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PREFACE 

In an analysis of British foreign policy, it may be possible 

to attempt a consideration of every aspect of the foreign relations of 

the United Rïngdan, during the term of office of an individual Foreign 

Secretary. Such an approach, however, while it may force new data to 

the surface, will render difficult any attempt to draw the most 

signifieant issues into sbarp focus. Therefore, it has been decided 

to concentrate on the two main problems, which confronted Sir Samuel 

Hoare as British Foreign Secretary- the proposa! for a naval agreement 

with Germany, and the Ethiopian criais. In this way, an attempt bas 

been made to draw out the governing features of British policy which 

determined the course of action on these two questions. Owing to the 

far-reaching consequences of the Italo-Ethiopian conflict, this dispute 

has received greater attention tban the Anglo-German Naval Agreement. 

The main difficulty, with regard to source material, is that 

1 
the Second Series of Documents on British Foreign Policy, which is, 

as yet, incomplete, does not include the documents which pertain to 

the period when Hoare was Foreign Seeretary (June 7 - December 18, 1935). 

I would like to express my gratitude to Professor H. Noel 

Fieldbouse for his valuable suggestions and general assistance in the 

preparation of this tbesis. 

1. Documents on British Foreign Policy (1919-39), edited by 
E.L. Woodward and Rohan Butler. 
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CHAPTER I 

THE ANGLO-GERMAN NAVAL AGREEMBNT 

•The Tery first paper of importuce that I fouad 
OA ar J'oreiga Office tray was the dratt ot 'he 
A.Uglo-Gel'lll&D. NaTal Agreement. Ribbentrop vas 
already 1A l.Dndon awai ting i ts sigaature.•l 

The sipiag ot the .Anglo-Geman Naval Agreement by Sir Samuel 

Hoare oa J'uae 18, 1935, atter onl;r ten days as !'oreip Secretary, vas 

really an outeome of negotiations begun by his predecessor. Sir J"obn 

Staoa. NeTertheless, the agreemen' was sanctioned during the !'oreiga 

Office ot Boare and therefore must be ezamined in BœDe detail within 

the aoope ot this thesis. 

The agreement vas signed at the conclusion ot talka whioh 

begaa b. l.Dndoa oa J'uae 4, 1935. uader the cb.a.itm.aDship of Sir Job.D. 

Simon. The proposa! to hold naTal talks in l.Dndoa vas first œade b7 

Simon during the course of his vi si t to Ber lia, in Max'ch of the seme 

yesr. The agreement represeated an aitempt to control naTal amaments 

and,..theretore,a. brief glanee at the probl• ot disa:rm.ement is a 

necessary preface to its siudy. 

In 1935, German naTal construciion, as vell as Genan arm.am.ents 

on land and in the air, vas restrioted, in iheory at least, b7 the 

terme of the T:reaty of Versailles ot 1919. Aoeording to A.riicle 161 

2 of tbat treaty, German naTal torees were to be limiied to six 

battleships, six light cruisers. twelTe destroyers, iWelTe torpedo 

1. Templewood, Viscouai - Nille T:roubled Years, p.139 

2. H 0 Cmd. 153 of 1919, 66, LIII, 203. 



boats. In addition, Gennany was prohibi ted trœn maintaining su'ti:D.artnes. 

The disarmament ot Gel'Dlany' was 'ta have been a preface to 

world disar.mament. The need tor general disar.mament as a preface to 

world peaoe was expressed by the British Foreign Secretary, Arthur 

Balfour, •' the Peace Conference at Versailles: 

•If the League ot Nations is to be practical. tbe 
delegates must make uP tbeir minds as soon as 
possible regarding the question ot disar.mement •••• 
It was eTident that a league of nations would be 
a sham if tbere is no disar.mament.•l 

At the Conference, a similar sentiment was evident in a 

memorandum trom Prime Minister Lloyd George to Clemenceau, head ot 

the French delegation: 

1 ••• the tirst thing to do is that the leading 
mem.bers ot the Leeg ue ot Nations should arrive at 
an understanding between themsel ves in regard to 
armaments.•2 

It was in keeping with th.ese sentiments that tbe British 

Goverœent embarked on a policy ot national disa.rmament. The polioy 

rested partly on a lingering faith in pacitiam and partly on the 

desire to curtail goverœent expenditure on armameats. It vas vith 

oneEf"e on the budget tbat the War cabinet in 1919 decided that 

service departœents should trame their estimates on the assumption 

tbata 

• ••• the British Empire will not be eng~d in aQ1 
sreat war during the next ten years, and ths.t no 
e:xpedi tionary torce will be required.•3 

1. Quoted in Chaput, Rolland - Disar.mament in British Foreign Policl, 
p.253· 

3• Quoted in Churchill, w.s. - The Gatbering Storm, p.5o-51. 
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This • ten.-year rule• remained in effec t un til 19 32, when. 

it was abandoned. The disar.mament programme, however, was not 

reversed UD.til 1934, when i t was n.o longer possible to base defence 

est~ates on assuœptions suoh as that of the British aœbassador in 

Berlia in. 1923, who reported that Gel.'m8Jl1' was disarmed: 

• ••• far beyond the point where any danger need be 
feared by baJ.and from the undue mili tary or naval 
atrea.gth of Germaay.•l 

'l'he policy of national diaaxmsnent in Britain was coupled 

with a desire to see Ger.many restored to a position of equality with 

the great nations of the world. This was a progr811D1De which found 

favour wi th both the moraliste who fel t that the injustice done to 

Germany by the Versailles Treaty must be rectified, and vith the 

traditionaliste who waated to see a restoration of tbe Balance of 

Power in Europe. The German Govermaea t na turally resen ted the 

perpetuation of the armament restrictions im.posed by the Versailles 

Treaty. As early as 1924• Ramsay Mactl)onald, PriJie Minister of the 

Labour Government, spoke in tones sympathetic to the German position: 

• The Preamble to Part V of the Treaty of Versailles 
~plies • • • tba t tbe disal'D1811lent of Germany is to 
be a prelim.iDary step to a general limitation of 
th• ar.a:meats of all nations. His Majesty• s 
Gover.aœeat bave always associated the two tbings.• 2 

Similarly, Sir J'ohn Simon, while Foreign Secretary iD. the 

National Govemm.ent from 1931-35, frequeat1y e~essed the need for 

recognitioa of the right of Germ.any to equality in armameats. He 

1. Q,uoted in Wolf ers, Arnold - Bri tau and !rance Between Two Wars, 
P•243 

2. Quoted in Chaput. Qp.cit., p.234. 
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agreed withMacOonald that: 

• ••• the Treaty of Versailles ••• contemplates a 
general limitation of al"DD.aments, which would be 
geaerally applied •••• 1 

The Labour Party, in particular, proved unquestioning in 

its faith in disar.mament as a prerequisite to world peace. Accordingly, 

ill 1932, the Labour Conference at Leicester passed a resolution 

condemning s 

• ••• the doctrine that ar.mamenta give seourit,y, 
and declares its unqualitied hostility to the 
rearming ot any country in any circœstances.• 2 

The policy ot the Liberal Party bas been SUIDDlarized by 

Sir Herbert Samuel, who was Leader of the Liberal opposition in the 

Commons from 19 33-35 s 

•Ever since Versailles, the policy advocated by 
the Liberal party bad been to main tain peace 
tbrough, first, Collecti~ Security; second, 
a general disarmament at lover leTels; third, 
the use by the League of Nations of sanctions, 
economie andmilitary, asainst any state which 
should defy its authority and ensage ill 
aggression.•3 

Prior to the advent of Hitler to power in Germa.ny, in 1933, 

we see a peculiar aligmnen t ot torees in Bri tain in tavour ot dis-

armament and a conciliatory policy toward Germany. A period ot 

relative calm on the continent made possible a policy ot disarmament 

which appealed both to the traditionaliste and the collectiviste. 

The tradi tional policy of maintaining a Balance ot Power on the 

1. H. of c. Deb., 5S, Vol. 265, May 13, 1932, col. 2326. 

2. Q,uoted in Hogg, Q,uinton - The Left Was Never Right, p.46 

3· Samuel, Viscount - Manoirs, p.269. 
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continent required the restoration of Ge.œany as a Great Power. The 

collectiviste, on tb.e other band, put their faith in the League u.d 

in collective security and regarded the mainteDance of aat1onal 

8.1'1l8Dleats as a cause of war. ID addition, they favoured concessions 

to Germany to redress the wrongs of the Versailles Treaty. 

Arnold Wolfers interpreta British policy prior to 1933 

ia this ways 

•The fuademental difference between tbe atarting 
points takea by Britaia aad France ••• caa be 
aocounted for mainly by the fact tbat Britain, 
because of her insular position, bad for a longer 
period of years no reason for concern about a rise 
of Gennan power. So remo te was any Ger.marJ. menace 
to the British Isles or the limpire tbat the fears 
of others were bardly understood, and the change 
when i t came bad to assume majÎr proportions 
before it was fully realized.• 

At the World Disarmament Conference, convened at Geneva on 

February 2, 1932, the Germaa delegation was most anxious to press its 

claim for equality. When the other conference delegates proved tardy 

in making a practical policy of the accepted principle of equality, 

German objections grew inoreasingly empbatic. Finally, on Ootober 14, 

1933, in a broadcast speech to tbe nation, Hitler announced the 

wi thdrawal of Ge:rmany from. the Disamament Conference. In the same 

address, the Chancellor gave D.Otice of the intention of the Germa.D. 

Gover:ament to resign i ts mebership in tbe League of Nations. 

Official notification of witbdrawal was given to the 

Disar.mament Conference by Von Neurath, the German Minister for Foreign 

Aff airs: 

1. Wolters, Qp.cit., P•243· 
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• ••• it is now clear that tbe Disarmameat Conference 
will not tultill what is its sole object, nwnely, 
general disallll8ment. It is also clear that this 
failure of the Conference is due solely to the 
unvillingness on the part ot the highly arm.ed 
states to carry out their contractual obligation 
to disarm. This renders impossible the satisfaction 
of Germ.any• s claim to equali ty of rights • • • • The 
German Gover1m1en t is accordingly compelled to leaTe 
the Disarmament Conf'erence.•l 

Simon now saw the central issue :as: 

• ••• how to reconcile Germany's demand tor equality 
with France's desire tor security. It is a terrible 
proble charged with the most potent and persistent 
of' all historie influences which divide nations •••• 
the wbole British policy has been directed ••• to 
promote reconciliation between theœ and to meet the 
BUPreme need of the world for peaoe by tut'Aing tb.e 
minds of both from the past and inviting tbeir co­
operation in the future.•2 

An agreement on disarmement was difficult to achieve wi th 

Germany in the Disar.mament Conference; wi th her out of the Conference 

i t was impossible. Stanley Baldwin, IDrd President of the Council. sav 

dangers in this situation: 

"You may haTe a disarmament of all countries to tbe 
leTel ot existing German armamen ts; ;vou may haTe 
a limitation of armaœents at a point which excludes 
all offensive weapons • • • • In that event you would 
haTe the heavily armed nations disar.ming to a point. 
Y ou vould have Germa.ny in time rearming to tba t 
point. The tb.ird alternative is competition in 
ax:ma:ments. Those are three possibili ties. What 
I say is that in no circumstances must the third 
alternative be reached.•3 

The adTe.o.t of Hitler to power bad brought the period of 

unreality to an end. Gradually the forces, in Britain, whicb. bad been 

1. Q,uoted in Survez of' International Affaira, 1933• p.306 

2. Q,uoted in Simon, Sir John - Retrospect, p.l86 

3· "uoted in survez, 1935. Vol. I, p.l3 
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almost unanimous in tbeir support of disarmament began to divide. 

The areas of division fell, generally speaking, along party lines. 

The Labour :Party, on the whole, remained faithful to the League 

ideal, and to the policy of disarmament as a preface to world peace. 

Conservatives, on the other bani, moved slowly in the direc'bi.of 

rearmament. The country as a whole remained pacifist. The resulta 

of a by-election held in East Fulham on October 25, 1933, were 

generally accepted as a clear proof that the country opposed rearmament. 

The Labour Party
1
in the by-election1 based its campaign on an appeal 

to pacificism. George Lansbury led the campaign: 

•r am asking for votes for peace and disarma~ent; 
my opponent demanda armaments and preparations 
for war." 

"I would close every recr~ing station, disband 
the army and dismiss the air force. I would 
abolish the whole dreadful equipment

1
of war and 

say to the world: 'Do your worst'." 

The result of the by-election was the defeat of the National 

Goveranent~candidate by 4,840 votes. The Labour victory was all the 

more marked in view of the fact that the seat bad previously been held 

by a Conservative with a majority of 14,521. Therefore, the election 

resulta were generally interpreted as a vote for pacifieism. Any 

r~ent propo~ls subsequently made by the National Government, 

therefore, tended to be extremely cautious. 

In November, 1933, Simon warned the House of Commons that 

some rearmement was necessar~r to national seeuri ty: 

1. Quoted in Templev.Jood, Op.Cit., p.126-7. 
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• ••• the conditions for isolation haTe disappeared 
and cannot exist. We shall not increase our 
influence for peace by declaring that 1 t do es not 
matter to us wha t our neighbours in Europe do or 
do not do.•l 

In a similar vein, Lord Londonderry, Secretar,r of State for 

Air, ~ged en tœ House of Lords tbata 

'••• we must, however reluctantly, abandon the 
policy of unilateral disal"Dlealent whicb. in the 
present unfortunate state of atfairs is 
manifestly not only useless, but even dangerous 
for us to pursue furtb.er. •2 

Despite a reversal of its policy on national dis~ent, 

b.owever. tbe Goveraœent continued to press for a recognition of 

Ger,many's rights. The practical neoessity of reoognising Germany's 

cla:im to equali ty was em.pb.asized in a memorandtm of J"anuary 2'], 1934, 

wb.ich the British GoTerDment communicated to the GoTerœents 

represented at the Disarmament Conference. The memrandum stated: 

• ••• tb.at an international agt"eem.ent based on the 
a.dmi tted principle of rights in a regime of sec uri ty 
necessarily inTOlTed tb.at the situation must be 
reaob.ed in whioh arms of a kind permitted to one 
state cannot be denied to another.•3 

The reply of the French Govermnent to the note serves to 

underline the different Tiew of security held across the channel: 

• ••• the French Government could accept no proposa! 
whicb would render more serious the dis~ent 
of France, while gruting, on the other band, to 
Gemany an illmediate legalization, wb.ich could 
only be limited with diffioulty. Of a rearmament 
already realized in Tiolation of the treaties.u4 

1. ~uoted in Wolfers, Qp.cit., p.254· 

2. ~uoted in Chaput, Op.cit., p.357 

3· H c Cmd. 4498 of 1933-4• 4. XXllu, 1106. 

4• Quoted in Survey, 1935, Vol. I, p.23 
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Nevertheless, Sir John Simon continued to plead tor the 

recognition of the right of Germany to equality: 

• ••• Germany1s claim to equality of rights in the 
matter of ar.maments cannot be resisted and ought 
not to be resisted ••• you will have to face 
some rearmament by Germany. •l 

Wolfers sees the change in policy of the British Govermaent 

after 1933 in this way: 

• ••• tbe British Govermaent did not drop the idea 
tb.at Germany's advanee might come to a halt of its 
own accord if justice were done to Ger.many 1 s claim 
and if radical revision of the treaties in the East 
was achieved tbrough negotiation; but it was not 
willing any longer to run the risk of remaining 
unprepared in case its expectations were 
disappointed • ••• The policy of appeasement was 
therefore now accompanied by feverish British 
rear.maœent and closer military understanding with 
the French •••• Conciliation moves vere now 
interpreted by the Germans as only a deviee to 
gain time until reazmament should put Bri tain in 
a position where she could dictate ber own terms.•2 

In 1934, the National Government introduced its first feeble 

measures for rearmament. The programme called for forty-one new air 

squadrons for Home Defence. Both Baldwin and Simon were now convinced 

that Britain could no longer pursue the course of unilateral disarmament. 

In their view, this course bad actually weakened Britain's position in 

disarmsment negptiations with otber nations. In defending tbe proposed 

increases in the Bouse of Commons on J"uly 30, 1934, Baldwin pointed 

out tbata 

•It is even possible that had our own scale of 
aDD&ments been higher we should bave been better 
able to influence the course of the Disar.msœent 
Conference. • 

1. Quoted in Chaput, Qp.cit., p.242 

2. Wolfers, Qp.ait., P•243· 
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'The old rrontiers are gone. When you think or the 
detence ot ED.gla.nd, you ca.n no longer think or the 
ehalk clitfs ot Dover, you think of the Rbine. 
Tbat is where our frontier lies •••• I am confident 
that I am asking the Bouse to-day to approve not 
only what is absolutely necessary but what is the 
leaet that I think we ought to ask the Bouse to 
give assent to ••• •1 

Simon agreed that the British position at the Disarmament 

Conference bad been weak: 

'No doubt our record ot unilateral disarmament in 
advanee of eorresponding action by other Powers 
had given us a strong moral position, but atter 
all a sense of rectitude is not always the best 
attitude tor persuading ethers to repent ••• •2 

Mem.bers of the Labour Party, along with a number of Liberale, 

e:xpressed their opposition to the Government• s rearmement proposals 

by moving a vote of censure regretting that: 

'His Majesty•s Govermnent should enter upon a 
policy ot rea~ament neither necessitated by 
any new commitnent nor calculated to add to 
the sec uri ty or the nation, but certain to 
jeopardize the prospects of' international 
disar.maœeat and to encourage a revival ot 
dangerous and wasteful competition in 
preparation for war.•3 

Clanent Attlee supported the motion of censure by denying: 

• ••• the need tor increased air arma •••• We 
deny the proposition that an increased British 
Air Force will malœ tor the peace of' the world, 
and we reject altogether the elaim of parity. 
This Government by endea'Yoring to persuade the 
people that they are going to get some sort ot 
defence by this addition to air armements is 
really deeeiving them.•4 

1. H. of c. Deb., 5S, Vol. 273. July 30, 1934, col. 2332-9. 

2. Ibid, col. 2438 

3· Ibid, col. 232.5 

4• Ibid, col. 2349· 
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.Another lAlboar.M.P., Sir Stafford Cripps, e.greed tbat 

rearmamen t was danger oua: 

"It is a fallacy, if one is examining the methode 
by which securi ty can be attained, to start upon 
the assœption that we get securi ty by increase 
of air armanents or an increase of any form of 
armements ••• • 

" ••• diaarmament is the essentiel feature in the 
satety and securi ty of the world. •1 

Labour opposition to rearmament was coupled with its faith 

in collective security as a system which would eltminate war. Their 

faith in the League and in the necessity of eliminating national 

armements bad true religious fervor. One of tbeir main tenets was 

the beliet tba t the maas of the common people throughout the world 

were in tema tionall;y-minded and could be appealed to on the basis of 

reason and justice to support the League and thus eliminate w.-. 

A.s long as the need for securi ty- was not of paramount 

importance to Bri tain, a polic;y whi ch equa ted collee tive sec uri ty wi th 

unilateral dis&naament did not appear too contradictor;y. When, however, 

Britain•s position in Europe was not secure, i.e. once Hitler bad 

appeared on the scene, the notion of supporting the Leagae while 

remaining disarmed seemed to the tradi tionalists to be paradoxl.cal. 

Faith in the etficac;y of collective security was also partl;y 

based on beliet in the ability of economie sanctions to deter an 

aggressor. Clement Attlee, therefore, when he supported the above 

motion of censure. emphasized that the existence of the League eliminated 

the necessity of national armsœents: 

1. ~· col. 2425. 
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•The League of Nations does not say tbat you must 
lœep a torce of this or tbat size. The League 
ot Nations was tounded on the idee. of tbe reduction 
ot armements and not the increase of al'lnllnents. 

•we are standing on the principle of collective 
sec uri ty under the obligations wbieh bave been 
taken ~ b;r Govern:men ta of all parties ••• •1 

The Disarmament Conference bad collapsed largel;r owir8 to tbe 

confiicting demanda of German;r and France. Tbe contlict between the 

German claim tor equalit;r and the French dem.and tor seeurit;r vas never 

settled. The British continued to recognise the validity of both 

clatms, but tound no solution to tbe dilemma. 

In Februar;r of 1935. when British and French ministers 

conterred in London, the British Govermnent aeemed to support the 

French view at least to the extent of den;ring the right of unilateral 

denunciation of treaties. A joint communiqué, issued on Februar;r 3. 

atated tbat the two Gonrœents: 

• ••• are agreed tbat nei ther German;r nor an;r other 
Power wbose ar.maments have been defined b;r the 
Peace Treaties is entitled by unilateral action 
to modif;r these obligations.•2 

Tbe oomm•uaiqué went on to suggest an air pact of the Locarno 

powers. This suggestion provided tbe German GoverDment witb. an 

opportunit;r to ini tiate discussions wi th tœ British Goverœent in Berlin. 

Aceordingly, an invitation was issued, as a result of wich arrangements 

were made for Sir John Simon to vi si t Berlin in Marc b. Betore accepting 

the invitation, Simon received the assurance of tb.e German Goverament 

2. H C Omd. 4798 of 1934-5, 2-3• XXIV, 9D-9l. 
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that the object ot the meeting would be to diseuse all tbe matters 
l 

reterred to in the cOIIIIDWliqué of February .3· 

Simon's Berlin visit was soheduled for Maroh 7. On the 

sixth, it vas announced tbat the visit bad been postponed at the 

request of the German Government. Simon e:xplained in tb.e House of 

COmmons tbat the visit bad been postponed beoause the German Chancellor 

bad caught a cold. 

Most observera tel t that the real reason for the postponement 

was the publication on March 4 of the British White Paper on Defence.2 

'l'he laying of the Paper had been greeted by loud protesta in the German 

press.3 This White Paper is of interest not merely because its 

publication resulted in the postponement of the Berlin meeting, but 

because the Paper, itself, and \h,e debates in the House of Commons on 

the Paper, clearly reveal the main problens in defence which faced the 

British Government in 1935· The purpose of the Paper was to provide 

justification for an increaae in Defence Estimates. It was clearly 

stated tbat the British policy of unilateral disarmament bad not led 

the world to disannam.ent: 

•we ••• are e.pproacb.ing a point when we are not 
possessed of the necesearymeans of defending 
ourselves against an aggressor.• 

German rearmament, in particu1ar, necessitated counter-

measures by Bri tain: 

•Ger.many was not only rearming openly on a large 
scale, despi te tb.e provisions of Part V of tb.e 
Treaty of Versailles • • •• All the large Powers 
except the United Kingdom were adding to their 
armed forces.• 

1. H 0 Cmd. 5143 of 1935=6, 19, XXVII, 77 

2. H C Omd. 4827 of 19.34-35, XIII, 80,3-812 

3· Reported in The Times (London), Marcb. 6 and 7. 
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1 This reannament, if continued at its present rate, 
unabated and uncontrolled, will aggravate the 
exiating anrleties of the neighbours of Germany, 
and may consequently produee a situation where 
peace will be in peril.•l 

The White Paper serves to reveal the serious weakness of 

British defences in 1935· The apologetic tone ot the Paper shows 

tbat the Government anticipated country-wide hostility to any proposais 

tor increased expenditure on armaments. A full awareness ot the 

deticiencies of British defences is essential to the understanding of 

the policies pursued by the British Government, both in the acceptance 

of tbe Anglo-German Naval Agreement, and in the bandling of the Ethiopian 

criais. 

The basic problems eonfronting Britain in 1935 were those 

which faced ber throughout the 1930's. Generally apeaking, tbere 

was great faith among the British public in the League ot Nations ideal. 

This faith was not shared in France where the League was regarded as 

valuable only to the degree that it provided protection for France from 

Gennany. The divergence in policy between the British and French 

Governments became more obvious after the advent of Hitler to power in 

Germany in 1933• 

France was unwilling at any time bet~een the two wars to regard 

Germany as other tban a hostile power. British policy vacillated between 

recognition of Germany as a potential enemy and recognition of ber as a 

possible ally. By 1935, it was beeoming increasingly difficult to con-

sider Germany as other tban a potential foe. The policy of the Bri tiah 

Goverœen t, however, waa not to trea t Gennany as an overt enemy but to 

1. FC Cmd. 4827 ot 19_3lt-3j, 5-6, XIII, 807-8. 



pursue faitbtully any policy whichmight prevent a real cleavage 

between the United ICingdom aBd Oermany • 

.A.t the seme time, by 1935. the British Govermnent realized 

a real need to consolidate its position in the event of a criais 

with Germ~. Bence we witness the reluctance of the Government to 

aliena te Mussolini over the Ethiopian war. Perhaps the chief difficul ty 

facing the Government was the problem of reconciling a policy of 

consolidation of strength with a policy of loyalty to the League. On 

occasion. public support of the League and faith in disarmament as a 

panacea for war put the Gove~ent in a positioa where its public 

avowa.ls of support of the League appeared hypocri tical in the light 

of actual policies pursued. 

The attitude of the Press and Parliament to the White Paper 

on Defence serves to illustrate the opposition to rearmement in the 

country at large. Many of the most ardent supporters of collective 

security relentlessly argued against rear.mament. Such was the line 

taken by the Executive Gomœittee of the League of Nations Union whioh 

adopted the following condamnation ot the Government: 

• ••• His Majesty's Govermnent have abandoned the 
policy of extending and reintorcing the collective 
system of defence, have tallen back on the assumption 
that national armements alone can provide security, 
and bave weakened in their determination to work 
tor a general reduction of armements by international 
agreement ... 1 

The attitude of the Daily Herald was even more critioal:: 

1. Q.uoted in The Times (London), Mar. 9, 1935. 
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•Let us hope the effects will not be catastrophic •••• 
Germany is repeatedly accused of breaking the 
treaty ••• aggravating the situation ••• bringing 
about a situation which imper ils peace • • • • Tb.e 
White Book is 110 t only 8Jl insul t to Germa.ny ••• 
it is also the rejection of the entire system 
of collective seourity. But let the world 
understand - i t is important tha t the world 
understands - tbat this is not the voice of the 
British. people.•l 

In the debate in tbe House of Commons on March 11, considerable 

opposi tien to the Paper was expressed. Speaking for the Labour Party, 

Clement Attlee urged that: 

Baldwin' 

• ••• there be no mistake about this White P~. 
It marks a complete obuge of policy. We are 
back in a pre-var atmospbere. We are back in 
the system of alliances and rivalries and an 
ar.maments race.•2 

Sir Herbert Samuel ae;reed: 

"Every nation ••• bas u obligation for the sake 
of the Covenant, not to arm, but to disarm. •3 

A detenoe of tbe Gover.tment• s polic;r vas made by Stanley 

1 Wbat ve ask ••• is that those forces vhich ve 
have, and wi th which we are satisfied, if the 
call sb.ould come either to repel an aggressor 
or to fulfill our obligations under pacts or 
und er the OOV'enan.t - tha t tho se forces shall 
be as vell equipped for the purpose they have 
in view as i t is possible to equip them ••• •4 

Among many supporters of the Covenant and of collective 

sec uri ty there was a f irm tai th that collee ti ve sec uri ty made 

1. Quoted in Hogg, Quinton., Op.cit., p.l37· 

2. H. of c. Deb., 5S., Vol. 292• March 11, 1935, col. 43· 

3· Ibid, col. 61 

4. ~· col. 48. 
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rearmement wmeeessary and tbat rearmament rendered collective 

seeuri ty impossible. Those who a.dhered to this view ma.inteined an 

a.lmost incessant attaek on the foreign policy of the British 

Governmen t througbou t 19.35. 

On the same day tha.t the debate on the White PEi> er was 

held in the Bouse of Commons, tbe Times reported tha. t the German 

Governœent had reaewed the invitation for talks in Berlin to take 

place between Mareh 24 and 28. Once again the Berlin visit was 

almost caneelled, when on March 16, the German Government decreed its 
1 

conscription law providing tor a peace-time army of thirty-six divisions. 

This law clearly represented a repudiation of the disarmament ter.ms of 

the Versailles Treaty, and,tberero~the British Government issued a 

protest on March 18, elaiming tha.t: 

• ••• sueh a declaration is a turther example of 
unilateral action, which ••• is ca.lculated 
serioualy to increase uneasineas in Europe.• 

The note, however, went on to say tbat: 

•His Maj est;r' s Govermuent are most unwilling 
to abandon any opportun! ty whieh the arranged 
visit might atford of promoting general 
understanding ••• • 2 

The deter.mina.t ion of the British Governm.ent to proceed wi th 

the talks despite the announceœent of the conscription law eœphatieally 

reveals tb.e anxiety of the British to have Geœany return to tb.e 

diplomatie circle of Xurope. That this anxiety was known in Germany 

1. For text, see Survey, 1935, Vol. I, p.141 

2. H C Cmd. 4848 of 1934-5, 2-3, XXIV, 132-3 
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is revealed in a memorandum of the German Ambassador in London to the 

German Foreisa Ministry: 

•... we bold certain \'l:'um.p cards. the beat of whicll 1 
is Britain's aversion to a breach with GermaDT ••• • 

A.ccompanied by Anthony Eden, Sir john S~on held talks with 

Hitler, in Berlin. on March 25 and 26. During the talks, Hitler clarified 

bis demanda for rea.rm.am.ent.. Ge.nu.any required thirty-six divisions on 

land. Hitler asserted that Germany now had all types of arma possessed 

by other countries. As to the navy, Germany claimed a tonnage equal 

to thirty-five percent of the British tonnage. and in the air, pari v 
with Great Britain.

