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CHA PIER r

WHAT PRICE FOOD?

When the holocaust of the f i r s t  World War had 
been consummated by the Armistice of November 11, 1918, 
the skeleta l "wreck of Europe" was indeed likened by 
contemporary historians to a patient sorely  in need of 
immediate medical attention. A blood transfusion, s ig 
n ifying the c r it ic a l  need fo r  food and supplies, was im
perative i f  the prostrated patient was to survive the 
overwhelming disasters that had befallen  him. The anae
mic patient in this figure person ifies, more than any 
other European nation, postwar Germany. Although much 
less encumbered with physical ravages of the appallingly 
destructive war than those sustained by her triumphant 
mortal enemy—France— it  was the inexorable fate o f Ger
many to witness the collapse of' her government, to be
hold the defeat o f her armies, to wear the yoke of Ver
s a il le s , and to su ffe r  the pangs o f hunger. I f  France 
was a crippled patient, Germany was a mentally deranged

t

one; i f  France was to grieve f o r  her painful wounds, 
Germany was to know the tortures of the damned.

The figure of speech, compounded as i t  is of 
analogy and person ification , illu s tra tes  to a degree 
the postwar debacle o f Europe. The most pressing need
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of the co lle c tiv e  war-tom nations was fo r  food , and 

nowhere more than in Germany. I t  is with this commodity, 
then, that an analytic exposition of postwar United 
States-German foreign  relations must begin.

Herbert Hoover, heading the agency of Food Ad
m inistration during the war, had appraised the needs of 
Europe when the collapse o f Germany seemed imminent and 
submitted his plans to cope with the situation  to Presi

dent Wilson in October 1918. These tentative plans were 
then expanded in a series of conferences, and a program 
to rush food  supplies to Central and Eastern Europe, in 
addition to the supplies fo r  the A llie s , was carefu lly  
spelled out. Within a month the Armistice was signed, 
and Hoover’ s plans needed only to be implemented.

A rtic le  26 of the Armistice declared:
Maintenance of the Blockade by the A llied  and 

Associated Powers in it s  present form, German mer
chant ships found a t sea liab le  to capture. The 
a llie s  and the United States contemplate the pro
visioning of Germany during the armistice to the 
extent that this 3 hall be found ne cess ary. 1

Just four days prior to the signing of the Armi
stice  President Wilson had requested Hoover to undertake

iU.S. Department of State, Papers Relating to 
the Foreign Relations of the United S ta t e s 'Hiere a fter 
known as Foreign Relations^, 1919: »Paris P ea ce  Confer
ence“ (Washington: Government Printing O ffice , 1940), 
I I ,  6.
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an extension of American aid and participation  in the 
Belgian r e l ie f  work.'*' In order to survey the extent of 
this nei? commitment, now that the United States and the 
A llies  were responsible fo r  the provisioning of Germany 
during the Armistice, Hoover and Colonel House journeyed 

to London where they conferred with the delegates of 
Great B ritain , Prance, and Ita ly . Perfecting their 
plans fo r  this new r e lie f  agency in the course of these 
conferences, the delegates repaired to Paris where the 
new headquarters were to be established. As a resu lt 
o f Hoover’ s petition  of December 20, 1918, to the Peace 
Conference fo r  a statement on food policy  fo r  r e l ie f ,  
the Conference created the Supreme Council of Supply and 
R e lie f, appointing him as A llied  D irector of R e lie f.
Later, owing to the complexity of the prevailing c i r 
cumstances, this latter* organization was formed into 
the Food Section of the Supreme Economic Council with 
enlarged headquarters at the Rue Parquet, near the Arc 
de Triomphe. Members of the newly constituted Food 
Section of the Supreme Economic Council were:

/
Mr. Herbert Hoover, Director-General of R elie f 

and Chairman of the Food Section

■4?or an analysis of American aid and participa
tion in the Belgian Relief program, see George I .  Gay 
and H. H. Fisher, Public Relations of the Commission fo r  
R elie f in Belgium (Stanford University Press, 1929}, V ol.1.
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American Delegates
Colonel A. M. Barber 
Colonel James A. Logan 
Mr. Robert A. Taft
French Delegates
M. J. M. Charpentier 
Commandant R. F illiou x  
M. M. J. May 
M. Jean Monnet

Fully apprised of the c r i t i c a l  situation  in Ger
many, Hoover informed President Wilson that

viewing the German Empire from a food point of view 
there w ill be no hope of saving these people from 
starvation i f  Bolshevist a ct iv it ie s  extend over the 
Empire in a sim ilar manner to Russia, with its  se
quent breakdown in commercial d istribution  and in 
the control and d istribution  of existing food. The 
extremes to which such a situation can extend are 
well exemplified by the already practica l depopula
tion of the c i t ie s  of Moscow and Petrograd and such 
a situation would not be confined to two c it ie s  as 
in Russia, but to th irty c i t ie s  in Germany, and the 
saving o f the German people would be absolutely 
hopeless i f  the normal commercial and d istributive 
functions and food control should cease, as i t  c e r 
tainly would under a Bolshevist regime. . . .  I t  
would appear to me, therefore, that some announce
ment with regard to the food policies  in Germany 
is c r it ic a l ly  necessary, and at on ce .l

At the same time, Hoover also suggested to the Supreme
Council the p oss ib ility  of German trade with northern
neutrals, these la tter  to be restocked by the United
States and the B ritish  Empire. This would at once

B ritish  Delegates
Sir John Beale 
Sir William Goode 
Mr. E. F. Wise

Italian Delegates
Prof. A ttolico  
Captain Caetani 
Count Zucchini

^Sidney Brooks, America and Germany, 1918-1925 
(New York: The Macmillan Company," 1925), pp. 26-27.
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permit the "maintenance of the blockade, r e lie f  of the 

situation of the neutrals, and the easiest settlement 
of fin ancia l arrangements."1 This proposal, however, 
like the multitude that follow ed i t ,  was promptly ve
toed by the Supreme Council o f Supply and R elief at 

French insistence. Although the United States and Great 
Britain recognized the urgency of the situation ,

the French did not want Germany’ s economic power 
revived lest the security of France be again 
menaced. They did not want to relax the block
ade or return to normal economic relationships un
t i l  their terms of peace--which involved the perma
nent economic weakening o f Germany as compared 
with France--were accepted.2

Two f u l l  months had elapsed a fter the Armistice 
before anything was done to redeem the promise in the 
26th a rtic le  of that convention--"The A llies  and the 
United States contemplate the provisioning of Germany 
during the Armistice as sh a ll be found necessary." Not 
until January 11th did the new R elief Countil meet to 
consider the problem. Even then a coherent and unified 
policy  on the part of the a llie d  and associated powers 
in regard to the desperate German food situation  was as 
far from reality  as harmony and concord over the pros
pective German reparations.

1Ib id .,  p. 35.
sRay Stannard Baker, Woodrow Wilson and World Set

tlement (Garden City, New York: Doubleday, Page and Com
pany, 1922), I I ,  344-45.
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The United. States proposed that Germany should 
pay fo r  supplies furnished her in. gold or negotiable 

foreign secu ritie s . The French delegates vigorously op
posed this solution, demanding these assets fo r  repara
tions. They argued that i f  the United States f e l t  con
strained to feed Germany, i t  could extend the necessary 
credits i t s e l f .  They took the view that

every mark paid to America fo r  food was a mark 
less to be paid to France fo r  reparations; they 
refused to see that Germany might pay more in 
the end if given prompt help in the beginning.!

The R elief Council thus reached a complete dead
lock , and the entire question had to be referred to the 
Council o f Ten on January 13th. There, a fter prolonged 
and heated debate, France was brought to concede the es
tablishment of a sp ecia l food cred it o f $90,000,000 ex
tending over two months, against Germany’ s liqu id  assets. 

However, not even this decision was actually implemented, 
as Hoover informed Wilson on February 4th. He wrote;

The French, by obstruction o f every financia l 
measure that we can propose to the feeding of Ger
many in the attempt to compel us to loan money to 
Germany fo r  this purpose, have defeated every 
step so fa r  f o r  getting them the food which we ' 
have been promising fo r  three months.2

The situation was gravely complicated by the

k b  id .

% b id . , I I I , Doc. 46, p. 328.
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insertion of a clause in the renewal of the Armistice on 
January 16th which required Germany to surrender her mer
chant f le e t  to help in "the provisioning of Germany and 
the rest o f Europe.1’ 1 At that time the German delegation 
had reluctantly agreed to this condition , hut withheld 
it3 execution until the a ll ie d  and associated powers 
should give "some material evidence and clear statement 
of intention to f u l f i l  their orig in a l engagement."2

The p o lit ic a l  and economic debacle in Germany 
was meanwhile becoming more acute. The unwieldy embry
onic Republic with its  successive cabinets and cr ise s , 
the economic d islocation  o f industry and business, the 
soc ia l maladjustment attended by hunger and poverty a l l  
conspired to produce a weakened Germany that was an im
minent prey to the virus o f Bolshevism. The a llie d  
powers soon recognized that fa c t  and saw the necessity 
fo r  relaxing the blockade and rescinding the r e s tr ic 
tions on German imports of food . To ship vast

•̂ The Armistice was renewed on the 13th of Decem
ber, 1918, the 16th of January, 1919, and on the 16th of 
February, 1919. The renewal of February provided that 
the Armistice be again prolonged fo r  a short period of 
time, with no d e fin ite  date of expiration, the A llied  and 
Associated Powers reserving the r igh t to terminate the 
same upon three days n otice . See Foreign R elations, 
1914-1920: "The Lansing Papers," I I , 298. The clause in 
serted in the January renewal may be found in Foreign Re
lations , 1919: "Paris Peace Conference," I I , 15.

23aker, op. cit., II, 346.
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quantities of food and supplies, however, required a 
much larger merchant f le e t  than the A llies  had a va il
a b le .1 Since Germany s t i l l  held her merchant sh ip s --a l- 
though the German navy was surrendered by terms of the 
arm istice—negotiations fo r  u tiliz in g  these ships were 
opened at Spa on February 6, 1919.2

At the very opening o f the conference the German 
delegates made a b itte r  protest:

Three months have gone by since the 11th o f 
November, and a month since Germany consented to 
put her f le e t  in the general “ pool” of the world. 
Throughout this period, and up to today, the Ger
man people have not had the ben efit of one gram 
of food, of fa ts , or of milk, more than they

1This acute, a lb e it  temporary, shortage of Al
lied  shipping was due to a curious combination of fa c 
tors: ( l )  the immediate need of ships to transport home
ward-bound troops to America, South A frica, and Austra- 
lia --p u b lic  opinion in these countries had to be reck
oned with; (2) serious labor disturbances, held in abey
ance through p a trio tic  fervor during the course of the 
war, now exploded at the docks o f nearly every maritime 
power, thus causing congestion and delay in merchant 
shipping; (3) long delayed repairs, put o f f  during the 
stress of war, had noYY to be attended to immediately, 
thus tying up many vessels at docks and harbors through
out the world; (4) extensive war damage to v ita l ra il 
connections a t ports and harbors greatly impeded the 
flow of foodstu ffs to the blockaded nations, and con
sequently many vessels were tied  up f o r  weeks in en
deavoring to unload their cargoes.

2The A llied  and Associated delegates, headed by 
Vice Admiral Sir George Price Webly Hope, were E. 3?.
Wise fo r  Great B ritain , Gol. James A. Logan, Jr. f o r  the 
United States, M. J. Max fo r  France, and L. Stobbia for  
Ita ly . The German delegates, headed by Unterstaatasek- 
retar Edler von Braun, were Beriksamtmann Merz, Carl 
Vorw'erk, and Richard Merton.
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formerly had. . . .  We make sa cr ifice  a fter sa cr i
f i c e ,  and in g iving up our goods v»e are reaching 
the vary lim it o f poverty. We do not want the food 
that we need as g i f t s ;  we want to buy i t .  Never
theless, its  delivery is postponed more and more, 
and we are su ffering  from hunger. I f  the Entente 
wishes to annihilate us, i t  a t least ought not to 
expect us to dig our own grave. 1

This delay in the surrender of ships only drove 
the French to greater determination. They now demanded 
an unconditional fu lfilm ent o f requirements by Germany 
before anything could proceed. Although the United 
States and Great Britain were much more sympathetic to 
the German point of view, th eir o f f i c ia l  p o lic ie s , par
ticu larly  their respective national p o lic ie s , unwit
tingly bolstered the position of France. This is e v i
dent in the grants o f re lie f by the American Congress 
and the B ritish  Parliament in which Germany was ex
cluded, thus ruling out long-term credits and leaving 
no alternative but the u tiliza tion  of Germany, s liqu id  
assets. Upon this possible course o f action, however, 
France had already spoken her mind and registered her 
determined opposition . The French delegates could see 
but one solution , v iz . ,  that Germany be forced to pay

fo r  food by exports of raw materials, particularly coa l,
2iron, and potash." In view of the known undernourished

^Baker, op. c i t . ,  I I , 346.
^ a v id  Lloyd George, Memoirs of the Peace Confer

ence (New Haven: Yale University Press', 1939), I , 196.
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condition of German workmen, the United States and Great 
Britain ca tegorica lly  rejected  this proposal.1

The inevitable c r is is  came on March 6th when the 
Armistice Commission at Spa telegraphed that "the German 
delegates refused to d e liver their mercantile marine in 
its  entirety until a d e fin ite  programme of food supplies 
has been arranged up to next harvest."2 on March 8th 

the American and B ritish  delegates ironed out their d i f -A

ferences with the French. Lloyd George openly became 
the spokesman f o r  a program such as the Germans had de
manded, i . e . ,  financing of food by German liquid as
s e t s .3 To fa c il ita te  matters, Loucheur, "the most rea
sonable of the French n egotia tors,"4 took charge of the 

French case, thus replacing the implacable Clemenceau. 
Louche ur readily agreed that the Germans could not be 
expected to work until they had been fed , and hence

^ o r  an analytic study of the food shortage and 
its  e f fe c t  on the German population, see reports of nu tri
tional experts of Great B rita in , United States, and Sweden 
contained in Brooks, op. c i t . , pp. 12-19; a lso , Frank M. 
Surface and Raymond L. Bland, American Food in the World 
Y/ar and Reconstruction Period;~~Operations of the Organi
zations under the"Pirection of Herbert Hoover, 1914-1924 
(Stanford University Press", 1931), pp. 189-94.

2Baker, op. c i t . , I I , 347.

^Lloyd George, op. c i t . , I ,  192-99.

