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CONCLUSIONS of a Meeting of the Cabinet held at
10, Downing Street, S.vi/'.l., on MONDAY,
14th JANUARY, 1935, at 4.0 p.m.

PRESENT:
The Right Hon. J. Ramsay MaeDonald, M.P.,
Prime Minister.
(In the Chair).
the Right Hon.
Stanley Baldwin, M.P.,
Lord President of the Council.

The Right Hon.
Neville Chamberlain, M.P.,
Chancellor of the Exchequer.

:he Right Hon.
The Viscount Sankey, G.B.B. ,
Lord Chancellor.

The Right Hon.
The Viscount Hailsham,
Secretary of State for War.

Che Right Hon.
Sir John Simon, G.CS..I. , K.C.V.
O.B.E., K.C., M.P., Secretary of
State for Foreign Affairs.

The Right Hon.
Sir Samuel Hoare, Bt. , G.C.S.I.
G.B.E., C.M.G., M.P., Secretary
of State for India.

The Right Hon.
J.H. Thomas, M.P.,
Secretary of State for Dominion
Affairs.

The Right Hon.
Sir Philip Cunliffe-Lister,
G.B.S. , M.C. , M.P. , Secretary
of State for the Colonies.

The Most Hon.
The Marquess of Londonderry,
K.G., M.V.O., Secretary of State
for Air.

The Right Hon.
Sir Godfrey Collins, K.B.E.,
C.M.G., M.P., Secretary of
State for Scotland.

The Right Hon.
Sir Edward Hilton-Young,
G.3.S., D.S.Q. , D.S.^. , M.P. ,
Minister of Health.

The Right Hon.
Walter Runciman, M.P. ,
President of the Board of Trade

The Right Hon.
Sir Bolton Eyres Monsell,
G.B.E., M.P., First Lord of the
I Admiralty.

The Right Hon.
The Viscount Halifax, K.G.,
G.C.S.I., G.C.I.E., President
of the Board of Education..

The Right Hon.
Oliver Stanley, M.C., M.P.,
Minister of Labour.

The Right Hon.
W. Ormsby-Gore, M.P.,
First Commissioner of Works.

I

The Right Hon.
Sir Kingsley wood, M.P. ,
Postmaster-General.

Colonel Sir M.P.A. Hankey, G.C.B. , G.C.M.G. , G.C.V.O. ,

Secretary

GERMAN REARMAMENT .
For the oming
Conference
with the
Fr ench Pr ime
Minister and
Foreign Min
ister.

1. The Cabinet held a Special Meeting to
consider the question of German Re-armament, and
had the following Papers before them:The Report of the Ministerial
Committee (CP.-302 (34)):
A Resume of a Conversation in
Paris between M. Flandin, M.Laval
and M. Leger, representing the
French'Government. and Sir John
Simon, Sir George Clerk and
Mr Campbell (CP.-303 (34)).

General In
struetions to
Negotiators.

(Both the above documents had
been before the Cabinet at
the Meeting referred to in the
margin.)

f Previous
Reference:
Cabinet 2
(35), Con
elusion 1.)

A Memorandum by the Secretary of
State for Foreign Affairs (CP.-6
(35)), furnished in response to a
request by the Cabinet at their
previous Meeting and containing a
series of propositions as to the
line to be taken at the forthcoming
Conference in London with French
Minis ters :

f. ft

A, Record of a Conversation between
Sir John Simon and M. Laval at
Geneva on Saturday, January 12th,
at 3,30 p.m.
The Cabinet took C.P.-S (35) as the basis of
their discussion and examined it paragraph by
paragraph.

The result of the first pant of this

discussion, relating to the general -attitude to be
adopted by British Ministers engaged in the negotia
tions, subject to a good deal of flexibility being
allowed to them in the conduct of the discussions,
was that

—
The Cabinet approved paragraphs %
to ? of CP.-6 (35), which are
reproduced in the Appendix.

(NOTE: Possible contributions to security^
which might be made from our own side
if the circumstances required it
are dealt with in the summary and
Conclusions which follow.)