2 

Furtber details of the talks are provided in a memorandœn 

of the German GoverDnent to tbeir Ambassador in London) A.ccording to 

this note, tbe representatives of the Government of the United IG.ngdom 

e~ressed a desire to bave Ger.many participate in the Naval Conference 

to be held at the end of the year. As a prelude to the Conference, 

the British representatives suggested informal cQoversations between 

GennaDT and Bri tain in London at some future date. At the same time, 

Simon e:x:pressed a reluctance to accept tbe ratio system as a basis for 

agreement. The British Govermnent, along wi th the American and japanese, 

Simon maintained, would prefer an agreement on naval construction 

programmes for a given number of years. Hitler, however, expressed 

faith in the ratio system. S~on also e:xpressed the view that the 

1. Docunents on German J!'oreiSP Polioz, Series c, Vol. 3, No. 542, p.l02l 

2. .A.nnounoed by Sir John Simon in H. of c. Deb., 5s, Vol. 300, 
Apr. 9, 1935, col. 986. 

3· Documents on German Foreign Policy, Series C, Vol. 3, No. 555, 
p.l043-80. 
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demand for a fleet equal to thirty-five pere en t of the s trength of 

the British fleet was so large as to make a general agreement almost 

impossible. 

The main outcome of the tel ks in Berlin was a clear statement 

of Ger.many's rear.mament claims and Simon•s invitation to Germany to 

participate in naval talks in London. In Germany, the talks were 

followed by an acceleration of the naval construction programme. 

Some criticiam bas been levelled at the British Government 

for presenting the London naval talks with Germany as a preliminary 

to the general Naval Conference. The critics maintain that Ger.many 

was not to be one of the conference members and that tberefore preliminary 

talks would not be in order. This attaek, however, cannet stand up in 

the light of the German documents which authenticate Simon•s statements 

as to the purpose of the London conversations. 

In Bri tain, prior to the talks, tbere was considerable 

support for a conciliatory policy toward Gennany. The Liberal leader 

in the Lords, Lord Lothian, in particular, had for some time supported 

Germany•s claim to equality, as in hia letter to the Times on January 31, 

1935: 

"The central fact is that Germany does not want 
war and is prepared to renounee i t absolutely 
as a method of settling her disputes with her 
neighbours, provided she is given real equality Il ... 

The Times, itself, supported friendship with Germany as in 

its editorial of April 10: 

• ••• if mu ch more t:ime passes i t may be impossible 
to bring Gelll)9.ny into a collective system on any 
terms and the chance of any sort of !:imitation 
may be lost tor a generation." 
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Sir Herbert Samuel, on APril 10, addressing a meeting of 

the National Liberal Club, urged revision of the Treaty of Versailles 

to end: 

u ••• Germ.any' s one-sided disarmament which we 
indignantly rejected for ourselves.•l 

The official policy of the British Government remained one 

of' opposition to the unilateral repudiation of treaties. This policy 

was clearly sta ted in the joint Resolution issued by the United 

Xiné§iom, France, and Italy at the conclusion of the Stresa Conference 

(April 11 - 14): 

•The tbree Powers ••• find themselves in canplete 
agreement in opposing • •• any unilateral 
repudiation of treat~es which may endanser the 
peace of Europe ••• • 

A similar line was taken at the meeting of the COuncil of 

the League of Nations, which had been convened at Geneva on APril 16, 

at the request of the French Government ar.ing to their anxiety at German 

rearm.ament. A resolution was passed by the Council whieh: 

• ••• eondemns a~ unilateral repudiation of 
international obligations.•3 

At botb the se meetings) the British Governmen t stood f'irmly 

bebind France in eondemning unilateral repudiation of treaties. 

Meanwbile, German naval construction proeeeded. At the same time, 

plans eontinued for the naval tal.ks whicb were seheduled for tbe first 

week of May. 

1. ~uoted in The Times (London), Apr. 11, 1935. 

2. H C Cmd. 4880 of 1934-5, 4, XXIV, 710 

3• League of Nations Journal, MaT 1935, p.551. 
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On May 1, however, Hitler suggested postponement of the 

tallœ until May 15 when he planned to make a detailed reply to the 

resolution of the League Council.
1 

When the speech was actually 

made in the Reichstag on May 21, Hitler claimed tba t i t was not 

Germ.any which:-

• ••• unilaterally violated the Versailles Treaty 
but the other Powers who violated by failing to 
disarm.. It was impossible for the Gexman 
Goverument to return to the League of Nations 
until she bad been granted equality of statua.• 

The Chancellor went on to reassert German naval claims 

and assure ihe British that Germa.ny did not intend to rival the 

British fleet: 

•The limitation of the German navy to thirty­
five percent of the British nav.r is still 
fifteen percent below the total tonnage of 
the French fleet ••• the German Government 
declare definitely tbat this is Germany1s 
final and tixed demand.• 

1 The German Govermuent voluntarily recognise 
tbe supreme vital importance. and thus the 
justification, for a dominating protection 
of the British world Empire at aea •••• 2 

Meanwhile, plans for the naval talks in London continued. 

The British Governmen t maintained that the talles to begin .Tune 4 

were to be of a purely infbrm.al nature. 

The talles tbemselves were spread over two periods - .Tune 4-8, 

and .Tune 14-18. During the course of the talles the Bri tisb Cabinet 

shuffle took place.3 On .Tune 7, Stanley Baldwin replaced Ramsay MacDœald 

1. Reported in The Times (London), May 1. 1935· 

2. H C Cmd. 5143 of 1935-6, 32-3, XXVII, 9o-91. 

3• Reported in The Times (London), .Tune 8, 1935· 
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as Prime Minister, and Sir Samuel Hoare came '00 the Foreign Office 

to take the place of Sir John Simon, who became Home Secretary. In 

addition, a new post was created flo'f' Anthony Eden, who was to be 

Minister in charge of League of Nations' Affaira. 

The British delegation at the naval talks was headed by 

Foreign Office representative Robert Craigie, who was assisted by 

Admirals Riddle and Monsell. Joachim von Ribbentrop headed the 

German delegation, Admiral Roeder being his chief technical advisor. 

The first meeting was presided over by Sir John Simon. 

The first issue which arose at the conference was the question 

of accepting the ratio system as a basis for agreement. The British 

wished to postpone discussion of this point until communication with 

other Governments (i.e. France, United States, Japan, and Italy) had 

been completed. German tactics, however, rendered this approach 

impossible. Ribbentrop insisted on settlement of the ratio question 

as a necessary preliminary to any detailed negotiations. In his 

memoirs, Ribbentrop has described his thinking: 

nr •.• considered it necessary to conclude a 
binding agreement with Britain immediately, for 
otherwise I foresaw the most serious diffïculties. 
Clearly even if Britain was prepared to accept 
Germany's demand, she was bound to encounter 
energetic opposition if she consulted Paris in 
accordance wi th her alliance wi th France."l 

This strategy proved successful largely because of the 

extreme anxiety of the British not to lose the opportunity to come to 

an agreement which might limit German naval reconstruction. 

1. Von Ribbentrop, Joachim - The Ribbentrop Manoirs, p.40. 
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The tailure ot the British Govermaent to comm.unicate 

adequately wi th the French prior to signing the naval agreement bas 

been one ot the main criticisœs levelled at the British Cabinet • 

.A.gain there is an appearance ot anxiety and baste on the part ot 

the Briti sb. Goverr.anent to tormalize any kind ot agr:ee:nent wi th 

Germany. 

On June 12, it was reported in The Times that summaries ot 

the conversationsin London had been corzmunicated to tœ Powers who 

bad signed the Versailles Treaty. Almost ilœ:lediately, the American 

and Japanese Governments communicated their approvals to the British 

Government.
1 

The Italien Governm.ent did not reply until June 17, 

and then its position was not clearly stated. Rome complained that 

the British manorandum was lacking in detail, particularly with regard 

to the proposed German building programme. 2 

On June J.4, the Times Correspondent reported from Paris tb.at 

the French Government was working on a reply to the British memorandum. 

The French Government were seeld.ng turther detail on the rate ot German 

construction. They also wondered whether or not the ratio to tbe 

strength ot the British tleet would be maintained regardless ot 

construction by ether countries. 

The formal reply of the French Government was received in 

London on June 17. The te:x:t of the reply bas not been published but 

i t b.as been noted tha t the tone ot the reply was untavourable to 

ac cep tance ot the proposed naval agreem.en t. 

1. Reported in The Times (London), June J.4, 1935· 

2. ~· June 18, 19 35· 
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The Paris correspondent of the Times reported: 

• ••• the French Government take the attitude tbat 
Great Britain is not autb.orized to accept a 
percen tage from Germany which is contrary to the 
stipulation of the Peace Treaty.•l 

The t'ollowing day) the Angle-German Naval Agreement was 

signed on bebalt' of the British Govermne.nt by Sir Samuel Hoare. In 

2 
the agreement, the British Government accepted the German proposal 

t'or a navy in the ratio of 35 a 100 to the total strength in tonnage 

of the combined fleet of the British Commonwealth of Nations. In the 

event of any: 

• ••• abnormal and exceptional construction by 
other Powers ••• • 

Germany was to consult wi th the British Govermnent. It was 

further agreed tba t Germany should bave the righ t to a sul:marine 

tonnage equal to forty-t'ive percent of the total sulJnarine tonnage of 

the British Comnonweal th of Nations. In special circanstances, Gel'JD.aD.Y 

migbt bring her submarine tonnage uP to one hundred percent, after 

discussions with the British Govermneot. 

The conclusion of the agreeœent met with varied reactions 

tb.rougbout the world. The German Press welcomed the agreeaent. Deutsehe 

Allgemeine Zeitung regarded the agreement as: 

1 Germany1 s tirst t'reely negotiated amam.eats 
agreement. •3 

The Ge:nnan News .A.gency reported tha t: 

1. The Times {London), June 18, 1935· 

2. See Appe.ndix p • 1 53 

3· Q.uoted in The Times, (London), June 19, 1935• 



•The agreement settled once and for all Anglo­
German naval relations. All competition between 
the tleets of the ho Powers is in future ruled 
out. A new chapter bas opened in the history 
ot the two eountriea, and a basis has been liid 
for friendship between Xngl.and and Germa03"• • 

Ribbentrop reports that Hitler called this tbe happiest day 

ot his lite. Ribbentrop, naturally enough, em.phasizes the importance 

of tbe agreement in this passage frœ his memoire: 

•It was signiticant that it meant the repeal ot 
the disar.mament provisions of the Versailles 
'lreaty, officially agreed to by Bri tain. 
Incoœparably more ünportant, b.owever, appeared 
to be the understanding which bad been reached 
on naval matters.•2 

The reaction in Paris, as migb.t be expected, was not a 

favourable one. The initial impact on Paris was reported in the Times 

on June 19. 'l'he Jrench view was tbat the signattt:e of tbe agr:eement 

represented a complete departure fran the principle of Franco-British 

collaboration as laid down in the communiqué ot February 3 and again 

at Stresa. Tb.e bitterest criticism in Paris was levelled at the tact 

that the conments of the French Government on the proposed agreement 

bad reacbed London on the aeventeenth and the agreement was signed on 

the eighteenth. The obvious conclusion was that tbe British had not 

given due consideration to the v1ews of the French. 

Soœe observera in Paris feared the co.o.clusion ot a similar 

agrea:n.ent between the United Xingdœ and Germany on aviation. Such 

a development would leave the Fre.o.ch alone to negotiate, unsqpported, 

1. Q.uoted in Ibid, June 19, 19.35· 

2. Von Ribbentrop, Op.cit., p.40. 
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on the question of land armaments, whiah vere of vital concern to her. 

The most extreme pessimiste in Paris feared that Britain, having secured 

a measure of amament control on the sea, and later in the air, would 

reward Germany by leaving ber a free band in Eastern Europe. Lesa 

extreme was the prediction tba t the French navy, al tbough i t would have 

a fifteen percent superiority over the German navy, would, by 1940, be 

an inferior force to a newly constructed German fleet. 

In order to prevent a dangerous rift in Anglo-Frenoh relations, 

the British Government sent Anthony Eden 1x> Paris, on June 20, for talks 

with Laval. Eden's task was to exPlain the British acceptance of the 

agreement and subsequently to visit Rome for similar talks with Mussolini. 

The attitude of Pierre Laval, the French Premier, proved more conoiliatory 

than that of the Paris Press and Eden seem.s to have achieved a measure 

of success in his mission. 

Lesa favourable was the attitude of M. Pietri, the French 

Minis ter of Marine, speaking at Brest on June 27: 

•wha t has surprised us in the Anglo-German agreement 
is decidedly not the fresh rearmament on Ge~ny's 
part • • • • What bas surprised us is the precipita te 
adhesion of lltngland to this German act -and this 
in conditions which might make us doubtful, not 
indeed of E:ngland's frieniship, but of her 
traditional prudence ••• • 

The British Press, on the other band, was generally favourable 

to the agreement. On June 20, the Times found i ta 

'••• quite impossible to see how the aoceptance by 
Germany of a level lower than that of France or 
Italy can be disadvantageous to those two countriea. 
The British Government were emphatically right to 
seize the opportunity whioh was offered ••• for 
making • • • a point of depa.rture for a general 
limitation of European sea armaments.• 

1. Quoted in Survey, 1935, Vol. I, p.l87. 
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The Economist took a higbly opttœistic view of the 

agreement, seeing i t as: 

• ••• a happy augury tor ••• Sir Samuel Hoare, that 
the tirst important docœent to which he bas put 
his name as Foreign Secretary should be one tbat 
lays tbe gbost of Anglo-German naval campe ti tion 
and :m.ay prove to be the first step in a voluntary 
and freely negotiated peaee.• 

u. •• we IDa7 hereatter be able to look baek on 
this week's announeement as the tirst step in 
the negptiation of an agreed peace.•l 

Nevertheless, a considerable amonnt of critioism of the 

agreement vas e:x;pressed. in the House of Co:urnons. On June 26, F .s. Cocks, 

a Labour mEmber, asked if the Foreign Minister wass 

• ••• avare that the treaty obligations of Ge~ 
oannot be cancelled by one country alone ••• • 

Lengtb.y debates on the agreement were held in the House of 

Gommons on July 11 and July 22. On the eleventh, Sir Samuel Hoare 

detended the agreanent and pointed out the precedent tor treating 

naval disar.mament separately from the question of land and air di~enta 

'The naval question bas always been treated apart, 
and it was always the intention, so far as I lmow, 
ot the naval Powers to trea t i t apart. • 

•we came to the view that there vas a chance of 
making an agreement that set!IID')d on naval groundS 
manifestly to the advantage of the other naval 
Powers • • • • In the opinion ot our naval e:x;perts, 
we were advised to acoept the agreement as a sate 
agre-nt for the British l!mpire •••• We saw a 
chance that might not recur ot eliminating one ot 
the causes tbat chietly led to tbe embitterment 
betore the Great War - the race ot German naval arms.•3 

1. The Economist, Naval Agreement, Vol. lJD, June 22, 1935· 

2. H. ot a. Deb., 5S, Vol. 303, June 26, 1935, col. 1074. 

3• Ibid, Vol. 304, July 11, 19 35. col. 511-12 



Speald.ng for the Liberal Party, Sir Herbert Samuel supported 

the agreement because s 

• ••• it was essential tbat Herr Hitler's offer 
should be taken at its face value, accepted and 
clinched at once. • 

1 If the offer bad been rejected ••• the Ger.man 
navy would bave been built, but, ••• it would 
bave been constructed witbout any limitation 
at all ••• • 

1 We should realize tbat the disar.mament clauses 
of the Treaty of Versailles are dead ••• • 

Nevertheless, Samuel noted that: 

• ••• the matter was not perhaps very bappily 
bandled diplomatically.•l 

On the other band, the attitude of the Labour Party, as 

voiced in Cleœent Attlee•s speech, was very critical: 

•He (Hoare) welcomed i t as a great step towards 
disar.mement - the rearmamen t of Germany as a 
great step towards disarmam.ent. We say it is 
notbing but a steady progress towards rearmament 
and towards competition in armements again.•2 

For different reasons, Winston Churchill levelled severe 

cri ticism at the naval agreement, seeing it as condoning a progr8IJI.lœ 

of construction at maximum activity in Germany:: 

•we bave condoned and even praised the Geman 
treaty breaking in fleet building •••• We 
bave ••• nullified ••• the Leegue of Nations' 
condamnation of Treaty breaking in respect 
ot ar.msments.•3 

A.t tbe conclusion of the debate, Eden defended the position 

of the Goverœen t: 

1. Ibid, col. 528-9. 

2. Ibid, col. 538. 

3• Ibid, col. 543· 
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1 There has been no question ••• ot our making 
it possible tor Ger.many to do something she 
would not otherwise have done. On the contrary, 
the purpose ot this step bas been to circumscribe, 
by agreement wi tb Germany, the ul ti.ma.te consequences 
of the unilateral decision to whic h Germany bad 
already begun to give etfect.• 

•we regard the A.ngl.o-German Naval .A..greem.ent as an 
essential preparatory step and a direct contribution 
to tbe conclusion ot agreements regarding erm.aments 
generally.•l 

In the House ot Commons on J"uly 22, Sir Bol ton Eyres Monsell, 

the First Iord ot the Admiral ty. was assignsd the task of e'X;Plaining 

the advantages of the agreement for the Admiral ty. He detended tbe 

ter.ms ot the agreement as necessary to provide some limitation and 

restriction to naval conatructions 

1 After DecEmber 1936, all the naval agreanents 
under which we have been wrking tor sirleen 
years come to an end, and unless we can put 
som.eth.ing in the place of these treaties and 
agreements, all navies tor the future will be 
entirely unrestricted and unlimited. 

• ••• tbe Aàmiralty welcomed the proposition of 
a great country lilœ Germany to fix ber na.vy 
forever at a point wbich we could view wi thou-t 
undue e.n::x:iety. 

• • • • Ge:rmany bas laid down this programme ••• 
the sbips are on the stocks.•2 

On this occasion, Churchill again attacked the Go"fernmen t' s 

policy and ex.pressed sympathy witb the attitude of tbe French: 

1 Tbe entire navy of France, e::x:oept the latest 
vessels, will require to be reconstructed. The 
new Gennan aavy, al tbough somewba.t bebind the 
French in the matter of percentages, would 
undoubtedly be overwhelmingly sqperior from 
the point of view of matériel." 

1. Ibid, col. 616. 

2. Ibid, J"uly 22, 1935, col. 1538-41. 



•1 regret that we b.ave condoned this flagr8Jlt 
breach of tb.e 'l'reaty. It would have been better ••• 
to have carried these matters tor,.,ard to the 
League of Nations and endeavoured to use this 
further breach of the Treaty of GeDnany as a 
means of gathering torees tor a policy of 
collective security aiOOng the nations of the world.• 1 

George Lansbury. Pacifist leader of the Labour Opposition, 

regarded the agreement as a repudiation of the League of Nations: 

•To-day proves eonclusively tha t so ter as the League of 
Nations is coneerned, the Governm.en t have given up 
all faith in the League, all faith in sanctions of 
any kind, all beliet in the validity of that scrap 
ot paper."2 

Leaving aside criticism of the agreement from a technical 

point of view, the worst feature of the agreement was that i t 

represented a diplomatie victory tor Ge~. By signing this agreement, 

the British Govermnent gave recognition, if not approval, to Germany's 

rearmement programme despite violation of the Versailles Treaty. It 

may be argued that the disarmam.ent clauses of the Treaty of Versailles 

were a dead letter in 1935· This is undoubtedly true, but nevertheless, 

the British Governm.ent had been manoeuvred into a position where it 

did an apparent "about-face• from the line adopted in the communique' 

ot February 3, and at the Stresa Conference. 

The most obvious immediate consequence of the agreement was 

growing discontent in Paris with the vacillating foreign policy of 

the Bri ti sb Governm.en t. In 1935, because of the Ethiopian criais, 

France was faced with a cboice between the British navy and the Italian 

1. ~' col. 1553-4· 

2. ~· col. 1558. 



anny. Atter the naval agreement bad been signed, tbe choice became 

more dif'f'icult. For the French, the British navy might now not be 

as strategically valuable as the Italian anny. The conclusion of' 

the agreement certainly did nothing to consolidate an Anglo-French 

front in the Ethiopian question. 

Why then did the British Government sign this agreement 

which elearly did not represent a politically wise move? The answer 

must be f'ear. Througbout all the negotiations there was a great sense 

of' urgency on the part of' the British Government. Even prior to Simon's 

Berlin visit there was an impression of' anxiet.r in his unwilliugness 

to cancel the conversations despite the announcement of' Germany's 

•conscription law•. Anxiety was again revealed in the reluctant 

acceptance of' the ratio systen by the British delegation in London. 

The Bri ti sb Cabinet:: 

a ••• agreed tha t no question of procedure should 
block the discussion •••• 1 

Considerable pressure to sign the agreement oame from tbe 

Naval Staff', wbo: 

• ••• regarded the of'f'er as supremely important ••• 
it ensured us a superiority over the German Fleet 
twice as great as we bad in 1914, and avoided a 
race for naval armements tbat would beggar the 
British Treasury.•2 

Pressure tram the Admiralty is also mentioned in the memoirs 

of Lord Vansittart, permanent under-secretary for the Foreign Office: 

• ••• our Admiralty was paintully interested in 
limiting the Germans ••• •3 

1. Templewood, Qp.oi t., p.140 

2. Ibid, p.141 

3· Vansi ttart, Lord - The Mist Procession, p.525. 
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The greatest impression of ur@ena.y was created by the 

failure of the British Government to consult,adequately,the French 

Government prior to signing tte agreement. The French ha.d every 

reason to feel tbat their communiqué of the seventeenth had been 

given little consideration in London. 

The anxiety of the British Governmen t and the pressure from 

tre Admira! ty can be ex:plained only by reference to the weakness of 

British defences in 1935· This weakness was emphasized in the White 

Paper issued on March 4. The apologetic tone adopted by the Government, 

in justifying increased expenditure on defence, is a clear indication 

of the extreme reluctance of the British public to support any measure 

of rearmament in 1935· 

The Government was faced with the reality of German naval 

construction and a realisation of the inadequacy of British defences. 

This inadequacy was, of course, not limited to the navy but was equally 

the case in the other services. In concluding ti:E naval agreement, the 

British Government adopted a desperation measure to secure any me~sure 

of control over German reannament and to gain time for an improvement 

of Bri 'lis h defences. 

Only withthese circumstanees in mind can we explain the 

haste with which the British Government concluded the agreement, and 

the signature of the agreement despite the fact that it represented a 

diplomatie victory for Germany and a weakening of Anglo-French solidarity. 

32 



CRAPT.ER II 

BACKGROUND TO THE E'l'HIOPIAN CRISIS (}VENTS PRIOR TO J'UNE 7, 19 35) 

The Ita1o-Eth1opian war which began on October 3• 1935, had 

its origine, technical1y at least, in an incident which took place at 

Wa1wal on December 5, 1934· On Deeember 14. Herouy Walde Sellaisie, 

the Abyssinian Foreign Minister, sent a note1 to the Seeretary General 

of the League of Nations drawing the Council's attention to an attack 

by Italian troops on an Abyssinian detaebment on December 5. The 

Abyssinian troops had been aceompanying an Anglo-Abyssinian Commission 

which vas investigating pasture lands in the Abyssinian province of 

Ogaden. The note pointed out that two protesta had been made to the 

Italian Government and a request made for arbitration under Article 5 

of the Italo-Abyssinian T.reaty of 1928. 2 The Italian reply, the note 

said, had been a dem.and for an indemni ty and moral reparation, and a 

statement that the Italian Government did not see how the incident 

could be the subject of arbitration. 

The Italian Government telegraphed a reply to this note to 

the Secretary General of the League on December 16. The communiqué 

pointed out that: 

"The Anglo-Abyssinian Commission • • • appeared, on 
November 23rd, before Walwal, a place which be1onga 
to Ita1ian Somaliland and which bas been occupied 
by Italian troopa for aome years •••• The 
Abyssinian Commission maintained that Walwal 
belonged to Abyssinia and that consequently the 
Abyssinian troops bad the right to proeeed. The 
officer commanding the Italian post replied that ••• 
the possession of Walwal was for the two governments 
to discuss.• 

1. LNOJ, Feb. • 1935, P•274 

2. See appendix p. 152 



As a result of this exchange, the Italian letter went on, 

the Anglo-Abyssinian Commission bad left the zone, while the Abyssinian 

troops remained in front of the post. In the note the Italian 

Government denied that Italian troops had initiated the attack on 

December .5: 

•on December .5th, the Abyssinian troops made a 
sudden attack in force on our post without any 
provocation. 

'The Italian Government accordingly protested to 
the Addis Ababa Government against the sudden 
attack, reserving the right to state what 
reparation it considered due ••• 

'The Italian Government considered the incident 
occurred in sueh c1ear cireumstanees tba.t 
arbitration was not neeessary.•1 

That the incident had not taken place in very •clear 

circumstances• soon became apparent. In a letter of December 15 to 

the Secretary General, 2 Uerouy pointed out that the dispute arose out 

of a difference in interpretation of the Ita1o-Abyssinian Treaty of 

1908, which bad laid down the boundary between Abyssinia and Italian 

Somaliland. Arbitration was therefore deemed necessary to facilitate 

interpretation of the treaty. In this communication, the Abyssinian 

Government made a specifie appeal to the League Oouncil to examine 

the present situation under Article 11, paragraph 2 of the League 

Covenant.3 During the month of December further charges and eounter­
) 

charges of acts of aggression near Walwal were made by both Governments. 

1. ~ Feb., 1935. p.248-9 

2. ~· p.2,58 

3· See appendix p. 15'1-
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On January 3, 1935, the Abysainian Government renewed its 

request for measures by the League in accordance with Article 11 of 

the Covenant.l At the regular meeting of the League Council, on 

January 19, the Abyssinian request was placed on the agenda. On this 

occasion)the Secretary General read letters from the Ethiopian and 

Italian Governments. The Italian Government, being anxious to with-

hold the dispute from the jurisdiction of the League, pointed out 

that: 

•The settlement of the incident migbt be advantageously 
pursued in accordance withArticle 5 of the Treaty 
of 1928 between Italy and Abyssinie •••• 2 

The Abyssinian Government accordingly agreed to tœ postpone-

ment of its request to the next session of the Council. 

The Council meeting in January witnessed the beginning of a 

policy of pursuit of a negptiated settlement in the Italo-Ethiopian 

dispute. The British Government favoured a peaceful settlement of the 

contliet and during the ear1y months of 1935 supported no other policy. 

This policy was heartily endorsed by the French Government. Indeed, 

considerable pressure in favour of a negotiated settlement came from 

Paris and, in particular, from Laval who bad concluded successful talks 

vith the Italian Prime Minister, Benito Mussolini, in Rome on January 7, 

1935. The purpose of the talks bad been to settle any remaining 

questions concerning the promises made to Italy in the London Agreement 

of 1915. The failure of the allies to grant territorial concessions 

to Italy, in aceordanee with the agreement of 1915, bad been a source 

1. LNOJ, Feb., 1935• p.252. 

2. Ibid, p .162. 
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of grievance in Italy since the Peace Conference of 1919. The chief 

resulta of the 1anuary conversations1 were certain territorial 

concessions to Italy in Africa, particularly on the border of Libya, 

and a clarification of the rights of Italian residents in French 

Tuniaia. In addition, it was decided to recommend the conclusion of 

an agreement between Austria and other European states to respect the 

territorial integrity of the contracting parties. Until auch an 

agreement was conoluded, France and Italy would consult one anotber 

in the event of any threat to the independance of Austria or to her 

integity. 

The official reports of the Rome talks made no mention of 

Etbiopia. There is as yet no evidence to prove that Mussolini and 

Laval did make any agreement to guarantee Italian interests in Ethiopia. 

Informed opinion, however, favours the view that some agreement was 

made to the effect that MUssolini was to bave a free hand in Ethiopia. 

Whether or not a formal agreement was consummated in 1anuary, there 

can be no doubt that hencefortb the French were extremely reluctant 

to weaken the newly establiahed Franco-Italian solidarity. The criais 

in Africa was always a matter of secondary or even minor interest to 

a France wbich was still most vitally concerned with Europe, and in 

particular, with her defence against possible aggression by Germany. 

The French were unwilling to support a request for League action in 

Ethiopia when auch action might very easily weaken her alliance system 

in Europe. 

1. For text of agreement, 
see Documents on International Affaira, 1935, Vol. I, p.19-25. 



Very soon after the Rome talks, suspicions of secret 

concessions to Mussolini were raised, as in the following comment 

made in the April issue of Foreign Affaira: 

•The other explanation for the apparent paucity 
of French concessions to Italy resta on the 
supposition that in certain secret articles 
Laval gave Mussolini, if not carte blanche 
in Ahyssinia, at least wide latitude in 
'adjusting frontiers•.•l 

A similar interpretation was expressed in an article in 

the Contemporary Review: 

•As for France ••• he (Mussolini) could 
depend upon the affectionate persona! regard 
of M. Laval, on the subsidized friendship of 
a large and influential section of the French 
Press, upon the fears and inclinations of the 
1Right 1 parties, on the very efficient 
condition of the German army, as guarantees 
against effective resistance to his plans 
from Paris.•2 

That an agreement about Ethiopia, at !east with regard to 

economie matters, was made by Mussolini and Laval was confirmed by 

Sir Samuel Hoare in October, 1935: 

•In January of this year, the French and 
Italian Governments came to an agreement in 
Rome, part of which related to Abyssinia. 
Under this agreement France disinterested 
herselt economically in Abyssinia, except 
for certain undertakings and except for a 
specified zone covering the French Railway 
from Djibouti to Addis Ababa. • 

Hoare also reported that, in January, the Italian Government 

inquired into British interests in Abyssinia: 

1. Foreign Affaira - Woolbert, Robt. - Italy in Abyssinia, Vol. 13, 
April, 1935· 

2. Contemporary Review - Hobhouse, Charles - Great Bri tain & Geneva, 
Vol. 147, Feb. 1935. 
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•on 29th January, the Italian Government, in 
bringing the substance of this agreement 
informally to the notice of His Majesty•s 
Government tbrough the Italian Embassy in 
London, inti.mated tbat they would be glad to 
exchange views with the United Kingdom 
concerning the mutual and harmonious 
development of British and Italian interests 
in Abyssinia. 11 1 

During the early stages of the dispute, the British Press 

saw no criais developing in Ethiopia. The Economist was particularly 

optim.istic: 

•The dispute between Italy and Abyssinia seems 
likely to be settled witbout reaching a 
critical stage.u2 

In a similar vein, the Times, on February 12, found 1 t: 

• ••• still too soon to assume that the action 
of the Italian Government is more tban pre­
cautionary and defensive.• 

The official opinion of the British Government was not 

voiced in the House of Conmons until February 13. On tbat day, 

Sir John Simon reported that the I talian Government bad as a "pre-

cautionary and defensive measure• mobilized in Italy two divisions 

aggregating some 30,000 men. After informing the House that the 

Italian Government intended to continue negotiations, Simon went on 

to state that: 

•our position is that we stand in friendly 
relations with both these countries and 
naturally wish to do everything to secure 
that there is a peaceful conclusion.•3 

1. H. of c. Deb., 5S, Vol. 305, Oct. 22, 1935, col. 24. 

2. The Economist - The Abyasinian Affair, Vol. l,Q, Jan. 26, 1935· 

3· H. of c. Deb., 5S, Vol. 297, Feb. 13, 1935, col. 1904-5. 