4B aker, op . c i t . ,  I I ,  34 8 ,



11

consented to the provisioning of Germany to the extent 
of $200,000,000 of the la t te r 's  assets. He further 

agreed to take up the interrupted negotiations fo r  u t i
liza tion  of the German merchantmen, and that the a llied  
and associated powers should announce to Germany that, 
on condition that she "formally acknowledges and under
takes to execute her obligations . . . the delegates of 
the Associated Governments are authorized and directed 
to proceed upon these instructions as to rev ictu a llin g ."1

Thi*j was in e f fe c t  a return to the American proposal of 
the previous January.2

s

The A llied  and German delegates met at Brussels 
on March 13th to consider the deta ils  of the provision
ing agreement. However, conditions had meanwhile so de
teriorated in Germany that further resistance to the Al
lied  demands was out o f the question. Forced to its  
knees by the magnitude of internal discontent, the in
roads of Bolshevism, the separatist tendencies of the 
provinces, and its own in ab ility  to cope with the most 
pressing problems, the German government n otified  its 
delegates at Brussels to accept unconditionally the pro
visioning agreement. Accordingly, negotiations were

1Ibid., II, 349.

23ee Supra, p. 5.



12

speedily concluded under A llied  supervision and d irec
t io n .1 In marked contrast to the triumphant cry of the 
French press over Germany’ s capitulation is the memoran
dum released by Mr. Hoover on March 21st:

. . . Let us not befog our minds with the idea 
that we are feeding Germany out of charity . She 
is  paying fo r  her food . A ll that we have done fo r  
Germany is to l i f t  the blockade to a degree that 
allows her to import food from any markets that she 
wishes, and in the in it ia l  3tate, in order to e f 
fe c t  the above, we are allowing her to purchase 
emergency supplies from stocks in Europe, at fu l l  
p r ices .

Taking i t  by and large, our face is forward, 
not backward on h istory . We and our children must 
live  with these seventy m illions o f Germans. Ho 
matter how deeply we fe e l  at the present moment, 
our v ision  must stretch  over the next hundred 
years, and we must write now into history such 
acts as w ill stand creditably in the minds of 
our grand-chi ldren

Mr. Hoover’ s statesman-like declaration was un
doubtedly uttered with another end in view--American pub- 
l ie  opinion. I t  was approximately at this time that the 
high idealism that characterized the American nation dur
ing the war was speedily waning. The exponents of is o 
lationism were gaining an ever-widening audience. This 
may be attributed in part to a reversion of the European
powers to the characteristic type of prewar diplomacy_
the League machinery was not yet established; but there

•̂■The text of the provisioning agreement may be 
found in Surface and Bland, op. c i t . , pp. 194-95.

2
B rook s , op . c i t . ,  p . 77 .
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was also a growing conviction  in the United States that 
the peaceful, con cilia tory , and unselfish governments 

which were to supplant autocracies would never material
ize . But there was another reason, one which has been 
admirably analyzed by a close  student of G-erman-Ameri- 
can relation s:

However well those in America who devoted some 
thought to such questions £ food  and re lie f  loans 
to Germany]], including those directing government 
p o lic ie s , may have realized the sharp d istinction  
between the former m ilita r is t  group conducting ‘ 
the war, and the German people, the fa c t  remains 
that American public sentiment towards Germany in 
1919 had by no means cooled from the acts that 
forced them into war and kept them there £until3 
recently . Ho American administration of which
ever p o lit ic a l party that advocated loans to Ger
many then, even had i t  wished to make such pro
posals, could have received anything but defeat 
at the hands of the American Congress and loud 
disapproval by the American people.1

The provisioning agreement, upon retrospect, was 
indeed no humanitarian boon conferred upon a hapless Ger
many. On the contrary, the a llie d  and associated powers 
exacted their f u l l  pound of f le s h , and this a t a time 
when the American larder was amply f i l l e d  with a consid
erable quantity of surplus fo o d s tu ffs .2 Hot until

Ib id ., p. 55. The problem is also analyzed by 
George H. Blakeslee, The Recent Foreign Policy of the 
United States; Problems in American Cooperation with 
Other Bowers (Hew York: The Abingdon Press. 1925)T 
pp. 28-39.

2 A cursory analysis o f American food resources 
at this time may be gathered from the follow ing a rtic le s :
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Germany had dispatched the ships to a llie d  ports and had 

paid over 50,000,000 gold marks at Rotterdam did the 
f ir s t  American food ship s a il  fo r  Hamburg. For the food
stu ffs  eventually sent her, Germany paid a tota l of
730,000,000 gold marks.1 A student of the period has re
marked:

Ho act of mercy, the food  agreement not only 
took from the Reich its  ch ief means o f commercial 
competition but had the e f fe c t  o f depressing the 
mark. . . .

In promising food to Germany the a llie s  may be 
credited with a wish to maintain the libera l repub
l i c  but not with humanitarian motives. The food 
did not arrive until March, 1919, a fter two revolu
tionary bids f o r  power had been crushed and a fter  
the population had already suffered great harm from 
the continuance of the hunger blockade.2

And the blockade was destined to continue, - - f o r  nearly 
another year--preventing Germany from obtaining her re
quirements in the open market in exchange f o r  manufac
tured goods. From the A llied  and American viewpoint,

H. G. Hoover, "Food Future," Forum, LXI (February, 1919), 
210-18; "Higher Prices and Food Surplus," Weekly Review, 
LXXXXIX (August 2, 1919), 144-45; "America's Food Re*! 
sources," S c ien tific  American Supplement, LXXXVII (March 1, 
1919), 136; R. W. Page, "Food to Save the World," Worid' s 
Work, XXXVTI (January, 1919), 305-13; "Our Prosperity 
Shown by Food Consumption Tests," Liter&ry D igestL X V II 
(October 2, 1920), 118-20.

1Ralph Haswell Lutz, The German Revolution, 1918- 
1919 (Stanford University Press, 1922), pp.1 117-18.

^William Harvey Maehl, "The German S ocia lists and 
the Foreign Policy of the Reich, 1917-1922" (Unpublished 
Ph.D. d issertation , Dept, of H istory, University of 
Chicago, 1946), pp. 155, 329.
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however, the shipment of provisions achieved its  alleged 
aim. I t  lessened the immediate danger of communism in 
Germany.



CHAPTER I I

ORIENTATION OP NEW POREIGN POLICIES

The deposit of ra tifica tio n  of the Treaty of 
V ersailles took place in Paris on January 10, 1920. The 
date is important fo r  i t  marks an abrupt departure in Eu
ropean diplomatic re la tion s. Por Prance the treaty was 
to serve as the legal basis fo r  crippling Germany, fo r  
sa tisfy in g  her quest fo r  security , and fo r  quenching her 
th irst fo r  re vane he. For Germany the hated Diktat von 
V ersailles served as the fo ca l point of national humilia
tion— the paeniten3 haeda--and the p ivota l issue upon 
which the foundation of a new foreign  policy  would be 
b u ilt . Statesmen, p o lit ic ia n s , rabble-rousers, and in 
general anyone who had a cause to plead, would invari
ably secure an audience-by vigorous denunciation of the 
volkerrechtliche Ungeheuerlichkeit--the enormity of Ver
s a il le s . I t  is not within the purpose and scope of this 
paper to investigate the psychology of the German reac
tion to the D iktat, or to assess the degree of short-

t

sightedness and imprudence of the V ersailles Treaty 
per s e . Suffice i t  to say that the Treaty was there, the 
German reaction was a re a lity , .and this latter was the 
corner-stone of a new German foreign  p o licy . The f u l l  
import of this fa c t  becomes clea r from a carefu l reading
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of the declarations of contemporary German statesmen.
The follow ing two quotations are illu s tra tiv e  examples:

Understandings in the Y/e3t and resumption of 
relations in the East thus became the two imme
diate aims o f German postwar Foreign P olicy .

. . . The essence of this policy , which has 
become the common property o f the vast majority 
of Germans, is the e f fo r t  to counteract the work 
o f V ersailles and the destruction of Germany’ s 
m ilitary power by a policy  of negotiation and un
derstanding, with the aim of hastening the return 
of Germany to that place among the nations which 
corresponds to her moral, in te llectu a l and eco
nomic resources.1

I t  is understood, of course, that the whole 
international (and also the internal) situation  
o f Germany, as well as her foreign  policy , are 
dominated to the greatest extent by the Treaty 
of V ersa illes . I t  prescribes in many directions 
the way our foreign  policy  has always to f ig h t  
the tendency of France to extend the rights in 
favor of the v ictors to a point beyond the word
ing and meaning of the various a rtic le s  laid 
down in the treaty. Germany’ s foreign  policy  
must demonstrate to the world why i t  is impos
s ib le  to estab lish  real and lasting peace in 
Europe without revisions of the Treaty of Ver
s a il le s . . . . 2

At least s ix  sp e c ific  elements can be seen to 
comprise that p o licy , a l l  of which, when taken together, 
s ign ify  the very negation of the V ersailles Treaty: ( l )  
to reduce and possibly to escape the reparation indemnity;

^Count Harry Kessler, Walther Rathenau; His L ife 
and Work (Hew York: Earcourt, Brace and Company, 1930), 
p. 279.

^ r .  Otto Hoetzsch, Germany’ s Domestic and Foreign 
P o lic ies  (Hew Haven: Yale University Press, 1929), 
pp'. 62-64, 68-69.
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(2) to regain the terr itor ies  under occupation; (3) to 

e f fe c t  the removal of the In te r a ll ie d  Commission of Con
tro l; (4) to regain freedom in m ilitary and naval a f
fa ir s ; (5) to restore her right to f o r t i fy  and protect 
the Rhineland; and (6) to regain equality with the other 
Great Powers. Ultimately, the new foreign policy aimed 
"to redeem the Saar, to secure a union with Austria, to 
bridge the gap between Germany and East Prussia, and to 
regain at least some of her c o lo n ie s ."1 In broad r e l ie f ,  
then, German foreign policy  would endeavor to resume 

diplomatic relations in the East and to reach understand
ings in the West; and in so fa r  as this la tte r  policy  
concerned the United States, German diplomacy would aim 
at securing the most favorable separate peace possible 
and the gradual involvement of the United States in Euro
pean a ffa ir s , v ia  the fin an cia l road, in order to check
mate French foreign  policy .

On October 2, 1919, the Department of State re
ceived a wire from the American Mission at Paris in
which the appointment of an American representative at

1
Berlin was strongly recommended. I t  was the view of the 
American Mission that the appointment of a commissioner,

-•-Frank Lee Bens, Europe Since 1914 in Its  World 
Se tting (6th ed .; New York: F. S. Crofts and Company, 
1945), p. 243.
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or some other non-diplomatic o f f i c ia l ,  would he highly 
advantageous fo r  these reasons:

1. He could gradually pave the way . . . fo r  
the resumption o f regular diplomatic re la tion s.

2. He could u n o ffic ia lly  make representations 
and aid in supplying pressure in cases of urgent 
importance as, for  instance, German a c t iv it ie s  in 
the B altic Provinces.

3. He could give the present German Government 
support and encouragement when advisable.

4. By informal intercourse with members of the 
Government and other persons of knowledge and stand
ing he could secure a more intimate insight into the 
p o lit ic a l  situation than is now being obtained.

5. He could organize a bureau of investigation 
of economic and financia l conditions and fo r  fo r 
warding reports on these subjects to Washington.

6. He could exercise a salutary control over 
the very numerous commercial and other travelers 
of American nationality who are now entering Ger
many in large numbers and he could report on their 
a ct iv it ie s  .*■

This proposal so impressed Secretary Lansing that he 
acted immediately upon i t  and appointed E llis  Loring
Dresel, a distinguished foreign service o f f ic e r , as

»

United States Commissioner a t B erlin , November 4, 1919.^

A3 early as six  months a fter  the United States 
had rejected the Treaty of V ersailles the German Govern
ment had made known its  desire fo r  o f f i c ia l  representa
tion at Washington. I t  proved to be very premature, how
ever, fo r  Secretary of State Colby lost no time in f la t ly  * 2

F̂o reign Relations, 1919, I I ,  242.
2I b id ., p. 244.
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rejecting any consideration of such a move.1 There were, 

however, three other questions of diplomatic sign ificance 
in 1920 that require a close analysis i f  one is to under
stand the evolution and d irection  of postwar German-Ameri 
can relations. These are: (1) the appointment of an a r
b itra tor fo r  river shipping; (2) the occupation of the 
Rhineland; and (3) the Ruhr Question.

Early in 1920 the State Department received a fo r  
mal request by the Governments of Great B ritain , France, 
Ita ly , Belgium, Poland, Rumania, Yugoslavia, and Czecho
slovakia to appoint an arb itra tor fo r  river shipping, in

\

accordance with A rticles 339 and 357 of the Treaty of
OV ersa illes . The President complied by appointing 

Mr. Walker D. Hines, who had just concluded his duties 
as Director-General o f Railroads in the United States.
His appointment was confirmed in a note to Mr. Wallace,

fo r e ig n  Relations, 1920, I I , 259. Colby re
ferred tothisG erm an peace fe e le r  as "occurring at a 
most unfortunate time." What he implied, however, was 
that the public sentiment in the United States was as 
yet too vocal against any such course of action , and 
there was a danger of arousing Anglo-French animosity 
against the United States, particu larly  in view of the 
fa c t  that the A llies  were then in the midst of their 
series of conferences to determine the fu l l  amount of 
reparations to be exacted from Germany. See in fra,
pp. 61-62.

^"Treaty o f V ersa illes ,"  Foreign Relations. 
1919: "Paris Peace Conference," X III, 658-60; 674-75.
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the American Ambassador to Prance, which se t  fo rth  
Mr. Hines* merits and q u a lifica tion s . The German Gov
ernment, however, opposed his appointment on grounds 
that the United States had not ra tified  the Treaty, and 
hence "the formal exercise of authority by Hines was an 
invasion o f German r ig h ts ."1

The intention of the German Government in oppos
ing Hines as an arb itrator was d isclosed  in the formal 
protest lodged with the Swiss Charge (Jenny) to be fo r 
warded to the Secretary of State.

. . .  the German Government has always desired that 
normal relations with the United States be re-estab
lished, but that i t  can take another position  in the 
present case only a fter  such normal relations have 
been re-established. . . .  The German Government is 
constrained to protest that i t  should be subjected 
to the award of an arb itrator nominated by a Govern
ment which is in a state of war with Germany. The 
German Government observes that i t  can not be ex
pected to submit to what, in the lig h t of the law of 
nations, is an enormity. The German Government, 
however, would welcome the nomination o f Mr. Hines 
as mediator between the German Government and the 
other interested parties in the question of inland 
navigation within the Peace Treaty.2

Following the re jection  of this protest by the 
State Department on August 31st, and its  re jection  by 
the Conference of Ambassadors on September 8th, the

D rese l (United States Commissioner at Berlin) 
to Colby, July 31, 1920, Foreign Relations, 1920, I I ,  265.

P /
Swiss Charge (Jenny) to Colby, August 10, 1920, 

ib id . , pp. 267-68.
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German Government deemed i t  expedient ta c it ly  to concur 
in Hines* appointment and to desist from pressing fu r
ther ob jections. I t  had, a fte r  a l l ,  served its  purpose 
w ell, v iz . ,  to impress upon the United States the advan
tage of speedily concluding a separate peace and resum
ing normal diplomatic relations.