POSSIBLE
BRITISH"CONTRIBUTTOW TO
SECURITY.

S. This part of the discussion was conducted on
.
the basis of 0.P.-6 (35), paragraph 8.
m

he Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs

explained that his proposal was that the Cabinet
should examine his propositions not so much as
instructions, but as lines of advances on which the
British negotiators would be authorised to proceed
if the circumstances rendered this necessary and.
desirable.
The Secretary of State for War suggested that
besides emphasising that the accommodation we were
seeking was needed in the general Interests of Europe
and was just as essential to France as to anyone else
(as already decided:

Appendix,, paragraph 7), the

negotiators should recall, the agreement in favour
of equality of armaments in a regime of security.
They might point out that the Germans are now getting
equality without security.

To prevent German equality

of armaments appeared now to be impossible, and we
wanted the French, to receive some degree of security.
From, the first the French had. insisted, that one /ereat
essential of security was inspection and supervision
of armaments . We might now notify that we were willing
to accept a system of supervision to which we had
hitherto hesitated to agree.

If that argument were

used rightly we should have in it a real counter to
French demands for further security, and. we might avoid,
any further contribution with that object, we should
make it clear that we were not doing this for ourselves
but for the French interests, and. that we were surrenda?
ing something to which we
H

attached



:

the greatest importance.
The Secretary of State for Air pointed out that
that meant some change in policy. Although it was
mentioned in the Paper by the Secretary of State for

Foreign Affairs (CP. 6 (35), Paragraph 8 (d)),
neither he nor the Secretary of State for War,
he thought, had yet agreed to it.
The Secretary of State for War pointed
out that we had for some time past admitted that
if supervision were the only impediment in the
way of a general Disarmament Convention we would
consider it, and inside the Cabinet it had "been
generally understood that in such circumstances
we should accept. . A change of emphasis was
involved in his present proposal.
The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs
thought it was rather a change of tactics than
of substance.
The Cabinet approved the above proposal
that the negotiators should use the question of
Supervision as a counter to French demands for a
further contribution on our part to Security,
on the understanding that the concession should
not be made too readily or ?/ithout emphasising
our reluctance.
The Cabinet approved the proposal in '
paragraph 8 (a) that, as we had-already
indicated general approval to the .Rome Agreement,
we could undertake to support the French in
any way we could to bring about the adherence
of Germany to the proposed multi-lateral
non-interference pact in Central Europe agreed
upon in Some,

As regards paragraph 8 (b) (M. Laval's
desire to secure the adherence of Germany and
Poland to the proposed Eastern Pact),
the British negotiators should agree
to continue support to the French effort, to
which we were already committed, hut should not
allow themselves to
/be persuaded that the success of this difficult
negotiation was an essential.
Paragraph 8 (c) (suggesting that we
ought to be ready in principle to support French
proposals that Germany should conclude non
aggression pacts with her neighbours, notwithstanding
the doubtful utility of such pacts except in
particular cases) was approved.
Paragraph 8 (d) (Supervision)

--

see

above and Conclusion (a) below.
The Cabinet then passed to paragraph 8 (e)
Proposed re-definition of our obligations under Locarno.
The Prime Minister said that he felt hesitancy

rather than objection to this proposal.

Re wanted

to he very care fill lest we should walk into a trap.
The proposal did involve some change.

One of the

safeguards of the Locarno Treaty was that

while

other nations might take a different view as to
whether

circumstances were such as to involve our

intervention, no-one could say that we were committed
to an automatic response to a view taken by other
signatories as to violation of the Treaty.

This

position might have weakened to some extent our
if
influence with the French. But/we now entered into an
agreement which public opinion held to have weakened
the existing safeguards, strong public objections
might be raised.