Again, on February 18, Simon described the role of the 

British Government thus far in the dispute. The chief activities of 

His Majesty's Ambassador at Addis Ababa were devoted to attempts to 

promote an amicable settlement of the differences between Italy and 

Ethiopia. Sir J"ohn went on to suggest that the British role in the 

dispute should be a secondary one: 

• ••• it is not in every case in every part of 
the world tbat it is desirable tbat the British 
Government should raise every question.• 1 

Privately, bowever. in a letter to Kïng George v, Simon 

expressed concern over the outcome of the dispute: 

'Italy is at present occupied with the Abyssinian 
question as to which Sir J"ohn greatly fears that 
a serious outoome is probable. But this must be 
handled in a way whioh will not affect adversely 
Anglo-Italian relations.o2 

The reluctance to cause a rupture in relations between 

Britain and I taly is the key to the British policy throughout the 

dispute and certainly provides the basis for British policy prior to 

Septeœber, 1935· The Government was naturally reluctant to alienate 

Mussolini and perbaps drive him into the arms of Hitler. The British 

preferred to throw their weight in the direction of promoting negotia-

tions rather than attempting to force Italy to yield in Ethiopia. 

This policy might have met with some degree of success had not the 

Government, later in the year, superimposed a second policy of coercion 

through the League. 

1. .!.'!2...!2.• Vol. 298, Feb. 18, 1935, col. 9· 

2. Quoted in Nioolson, Harold - King George the Fifth. His Life & Reigg, 
p.528. 
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British policy with regard to the Ethiopian dispute was 

dictated in part by the impotence of British defences. Simon inferred 

the weakness of the British position when he spoke in the House of 

Com.mons on March 11: 

"The policy of His Mijesty's Governm.ent is 
unalterably based ~on membership in the League 
of Nations ••• tbere is no security for tœ 
world comparable with the effective working of 
a real and universal League of Nations. 

• ••• in the present condition, with the League 
not a universal League and with our own 
armaments for many years kept at so low a 
level in the face of increasing ar.maments 
abroad, we have to face it and deal with it 
as it is to be dealt with now.•l 

Not only did the British Covernment fear a break with Italy 

but, in addition, there was considerable dotibt as to how successful 

the United Kïngdom would be in a war with Italy. If the question of 

use of force by the League actually arose, the onus of support for 

League action would fall chiefly on British shoulders. At this time, 

it was very doubtful if British defences could bear the burden. 

By April, however, relations between Italy and Ethiopia 

did not augur well for a peaceful settlement of the dispute. On 

March 17, the Ethiopian Government again appealed to the League.2 

This time the appeal was made under Article 15 of the Covenant.3 The 

telegram mentioned mobilization of the Italian forces and the constant 

despatch of troops and war material to the frontier. The Ethiopian 

Government also cb.arged that the Italian Government had failed to 

1. H. of c. Deb., 5S, Vol. 299, Mar. 11, 1935, col. 158. 

2. ~' May 1935, P•572 

3· See appendix p. 1 5' Lf 
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enter into any real negotiations. In vain had the Ethiopien Govern-

ment demanded arbitration of the dispute. 

On March 22, the Goverrunent of Italy telegraphed a reply 

1 
to the Secretary General. The movement of troops was necessitated 

by military measures taken on a much larger scale by Ethiopia. The 

Italian Government considered that the phase of direct negotiations 

had not ter.minated. If, however, an agreement was not reached, the 

Italian Government agreed to take steps to constitute an arbitration 

commission. Since this was the procedure agreed to in the exchange 

of notes on January 19, Article 15 of the Covenant could not be 

applicable in the dispute. 

On the 29th, the Ethiopian Government again communicated a 

note to the Secretary General. 2 The Government proposed a time limi t 

of thirty days during which the two Governments would negotiate on 

the appointment of arbitrators and on fixing all tbe details of the 

procedure of arbitration. If, at the end of the thirty days, all 

the details of the arbitration proceedings had not been fixed, and 

the arbitrators had not been appointed, the Council of the League of 

Nations would itself be invited to appoint arbitrators. Both Govern-

ments would agree not to malœ any military preparations during the 

procedure of arbitration. The decision of the arbitrators, once 

pronounced, would be final and the two Governments would conform to 

all its terms including any reparations suggested. 

1. ~, May 1935, P•573· 

2. Ibid, p.576. 
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Again on April 3, in a letter to the Secretary General, 1 

the Ethiopian Government requested consideration of the dispute at 

the League Council meeting in April. The request mentioned the 

despatch, by Italy, ot Egyptian labourera to the trontier area. 

The attitude of the Italian Goveranent was that negotiations 

could still be pursued. In a communiqué of April 10
2 

io the Secretary 

General, Italy suggested the appointment ot tour arbi trators - two to 

be chosen by Ethiopia and two by Italy. If no agreement could be 

reached by the arbitrators, a titth would be chosen by common consent 

and the dispute settled by a majority vote. 

The British Government was receptive to this policy. On 

April 3, in the Bouse ot Commons, Simon described the official policy 

ot the Government: 

•His Majesty's Government bave done everytbing 
possible since this problem tirst arose to 
influence both aides towards an smicable 
settlement of tbeir differences, and their 
efforts will be continued.•3 

Simon met wi th Laval and Mussolini at Stresa, on April 11 to 

14, to diseuse matters ot concern to their respective Governments. At 

this conference the so-called 'Stresa Front• was established. All three 

Powers expressed alarm at the rearmement measures recently adopted by 

the German Government. On the other band, the Ethiopian question was 

not mentioned during the conversations. The final declaration of the 

conference in tact made specifie reference to peace in Europe: 

1. ~· p.577 

2. Ibid, p.577 

3· B. ot c. Deb., 5S, Vol. 300, Apr. 3, 1935, col. 335. 
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•The tbree Powers, the abject of whose policy is 
the collective maintenance of peace within the 
franaework of the League of Nations, find . 
them.selves in complete agreement in opposing, 
by all practicable meana, any unilateral 
repudiation of treaties which may endanger the 
peace of Europe, and will act in close and 
cordial collaboration for this purpose.•l 

In his memoirs, Simon has described his objectives at the 

Stresa Conference: 

•one was to show the solidarit.y of the tbree 
Powers in the face of Germany' s announced 
increase in military strength, and the other 
to keep the door open for Germany to return 
to Geneva and play her proper part in the 
creation of collective securit,y for Europe.• 2 

In the face of German rearmement and, in particular, of tœ 

conscription law of March 16, Simon and Laval were extrem.ely anxious 

to avoid any embarrasarnent to Mussolini over Ethiopia. Simon decided 

not to complicate discussions of problems in Europe and hence no 

mention of Ethiopia was made at Stresa. The failure to discuss the 

Abyssinian dispute reoeived little comment in Britain at the time and 

was not questioned in the House of Commons until May 1. On this 

occasion, Simon replied to a question from Geoffrey Mander that: 

• ••• the Italo-Ethiopian dispute was never on 
the agenda of the Stresa Conteren~e and the 
subject was not discussed there.•) 

Mussolini. it was, who had insisted that the final declaration 

of the Conference specify peace in Europe. It must be noted, however, 

that he met with a favourable reception among the British and tbe 

1. HC Cmd. 4880 of 1934-5, 4, XXIV, 710 

2. Simon, Viscount - Retrospect. The Memoire of the Rt. Hon. Viscount 
Simon, p.203 

3· H. of c. Deb., 5S, Vol. 301, May 1, 1935, col. 348. 
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French who were both obviously more concerned with peace in Europe 

tban in Africa. 

The silence of Siœon at Stresa on tbe Ethiopian question 

bas been regarded by many observera as tantamount to a recognition 

of Italian interests in that territory. The reluctance of the British 

to introduce the subject undoubtedly was interpreted by Mussolini as 

an indication of the lack of interest of Britain in Abyssinia. Tbe 

Stresa Conference represented a moment of decision for the British. 

If ever they were to display a atrong band to force I taly to yield 

in the dispute, the time for action was at this Conference. The 

opportunit,y, however, was let pass. The decision not to weaken the 

united front in Europe by introducing the Abyssinian dispute was, 

therefore, a binding one. Britain bad eommitted herselt to a policy 

of acquiescing in at least economie, if not political, penetration by 

Italy into Ethiopian territory. 

On April 15, a Special Meeting of the League Council was 

held at Geneva. The meeting bad been convened at tbe request of the 

French Government, which was alarmed at Germn rearmament. The Couneil 

first considered the request of the Abyssinian Government for considera­

tion of th.eir dispute with Italy. The President of the Couneil suggested 

postponement of discussion of the dispute until the regular Couneil 

meeting in May. 

Baron Aloi si, tbe I talian representative on the Council, 

stated again that the Italian Government wished to pursue direct 

negotiations with Ethiopia. The Ethiopian request under Article 15 
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1 could not be considered while nesotiations were still in progress. 

At this time the British Foreign Minister: 

• ••• entirely shared the President•s satisfaction 
at the spirit of conciliation shawn by both 
parties and his confidence tba t the spirit of 
conciliation would be carried into action.•2 

The Council accordingly voted to postpone discussion of the 

dispute until the reguler Council meeting in May. 

During the montb. of April, at both Stresa and Geneva, the 

Ethiopian problem was swept under the rug. From a tecb.nical point 

of view, the British were in a better position at Geneva tnan at 

Stresa. The April Council meeting was an extraordinary one and bence 

it was in order to sb.elve the Etb.iopian request. Had the British, 

b.owever, been really sympatb.etic to the request i t doubtlessly would 

bave received consideration by the Council in April. At Geneva, as 

at Stresa, Simon was cb.iefly concerned to prevent a rift between 

Britain and Italy. Britain simply could not afford to see Mussolini 

enter Hitler's camp. 

On May 1, Simon again affirmed that the British Goveruœent 

favoured negotia tions and a peacei'ul solution of the dispute: 

•we have done everything possible and sball 
continue to do so to help both of these parties, 
who are in sood relations with· ourselves.•3 

At this time, in Britain, the question of Italian interests 

in Ethiopia began to be discussed in earnest. What Italy's real 

l. ~ May 1935, P•547 

2. Ibid, P•548 

3· H. of c. Deb., 5S, Vol. 301, May 1, 1935, col. 349· 
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interests were remained somewbat of a :mystery. Undoubtedly one 

concern of Mussolini was to avenge the hiJililiating defeat sutfered 

by the Italian torees at the bands of the •uneivilized8 Abyssinians 

at Adowa in 1896. Another deep-seated cause of resentment in Italy 

was the failure of the allies to grant territorial concessions to 

Italy at Versailles in 1919 - concessions which abe bad been promised 

in the London Agreement before ber entry into the war. 

The Italians themselves emphasized the necessity of 

eXPansion and the need tor raw materials and new markets. Later in 

the year, Dr. Augusto Rosso, Italian Ambassador to Washington, mentioned 

these compelling factorss 

• ••• what could be more natural than tbat we should 
try to accomplish two very desirable objectives at 
one and the same time: f'irst, terminatio n of' an 
intolerable situation that bad harassed us for 
years, and seemed to have no solution but the 
ul tima te sanction of' f' oree; and secondly, tbe 
creation of a market which could not compensate 
for the markets we bad lost, but at least might 
furnish us with much needed raw materials - those 
raw materials with regard to which we earnestly 
invited the Great Powers - already in 1920 and 
not inf'requently afterwards - to take a f'arsighted 
and constructive point of view. 

•Two comparatively small strips of the arid coast 
of North East A.frica, were, practically, all that 
we possessed, and these colonies, contronted with 
formidable cl~tic and physical difficulties, 
could hope to survive only in the measure tbat 
normal and wholesome commercial intercourse with 
the adjacent hinterland might be established.•l 

Observera who pointed out Italy's need f'or raw materials 

1. Address to Order of' Sons of Italy, delivered at Boston, Oct. 14, 
1935· Quoted in Documents of the Aœerican Assoc. f'or Internat. 
Conciliation, 1935, p.551. 
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seldom mentioned which products she could obtain in Ethiopia. There 

were not many, the main products of Ethiopia being restricted to 

wheat and cotton. Another persistent Italian claim was the need to 

bring •civilization• to Ethiopia, where slavery was still a common 

institution. However valid this claim may have been, the Italians 

had difficult,y in backing up the charges against Ethiopia in view 

of the fact that It~y had supported Ethiopia's admission to the 

League of Nations in 1923, a step which placed Ethiopia on a par 

with •civilized"nations. 

Mussolini's main interest was, in all probability, a 

question of prestige, the desire for Italy to attain a sense of 

colonial equality with Britain and France. 

Even at this tim~observers in Britain were still generally 

confident that a real criais in Ethiopia would be averted: 

•In view of the serious situation in Europe, 
Italy cannot afford to become in'VOlved in 
trouble in Afriea, which is difficult to 
1ocalize. Mili tary operations against 
Abyssinia ••• might have grave repercussions 
in her African possessions and thereby weaken 
her position in Europe. 

0 Her most likely poliey is one of peacefu1 
penetration and development which may bring 
much materia1 benefit to the Abyssinians ••• 
in this ••• Italy would strengthen her position 
by close co-operation with Great Britain and 
France, a policy now made possible by the Pact 
of Rome.•1 

The Economist, a1though acknowledging the military preparations 

of I taly, expressed a similar view on May 11: 

1. Contemporary Review - Newman, E.w. - Italian Policy in Africa, 
Vol. 147, May 1935· 
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• ••• this week Signor Mussolini bas mobilized 
the whole of the rest of the 1913 claaa of the 
Italian regular army as well as two blackahirt 
divisions, four blackshirt battaliona, and a 
division of Eritreannative troops •••• Yet it 
is bard to believe that Signor Mussolini in his 
senses can really be contemplating war in Africa -
even a war in which Abyssi.nia bas been provoked 
into assuning the aggressor' s part - in view 
of the present state of Europe.•l 

Professor Gilbert Murray, Chairman of the League of Nations 

Union, in a letter to the Times on May 23, was considerably lesa 

optimistic: 

• ••• the action of Italy towards Abyssinia 
threatens us with a catastrophe •••• One 
Kember of the League is openly planning 
against another Member, under the eyes of all 
Europe, aggression of the most extreme kind, 
and claiming the right actually to prohibit 
any consideration of the matter by the League. 
If the League submits,there is no law left 
between nations." 

The Ethiopien Government also was pessimistic about the 

outcome of negotiations. In communications of May 11, 20, and 22, 2 

to the Secretary General, Ethiopia again complained of warlike 

preparations of Italy. Italy bad submitted questions to the arbitrators 

in auch a way as to hinder arrival at a solution. The Italian Govern-

ment bad also objected to the appointœent of two non-Ethiopien arbitra-

tors. The Ethiopien Government therefore requested the Council to 

investigate, if It&y should continue to obstruct arbitration proceedings. 

The request was again made under Article 15 of the Covenant. 

1. The Economist- Italy's Policy With Abyssinie, Vol. ltQ, .Viay 11, 1935· 

2. LNOJ1 June 1935, p.22o-23. 
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At the regular Council meeting on May 25 the Ethiopian 

question finally came up tor discussion. A resolution,1 submitted 

by the President of the Council and subsequently adopted, called 

tor a meeting of the Council on July 25 if a settlement had not 

been reached by the four arbitrators and the arbitrators bad not 

reached an understanding as to the selection of the fifth arbitrator. 

The Couneil would meet on August 25 if no solution by arbitration 

had been arrived at by that date. 

During the discussion on the resolution, Baron Aloisi 

pointed out that the Italian Government did not accept arbitration 

of the boundary lina: 

• ••• the Ital ian GoverDment does not in any waq 
intend to limit the mission entrusted to the 
arbitrators under the terms of the 1928 'l'reaty, 
but it cannet in any circumstances agree to 
their extending tbeir survey to frontier questions.• 2 

British support for continued negptiations outside the 

League was eXPressed at this Couneil meeting by Anthony Eden, who 

said be would like to pay: 

• ••• tribute to the parties whose spirit of 
conciliation bas enabled this result to be 
reaebed.• 

1 Iventure to hope ••• that the action which 
i t i s proposed to take to-day will lead to 
a triendly and equitable settlement of the 
questions which have been brougbt to tbe 
notice ot the Council.•3 

1. Ibid, p.640 

2. Ibid, p.642 

3· Ibid, p.642. 

49 



Conciliatory though the British attitude may bave been, at 

this time, attaeks on Britain•s sincerity began to appear in the 

Italian press. Signer Gayda, edi tor of the semi-offieial Giornale 

d'Italia, led the barrage: 

•For more tban a year ~portant concentrations 
have been noted by British forees among the 
regions of the White Nile, the Blue Nile, the 
Sabat, and towards Lake Rudolf. 

•It has been noted, for exemple, that under the 
pretext of giving playing fields to tbeir 
sports teams, which are organized in military 
fonn, the British have prepared round their 
undertakings vast stretches of land, which 
can be transformed in to landing grounds for 
aircraft. 

• ••• must tbese preparations be eonnected as 
the Abyssinian Government bas eonnected them, 
with a vague plan of a possible advance into 
Abyssinian territory, a confirmation of which, 
it is thought in Addis Ababa, is to be seen in 
the British steps already taken in Abyssinian 
territory?"l 

In addition, Mussolini now began to elarify bis intentions 

towards E thiopia: 

• ••• we have agreed to take part in conciliation 
and arbitration proceedings, so long, of course, 
as these are confined to the Walwal incident ••• ; 
but no one, especially in Italy, should harbour 
unnecessary illusions as to their success.•2 

On May 25, the Times Correspondent in Addis Ababa reported 

that an official statement of the Ethiopian Government declared tbat 

Ethiopia knew nothing of the Bri ti. sb preparations in the Sudan. 

Sir John Simon replied to the charges in the I talian press 

1. Quoted in The Times (London), May 24, 1935. 

2. Address in Chanber of Deputies, May 25, 1935. Quoted in Documents 
on International Affaira, 1935, Vol. II, p.24. 
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in a speech in the Bouse of Commons on May 27: 

•r am glad to have the opportunity of stating 
publicly that the wbole of these statements 
are destitute of any toundation wbatever.•1 

The tate of Ethiopia was for the first ttme the subject of 

a lengthy debate in the Bouse of Commons on June 7. Clement Attlee 

pointed out that the authority of the League was at stake; he 

theretore co.lled for a stronger stand by the United Kingdom in the 

League: 

•There is to-day, I believe, a great opportunity 
in this incident for re-establishing the 
authori ty of the League and the rule of law in 
Europe. We want to tell Signor Mussolini tbat 
among the poli tical reali ties of whic h he bas 
to take account is tha t this Government, like 
other Goverœents, upholds the Covenant against 
an aggressor State, tbat it believes it is a 
matter that affects our honour and our vital 
interests, tbat the refusa! to accept the 
League's authority constitutes a refusa! by 
an aggressor, and that we shall in tbat event 
be bound under Articles 10 and 16 of the 
Covenant to see that we give no assistance 
whatever to an aggressor, but, on the contrary, 
that we are bound to act against an aggressor.• 

Attlee went on to raise the question of Britain excluding 

Italian ships from the Suez canal: 

•The vital point in this matter is the question 
of the control of the Suez Canal. If Italy 
were to count on the tact tba t the League 
would not act if she intended to use force, 
she ought to be told frankly that in tbat ewnt 
she would not have the use of the Suez Canal. 
The League will be destroyed altogether, if 
within the circle of the League, powers are 
enabled to carry out Imperialist filibustering 
enterprises.•2 

1. B. of o. Deb., 5S, Vol. 302, May 27, 1935, col. 757-8. 

2. B. of o. Deb., 5s, Vol. 302, June 7, 1935, col. 2194-5· 
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A Conservative, Arnold Wilson, took exception to the suggestion 

of closing the Suez Canal: 

'The closing of the Suez Canal appears to me, from 
auch knowledge as I have, to be of all possible 
sanctions, the most complicated, the most 
dangerous, and quite possibly the most ineffective. 

0 To announce that we propose to close the Canal if 
the League of Nations so desired would be to tbrow 
a strain upon the French administration of the 
Canal which they would find intolerable. It would 
be for them to search ships and ascertain whether 
they contained troops or munitions; it would be 
tor the Egyptian Government to take the reaponsi­
bility. It would be practically tantamount to a 
declaration of war and only two Powers, namely 
F~nce and Great Britain, could effectively 
participate in executing that sanction.•! 

On this occasion, Eden denied again the anti-British charges 

in the Italian press and stressed the need for a peaceful solution of 

the dispute between Italy and Ethiopia: 

1 Nothing could better please His Majest,y's Government 
than a peaceful and lasting settlement of this 
dispute and a restoration of triendly relations 
between the two countries, one of wbom is a great 
Power in Europe with whom we bave long-standing and 
traditional relations of triendship, and both of 
whom are our neighbours in Africa.•2 

It was on June 7, as mentioned above, that a Cabinet shuffle 

was announced by the British Government. On this day, Sir Samuel Hoare 

became Secretary of State for Foreign Affaira in the Government of the 

United Kïngd~. It is theretore appropriate at this point to summarize 

briefly the policy of Sir John Simon vis-~-vis the Italo-Ethiopian 

conflict. As yet, there bad been no really clear statement of policy 

1. Ibid, col. 2202 

2. Ibid, col. 2210. 
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by the Government. The chief hope of the Government centred around 

a negotiated solution. This approach had been mentioned in every 

speech which Simon had made on the subject of Ethiopia. All efforts 

by the British, thus far, had been made in the direction of a settle­

ment outside the League. 

As pointed out above, this policy was dictated by a 

recognition in Britain of the need for the friendship of Italy in 

Europe, particularly now that the rearmement of Germany was proceeding 

despite protesta from the League Council. In her fear of a rupture 

with Italy, Britain was in close sympathy with France. After his 

Rome talks in .January, Laval was clearly unwilling to allow an Atrican 

venture to come between France and Italy. After the Conference at 

Stresa in April, both France and Britain were anxious to preserve the 

newly established solidarity of I taly, France, and Britain in Europe. 

French policy, thus far, bad been mainly to follow along in the wake 

of British statements about facilitating negotiations between Italy 

and Ethiopia. Relations between I taly and France rernained good but 

such was not the case between Italy and Britain. We have already 

noted the beginnings of an anti-Bri tish propaganda campaign in the 

Italian press. Clearly, it was recognized in Italy that if any action 

was to be taken against Italy by the League. the lead would have to 

come from Britain and not from France. 

It was into an already troubled situation that Sir Samuel 

Hoare entered as Foreign Minister. on June 7. 1935· I taly waa already 

eyeing Britain with distrust and was becaming more openly aggressive 

in her attitude toward Ethiopia. It would clearly not be easy for 
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Sir Samuel to attempt to maintain the •stresa Front• and respect for 

the League at the same time. 
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CHAPTER III 

A'l'r.BMPI'S AT SETTLEMENT OTJrSIDE THE LEAGUE 

•The best ••• therefore, I could hope for in my new 
post vas to avoid frontal crises until we were 
strong enough to overcome them."l 

Su ch is Sir Samuel Hoare \3 description of the polie y he fel t 

compelled to pursue on being appointed British Foreign Minister in 

J'une, 19.35· This approach, which was most evident in his bandling of 

the Ethiopian dispute, was larsely an extension of the loosely formu-

lated polie.y of his predecessor, Sir John Simon. Until September, the 

Foreign Office continued to support no policy other than peaceful nego-

tiation of the Abyssinian dispute. By mid-summer, however, demanda from 

the Governmen t' s cri tics, botb in Par li amen t and in the Press, for strong 

action througb the League, against Italy, had become increasingly ditficult 

to ignore. 

In the Foreign Office itself, Hoare found tb:lt: 

0 Diametrically opposite views were pressed upon me, 
and sometimes with the intolerance of an odium 
theologicum.• 

Vansittart's views were particularly strong: 

•vansittart firmly believed in the reports of 
Hitler•s aggressive plans, he was certain tbat the 
only method of blocldng them vas by British rearma­
ment, and tbat as British rearmement would take years 
to complete, the immediate need vas to gain time and 
strengthen the allied front ••• • 

Hoare was inclined to agree: 

'These convictions ••• vere not only founded upon 
actual facts, but needed to be applied tmmediately 
to two ooncrete cases, the Anglo-German Naval 
Agreement and the Abyssinian orisis.•2 

1. Templewood, Op.cit., p.1.35. 

2. Ibid, p.l3?-8. 



These views were also shared by L.S. Amery, a traditionalist, 

who rejoiced at Hoare's appoinbnent, but not at Eden•s. Amery felt 

that Sir Samuel's chief problem would be to rein in Eden, since, as 

Minister for League Affaira, he might advance what Amery regarded 
1 

as very progressive •collectivist" views. 

Shortly after his appointment, Hoare conducted a series of 

interviews wi th the High Commissioners of the Dominions, who, although 

anxious to assert their loyalty to the League, were more concerned to 

remain free from European commitments. Like the High Commissioners, the 

King and tœ Cabinet were extremely anxious IXl t to becane in vol ved in 

war. Conversations, with Attlee, Lansbury, Lloyd George, Samuel, 

Churchill, and Austen Chaœberlain, revealed complete agreement, that 

any action taken by Britain in the Ethiopian dispute, must be genuinely 

collective, and based on Anglo-French co-operation. 2 

By June, Mussolini had grown more openly aggressive in his 

attitude toward Ethiopia. The day following Hoare's appointment as 

Foreign Secretary, the Italian premier made it clear tha.t he did not 

welcome British intervention in the dispute: 

"We pay no attention to wba. t may be said across the 
trontier, because it is we, only we, who are judges 
ot our interest, responsible for our future ••• we 
will imitate to tœ letter those who wish to give 
us a lesson. They have s hown that where i t was a 
question of creating an empire or defending it, 
they never took any notice of world opinion.•3 

The Ethiopian Government, on the other hand, in a communication 

of June 19 to the Secretary General,4 again complained of the provocative 

1. Amery, L.S. -MY Political Life, Vol. 3, p.l68. 

2. Templewood, Op.cit., p.159-61. 

3· Quoted in The Economist- Italy, Abyssinia, and Great Britain, 
Vol. 120, June 15, 1935· 

4· Y!Ql• August, 1935, P•972-73• 
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attitude taken by Italy. The continued despatch of I talian troops to 

East Africa and the aggresaive attitude of the Italian press were 

mentioned in the letter. The Council was asked to designate neutra! 

observera, immediately, to inspeot the Italo-Ethiopian frontier districts 

and to investigate all alleged incidents. 

By this time, the Italo-Ethiopian di apute was deemed to be of 

auch a serious nature that the British Government made its first real 

effort to faoilitate settlsnent of the confliet. On 1une 23, as men-

tioned above. Anthony Eden journeyed to Rome for talks with Mussolini. 

At this timE i;he first of a nwnber of violations of official secreoy 
> 

occurred in Britain. Hoare reporta that, because of the indiscretion of 

a Parliamentary Private Secretary of one of the Ministers, the proposals 

to be submitted to Mussolini wEre prematurely disclosed to the P.ress. 

Such was to become the pattern of events throughout the dispute. Almost 

with.out exception, plans for settling the dispute were revealed in the 

Press prior to their consideration by Mussolibi. 

The British offer was subsequently deseribed by Eden in the 

House of Commons: 

'Tb obtain a final settlement of the dispute between 
Ita.ly and Abyssinia, His Majesty•s Government would 
be prepared to offer to Abyssinia a strip of terri­
tory in Brifish Somaliland giving Abyasinia access 
to the sea. This proposition was intended to 
facilitate auch territorial and economie concessions 
by Abyssinia to Italy as might bave been involved in 
an agreed settlement. His J.lfi.ajesty' s Government ask 
tor no concession in return for this arrangement save 
grazing rights for their tribes in auch territory as 
might be eeded to I taly. 

'I much regret that th~ suggestion did not comnend 
itself to Mussolini.• 

1. i.e. the port of Zeila. 