The second event o f sign ificance concerned the 
occupation of the Rhineland by the A llied  and Associated 
Powers. The American Observer on the Rhineland High 
Commission was Mr. P ierrepont ïïbyes.1 In a communica
tion of February 27, 1920, to tiie Acting Secretary of 
State, he d isclosed  the c r i t i c a l  situation  which was be
ing in tensified  by the unreasonable and intransigent 
policy  o f France, to w it, that France was endeavoring 
to make the Rhineland High Commission the tool o f French 
foreign p o licy . This was being done, the American Ob
server declared, by the

French High Command . . . continually demanding from
the Rhineland Commission power fo r  extensive and

^Hoyes had been appointed the American represent
ative on the In ter-A llied  Rhineland Commission on 
April 28, 1919, a t the time of its  formation by the Su
preme Economic Council. When the In ter-A llied  Rhineland 
High Commission came into existence on January 10, 1920, 
Hoyes was designated the American "u n o ffic ia l observer." 
He maintained this position until May 17, 1920, when he 
was replaced at his own request by General A llen. Cf. 
Foreign Relations, 1919: "Paris Peace Conference," XI, 
167'f f ;  also ib id . , X III, 774.
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unnecessary controls of German a ffa irs  . . . con
trols of transportation, controls o f economic laws, 
and interference with the l i fe  o f the people. It  
is not, however, these demands which are worrying 
me as much as the controls which are exercised in 
the French and Belgian areas and which we have very 
l i t t l e  means o f checking up.1 2

Mr. Noyes related numerous incidents calculated 
to antagonize the German population, particularly the 
arbitrary and harsh measures enforced by General Degoutte, 
the Commander-in-Chief of the French army of occupation. 
With prophetic insight Noyes deemed i t  expedient to re
lay the follow ing observation:

I t  w ill  add to your view of the d irection  French 
policy  is taking i f  I t e l l  you that M. Tirard 
[french Rhineland High Commissioner and President 
of the CommissionJ has concluded many of his d is 
cussions and arguments with me recently by asking:
"Do you not think that we must raison occupy the 
Ruhr?"2 J

In a review of the internal conditions of Ger
many the American Observer reported the necessity of d is
counting the French cr ies  of German re-armament.

The French have sent me two and three reports a 
week purporting to  give information showing that 
Germany is organizing an army of over 4 m illion 
men and implying that this is designed fo r  use 
against the A llie s . Much of the material in these 
documents is propaganda and could have been w rit
ten in Paris as well as in Germany.3

1The American Observer (Noyes) to the Acting Sec
retary of State, February 27, 1920, Foreign Relations. 
1920, I I ,  290. ----------------------------

2Ib id . , p. 291.
5Ib id . , p. 293.
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So heavily did Noyes discount these French re
ports that he sent a secret service agent through a ll  
the larger c it ie s  of Germany, in order "to ascertain the 
t r u t h . T h e  fa c ts , as w ell as he could establish  them, 

were these: there were, f i r s t ,  the Reichswehr, the regu
lar army and controlled as to numbers by the Reparation 
Commission i t s e l f ;  secondly, the Einwohnerwehr, the home 

defense fo rce , only moderately organized and not in uni
form; thirdly, the S ich erh e itsp o lize i, the safety police  
which had been organized to preserve internal order and 
suppress the multifarious insurrections and sectional 
disorders. The Einwohnerwehr and S ich erh e itsp o lize i, 
combined, probably numbered two m illion men at this 
time.2

The la tter two forces were the ch ief target of 
French cr itic ism . Much can be said in defense of the 
German position in the question, however—much that es
caped the attention of (or was omitted by) the French 
press and the nation in general. For instance, France 
took no notice of Chancellor Müller*s denial that the

t
Einwohnerwehr were m ilitary reserves available to the 
government fo r  a future m obilization. Rather they were

1Ibid.

2Ibid .
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. , . v igilantes subject to the c i v i l  authorities. 
Their whole purpose was to ensure the state  against 
revival of the Communist p e r il . They defended l i f e  
and property against assault and p illage in times 
o f chaos. I f  the Einwohnerwehr . . . were disbanded, 
some substitute would have to be found, possibly v i l 
lage and rural constabulary, whose duty would be to 
perform precisely  the same functions. There can be 
no doubt that M ille r ’ s assertion was co rre ct . The 
German forces constituted no remote threat to the 
western powers, whose crushing m ilitary superiority 
was axiomatic. 1

Certainly the c r i t i c a l  internal conditions of 
Germany, as viewed by the American Commissioner, war
ranted e ffe c t iv e  police  organizations to cope with the 
manifold problems that assailed the prostrated country.
In this connection one need only re fle c t  upon the extent 
of Bolshevik a c t iv it ie s  in Bavaria, the least radical of 
the provinces, to realize that ordinary police forces

Pwere wholly inadequate to the situ ation . In so endeav
oring to suppress the revolution ist and separatist e le -

»

ments in the Reich, the German Government was rendering

^Maehl, op. c i t . , p. 225.
^This is the sub ject of a sp ecia l report made by 

Dresel in his capacity of American Commissioner at Ber
lin . Speaking of his personal v is i t  to Munich to study 
the Bavarian situation , he declared that the "Bolshevik 
and Communistic group inconsiderable in number but
active in propaganda and v iolen t in its  demonstrations. 
Several well informed persons consider serious outbreak 
on their part between now and elections inevitable.
They have attacked newspaper o ffice s  and threatened 
Auer’ s l i f e  {^Bavarian statesman who recommended an ex
panded S icherheitspolizei to cope with the s itu a tion !. 
Foreign Relations, 1919: "Paris Peace Conference,"
I I , 130.

4 '. ;*  kj'
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a d is tin ct and costly  service to its  A llied  conquerors, 
and the e f fe c t  created by the French hue and cry served 
only to make more manifest the intransigence of that na
tion ’ s foreign  policy .

The Ruhr question, already alluded to, was the 
most perplexing of a l l  problems in the year 1920. Ex
tensive Bolshevik a c t iv it ie s  there,1 coupled with cer 
tain elements of separatism and disintegration , con sti
tuted a great danger to the lasting integrity of the 

Weimar Republic. The United States through its  Rhine
land Observer, no less than the Government of Great 
B ritain , was in fa.vor of allowing the German Government 
to restore order and tranqu illity  with its  extant police 
fo rce , the Reichswehr.  ̂ Prance, however, s t i l l  encum

bered by the myopic vision of a rem ilitarized Allemagne, 
consistently opposed th is, c it in g  a technical v iolation  
of A rticles 42 and 44 of the V ersailles Treaty.^ To

•hrhe Communist-controlled Central Workmen’ s Com
mittee of the Ruhr D is tr ic t , fo r  instance, had recently 
opened the prisons and f i l l e d  the ranks of the revolu
tionaries with crim inals. During the month of March sev
eral hundred lives were lost in the r io tin g  and a general 
strike was ordered throughout the d is t r ic t  by the commu
nist elements. Dresel informed the State Department that 
H [_Germanj Government troops are not strong enough with
out reinforcements to crush the rev o lt but can only ju st 
hold their own." Dresel to the Secretary of State,
March 29, 1920, Foreign R elations, 1920, I I ,  301.

2I b id . , p. 302.
^O reign R elations, 1919: "Paris Peace Conference," 

X III, 159-61.



27

this Germany replied that, while i t  might constitute a 
technical v io la tion , i t  did not violate the sp ir it  of 
the Treaty, since police  action was in no wise directed 
against the A llie s , but only to restore order in the 
te r r ito ry .1

When a German force was ultimately dispatched, 
France acted un ilaterally  and without n o tifica tion  of 
the United States or Great Britain in occupying the 
Frankfort area as a reprisal and as a guaranty fo r  Ger
man withdrawal a fter  order had been restored. The Ger
man Government immediately lodged a vigorous protest 
with the French Government over this wholly unprecedented 
and unwarranted action . A summary of this German note o f 
protest was then forwarded to the State Department by 
Dresel, who made no secret of his implied endorsement of 
the German position .^  The ch ief points raised in the 
German note were that the occupation of the German c it ie s  
took place before n o tifica tion  of the French action was 
received; that only by the German Government’ s order not 
to oppose the French advance was widespread bloodshed 
avoided; that the German Government would not consider 
discussing with the French a technical v iolation  on the * 2

•̂Fo reign R elations. 1920, I I , 310.
2Ib id . , pp. 315-16.
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part of Germany o f A rticles 42 and 44 of the Versailles 
Treaty since these A rticles surely did not envision the 
preventing o f Germany from restoring order in a part of 

her territory  disturbed by groups o f revolutionaries and 
bands of illega lly -re lea sed  crim inals; that upon Germany 
devolved the responsib ility  fo r  the l i f e  and well-being 
o f her citizen s and that she may claim the a b ility  to 

judge more clea rly  the situation  in her own land than any 
foreign body; that above a l l ,  Germany may clea rly  take 
the position  that an intentional v iolation  of the peace 
treaty had not occurred. At this point B resel, obvi
ously impressed with the German argument, deemed i t  ex
pedient to quote verbatim from the note o f  protest:

Even i f  such a v iolation  had occurred the m ili
tary a ct o f violence of the French Government would 
not be ju s t i f ie d . When the A llied  and Associated 
Governments, in a draft of a protocol regarding a l 
leged violations of the treaty, desired to maintain 
a l l  m ilitary and other compulsory measures even f o r  
the time a fte r  the going into e f fe c t  of the peace 
treaty the German negotiators pointed out that such 
a reservation would not be compatible with a state 
of peace. The A llied  and Associated Governments in 
their note of December 8th subsequently recognized 
that, a fte r  the going into force of the peace treaty, 
the consequences o f any nonfulfillm ent of treaty ob
ligations should be defined only according to the 
general provisions of the peace treaty as well as 
according to the customary methods of procedure 
recognized by international law. The present pro
cedure of the French Government stands in the sharp
est contradiction to th is. The peace treaty does 
not provide the r ig h t of any signatory power in case 
of the nonfulfillm ent o f  a treaty obligation by Ger
many immediately to reply with a m ilitary invasion 
o f  German terr ito ry . In addition, the French
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Government has ignored fundamental provisions of 
the Covenant of the League of Nations which form an 
integral part of the peace treaty. I f the French 
Government actually believes that i t  could consider 
German action as £a3 real attempt to disturb the 
peace of the world, this should have been dealt with 
according to the provisions of the Covenant as a 
matter a ffectin g  the entire League. The solution  of 
such a c o n fl ic t  between a member and a nonmember of 
the League should not be met in the f ir s t  instance 
with force but rather solved by international agree
ment. 1

A close student of German foreign  relations of 
this period has endeavored to substantiate the Geiman 
position in this matter. Indeed, he would argue further 
to the e f fe c t  that—

It  was France which had violated the Treaty of Ver
s a il le s . The note that had informed the German gov
ernment of the occupation of the Main c it ie s  £j?rank- 
furt-am-Hain, Darmstadt, Hanau, Dieburg, and Homburg] 
had been transmitted on April 6, three hours a fter 
the occupation of Frankfurt and Darmstadt had been 
accomplished. France had, moreover, seized German 
c it ie s  without the consent of the other powers s ig 
natory to the treaty, without regard to the pro
visions of the document i t s e l f ,  and in v iolation  of 
solemn promises of December 8, 1919 (the so -ca lled  
"Peace P rotoco l"), which expressly pledged that any 
infringement of the treaty would be handled in ac
cord with the prescription of the instrument i t s e l f  
or with well recognized principles of international 
law. *

This theme was also embodied in a speech of Chan
c e l lo r  Muller to the Reichstag on April 12th:

There is no clause in the treaty which gives to 
an individual signatory the power or privilege of 1

1I b id ., p. 316*
% aehl, op. c i t . , p. 224
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arb itra rily  invading German terri to ry. In in ter
national law—and above a l l ,  in its  most preten
tious embodiment, the V ersailles covenant of the 
League of Nations--there is the cardinal injunc
tion ; no hostile  action , not even against a non
member of the League, without previous appeal to 
the League Council. How may this new orgy of 
French militarism be harmonized with these facts?*-

The reaction of the governments of Great Britain
and the other A llies  to France’ s precipitate action is
contained in a note of the United States Ambassador in
Great Britain to the Secretary of State.

I learn today from Curzon £ Secretary of the Foreign 
O fficeJ  that the French Government’ s action in send
ing troops across the Rhine was taken not only with
out the B ritish  Government’ s knowledge and consent 
but contrary to advice they had given previously and 
their repeated refusals to sanction such a move.
Last week when rumors of French intentions reached 
London, French Ambassador assured Curzon that such 
a move on France’ s part without the knowledge o f the 
A llies  was incredible. Unquestionably this sta te 
ment was made in good fa ith  and through lack of in
formation on Cambon’ s (^French Ambassador to Great 
Britain^ part. The B ritish  Government considers the 
move ill-a d v ised  and" unnecessary and without le g it i 
mate connection with Ruhr Basin events. The matter 
is considered one of utmost gravity and Cabinet 
meeting has been ca lled  fo r  tomorrow to consider 
course of action  of B ritish  Government. Italian  
Government disapproves a lso . Curzon w ill appreciate 
any information I can give him regarding attitude of 
the United S ta tes.2

The position of the United States was one of "deep 
concern fo r  the French advance into Frankfurt and

Quoted by Maehl, ib id .

^Davis (American Ambassador in Great B ritain) to 
Colby, April 7, 1920, Foreign R elations, 1920, I I , 317-18.
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v ic in ity ."1 While sympathetic with that Government’ s
fears of German m ilitarism , i t  could not hut choose to
regard the French action as

. . . unfortunate and ^ lik e ly  to be3 followed by 
serious consequences. . . . The Government of the 
United States fe e ls  that the restoration of law 
and order in the disturbed zone is all-im portant 
fo r  peace and safety of the world, and that op
portunity to restore order should be given the 
German Government, upon whom that duty primarily 
rests. The Government of the United States can 
only reiterate its  already expressed opinion that 
occupation of more territory  in Germany promises 
to cause a junction of m ilita r is tic  forces in 
Germany and elements of German people striving 
fo r  revolution and the overturn of p o lit ic a l  and 
economic ord er.2

When the Communist-fomented strike had been put 
down and the Ruhr d is t r ic t  restored to some semblance o f 
order, the German Government immediately withdrew the 
Reichswehr fo rces . This action permitted Fiance to with
draw her rash occupation of the Ruhr c it ie s  with the

»

least possible loss of fa ce . However, the fu l l  import 
of the unanimous position  of the United States and the 
A llies (with the exception of Belgium) concerning the 
French occupation of these Ruhr c it ie s  was not lost upon 
that nation. I t  was, as i t  were, an advance notice that 
the other powers did not share the extremist views of

^ o lb y  to Wallace (United States Ambassador in 
France), April 12, 1920, ib id .,  pp. 324-25.

2Ibid .
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the French Foreign O ffice . The incident served as an 
ominous portent of the rupture in Anglo-French rela 
tions which was to occur in a para llel situation just 
three years hence. Not the least result of this French 
debacle in the Ruhr was the noticeable relaxation of the 
anti-German fee lin g  in the United States, and a corre
sponding sentiment to conclude speedily a separate peace 
with Germany and renew diplomatic re la tion s.