He felt that the Cabinet ought to

weigh this question very carefully.
The Secretary of State for the Colonies recalled
his observation at the previous Meeting, that the
proposal in (e)(i) would vary the Locarno obligation
in respect of Belgium but not of Prance. This would,
put us logically in an impossible position vis-a-vis
France, as we should be saying that our obligation
to France was less stringent than it. was to Belgium.
If, as the Secretary of State for Air had suggested
at the previous Meeting, Germany could be induced to
give a guarantee to Belgium, a new situation would
he created in which we could differentiate in the
ease of Belgium.
The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs said,
there were three"key" words or phrases in his
proposal, namely, in line 3 "flagrant% in line 6
"immediately", and in line 8 "by all the means in
her power".

The word, "flagrant" was not a new word,

since it occurred in the Treaty of Locarno'

but the

judgment of what was a "flagrant" invasion depended
on the judgment of the party concerned —
-4

for example,

the case of flying across a corner of Belgian
territory would not necessarily be deemed, a "flagrant
aggression: The word "immediately" did involve a new
commitment, and we should also be committing ourselves
under the phrase "by all the means in her power" .
The Chancellor of the Exchequer did not like the
presentation of the case in paragraph 8 (e)(i).

If

we gave any undertaking to Prance it would have to be
made public in some form or another.

He liked the

idea of linking the matter up to British security.
What the country disliked was a possible Quixotic
interference.

That was why he did not like linking

the proposed, declaration with the Locarno Treaty.
To alter the interpretation of Locarno would create
public misgivings as to how far we were going.

We had

already made a declaration to the effect that the
independence of Belgium was a vital British interest,
and he would link up a declaration to that.
The Lord President of the Council and the
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs inclined to
the same view.
The Secretary of State for Dominion Affairs also
supported the Chancellor of the Exchequers view from,
the standpoint of public opinion in this country.
There was a strong public opinion opposed to being .
drawn in to assist France. The Chancellor*s proposal
would make clear that there was no new commitment,
and would put us into a strong position with France.
The First Lord of the Admiralty also supported
the proposal, to which no objection was raised.
The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs raised
the question as to whether the word "immediate"
help should be employed.

The Chancellor of the Exchequer suggested that
if we stated that the Integrity of Belgium was vital
to us. Immediate action would follow logically.
The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs pointed
out that the test would depend, upon whether the
attack involved a violation of the integrity of
Belgium.
The Secretary of State for War Insisted that we
must remain in a position to judge for ourselves as
to whether Belgian territory was violated.

Be would

like to avoid the language of the Locarno Treaty, for
the reasons given by tine Chancellor of the Exchequer
and the Secretary of State for the Colonies, and to
get back to the speeches of the Lord President of the
Council and the Secretary of State m r Foreign Affairs
as to our interest in Belgium.
The Prime Minister pointed out that on this
occasion the Cabinet were not discussing the policy
to be adopted, so much as the means of sectoring
agreement with France,

He wished to test the Chancellor

of the Exchequer's proposal by its value from that
point of view,

He was reminded by Sir Maurice Hankey

that we ought to exercise care not to make a declara
tion which might involve the risk of our having to go
to the rescue of Belgium without the support of France,
which, for reasons known to the Cabinet, we could not
undertake.

That point ought to be borne, in mind.

The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs
summarised the point which the discussion had reached
by saying that if the negotiators were faced with
French proposals to "put teeth into Locarno" they
would have to make it clear that it was necessary to
carry British public opinion with the Government,
and that from this point of view it was necessary to

speak of a "vital British interest" without mentioning
Locarno, although as a matter of fact the handling
of the question in this way would be a contribution
to general security.

Re thought also that care ought

to be taken about the demilitarised zone, as the time
was certain to come -when the Germans would not- be
willing to put up with it.