2. H. of o. Deb., 5S, Vol. 303, 1uly 1, 1935, cols. 1521-2. 
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Eden's offer to Mussolini was criticized in Britain on a 

nwnber of counts. The main body of eriticism was levelled at the 

suggestion of surrendering British territory and British subjects to 

a foreign power. Such was the critician, in part, of Winston Churchill, 

who saw the offer as a dangerous sign of British weakness and feared 

the offer would be so interpreted by others, particularly by Germanyt 

1 The policy of ceding British protected territory 
and British protected subjects in order to get 
round some diplomatie difficulty. or in order to 
assuage the disputes of foreign countries, or 
even to p~ our own way fran year to year, in 
the modern world, is a very dangerous one for 
this country to open.•l 

Lloyd George, former Liberal leader, on the other band, did 

not disagree with the offer, in prkuiple: 

•with regard to Zeila, I eertainly say that if 
you could have averted this trouble by a grant 
of territory of that kind, I should be one of 
tbose who would have congrat~lated the two 
right honourable Gentlemen.• 

What Lloyd George did criticize was what he considered the 

ill-founded optimism of the Government in expeoting that such an offer 

would meet with a favourable reception in Rame. Other critics regarded 

the offer as surrender to an aggressor. Such vas the attitude of the 

New Statesman and Nation: 

0 To reward him (Mussolini) by helping him to 
secure some at least of bis neigbbour•s goods 
tbat he coveted would hardly be a vindication 
of League principles.•3 

1. Ibid, Vol. 304, July 11, 1935, col. 546 

2. Ibid, col. 553 

3· New Stateanan and Nation, Mussolini or the League, Vol_ 10, 
July 6, 1935· 
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A.pt criticism was levelled at the procedure which led QP 

to the offer. The Foreign Office bad neglected to consult the French 

before m.e.ldng the offer to Mussolini. Since Eden•s Rome visit came 

so soon after the uproar in Paris over the Anglo-German Naval .Agree-

ment, it is difficult to understand this oversight. Clearly, French 

interests were involved since the cession of a port to Abyssinia 

would offer competition to the French-owned Djibuti Railvay, which 

linked Addis Ababa to a port in French Somaliland. 

Even more valid was the contention that the offer should 

have been made through ordinary diplomatie channels. It is in this 

regard that Vansittart bas criticized the proposais: 

•The offer ••• should have been made with no 
breath of publicity by our Ambassador in Rome 
direct to the Duce. The plan bad an even 
chance of success •••• the Cabinet again 
decided to bypass diplomacy and to send Eden 
out vith the importance of a special mission. 

"Our purists. objecting to any aettlement 
whereby Italy gained, cried publicly againat 
*giving away British territory'. The French 
raged againat auy outlet which might oompete 
wi th their Djibuti Railway. All this denigatory 
pather set ott Mussolini on the other end. and 
he said tha.t the offer was not good enough 
before it could be eXPlored.•l 

The reasons for Mussolini's rejection of the offer are not 

of as much concern to us, h.owever, as the reasons for which the offer 

was made. The suggestion that Britain surrender part of ber empire 

to a foreign power to facilitate settlement of a dispute vith a third 

power was a novel one indeed. That auch an offer was made is a clear 

1. Vansittart, Qp.cit., P•530-31. 
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indication of the graTity of the situation that was deTeloping in 

Ethiopia. Prior to June. although the Government had tavoured a 

policy ot diplomatie solution of the dispute, nothing concrete had 

been done to bring about this outcome. By June. the Government was 

considerably more realistic about Mussolini's motives in Ethiopia. 

Clearly, some concessions would have to be made if war was to be 

averted. Hoare bas described his view of the situation at this tDne 

in the tollowing way: 

•Samehow or other we had to tind a oard of 
re-entry in a hand tbat was almost lost.•l 

The ofter made by Eden in June was the tirst ot a number 

ot otters of concessions to Italy which were intended to settle the 

confliot in Etbiopia peacefully. These offers were theretore a logical 

extension ot the polioy of Sir John S~on of attempting a diplomatie 

solution of the Italo-Ethiopian contlict. 

In Britain, by June, public opinion on the dispute was just 

beginning to take shape. The attitude of the public was intlueneed 

greatly by critias ot the Govermnent, botb in Parliament and in the 

Press. Because of the influence ot these eritics, the idea vas 

becoming videspread tbroughout the country that the prestige of the 

League was at stalœ in Etbiopia. Demande tor strong action in SUPport 

ot the League were becoming more and more frequent. 

Even the hi therto optimistic Economist vas somewha t disœayed 

at Mussolini's rejeotion ot Eden's otter, which made ••• 

1. Templewood, Op.cit., p.155. 
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• • • • i t imperative that the Bri ti sb Governm.en t 
should demonstrate now that Britain will honour 
her undertaldngs if' League action should become 
necessary • • • • i t looks as though Signer 
Mussolini bad made UP his mind to turn his back 
on the very conception of' a League of' Nations 
and to repudia te I taly' s signature of' the 
Covenant ••• •1 

Neville Chamberlain, Chancellor of' the Exchequer, nov viewed 

the situation as particularly cminous. In his diary, on July 5, he 

vrote• 

• ••• if' in the end, the League were danonstrated 
to be incapable of' effective intervention to 
stop this war, it would be practically impossible 
to maintain the fiction that its existence vas 
justified at all.• 

Again on July 6, he vrote 1 

11 ••• i t seems more than ever unlikely tha t Laval 
will consent to anything that might embroil him 
with Mussolini. Yet if' the latter gpes on, he 
will torpedo the League, and the small states 
in Europe will just race one anotber to Berlin.• 2 

Short! y- af' ter Eden •s talk:s vi th Mussolini in Rome, the 

resulta of' the Peace Ballot vere published. The Peace Ballot was a 

questionnaire tba t bad been circulated by the League of' Nations Union 

in Britain. Balloting had begun on November 12, 1934· 

The questions vere as f'ollows: 

•(1) Should Great Britain ranain a member of' the 
League of' Nations? 

(2) Are yeu in f'avour of' an all-round reduction 
in armaments by- international agreement? 

( 3) Are you in f'avour of' an all-round aboli tien 
of' national mili tary and naval aircraf't by 
international agreement? 

1. The Economist, Signer Mussolini 1 s Ref'usal, Vol. 1~1; July 6, 1935. 

2. Quoted in Feiling, Keith - The Life of Neville Chamberlain, p.265. 
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(4) Should the manufacture and sale of arm.aments 
for private profit be prohibited by international 
agreement? 

(5) Do you consider tbat, if a nation insista on 
attacking another, the other nations should canbine 
to campel it to stop by: 

(a) Econanic and non"'1llili tary measures? 
(b) If necessary, military measures?•l 

The resulta of the balloting were announced by Lord Cecil, 

president of the League of Nations Union, on June 27, 1935. Almost 

12,000,000 persona bad been polled and to each of the five questions, 

a large majori ty replied in the affirmative. On questions (1}, (2),(4), 

and (5)(a), the affirmative replies made up over ninety percent of 

the answers, on questionsG)and (5){b), over seventy-five percent.2 

The League of Nations Union interpreted the resulta as a 

clear indication of popular support tor the League and tor the 

principle of collective security. Hoare, on the other hand, telt 

that the announcement of the resul ts did much to wealœn tbe Government' s 

position: 

"They (the questions) gave the impression that 
we could depend on collective security when four 
ot the Great Powers held aloot, and they kep t 
discreetly in the background the need tor 
British rear.mament. The real question that 
should have been asked: 'Do you support British 
rearmement in the interests of peaee? 1 was 
carefully avoided. The result was a strengthening 
of all pacifist influences at a time when peace 
was threatened, and an encouragement to the cam­
placent in their beliet that no special effbrt was 
necessary to strengthen British defences. The 
opposition at once exploited the situation tor an 
attack on the Government tor increasing the Air 
Force, and failing to make quicker progress in the 
disarmament discussions at Geneva. • 3 

1. Quoted in Survey, 1935, Vol. II, p.48 

2. Reported in The Times (lOndon), June 28, 1935· 
3• Templewood, Op.cit., p.l28. 
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Ignoring the weakness of British defences, critics of the 

Government harped on the need to support the League. Such was the 

attitude of the New Statesnan and Nation: 

•The League must ei ther deal 'Wi th Mussolini as 
with a power openly preparing aggreasion, or it 
must contees itself impotent and bank:rupt. A 
second f'ailure of' the M:lnchurian type i t could 
not survive. • 

The weekly went on to pose the question of' olosing the Suez 

Canal to Italy and aleo, to consider the degree of' French support to 

be e:xpec ted: 

•Italy cannot def'y the two leadiog Mediterranean 
Powers nor can abe do anything in this corner 
of Af'rica wi tbout the use of' the Suez canal. A 
f'ailure to stop ber could mean only one of' two 
things - either that the guardians of' the canal 
do not choose to stop ber, or else tha.t they 
could not reckon on French goodwill. It is on 
the latter condition tha.t our anxiety f'astens 
when we try to analyse this disquieting situation.•! 

The Econanist bad also begun to question French support: 

• ••• what will France do? Gossip still makes 
vivid play with the stories of' wha.t M. Laval 
said about Abysal nia to Signor Mussolini in 
Rome in J~nuary.•2 

The Spectator, on July 12, concluded that not Abyssinie. 

but the League was at stake: 

•For the League the problem is only incidental:cy­
how to save Abyssinie.. Fundanentally it is bow 
to save itselt.•3 

On July 11, Sir Samuel Hoare, making his maiden speech in 

the House of' Cammons as Foreign Seoretary, attempted to answer his 

1. New Statesman and Nation, Mussolini or the League, Vol. 10, 
July 6, 1935· 

2. The Econamist, A Tight Corner, Vol. 1~1. July 13, 1935· 

3· The Spectator, Abyssinia and British Policy, Vol. 155, July 12, 1935· 



critics. He first admitted: 

• ••• the need for Italian eXPansion. We admit 
again the justice of some of the criticisns that 
have been made against the Abyssinian Government. 
But are the tacts tha t I taly needs expansion and 
that complainte are made against the Abyasinian 
Government sufficient cause for plunging into 
war?• 

The Foreign Minister went on to speak in terms favourable 

to the principle of collective security: 

'The more I look at the future prospect whether 
it be a near or far prospect, the more sure I 
an that a system of collective security is 
essential to peace and stability and tha t the 
League best provides the necessarymachinery.• 

Hoare empl:asized, however, as he was to do lll8JlY times later, 

that collective security must be collective: 

• ••• we are ready and willing to take our full 
share of collee ti ve re sponsib Ui ty. But when 
I say collective responsibility, I mean collec­
tive responsibility.nl 

The Liberal leader, Sir Herbert Samuel, took exception to 

the reserved tone of Sir Samuel 1s remarks: 

•He ( Hoare) did not exhibi t any very resolu te 
spirit to make sure tba t the tunctions ot the 
League should be carried out in a courageous 
and effective fashion.•2 

On the other hand, a reminder of the need for cautiœ, 

because of the weakness of the British position. was made by Churchill: 

•we are not strong enough ••• to be the law­
giver and spokesman of the world. We will do 
our part, but we cannot be asked, and we ought 
not to put ourselves in a position of being 
supposed to do more than our part in these matters.•3 

1. H. of o. Deb., 5S, Vol. 30§, July 11, 1935, cols. 517-19. 

2. Ibid, col. 533 

3· Ibid, col. 545. 



Clement Attlee, nevertheless, seemed to feel that the 

Abyssinian criais could be dealt with in~olation, without consider-

ation of its possible repercussions on Europe: 

"••• in all these discussions about the position 
of Abyssinia ••• what bas appeared to concern 
us most bas been, not so much what is right, as 
what will be the effect on something else in 
connection with foreign affairs.ul 

Geoffrey Mander, one of the most vocal critics of the 

Government, also could see no obstacle in the way of League action: 

0 ••• I know that we cannot possibly act alone, 
and no one would suggest it, we have merely 
to carry out our obligations as a member of 
the League."2 

About this time, pressure from the Government's critics 

began to show its effects in statements by members of the Cabinet 

about support of the League. The new Prime I-iinister, Stanley Baldwin, 

was too shrewd a politician to swim against the flow of public opinion. 

With regard to the Peace Ballot, Baldwin felt: 

"••• that the object of the Ballot was by no 
means to criticize the Government ••• but 
rather to show that the Government bad a 
large vol~.JD.e of public opinion behind us 
in the efforts whic h we are to-day making 
to maintain the authority of the League of 
Nations ••• the Government intend to persist 
in the policy that they have hitherto 
pursued ••• the League of Nations remains ••• 
the sheet anchor of British policy. 0 3 

Baldwin's audience could interpret his words in a1y way 

they chose. He seemed to be speaking of support for the League and 

1. Ibid, col. 5.38 

2. Ibid, col. 575 

3· Quoted in The Times (London), July 24, 1935· 
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many would adopt this interpretation. But be bad not committed 

himself or bis Government to any real action in support of the League. 

Persistance in the policy 1 hitherto pursued• would hardly call tor any 

very dynamic leadership. Throughout the dispute, Baldwin was caretul 

in his speeches not to make any binding commitments tor the Government 

and, yet, he led the public to expect action. 

During the month of July, the question of export of arma 

and munitions to Ethiopia became a minor issue in Britain. The 

importation of arme by Ethiopia was subject to the restrictions of a 

treaty signed in 1930 by Ethiopia, Britain, France, and Itày.1 The 

treaty provided tbat arms could be imported into Ethiopia only if the 

consignmen t bad been authorized by the Ethiopian Government tor i ts 

own use. The three Powers, since they controlled the entrance routes 

to Ethiopia, could prevent the entry of unauthorized supplies. 

On July 24, Walter Runciman, the President of the British 

Board of T.rade, intormed the House of Commons, that, during the last 

four montbs, there bad been no completed application for arms from 

Ethiopia. There bad theretore been no export of arme to Ethiopia 

from Britain during tbat time. 2 On the same occasion, the Foreign 

Secretary intormed the House that the French Government had prohibited 

the export of war material to I taly and Ethiopia.3 The tollowing day, 

Sir Samuel disclosed to the members, that the British Government: 

1. For text see HO Cmd. 3707 of 1930-31, XXXIII, 263-301 

2. H. of c. Deb., 5S, Vol. 304, July 24• 1935, col. 1815. 

3. ~· col. 1813. 
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• ••• did ••• not wish to do anything which might 
prejudice the situation. They will, therefore, 
tor the present not issue licences for the 
e~ort of arma from this country either to 
Italy or to Abysainia.•l 

The position taken by the Government with regard to the 

exPQrt of arma, while it was diplomatically correct, left the 

Government open to the charge, made by its critics, that the restric-

tions restrained Ethiopia much more than Italy. As a manufacturing 

country. Italy was in a good position to produce her own munitions. 

Ethiopia, on the other band, not only bad little war material in 

supply, but in addition, was not able to manufacture her own weapons. 

Meanwbile, arbitration proceedings between Ethiopia and 

Italy had broken down. On July 9• the Ethiopian Government had 

communicated, to the Seoretary General, three documents2of the 

A.rbi tration Commission which had been appointed to deal with the 

dispute. The two arbitratora appointed by the Italian Government 

complained, in the ir a ward, that the agent of the Ethiopian Governmen t 

had entered QPOn an e:xamination of a frontier question. The Italian 

arb i trators were wi 11 ing to con ti nue the wor k of the ColliJlission only 

within the agreed limita of the terms of the arbitration agreement. 

The two arbitrators appointed by the Ethiopian Government contended, 

in their award, that the Ethiopian agent had at least the right to 

sta te bis reasons for considering tha t the Ca.mnission should judge the 

ownership of Walwal. In a third document, the arbi trators of tœ 

Ethiopian Government declared that the time had come to select a 

1. ~· July 25, 1935, col. 2016 

2. B!Ql.• Aug. 193.5, P•973-5· 



fifth arbitrator. 

Accordingly, on July 26, the Secretary General announced 

to the members of the Council that the extraordinary session of the 

Council, contemplated in the resolution of May 25, would take place. 

This session began on July 31. 

At the meeting on August 3, the Abyssinian representatives, 

in an effort to yield to the wishes of France and Britain, consented 

to an interpretation of the resolution of ~ 25, which supported the 

Italian view that frontier questions were not within the competence 

of the Arbitration Commission. For Italy. Baron Aloisi, in turn, 

agreed to proceed without delay to the appointment of a fifth 

arbitrator. Accordingly, thetwo Governments were invited to infonn 

the Council of the resulta of the Oommission•s findings by September 4, 

1935· The Council was to meet in any event on September 4 to examine 

relations between Italy and Ethiopia.l 

Anthony Eden informed tbe Council that representatives of 

the U.K., France, and Italy bad met together, at Geneva, on August 1. 
2 

The three Powers, signatories of the Treaty of 1906 concerning 

Ethiopia, bad agreed to open conversations at the earliest possible 

date to facilitate a solution of the differences between Italy and 

Ethiopia. Eden concluded his remarks with the statement that: 

•ais Majesty's Government will devote every effort 
to securing a pacifie settlement of this dispute 
in harmony with the principles of the Covenant. 
The United llngdom Government tully realizes the 
gravity of the issues that are at stake and is 
mindful of its obligations as a member of the League.•3 

1. Ibid, p.967-70 

2. For text, see Documents Relating to the Italo-Etbiopian Conflict, 
p.32-35 

3· Y!Ql. August 1935, P·96'7. 
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The proposa! to bold tbree-Power talks on the dispute is 

a :t'urther indication that the Briti..sh now recognized the gravity of 

the situation which vas developing in Ethiopia. A second attempt 

vas to be made to devise a plan whereby the dispute could be settled 

diplomatically, and thus war averted, and a vorsening of relations 

between Britain and France, on the one band, and Italy, on the otber, 

avoided. 

There vas good reason tor the British to :t'eel anxious àbout 

the situation in Ethiopia. In a speech on July 31, MUssolini bad 

maintained: 

•The essential agreements ••• absolute1y unanswer­
able are two: the vital needs of the Italian 
people and tbeir security in East Atrica. 

•Italy is the sole judge of ber securi~ in East 
Atrica. In military terms, the Italo-Abyssinian 
problem is simple and logical. It admits witb 
Geneva, vi thout Geneva, against Geneva, but one 
solution. al 

Meanvhile, in Britain, demande :t'or support of the League 

grew both in number and in intensity. Once again, the New Statesman 

and Nation called for a :t'irm stand by Britain and the League: 

•Musa;) lini is already :t'inding i t impossible to 
raise loans abroad; if the League chooses, this 
automatic sanction may be extended until all 
international :t'acilities are denied to the 
aggressor. 

• ••• Italy should be made clearly to understand 
during this month's private negotiation tbat 
th.e League Fbvers will not condone or participate 
in her aggression and will be prepared in the 1ast 
resort to take the appropriate and effective steps 
to stop i t •• 2 

1. Quoted in The Times (London), Aug. 1, 1935· 

2. New Statesman & Nation, The League or the Duce, Vol. 10, Aug. 10, 
1935· 



In addition, more consideration was now being given to the 

role of France in the dispute. Furtber suspicions were cast on the 

sincerit,y ot Laval. A somewhat limited understanding of Laval's 

position was expressed by the Spectator on August 2: 

"M. Laval' s desire not to compromise bis re­
establisbed friendship witb Italy can be 
understood, particularly when he contemplates 
the current execration of this country in the 
Italian Press. But the French Prime Minister 
may bave to choose between Italy and the 
League of Nations, and be will be making a 
singularly poor bargain if he elects for the 
fonner.•l 

The plan to hold tbree-Power talles in Paris to negotiate a 

solution was the subject of severe criticism by Lloyd George: 

1 The very country whose integrity and indepen­
dance bas been cballenged bas been ruled out 
from the Conference that is discussing i ts 
very existence as an independant State •••• 
Are they discussing how they are to prevent 
Signor Mussolini from destroying the indepen­
dence of a friendly Power which is a member 
of the League? Not at all. T'ney are just 
discussing what measures of economie and 
politieal control can be given to Italy 
wi thout war. How they can deliver Abyssinia 
on the eheap to Italy - that is the question 
that is being discussed.• 2 

On the eve of the Paris talks, the Etbiopian Government 

again advised the Secretary General of the continued military prepar-

ations of the Italian Government. The situation for the Ethiopien 

Governmen t was aggravated by the tact tœ t: 

1. The Spectator, Abyssinie at Geneva, Vol. 155, Aug. 2, 1935 

2. Quoted in Doc. for Internat. Concil., Abyssinie, P•458-9. 
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•The Imperial Ethiopiao Government to-day finds 
it absolutely impossible to obtain means of 
defence outside its own frontiers. Whenever 
it attempts to obtain them, itmeets with pro­
hibitions and export embargoes.ttl 

Representatives of the three Powers convened in Paris, on 

.August 16. Britain was represented by Eden and Vansittart, France by 

Laval, and Léger, the Director of the Ministry for Foreign Affaira, 

and Italy by Baron Aloisi,and Cerrutti, the newly appointed Italian 

ambassador to Paris. Baron Aloisi had been sent to Paris with very 

limi ted powers. During the talks he was frequently obliged. to consult 

Rane by telephone and even then, he was reluctant to make a clear 

statement of Italian demanda in Ethiopia. Nevertheless, the British 

and French attempted to draw up some plan which would satisfy 

Mussolini.
2 

Hoare bas commented on the difficult circumstances in 

which the conversations were held: 

• As ••• the lfrench wished to keep out of the 
controversy as much as possible, the brunt of 
aegotiations inevitably fel! upon us •••• 
Italy was an essentiel part of the western 
front, and the Covenant of the League the 
basis of our foreign po licy. We could not 
sacrifice either without grave danger to 
our selves and Europe and were lx> und to 
intervene actively in the attempt to reconcile 
their conflicting demands.•3 

Hoare reports tbat the demanda eventually made by Italy at 

the talks were unacceptable to the British, who were being caretul 

not to agree to a plan which would subsequently be rejected by the 

1. .!J!!Q!, Nov. 1935, p.l602 

2. Reported in The Times (London), .Aug. 17, 1935. 

3· Templewood, Op.cit., p.l57-8. 
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League Council. The demanda of the Italians would have involved the 

unconditional annexation of all the non-Amharic territories (i.e. 

the southern half of Abyssinia) and a mandate for the rest of the 

country. The British counter-proposals involved: (a) an exchange 

of territory in which Abyssinia would cede territory to Italy in 

return for access to the sea; (b) an economie zone in which Italian 

interest would be predominant; (c) League assis tance to the economie 

and administrative development of Ethiopia.1 

Eden, when he described the proposais to the League Council 

in September, did not elaborate on the territorial concessions to be 

made to Italy, but instead, stressed assistance to the development 

of Ethiopia: 

•As a member of the League of Nations, Ethiopia 
might appeal to the League for collaboration 
and assistance necessary to assure the economie 
development and administrative reorganisation 
of tbe country. France, the United Kingdom, 
and Italy, as limitrophe Pbwers would be 
particularly well qualified to lend this 
collective assistance ••• u 

1 The work of reorganisation was to have extended 
to the most varied fields of national lite, auch 
as economie, financial, commercial and constitu­
tional development ••• 

• ••• the collective assistance would not have 
prevented particular account being taken of the 
special interests of Italy.•2 

The proposais were submitted to the Italian Government on 

August 16 and two days la ter i t was announced that they bad been 

1. Ibid, p.l61 

2. LNOJ, Nov. 1935, p.1134. 
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1 rejected; consequently the conference was adjourned. 

Al though the aollapse of the Paris conference made the 

possibility of a diplomatie solution, prior to t be September meeting 

of the League Council, remote, the British Cabinet, after a meeting 

on August 22, announced a decision to maintain its embargo on the 

issue of licences for export of ar1ns to Italy and Abyssinia, and its 

intention to continue to pursue a diplomatie solution. 2 

There can be little doubt that in official circles at tb.is 

time, there was a firm beliet that a negotiated settlement was 

essential to avert a war wb.ieh would be disastrous for the British. 

Hoare• s own views were expressed in a memorandum of August 18 to 

Neville Chamberlain: 

"••• it is urgently necessary for the Cabinet 
to consider what in these circumstances our 
attitude should be on tMo assumptions: (1) 
that the French are completely with us; (2) 
tbat the French bave backed out. It is 
equally urgent for the Cabinet to consider 
wbat preparations should be made to meet a 
possible mad dog act by the Italians •••• 
Our line, I am sure, is to keep in step 
wi th the French and, whether now or at Geneva, 
to act with tbem.•3 

Churchill's attitude at this time was remarkably similar: 

"••• I thought the Foreign Secretary was 
justified in going as far with the League of 
Nations against Italy as he could carry 
France; but ••• he ought not to put any 
pressure upon France because of ber military 
convention with It~ly and ber German pre­
occupation •••• I was, of course, oppressed 
by my German fears and the conditions to 
which our defences bad been reduced.•4 

1. Reported in The Times (London), Aug. 19, 1935 

2. Ibid, Aug. 23, 1935 

3· ~uoted in Feiling, Qp.cit., p.267 

4• Churchill, Winston - The Gathering Storm, p.169. 
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In a memoranduœ to Hoare, on August 25, Churchill expressed 

grave coneern over the relative strengths of the British and Italian 

fleets: 

•rt seems tome that you have not half the strength 
of Italy in modern cruisers and destroyers and 
still less in modern submarines.•l 

Meanwhile, criticism of the inertia of the Government grew. 

The Eeonomist added i ts voiee to the chorus: 

•No one can any longer pretend that Signer Mussolini 
does not mean to go to war with Abyssinia •••• we 
bave a positive obligation to allow- perhaps even 
to assist - Abyssinia to seeure the arma with which 
she may be able to ward off the impending aggression. •2 

The Spectator could see no reason why economie sanctions 

alone would not be effective in deterring Italy from aggression: 

•The idea that Italy might take armed action against 
nations, exerting economie pressure on ber is not to 
be seriously contemplated so long as they present a 
solid front, and if they are not prepared to do that, 
they bad better not so much as pass a condemnatory 
resolution. • 

The article, nevertheless, concluded that: 

• ••• there must be no resort to war.•3 

Tbat economie sanctions alone might be inadequate was 

suggested by the New Statesman and Nation: 

1. 

2. 

•unless, in full accord, France and Great Britain 
are ready to place at its (the League's) service 
all their resourees, including their fleets ••• 
i t would be wiser not to embark on this enter­
prise at an.•4 

Quoted in Ibid, p.l?l 

The Economist, I taly Says 11 N01 11
, Vol. lt1-, Aug. 24, 1935. 

The Spectat<r, The Criais, Vol. 155, Aug. 23, 1935· 

New Sa te aman &: Nation, •League, Duce and Empire", Vol. 10, Aug. 24. 
1935· 
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In addition, seme consideration was now being given to the 

effeet of the dispute on British economie interests. The New Statesman 

and Nation reported on the attitude of the 8 Cityn to the erisis: 

'••• every international move whieh threatens the 
market value of securities is anathema. Far Great 
Britain to stand by the League Covenant is eonsidered 
mad, to stand up to Italy is considered madder. 
Because it is believed that France does not want 
collective action against Italy under Article 16, 
that is regarded in the City as a heaven-sent 
opportunity for Great Britain to sneak out of the 
League of Nations ••• 11 1 

For some time, the Italian Press had been accusing the 

British of hypocrisy in their attitude to the dispute. The Italians, 

particularly Signor Gayda, char~d that the British were most concerned 

to retain exclusive control over the water supply far the Anglo-Egyptian 

Sudan, from the source of the Blue Nile in Lake Tsana. Support of 

Ethiopia and the League, they argued, was merely a camoufla~ to conceal 

the narrow interests of the British in Ethiopia. 

As early as January 1935, the British Government itself bad 

set up a Committee, beaded,by Sir John Maffey, Permanent Under-Secretary 

for the Colonies, to examine British interests in Abyssinia. The 

Committee's report was first made public when parts of it were published 

by an I talian newspaper in February 1936. Anthony Eden, Foreign 

Secretary at the time, commented on the report in the House of Commons: 

1 The Committee reported to ••• the then Secretary of 
State for Foreign Affaira on the 18th June last, and 
its report was to the effeet that there was no impor­
tant British interest in Abyssinie wi th the exception 
of Lake Tsana, the waters of the Blue Nile, and 
certain tribal grazing rights.n2 

1. ~uoted in Doc. for Internat. Concil., Abyssinia, P•47ln 

2. H. of c. Deb., 5S, Vol. 309, Feb. 24, 1936, cols. 7-8. 
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Undoubtedly these British interests in Ethiopia were 

insufficient to warrant a war with I taly. Indeed, if it bad been of 

vital concern to Britain to prevent Italy from gaining control of 

Ethiopia, the whole course of events in the dispute would have been 

quite different. We have noted, on a number of occasions, the 

conciliatory attitude of the British toward Italy and their failure to 

give finn support to Ethiopia's cause. This approach to the contlict 

would have been meaningless had the British been primarily concerned 

to protect their own interests in Abyssinia, which supposedly 

necessitated maintenance of the independence of Abyssinia. If Britain had 

had vital interests in Ethiopia, then the logical course of action 

would have been a firm stand against the encroacbment of Italy on 

Ethiopian territory. 

On the contrary, it was much more in the best interests of 

Britain to avoid a war with Italy. The Cabinet meeting on August 22 

had asserted that British policy was still concentrated on attempts 

to reach a •diplomatie solution". By this time, however, the chances 

of a peaceful outcome of the dispute were very slight indeed. Two 

offers of concessions to Mussolini had already been made - one in 

Rome, by Eden, and a second in Paris, by Eden and Laval. Both plans 

had been summarily disnissed by Mussolini. The difficulty of arriving 

at a solution which would be acceptable to Italy, Abyssinia, and the 

League can hardly be exaggerated. Nevertheless, this was the declared 

policy of the British Government. 

By the end of August, it was clear that no solution would be 

found prior to the League Council meeting, scheduled for Septanber 4, 
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when the Arbitration and Conciliation Committee was to present its 

findings. The role the British Government was to play in League action 

was not yet clear. Government officials were painfully aware of the 

fact that a ruPture with Italy over Abyssinia would be disastrous to 

the British position in Europe. Nevertheless, the demanda of the 

Government's critics in Parliament and in the Press for strong action 

through the League could no longer be ignored. The Government would 

soon be compelled to indieate whether or not i t favoured League action 

against Italy. 
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CHAPTER IV 

A DUALISTIC POUCY 

Prior to examining developments at Geneva in September, it 

is necessary to consider a number of factors which provided the bac~ 

ground for the September meeting of the League Council. One incident, 

of some import, was the granting of an oil concession by the Ethiopian 

Government, to an .American company. ..A.nother was the threa tening com­

muniqué i ssued, prior to the Co une il mee ting, by the I tel ian Cabinet. 