CHAPTER I I I

TREATIES , CONVENTIONS , AND AGREEMENTS 
CONCLUDED BY THE GOVERNMENTS OF 

THE UNITED STATES AND GERMANY 
1921-1925

On November 2, 1920, Vifarren Gamaliel Harding was 
elected President o f the United States. The President
e le ct  lo s t  no time in se lectin g  for  his Secretary o f 
State Charles Evans Hughes, who assumed the duties o f  
that high o ff ic e  on March 4, 1921. Whether Harding*s

\

choice o f Hughes is to be attributed to p o lit ic a l  ex
pediency, or to his personal evaluation o f the man, or 
to a combination of both, Hughes* biographer (an author
ity  on United States foreign  relations) declares:

The appointment o f  Mr. Hughes as Secretary o f State 
was in no sense a p o lit ic a l  one. I t  was due to the 
simplest of reasons — the confidence of the President
e le ct  in the a b il ity  and in tegrity  of the man, and 
the conviction o f the former that there was no one 
better qualified  fo r  the o f f i c e .1

The question of who actually formulated and exe
cuted foreign  policy  was not long le f t  to public specu
la t io n - - i t  was Charles Evans Hughes. I t  was no ambiguous

■^Charles Cheney Hyde , Charles Evans Hughes.
Vol. X of The American Secretaries of  State and Their 
Diplomacy, ed. S. F. Bemis (lO vo la . :  New York: Alf-rart 
Knopf, 1929), p. 223.
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statement uttered "by the P resident-elect when he d is 
closed to the press corps: "From this time on, Gentle
men, you w ill get your news as to the foreign  relations 
of the United States from the State Department.” ^

With the advent o f the Harding Administration 
the foreign policy  of the United States underwent a per
ceptible change. To a considerable extent i t  re flected
the e lection  returns of 1920, but by no means com pletely. 

/
I f  the demarche in fore ign  policy  tended to emphasize 
elements of the old pre-war isolationism , i t  incorpo
rated to no less a degree certain  ear-marks of the new 
cooperation, with this s ig n ifica n t d ifferen ce , however— 
cooperation was confined to the n on -p o litica l realm of 
foreign p o licy . Thus American policy  in this period 
evolved into a compound of the new cooperation and the 
old isolationism . Although i t  was essen tia lly  a middle- 
of-the-road policy , i t  was not unattended with a few 
d i f f i c u l t ie s .  While the State Department under Hughes* 
d irection  tended to cooperate with Europe in some (non- 

p o l it ic a l)  measure, the Senate Foreign Relations Commit- 
tee, headed by that a rch -iso la tion is t , Henry Cabot Lodge, 
was exceedingly c r i t i c a l  of cooperation in any form.
One government o f f i c ia l  was prompted to remark that 1

1Ib id ., p. 224.
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"never in the history of that august body [jfche Senate] 
had i t  been more convinced of its  righ t to participate 
in shaping the foreign  policy of the country."1 An

other very real problem was the increasingly d i f f i c u l t ,  
not to say impossible, task of trying to draw a sharp 
line between European problems which were fin an cia l or 
economic in nature and those which were p o lit ic a l. Sub
sequent events were to prove how extremely tenuous was 
the line that divided them.

Treaty of Berlin
The principal item on the 1921 agenda of the 

State Department was the speedy conclusion of a separate 
peace with Germany. This was d ictated  not only by the 
status of international re la tion s, but by p o lit ic a l mo
tivation as w ell, since " i t  was well understood that upon

*

the inauguration of the Harding Administration the Con
gress would proclaim the termination of the war."* 2 *

The United States Senate had rejected the Treaty 
of V ersailles in a three-fold  vote on November 19, 1919.5 

As i f  to leave no doubt concerning its mind upon the mat
ter, the Senate again rejected  the treaty on March 19, 1920,

_____ , "Two Years of American Foreign P olicy ,"
Foreign A ffa ir s , I (March 15, 1923}, 2.

2Hyde, op. c i t . , p. 226.
^Congressional Record, LVIII, 8786, 8802, 8803.
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when submitted with certain  reservations which were sup
ported by Senator Lodge and twenty-seven other senators.1 
In view of the p o lit ic a l  fate  of the Treaty of V ersailles 
at the hands of the United States Senate, there remained 
the necessity of terminating the legal state of war with 
Germany. The necessary resolution  was passed by Congress 
on July 2, 1921, which declared the war to be at an end, 
and reserved a l l  rights which would have accrued to i t  
by virtue of the Treaty of V ersa illes, or by the European 
treaties of peace with the remnants of the Austro-Hun
garian Empire.2

s

I t  was c lea r  to Secretary Hughes that a treaty 
with Germany was desirable, i f  not altogether essentia l 
in international law, to secure these rights reserved 
under the jo in t  resolution and to secure a d ire ct  con
firmation of the renunciations sp ecified  by Germany in 
the Treaty of V e rsa ille s .3 The dilemma which confronted 
him, however, was in securing these rights and renuncia
tions while at the same time avoiding the language and

Congressional Record, LIX, 4599. See "The At
titude of the United States Senate towards the V ersailles 
Treaty: 1918-20," by Dr. H. B. Learned, in Temperley*s 
History of the Paris Peace Conference (London: H. Frowde, 
and Hodder & Stoughton, 1924), VI, 391.

C ongressional Record, LXI, 3317; also in Foreign 
Relations, 1921, I I ,  30.

3See Hyde, op. c i t . , pp. 226-27 fo r  an am plifica
tion of this point.
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format of the V ersailles Treaty, since "Senators Lodge 

and Kellog and other Republican members of the Senate 
informed the Secretary of State . . . in a most defin ite  
way that an unexpurgated Treaty o f Versailles could not 
possibly receive the requisite approval of that body."1 2

While Secretary Hughes was thus casting about 
fo r  a solution  to this problem, diplomatic negotiations 
were undertaken by the State Department to ascertain 
whether Germany would enter into a protocol confirming 
United States’ rights and privileges as stipulated in 
the Treaty of V ersa illes . In an o f f i c ia l  note of 
July 5th Dresel, the American Commissioner at Berlin, 
was requested to exert pressure fo r  German acceptance 
of these terms, making i t  "c lea rly  understood that the 
resumption of diplomatic re la tion s, which is in the d is 
cretion of the President, and any further steps with 
respect to the relations between the United States and 
Germany, w ill depend largely on the attitude taken by
the German Government in this matter."^

*•

On July 22nd Dresel forwarded to the State De-
/

partment a memorandum from the German Foreign O ffice 
expressing a willingness to confirm by protocol

1Ib id . ,  p. 227.

2Hughes to Dresel, July 5, 1921, Foreign Relations, 
1921, I I ,  6.
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United States’ rights and priv ileges proceeding from the 
V ersailles Treaty and the Congressional resolutions. 
However, i t  was the desire of the German Government to 
secure by its  prompt acceptance a declaration from the 
United States restoring German property then in the 
hands of the Alien Property Custodian.1 When i t  was 
made known to the German Government that Congress alone 
had the power to deal with property held by the Custo
dian, the point was disassociated from the negotiations, 
and the dra ft treaty, largely prepared by Secretary 
Hughes him self, was completed and readied fo r  signature.

The convention, although re la tiv e ly  a simple 
text, was unmistakably an amalgam. As such, i t  embodied 
the text of the jo in t  resolution , and appended to i t  
such parts o f the V ersailles Treaty as were desired or

O
considered necessary. The three a rtic les  dealt, re
spectively , with a broad reservation to the United States 
of a l l  rights and privileges secured by the jo in t

•*T bid . , p. 8. The United States Government had 
sequestered German and other enemy private property 
within the United States during the war as security  fo r  
American claims against Germany and Austria-Hungary.
The resolution terminating the technical state of war 
with Germany retained custody of this property pending 
separate treaties by the United States which would sat
is fy  claims over a wide f ie ld .

2The text of the treaty may be found in Foreign 
Relations. 1921, I I ,  29-33.
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resolution of Congress or which would have accrued to i t  
by benefit of the V ersailles Treaty, a delineation of 
the particular obligations of Germany under A rticle  I 
with respect to certain provisions in the Treaty o f Ver
s a il le s , and a provision concerning the method of ra t i-  
f  ica tio n .1

The separate peace treaty with Germany was signed 
in Berlin on August 25, 1921, by E llis  Loring Dresel, 
United States Commissioner to Germany, and Dr. Friedrich 
Rosen, Minister fo r  Foreign A ffa irs . The Senate advised 
and consented to ra t if ica t io n , with reservations, on 
October 18th.^ The other ra tifica tion s  were e ffected  in 
the follow ing order: by President Harding, October 21st;

^For a more detailed treatment see Hyde, op. c i t . ,  
pp. 227-28; also "The Peace with Germany," Current Opin
ion , LXXI (October, 1921), 409-13.

p *^These reservations, which were more in the cate
gory of sp e c ific  c la r ifica tion s  o f A rticle I I ,  were "that 
the United States sh a ll not be represented or participate 
in any body, agency or commission, nor sh a ll any person 
represent the United States as a member of any body, 
agency or commission in which the United States is author
ized to participate by this Treaty, unless and until an 
Act of the Congress of the United States sh a ll provide 
fo r  such representation or partic ipa tion ," and also, "that 
the rights and advantages which the United States is en
t it le d  to have and enjoy under th is Treaty embrace the 
rights and advantages of nationals of the United States 
sp ecified  in the Joint Resolution or in the provisions o f 
the Treaty of V ersailles to which this Treaty re fe rs ."  
Congressional Record, LXI, 6438; also Foreign Relations, 
Ï921, I I , 32-33. -------------------
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by Germany, November 2nd; ra tifica tion s  exchanged at 
Berlin, November 11th; Treaty proclaimed, November 14, 
1921. On November 18th the Senate confirmed the Presi
d e n ts  appointment of Mr. Dresel as Charge** d ’ a ffa ires  

ad interim . Dr. Karl Lang, persona grata, presented his 
credentials as the German Charge* on December 31st. Thus 
were diplomatic relations again resumed between the 
United States and Germany a fter  a four-year in terval.

With respect to the appropriateness of conclud
ing a separate peace with Germany, Secretary Hughes re- 
ma rke d:

The separate Treaty with Germany was concluded 
fo r  the s u ffic ie n t  reason that i t  became perfectly  
c lea r, a fter  the most careful consideration, that 
the re-submission of the Treaty of V ersailles with 
suggested reservations would have no other result 
than the renewal of the former controversy and its  
continuance fo r  an indefin ite time. I t  was in the 
interest of the A llie s , as well as of ourselves, 
and i t  was e sse n tia l 'to  the cause of peace that 
we should dispose of the matter by a separate 
treaty, and this was accomplished in a manner con
firming our own rights and not derogating from 
those of the A ll ie s . I t  is necessary when we deal 
with concrete situations to understand what courses 
are p ra ctica b le .!

The reaction of the American public to the an- 
no uncement of a separate treaty with Germany was decid
edly favorable. Although anti-German sentiment was s t i l l  
markedly apparent, particularly in the Eastern sections

229.
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of the United States, the Literary D igest’ s summary of 
e d ito r ia l opinion on the separate peace reached that con
clu sion .'1'

The reaction in Germany to the disclosure of the 
separate treaty which the United States had concluded 
with the German Government was mixed and varied.^ There 
were, f i r s t ,  those who greeted the news with sa tis fa c 
tion and, to a certain extent, even enthusiasm. Certain 
sp e c ific  classes in this category are clearly  discern
ib le : businessmen, because the treaty signalled a resump
tion of normal trade relations; nation a lists , because 
" i t  [the treatyj refers s p e c if ic a lly  to its  omission of 
a whole series of oppressive conditions of the V ersailles 
Treaty . . . "3 and Prussians, because the treaty did not 
demand the surrender of the ex-Kaiser and the tr ia l of 
war crim inals. The general attitude of this co lle c t iv e  

group has been described by Lord D'Abemon in these terms:
German feelin gs toward America are d is t in c t ly  cor
d ia l. They are inspired to some extent by a c e r 
tain sim ilarity  of outlook regarding finance, and 
by the fa c t  that America has taken l i t t l e  part in

•*-"The Peace That Germany Won," Literary Digest, 
LXX (September, 1921), 18-19.

^3ee Maehl, op. c i t . , pp. 167-93 fo r  a compre
hensive treatment of this sub ject.

3,'The Peace That Germany Won," o p . c i t . ,  p . 18 .
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measures of compulsion under the treaty of 
V ersailles

But there was another reaction, one which was as 
h itter  as i t  was widespread. I t  would appear to this 
author to have arisen from an ill-founded conviction on 
the part of many Germans that the United States had f o r 
given, i f  not altogether forgotten , the fa c t  that the 
two nations were so la te ly  engaged in a h itte r  war.
These had huoyed their illu sory  hope with a further spe
cious reasoning, to w it, that since the United States 
had fa ile d  to ratify  the V ersailles Treaty, i t  had done 
so partly because the United States viewed the Treaty in 
the same light as did Germany; hence, what wa3 obnoxious 
in the Diktat to the Germans was, ipso fa c to , obnoxious 
to a l l  Americans. The reaction of this group, then, is
not d i f f i c u l t  to comprehend. I t  ran the gamut from d is-

»

appointment to extreme pessimism, as the follow ing two 
comments clearly  reveal:

I t  is thus an a f fa ir  of shears and paste pot . . . 
one might wonder why two such mountains as Dr. Rosen 
and Secretary Hughes should have been so long in la 
bor to achieve so simple a re s u lt .* 2

^Viscount Edgar Vincent D’ Abemon, The Diary of 
an Ambassador (3 v o ls .;  Garden City, Hew York: Doubleday, 
Doran and Company, In c ., 1929-1930), I ,  221.

2S d itoria l comment of Völkischer Beobachter, 
quoted in "Peace with Germany,'* Hew Republic, XXVIII 
(September 7, 1921), 31.
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The document is merely a new edition of the Ver
sa ille s  "blood code, in spite of the fa c t  that two 
years1 experience has shown its economic impossi
b i l i t y  and its disastrous consequences, not only 
for Germany, hut even f o r  America with its mil
lions of unemployed.-L

A third category in the German reaction to the 
treaty comprises those who stood on substantially  middle 
ground--tha in te lle ctu a ls , many p o lit ic ia n s , and the 
diplomats. These accepted the rea lity  of the treaty, 
and occupied themselves with one principal thought: what 
would be its e f fe c t  on German foreign  policy? Their con
census of opinion may w ell be summarized in an ed ito r ia l 
appearing in the Preussische Zeitung:

The German-American Treaty must be regarded in the 
framework of our en tire  p o licy , particu larly  whether 
i t  may be an obstacle to the next goal of Germany*s 
policy , the revision of the V ersailles Treaty.2

Mixed Claims Agreement
*

After the conclusion of this separate peace with 
Germany, i t  remained to se t t le  the claims against Ger
many arising out of protested acts during the period of 
neutrality, and to determine the war claims of the re
spective nationals. In the Treaty of Berlin^ Germany

iDr. Bernhard Dernburg, "Peace with America," 
L it te l*s Living Age, CGCXI (1921), 147.