The French would see that

by a declaration as to the importance of Belgium in
place of defining our attitude towards Locarno we
should be adopting a weaker attitude towards the
demilitarised zone.
The Prime Minister thought that the Cabinet
agreed -
(1) Not to re-define our obligations
under Locarno as such? and
(.2) That if the French reproached the
negotiators with this they should
say they had no instructions and
e ould. not do it.
He thought it would be wise for the Cabinet to warn
the negotiators against making any statement as to
the demilitarised area.
The Secretary of State for Dominion Affairs thought
that the answer to Sir Maurice Hankey*s point was
that if an invasion of Belgium took place, France
would be involved under the Locarno Treaty.
The- Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs agreed,
and. recalled that no doubt what Sir Maurice Rankey
had in mind was, first, that we were not powerful
enough to come to the rescue of Belgium single-handed?
and, secondly, that we should actually require the
use of French ports
ance of Belgium.

in order to come to the assist

He thought that the decision as

regards (e)fi) was to the effect that if the French
Ministers should raise any quest-ion of our defining
with greater precision our attitude towards the

Locarno Treaty, the Cabinet would wish the negotiators
to deal with the question without any actual reference
to that Treaty,

^he Cabinet would prefer them to

deal with the Question from the point of view of our
own vital interests . it could be pointed out that
that would inure to the benefit of France.
The Cabinet then discussed paragraph 8 (e)(ii)
suggesting a reaffirms,tion that Great Britain still
considers the demilitarisation of the Rhineland as a
vital British interest and will treat it as such in
accordance with the Treaty of Locarno.
It was pointed, out that as the demilitarisation
of the Rhineland was included in the Locarno Treaty
and that in certain circumstances we might be
compelled to fight for it, we could not repudiate
the point if raised, by the French. Ministers . The
view of the Cabinet, however, was that demilitarisatior
of the Rhineland was not a vital British interest,
and that
/if the French raised the question of the demilitarisa
tion of the Rhineland

the British negotiators

should state that we were bound by the Locarno Treaty
and. had. no intention of repudiating it.
The Cabinet then discussed, the proposal made by
the Secretary of State for Air at the previous
Meeting, that in connection with the forthcoming
negotiations steps should be taken to give Germany
an opportunity to declare, in coneert with other
signatories, that she would do nothing to violate
Belgian integrity.
under

The Cabinet were reminded,

however, that/Article 1 of the Treaty of Mutual
Guarantee (Annex "A" to the Final Protocol of the
Locarno Conference, 1925) the High Contracting
Parties, which include Germany, coilectively and
severally guarantee the maintenance of the

territorial status Q U O resulting from the frontiers
between Germany and Belgium, etc., and the inviola
bllity of the said frontiers.
accepted the Locarno Treaty.

Herr Hitler had
There appeared some

risk that if he were asked to make a special
declaration as to Belgium it might tend to weaken
the remainder of the Locarno Treaty and of the
Treaty of Versailles .
The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs
undertook to look into the point.
Paragraph 8 (e)(iii) (proposing a British
declaration that any attempt to interfere with the
independence OT integrity of Belgium was dangerous
:

to her peace and security)'.

This had already been

approved in principle, but the Secretary of State
for Foreign Affairs was asked to drop the phrase
"the British Monroe doctrine",
"he foot-note to the above paragraph, raising
the question of whether Holland should be mentioned,
was then discussed.

It was pointed out that Holland,

a country of very independent attitude, might resent
or repudiate any declaration that the independence
and integrity of Holland, was as important to the peac
and security of Great Britain as Belgium. here was
m

no disposition to question that the integrity of
Holland was of great importance to this country
and was probably of some importance to France owing
to the risk of a German movement through the Limberg
"appendix" on the right flank of the Belgian defences
The Cabinet felt, however, that it was unnecessary
to raise the question in the course of the conversa- ,
tions with French Ministers,

It was decided, there

fore, to delete the note from the instructions to
British Ministers,

Paragraph 8 (e)(iv) (the proposed declaration
to the effect- that violations of frontiers are
considered: by Great Britain to apply equally to
violations by air as well as by land) was considered
to be covered by the decisions as to the new para
graph 8 (e)(i), and was dropped.
The Cabinet then disetissed paragraph 8 (f)
(raising the question of what attitude was to be
taken if, as was probable, French Ministers asked
for regular consultations between the General Staffs
of Great Britain, France and Belgium).
One suggestion was that such conversations were
premature, since neither the Germans nor we ourselves
were yet sufficientIv armed to necessitate such dls
cuss ions . It was also suggested that if the French
Ministers raised the question, the British Ministers
should reply that the object of the policy now
proposed was to bring the Germans back to Geneva,
and that conversations between the General Staffs,
which would, inevitably become public, would be incon
sistent with that policy.