In addition, since both the British and the French were primarily 

concerned about the possible repercussions of the Ethiopien conflict 

on their security in Europe, some consideration must be made of the 

attitude of Germany to the dispute. Of significance, also, are the 

proceedings of the Arbitration Committee, aince they provided the 

immediate preface to the Council meeting. 

La.te in August, the announcement of the granting of an oil 

concession by the Government in Addis Ababa was the cause of considerable 

embarrassment to the British Government. On August 31, it was announced 

by the Ethiopien Government that the right to exploit the oil and 

mineral deposita, over approxbnately balf the Ethiopien Empire. bad 

been granted to the African Development and Exploration Corporation. 

Although the company was an .Americen firm, negotiations bad been con­

ducted for it by an Englishman, Mr. F.w. Rickett. The region to be 

exploited was the area which bad been regarded, in the T.reaty of 1906, 

as within the Italian sphere of influence. 

The response of the British Government to this announcement 



was the ~ediate drafting of a communication to the Ethiopian 

Government that such a concession necessitated prelùninary consultation 

with the three Powers who were aignatories of the Treaty of 1906. The 

British Government, therefore, advised the Emperor to withhold the 

concession.1 In addition, a statement was issued denying that any 

British capital was involved in the oil concession. This deniai was 

oorroborated by a statement of the American financial advisor to the 

2 Emperor. 

Despite these statements, the cry of double dealing was 

immediately taken up by the Italian Press and some sections of the 

French Press. Again Signer Gayda led the attack: 

• ••• while England was proposing, evidently in 
agreement wi th the l!lnperor, economie concessions 
to I taly on Abyss inian terri tory in order to 
prevent direct action by war, the Government of 
Addis Ababa pledged itself to reserve to a 
group of foreigners the greatest advantages of 
the possible concessions.•3 

The controversy placed the Amerioan State Department in a 

delicate positicn, since the company involved was an American f~. 

Discussions were therefore held between Cordell Hull, the American 

Seeretary of State, and officials of the Standard-Vacuum Oil Co., 

the parent company of the corporation which was to receive the con-

cession in Ethiopia. Subsequently, the StateDepartment issued a 

statement that the company would withdraw from the concession.4 

1. Reported in The Times (London), September 2, 1935 

2. Ibid, September 3, 19.3.5· 

3· Q.uoted in ~· September 3, 19.3.5· 

4• Reported in Ibid, September 4, 1935. 
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This statement by the American Government closed the incident, 

but untortunately not before it had provided fuel tor the Italien 

propaganda campaign. It could only be regretted that the incident 

occurred on the eve ot the League Council meeting. 

On August 28, the Italian Cabinet met to determine the line 

to be taken, by its delegate, at the League Council meeting. The 

communiqué, subsequently issued by the Government, left no doubt as to 

the dangers inherent in a League threat to impose sanctions. Mussolini 

directed hia warning at Britain in particular: 

1 Italy has a problem to solve with Ethiopia. She 
has none and wants none with Great Britain, with 
wbom during the wrld war, at Locarno, and more 
recently at Stresa she achieved collaboration of 
undoubted importancefbr European stability. 

• ••• to speak of sanctions means venturing on to 
a dangerous sloÎe which may lead to the gravest 
complications. 11 

At the same meeting, the Italian Cabinet decreed certain 

measures to meet the event of an application of sanctions by the League. 

Some of the measures to be imposed on Italien nationals were: (1) 

obligatory cession of foreign credits; (2) compulsory conversion of 

foreign investnents into Government bonds; (3) limitation of dividende 

to six percent of paid-up capital; (4) anployment of substitute fuels 

in all public service vehicles. 2 

A few days later, further military preparations were announced 

by Mussolini, and a second warning issued as to the danger of imposing 

sanctions: 

1. Documents on International Affaira, 1935, Vol. II, p.53 

2. Reported in The Times (London), August 29, 1935. 
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n ••• another 200,000 men will be called ••• 
to bring tœ effectives of the army up to 
the level of a million men • • • • The world 
must know, once again, that as long as this 
absurd and provocative talk about sanctions 
continues, we will not give up one soldi er, 
one sailor, or one airman, but we will raise 
all the anned forces of the na ti on to the 
highest possible level of strength.ul 

Mussolini's statements, ooupled with the measures adopted 

by the Italian Government to meet the threat of sanctions, left little 

doubt that effective sanctions would require the unanimous support of 

League Members. Indeed, in vie•J of the attitude of Mussolini, i t now 

seemed probable that, in order to be effective, economie sanctions 

would have to be applied over a considera.ble period of time. Even 

then, it was doubtful if sanctions could really deter Italy from 

aggression, if she were to be able to trade freely wi tb states who >vere 

not members of the League, particularlJ.· with the United States and Germany. 

The attitude of Germany to the dispute provides another 

intere.sting backdrop for the League Council meeting in September. The 

official attitude of Berlin was one of reserve. This reserve was 

partly, according to the Times Correspondent, owing to a desire for 

Germany to renew colonial activity herself. On the ether mnd, at this 

time, Germany had no desire to see Italy strengthened, since Italy was 

the chief guarantor of Austrian independence. However, Berlin was 

undoubtedly happy to see Britain and France occupied in another corner 

of the globe, at a time when German rearmament was proceeding rapidly. 

In addition, since Oermany had already wi thdrawn from the League, she 

1. Documents on International Affairs, 1935, Vol. II, p.55. 
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would weloome the collapse of the League system of collective security.1 

The realization of the fact that Germany hoped for the 

breakdown of the League over the Ethiopian criais made the position of 

the British Government in the League partioularly awkward. Basioally, 

the Government still hoped to settle the dispute outside the League. 

On the other hand. i t did not wish to see the League discredi ted over 

the criais, since such an outcome might well play into Eitler•s hand. 

The imposition of ineffective sanctions, against Italy, however, could 

discredit the League as easily as a public revelation of the tact that 

both Britain and France were reluctant to use League maehinery against 

Mussolini. 

The Conciliation and Arbitration Oommittee had resumed its 

meetings, on August 20, in Paris. A former Greek Foreign Minister, 

Nicholas Politis, had been unanimously appointed as fifth arbitrator. 

The four arbitrators had soon proved unable to agree, either as to 

the facts of the Walwal incident, or as to the responsibili ty. M. Poli.ti.s 

had therefore been called in on August 29. 

On September 3, the Committee unanimously concluded that: 

• ••• neither the Italian Government nor its 
agents on the spot can be held responsible 
in a~ way for the aetual Walwal incident ••• • 

On the other band: 

• ••• although the Ethiopian Government has no 
reasonable interest in provoking that engage­
ment, its local autborities ••• may have given 
the impression that they had aggressive inten­
tions ••• but nevertbeless it had not been 
sbown that they can be held responsible for 
the aetual incident of December 5 ••• • 

1. Reported in The Times (London), September 3, 1935. 
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Wi th regard to the incidents which took place after 

December 6, 1934, the Committee decided that: 

• ••• these incidents ••• were of an accidenta! 
character •••• no international responsibilit,y 
need be involved.•l 

On September 4, the League Council, in accordance with its 

resolution of August 3• met to examine the Ethiopian problem. At this 

meeting, Eden summarized the proposals which Britain and France had 

made to the Italian Government in August. Eden concluded his remarlœ 

with statements which for the first time gave evidence of the intention 

of the British Governmen t to use the means provided by the League to 

settle the dispute: 

• ••• if in the judgment of world opinion, the 
League fails in this dispute, its authority for 
the future will be grievously shaken and its 
influence gravely impaired. The collapse of 
the League and the new coœ eption of in ter­
national order for which it stands would be 
a world calamity. 

•rt is our duty to use the maehinery of the 
League that lies at our band.• 

Nevertheless, Eden still hoped for a peaceful solution: 

1 Let us set it to work forthwith ••• we shall 
not fail to achieve that peaceful settlement 
which we so earnestly desire.n2 

The remarks of Baron Aloisi, unfortunately, left little 

grounds for Eden 1 s optimism. The Italian delegate made the most 

extreme charges against Ethiopia that had been heard thus far in the 

dispute: 

• ••• we are faced with a premeditated armed 
attack ••• 

•Ever since 1928, Ethiopia ••• has developed 

l. .!:!.Ql. November, 1935, p.1355. 

2. Ibid, p.ll34· 



her po licy of arming against I talian 
possessions •••• Acts of provocation ••• 
and violence against the peaceful people 
on our frontier have steadily increased. 11 

'Any possibility of peaceful conditions 
and co-operation between Italy and Ethiopia 
have unfortunate~ vanished." 

Aloisi concluded his remarks by announcing that: 

u ••• the Italien Government is compelled to 
state formally that Italy's dignity as a 
civilized nation would be deeply wounded 
were she to continue a discussion in the 
League on a footing of equality with 
Ethiopia ••• 11 1 

The Ethiopien delegate, M. J~ze, objected to the delaying 

tactics which were being used to conceal the real issue which: 

• ••• is whether in a few days a war of 
extermination will begin and that is the 
point whi~h the Council should immediate~ 
discuss. 11 

M. Jèze again called on the Council to take action under 

paragraph 3 of Article 15 of the Covenant. In answer to a plea which 

could no longer be ignored, the Council set up a Committee consisting 

of the representatives of the United Kingdom, Spain, France, Po land, 

and Turkey (i.e. the Committee of Five). The Committee was to examine 

the problem and seek a peaceful solution.3 

while the Committee of Five was engaged in exanining the 

documents presented to it, by the Italian and Ethiopian Governments, 

the Sixteenth Ordinary Session of the Assembly of the League was 

1. Ibid, p.U36-7 

2. Ibid, p.l140 

3· Ibid, p.U45· 
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convened at Geneva, on September 9· Because of the gravity of the 

criais in Ethiopia, Sir Samuel Hoare himself journeyed to Geneva to 

address the delegates. Prior to addressing the Assembly, Hoare met 

with Laval in Geneva to discuss the dispute and all its implications. 

Hoare's commenta on these talks with Laval reveal his own mental 

reservations about League action against Italy: 

•our long talks ••• although they produced no 
new proposals for Abyssinia, were valuable in 
fixing the importance of the criais upon the 
central point that mattered, the growing 
threa t of German rearmamen t • • • • A double 
line of approach was essential. On the one 
hand, a patient and cautious negotiation that 
would keep him (Mussolini) on the Allied side; 
on the ether, the creation of a united front 
in Geneva as a necessary deterrent against 
German aggression. 

• ••• he (Laval) was detennined to preserve 
the Franoo-Italian Pact that he regarded as 
the greatest achievement of his career •••• 
We ••• agreed that as we must, if possible, 
avoid provoking Mussolini into open hostility, 
aQY economie pressure upon which the League 
collectively decided should be applied 
cautiously and in stages, and with full account 
of the unescapable tact that the United States, 
Japan, and Germany were not Member States of 
the League. u 1 

Hoare did not specify what limitations this last consider-

ation would place on the application of sanctions against Italy. 

However, when LavaL reported on the conversations to the Chamber of 

Deputies, on December 28, 1935, he was much more specifie: 

•we found ourselves instantaneously in agree­
ment upon ruling out military sanctions, not 
adopting any measure of naval bloekade, never 
contemplating the elosure of the Suez canal -

1. Templewood, gp.cit., p.168-9. 
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in a word, ruling out everything that might 
lead to war.•l 

Whether or not the British Foreign Secretary did maks such 

an agreement with Laval in September cannot be determined on the 

baais of the documents presently available. However, the sanctions 

which Britain was later willing to tmpose against Italy would not 

have eonf'licted with Laval' s interpretation of' the agreement. The 

application of' all sanctions short of' war, which became the declared 

policy of the British Government, would necessarily eliminate the 

measures mentioned by the French Premier. Although a def'inite agreement 

may not have beenmade by Hoare, the British Government nevertheless 

proved unwilling to apply any sanctions whieh might lead to war. 

Hoare•s inaistence to Laval that a double line be maintained 

in the dispute providea an interesting background for his~eeeh in the 

Assembly, on September 11. This speech marked the beginning of the 

dualistic policy of Britain toward the conf'lict. Prior to this time, 

we have seen a consistent attempt by Britain to achieve a solution to 

the dispute through diplomatie channels. This policy was maintained 

throughout the criais, but when Sir Samuel spoke at Geneva, hia tone 

suggested tbat the British had embarked on a new policy of support 

for the League and collective security. Hoare speke f'irst of' the faith 

of the British public in the League: 

uThe British people supported the League for no 
self'ish motives • • • • They were determined to 
throw the whole weight of their strength into 
the scales of international peace and inter­
national order. They were deeply and genuinely 
moved by a great ideal. 

1. Quoted in Survey, 1935, Vol. II, p.184. 
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• ••• they believe that collective seourity ••• is 
the most effective safeguard of peace ••• 

• ••• His Majesty•s Government and the British 
people maintain their support of the League and 
its ideals as the most effective way of ensuring 
peace ••• this beliet in the necessity for pre­
serving the League is our sole interest in the 
present controversy. 

1 The League is what its Member States make it. 
If it succeeds, it is because its Membera have 
the will and power to apply the principles of 
the Covenant. If it fails it is because its 
Manbers lack ei ther the will or the power to 
fulfill their obligations. 11 

... 

Hoare went on to anphasize the need for solidarity among 

the League Membera. This part of his speech was, however, generally 

ignored at the time: 

• ••• one thing is certain. 
be borne i t must be borne 
risks for peace are to be 
by all." 

If the burden is to 
collectively. If 
run, they must be run 

Instead, what was beard was the pledge: 

•on behalf of His l~jesty•s Government in the 
United Kingdom, I can say that ••• that 
Government will be second to none in its 
intention to fulfil within the meaaure of its 
capacity, the obligations which the Covenant 
lays upon i t. 11 1 

Laval 1 a address to the Assembly, delivered two days later, 

contrasted in tone at !east, with Hoare 1 s speech. The French Premier 

first assured the delegates tha t: 

•France is loyal to the Covenant. She oannot 
fail to carry out ber obligations.• 

Nevertheless, he went on to speak in terms highly favourable 

1. LNOJ• Special Supplement No. 138, P·43-44· 
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to conciliation with Italy, first recalling friendly meetings with 

MUssolini at Rome and at Stresa, where he bad found the Italian Premier: 

1 ••• bnbued with the same desire and the s~e will 
to serve the cause of peace. I know he i~ pre­
pared to persevere in his collaboration.• 

Hoare t s speech was acclaimed throughout the world. Numerous 

delegates at Geneva added their hearty support of his pledge. Public 

opinion in Britain applauded the conversion of Hoare to faith in the 

League and collective security. The collectivists saw the speech as 

a pledge to support League action against Italy. Few took note of 

the caution that collective action must be genuinely collective. The 

warning had been overshadowed by the pledge. The reservations in 

Hoare's mind with regard to League action against an aggressor had 

not been conveyed to his audience - either at Geneva or in Britain. 

This lack of coomunication must be blamed on both the speaker and his 

audience. People heard what they wanted to hear. The British public, 

by and large, had already been persuaded that collective security was 

a panacee for all the ills of the world. Therefore, when Hoare spoke 

in terms favourable to the League. the public applauded him whole-

heartedly. Hoare, on the other hand, although he inserted a reservation 

in his pledge, put emphasis on his guarantee of British support for the 

League. He can hardly have spoken in such terms unwittingly. Sinee he 

bad already deeided that measures against Italy must be cautious and 

reserved, and therefore in all likelihood, ineffective, his speech can 

at best be interpreted as an attempt to intimidate Mussolini by a mere 

threat of action. 

1. ~. p. 65-66. 
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It was evident almost immediately that Mussolini would 

not be bluffed so easily. On September 14, the Italian Cabinet 

issued the following communiqué: 

• ••• the Italo-Ethiopian problem does not admit 
of a compromise solution after the ~ense 
efforts and sacrifices made by Italy and after 
the irrefutable documentation eontained in the 
Italian memorandum presented at Geneva.nl 

Mussolini himself was as determined as ever not to yield to 

pressure from Britain or from the League. In fact, he bad his own 

threats to make: 

•we will go straight ahead. You must thoroughly 
understand that never from our aide will come 
any hostile act against a European nation, but 
if one is committed against us, well it means 
war • • • to take sanctions would be to run the 
risk of re-making the map of Europe.• 2 

In Britain, the Ethiopian criais had become a favourite 

topic of debate. Discussions centred around the difficulty of applying 

sanctions. Lloyd George felt that the time for coercive measures had 

passed: 

• ••• sanctions, when they are advised, will be 
worthless, because by that time, he (Mussolini) 
will have on the shores of Africa all he needs 
for conducting the most ruthless massacre on 
these helpless people defending their native 
mountains.n3 

The controversy in Britain over sanctions resulted, partly, 

from the existence of two different views of the purpose and meaning 

of the League of Nations. The collectivists regarded the League as 

1. Quoted in The Times (London), September 16, 1935· 

2. Quoted in Royal Instituts of International Affaira, Information 
Paper No. 16, Abyssinia and Italy, p.46 

3• Quoted in The Times (London), September 16. 1935. 
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an agency which could employ force to deter an aggressor. The 

tradi tionalists, on the ot her band, viewed the League as an inter-

national conference, and an agency for facilitating revision and 

peaceful change. This latter view was e:x:pressed in an article in 

the Round Table, which regarded the League as: 

a ••• an instrument of reason and conciliation 
to which all nations can be expected to belong 
because membership involves no automatie 
obligations to do more tban confer, but which 
may make possible effective co-operative action 
against aggression, or in favour of revision ••• 

• ••• by far the most important thing to-day is 
to preserve and rebuild the League as a con­
ference of all nations, much more concerned 
withArticle 19, even at the priee of abandoning 
for the time being the automatic obligations and 
penalties under Article 16.•1 

Since the application of sanctions against Italy now seemed 

Lmminent, questions about sanctions became much more meaningful. It 

was no longer possible to ignore su ch inquiries as: Will economie 

sanctions alone be adequate? Do economie sanctions lead to war? 

Will the french support sanctions? 

J .M. Keynes, the economist, had an affi nnati ve reply to the 

first question: 

• ••• the League Powers should impose ••• the ••• 
sanction of prohibiting commercial and financial 
transactions wi th I taly on the part of thei r own 
nattonals. No attempt should be made to blockade 
I taly ••• 11 

8 The possibility of Italy deciding in the face of 
these measures to declare war on one or more of 
the major League Powers must be entirely ruled 
out ••• 11 2 

1. The Round Table, Europe, the League, and Abyssinia, Vol. 25, 
Sept. 1935· 

2. New Statesman & Nation, J.M. Keynes, Economie Sanctions, Vol. 10, 
Sept. 28, 1935· 
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The Round Table, however, was not as optimistic as 

Dr. Keynes: 

• ••• economie sanctions are often put forward 
by pacifiste as an alternative to the use of 
military sanctions. They are so only if the 
aggressor is prepared to submit to them, if 
he is not, his readiness to go to war will 
always overtrump the neutrals' unwillingness 
to go to war. u 

•The present shortcamings of international 
solidarity coupled with the existence of 
geographie danger-spots, make it possible 
that automatic and universal sanctions, so 
far from preventing war, would turn every 
local spark into a conflagration.•! 

The question of French support for sanctions was taken up 

by the New Statesman and Nation. Its conclusion was somewhat pessi-

mis tic: 

•M. Laval sc ans to have promised Mussolini 
not to go beyond economie sanctions and the 
Duce bas apparently accepted this assurance 
as a guarantee that France's co-operation 
is only formal ••• •2 

The most ardent supporters of collective security in Britain 

bad long maintained that the most effective method of deterring Italy 

from aggression would be for the British Navy to close the Suez Canal 

to Italian ships. Therefore, when, on September 19, it was reported 

that the battle cruisers Hood and Renown, and a number of additional 

cruisers and destroyers bad arrived at Gibraltar, these movements 

were imwediately interpreted by Italy as a threat to her fleet.3 

1. The Round Table, Neutrality & Sanctions, Vol. 25, Sept., 1935. 

2. New Statesman & Nation, Socialists & Sanctions, Vol. 10, 
Sept. 21, 1935· 

3· Reported in The Times (London), Sept. 19, 1935. 
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Admiral James bas explained in his memoirs how the Foreign 

Office came to agree to reinforcements of the Mediterranean Fleet: 

0 0ollective security was then the slogan, but 
we at the Admiralty never doubted that if 
Hussolini was to be hal ted i t would be by our 
fleet and our fleet alone. 

• ••• we could not fight s~ultaneously against 
Germany and Japan unless Italy was friendly or 
neutral ••• 

• ••• when (Admira!) Fisher sent an urgent 
request for two reserve cruisers ••• and also 
asked that the Hood should replace this battle­
ship, the Foreign Office raised objections. 

•r went over to the Foreign Office to see 
Mr. Eden, who ••• rang for Sir Robert Vansittart. 
They told me quite frankly that Mussolini was in 
an excited state and strengthening the fleet at 
~exandria might tip the balance over to war •••• 
I must have been an hour with them developing 
every argument I eould muster and in the end 
they agreed to the movement.• 1 

The pressure from the Admiralty, in faveur of reinforcing 

the Mediterraneen fleet, illustrates another factor which had to be 

oonsidered in mapping policy. We have already noted that there was 

considerable pressure exerted by the Admiralty in faveur of the Anglo-

German Naval Agreement. Military authorities were also inclined to 

offer advice in the Ethiopien criais. On the whole, the Military, 

conscious of tbe impotence of British armed forces as a result of 

disarmament, favoured concessions to Italy. 

Meanwhile, on September 18, the Committee of Five communicated 

to the Italian and Ethiopian representatives a plan of assistance for 

Ethiopia. The plan inoluded suggestions for reforms inoluding improve-

1. James, Admira! Sir Wm.. - The Skjy Was Always Blue, p.183. 
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ment of polkeforce, economie development, financial, judicial, and 

educational refor~. The reforma were to be carried out on the advice 

of foreign specialiste appointed by the League, with the approval of 

the Emperor. Special care would be taken to see that slavery was 

suppressed, and illegal traffic in arms curtailed. Police protection 

in frontier areas, in particular, would be improved to safeguard 

neighbouring terri tories. I t was noted that France and the United 

Kingdom bad informed the Committee, that their respective governments 

were willing to make certain sacrifices in Somaliland to facilitate 

territorial adjustments between Italy and Ethiopia. The two Governments 

were also willing to recognize a special Italian interest in the economie 

development of Ethiopia.1 

Once again a plan which might have been the basis of a 

solution to the conflict appeared in the British Press before it 

reached MUssolini's hands. Hoare regarded this leakage as the cause 

of failure of an otherwise acceptable solution: 

'A london paper2 published it before he (Mussolini) 
received it, and what was worse, suggested that 
he could not possibly accept it •••• he felt 
that it would be humiliating to accept proposais 
that the !Dndon Press ex:pected him to reject, 
and on this account he finally came out against 
them. 11 3 

Hoare's conclusion is based on a rather optimistic view of 

the proposais of the Committee of Five. Actually, the plan of the 

League Committee differed little from the settlement proposed at the 

1. LNOJ, November 1935, p.1621-4. 

2. See The Daily Mail, September 18, 1935. 

3· Templewood, Op.cit., p.172. 
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Three-Power Talks held at Paris, in August. The chances of Mussolini 

aocepting proposals, which acoorded h~ few additional advantages over 

a plan already rejected, were very slight indeed. By September, the 

Italian Prunier, far from growing more conciliatory, had become 

decidedly more aggressive in his demanda. It is therefore difficult 

to agree with Hoare on this point. 

On September 22, the Committee was informed by the Italian 

delegate that the Italian Cabinet regarded the proposals as unacceptable. 

Baron Aloisi again denied the right of Ethiopia to discuss matters on 

a footing equal with ether Members of the League: 

1 A case like that of Ethiopia cannet be settled 
by the means provided by the Covenant, because 
the Covenant does not contemplate the case of 
countries which, though unworthy and incapable 
of participation in the League of Nations, 
continue to ela~ the rights and to demand the 
observance of the obligations which such par­
ticipation involves. 0 

In addition, the Italian delegate rejected the Franco-British 

suggestions of an exohange of terri tory: 

Ethiopia: 

8 This seems to be a renewal of the proposa! 
which bad al ready been made, to give to 
Ethiopia an outlet to the sea. 

11 The I talian Government is forced defini tel y 
to oppose these proposals, because it has 
repeatedly denounced the danger of such a 
solution, which makes Ethiopia into a Maritime 
Power, thus heightening the real threat that 
she constitutes to Italy.• 

No agreement, even economie, he concluded, was possible with 

"••• in view of that country•s incapaci~ to 
enter into, and still lesa to respect, 
international agreements of any kind 
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whatever.•1 

The Ethiopian delegate, on the other hand, on Septanber 23, 

informed the Committee that Ethiopia was willing to open discussions 

on the basis of the report. 2 

Three days later, the League Council met to receive the 

report of the Committee of Five. The President of the Council pointed 

out that the time bad come for the Council to consider preparation of 

a report under paragraph 4 of Article 15 of the Covenant. He therefore 

proposed the drafting of a report by a Committee of the Council con-

sisting of all the Members of the Council, with the exception of the 

parties (i.e. the Committee of Thirteen). 

Eden supported the Preaident's proposa! and pointed out that 

while the Committee was engaged in drawing up its report: 

• ••• the work of conciliation can continue, and 
clearly no opportunity for sueh conciliation 
within the terms of the Covenant should be 
missed. 11 3 

At this time, a series of notes were exchanged by the Foreign 

Offices of Britain and France to determine the degree of mutual support 

to be expected if a violation of the Covenant occurred. The French 

were primarily interested in detennining the British position in the 

event of an attack on Austria by Gennany. In reply to an oral enquiry 

of the French Government, Sir Samuel Hoare reaffirmed British support 

of collective security: 

• ••• the League stands and this country stands 
with it, for the collective maintenance of the 

1. UWJ, November, 1935, p.1624. 

2. Ibid, p.l627 

3· Ibid, p.l201. 
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Covenant in its entirety, and particularly for 
steady and collective resistance to all acte of 
unprovoked ~ession. 

• ••• in cases where Article 16 applies, the 
nature of the action appropriate to be taken 
under it may vary aceording to the cireunstances 
of each particular case.• 

Once again. Hoare emphasized: 

• ••• action must, like the security, be collective.• 1 

Within a week of this exchange, a series of events marked 

the outbreak of war in Ethiopia. On September 28, the Council received 

a telegram from the Emperor of Ethiopia announcing that it was no 
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longer possible to delay mobilization in defence of Ethiopia. On October 2, 

the Ethiopian Government informed the Council that Italian troops had 

violated the Ethiopian frontier near French Somaliland. The next d~, 

the ltalian Government charged that the warlike and aggressive spirit 

of Ethiopia had succeeded in imposing war. The mobilization of Ethiopian 

troops on September 28, the Italians maintained, presented a direct 

threat to Italian troops and necessitated measures of defenee by Italy. 

On the same d~, the Ethiopian Government informed the Secretary General 

that Italian aeroplanes had bombed Adowa. 2 

In view of these developments, the President of the Council 

called a meeting for October 5· The report of the Committee of Thirteen 

was presented at this time. After describing, in detail, the history 

and circumstances of the dispute, the Committee pointed out that the 

other European Powers possessing territories contiguous to Ethiopia 

1. Quoted in The Times (London), September JO, 1935. 

2. LNO.T, November, 1935, p.l60.3-4· 



had arrived at diplomatie solutions in any disputes that bad arisen. 

The report concluded with the following recommandation: 

•Having thus stated the faets of the dispute, 
the Council should now in aecordanee with 
Article 15 of the Covenant, make known the 
recommendations which are deemed just and 
proper in regard thereto." 

• ••• any violation of the Covenant should 
iœmediately be brought to an end.al 

After an appeal by the Ethiopian delegate for action under 

Article 16, paragraph 1, 2 the President proposed the formation of a 

committee of six Members to study the situation and report on the 

state of war in Ethiopia. The report of the Committee of Six was 

presented to the Council on October ?. The report concluded with 

this fi nd ing: 

•Atter an examination of the facts ••• the 
Committee has come to the conclusion that 
the Italian Government has resorted to war 
in disregard of its covenants under Article 12 
of the Covenant of the League of Nations.n3 

The report was unanimously adopted by the Council. This 

decision was an historie one for the League. The declaration, that 

a Great Power was an aggressor, and the suggestion, that sanctions 

under Article 16 might be applied against a Great Power, were to embark 

the League Members upon a previously uncharted course of action. The 

decision was made more dramatic by the fact that it was taken in 

defiance of a tbreat made by Mussolini only a few days before: 

1. Ibid, p.l619 

2. See appendix p. 1 !> 4 

3· LNOJ, November, 1935, p.1225. 
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•To sanctions of an economie character we will 
reply with our discipline, with our sobriety, 
and with our spirit of sacrifice. Tb sanctions 
of a military character we will reply with 
orders of a military character. To acts of 
war we will reply with acta of war.ul 

The League Assembly, which had been adjourned on September 28, 

reeonvened, on Ootober 9, to consider the Council's adoption of the 

report of the Committee of Six. During the debates of the next few 

days, the delegates of Austria, Hungary, and Albania informed the 

Assembly that owing to special political and economie conditions, their 

Governments could not participate in the application of sanctions 

against Italy. 

On October 10, the Assembly established a committee consisting 

of one delegate eaeh, of League Members, excluding the parties (i.e. the 

Co-ordination Committee). The delegates, with the assistance of experts 

from each Member state, were to consider measures to be taken against 

Italy. 2 The Co-ordination Committee met for the first time on October 11. 