- 3Since the separate peace was signed in Berlin, 
i t  is generally referred to as the Treaty of B erlin .

2 "The Peace That Germany Won," o p .  c i t . , p . 18 .
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had accepted res pons ib i l i t y  to make suitable provision 
fo r  these claim s. While the more detailed sp e c if ica 
tions of this obligation were fixed  by the terras of ar
rangement and the annexed a rtic le s  of the Treaty of Ver
s a il le s , i t  was generally thought at that time that the 
undertaking on the part of Germany would necessitate 
some type of a mixed claims commission upon which Ger
many would be represented. This would be necessary in 
view of the fa c t  that one of the principal duties of the 
commission would be to determine the c la ss if ica t io n  of 
the claims, i . e . ,  whether preferred in behalf o f the 
Government of the United States or of its c it iz e n s .1- 

However, while Secretary Hughes was in the midst of ne
gotiations with Germany during the summer of 1922 to 
reach an agreement upon the matter, there was a growing 
sentiment in Congress that looked toward leg is la tion  
which would treat the settlement of these claims a3 a 
purely domestic matter, through the medium of a commis
sion that excluded German representation.

When Secretary Hughes was consulted on this point 
by Senator Helson, chairman of the Senate Committee on 
the Judiciary, he made a strong objection  to such a 
course of action , declaring that—

- ^Hyde, op . c i t . ,  p . 253 .
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To undertake to exclude a nation in a case like the 
present from any participation  or voice in matters 
thus v ita lly  a ffectin g  its  interests and to deal 
with such matters "by ox parte action would be, in my 
judgment, a t variance with the principles and prac
tice  generally observed by nations in their re la 
tions with each other, and I  3hould think i t  unfor
tunate i f  such a course were in itia ted  by this Gov
ernment.^-

Secretary Hughes’ argument was heeded, and 
shortly thereafter an executive agreement was concluded 
with Germany on August 10, 1922, by Alanson B. Houghton, 
United States Ambassador to Germany, and Dr. Wirth, 
Chancellor of the German Empire.2

The convention established a tribunal of three 
judges, two o f whom would be citizen s of the respective 
signatories, and the third--an umpire--would be appointed 
at large by mutual agreement. The decision of the umpire 
was to be f in a l .  At the request of Germany, President 
Harding consented to appoint the all-im portant umpire.5

l l b i d . , pp. 253-54.

^The text of this convention may be found in 
Foreign Relations, 1922, I I , 262-64. Houghton was com
missioned the United States Ambassador to Germany on 
February 10, 1922.

/
Concerning this remarkable act of fa ith  in the 

in tegrity  of the Government of the United States, hyde 
remarks that ” the w illingness of Germany to permit an 
American c it ize n  to pass judgment as umpire on claims 
preferred by his own country was a unique tribute to the 
in tegrity  and learning of the individual appointed to 
exercise that function. Ho event has indicated that 
thie confidence was misplaced or that the umpire fa ile d  
to act with im pa rtia lity .” Hyde, op. c i t . ,  p. 441.
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The o f f ic ia ls  who were selected  to execute this conven
tion were the Honorable William R. Day, umpire, foim erly 
an associate of the Supreme Court of the United States 
and Secretary of State in 1898, and his colleagues 
Dr. Wilhelm Kiesselhach and the Honorable Chandler ? . 
Anderson, an international lawyer of Hew York. Day was 
compelled to retire shortly  a fter  his appointment on ac
count of i l l  health. His successor, with the approval 
of the German Government, was the Honorable Edwin B. 
Parker of Texas.

Since the nature and c lass i f  ication  of Germany’ s 
l ia b i l i t y  had been determined by the Treaty of B erlin , 
the ch ief function of the Mixed Claims Commission was to 
determine the extent o f the awards due in the several 
cases. A correlative function, exercised in each case 
before i t ,  was the necessity o f determining beforehand 
whether a particu lar claim was within the lim its of the 
convention, and whether the commission had ju risd iction  
to award damages in favor of the claimant.'*' Secretary

Hughes constantly endeavored to keep these interpreta-
/

tions within narrow bounds, in order not to press fo r

^See the section  en titled  "Procedure before the 
Commission,M Report fl934l of Robert W. Bonynge, Agent 
of the United States before the Mixed Claims Commission, 
United States and Germany (Washington: Government Print
in g -O ffice , 1935), pp. 6-11.
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an award in a case in which there waa no clea r ob liga 
tion on the part of Germany to make payment. He f e l t  
that "the good fa ith  of the United States aa a contract
ing party waa at stake, and that i t  should take no step 
in behalf of any claimants which might be productive o f 

awards the soundness of which could be challenged in any 
quarter.

Of particular sign ificance were the early claims 
which f e l l  within the requisite c la ss ifica tion s  but which 
also involved certain  principles and fundamental adminis
trative decisions as yet not c lea rly  defined. These test 
cases were carefu lly  prepared, presented by the American 
Agent upon memorials, to which the German Agent f i le d  
answers. Briefs were then f i le d  by the Agents of the two 
Governments and oral arguments heard before the Commis
sion . In deciding these test cases the la tte r  body laid 
down the general principles applicable to such cases, and 
thereafter the Agents endeavored upon developing the facts  
in each case to apply the principles thus outlined.~

The principal test cases decided before the Mixed 
Claims Commission were the Lusitania cases; the War Risk 
Insurance Premium Claims; Opinions and Decisions in Life 2

■4iyde, op . c i t . ,  p . 255 .

fl954~l
2This entire procedure is se t forth  in the Report 

of Robert W. Bonynge, op. c i t . ,  pp. 6-14.
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Insurance Claims; United States on behalf o f Edward A. 
Hilson, claimant, defining the status under the Treaty 
of a member of the American Merchant Marine who had at 
the time of the orig in  of the claim merely declared his 
intention to become an American c it iz e n ; and the United 
States on behalf of Christian Samson, a c iv ilia n  em
ployee in the United States Army Transport Service, de
fin in g  the teiras "c iv ilia n " and "c iv ilia n  population" 
as used in the Treaty. The Damson case was subsequently 
reaffirmed in the case of United States on behalf of 
Arthur E. Hungerford, where i t  was held that claimant, 
a member of the Y.M.C.A. en route to duty on the Euro
pean fron t, was not a member of the "c iv ilia n  popula
t io n ."1

Concerning the work of the Commission in h is
tor ica l perspective, an authority on foreign  relations 
has declared:

The treatment measured out to former enemy 
claimants and property holders was nearly as good 
as that secured by the victorious government fo r  
its  own nationals. The whole settlement contrasts 
brightly  with the loss of private property by Ger
man aliens in the European A llied  countries, where 
enemy property was sequestered and to ta lly  credited 
a fter the war to the huge reparation b i l l  charged 
up to Germany; this amounted to con fiscation  in a l l  
but name. * 2

■̂Ibid. , p. 14.
2Samuel Flagg Bemis, A Diplomatic History of the 

United States (rev. e d .; New York: Heniy Holt and Com- 
pany, 1949), p. 663.
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I t  might he well to observe here that while the 

Mixed Claims Commission completed a substantial part of 
the task assigned to it  before Secretary Hughes le ft  o f 
f ic e  in March, 1925, payment was not completed of the 
tota l awards of e ith er  the American claimants or the 
German prior to the outbreak of World War I I .  As of 
April 7, 1941, approximately $93,000,000 was s t i l l  owing 
to citizen s of the United States; and aa o f the same 
date, approximately $74,000,000 was s t i l l  owing to Ger
man claimants in whose favor the Commission made awards.

Withdrawal of the American Army of Occupation and 
of the U nofficia l Observer on the Interallied  

Rhineland High Commission
On January 10, 1923, the eve of the occupation

of the Ruhr, the French, B ritish , Ita lian , Belgian, and
Swiss Governments were informed that "in  the judgment

*

of the President, the time has come to carry out the
Ocomplete withdrawal of the American troops on the Rhine.” 

The time was indeed ripe fo r  withdrawal, fo r  Europe was 
about to witness another demonstration, devastating in 
its  e f fe c t  and aftermath, of extremist French diplomacy. 
The French and Belgian invasion of the Ruhr was already

^See table below, pp. 50-51. 

fo r e ig n  R elations, 1923, I I ,  192.
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TABLE 1—Continued

With arrears o f in terest 
accumulated on unpaid 
principal to September 30, 
1940

$254,274,158.89

Amount paid or in process 
of payment by A pril 7,

$161,608,544.66^

100,274,695.87

$116,901,476.57 * 5 43,368,899.61

^This included approximately $23,600,000 paid in 
January, 1941, on account of the sabotage awards entered 
October 30, 1939, plus approximately $2,222,000, being a
5 per cent dividend on account o f Class I I I  awards in pro
cess of payment in A pril, 1941. Payment on account of 'the 
sabotage awards, which stated as of January 10, 1941, 
amounted to approximately $52,000,000, was delayed fo r  over 
a year due to lit ig a tio n  instituted in the Federal Courts 
by certain holders o f prior awards in an endeavor to have 
the sabotage awards set aside by the Courts. The decision  
of the Court of Appeals o f the D is tr ic t  of Columbia d is 
missing the b i l l  o f complaint was affirmed in a decision 
of the'Supreme Court of the United States handed down 
January 6, 1941 (311 U.S. 470).
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several weeks old when General A llen, the u n o ffic ia l ob
server on the In tera llied  Rhineland High Commission, 
turned the American zone over to the French authorities 
on January 27, 1923. In a note of that date to Secre
tary Hughes he stated that

. . . f iv e  minutes la te r  a l l  train service tribu
tary to Coblenz ceased. French now hold Coblenz 
station  with troops. Customs barrier around Ruhr 
basin backed by infantry, tanks and a r t il le ry  . . . 
This should stop or control a l l  coal going into un
occupied Germany. Kilmarnock [B ritish  High Commis
sioner] does not yet know whether the B ritish  troops 
w ill be withdrawn. I f  withdrawn, and B ritish  repre
sentative a t commission also withdrawn, i t  is con
sidered that legal existence of commission would end. 
That would bring a purely m ilitary occupation to 
which present measures are tending.1

Secretary Hughes, obviously impressed by the de
teriorating course of events in Europe and mindful o f 
the strained relations with France arising out of that
nation ’ s most recent enterprise, deemed i t  expedient to

»

withdraw completely from the Rhineland High Commission.2 

Accordingly, he instructed General Allen on January 31st 
to tender his resignation a fte r  he had presented the f o l 
lowing statement to the Commission;

I  am instructed by my Government to announce to you 
my retirement a3 u n o ffic ia l observer with the In ter
a llie d  Rhineland High Commission. My Government has 
maintained an u n o ffic ia l observer with the Commission

2See in fra , pp. 84, 87-89 fo r  an expansion of 
this point.

•̂ Foreign R e l a t i o n s , 1923, I I ,  193 .
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in order that i t  might he properly advised, when 
promulgating regulations in the American zone of 
occupation, o f the actions and general purposes of 
the Commission. In view of the withdrawal of the 
American forces  of occupation, my Government fe e ls  
therefore that the circumstances which warranted 
i t  in maintaining its u n o ffic ia l observer with the 
Commission no longer e x is t . . . .■*■

The reason fo r  the withdrawal was thus made clear, 
even in diplomatic terms. I t  was due so le ly  to the mani
fe s t  reversion of France to power p o lit ic s  of a type that 
had never sat well with the American people. The Ameri
can reaction to thi3 senseless invasion has been tersely 
summarized by an English historian  of high repute in 
these temas:

The United States expressed no opinion on the 
leg a lity  of the invasion; but their opinion of its 
policy  was announced by the order f o r  the imme
diate re ca ll of the American garrison in the Rhine
land.2

That this opinion of the United States Government was 
also shared by the nation ’ s press and, presumably, by a 
majority of the American people hardly admits of doubt. ^

•̂Ibid. , pp. 193-94.
oGeorge P. Gooch, Germany (Hew York: Charles 

Scribner’ s Sons, 1925), p. 264.
**C f. "America Aloof as Europe Bums," Literary 

D igest, LXXVI (February 10, 1923), 7-10.
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Treaty of Friendship, Commerce, and 
Consular Rights'

On July 25, 1923, a draft of a proposed treaty 
of amity, commerce, and consular rights was submitted to 
the German Ambassador (Wiedfeldt) by Secretary Hughes. 
The proposed convention was, in e f fe c t , an attempt by 
Secretary Hughes to rewrite the commercial treaties of 
the United States. In this endeavor he was greatly as
sisted  by prevailing circumstances. Hot only were many 
of the extant treaties of commerce, to which the United 
States was a party, outworn and outmoded, but there were 
auch factors as new p o lic ies  of the United States, the 

need fo r  c la rify in g  disputed points in the older trea
t ie s , the d es ira b ility  of extending treaty provisions 
to cover a rtic le s  and circumstances not present a t the
time of framing of the older conventions, the fa c t  that

»

certain treaties had not been provided with a termina
tion clause, with some states (in particu lar, those 
created by the Peace Conference) there were as yet no 
treaties , and with its  former enemies there was a need 
fo r  fresh nego t ia t io n s .  ̂ I t  was to bring order and. 

some semblance of uniformity out of this plethora of 
confusion that Hughes thus addressed him self. At the 
outset he was resolved that—

^ y d e , op. c i t . ,  pp. 309-10.
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. . . the Government should know what i t  wanted and 
that its  commercial and other p o lic ies  should be 
fixed  and w ell understood before negotiation . He 
believed that the text of a treaty of friendship, 
commerce, and consular rights, embodying what the 
Department of State deemed to be essentia l to the 
interests of the country, should be submitted im
partia lly  to the states of any continent which were 
disposed to negotiate. He f e l t  that the substance 
of any draft should pay such heed to the underly
ing principles of international law as would serve 
to prolong the l i fe  o f whatever was agreed upon, 
and yet also through d e ta il of treatment and pre
c is ion  of statement o f fe r  d e fin ite  guidance in a 
variety of situations throughout the duration of 
the arrangement. He was insisten t that, in the 
matter of drafting, e f fo r t  should be made to im
prove on the phraseology o f ex isting  treaties by 
giving expression to common understandings in 
clear and simple fashion. Thus on a broad founda
tion he sought to rear a superstructure of which 
every d eta il would harmonize with a single pur
pose .1

Germany, eager fo r  a treaty with the United States, 
accepted with a la cr ity  the draft of this new type of con
vention. A few months la ter , however, a c r i t i c a l  junc
ture in the negotiations occurred when the proposed 
treaty was given a premature release from Berlin to a 
German organization in New York, the Chamber of Geiman- 
American Commerce, Inc. The publication by that body of
the fu l l  text created an unfavorable impression in the

/
United States, but i t  had the e f fe c t  of accelerating the 
f in a l negotiations so as to prevent either its  withdrawal 1

1I b id ., pp. 310-11.
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or any undue embarrassment.1 The treaty was accordingly 

signed on December 8, 1925, by Secretary Hughes and 
Dr. Otto Wiedfeldt, the German Ambassador.^