It might further be added

that the British Ministers had to eonsider public
opinion in this oountry and from that point of view
could not enter into any such engagement.
The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs
pointed out that if Germany came back to Geneva and
German re-armament was recognised, the French would
say that this made security arrangements more important
than ever and that conversations were an essential
part of such arrangements .
^he Prime Minister thought it would be a mistake
to look too far ahead in this matter, and invited,
the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs to consider
the question in the light of the Cabinet's discussion..

DISARMAMENT.

The attention of the Cabinet was called to a
for Foreign Affairs
telegram from the Secretary of State/, dated. January

-

11th (Geneva No.3) recording a conversation between
Mr Eden and M. Massigli, who had expressed himself
sceptical about the possibility of negotiating a
Disarmament Convention owing to the attitude of Japan
and other reasons, but had thrown out a personal
suggestion that perhaps the Committee on the Maniafact tare of, and Trading in. Arms, might extend its
labours to the extent of drawing up the suggested
requirements of a number of Powers for the next few
- .

years in certain arms, such as heavy artillery and
aeroplanes, the manufacture of which could be checked
by supervis ion.
The Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs warned
the Cabinet against assuming that the possibility of
getting Germany back to the League could be linked up
with the likelihood of reaching a great Disarmament
Convention with all nations. He did not want it to
be assumed that the coming negotiations would be a
failure if they did not lead to an early Disarmament
Convention.

He thought, however, that the possibility

of more limited agreements with Germany and other
States ought to be considered in conjunction with
/
/

- the return of Germany to the League.

The telegram

from^Cleneva recording the conversation with M.Massi.gl.i
tended to show that French Ministers had not yet. had.
time to devote themselves to all aspects of the coming
conversations . He expressed, himself very satisfied,
with the results at this meeting.

he Cabinet agreed

—

That on the subject of general security
and. the possible British contributions
thereto, the Br-ti sh repres entatives
should be authorised (subject to the
flexibility in the conduct of negotia
tions referred to in Conclusion 1) to
proceed, in so far as cireurostances
rendered this necessary and "desirable
on the following lines":
(a) That as a counter to Fretsch. demands
for a. contribution on our part towards
general security and in return for
some important advance on the part of
French Ministers, the British repre
s entat ives might- c ons ent to accept
inspection and supervision of arma
ments as part of any scheme of disarm
aroent that might result from the present
negotiations. This great concession,
however, should not be made too readily
or without emphasising that it involves
the surrender of a principle to which
we attach the greatest importance:
(b) That since we had. already indicated,
general approval to the Rome Agreement,
we could undertake to support the French
in any way we could to bring about the
adherence of Germany to the proposed
multi-lateral non-interference pact in
Central Europe agreed upon at Rome:
(c) That we could support the French effort,
to which v/e were already-committed, to'
secure the adherence of Germany and
Poland to the proposed Eastern Tact, buttb
the British negotiators should not
allow themselves to be persuaded that
this was an essential part, of the
negotia11.ons w 1.1h Germsny:
:

(d) That an expression could be made of our
readiness in principle to support a
proposal, if advanced by French Ministers,
that Germany should, be pressed to conclude
non-aggression pacts with her neighbours
in accordance with the offer made by
Herr Hitler last year:
(e) That no attempt should be made for e
re-definition of our obligations under,
Locarno . If the French Ministers should
make proposals to "put teeth into Locarno"
the British negotiators should make it
clear that it was necessary to carry
British public opinion, and. that from
this point' of view it was necessary to
avoid any actual reference to that
Treaty. They would, prefer to deal
with the question from the point of
view of our own vital Interests, and
to link up any further declaration to
the public declaration we had already
made as to the importance of Belgium
from the point of view of British
security. This, however, would also
inure to the benefit of France.
-IS