The forty-nine states, exeluding the parties, represented on the Committee, 

proceeded to set up a smaller committee whioh would make proposais for 

implementing sanctions (i.e. the Committee of Eighteen).3 

Now that the imposition of sanctions agains t I taly seemed 

imminent, the British Government was anxious to learn if it could rely 

on French assistance in the event of an attack on the Mediterranean 

Fleet. The French reply of October 18 to an inquiry made by the Foreign 

Office was an affirmation of support for collective security: 

1. Quoted in The Times (London), Oct. 2, 1935. 

2. ~· Spec. Sup. No. 138, p.ll5 

3· Ibid, Spec. Sup. No. 145, p.13. 
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0 The French Government certainly interpreta 
the obligation prescribed for members of the 
League of Nations towards any one of them who 
should, as a result of measures taken in 
aPPlication of Article 16, be eXPosed to 
attack by the Covenant-breaking State, as 
implying unlimited solidarity of action in 
the matter of military, air, and naval 
assistance ••• 0 

•The British Government itself seems to share 
this view, since it offers the French Govern­
ment the assurance tbat it will not take the 
initiative in any measure against Italy which 
would not be in conformity with the decisions 
taken. or to be taken, by the League of 
Nations in full agreement with France.dl 

Despite this reply, the British Government was, nevertheless, 

aware that it might have to "go it alone• in the Mediterranean. The 

French seem to have taken the view that the reinforcement of the 

Mediterranean Fleet was a unilateral act on the part of the British, 

and that, therefore, under Article 16 of the Covenant, the French were 

not bound to come to the assistance of the Fleet. In fact, on October 16, 

two days before the above reply was made, Laval had requested the British 

Government to reduce the Mediterranean Fleet as a gesture of friendship 

to Italy. The British reply bad been a curt refusal. 2 

On October 19, the Co-ordination Committee, acting on the 

basis of the recommandations of the Committee of Eighteen, communicated 

five main proposais to the States Member and non~ember of the League. 

The Co-ordination Committee was to reconvene, on October 31, to fix, 

on the basis of the replies from the Governments, the date of enforcement 

of the proposed sanctions. The Committee of Eighteen was to remain in 

1. HC Cmd., 5072 of 1935-6, 3-4, XXVII, 727-8. 

2. Reported in The Times (London), Oct. 16, 1935. 



existence to facilitate execution of the proposais and to submit any 

new proposals deemed advisable. 

The five main proposais communicated to the Government at 

this time may be summarized as follows: 

(1) Cancellation of measures prohibiting the export of 

arms to Ethiopia and immediate prohibition of exPort of arms and 

muni ti ons to Ital y; 

( 2) Cessation of all loans to the I talian Government or 

any public authority, person or corporation in Italian territory, 

and of all bonding or other credits; 

(3) Prohibition of all importa from Italy; 

(4) Enforcement of an embargo on export to Italy of certain 

speoified articles of strategie value; 

(5) Undertaking of all Members to support one another in 

the application of economie and financial measures.
1 

Certain commodities were conspicuous by their absence from 

the list of articles mentioned in the fourth proposa!. It bad been 

the decision of the Committee of Eighteen to exclude from the list 

any goods which could be easily obtained from non-Ivlember States. For 

this reason, auch products as oil, iron, and steel, despite their 

strategie value, were not included in the embargo. An effective embargo 

on these products was dependent on the support of non-Member States, 

particularly the United States. Quite epart from this consideration, 

was the tact that Hoare had already concluded that sanctions against 

1. LNOJ, Spec. S~. No. 145, p.14-27. 
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Italy should not be applied too rigidly. The advisability of imposing 

an oil embargo against Italy soon became the subject of considerable 

controversy in Britain. This aspect of the sanctions problem will be 

examined in greater detail in the next cbapter. where the position of 

the United States will be consider6d. 

In Britain, the controversy over the imposition of sanctions 

bad alread& produced a rift in the Labour Party. The contrast in views 

of supporters of the Labour Party is aptly illustrated by two articles, 

which appeared in the Times on Septanber 23. One was the report of a 

resolution adopted by the Trades Union Conference, which urged mass 

pressure in favour of the use of all the resources of the Covenant, 

including all forms of sanctions and the closing of the Suez Canal. 

The other article reported an address of George Lansbury to a Labour 

rally at Cardiff, in which he said: 

"If collective security means that every nation 
in the Pact is to put its scientists to work on 
the foulest poison gases, the swiftest machine 
in the air, the most terrible submarines, the 
most horrible gases, then I am not for collective 
security of that kind.u 

Lansbury, in fact, soon found that he could no longer allign 

his pacifist philosophy with support of collective aecurity. Therefore, 

when, at the Labour Party Conference at Brighton in October, a resolution 

was adopted calling on the British Government and the League: 

• ••• to use all the necessary measures provided 
for by the Covenant to prevent Italy's unjust 
and rapaeious attack upon the territory of a 
fellow member of the League.ul 

1. Quoted in The Times,(London), October 2, 1935. 
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Lansbury found hia position as parlia.menta.ry leader of the Labour 

Party untenable. Conaequently, within a week, his resignation and 

the appointment of Clement Attlee as chairman of the Labour Party were 

announced. 1 

Despite evidence of widespread support for collective 

security within the ranks of the Labour Party, the Party still opposed 

any measure of rearmament. Not long after the party conference at 

Brighton, the Daily Harald, official organ of the Labour Party, carried 

an editorial condemning rearmament proposais: 

nThe Labour Party in the House of Commons bas 
steadily opposed and will oppose the rearmaaent 
proposals of the Government ••• we are willing 
to maintain the necessary forces to make our 
proper contribution to collective security, 
but we will not support the creation of huge 
national armaments, which so far from leading 
to peace, inevi tably make for war • 11 2 

The Conservative ranks were also not free from division. 

Again two commenta made on the same day serve to indicate a difference 

in emphasis in the views of two Cabinet mem.bers. On October 5, Eden 

was quoted from a letter to hia constituants: 

11 The real issue is whether or not the League of 
Nations can prove itself an effective iœ tru­
ment in this dispute, and whether its Members 
are prepa.red to respect and uphold the Covenan t." 

Baldwin, on the other band, put emphasia on the tact that: 

• ••• His Majesty's Government have not and never 
have had, any intention of taking isolated action 
in this dispute •••• The responsibility for any 
action that may be taken resta on all and must 
be faced squarely by all ••• 11 3 

1. Reported in Ibid, October 9, 1935. 

2. Quoted in Hogg, Quinton - The Left Was Never Right, p.58 

3· Quoted in The Times (London), October 5, 1935. 
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By mid-October, it would appear, on the surface, tbat tbsre 

bad been a major change in the position of the British Foreign Office 

vis-à-vis the Italo-Ethiopian dispute. Hoare's ramous speech at 

Geneva. on September 11, seemed to mark the beginning of a whole new 

approach. in which activities would centre in the League of Nations. 

This new approach reached its peak in mid-October, with the decision 

of the League Assembly to adopt sanctions against Italy. League leader­

ship this time bad been provided by Anthony Eden. Britain seemed to 

have, at the last moment, decided to take up the lead in the League. 

The sincerity of British support of the League on this issue 

is, however, open to question. Hoare and Baldwin bad both emphasized, 

on a number of occasions, that any action taken must be truly collective. 

Oertainly no steps could be taken without the full support of France. 

Full support of France, however, in sanctions against Italy was never 

a practical possibility. The reservations made by Hoare and Baldwin 

could, therefore, be interpreted as a means of providing a convenient 

exit, when Britain herselt did not back a complete application of 

sanctions against Italy. The Foreign Secretary and Prime Nanister were 

being completely honest when they said that Britain could not take 

isolated action against Italy. On the otber band, they were doubtlessly 

somewhat leas than sincere when they spoke of Britain's undying faith 

in the League. 

In any case, Britain bad now embarked on a declared policy of 

support of the League. This policy, however, at no time replaced the 

policy of pursuit of a negptiated settlement of the dispute. Hoare 

himself bad pointed out to Laval that both lines must be pursued. 
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Consequently, even wben support of collective securit,y was at its 

height in mid-October, the Foreign Office arranged to send one of its 

members, Maurice Peterson, to Paris, where he was, in collaboration 

with St. Quentin, Chief of the African Department in Paris, to attempt 

to arrive at some solution which would satisfy Mussolini, and yet not 

discredit the League. 

The decision to pursue this dualistic policy in the dispute 

was one of the most regrettable features of Hoare's policy. We have 

already noted his reasoning which was based on his desire to retain 

Italy as an ally against Germany. On the other hand, Sir Samuel 

anticipated that the League might be a necessary means of defence 

against Germany and, therefore, must not be discredited. How difficult 

it would be to pursue two courses of action, one of conciliation and 

the other of coeroion, was soon to becone apparent. 

104 



CHA.PT.E:R V 

NOVliiJ!BER ElECTION AND SANCTION3 

Public statements of British polie y, made during October and 

November, cannot be divorced from the fact tbat a national election 

was in the offing. Speech~s of Cabinet members, being election speeches, 

tended to emphasize League action to a degree they might not otherwise 

have done. Thanks largely to the campaigning of the Labour Party, 

collective security bad achieved such widespread syrnpathy among the 

British public that Baldwin and his Party chose to make support of 

the League one of the main planks of their election pla tform. 

Sir Samuel Hoare has commented in his memoire on some of 

the problems faced in the election campaign: 

"On the one band, we were doing our utmost to 
create a united League front against Mussolini; 
on the ether, we were profoundly conscious of 
our own mili tary weakness and the urgent need 
to repair i t. If ••• we bad weighted the scale 
too heavily on the side of rear:mament, we should 
have given the impression that the negotiations 
at Geneva were bound to fail. If, on the other 
band, we l::ad lost the chance of making rearmement 
a defini~ issue in the Election, our lands 
would have remained tied • • • • The Opposition 
concentrated on the rearmament aide, and turned 
tœ campaign into a movement of resistance 
against militarism.•l 

Labour's tactics in the election have been dE1111CC'ibed by 

A.J.P. Taylor: 

•nuring the previous two years, the Labour 
Opposition bad ms.de all the running in 

1. Templewood, Op.cit., p.195. 



foreign affaira. It caught the National 
Government both ways round, denouncing at one 
moment the failure to assert collective 
securit,y and at the next the alleged sabotase 
of the Disarmament Conference. Thus Labour 
hoped to win the votes both of the pacifists 
and of the enthusiasts for the League.ul 

On October 19, speaking at Worcester, Baldwin announced a 

general election for November 14. On this occasion, the Prime Minister'a 

remarks on foreign policy suggested that there was considerable doubt 

in his own mind as to the possibility of a successful outcome of 

League action against Italy: 

action: 

•If that path should fail, I know it bas been 
said that that would be an end of the League 
of Nations •••• That is not my view •••• 
if this first attempt fails, let us see whether 
the machinery bas been at faul t ••• 

0 ••• these strained weeks the people of this 
country will see by practice and will learn 
by exemple what the League can do and what 
the League cannot do.• 

Again, he emphasized that Britain would support no isolated 

• ••• no step do we take except in full unison 
wi th those who are working wi th us. 11 2 

Baldwin seemed to be trying to prepare the public for the 

failure of the League in Ethiopia. If so, he would have done well to 

clarify his remarks. Knowing that League sanctions against Italy were 

not likely to succeed, the best course for the Government waa to educate 

the public to accept the only possible alternative to war - a negotiated 

settlement. Had the British public been better prepared to accept 

1. Taylor, A.J.P.- The Originsof the Second world War, P•93· 

2. Q~ot~d in the Times (London), Oct. 21, 1935. 
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such a solution, the proposals later made by Hoare and Laval might 

have met with a different reception. Neither Baldwin, nor Hoare, 

however, really attempted to convert public opinion to their view of 

the situation. They were too often inclined to go along with public 

opinion, instead of attempting to lead it. 

The last foreign policy debate in the House of Gommons, prior 

to the Election, was held on October 22 and 23. At this time, Hoare 

again affir,med that: 

League: 

u ••• loyalty to our League obligations was approved 
by almost everyone in the House •••• I can claim 
that it is also the poliey of the great majority 
of men and women in the country as a whole.n 

Like Baldwin, Hoare now seemed unsure of the success of the 

0 lf the League does fail, the world at large, and 
Europe in particular, will be faced with a period 
of almost unrelieved danger and gloom." 

On the question of military sanctions, however, Hoare's 

remarks were unequivocal: 

• ••• in my view, the pre-condition for the enforce­
ment of auch sanctions, namely, collective agree­
ment at Geneva has never existed •••• From the 
beginning of the present deliberations at Geneva 
until now, there has been no discussion of 
military sanctiona.u 

Therefore, he wisbed to keep the door open for negotiations; 

1 Italy is still a member of the League •••• 
Cannet this eleventh hour be so used as to make 
it unnecessary for us to proceed farther along 
the unattractive road of economie action against 
a fellow-member, an old friend, and a former 
ally?ol 

1. H. of C. Deb., 5S, Vol. 305, October 22, 1935, cols. 18-32. 
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Speaking for the Labour Party, Clement Attlee criticized 

the Government, both for its failure to support the League, and for 

its rearmament proposais: 

•.,. we have unremi ttingly urged the Government 
to make support of the League the whole basis 
of its policy. 

n ••• they appear to be seeking the occasion of 
this dispute to go in for a huge annaments 
programme. ul 

Another Labour member, Colonel Wedgwood, raised the question 

of an o il embargo : 

•All that is necessary is to prevent petrel from 
getting into Eritrea • • • • The blockade of that 
one article, which is not included, unfortunately 
in the present list, would prevent war.• 2 

A Conservative,Earl Winterto~pointed out a flaw in Labour logic: 

• ••• individual members of this House expect that 
the British Government be omnipotent, and, on 
the ether band, do not supply that Government ••• 
with the materials in the matters of defence 
forces. 11 3 

The following day, Baldwin attempted to squelch rumeurs that 

Eden was taking an independant line at Geneva: 

"••• the Minister for League Affaira during his 
conduct of those affaira at Geneva has been in 
constant touch with his colleagues in London 
and ••• his every action is endorsed with 
unanimi ty. 11 

The Prime Mlnister took the opportunity tc make another plea 

for rear.mament: 

•The lassons of this criais have made it clear 
to us that in the interests of world peace it 

1. Ibid, cols. 35-44 

2. Ibid, Oct. 23, 1935, col. 232 

3· Ibid, Oct. 22, 1935, col. 64. 
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is essential that our defensive services 
should be stronger than they are to-day.ul 

The two conditions necessary to a peaceful settlement of 

the Italo-Ethiopian war were stated by Anthony Eden: 

uThe first is that the three parties, Italy, 
Abyssinie., and the League accept the settle­
ment, and secondly that the terms sball be 
consistent with the Covenant.u2 

L.S. Amery, a Conservative who felt that the application of 

sanctions against Italy could lead only to disaster, proposed that 

sanctions be dropped and the League made to serve as: 

• ••• a permanent Round Table of the nations 
in conference ••• growing greatly in authority 
and influence and in universality, provided 
al ways tha t i t did not have at the background 
the threa t of coercion. 11 3 

In a debate in the I.ords on the same day, I.ord Lothian 

spoke in equally strong terms of the necessity of achieving a negotiated 

solution: 

0 ••• it is quite impossible ••• to inflict only 
feeble economie sanctions which inflame ••• 
everybody and ••• will end in extending the 
war all over the world ••• it seems tome that 
unless we can bring this oonflict to an end on 
a real basis of peace discussion by the end of 
this year the last state of this world will be 
immeasurably worse tban it is to-day.u4 

During the following week, election manifestes of the three 

Parties appeared in the Press. The Labour Party called for a new 

foreign policy based on co-operation with the League of Nations and 

1. Ibid, Oct. 23, 1935, cols. 149-51 

2. Ibid, col. 223 

3· Ibid, col. 182 

4· H. of L. Deb., 5S, Vol. 98, Oct. 23. 1935, col. 1164. 
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on the collective system of peace. Through use of League machinery, 

the war in Bthiopia was to be ended as soon as possible. The two main 

planks of the platform were support of collective security and reduction 

of national armaments. 1 

The Liberal programme for the conduct of foreign affaira 

bore a striking resemblance to the Labour manifeste. According to 

the Liberals, peace lay through strengthening the League of Nations 

and through international disarmament. Only by these means could 

security be attained. 2 

The foreign policy of the National Government, as outlined in 

its programme, was to be as follows: 

0 The League of Nations will renain ••• the keystone 
of British foreign policy. We sball, therefore, 
continue to do all in our power to uphold the 
Covenant and to maint ai. n and increase the 
efficiency of the League. In the present unhappy 
dispute between Italy and Abyssinia there will be 
no wavering in the policy we bave hitherto pursued. 
'We shall take no action in isolation, but we shall 
be prepared faithfully to take our part in any 
collective action decided upon by the League and 
shared by its members. We shall endeavour to 
further any discussions which may offer the hope 
of a fast and fair settlement, provided that it 
be within the framework of the League and acceptable 
to ••• I taly, Abyssinia, and the League i tself. 11 

"The fact is tbat the actual condition of our 
defence forces is not satisfactory. We have made 
it clear that we must in the course of the next 
few years do wbat is necessary to repair the gaps 
in our defences.u 

'The defence programme will be strictly confined to 
what is required to make the country and the Empire 
safe and to fulfill our obligations towards the 
League.•3 

1. Reported in The Times (London), Oct. 26, 1935 

2. Reported in The Times (London), Oct. 25, 1935 

3· Q,uoted in Ibid, Oct. 28, 1935· 
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A careful examination of this manifeste reveals tbat the 

National Government had made no major commi tments. A promise of 11 no 

wavering in the policy hitherto pursued" was not a far-reaching pledge. 

Guarantees of •no action in isolation' and support of truly "collective 

action• left the Government with a convenient exit when collective 

action did not materialize. The Government would continue its attempt 

to negotiate a solution. Even the rearmament proposais were cautious 

and reserved. In fact, there was no really strong pledge made by the 

National Government in this manifeste. Nevertheless, it was accepted 

by the public as a promise to support the League and collective securi~. 

It is not unreasonable to conclude that this was the spirit in which 

the authors of the manifeste hoped it would be received. 

A few days after the manifeste appeared, Baldwin, in an 

address to the Peace Society, spoke in very reserved tones of the need 

to re-arm: 

policy: 

u ••• we have gone too far alone and must try to 
bring others along with us. 

1
I give my word there 

will be no great armaments. • 

Speaking at Chelsea, Hoare once again outlined his dual 

"Our policy has always been perfectly simple -
namely loyalty to the League and readiness to 
help with any honourable settlement of the 
dispute that is acceptable to the three parties 
concerned - the I.eague, Italy, and Abyssinia. 
Tha.t has always been our policy. It will 
always be our policy, and it is the policy that 
I shall support at Geneva.•2 

1. Quoted in Young, GJM. - Stanley Baldwin, p.215 

2. Quoted in The Times (London), Oct. 31, 1935. 
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Meanwhile, at Geneva, the Co-ordination Commdttee met, on 

October 31, to receive the replies from the Governments to its sanctions 

proposals. On this day, in Britain, financial sanctions, (i.e. prohibi-

tion of loans and credits to Italy) came into effect. In Rome, the 

Italian Government adopted additional measures to offset the imposition 

of sanctions by the League. Some of the provisions were: (1) rationing 

of foodstuffs; (2) curtailment of rail services; (3) provisions for 

the preservation of scrap iron; and (4) the employment of Sardinian 

cloth only in uniforms. 1 

The Ohairman of the Co-ordination Committee info~ed the 

delegates that fifty Governments had prohibited or were about to 
) 

prohibit)the exPort of arms and munitions to Itelyin confor.mity with 

Proposa! I. Forty-nine states had already taken action or were willing 

to take action on Proposa! II (financial sanctions). Forty-eight states 

ex.pressed their willingness to enforce economie sanctions as outlined 

in Proposals III and IV. Thirty-nine were ready to co-operate as 

requested in Proposal v. The Oommittee therefore decided that Proposais 

II, III, and IV should come into effect by November 18.2 

Once again the French Premier took the opportunity to ex.press 

the hope that a diplomatie solution would be aehieved: 

0 We must endeavour to seek as speedily as possible, 
for an amicable settlement of this dispute. 

0 This duty is particular~ imperative for France 
which, on january 7th last, signed a treaty of 
friendship with Italy. I shall therefore stub­
bornly pursue my attempts - from which nothing 

1. Reported in The Times (London), Nov. 4, 1935 

2. LNOJ, Spee. Sup. No. 146, p.?-8. 
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will deter me - to seek for elements that might 
serve as a basis for negptiation.•l 

Sir Samuel endorsed Laval' s ra:narks: 

1 He bas aocurately expressed what is in the minds 
of us all. On the one hand, as loyal Ma:nbers of 
the League, we feel it our bounden duty to carry 
out our obligations and to undertake the duty 
imposed on us by the Covenant. On the other 
band, we are under a no less insistent obligation 
to strive for a speedy and honourable settlement 
of the oontroversy.• 

Hoare went on to inform the Committee of the conversations 

which were in progress, in Paris, between Britain and France: 

0 ••• there have been conversations taking place 
between Rome, Paris and London, on the possibili­
ties of auch a settlement •••• up to the present, 
the conversations have been nothing more than an 
excbange of tentative suggestions •••• Nothing 
is f'urther from our minds tban to make and con­
elude an agreement behind the back of' the League.• 2 

Meeting separately, on November 6. the Committee of Eighteen 

adopted a proposa! to extend the embargo on experts to Italy to include 

petroleum, pig-iron, iron, and steel. The proposa! ~as communicated to 

the Governments who were to indicate their views as to the desirability 

of auch sanctions. The Committee also empowered its President to 

reconvene it whenever necessary.3 

The suggestion by the Commi ttee that the embargo on experts 

to Italy include oil had the effect of speeding efforts in both London 

and Paris to achieve a settlement before the Governments would have to 

take a stand on an oil embargo. Meanwhile, steps were taken, in Britain, 

to apply limited sanctions. On November 9, the Board of Trade announced 

1. Ibid, p.8 

2. Ibid, P•9 

3· Ibid, p.46-.50. 
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that the prohibition of certain exports to Italy would become 

effective on NOvember 18.1 

Almost immediately, a protest against sanctions was corn-

municated to the Briûsh Foreign Secretary by the Ital.ian Ambassador 

in London: 

• ••• the Ita1ian Government renew the fu11est 
and most emphatic protest a.gainst the serious 
measures and the injustice of the proceedings 
which are being adopted against them. 112 

In addition, the Italians maintained that their manorial 

had not been adequately considered by the League Council. It was 

pointed out that the Ita.lians bad been welcomed as liberators in 

non-Amharic Ethiopia. The British and French Governments were warned 

tbat the imposition of economie sanctions would have to be met by 

counter-measures. 

London made no immediate reply to this protest, perhaps 

because the National Government was now fully occupied in the election 

campaign. Speakiug on November 9, Hoare announced the Government•s 

intention: 

2. 

• ••• to carry out our obligations, wherever they 
exist, and to strive for peace wberever peace 
is threatened. This i s our policy. I t bas not 
changed since my speech at Geneva, nor will it 
change after the Election. 

•If we are to defend tbe cause of peace, we must 
be able to defend ourselves and take our full 
part in collective action.•3 

Reported in The Times (London), Nov. 9, 1935. 

Quotei in~· Nov. 13, 1935. 

Quoted in Ibid, Nbv. 11, 1935· 
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The last speech made by Baldwin, before election day, 

could almost have been delivered by a T~bour candidate: 

• ••• I pledge the National Government to work 
faithfully for security at home and peace 
throughout the world, spending not a penny 
more on our Defence Forces than is necessary 
for the safety of our people and striving 
always to bring the nations into agreement 
for the all-round reduction of armaments in 
a world where collective security has been 
made the sure protection against aggression.u 1 

It was on the basis of these pledges that the National 

Government was re-elected on November 14 with a majority of over two­

hundred and forty seats. 2 It is difficult, if not impossible, to judge 

the true meaning of election resulta. These returns, however, must, 

in part at least, have represented a vote for the League and collective 

security. There was little wonder that a naive, ill-informed public 

was to be so amazed at what it regarded as a repudiation of the 

Government•s pledges, in the Hoare- Laval proposais, which were put 

forth within a month of the election. 

Popular support in Britain for sanctions, however, had no 

parallel in France. On the contrary, there was considerable opposition 

among a number of French organizations, who made it their avowed aim 

to prevent the application of sanctions aga.inst Italy. One such group 

was the F~dê'ration R;publicaine, which consisted of a number of right-

wing.deputies who: 

"••• note that the application of sanctions 
against Italy will have very serious effects 
on French economie life •••• we ur~ntly 

1. Quoted in Ibid, Novamber 13, 1935· 

2. Reported in Ibid, November 16, 1935. 
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call on the Government to negptiate with the 
League for the postponement of the application 
of sanctions to the latest possible date." 1 

The •committee of national union against sanctions", a newly 

formed organization in France, protested against sanctions, which 

were main tained to be: 

0 ••• illegal, iniquitous, prejudicial to French 
economie interests and likely to provoke war.u2 

Severa! Paris newspapers added their weight to the forces 

opposing sanctions; one of these was "Le I~tin", which maintained: 

• ••• nothing can excuse the privations to which 
we are condanning a friendly and civilized 
people. 11 3 

On Novanber 20, Maurice Peterson was, for a second time, 

sent to Paris for talks with St. ~uentin. The talks held in October 

had resulted in little more than a report to London on the view of the 

French as to the concessions on which a settla:r:ent could be based. 

Paterson reports that, on leaving for Paris, he was convinced that the 

Baldwin Government would not go to war for Abyasinia and tbat, with 

this in mind, he must do the beat he could for Abyssinia. 

The conversations between Peterson and St. Q.uentin were to 

provide the basis of the plan which was agreed to by Hoare and Laval 

in December. Peterson records that t~ere was considerable divergence 

in view between h~self and the French. The British and French agreed 

on the cession of a considerable amount of non-Amharic terri tory to 

Italy and compensation in the form of a port in French or British 

1. Quoted in ~· Nov. 14, 1935 

2. Quoted in Ibid, Nov. 18, 1935· 

3· Quoted in Ibid. Nov. 19, 1935. 
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Somaliland. According to Paterson, however, the French pressed for 

the cession of the whole of the Tigre province while the British bad 

considered ceding only Eastern Tigre to Italy. The French also wanted 

a guarantee of the monopoly of the Djibuti Railway. 1 

While these talks were in progress, the British and French 

Governments communicated replies to the Italian protest against 

sanctions. Both Governments, al though emphasizing the ir desire for 

continued friendly relations with Italy, pointed out that, as League 

Members, they were obliged to participate in collective action taken 

2 
by the League. 

Nevertheless, it became increasingly evident that neither 

Government was willing to include oil in the embargo on exPorta to Italy. 

For this reason, after conversations with the British ambassador in 

Paris, Laval requested and obtained postponement of the rœeting of the 

Commit tee of Eighteen, whic h bad been scheduled for November 29. Laval' s 

request was based on the necessity of his presence in Paris at the time, 

owing to a number of important debates in the Chamber of Deputies.3 

There can be little doUbt that his real purpose was to postpone discus-

sion on an oil embargo and to allow time for the Franco-British con-

versations in Paris to proceed to a solution. 

The proposa! to impose an oil embargo on Italy now began to 

be examined in earnest in Britain. The Economist thought: 

'It is intolerable that ••• petrol should be 
supplied any longer by Bri~h companies, and 

1. Peterson, Maurice - Both Sides of the Curtain, p.ll8 

2. Reported in The Times (London), Nov. 23, 1935 

3· Reported in Ibid, Nov. 26, 1935. 
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i t is no answ"'r to suggest tbat, if' we stop 
supplying the Americans will step in.ft 

•rf we refuse to sell him (Mussolini) oil, he 
will treat our refusal as a casus belli •••• 
But in fact, the oil embargo is one against 
which Signer Mussolini can take ve;r little, 
if' any, effective military action." 

The New Statesman and Nation bad grown even more critical 

of the Government•s Foreign Policy: 

"The Government ••• called a General Election 
on the vJave of populari ty that followed Sir 
Samuel Hoare• s speech, foreseeing tha t tœ 
eventual settlement with Mussolini might lead 
to criticiams which would be better incurred 
after than before the Election.u 

u ••• it is a mistake to believe in the Italo­
Abyssinian dispute that peace can be preserved 
by a patched-up settlement acceptable, as Sir 
Samuel Hoare puts it, to Ita~, Abyssinia, and 
the League. Such a settlement is obviously 
impossible. If' Abyssinien integrity is pre­
served Italy will not be satisfied. If it is 
destroyed, the League's cr~it goes too f'ar.u2 

On the otber hand, Douglas Jerrold, writing in the English 

Review, f'elt that a settlement not only oould but must be reached: 

1 The Abyssinians are fighting with the support 
of the League for one system of external 
control through the League as opposed to 
another system of external control tnrough 
Italy. The tribesmen on whom the Emperor of 
Abyssinia can call knO't'l nothing of this. Many 
of' them are, in fact, as hostile to Abyssinie 
as to the Italian Government and none of them 
have beard of' the League of' Nations. No one 
denies that a settlement can be reached .u3 

Baldwin himself' bad spoken earlier of the dangers of imposing 

1. The Economist, Sanctions Begin, Vol. lU, Nov. 23, 1935. 

2. New Statesman & Nation, Mr. Baldwin' s Foreign Poliey, Vol. 10, 
Nov. 30, 1935. 

3· The English Review, Douglas Jerrold, Current Commenta, Vol. 61, 
November. 1935. 
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sanctions: 

8 ••• of the severest kind ••• they 1ead inevitably 
to b1ockade, and b1ockade brings in the question 
of countries outside the League. That was what 
I meant when I said I would not agree to this 
country going into a blockade un1ess I was 
assured beforehand of the attitude of the 
United States of America.ul 

vfuat did Baldwin mean by "sanctions of the aeverest kindn? 