The treaty dea lt with three general matters: 
f i r s t ,  the conditions of l i f e  o f nationals o f e ither con 
tr&cting party within the te rr ito r ie s  of the other; se c 
ondly, commerce and navigation; and th ird ly , consular 
representation. The f i r s t  of these points was treated 
quite comprehensively, sp ecia l e f fo r t  being made to 
c la r ify  and emphasize the rights of an alien resident 
in a foreign  land. The a rtic le s  on consular representa
tion dealt minutely with the problems of the modern con
sul in respect to his rights and immunities, as w ell as 
his relationship to his countrymen and to the state of

^The respon sib ility  fo r  its  release has never 
been fix ed . I t  would appear to the author that such an 
action could have conceivably been designed by the Ger
man Foreign O ffice i t s e l f .  Though he lacks any documen
tary proof sustaining this hypothesis, his impression 
that such was probable is derived from the follow ing 
considerations: ( l )  the German Foreign O ffice appeared 
restive over the tardy character of the negotiations and 
made no secret of its desire to conclude the convention 
posthaste; (2) the action would certa in ly  galvanize the 
State Department into concluding the treaty without de
lay; (3) the German Foreign O fficers note of regret 
over the premature publication was quite perfunctory 
and, withal, su p e r fic ia l; and (4) i t  was much to Ger
many’ s advantage to have the treaty speedily concluded.

o
The t e x t  o f  th is  t r e a ty  may be fou n d  in  F o re ig n

R e la t i o n s ,  1923, I I ,  2 9 -4 5 .
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his sojourn. The a rtic le s  treating with commerce and 
navigation were somewhat more detailed and exacting, 
since these incorporated the new commercial p o licies  of 
the United States, certain of which involved the inaugu
ration of fresh p o lic ies  and in others the maintenance 
of seasoned ones. Chief among the foimer was the use of 
the unconditional most-favored-nation clause in rela tion  
to imports and exports.-1

The use of the unconditional most-favored-nation 
clause in American commercial treaties was a s ig n ifica n t 
departure from the previous commercial p o lic ies  of the 
United States. I t  was, to be sure, the offspring of the 
Peace Conference settlements and the prevailing postwar 
conditions. Since 1920 the State Department had been 
concerned with two major problems of foreign trs.de and 
investment:

1. to prevent the United States from being ex
cluded or discriminated against in competitive re
gions of the world. . . .

2. to prevent discrim ination in ta r if fs  within 
national territories  .2

^Hyde, op. c i t . , pp. 311-14. The provisions of 
the treaty respecting commerce are summarized in the a r
t ic le  "Treaty with a String to I t ,"  Literary D igest, 
LXXXIV (February 28, 1925), 14. This same a rtic le  re
cords the favorable attitude of the American press, and 
particu larly of the commercial and business interests of 
the United States, to the conclusion of the treaty.

2Bemis , op . c i t . , p . 749.
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In framing these new commercial treaties , there
fo re , Secretary Hughes was underwriting the theory that,

. . . by a network of unconditional most-favored- 
nation a rtic le s  in treaties of commerce, discrimina
tions would be done away with and the ta r if f  walls 
lowered to a level consistent with the fundamental 
protection ist desires of each sovereign nation ap
plied to commodities rather than to source of o r i 
gin. 1

Although the treaty of friendship, commerce, and 
consular rights was concluded with Germany on December 8, 
1923, i t  was not ra t if ie d  by the Senate until February 10, 
1925. The reason fo r  this long delay was the in a b ility  
of the members of the Senate to come to an agreement con
cerning the probable e f fe c t  on American commerce of Ar
t ic le  IX of the treaty which required that

Ho duties of tonnage, harbor, p ilotage, l ig h t 
house, quarantine, or other sim ilar or corresponding 
duties or charges of whatever denomination, levied 
in the name or f o r  the p r o fit  of the Government, 
public functionaries", private individuals, corpora
tions or  establishments o f  any kind sh a ll be imposed 
in the ports of the te rr itor ies  of e ith er  country 
upon the vessels of the other, which sh a ll not 
equally, under the same conditions, be imposed on 
national vessels . Such equality of treatment sha ll 
apply reciprocally  to the vessels of the two coun
tries respectively from whatever place they may ar
rive and whatever may be their place of destination.

In the end, the Senate was won over by the im
pressive arguments o f Hughes to the orig in a l wording of

1Ibid.

^Poreign  R e l a t i o n s , 1923, I I ,  34 .
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the treaty. In ra tify in g  the convention, however, sev
eral cla rify in g  reservations were attached, to the e f 
fe c t  that

. . . the clauses and a rtic le s  pertaining to sh ip
ping should remain in force  twelve months from the 
date of exchange of ra t if ica t io n s , and i f  not then 
terminated on ninety days’ previous n otice , should 
remain in fo rce  until Congress should enact le g is 
lation  inconsistent therewith, in which case they 
should automatically lapse at the end of s ix ty  
days from such enactment, and that in such lapse 
each contracting party should enjoy a l l  rights 
which i t  would have possessed had the provision 
not been embraced in the treaty.^-

The German Foreign O ffice  d isclosed  through the 
Ambassador to the United States its unfavorable view of 
the Senate reservations. However, when Secretary Hughes 
informed Wiedfeldt that the State Department considered 
it s e l f  extremely fortunate in securing ra tifica tion  with
out further and more serious amendment, the German Gov
ernment immediately consented to accept the treaty with 
the reservations. President Coolidge accordingly at
tached his ra tifica tion  and on October 14, 1925, the 
treaty was proclaimed.

^Hyde, op. c i t . ,  p. 316. The fu l l  text of the 
reservations may be found in the Congressional Record, 
LXVT, 3390; also in Foreign R elations, op. c i t . , p. 45.



CHAPTER IV

SECRETARY HUGHES AND THE EVOLUTION OF 
AN AMERICAN REPARATION POLICY

Related in a previous chapter were the events 
and circumstances surrounding the re jection  by the 
United States of the Treaty of V ersailles and the League 
of Nations. Whether or not the national e lection  of 
1920 was in essence a popular referendum endorsing the 
Senatefs action is an academic point the merits of which 
w ill not be touched upon here. Suffice i t  to 3ay that 
the Harding Administration so interpreted the election  
returns, and the A llied  Powers were thus confronted with 
the necessity of determining the extent of German repara
tions without the cooperation of the United States.

Writh the re jection  of the League and a l l  things 
p o lit ic a lly  European, the United States retired to its 
own hemisphere and to its own shores. One authority has 
been wont to compare this withdrawal to a para lle l a c
tion of Great Britain of a century e a r lie r , follow ing

f

the Napoleonic Wars and the peace settlement e ffected  by
the Congress of Vienna. At that time,

Great Britain refused to make of the Quadruple Al
liance, in v/hich the great powers had united to 
overthrow Napoleon, a pediment fo r  the Holy A l l i 
ance, which was to mold Europe in the principles
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of absolute monarchy invoked at Vienna under the 
mantle of Legitimacy. Unchallenged in her abso
lute control of the sea, and thus safe behind the 
English Channel, she preferred to stand a loo f from 
the issues of continental p o lit ic s  as long as no 
one upset the balance o f power. Similarly a cen
tury later the United States, safe behind the At
la n tic , rejected Woodrow Wilson's ideal of in ter
nationalism and stepped back from Europe to its  
own continent a fter the defeat of Germany. I t  re
fused any d ire c t  participation  in the succeeding 
conferences, a fter V ersa illes , that met to exe
cute and adjust the peace settlement of 1919 
which straitjacketed  Europe again, this time under 
the principle of N ationality.*

Although there was considerable opposition in 
Am erica--particularly by the in te lle ctu a ls --to  the en
trenched iso la tion is t fo rce s , the la tter  were strength
ened by a combination of subsequent events. These were, 
prin cipa lly , the reversion of the European Governments 
to a type of power p o l it ic s ,  and la ter, the opposition 
by these Governments to payment o f the war debts owed 
the United States.

This reversion to power p o lit ic s  of prewar char
acter is best illustrated  in the f i r s t  stage of the 
reparation settlement follow ing the peace conferences 
at Paris. Throughout 1920 the A llied  Governments en-

1

deavored to seek the basis of a reparation settlement 
along lines other than those la id  down in the Treaty of 

V ersa illes , and consequently outside the ju risd iction

1B em is , op . c i t . , p .  712.
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of the Reparation Commission. These successive meet
ings held by the A llied  Powers aimed at a general solu 
tion which would have circumvented the d i f f ic u lt ie s  a t
tending the execution of various treaty provisions. The 
delegates were primarily concerned with determining the 

amount of reparation Germany should pay and the percent
age to be a llo tted  to the respective A llie s . Only to 
the last of these conferences--that convened at Spa on 
July 5th—was Germany invited . Y»hen the German Foreign 
M inister, Dr. Walther Simons, endeavored to present sev
eral proposals fo r  a settlement of the reparation con
troversy, they were deemed so inadequate by the A llied  
representatives that discussions were rudely terminated 
and the generals were instructed to stand by. Only the
complete capitulation of the German delegation, defense-

2less as i t  was, saved Germany from an A llied  invasion.

On July 16th the Germans were forced to consent to 
"staggering coa l de liveries such as could only hasten 
the decline of the mark and derange the orderly

■̂•The principal conferences convoked by th e 'A llied  
Powers in 1920 were those held a t San Remo (April 19-26), 
Hythe (May 15-June 19), Bologne (June 20), Brussels 
(July 2 -3 ), and Spa (July 5 ). For a concise resume of 
these conferences, see Arnold J. Toynbee, Survey of In ter
national A ffa irs , 1920-1923 (London: Oxford University 
Press, 1925'),"pp. 1-13.

^Kaehl, op. cit., p. 242.
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processes of l i f e  in Germany.” 1 The whole tenor o f 

this conference was such that Lord Edgar D’ Abernon, re
cently appointed B ritish  Ambassador to B erlin , took oc
casion to remark in his diary:

Our e ffo rts  to obtain financia l sa tis fa ction  
and to receive reparation were almost too ingenu
ous, too free  of p o lit ic a l preoccupation. Per
haps London did not realize adequately that the 
indispensable condition of payment by Germany was 
s ta b ility  in German finance and currency. . . .
Weak compliance with a policy  we believed finan
c ia l ly  s te r ile , i f  not p o lit ic a lly  dangerous, was 
not an attitude worthy of England1 a best traditions.2

Pursuing this train of thought further, he de
clared in another place:

I  have come c lea rly  to the conclusion that Ger
many is so near bankruptcy that this menace is  the 
governing fa c t  to be remembered in a l l  economic and 
financial d iscu ssion .3

The f in a l protocol drawn up a t Spa demanded coal
deliveries of 24,000,000 tons per year in instalments of

%

2,000,000 per month. Further, i f  by November 15th the 
aggregate quota fo r  the preceding three months f e l l  short 
of the designated figu res, the Ruhr would be sub ject to 
m ilitary occupation.4

Failure to solve the underlying problems o f

1Ib id .
^ ’ Abemon, op. c i t . , I ,  67. 
3D aid., p. 76.
% a e h l ,  o p .  c i t . ,  p .  243



reparations via extra-League negotiations forced the 
A llies to attempt an adjustment through amendments and 
adherence to treaty stipulations fo r  e ffe c tin g  changes. 
Accordingly, the League of Nations undertook to discuss 
further the extent of German l ia b i l i t y  in a conference 
convoked at Brussels in December, 1920. The outcome of 
this meeting, and its  continuation a t Baris in January, 
1921, was the so -ca lled  Paris Resolutions of January 29, 
1921. Germany was now to pay a total of 226,000,000,000 
gold marks and a variable annual levy of twelve per cent 
of the value o f her exports over a period of forty-two 
years. In addition, Germany must enter into negotiations 
fo r  the immediate rehabilitation  of the devastated areas 
in France.'*' To insure Germany’ s acceptance of these 

resolutions, the A llied  Governments declared on March 7th 
that they were prepared, in case of Germany’ s default or 

refusal, to ( l )  occupy Duisburg, Ruhrort, and Düsseldorf; 
(2) retain in A llied  countries part of the purchase price 
of Genaan imports; and (3) seize the German customs re
ceipts in occupied territory and establish  a customs line 
between the occupied and unoccupied reg ion s.2

^Ibid.,  p. 259; also see Gustav Stolper, German 
Economy, 1870-1940: Issues and Trends (New York: Reynal 
and Hitchcock, 1940), pp. 139-40.

„ 2Pearle Elizabeth Q,uinn, "The National S ocia lis t
Attack on the Foreign P olic ies  of the German Republic, 
1919-1923" (Unpublished Ph.D. d issertation , Dept, of His
tory, Stanford University, 1947), p. 265.

64
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The Paris Resolutions were communicated to the 
German Government at the close  of January. Foreign Min
is te r  Simons was not long in d isclosin g  the o f f i c ia l  a t
titude of his Government, fo r  he declared in a speech to 
the Reichstag:

After carefu l, though naturally b rie f examina
tion of the contents, the German Government is con
vinced that the proposals are neither a practica l 
nor even a passable solu tion . The fix ed  sum of
226,000,000,000 gold marks is , in terms of paper 
marks, about 3,000,000,000,000—more than the en
tire  present national wealth. I t  is simply non
sense to burden the German people with such a f i 
nancial incubus at a time when we have informed 
the [A llies^  . . . how deplorable is the state of 
our finances. 1

Not content with parliamentary perorations,
Dr. Simons drew up a counter-proposition to the Paris 
Resolutions and presented i t  on March 1st to the A llied  
delegates who were assembled at a conference in London. 
This document, which endeavored to scale  down the Paris 
figu res, provoked the A llies into drawing up a catalogue 
of alleged German defaults touching every phase of the 
V ersailles Treaty and deciding upon sanctions to be ap
plied immediately unless Germany at once accepted the 
Paris Resolutions as they stood .* 2 When the negotiations 
of the follow ing week pro ved fr u it le s s , the A llie s , at

Quoted by Maehl, op. c i t . , p. 261.
2Toynbee, op. c i t . ,  p. 16.
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French insistence, summarily ordered a m ilitary occupa
tion of Düsseldorf, Duisburg, and Ruhrort and threatened 
application of further sanctions. Fortunately, the la t 
ter threat was not immediately fu l f i l le d .