(f) That the negotiators should avoid a
t^ffimaJvlon, that Great Britain considers
the demilitarisation of the Rhineland as
a vital interest. If French Ministers
should raise the question of the demili
tarisation of the Rhineland the British
negotiators should be authorised to state
that we were bound by the Locarno Treaty
and had no intention of repudiating it:
(jar) That the Secretary of State for Foreign
Affairs should examine, in the light of
the discussion at the Cabinet, the question
whether, having regard to existing commit
ments under the Locarno treaty, It. was
desirable to obtain from Germany a declara
tion, in concert with other signatories,
that she -would do nothing to violate Belgian
integrity:
(h) That the British negotiators should, be
authorised, if they found it necessary
and desirable, to make a declaration to
the effect that- Great Britain would,
consider any attempt to interfere with
the independence or integrity of Belgium
as dangerous to her peace and security.
(The phras e "Br it ish Monroe D oc trine"
should be dropped, and. the question of
including Holland should not be raised by
Brit ish Minis t ers at the 0onveraations.)
(i) That the Secretary of State for Foreign
Affairs should consider, in the light "of
the discussion at the Cabinet the
question raised in 0 . B . - 6 ( 3 5 ) , Paragraph
8 (f), as to the attitude of the British
negotiators if the French representatives
should raise the question of regular
consultations between the General Staffs
of Great Britain, France and Belglvm),

QUESTION 0
CONSULT, AT ION
WITH THE PARLIAMENTARY
OPPOSITION.

5. The Prime Minister said that certain leading
figures in national life outside of politics had
suggested the desirability of taking steps to secure
that foreign policy should be non-oontroversial.
This raised the.question of whether some cammunica
tion should be made to the Leaders of the Opposition
Parties in Parliament at the present juncture.
The view of the Cabinet was that the moment was
not opportune for any such discussion.

THE FORTHCOMING
4 . The First Commissioner of Works asked that he
CONFERENCE WITH
THE FRENCH PRIME should be informed at the earliest oossible moment
MINISTER AND
FOREIGN MINISTER, as to the date of arrival of French Ministers, in
Question of
order to make the necessary arrangements for hospitalHospitality .
ity.

He contemplated a Government Luncheon, at which

members of the Cabinet would be asked to meet the
French Ministers.
The Prime Minister thought that as he was taking
part in the Conversations it would be desirable for
him to offer some entertainment.

NEXT MEETING
OP CABINET.

5. The Cabinet a , - ^ .
- ^ fe -- '. La

a

r

c

That their Meeting on Wednesday
January 16th, should be at 10 A 1M
and not at 11 a.m.- as statecr
in the not ie e .

:

, Whitehall Gardens, S.W.1,
January 14, 1935.

APPENDIX.

T H E I M P E N D I N G DISCUSSIONS W I T H F R E N C H M I N I S T E R S .

Paragraphs 2 to 7 of the Memorandum
Affairs (CP. 6 (35)), as approved
(Cabinet 3 (35), Conclusion 1).

