of
mutual assistance which have already been accepted. The
communiqué which we issued to the Press after the meeting of the
Cabinet this week spoke also of certain measures of defence which we
had adopted. It will be remembered that, as I have said, Germany
has an immense army of men already under arms and that military
preparations of all kinds have been and are being carried on on a vast
gcale in that country.

The measures that we have taken up to now are of a precautionary
and defensive character, and to give effect to our determination to
put this country in a state of preparedness to meet any emergency,
but I wish emphatically to repudiate any suggestion, if such a
suggestion should be made, that these measures imply an act of
menace. Nothing that we have done or that we propose to do menaces
the legitimate interests of Germany. It is not an act of menace to
prepare to help friends to defend themselves against force. If neigh-
bours wishing to live together peacefully in friendly relations find that
one of them is contemplating apparently an aggressive act of force
against another of them, and is making open preparations for action,
it is not a menace for the others to announce their intention of aiding
the one who is the subject of this threat.
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~ There is another action which has been taken to-day i

financial sphere. Hon. Members will have seen tﬁe ;glgggnégng‘z
that the Bank Rate, which has remained at 2 per cent. for a long
time past, has to-day been raised to 4 per cent., and the House will
recognise that this is a normal protective measure adopted for the
purpose of defending our resources in a period of uncertainty, There
18 in this connexion a contribution to be made by British citizens
generally. The public can best co-operate in reducing as far as
possible any demands which involve directly or indirectly the purchase
of foreign exchange; next by scrupulounsly observing the request of the
Chancellor of the Ixchequer that capital should not at present be sent
or moved out of the country ; and, finally, by holding no more foreign
assets than are strictly required for the normal purpose of business.

; In/ view ?f the attitude in Berlin to which I have already referred
His Majesty’s Government felt that it was their duty at this moment
to.lef?ve no possible loophole for misunderstanding, and so that no doubt
might exist in the mind of the German Government, His Majesty’s
Ambassador in Berlin was instructed to seek an interview with the
German Chancellor and to hand him a message from me on behalf
of (‘;he British Government. That message was delivered yesterday
?n }the reply was received to-day. The object of my communication
0 the German Chancellor was to restate our position and to make
%‘ulte sure that there was no misunderstanding. His Majesty’é
: overnment felt that this was all the more necessary having regard
o reports which we had received as to the military movements takin
place in Germany and as to the then projected German-Soviet A ree%
went. ,I.therefore made it plain, as had been done in the %om-
muniqué issued after the Cabinet meeting on Tuesday, that if thé
case should arise His Majesty’s Government were ;esolved and
prepared to employ without delay all the forces at their command‘

On numerous occasions I have stated my conviction that 'war
between our two countries, admitted on all sides to be the reateét
calamity that could occur, is not desired either by our ovvng eople
or the German people. With this fact in mind I informel()i ge
German Chancellor that, in our view, there was nothing in tli
questions arising between Poland and Germany which coulg not b 5
a_nd s.hould not be, resolved without the use of force, if onl ea,.
situation of_ cor_lﬁdence.could be restored. We expressed ’our williyn -
Ess?dtotaaﬁslstp 11anc crear%ﬁg the conditions in which such nagotiatior%s

: a e, e present state of tensi
dlfﬁcultlgs, and I expressed the view that if thgjéogou(fgeizesa tgjlt;s;
(smitakl)ll sides to press polemics and all other forms of incitement

bl;t v?eefl ézondxtlons might be established for direct negotiations

hetpan (frxélfaxclgrui:;i I;zl;n;il upon Itlhe points at issue. The negotia-

sideTiboué the protect’ion of n?(i)nxittiest.he e P
e German Chancellor’'s reply include