A principal reason fo r  holding further sanctions 
in abeyance was the necessity f o r  securing American ap
proval of these measures in so fa r  as they might a ffe c t  

the American zone o f occupation. On March 14, 1921, a 
note was delivered to the State Department by the B ritish  
Ambassador in which the Government of the United States 
was informed that sanctions were about to be imposed upon 
Germany by the Tnter-Allied Conference in view of Ger
many’ s fa ilu re  to accept the Paris decisions respecting 
reparations .1 The American reply to this communication 

was a note to the Ambassador in France, Mr. Wallace, to 
place no obstacles in the way of enforcement o f customs 
control in the American zone by way o f counter-sanctions, 
although the Government of the United States would take 
no part therein .* 2

Germany immediately appealed the A llied  sanctions/
to the League of Nations, charging that the occupation of 
additional German territory  as a sanction was not

fo r e ig n  Relations, 1921, I I , 36.
2Ib id ., p. 37.
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permissible under the Treaty o f V ersa illes . As the 

League Council made no reply, the German Government 
desperately turned to the United States. On April 20th 
the American Charge in Berlin forwarded a German memo
randum petition ing President Harding to mediate the 

reparation question. The principal reason fo r  request
ing this action , the German note declared, was the knowl
edge o f intended sanctions to he imposed by Great Britain 
and Prance because of Germany fs fa ilure to accept the 
Pari3 decisions respecting reparations. The two major 
points reached in that Conference, i t  w ill  be recalled , 
were (1) the immediate creation of an important tangible 
cash sum in foreign  exchange; and (2) rehabilitation  o f 
the devastated regions in France.^ By way of ju stify in g  
its  refusal to come forth  with the requested reparations, 
especia lly  those concerned with the rehabilitation  of the 
devastated areas in Prance, the German Government cited  
the fa c t  that i t

. . . has in repeated instances offered  its  labor, 
its  technical and material help fo r  the immediate 
rehabilitation . Hone of these offers have Qaic]] 
been accepted and neither came to d iscussion . *Why?
A real interest in the rehabilitation  of the devas
tated regions is in Prance, strange as i t  may sound, 
very small. The former occupants have received in
demnities and settled  down in other part3 of the 
country. In fluential groups of promoters are

- ^See supra, p. 64.
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occupied, with the liquidation of the abandoned ma
ter ia l and with the work of cleaning up. They do 
not in the least huriy the performance of their 
tasks. That which weighs most heavily in the 
scale is that important c ir c le s  in France see the 
devastated regions as unusually strong means fo r  
p o lit ic a l  agitation which always leaves a deep 
impression on the inhabitants and on foreigners.^

Secretary Hughes immediately dispatched a note
to Dresel in which he disclaimed any intention of the
United States to mediate the question of reparations.

/
The American Charge was instructed, however, to express 
the willingness of his Government to take part in the 
negotiations, with the concurrence of the A llie s , in 
order that discussions might be speedily resumed.

When the text of the German memorandum contain
ing reparation proposals reached the State Department on 
April 25th, the Undersecretary of State, Mr. Fletcher,
submitted them u n o ffic ia lly  to the B ritish  and French

»

Ambassadors at ’Washington to ascertain whether they fu r
nished a basis fo r  further negotiations. Mr. Fletcher 
might well have spared himself the e f fo r t ,  however, fo r  
the French Government was unmoved in its  intransigence. 
He reported this fa c t  to the German Foreign O ffice and 
suggested that i t  make immediate and d ire c t  proposals 
to the A llie s . Yvhen the German Government demurred,

■̂ Memorandum forwarded by Dresel to Hughes, 
March 23, 1921, Foreign R elations, 1921, I I ,  38.
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explaining the im possibility of tendering such a request 
( i t  would, in other words, be a ta c it  admission that Ger
many had voluntarily defaulted on her reparation ob liga 
tion s), the Council of the A llied  Powers made known on 
May 5th its  decision to proceed with the occupation of 
the Ruhr valley by May 12th unless "Germany declares its 
resolve to f u l f i l l  its Treaty ob liga tion s. Confronted 
with this ultimatum, the Fehrenbach-Simon3 government 
resigned, thus plunging the Reichstag into a most b itte r  
parliamentary b a ttle . At length the two-fold c r is is  was 
resolved when Chancellor Joseph Wirth formed a new cabi
net and secured passage of the necessary resolution.^ 

Germany capitulated unconditionally to the A llied  terms 
at the eleventh hour--May 11th.

Poreed to rig id  compliance with the terms of the 
Paris Resolutions under constant threat of A llied  sanc
tions, the German Government explored every p oss ib ility  
fo r  speedily concluding an agreement with Prance concern
ing rehabilitation  o f the la t te r ’ s devastated regions.^
At length this thorny issue was disposed o f by the so-

t
called  Wiesbaden Agreement concluded in August, 1921, 3

-̂Foreign Relations, 1921, I I ,  56.
^Maehl, op. c i t . , pp. 280-81; also see (¿uinn, 

op. c i t . ,  pp. 67-68.
3Gooch, op. c i t . ,  p. 259.
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between M. Loucheur and Herr Rathenau, Ministers of Re
construction in Prance and Germany respectively . The 
essence of the agreement, an elaborate convention, was 
the rehabilitation  of the areas in question through the 
media of German ca p ita l, materials, and even labor (in 
some sp ecified  section s), the to ta l cost of which would 
be credited at a later time to Germany’ s reparation pay
ments

In complying with the other major stipulation  of 
the Paris Resolutions, the monetary reparation payments, 
the German Government was less fortunate. Forced to 
navigate the stra its  of Scylla  and Cnarybdis, since i t  
had now to comply with the terras of the Paris • protocol 
and yet this very compliance could only sp e ll disaster 
fo r  its  already weakened economy, the German Government 
resorted to the only expedients possible under the c i r -  
cumstances--further devaluation of the mark and the 
stimulation of a l l  other inflationary fo rces . Two years 
earlier  Lord Edgar D'Abemon took occasion to write these 
lines in his diary under the entry of July 30, 1920:

t

. . .  I have come c lea rly  to the conclusion that 
Germany is so near bankruptcy that this menace is

^See John Maynard Keynes, A Revision of the 
Treaty: Being a Sequel to "The Economic Consequences of 
the Peace" (Hew York; Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1922), 
pp-s 92-100; the o f f i c ia l  tex t of this agreement is 
printed in Appendix VIII of this work, pp. 228-37.
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the governing fa c t  to he remembered in a l l  economic 
and fin a n cia l discussions. Recovery is only possi
ble through great s k i l l  on the part o f her fin an cia l 
authorities, aided by carefu l nursing o f economic 
factors on the part of a l l  interested. The only 
chance of obtaining from Germany any large annuity 
towards reparation is in te llig en t assistance, en
abling her to revive her agriculture and her indus
try. Blind demands fo r  payment either in kind or 
in cash, without reference to the practica l possi
b i l i t ie s  of the moment, without in te llig en t con
sideration of the psychology of the taxpayer, and 
without reference to the e f fe c t  of an excessive im
mediate burden on the economic recovery of the coun
try, are certain to mean a breakdown. The f ir s t  
consideration fo r  the p ilo t  is to avoid the shoal 
of bankruptcy; i t  matters much less i f  he takes a 
course a l i t t l e  wide of the shortest.^

D’ Abemon's soothsaying was fu l ly  verified .
There is no indication, however, that the A llied  Govern
ments were sim ilarly  enlightened by the disastrous re
sults of their ill-a d v ised  p o lic ie s , as the drawing up 
of the Paris Resolutions of the follow ing year t e s t i f ie s .
Referring to the inflationaiy sp ira l touched o f f  by Ger-

»

many^ compliance with the terms of that protocol, 
D’ Abernon wrote on August 26, 1922:

Today 500 marks are required to purchase what 
1 mark would have bought during the month of the 
Brussels Conference. At that time it  seemed possi
ble to obtain a considerable annual payment of Ger
many on account of reparation. Today i t  is recog
nized by a l l  moderate authorities that a considerable 
period must elapse during which nothing can be paid, 
while the tota l eventual payment conceivable is a 
small fraction  only of the figure thought possible 
in December, 1920.

What are the causes of this disastrous change?

^D’ Abemon, op. c i t . , I ,  76.
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Mainly two:
(1) That the Powers endeavoured to f i x  a 

fin a l amount of reparation before making an ade
quate examination of the real capacity of Germany.

(2) That they endeavoured to extract each 
month a maximum payment in cash or in kind, in 
stead of ensuring f i r s t  of a l l  that the fin an cia l 
position of Germany was sound, that the budget 
balanced, and that German payments were not based 
upon in fla tion .

Two days a fter these lines had been written, the 
State Department was n otified  o f a deadlock in the repa
ration negotiations follow ing a rejection  by Prance o f a 
German o f fe r  of foreign securities as a pledge of coal 
and wood d e liv er ies . At f i r s t  the French Government de
clared its opposition to any revision of the delivery 
date, although i t  was la ter  disposed to make a "conces
sion ," v iz . ,  Fiance would permit a five-month moratorium 
provided that Germany would surrender her mines and fo r 
ests as "secu rity ."2 This was wholly unacceptable to 
the German Government, of course,

. . . f i r s t ,  because these properties belong substan
t ia lly  to individual states and not to the Reich, and 
second, because such action would have Germany 
stripped bare and without adequate security fo r  neces
sary extension o f moratorium.3

Thus confronted with another dilemma, Germany again ap
pealed fo r  advice and aid to the United States.

k b  id . ,  I I , 98-99.
2Foreign Relations, 1922, I I , 161.
3Ib id .
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I t  was "by this time manifestly c lea r  to the State 
Department that a sound settlement o f the entire repara
tion question must precede a l l  other adjustments, and i t  
was no less c le a r  that Europe was unable to  solve the 
reparation question without the aid of the United States, 
There were forces a foot, then, that tended to give a new 
direction  and expression to the foreign  policy  of America— 
forces that were pulling against the high tide of iso la 
tionism that had engulfed the nation.

American abstention from European problems was 
being accomplished at the expense of losing that con ti
nent’ s good w il l ,  and to an extent that was perceptible 
even in the tenor o f the diplomatic re la tion s. There 
was no doubt that American isolationism  was embittering 
the Europeans, and although they would readily accept 
American goods and services, i t  was not unlike receiving 
them at the hands of the rich pharisee. As a c r it ic a l  
analyst of foreign a ffa irs  declared, " i t  was this very 
necessity fo r  hypocrisy and subservience that tended to
embitter them."'*’ The numerous "u n o ffic ia l"  observers

/
from the United States were becoming the butt of many a 
cynical joke in the continental conference h a lls . In 
3hort, the situation was such that some m odification of

- ■'"A_____ , "Two Years of American Foreign P o licy ,"
Foreign A ffa irs , I (March 15, 1923), 17.
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the more in flex ib le  and iso la tion is t  (and, from the Eu
ropean point of view, provocative) premises of American 
policy  was in order.

Surprisingly enough i t  was the conservative Sec
retary of State himself who was in the vanguard of this 
new movement. His position , while not conspicuous at 
this stage, is clearly  discernible in the evolution of 
American policy respecting the European reparation deba
c le .  At one time refusing even to open communications 
sent by the League Council, or any of its  agencies, Sec
retary Hughes was now on the threshold o f formulating a 
proposal f o r  the settlement o f reparations to be exacted 
from Germany. Clearly an evolution in p o lit ic a l think
ing had taken place. The successive stages which mark 
the course of this evolution would, a t this point, com
prise these: ( l )  distinguishing between the p o lit ic a l 
and n on -p o litica l functions o f the League; (2) w illin g 
ness to cooperate with the humanitarian, cu ltural, eco
nomic, and technical agencies of that body; (3) recogni
tion of the im possibility  of dichotomizing European p o li-  

» /
tics  and economics; (4) willingness to a ct  as an inter
mediary in the settlement of reparations; (5) undertak
ing spontaneously to p ro ffer economic advice to both the 
A llies and Germany; and (6) formulating a sp ec ific  plan 
fo r  the f in a l settlement o f the reparation problem.
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None of these stages was suddenly arrived at; 
a l l  flowed from the postwar debacle o f Europe, the in
a b ility  of the A llies  and Germany to reach an agreement 
respecting reparations, the influence of European foreign 
p o lic ies  upon American, and the gradual recognition by 
the State Department that the prosperity, sa fety , and 
peace of the United States were contingent upon a f in a l  
and reasonable settlement of reparations in particular 
and European economic conditions in general.

While e ffo r ts  were accordingly being extended by 
the State Department to bring about a quick settlement 
of the reparation question, two factors m ilitated against 
its  in it ia l  success: ( l )  there were the repeated German 
proposals fo r  cancellation  of the war debts and repara
tions on the condition that Great Britain, Prance, Ita ly , 
and Germany would agree- by p leb iscite  to a fifty -y e a r  
peace treaty and would make substantial arms reductions; 

and (2) the unmitigated e fforts  of Prance, with ta c it  
B ritish  approval, to link reparations with the in ter- 
A llied  war debts. Neither of these courses of action 
was acceptable to the United States. Rather, i t  was the 
view of Secretary Hughes that the entire reparation prob
lem be referred to an international committee of private 
finan ciers, that being the only way in which p o lit ic a l  
and m ilitary considerations could be divorced from a
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primarily economic problem, and a ju st, equitable solu

tion found to the la t t e r .1 *
A ll e ffo r ts  to gain general acceptance of this 

plan were halted when, on November 29, 1922, word reached 
the State Department via the Ambassador in Fiance, Myron T. 
Herrick, that a French fin a n cia l plan to be presented at 
the forthcoming Brussels Conference contained a declara
tion that France would unilaterally  seize  the Rhineland 
forests and railways should the conference f a i l .  Con
firmation of this report was received on December l3 t , 
although i t  contained a French denial of plans involving

oany occupation of the Ruhr.
The immediate German reaction was to a33ume that 

the rea l ob ject of French policy  was to dominate German 
industry.3 The United States expressed its  disapproval 

of any contemplation o f ’ the Ruhr by the French Govern
ment, and again insisted  upon the necessity of determin
ing Germany^ capacity to pay by the formation of an un
o f f i c ia l  and international fin a n cia l committee.4 In the

i c f . Memorandum by the Secretary of State of a 
Conversation with the French Ambassador (Jusserand), 
November 7, 1922, Foreign Relations, 1922, I I , 178-80.

^Foreign Relations, 1922, I I ,  185-86.