by the Secretary of State for Foreign
by the Cabinet on January 14, 1935
'/\

2. I t will be agreed, in the first place, that this is not a case for hard and
fast instructions, and that a good deal of flexibility must be allowed to Ministers
conducting the discussion. We can only speculate as to the line' which our
French visitors are likely to wish to follow, and, if new matters of great
importance emerge, it will, of course, always be possible to discuss them on the
basis that final decisions must be reserved for the Cabinet as a whole.
3. We shall naturally begin with some reference to my Paris, interview
of the 22nd December and to the Franco-Italian agreement reached at Rome.
As regards the former, it will be useful to note that French Ministers have
recognised that the position taken up in the French note of the 17th April can
no longer be maintained. We shall have to point out that, in the interval,
Germany has not stood still, and that it is therefore to be expected that any
proposal for recognising the existing limit of armaments reached in Germany
will involve something more than was contained in the German document of
the 16th April.
"
.
;
4. As regards the recent Franco-Italian agreements reached at Rome:, the
part which is most immediately in point is the proces-verbal announced to-day
to the following effect:—
- ,
" The Italian and French Governments, referring to the Declaration
of Equality of Rights of the 11th December, 1932, have found themselves in
agreement in their recognition that no country can modify by unilateral
act its obligations in the matter of armaments, and that in the case of this
eventuality being established they should consult each other."
We should inform the French Government that we had already taken up with
the German Government a similar attitude, though we had not previously
published the fact. After the House of Commons' Debate of the 28th November
and our communication to the German Government as to our information on
German rearmament, we felt bound to make it clear to the German Government
that they must not assume that we considered the Disarmament Clauses of P a r t V
as no longer binding. We therefore told them that His Majesty's Government
do not recognise the right of any signatory to a Treaty to free itself from the
obligations imposed upon it without negotiation and agreement with the other
signatories.
5. After these preliminaries, our main line with French Ministers must be
that it is worse than useless to allow the existing situation to drift. Germany is,
in fact, increasing her armaments, and the facts must be faced and dealt with
in the only practicable way. I t is impracticable to expect Germany to scrap
what she is in process of building up in regard to armaments in order that a
fresh start might be made in a new agreement. We must deal with the German
situation as it is to-day, bearing in mind that the return of Germany to the
League and to the Disarmament Conference is essential for the establishment
[11023]

and maintenance of peace in Europe. We should put forward the view that,
while we do not in any way condone Germany's action in leaving the League,
we can conceive of no real basis for the establishment and maintenance of peace
in Europe so long as Germany remains outside. We do not question the illegality
of Germany's rearmament in breach of the Treaty, but the stage has been reached
when its recognition has become inevitable. We should press strongly the point
that it is far better that this rearmament should be controlled than that it should
remain uncontrolled. To the objection which the French may raise that this
concession amounts to condoning illegality and surrendering to what they may
describe as blackmail, we should ask the French Ministers whether they have a
practicable, alternative. We should point out that Germany has already
demanded, and will continue to demand, equality of rights. I t may be that she
will not be content with the idea of the status quo as far as she is concerned. But
we should seek a basis for negotiation which would recognise nothing beyond
what has already been done. A further increase in Germany's arms strength
necessarily raises new questions as to the security of others. If the French raise
the question of action under Article 213 of the Treaty of Versailles, we should
point out that it would appear extremely unlikely that this article could be
enforced. On the other hand, if we can once get a new basis for negotiation and
a prospect of agreement, Germany might be expected to take up a different
attitude to a system of inspection or to a system of supervision agreed to as part
of a convention about armaments, provided that it is of general application to all
countries.
(The contents of this paragraph are in effect a summary taken from
paragraph 3 of C P . 302 (34) to which the Cabinet has already given
approval at its meeting to-day.)
6. French Ministers may certainly be expected, in reply to the above, to
raise the question of '' security '' and to insist that the agreement of France to
equality of rights was conditioned, by the terms of the document of the
11th December, 1932, by the phrase " i n a regime providing security for all
nations." We must therefore expect to be asked what proposals we have to
make to satisfy this condition. Again, we must expect to have placed before us
by French Ministers proposals of their own on this subject.
7. On the topic of security we should first emphasise that the accommo
dation which we are seeking to bring about with Germany is not designed specially
for our benefit and not advocated from any willingness to prejudice the French
position. Our conviction is that such an accommodation is needed in the general
interests of Europe and is just as much essential to the position of France as to
anyone else. We are not asking France to make sacrifices in our interest for
which some special compensation is required, any more than our recent contri
bution of troops to police the Saar was specially in the interests of France and
called for a quid pro quo. I n both cases it is the general pacification of Europe
which is in question, and in that matter we are all equally interested. The
longer we all hesitate to take the bold action which is now so urgently called for,
the worse the situation will get for all of us and the less chance there will be of
getting a contribution towards agreement from Germany. Moreover, we have
announced a programme of rearmament, especially in the air, and are therefore
already burdening ourselves with what amounts to a more material contribution
from which the Locarno Powers gain advantage.