re-statement of the German thesig zhat East:mw%}?rog??gn:ss ‘io -

in which Germany ought to have a free hand. If we;—this ig l:}fs
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thesis—or any country having less direct interest choose to interfere,
the blame for the ensuing conflict will be ours. This thesis entirely
misapprehends the British position. We do not seek to claim a
special position for ourselves in Eastern Europe. We do not think
of asking Germany to sacrifice her national interests, but we cannot
agree that national interests can only be secured by the shedding of
blood or the destruction of the independence of other States. With
regard to the relations between Poland and Germany, the German
Chancellor in his reply to me has referred again to the situation at
Danzig, drawing attention to the position of that city and of the
Corridor, and to the offer which he made early this year to settle
these questions by methods of negotiation. I have repeatedly refuted
the allegation that it was our guarantee to Poland that decided the
Polish Government to refuse the proposals then made. That
guarantee was mnot, in fact, given until after the Polish refusal had
been conveyed to the German Government. In view of the delicacy of
the situation I must refrain for the present from any further com-
ment upon the communications which have just passed between the
two Governments. Catastrophe has not yet come upon us. We must,
therefore, still hope that reason and sanity may find a way to reassert
themselves. The pronouncement we made recently and what T have
said to-day reflects, I am sure, the views of the French Government,
with whom we. have maintained the customary close contact in
pursuance of our well established cordial relations.

Naturally, our minds turn to the Dominions. I appreciate very
warmly the pronouncements made by Ministers in other parts of the
British Commonwealth. The indications that have been given from
time to time, in some cases as recently as yesterday, of their sympathy
with our patient efforts in the cause of peace, and of their attitude in
the unhappy event of their proving unsuccessful, are a source of pro-
found encouragement to us in these critical times. The House will, I
am sure, share the appreciation with which His Majesty’s Govern-
ment have noted the appeal for peace made yesterday by King
Leopold in the name of the heads of the Oslo States, after the meeting
in Brussels yesterday of the representatives of those States. Tt will be
evident from what I have said that His Majesty’s Government share
the hopes to which that appeal gave expression, and earnestly trust
that effect will be given to it.

The Foreign Secretary, in a speech made on the 29th June to the
Royal Institute of International Affairs,*set out the fundamental bases
of British foreign policy. His observations on that subject were, I
believe, received with general approval. The first basis is our deter-
mination to resist methods of force. The gecond basis is our recog-
nition of the world desire to pursue the constructive work of
building peace. If we were once satisfied, my noble Friend
gaid, that the intentions of others were the same as our own,
and if we were satisfied that all wanted peaceful solutions, then,

* No. 25
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indeed, we could discuss problems which are to-day causing the world
8o much anxiety. That definition of the basic fundamental ground of

We want to see established an inter-
national order based upon mutual understanding and mutual
confidence, and we cannot build such an order unless it conforms to
certain principles which are essential to the establishment of con-

Those principles must include the observance of

British policy still stands.

fidence and trust.

international undertakings when they have once been entered into,
and the renunciation of force in the settlement of differences. It is
because those principles, to which we attach such vital importance,
seem to us to be in jeopardy that we have undertaken these
tremendous and unprecedented responsibilities.
If, despite all our efforts to find the way to peace—and God knows

I have tried my best—if in spite of all that, we find ourselves forced to
embark upon a struggle which is bound to be fraught with suffering
and misery for all mankind and the end of which no man can foresee,
if that should happen, we shall not be fighting for the political future
of a far away city in a foreign land; we shall be fighting for the pre-
servation of those principles of which I have spoken, the destruction
of which would involve the destruction of all possibility of peace and
security for the peoples of the world. This issue of peace or war does

not rest with us, and I trust that those with whom the responsibility

does lie will think of the millions of human beings whose fate depends

upon their actions. For ourselves, we have a united country behind

us, and in this ecritical hour I believe that we, in this House of
Commons, will stand together, and that this afternoon we shall show
the world that, as we think, so will we act, as a united nation.

Speech by the Secretary of State for Foreign A ffairs in the
House of Lords on August 24, 1939.

My Lords, I am glad to accede to the invitation of the noble
Lord opposite, and perhaps your Lordships will forgive me if I make
a statement of somewhat greater length than is customary in answer

to a formal question. It will perhaps be of some usefulness if I
sketch in a word or two the background of the international develop-
ments which have led to the recall of Parliament. The events of
this year are fresh in all our minds, and the cumulative effect of
them had been to lead many countries of Europe to feel themselves
confronted with an attempt on the part of Germany to dominate and
control their destiny, and there were few which had not reason to
fear that their liberties were in greater or less degree in danger.
As a matter of history, successive British Governments have felt
obliged to resist attempts by a single Power to dominate Europe at
the expense of others, and the imposition of one country’s will by
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