Did he consider an oil embargo to be in this category? Unfortunate~. 

once again, he failed to elaborate. 

The need for the co-operation of the United States in an oil 

embargo was the reason most frequently offered for the failure to 

impose this sanction on Italy. Therefore,a brief examination of the 

policy of United States to the dispute is necessary to determine if 

her assistance in auch measures was ever a practical possibility. 

The Ethiopian Emperor had first communicated with the American 

Government on July 3, 1935· At that time, a request was made for action 

on the part of the United States to assure the observance by Italy of 

the terms of the Kellogg Pact. The reply of the American Government, 

although it reaffirmed support of the Pact of Paris, neverthe1ess 

made no promise of action to deter Italy from aggression. 2 In a Press 

Conference, President Roosevelt stated that the dispute between I taly 

and Ethiopia was of no official concern to the American Government, 

except in so far as it disturbed world peace.3 

In August, the Neutrality Resolution came up for presidentiel 

approval. Accordingly, on August 31, the President signed a joint 

1. ~uoted in The Times (London), Oct. 26, 1935 

2. Reported in Ibid, July 6, 1935 

3. Reported in Ibid, July 27, 1935. 
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resolution of the two Houses of Congress which made it mandatory for 

him, upon the outbreak of war between foreign countries, to impose 
1 

upon the belligerants an embargo on the exPort of arms and munitions. 

Therefore when, on October 3, war broke out between Italy and Ethiopia, 

Roosevelt issued a proclamation: 

• ••• mald.ng effective an embargo on the exportation 
from this country to Ethiopia and Italy of arms, 
ammunition and implementa of war.u 

In addition, he pointed out that: 

• ••• any of our people who voluntarily engage 
in transactions of any eharaeter with either 
of the belligerants do so at their own risk.• 2 

The reply of the American Government to the League enquiry 

about sanctions was made on October 26. The Secreter y of State pointed 

out that the United States bad a1ready imposed an embargo on the export 

of arma to the belligerants. The Government, however, expressed no 

wil1ingness to participate in sanctions against Italy.3 Nevertheless, 

efforts were made by President Roosevelt to persuade American businessmen 

not to expand their trade with Italy. lest they indirectly aid Italian 

aggression.4 

Despite the urgings of the President, the value of American 

exporta to Italy during the month of October increased to 6,821,366 

dollars as compared with 4,995,887 dollars in September.5 In Tiew of 

this trend, Corde11 Hull issued a statement on NOvember 15, pointing 

out tbat tbe export to belligerents of certain products, such as oi1 

1. Reported in Ibid, Sept. 2, 1935. 

2. Documents on International Affaira, 1935, Vol. II, p.279. 

3· LNOJ, Spec. Sup. No. !46, P•7• 

4· Reported in The Times (London), Oct. 31, 1935. 

5. Reported in Ibid, Nov. 23, 1935· 
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and steel, whioh were essential war materials, oonstituted a class 

of trade direotly contrary both to the official policy of the 

Government and to the spirit of the Neutrality Act.1 A few days 

later, the Secretary of the Interior, Harold Iekes, ealled on the 

American oil industry voluntarily to suspend shipments to Italy. 

Only thus eould they comply both with the letter and the spirit of 

2 
the Neutrality Act. 

The attitude of the United States to the dispute left little 

grounds for the hope that she would participate in sanctions against 

Italy. The Americans eould be expected to maintain strict neutrality 

in the war. Therefore, there was no reason to delay decision on an 

oil embargo until the position of the United States could be det~ined. 

It had already been clearly fixed. 

One of the major criticisms of Baldwin's Government bas been 

that its support of the League in the Ethiopian criais was insincere. 

Much of the critics' ammunition is based on the election speeches of 

Baldwin and Hoare. The charge is that the Government pledged support 

of the League only to win the election and was never sincere in its 

pledges. There is certainly some basis for these accusations. Support 

of the League was emphasized to a greater extent prior to the election 

than it would have been under ordinary circumstances. In this way, 

the Government was able to capita1ize on some of the campaigning of 

the Labour Party. 

1. Reported in Ibid, Nov. 16, 1935 

2. Reported in Ibid, Nov. 22, 1935· 
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However, a careful examination of the speeches made by 

Baldwin and Hoare and of the election manifeste of the Government 

reveals that the Government bad made no definite pledge with regard 

to the Italo-Ethiopian war. The Government promised to support the 

League only in truly collective action. A double approach was to 

be continued and a peaceful solution sought. The Government cannot, 

in all justice, be cbarged with having made pledges it did not intend 

to keep. What the Government can be accused of is failing to mention 

that collective action was not really a practical possibility, 

especially since it was now clear that there was little support in 

France for sanctions against Italy, and that therefore, the British 

Government intended to impose mild sanctions only against Italy. There 

was little wonder that the British public did not realize that the 

real effort to terminate the war was being made. not at Geneva, but 

at Paris, where Paterson and St. Quentin were attempting to fonnulate 

a diplomatie settlement. 

An oil embargo was generally regarded as the one sanction 

which would be most effective in deterring Italy from aggression. Had 

it been ruled out in the discussions between Hoare and Laval in 

September? The question remains as yet unanswered. According to 

Hoare's own account, sanctions were to be applied "cautiously". Did 

this mean that an oil embargo, rumoured to be a "casus belli" in 

Mussolini's mind, was never seriously considered? If the Government 

felt that the co-operation of the United States was essential to the 

effective application of an oil Gmbargo, then such an embargo was never 

a serious consideration since the co-operation of the United States 
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in sanctions against Italy was never a practical possibility. 

We are forced to conclude that the real criticism of the 

Government was not that it made a pledge which it did not intend to 

keep but tnat it failed to inform the public of the real facts of 

the case. Had the public realized that a negotiated settlement 

was the only solution possible to the Italo-Ethiopian conflict, then 

it might have been prepared to accept such a settlement. In that 

case, the reaction to the proposals elaborated in Paris by Hoare and 

Laval might have be~n quite different. 
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CHAPTER VI 

THE HOARE-LAVAL PACT AND RESIGNATION 

On Deceœber 7. Sir Samuel Hoare, while on route to 

Switzerland tor a well-earned holiday, stopped in Paris tor talks 

with the French Premier. From these talks emerged the •Hoare-Laval 

Pact•, a plan tor ending the Italo-Ethiopian war. Before examining 

tbe course of tbe talks and the peace plan itself, it is necessary to 

consider the public stateœents made in Britain, France. and in Italy 

imm.edia tely betore the Paris conversations. The sta ted poli ci es of 

the British leaders are of particular interest, since we are partly 

concerned to see if the peace plan was consistent with tbese statements. 

For bis part, Mussolini was still empbasizing the danger of 

~posing sanctions: 

•It is not the economie aide of sanctions which 
arouses our indignation •••• But what reYOlts 
us in the sanctions is their moral aspect. It 
is the tact of having put Abyssinie. and Italy on 
the same level •••• Even when everything will 
be finished the turrows which these measuref 
have traced in our soula will remain deep.• 

In Britain, the policy of the National Government was 

announced in the Speech from the Tbrone, on December 3: 

•MY Government's foreign poliQY will as heretofore 
be based on a firm SuPport of the League of 
Nations. They will ranain prepared to fulfill, 
in co-operation with o ther members of the League, 
the obligations of the Covenant. In particular, 
they are determined to use at all ttmes the full 
weight of the ir influence tor the preservation 
of peace. 

1. Quoted in The Times (London), Dec. 2, 1935· 
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•In pursuance of these obligations MY Government 
have felt compelled to adopt in co-operation 
wi th some fifty other States Members of tbe 
League, certain measures of an economie and 
financial nature in regard to Ita.ly. The saa.e 
will continue to exert their influence in favour 
of a peace acceptable to the three parties in 
the dispute, namely, Italy, Ethiopia, and the 
League of Nations. 

1 The fulfilment of our international obligations 
under the Covenant, no less than the adequate 
safe-guarding of My Empire, makes it urgently 
necessary tbat the àeficiencies in My Defence 
Forces sbould be made good. ~ Ministers will 
in due course lay before you their proposais, 
which will be limited co the minimum required 
for the se two propos.e. s • 11 1 

Once again emphasis had been laid on the tact that League 

action must be based on co-operation with other members, and also on 

the desirability of a peaceful solution. This dual line met with 

criticism from Clement Attlee, who found: 

• ••• in that statement on foreign affaira that 
fatal dualism that runa through all the 
GoTernment's foreign policy ••• • 

The La bru r leader wen t on to cri t ici ze the Government' s 

re-armament proposais: 

'What has happened to disarmament? Disarmament 
bas gone from the picture al together .. •2 

Lord Snell, addressing the House of Lords. agreed with Attlee: 

•we are willing to support armaments to the 
extent which will enable us to take our share 
in enabling the League ot Nations to impose 
collectiTe securit,y, but beyond tbat armaments 
are suspected by us as unnecessary and dangerous. 
The Labour Party renounees armed force as a 
weapon of policy, and hopes that in the Naval 
Conference and at Geneva and elsewhere we shall 
get universal d~ent.•3 

1. H. ot c. Deb., 5S, Vol. 307, Dec. 3, 1935, cols. 45-46. 

2. ~· cols. 59-61. 

3· H. of L. Deb., 5S, Vol. 99, Dec. 3, 1935, col. 21. 
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In the Commons, Hugh Dalton (Lab.) urged the Government 

to impose an o il embargo: 

•unless we take steps to stop the supply ot oil 
to Mussolini, we are neglecting the most important 
and most ettective sanction and permitting the 
war to drag on needlessly and dangerously tor the 
rest of the world.•l 

Sir Samuel, on the otber band, detended bis dual poliey: 

• ••• we bave consistently and steadily tollowed 
the double line tbat bas time atter time been 
approved by the League and by this House. On 
the one hand, we bave taken our tull part in 
the collective action under the Covenant, and 
on the other band, we have continued our ettorts 
tor a peacetul settlement.• 

• ••• any proposals that might emerge ••• must be 
acceptable to the tbree parties to the dispute -
the League, Italy, and Abyssinia.• 

Once again, Sir Samuel emphasized the need tor a peacetul 

settlement, and his desire to retain the triendship ot Italy: 

•we and France, acting on bebalt ot the League and 
in the spirit ot the League are determined to make 
another great etfort tor peace. We have no wish 
to humilia te Italy or to wealœn i t. Indeed, we 
are most anxious to see a strong Italy in the 
world, an Italy that is strong morally, physically, 
and soeially, and that is able to contribute to 
the world valuable assistance.•2 

Even more em.pbatic in his remarks on the need tor a 

diplomatie solution was Austen Chamberlain: 

• ••• it it is satistaetory to the League and 
Abyssinia refuses to accept it, are we to go on 
employing sanctions, when notmerely I taly bas 
disregarded, but Abyssinia also disregarded a 
decision ot the League? ••• I do not think you 
can say to Abyssl nia: 'We will continue 

1. H. ot o. Deb., 5S, Vol. 3Q7. Dec. 5. 1935, cols. 326-7. 

2. Ibid, col. 343· 

126 



indetinitely our pressure on Italy and go on 
heightening it until you agree'. I think it 
must be until the League ot Nations agree and 1 a satistactor,y solution is accepted by Italy.• 

It was lett to Anthony Eden to take up the Labour challenge 

to rearmament proposals: 

•How are we to get collective security, it we 
want to apply i t honestly ani not on the cheap, 
unless this country is at least as strong as 
other Great Powers that bear responsibilities 
similar to our own? 

11 
••• you are not improving the internat:ional 
situation ••• it you say tbat you will reduee 
your armaments and hope tbat tbere will be 
collective securi~ as a result, and tbat ether 
nations will reduce their armanents also.•2 

Hoare's speech bad laid new stress on the need tor a 

negotiated solution. He had not, however, informed the public that, 

in his view, a diplomatie solution was the only possibili~. Only if 

the British public had been completely convinced of the necessity of 

a peaceful settlement would it have been villing to accept proposais 

such as those put forth in Paris within a few days of Hoare's speech. 

Hoare•s problem, however, was capable of no easy solution. He was 

reluctant to admit tbat the League powers lacked solidarity and, 

therefore, that League action would, in all probability, be unsuccessful. 

On the ether band, neither he nor Laval was willing to adopt any 

sanction which might lead to war with Italy. 

Laval, in a radio broadcast on Novenber 26, had emphasized 

even more than Hoare the need for negotiation as an alternative to the 

application of sanctions: 

1. Ibid, cols. 352-3· 

2. Ibid, cols. 429-30. 
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••rom the beginning we were in agreement over 
the avoidance of all military sanctions as well 
as any measures likely to lead to a naval 
blockade. The closing of the Suez Canal has 
never been considered •••• I have resolutely 
pursued and shall not cease to pursue, with 
patience and tenacity, the arrangement of a 
friendly settlement. No one can see in 

1 sanctions the only method of stopping war.• 

On the eve of Hoare•s departure for Paris, Mussolini 

addressed the Italian Chamber in tones which left no doubt that Italy 

would not be easily satiated: 

1 1 declare it my intention to reaffiDD in the 
most distinct manner that the epilogue of this 
crisis can only consist in the full recognition 
of our rights, and in the safeguarding of our 
A!rican interests. In the meantime, our 
activity continues, in Italy, and in Afriea, 
where our troops and Blackshirts, united in 
will and in faith in the revolution will give 
to the Fatherland a deserved and decisive 
victory.• 2 

Hoare reports that no special cabinet meeting was eonvened 

in Britain, prior to his departure for Paris, because he did not 

exPect to conclude a final plan with Laval. Baldwin's final instructions 

to Hoare were: 

• ••• push Laval as far as you ean, but on no 
account get this country into war.u3 

In Paris, to assist in the talks, were Vansittart, Peterson 

and the British Ambassador, Sir George Clerk. The French participants 

in the conversations were Laval, L~ger, and St. Quentin. On several 

occasions during the course of the talks, Laval phoned Mussolini with 

whom he seemed to bave a direct line. Hoare reports that the French 

1. Quoted in Salvemini, Gaetano, Prelude to World war II, p.387n. 

2. Quoted in The Times (London), Dec. 9, 1935· 

3· Quoted in Templewood, Op.cit., p.l?8. 
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Premier, because he was determined not to impose an oil embargo. felt 

that a plan to end tbe war must be elaborated bnmediately. Laval's 

attitude made Sir Samuel question French support in the event of an 

attack by Italy on the Mediterranean Fleet: 

•r therefore asked Laval categorically whetber in 
the event of an attaek we eould depend upon French 
help. His answer, though i t was in general terms 
satisfaetory, avoided àny undertaking to make 
military preparations, and obviously assumed that 
French co-operation would depend upon Anglo-French 
agreement as to our immediate poliey.•l 

In discussing an exchan~ of territory, Laval pointed out 

that Italy now occupied a considerable part of the northern Province 

of Tigre. Hoare was tberefore inclined to agree with him that some 

concessions in addition to those already discussed by Peterson and 

St. Quentin sbould be considered. Sir Samuel fel t that tb.e port 

obtained by Ethiopia should be in the Italian territory ot Eritrea 

but agreed that Britain would surrender Zeila if the emperor should 

prefer that port. The British Foreign Secretary insisted that any 

economie rights accorded to Italy in Ethiopia be subjeet to League 

supervision. Laval consented, but insisted that the proposais be 
2 

sent to Rome before submission to Addis Ababa or Geneva. 

The final draf't of the proposals was drawn up on Sunday, 

December 8. The plan called tor: (1) the cession ot Tigre province 

to Italy and the rectification of the trontier between Ethiopian and 

Italian territory in the east and south-east; (2) an economie monopoly 

for Italy in a large 20ne in the south and south-west ot Ethiopia; 

(3) an outlet to the sea for Etbiopia. The plan was to be submitted 

1. Ibid, p.179. 

2. Ibid, p.l79-81. 
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to the League for approval. 

Hoare agreed to the plan because: 

• ••• it seemed clear that unless we could end it 
(the war) in the immediate future, incalculable 
suffering would be inflicted on the population, 
and the whole country annexed, the Emperor 
deposed, Mussolini inevitably driven into Hitler's 
arms, the League hopelessly disrupted, and German 
aggression everywhere encouraged.• 

1 It was these considerations that on that Sunday 
evening made me recommend to the Cabinet the 
acceptance of the joint plan for submission to 
the League.•l 

That evening, Peterson was despatched to London with the 

draft proposals. He reports that on leaving: 

•vansittart urged me, in his name, to emphasize 
in London the pressing need for closing the 
ranks against the coming onrush of Germany.• 2 

The following day, the details of the plan were published 

in the Paris papers. It has been argued that the plan was deliberately 

8 leaked• to the P.ress by Laval to force the British Cabinet into the 

position where it would have to endorse the plan or reject its Foreign 

Secretary. The consequence was that eventually the Cabinet rejecteà 

both the plan and its Foreign Secretary. 

No official statement was issued by the British Cabinet 

after its meeting,on December 9, and no confirmation or denial made 

of the Paris reports, which were now carried in the British papers. 

This reticence naturally led to the conclusion that the reports were 

accurate.3 

1. Templewood, Op.cit., p.182. 

2. Peterson, Op.cit., p.l21. 

3· Reported in The Times (London), Dec. 10, 1935. 
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On the following day, in answer to questions in the House 

of Commons, Baldwin declared: 

• ••• it would clearly be premature to make a 
statement on the subject at present.• 

•I am told by those who have studied the original 
proposais and the Press reports that there are 
considerable differences in the matter of sub­
stance. ul 

Lees-Smith (Lab.). round this reply unsatisf'actory: 

• ••• if they are accurate up to only fifty percent, 
they are a contradiction of the Covenant of the 
League of Nations, and more serious still, ••• 
they are an abandonment of the foundations upon 
which the Government f'ought the last Election ••• " 

"••• Italy is to receive territory which she 
has not herselt yet been able to win on her own 
account.•2 

Anthony Eden assured Lees-Smith that: 

• ••• in the account which he has read tous there 
certainly are important inaceuracies.• 

• ••• surely it must be clear to the House that it 
would be unprecedented at this stage to make 
public proposals ••• bef'ore the Erincipals have 
even had a chance to read them. • 3 

These arguments were insufficient to hold back the tide ot 

critieism that was now swelling, not only in the House of Cammons, but 

throughout the country. Colonel Wedgwood regarded the proposais as a: 

1. H. of 

2. Ibid, 

3· Ibid, 

4· ~· 

• ••• poliey of peace at any priee and justice 
forgotten ••• the English Government will not 
only t'ail to secure the authority of the League, 
but will be damned in the eyes of all those small 
nations and those innumerable people in America 
and throughout the world who have pinned their 
faith upon the bonesty of the British Government.•4 

C. Deb., _5S, Vol. 307, Dee. 10, 1935. col. 717. 

col. 817. 

col. 824. 

col. 834. 
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Eleanor Rathbone, an Independant member, found it: 

8 ••• a strange sort of victory which allows an 
aggressor who has made war after six months 
warning from the League, ••• sbould be offered, 
three mont hs after he has go ne to war, tenns 
incomparably better • • • than he was offered 
before he went to war at a11.•l 

La ter in the debate, Baldwin implied the. t the Commons eould 

not fairly evaluate the proposais since all the tacts were not known 

to the man bers: 

• ••• my lips are not yet unsealed. Were these 
troubles over I would make a case, and I guarantee 
that not a man would go into Lobby against us.n 

8 Some people speak of the League of Nations as 
though it were a kind of celestial body which is 
always right, whereas it is really a human body 
of fallible nations gathered in council and 
represented by fallible statesmen trying to do 
wbat they can to build up a League, whieh in time 
may perform all those services for humanity that 
we dreamed of when the League was first founded •••• 
we ••• cannot control the League of Nations ••• it 
is no easy matter to get decisions on a continuous 
course from a body of fifty nations." 

• ••• we are learning and have learned a great deal 
in the last three months, as to wbat is p'2ssible 
at present in the world and wbat is not." 

That evening, the British Cabinet met and issued a statement 

that there was no question of repudiating proposals to which the Foreign 

Secretary bad assented as a basis for discussion by the League of 

Nations and by Italy and Abyssinia. Aecordingly, draft proposals3 

were despatched, from London, to Rome and Addis Ababa. The instructions 

to Sir Eric Drummond, the British Ambassador in Rome, were to present 

1. Ibid, col. 846. 

2. Ibid, cols. 856-58. 

3· See appendix p.IS !i 
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the proposa1s to Mussolini jointly with the French Ambassador. If 

Mussolini were to accept the proposals as a basis for discussion, they 

would be put before the Committee of Five which woulà meet before 

1 
December 12. The instructions to Sir Sydney Barton, the Am.bassador 

in Addis Ababa, were more emphatic: 

'You should use your utmost influence to induce 
the Emperor to give carefu1 and favourable 
consideration to these proposals and on no account 
lightly to reject them. 12 

On December 12, the Ethiopian Government, in a despatch to 

the Secretary General, requested a debate in the League Assembly on 

the proposals. Ethiopia interpreted the plan as an invit•tion: 

1(1) To cede to its Italian aggressor, in a more 
or less disguised form and under the pretext of 
a fallaeious exchange of territories, about balt 
of i ts national terri tory in order to ena ble the 
aggressor country to settle part of its popula­
tion there; 

•(2) To agree that the League of Nations shoulll 
confer upon its aggressor, in a disguised form, 
control over the other half of its territory 
pending future annexation.•3 

Mea.nwhile, in Bri tain, cri ticism began to pour in fran every 

corner of the Ià.es and from every country in the world. The Liberal 

opposition in the Cornmons prepared a motion condemning: 

0 ••• any settlement of the Italo-Abyssinian 
dispute which violates the territorial integrity 
or the political and economie independence of 
Abyssinia in favour of the declared aggressor 
and would regard any settlement on these lines 
as a betrayal of the League of Nations and 
as an act of national dishonour. 8 4 

1. HC Cmd. 5044 of 19).5-36, 13-14, XXVII, 6li-7-8. 

2. Ibid, 19, XXVII, 653· 

3· LNOJ, Jan. 1936, p.41-42. 

4• Quoted in The Times (London), Dec. 13, 1935· 
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A.F. Pollard, in a letter to the Times, pointed out that 

the proposals were: 

• ••• an invitation to the League to proolaim by 
its action that any powerful state may with 
impunity ••• absorb its weakest neigbbours. 
provided it does so pieoemeal.•l 

The Times itself oonsidered the proposais as: 

• ••• not ••• likely to oommend themselves to 
any of the three parties eoncerned - except 
perhaps Signor Mussolini."2 

The Spectator had similar v.iews: 

1 If peaee were made on these terms the answer 
to the question: 'Does aggression pay?' would 
be emphatieally 1Yes•. The collective system 
would be deed and the League of Nations an 
academie irrelevance.•3 

No less eritical was the New Statesman and Nation: 

• ••• the proposals put by the League to Mussolini 
and Abyssinia were in direct contradiction 6f 
the pledge on wh ie h they (the Governmen t) had 
won the support of hundreds of thousands of 
dubious voters in the election •••• the tacts 
preeisely fulfil the prophesy that the 
Government's sudden conversion to a League 
policy was far the duration of the election 
only and that they would attempt to make a dirty 
deal directly after they returned to office.• 

•we eall upon people of all parties and creeds 
to demand tbe rejection of this seandalous 
basis for negotiation and to insist that Great 
Britain shall strive seriously for a peace that 
is in confonnity with their sworn allegiance 
to the Covenant.•4 

On December 16, the Times Corresporden t Jin Paris) reported 

1. Ibid, Dee. 13, 1935, Letter to the Editor. 

2. The Times, London, Dec. 11, 1935. 

3· The Spectator, Shall Aggression Pay, Vol. 155, Dec. 13, 1935. 

4· New Statesman & Nation, The Great Betrayal, Vol. 10, Dec. 14, 1935. 
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tbat it was generally aceepted there that the proposais included the 

understanding that Ethiopia would not be permitted to build a railway 

to ber port and, that therefore the Frencb-owned Djibuti Railway 

would retain its monopoly. In its famous editorial, "A Corridor for 

Came1s•, the Times criticized this su~stion as: 

• ••• ineredible ••• comp1etely at variance even 
with the most eynical interpretation of a 
civilizing mission ••• u 

The Times• Editor, Geoffrey Dawson, who was as distinctly 

anti-Italian as he was pro-German, was partieularly savage in his 

attack on the proposais. As a Germanophile, he bad little sympatey 

for Hoare•s anxiety to maintain the Stresa Front against Germany. 

Visualizing Germany more as a possible ally than as a potential 

enemy, Dawson saw no necessity to prevent Mussolini from entering 

Hitler•s orbit. He therefore disagreed with the basic prineiples 

1 of Hoare's policy. 

Also. on Deeember 16, Emperor Haile Sellaisie issued a 

statement on the plan, calling i t: 

n ••• the negation and abandonment of the principles 
upon which the League of Nations is founded. For 
Ethiopia they would conseerate the amputation of 
ber territory and tbe disappearance of ber indepen­
dence for the benefit of the state whicb bas 
attacked ber. •2 

In response to demanda from the Commons, Baldwin scheduled a 

debate on Foreign Fblicy for December 19. On December 17, Clement Attlee 

gave notice to the Commons of his intention to move: 

1. The History of the Times, Vol. 4, Part ti (1921-48), p.897. 

2. Quoted in The Times (London), Dec. 17, 1935. 
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'Tbat the terms put forward by His Majesty's 
Government as a basie for the Italo-Abyssinian 
settlement rewqrd the declared aggressor at 
the expense of tbe victim, des troy collee ti ve 
security, and conflict with the expressed will 
of tœ country and wit h the Covenant of the 
League of Nations, to the support of which the 
honour of Great Britain is pledged, this House 
tberefore demanda that these terms be repudiated.•1 

Conservatives, too, although for1Bried reasons, joined in 

the chorus of protest. On the one band, were the Party Whips who 

regardeè. the peace plan as poli tical dynamite. On tœ other, were 

some of the younger Conservatives, wbose opposition to the plan was 

based on a genuine sympathy for the League ideal. Austen Chamberlain. 

who, according to Hoare, bad prepared to address the Foreign Affaira 

Committee of Conservative members in terms favourable to the propoaals, 

found feelings in that group so strong tbat, instead, he delivered a 

2 
speech denouncing the plan. 

Protesta from both individuals and organizations grew in 

number and in intensity. Harold Ma~illan, Conservative M.P., described 

the situation, in a letter to the Times: 

•It must be galling for the Prime Minister to 
reflect on the character of the limited support 
which bis new foreign poliey is receiving. In 
the Bouse of Commons many members of the 
Government side are in open revolt •••• Outside 
the Bouse, in wha.tever eircle one goes, one bears 
nothing rut e~ressions of puzzled dismay.•3 

Around the world, reaction differed little. In the United 

States, in particular, there was a general disillusionment in British 

1. H. of c. Deb., 5S, Vol. 307, Dec. 17, 1935, col. 1558. 

2. Templewood, Op.cit., p.187. 

3· The Times (London), Dec. 18, 1935, Letter to the Editer. 
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leadership. The New York Tribune noted: 

• ••• something a trifle ironie in the picture of 
a great nation solemnly sworn 'to preserve as 
against external aggression the territorial 
integrity and existing political independance' 
of Ethiopia, thus offering to reward the 
aggressor by ratifying his title to large gobs 
of Ethiopian territory •••• 1 

In France, Premier Laval attempted to justify his actions 

to the Chamber of Deputies: 

•The conversation took place. I t resul ted in 
the joint drafting, of the complete agreement, 
a plan of which you know the details. We drew 
up formulas which were intended to serve as a 
basis for negotiation for an agreed settlement 
they represented the limit of wbat we could do. 

'we took our initiative at the desire expressed 
by the League itself, and I for one, find no 
difficulty in explaining our action. 

..... 

•we are true to the spirit in which the Covenant 
was applied in the Italo-Etbiopian disPute and 
it was to avoid the risk of the extension of the 
var tbat I preferred ••• to propose formulas 
which might lead us ••• to a peaceful solution 
of the eonfliet ••• •2 

Only in Genœ.ny was there a favourable reaction to the 

proposals. Berlin, of course, delighted in the losa of League prestige 

and in the realiza.tion that i t would now be unlikely that Germa.ny would 

be forced into the position of re-entering the League. 

While most of the protesta were being aired, Sir Samuel Hoare 

was absent from Britain. He returned to London on Deeember 17 and was 

soon visited by Neville Chamberlain, the Chancellor of the Exchequer, 

who, on behalf of the Cabinet, proposed to discuss the peace plan with 

1. Quoted in Ibid, Dec. 11, 1935· 

2. Quoted in Ibid, Dec. 18, 1935· 
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Hoare. Hoare insisted that the concessions were conaiderably lesa 

than the original Italian demanda and did IX>t diff'er greatly from the 

f'ormulae worlœd out by Peterson and St. Q,uent in, which ha.d been 

previously submitted to the Cabinet. The Foreign Secretary proposed 

to meet the House and stand by the proposals, by laying emphasis on 

the f'act that they were merely suggestions to be subni tted to tœ 

League far approval. 

A.f'ter a Cabinet meeting on December 18, Chamberlain visi ted 

Hoare once again and inf'ormed him that the Cabinet wanted him to revolœ 

the plan. Hoare, however, was determined to stand by his convictions 

.tha t the proposais were neeessary to save Abyssinie. and to lœep Mussolini 
1 

out of the arma of Hitler. He theref'ore deeided to resign. 

The next day, Sir Samuel, no longer Foreign Secretary, 

addressed the House as a private menber: 

• ••• I have been obsessed wih the urgent neeessity 
of doing everything in my power to prevent a 
European conflagration ••• (and) to avoid an 
isolated war between Great Britain and Italy. 

• ••• about a fortnigb.t ago it was clear that a 
new situation was about to be ereated by the 
question of an oil embargo •••• Just because 
of the effeetiveness of the oil sanction ••• the 
situation immediately became more dangerous from 
the point of view of Italian resistance. 

1 It was in tbese cireumstances ten days ago that 
I went to Paris •••• I was pressed on all aides 
to go, and I was pressed in auch a way as to malœ 
refusa! impossible. It was in an atmosphere of 
threatened war tb.at the conversations began, and 
it was in an atmosphere in whieh tbe majority 
of member States ••• appeared to oppose military 
action •••• Within five days the question of the 
oil embargo was to come up at Geneva, and I did 

1. Templewood, Op.cit •• p.l85. 
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not feel myself justified in proposing any post­
ponement of the embargo, unless i t could be shown 
to the League tta t negotiations bad actually 
started. I t was a moment when ••• no mEmber state 
except ourselves had taken any military precautions. 

•tastly, it was a moment when it seemed tome that 
Anglo-French co-operation was essential if there 
was to be no breach at Geneva and if the sanctions 
when functioning were not to be destroyed. 

9 1 felt that the issues were so grave and the dangers 
of t be co nt inuance of war so s er ious tha t i t was 
worth making an attempt, and that it was essential 
to maintain Anglo-French solidarity. 

"••• not long ago the Emperor himself showed his 
great desire for an outlet to the sea by offering 
to exchange for i t the vast region of Ogaden. The 
Paris proposals substituted for Ogaden a part of 
the Tigre province that is now in Italian occupation 
Secondly, they suggested a strip of Danakil and 
Ogaden territory of limited aree.. This territory 
is entirely desert. 

• As to tlBport ••• no st.i·pulation was d.iscussed 
concerning any restriction upon it as to the 
building of a railw~. 

11 ••• a large area was to be set as ide for I talian 
economie development and expansion. This area is 
non-Amharic. It representa comparatively recent 
conquest by Abyssinia ••• 

1 These proposals were immensely lesa favourable to 
Italy tban the dema.nd that Signor Mussolini made 
to my right honourable friend, the Minister for 
League of Nations• Affaira, last summer. 

•I cannot honestly recant. I sincerèy believe 
that the course I took was the only course possible 
in the circumstances.•l 

Hoare's speech was followed by Attlee's motion of censure 

which bas been quoted above. Speaking in support of the motion, the 

Labour leader refused to accept: 

1. H. of c. Deb., 5S. Vol. 307, Dec. 19, 1935, cols. 2007-16. 
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• ••• the right honourable Gentlenan being made 
the scapegoat for acts for which, ••• the 
Government have taken collective responsbility. 
If i t is right for the right bonourable Gentlenan 
to resign. tben it is right for the Goveromaii to 
resign.•l 

The Prime Minister, on the other hand, attempted to justify 

the Government's action: 

•we thought the propcsals went too far and we 
would bave liked to modify them. Were we to 
repudiate it and let the French know immediately 
that an agreement, at any rate on these lines1 

was impossible? Here, al though we were all 
responsible, the chief responsibility was mine, 
as it must be and I decided at once that I must 
support the colleague who was not present

2
to give 

his reasons, not present to be examined." 

That eveniog, the Times, in its editorial, hinted that 

Sir Samuel, rather than submitting to the Paris proposals, ahould have 

exposed Laval's reluctance to apply effective sanctions: 

0 Anotiher course would have been to poatpone tbe 
oil embargo, for the reason, frankly given, 
tbat it could not be enacted so long as any 
leading Member-state, while unwilling to oppose 
it openly in the councils of the League, was 
also unwilling to contribute its share of the 
insurance against Italian truculence •••• 
Unfortunately, Sir Samuel was induced to take 
aline of least resistance.• 

Such an alternative course, however, was never open to ~oare. 

He could expose the reluctance of the French to impose an oil embargo, 

only if the British themselves were ready to accept all the risks 

involved in the application of strong sanctions, that is, only if the 

British were ready to go to war. As they were clearly not prepared to 

1. Ibid, col. 2018. 

2. Ibid, col. 2032. 
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do so, the peaee plan was the only possible solution. 

Hoare•s resignation made a dead letter of the Paris proposais 

which had now been repudiated by the British Government. In addition, 

his resignation averted the fall of the National Government over the 

issue. The formai end came, on December 21, when a communiqu~ was 

issued from I taly, which, in effect, was a rejeetion of the proposais: 

•The :Fascist Grand Council affirma tbat the action 
of :Fascist I taly will continue, witb inflexible 
decision, for the neeessary attainroent of the 
goals marked out by the Duce as the destiny of 
the :Fatherland.~~l 

Writing his memoirs, in 1954, Hoare still felt that the plan 

was the beat possible at the time: 

"What would bappen in a fight to the death, most 
people .refused to consider, Some seemed to think 
that if the League shouted long enough tœ Italian 
walls would collapse. Others continued to believe 
that the League front was unshakeable, whereas 
cracks in it were painfully obvious whenever it 
was tested. Very few realized that the real 
danger to Europe was a Germany with Italy as an 
ally. The result was an overwhelming outery that 
swept away the plan, and with it, a good chance, 
possibly the last chance, of maintaining the 
Stresa Front against Hitler.•2 

Hoare maintains that Mussolini would have aecepted the 

proposais had tœ y not been prematurely disclosed in the Press, and 

subsequently repudiated by the British Government. His conclusion 

is based on a study of the memoirs of Rafaele Guariglia, Seeretary-

General of the Italian IJiinister of :Foreign Affaire. Apparently, 

Mussolini was ready to accept the plan, and rejected it, only after 

1. Quoted in The Times (London), Dec. 21, 1935. 

2. Templewood, Op.cit., p.l88. 
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learning of Hoare's resignation.1 L.S. Amery, whose information is 

based on a conversation with Signor Grandi, the Italian ambassador 

in London, has confirmed Hoare's account. According to Amery, Grandi 

had actually been instructed to report Mussolini's acceptance of the 

proposals, but, before Grandi reached the Foreign Office, Hoare's 

2 
resignation had been announced. 

solution: 

Like Hoare, Vansittart regarded the plans as the only possible 

nThey were bad terms - we all knew that, so were 
the League's - but this was a bad mess, and 
single-handed war was the only other way out 
of it."3 

Peterson's views, in retrospect, are similar: 

uThose who were not entirely satisfied might 
fairly enough be ssked, whether, now that 
the final military defeat of Abyssinia appeared 
already certain, they were prepared to back 
their rejection of the possibility of an 
~ediate settlement by readiness to go to war 
at a later date.n4 

Thomas Jones, an intimate friend of Baldwin, bas recorded, 

in his Diary, a conversation he had with Baldwin, in which the Prime 

Minister eXPressed his view of the situation: 

"Before the Cabinet met the proposals were 
out, dressed up with a lot of prel~inary 
frills. We had either to ratify or disown 
Sam. If we disowned Sam the French would 
be angry and would say we had let them down, 
so we backed him. 

•r had repeatedly told Sam: 'Keep us out of 
war; we are not ready for it' ••• until 

1. Ibid, p.l89. 

2. Amery, L.S., Op.cit., p.l84. 

3· Vansittart, Op.cit., P·54Q. 

4· Peterson, Op.cit., p.117. 
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we got agreement with the French we would have 
to go single-handed fighting I taly tor a mon th 
or so. French mobilisation could have led to 
riots. They were not ready in the air without 
mobilisation. Malta is the only harbour apart 
from those of the French, where you can take 
ships that are wounded • • • One thundering good 
thing we have got out of i t is the realisation 
of what sanctions mean. They mean that we have 
gpt to be much more self-contained. Europe has 
to be armed and to be ready, that is the con­
clusion which follows upon collee ti ve securi ty." 

"l bad in mind the menace of war; our fleet would 
be in real danger from the small craft of the 
Italians operating in a small sea. Italian 
bo.mbers could get to london. I had also Germany 
in mind. F~d we gone to war our anti-aircraft 
munitions would have been exhausted in a week. 
We have hardly any armaments firms lett.nl 

It is qui te possible that the Paris Peace Plan would have 

provided a basis for settlemen t, had i t not been rejeeted by the 

British Governmen t. However, the uproar in Bri tain and the sub-

sequent resignation of Hoare made Italy's acceptance of the proposais 

impossible. The arguments put forth by Hoare in favour of the 

proposais were on the whole sound. Wby then were they rejected in 

Britain? Again we return to the conclusion that the public bad not 

been prepared to accept such far-reaching concessions to Italy as 

the only real alternat ive to war. The public had not been made to 

realize tbat the chances of truly collective action were very slim 

and tbat no nation was prepared to take military action against Italy. 

Indeed, i t was not possible for Hoare to infbrm the public fully of 

the tacts of the case. since he did not wisb to make a public 

1. Jones, Thomas - A Diary wit h Letters (1931-50), Diary of 
Jan. 7, 1936, p.159-6o. 
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condamnation of the League and thereby reveal to the world its lack 

of solidarity. 

The 1 leakage• of the plan undoubtedly contributed, to sorne 

degree, to the collapse of the proposais. Had they been presented 

to Mussolini in a discreet fashion, without a public airing, the plan 

would have bad seme chance of success. It would have been better 

still if the proposais bad remained in the bands of Peterson and 

St. Quentin and been submitted to the Italian Government without any 

particular association with the Foreign Secretary. In this case 

they would not have attraeted such widespread interest, and would 

have been considered in a lesa hectic atmosphere. Since the 

proposala were presumed to have been fathered by Hoare himself, they 

not only attracted worldwide attention, but, in addition, the reaction 

to the plan was paralleled by a general disillusionment in British 

leadership. 

The proposals themselves were not in conflict with the 

spirit of the policy previously pursued by the British Government 

vis-à-vis the Ethiopian contlict. On the contrary, they were the 

logical outcome of a policy which bad persistently favoured a 

negotiated settlement. Even after September, when the dual policy 

had been inaugurated, Hoare never disguised the fact that he preferred 

a diplomatie solution. The settlement proposed in December bad to 

be more generous to Mussolini tban any previous plan bad been, because 

of the success of Italy in the war, but. in general, the plans were an 

outgrowth of the Zeila offer, the Paris Proposais, and the Report of 

the Committee of Five. 
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145 
CONCLUSION 

British policy throughout the tenure of the Foreign Office 

of Sir Samuel Hoare, as indeed throughout most of the 1930 •s, was 

dictated, in large measure, by the military weakness of Britain. Ue 

have already noted how the disarmament policies of the 1920 1s had 

brought about this situation. During the last five years prier to 

World War II, the Government's rearmament proposals were consistently 

opposed by the Labour Party which was vmging a campaign against the 

maintenance of national armaments. At the same time, the collectivists 

nevertheless emphasized the British commitment to support the League 

and collective security. The more realistic Conservatives, on the 

ether hand, tended to regard the protection accorded by the League 

and the system of collective security as utopian ideals, and therefore 

favoured the more traditional methods of settling disputes by 

diplo~tic procedure and maintenance of peace through a Balance of 

Power. Because of the impotence of British defences in the 1930•s, 

however, British Foreign Secretaries were in a poor position when they 

conducted negotiations. 

'Vle have noted this lack of strength in the conclusion of 

the Angle-German Naval Agreement. The acceptance of this treaty by 

Hoare seemed to be dictated by a àesperate need to conclude seme 

agreement with Germany whereby German rearmament would be restricted 

and time bought for British rearmament. In addition, in 1935, British 

statesmen, since they vrere, unlike the French, not yet vTilling to 

accept the inevitability of hostilities -vTith Germany, -vrere inclined 

to faveur an agreement -v1ith Hitler, vrhich would facilitate the re-entry 



of Germany into the diplomatie circle of Europe. 

During Hoare's tenure of office, as thXoughout the inter-war 

period, the aims of British policy often differed considerably from 

those of France. French statesmen were much more inclined clearly 

to J.abel Germany as a potential aggressor. Consequently, they regarded 

the League of Nations as a union of states whose purpose was to deter 

Germany from aggression. Therefore, the French, who had never sympathized 

wi th the British views on di sarmamen t, nor wi th the British desire to 

accord equality of rights in armaments to Germany, were greatly offended 

at the Anglo-German Naval Agreement which the British concluded witbout 

adequately consulting their ally. 

The Ethiopian criais presented a situation in which, a 

reversa! of the roles, whic h had been played, thus far, by the Frene h 

and the British in the League of Nations, occurred. Since 1919, France 

had been trying to persuade Britain to "put teeth into the Covenant" 

and thereby provide security for France in Europe. The British, however, 

being inclined to consDer each situation individually, consistently 

refused to apply a literai interpretation of their obligations under 

the Covenant. In the Italo-Ethiopian dispute, however, France, who 

now seemed to be reading Britain's lines, re:fused to perform its dut,r 

under the Covenant; the British, on the other hand, now spoke ~s if 

loyalty to the League was their :foremost interest. 

The French approach to the Ethiopian criais was less &viating 

than the British, since Laval consistently appraised the crisis solely 

:from the point of vi ew of i ts repercussions on Europe. For Laval, 

Italy represented a new-found ally against Germany. After concluding 



his agreement with Mussolini. in January. when French acquiesoence 

in Italian penetration into Ethiopia may well have been promised, 

the French Premier had no intention of losing his friend over an 

Afriean venture. 

British poliey, too, was dictated largely by the fear of 

alienating Mussolini. For this reason, the favoured policy of the 

Government was a diplomatie settlement of the Italo-Ethiopian dispute. 

To a considerable extent, British policy had been fixed at the Stresa 

Conference before Hoare came to office. Simon•s silence at Stresa 

on the Ethiopian question was undoubtedly interpreted by Mussolini as 

a green light in Africa. Furthennore, once the "Stresa Front" had 

been established, the British were extremely anxious not to drive 

Mussolini into Hitler's arma. Vansittart, in particular, was convinced 

of the need to retain Italy as an ally: 

•Having calaulated in 1933 that Germany would make 
her Second ~vorld War at any time after January 
1935, I had been foreed to the conclusion that, 
if there was no real rearmament, the Foreign 
Office must make the only munition within the 
power of diplomaey - Time. On this assumption 
it would clearly be important to deprive Germany 
of the one thing she needed to preeipitate the 
conflict before we eould be even half ready -
an ally.nl 

0 1 persistently saw an end if ever Hitler were 
sure of his southern flank. 112 

Hoare• s views were s i.milar: 

1 
••• it was essential to Briüsh security to have 
a friendly Italy in the Mediterranean that would 
both guarantee our liœ s of communication to the 

1. Vansittart, Lord - Lessons of Mt Life, p.48. 

2. Vansittart, Lord- The Mïst Procession, p.522. 
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Far East and make it unnecessary for the French 
to keep an army on the Italian frontier.•l 

By mid-swruner, however, public opinion in Britain had come 

out overwhelmingly in favour of support of Abyssinia at Geneva. 

Undoubtedly, pressure from the public, the Press, and the opposition 

in Parliament had considerable influence in persuading the Government 

to tale the lead at Geneva against Italy. Hoare' s speech to tœ League 

Assembly. in September, when his à.:lal policy was inaugurated, was partly 

a response to public opinion. In addition, as Hoare himself has 

pointed out,he proposed to follow a double line beeause he hesitated 

to dismiss the League machinery publicly. The decision to pursue a 

dual course in tœ dispute must be considered as the fatal step. Sire e 

both Simon and Hoare sincerely believed that a negotiated settlement 

was the only possible solution to the Ethiopian dispute, the diplomatie 

course alone should tave bee n followed. The November elections, 

unfortuna tely, had the effect of making the Governmen t particularly 

conscious of public opinion and of public faith in the League ideal. 

On the other band, military experts, who were concerned, both 

at the weakness of British defences and at the failure of the French 

to guarantee support of the Mediterranean Fleet, tended to put pressure 

on the foreign office to conclude a negotiated settlement with Italy. 

Hoare bas mentioned their advice: 

nThe Chiefs of Staff were particularly insistent 
that we were in no position to risk war, and 
their opinion at this moment carried all the 
greater weight when it was supplemented by 
fresh reports tba.t we had just received about 
Ge~an rearmament.u 2 

1. Templewood, Op.cit., p.l53· 

2. Ibid, p.177. 



Gaetano Salvemini feels that the advice of the military 

experts may have influenced Italian policy as well: 

nGreat Britain in 1935 was a case exceptional in 
history - of professional soldiers who not only 
felt afraid of war, but actually shouted their 
fear from the house-tops, persuading I•1ussolini 
that he could challenge a country reduced to sueh 
w eakness. tt 1 

The possibility that an oil embargo might be imposed by 

the League acted as a catalyst in the producti~n of a peace plan by 

Hoare and Laval. If the Paris proposais were designed to delay an 

oil embargo, then, in this respect, the plan was successful, for, 

in fact, an oil sanction was never imposed on Italy. Clearly, the 

National Government did not reject the Hoare-Laval Plan because it 

proposed to follow the alternate course of strong action at Geneva 

against Mussolini. The British Government, after repudiating the 

Paris plan, had nothing "Vi th which to replace i t. Since a negotiated 

settlement had been judged immoral, the only alternative was the 

immediate application of coercive measures. On Decemher 19, the 

Times presumed tbat such a policy would now be adopted: 

uNow that the proposais have collapsed, after 
showing that it is hopeless at present to secure 
a just peace by mediation, the League returns 
to the question of seek:ing peace by pressure."2 

During the next six months, however, 11 mild sanctions• only 

were imposed on I taly. The consequence was that in iv1ay, 1936, I taly 

annexed the whole of Abyssinia. 

What the Tirres failed to realize was that, by December, the 

1. Salvemini, Gaetano, Op.eit., p.360. 

2. The Times (London), Deeember 19, 1935, Editorial. 
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British were in a position where it was impossible to apply, effectively, 

a policy either of coercion or of conciliation. A much more accurate 

appraisal of the situation was made by J.A. Spender, in May, 1936: 

0 The 'old diplomacy' would have at least kept 
Mussolini guessing and would have almost certainly 
saved samething out of the wreck by compromise •••• 
The League so acted as to make its defeat inevitaQle, 
and so preached a doctrine which made aceeptance 
of any compromise impossible without dishonour.u 

0 If (1) settlement by compromise is to be vetoed 
in the name of League principles, and (2) the 
League is unable to make these prevail, our last 
state will be worse than our first. We shall 
have lost the advantage of tœ old diplomacy and 
gained none of the benefits of the new order. 
Europe, it seems tome, is in extrema danger of 
falling between these two stools.ol 

What had been clearly revealed by the Italo-Ethiopian war, 

was that talk of collective security was often a cloak to conceal 

pacificism. The collectivists urged the Government to use all necessary 

means to pressure Mussolini, and yet, consistently opposed rearmament. 

The questio~ as to what would happen if economie sanctions were 

ineffective, was never faced by Attlee and his followers. The 

campaigning of the collectivists, therefore. not only made the acceptance 

of a diplomatie settlement impossible, but also, depri ved t be Government 

of tœ means of applying force. 

' The British policy vis-a-vis the Ethio~ian criais had obviously 

been a failure. The result was not only the annexation of Abyssinia 

by Italy, but the loss of Italy as an ally, and the gravitation of 

~fussolini toward Hitler. In addition, the failure of the League to deter 

Italy from aggression, in 1935, is ganerally regarded as having been 

1. The T~es (London), I~ 12, 1936. Letter to the Editor. 
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a stimulus to German aggression. since the lack of solidarity of the 

League powers, in dealing withitaly, had been laid bare to the world. 

The Hoare-Laval Pact itself has often been regarded as the 

death-blow to the League. There is seme truth in tbis view. In the 

House of Commons, Hoare•s defence of the proposais had been based, in 

part, on the lack of support of the League Members for collective 

action. The peace plan represented an attempt to reach a solution 

outside the Leasue, and was, therefore, in part at !east, a repudiation 

of League macbinery. 

If we accept this conclusion, the question arises: 'Did the 

Paris Pesee Plan kill the League because of the very nature of the 

proposals or was it the rejection of the plan, and the consequent 

prolongation of the war which constituted the real blow to the League?' 

In other words, had the plan been supported in Britain and accepted 

by Mussolini, thus bringi"''the war in Ethiopia to an end, would the 

League nevertheless have been discredited? Unfortunately, any answer 

to this question is based on conjecture; but I am inclined to the 

view that the League would have been no more discredited by the 

acceptance of the settlement proposed by Hoare and Laval, than, by 

the revelation to the world that the solidarity necessary to the 

application of effective sanctions was never present among the League 

Members. 

Looking back on the events of 1935, many have concluded 

that the best course of action would have been to apply strong sanctions 

agains t I taly, very early in the dispute. This argument is based on 

the assumption that solidarity of the League powers could be achieved. 
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This is at beat a doubtful premise, particularly in view or the tact 

that, during the early stages of the dispute, most observera felt 

that coercive measures against Italy were unnecessary. The decision 

not to use the League machinery, early in the dispute, had been taken 

while Sir John Simon was Foreign Secretary. Certainly, at the tirne 

sanctionswere applied they had little chance of success. By the time 

Hoare came to office, he had little choice but to attempt a diplomatie 

solution. It is therefore to be regretted that Sir Samuel did not 

pursue this policy exclusively. In the long run, his dual policy 

resulted in failure, sinee the policies of coercion and conciliation 

were, in practice, mutually exclusive. The policy of coercion resulted 

in the alienation of Mussolini; the policy of conciliation resulted 

in the discrediting of the League. Thus the two results which Hoare 

had been most anxious to avoid were brought about. 



.APPENDIX A 

Excer.pts from Exchans;e of Notes between His Majesty' s Government in 
the United Kingdom and the German Govermnen t regardins the Limitation 
of Naval Armaments, London, June 18, 19351 

The ratio of 35 : lOO is to be a permanent relationship, 
i.e. the total tonnage of the German fleet shall never exceed a 
percentage of 35 of the aggregate tonnage of the naval forces, as 
defined by treaty, of the Members of the British Commonwealth of 
Nations, or, if there should in future be no treaty limitations of 
this tonnage, a percentage of 35 of the aggregate of the actual 
tonnage of the IJiem.bers of the British Commonwealth of Nations. 

Germany will adhere to the ratio of 35 : lOO in all 
circuœstances, e.g., the ratio will not be affected by the construction 
of otber Powers. If the general equilibrium of naval armaments, as 
nor.mally maintained in the past, should be violently upset by any 
abnormal and exoeptional 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 creeted. 

In the matter of submarines, however, Germany, while not 
exceeding the ratio of 35 : 100 in respect of total tonnage, sball 
bave the right to possess a submarine tonnage equal to the total 
sublnarine tonnage possessed by the Manbers of the British Commomreal tb 
of Nations. The Ger.man Government, however, undertake that, except 
in the circunstances indicated in the iwmediately following sentence, 
Germany's submarine tonnage shall not exceed 45 per cent. of the total 
of that possessed by the Members of the British Commonwealth of Nations. 
The German Government reserve the right, in t~e event of a situation 
arisin g whicb in the ir opinion makes i t necessary for Germ any to avail 
herselt of the right to a percentage of submarine tonnage exceeding 
the 45 per cent. above-mentioned, to give notice to this effect to 
His Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom, and agree that the 
matter shall be the subject of friendly discussion before the German 
Government exercise tbat right. 

APPENDIX B 

2 
Article 5 of Treatz of Amity of 1928 between Italy and Ethiopia 

Both Governments undertake to submit to procedure of con­
ciliation and arbitration disputes which may arise between then and 
which it may not bave been possible to settle by ordinary diplomatie 

1. BC Cmd. 4930 of 1934-.35, 142-.44, xnv, 2-4· 

2. LNOJ, May, 1935, P•572. 
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methods, wi thout baving recourse to armed force. Notes shall te 
exchanged by common agreement between the two Governments regarding 
the manner of appointing e.rbi trators. 

APPENDIX C 

1 Exeerpts from Covenant of tbe League, 

Article 11, Paragrapb 2 

It is also declared to be the friendly rigbt of each Member 
of the League to bring to the attention of the Assembly or of the 
Counoil any cireumstance wbatever affeetiog international relations 
which threaten to disturb international peaee or the good understanding 
between nations upon wbicb peace depends. 

Article 12 

The Manbers of the League agree that if there should arise 
between them any dispute likely to lead to a rupture, they will submit 
the matter either to arbitration orto inquiry by the Council, and they 
agree in no case to resort to war until three months after the award by 
the arbitrators or the report by the Council. In any case under this 
Article the awàrd of the arbitra tors sball be made wi thin reasonable 
time, and the report of the Council shall be made wi thin six months 
after the submission of the dispute. 

Article 15, Paragraphs 3 and 4 

The Council shall endeavor to effeet a. settlement of the 
dispute, and if sueh efforts are suceessful, a statement sha11 be made 
public giving auch facts and explanations regarding the dispute and 
the terms of settlement thereof as the Couneil may deem appropriate. 

If the dispute is not thus a:~ttled, the Council ei ther 
unanimously or by a majority vote sba11 make and publish a report 
containing a statement of the tacts of the dispute and the reeommendations 
which are dEtemed just and proper in regard thereto. 

Article 16, Paragraph 1 

Should any Member of the League resort to war in di sr egard 
of its eovenants under Articles 12, 13, or 15, it shall ipso facto 
be deemed to have commi tted an act of war against aU the Members of 
the League, which thereby undertake immediately to subject it to the 
severance of all trade or f inancial relations, the pro hi bi tion of all 
intercourse between tbeir nationals and the nationals of tœ covenant­
brea.king State, and the prevention of all financial, commercial or 
personal intercourse between the nationale of the covenant-breaking 
State and the nationals of any other State, whether a Member of the League 
or not. 

1. He Cmd. 153 of 1919, 12-14, LIII, 139-41. 
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.APPENDIX D 

Excerpts from Telegrem of Secretary of State for Foreign .Af'fa.irs to 
Sir Eric Drummond {Rome), U:>ndon, December 10, 19351 

I. E:x:change of Terri tories 

The Governmmts of Great Britain and France agree to 
recommend to His Majest,y the Emperor of Ethiopia the acoeptance of 
the following exohanges of territory between Ethiopia and Italy: 

(a) Tigre. - Cession to Italy of eastern Tigre approximately 
limited on the south by the River Gheva and on the west by a line 
running from north to south passing between Axum (on the Ethiopian 
si de) and Adowa (on the Ital ian si de). 

(b) Rectification of Frontiers between the Danakil Country 
and Eritrea, leaving to the south of the boundary line Aussa and the 
extent of Eritrean territory necessary to give Ethiopia an outlet to 
the sea as defined below. 

( c) Rectification of Frontiers between the Ogaden and 
Italian Somaliland. - Starting from the trijunetion point between 
the frontiers of Ethiopia, Kenya and Italien Somaliland the new Italo­
Ethiopian frontier would follow a general north-easterly direction 
cutting the Oueb Shebeli at Iddidolo, leaving Gor~hei to the east, 
Warandab to the west, and meeting the frontier of British Somaliland 
where it intersecta the 45th meridian. 

The rights of the tribes of British Somaliland to the use 
of grazing areas and wells situated in the territories granted to 
Italy by this delimitation should be guaranteed. 

(d) Ethiopia shall receive an outlet to the sea with full 
sovereign rights. It seems tbat this outlet should be formed 
preterably by the cession, to which I taly would agree, of the port ot 
A.ssab and of a strip of territory giving access to this port along 
the frontier of French Somaliland. 

The United Blngdom and French Governments will endeavor to 
ob tain from the Ethiopian Governmen t guarantees for the fulfilment of 
the obligations which devolve upon them regarding slavery and arma 
traf:f'ie in the territories acquired by them. 

l. HC Cmd. 5044 ot 193.5:=,26. 14-16, XX'VII, 648-50. 
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II. Zone of Economie Expansion and Settlement 

The United Kingdom and French Govermnen ts will use their 
influence at Addis Ababa and at Geneva to the end that the formation 
in Southern Ethiopia of a zone of economie expansion and settlement 
reserved to Italy should be aceepted by His Majesty the Emperor and 
approved by the League of Nations. 

The limi ts of this zone would be: on the east, the 
rectified frontier between Ethiopia and Italian Somaliland; on the 
north, the 8th parallel; on the west, the 35th meridian; on the 
south, the frontier between Ethiopia and Kenya. 

Within this zone, which would form an integral part of 
Ethiopia, Italy would enjoy exclusive economie rights which might be 
administered by a privileged company or by any other like organization, 
which would be recognised - subject to the acquired right of natives 
and foreigners - the right of ownership of unoccupied territories, 
the monopoly of the exploitation of mines, forests, etc. This 
organization would be obliged to contribute to the economie equipment 
of the country, and to devote a portion of its revenues to e:x:penditure 
of a social character for the benefit of the native population. 

The control of the Ethiopian adœinistration in the zone 
would be exercised, under the sovereignty of the Emperor, by the 
services of the scheme of assistance drawn up by the League of Nations. 
I taly would talœ a preponderating. but not an exclusive share in these 
services which would be under the direct control of one of the principal 
advisers attached to the Central Government. The principal adviser 
in question, who might be of Italian nationality, would be the assistant, 
for the affaira in question, of the Chief Adviser delegated by the 
League of Nations to assist the Emperor. The Chief Adviser would not 
be a subject of one of the Powers bordering on Ethiopia. 

The services of the scheme of assistance, in the capital 
as well as in the reserved zone, would regard i t as one of the ir 
essential duties to ensure the safety of Italian subjects and the free 
development of their enterpriaes. 

The Govermnen t of the United Kingdom and the Frene h Government 
will willingly endeavor to ensure that this organization, the details 
of which must be elaborated by the League of Nations, tully safeguards 
the interests of Italy in this region. 
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