3Ib id . , p. 187.
4I b id . , pp. 187-92.
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course of a conversation with Ju3serand, Hughes repeat
edly stressed the "intense interest that the American 
Government f e l t  in "the settlement of the matter of repa
rations; that this lay at the foundation o f the economic 
recuperation of Europe which was of concern to the whole 
world and in a very important degree to the United States.1,1 

The Secretary stated that the point had been reached 
"where i t  was necessary to put sentiment aside so fa r  as 
statesmanlike preparation of plans was concerned and to 
deal with the economic question upon its m erits."2 He 

would, however, reassure France that
. . .  no one desired to see France s a cr ifice  a sou 
of what she was en titled  to obtain. But the ques
tion always was what could she obtain? There was 
no sa cr ifice  in giving up what you could never get.
Ho matter what might be said , or how ju stly  i t  
might be said, with regard to the German attitude, 
the fa c t  remained that France could not get any 
more than Germany could pay. To ask France to make 
a settlement based 'on what Germany could pay was 
not to ask her to s a cr ific e  anything, but to make a 
settlement upon a basis which would aid France 
greatly because of the hope that would r e s u lt .3

Referring to the suggestion he had made to the 
Ambassador several weeks previously ,4 Secretary Hughes 
again stated that—

1I b id . , p. 188.
2Ib id . , p. 189.
5Ib id .
4See Supra, pp. 75-76.
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. . .  i f  the matter were to be considered on it3 
merits there should be ca lled  in those who would 
fa ith fu lly  advise the Governments in a dispassion
ate and authoritative manner with respect to an 
economic solution  . . . the Ambassador knew very 
well that i f  a professional man, or a man o f high
est authority in finance or business, were ap
proached fo r  hi3 opinion upon a question relating 
to hi3 profession or to the sphere in which he 
was an authority his answer would be as clear as 
cry sta l. He could not in virtue of his own in
tegrity  and prestige give any answer except that 
which corresponded to his in te llectu a l conviction 
based upon his experience and knowledge. There
fo re , i f  men frien d ly  to France, appreciative of 
her needs, and fin a n cia l authorities, were brought 
together,--a  man or men of the highest authority 
in the United States, Great B rita in , France, and 
Belgium, fo r  example,—and they were asked to sug
gest a fin an cia l plan, they would do so , and then 
the statesmen could t e l l  those who supported them 
that the best possible thing had been done. At 
least they could ask their opponents what alterna
tive they had to suggest.1

The success of 3uch a plan would be contingent
upon the Foreign O ffices* abstaining from exercising any
control or influence over i t .  To give emphasis to this

»

point, Hughes observed that a ll  the trouble with the 
Banksra * Committee was that “ the French representative
took his instructions from Paris and was not allowed to 
speak his own mind.2 Without this freedom no plan,

fo r e ig n  Relations, 1922, I I ,  190.
2Ib id . The reference is to a committee of bank

ers, including J. P. Morgan, appointed by the Reparation 
Commission in A pril, 1922» to consider conditions under 
which Germany might raise foreign loans to redeem in 
part the reparation debt. See Foreign Relations, 1922, 
IT, 165.
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however well devised, could ever succeed. I t  should be 
immediately apparent that

. . . Governments must acquiesce in the con stitu 
tion o f such a body. They must give i t  f u l l  oppor
tunity. They must contemplate acquiescence in its  
recommendations. They must give an opportunity for 
such a body to work not as o f f i c ia l  delegates but 
as the representatives of their own conscience, 
knowledge and experience in order to give an author
ita tive  economic answer.l

The B ritish  Government, no less than the United 
States, was inclined to view the French threat of inva
sion with the utmost gravity. On December 18th Secre
tary Hughes had an interview with Mr. Geddes, the B rit
ish Ambassador in Washington, in which the la tte r  d is 
closed the reception of a d ire c t  message from Prime 

Minister Bonar Law. Reading to Hughes the substance of 
the note, the Ambassador described the Prime Minister as

. . . taking a "most gloomy" view of the prospect. 

. . .  I t  seemed that France was determined to go 
ahead in a m ilitary way. Just what the extent of 
their action would be, the Premier did not know. 
Probably they would send their forces into the 
Ruhr; but to what extent, or what eventual meas
ures they would adopt, could not be said.
Mr. Bonar Law f e l t  that such action would be a t
tended by the gravest consequences in Germany. He 
could not t e l l  precisely what would happen, but he 
looked upon the situation  as most serious.^

igoreign Relations. 1922, I I , 190.

^Memorandum by Secretary Hughes of an interview 
with the B ritish  Ambassador (Geddes), December 18, 1922 
Foreign Relations. 1922, II , 192. ’
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On December 26th Herrick n otified  Secretary 
Hughes that the Reparation Commission had decided that 

Germany’ s fa ilu re  to complete timber and coal deliveries 
constituted a defau lt within the meaning of the Treaty 
ol V ersailles.^- The e f fe c t  of this decision was clear: 

Prance would now construe Germany’ s default as deliber
ate and w ilfu l and would invoke the coercive clauses of 
the Versailles Treaty to ju s t ify  an occupation of the 
Ruhr. Prophecies respecting this very action had not 
been wanting, but the most startlin g  for  its  subsequent 
fu lfilm ent was that made by Walther Rathenau to Lord 
D’ Abernon well over a year previous:

Rathenau said to me today Qlovember 11, 192l]:
I  fe e l convinced that there w ill  be some kind of 

default by Germany before next spring and that 
Prance w ill then occupy the Ruhr. This means a 
tota l disruption of Germany and the fa ilu re  of 
English p o licy .

"I know that England would ob ject to the occu
pation of the Ruhr and would protest, but we can 
not expect that England should break up the 
Entente or go to war with Prance to prevent the 
Ruhr being occupied. Therefore, i t  w ill be oc
cupied. ” 2

We have seen that Secretary Hughes, in his pro
posals of the previous August to M. Jusserand, the French 
Ambassador, was convinced that the way to handle

fo r e ig n  R elations. 1922, I I , 198-99. 
%}’ Abernon, op. c i t . . I ,  235.
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reparations was fo r  a l l  interested parties to invite 
their most eminent financiers and to formulate a plan 
fo r  the solution of the reparation problem, and by that 
prooess remove the matter from the domain o f p o l i t i c s .1 

Since his suggestions had met with a coo l reception by 
the French Government, to whom they were con fidentia lly  
given, Secretary Hughes was casting about f o r  some op
portunity to make them public without, however, giving 
offense to France.2 That very opportunity had now ar
rived with the disclosure of the Reparation Commissions 

decision  and the certain  knowledge that France would o c 
cupy the Ruhr. To prevent any undue offense to Gallic 
s e n s ib ilit ie s , Hughes h it  upon the expedient of incor
porating his proposals into the fin ished text of an ad
dress which he was to deliver on December 29th at New 

Haven to the American H istorical A ssociation .3 Then, to 
insure his proposals of an immediate reception by the 
European Governments--the element of time was important, 
fo r  France was already in the midst of preparations fo r
the Ruhr occupation--Hughes dispatched excerpts of the/
address in advance to Herrick with instructions to

1See supra, pp. 75-77.
^lyde, op. c i t . ,  p. 375.
3Ib id . , p. 376.



repeat them to London, Brussels, Rome, Lausanne, and 
B erlin .

The f i r s t  portion of Hughes’ address contained 
a reiteration  o f the American position that reparations 
per se must remain d is t in c t  from, and independent o f , 
A llied  war debts. The second and major point concerned 
the question of reparations and the attitude of the 
United States toward a solution of that problem. This 
he stated in the follow ing terms:

We have no desire to see Germany relieved of 
her responsib ility  f o r  the war or of her just ob
ligations to make reparations f o r  the injuries due 
to her aggression. There is not the sligh test de
sire that France sh a ll lose any part of her just 
claims. On the other hand, we do not wish to see 
a prostrate Germany. There can be no economic re
cuperation in Europe unless Germany recuperates.
There w ill be no permanent peace unless economic 
satisfactions are enjoyed. There must be hope 
and industry must have promise of reward i f  there 
is to be prosperity. We should view with disfavor 
measures which instead o f pro due ing reparations 
would threaten d iaasterT^

After presenting fu lly  and completely the sug-
«

gestions previously given in confidence to the French 
Government, Hughes concluded the address with a strong 
plea to the European Governments f o r  the appointment of 
a group of impartial, international financiers to conduct

^Charles Evans Hughes, The Pathway of Peace; 
Representative Addresses Delivered during His Term as 
Secretary o f State,' 1921-1925 (New York: Harper and 
Brothers, 1925), p. 55. I ta lic s  are mine.
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the reparation negotiations--

. . . men of the highest authority in finance in 
their respective countries—men of such prestige 
and experience and honor that their agreement upon 
the amounts to he paid, and upon a fin an cia l plan 
fo r  working out the payments, would he accepted 
throughout the world as the most authoritative ex
pression obtainable.1

This, then, was the occasion upon which the 
foundation was la id  f o r  the later development of the 
Dawes Plan. As such i t  is  a remarkable tribute to the 
foresigh t, v ision , and high statesmanship of Charles 
Evans Hughes. Although his proposal was not immediately 
accepted or given the careful study it  deserved, nor did 
i t  at once operate to withdraw the reparation problems 
from the sphere of current p o lit ic a l  considerations or 
prevent France from occupying the Ruhr a few weeks la ter, 

i t  nevertheless marks a milestone in the belated progress 
of postwar e conomic re la tion s , Ittthout i t  the Dawes Plan 
might well have never evolved from the reparation deba
cle  of the ensuing year 1923.

On January 10, 1923, A.lanson Houghton, the Ameri
can Ambassador to Germany, n o tified  the State Department 
of Germany’ s intention to send a protest to a ll  govern
ments concerned i f  France occupied the Ruhr, to reca ll 

the German Ambassador at Paris, and to refuse to discuss

1Ibid., p. 57.
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or pay reparations during the occupation. I t  was the 
earnest desire of the German Government, the note con
tinued, that the United States garrison be retained 
there.'*' This la tte r  request went unheeded, i t  w il l  be 
recalled , f o r  Secretary Hughes ordered the withdrawal 
of the American troops on January 27th.* 2 *

The same day on which this note arrived in Wash
ington, France and Belgium announced that "control mis
sions" would be sent immediately into the Ruhr. The rea
son adduced fo r  this unilateral action of the two powers 
was, of course, Germany^ technical defau lt of wood and 
coal deliveries fo r  the preceding year 1922.5 The French 
Government insisted that Germany’ s default was w ilfu l, 
and hence f e l l  within the meaning of paragraph 18 of 
Annex I I ,  Part VIII of the Treaty of V ersa illes , which 
reserved to the A llies  the right to invoke economic and 
finan cia l prohibitions, rep risa ls , and such other meas
ures as the respective governments might determine to be 
necessary in the circumstances.4 Referring to this

-̂Foreign R elations, 1925, II , 48.
2See supra, p. 49.
■̂Foreign R elations, 1923, II , 49.
4Waldo E. Stephens, Revisions of the Treaty of 

Versailles (Hew York: Columbia University Press, 1939),
p. 221.
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characteristic view of the French Foreign O ffice , Lord
B'Abernon took occasion to remark that

. . . the French view that Germany, prosperous and 
rich , is merely avoiding payment through bad fa ith  
has never been true. Today i t  Is less true than i t  
ever was. Germany's apparent prosperity is un
healthy and f ic t i t io u s ,  and is a ch aracteristic in 
stance o f the results of in fla tion : no human being 
has yet discovered a means of terminating such a 
currency debauch except by a catastrophe or a long 
and painful process o f convalescence.*

The reaction o f the German Government was to de
clare the Franco-Belgian maneuver a breach of the Ver
sa ille s  Treaty on the follow ing grounds:

1. Germany’ s defaults in her deliveries  of wood 
and coal would, according to the note of the Repara
tion Commission of March 21, 1922, always only ju s
t ify  demands fo r  subsequent payments.

2. The Treaty o f V ersailles does not admit of 
any te rr ito r ia l sanctions.

3. The measures allowed by the Treaty of Ver
sa ille s  against Germany can only be applied by the 
A llied  Powers as a whole and not by single powers
of their own accord .* 2

*

The heretofore unstable government o f Reichkansler 
Cuno, now united by the emergency of this latest c r is is , 
announced its  resolute policy  of passive resistance to 
the Ruhr occupation, declaring that "as long as the state 
of a ffa irs contrary to the Treaty e x is ts , Germany is  not 

in a position to make actual reparations to those powers

^D'Abernon, op. c i t . ,  I I , 101.

2Foreign Relations, 1923, I I , 50-51.
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who have brought about this state o f a ffa ir s ."^
From Switzerland and other Central European gov

ernments which depended heavily upon German coa l came 
strong indications of resentment over this latest French 
maneuver. The reaction of the principal European powers 
was carefu lly  noted by Lord Ii’ Abemon in his diary:

In England i t  was considered a dangerous adven
ture unlikely to help a solution  of the reparation 
problem, certain to embitter relations between 
France and Germany, and to postpone p a cifica tion .

In France i t  was regarded in d ifferen t ways--by 
some as an a ct of legitimate punishment to Germany 
for her fa ilu re to pay reparation; by others, again, 
as the best means o f getting reparation paid; by a 
third section , who distrusted any approach to con
c il ia t io n  and believed in force alone, as a gambit 
that might lead to important advantages both in the 
m ilitary and economic spheres. Some of the leading 
French m ilitary advisers had long held that the 
only safe fron tie r  f o r  France is the Rhine. This 
might give i t .  In fluentia l in dustria lists of France 
were not sa tis fied  that in case of a prolonged war 
France would dispose o f adequate supplies of coke 
and s te e l, particu larly i f  England were not in a l
liance, or i f  the English were not in a position to 
safeguard maritime commerce. The possession of the 
Ruhr would remove this cause of apprehension.

Germany feared the threatened advance, but did 
l i t t l e  to avoid i t .  I t  cannot be said that the men
ace rea lly  stimulated reparation payment to any marked 
extent. German authorities were in the main fa t a l is 
t i c ,  saying, "France is m ilita rily  supreme, the rul
ing clique in France is bent on occupation. There
fo re , i t  w ill take place. Why make sa cr ifices  in a 
vain endeavour to avoid the inevitable?* 2

I t  is interesting to note that D'Abemon, in view

•̂Ibid. , p. 51.

2D’ Abernon, op. c i t . , I I , 1-2.
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of the manner in which the French Government carried out 
the occupation of the Ruhr, la ter  revised his orig inal 
estimate of French intentions. He subsequently wrote:

Looking hack on the events of January a fter  the 
lapse o f some months, i t is impossible not to be im
pressed by the determination of the dominant c ir c le  
in Fiance to obtain te r r ito r ia l, m ilitary, and eco 
nomic advantages, rather than to be paid reparation. 
That has been the rea l ob jectiv e . The reparation 
claims put forward were so excessive, so obviously 
beyond p oss ib ility  of fu lfilm en t, that po litic ian s 
as clear-sighted as the French can only have pre
sented them in the hope of obtaining, through their 
refusal, a right to exact penalties. At the time, 
some months ago, this may not have been c lea r . I 
did not fu lly  rea lize  i t  myself. To-day i t  hardly 
admits of doubt.

This view of the real ob jective o f the Ruhr oc
cupation policy is strengthened by what has occurred 
in the Rhineland. Some weeks a fter  the Ruhr had 
been occupied an agitation  vías in itiated  to detach 
both the Rhineland and the Ruhr from Germany.1

The o f f i c ia l  reaction of the Government of the
United States has been previously no ted that of the

»

American public, however, remains to be described. Opin
ion in the United States concerning the Ruhr invasion was 
divided. There was, f i r s t ,

•̂•Ibid. , pp. 239-40. This la tte r  indictment con
cerning French respon sib ility  f o r  endeavoring to promote 
and fo s te r  separatism in the Rhineland and Ruhr regions 
is fu lly  substantiated by later evidence. See Frank H. 
Simonda, How Europe Made Peace without America (Garden 
City, Hew York: Dou'bleday,' Page , and Company, 1927), 
pp. 218-21; Gooch, op. c i t . , p. 268; and Louis Kaplan, 
"Stresemann: The Failure of a Liberal" (Unpublished Ph.D. 
d issertation , Dept, o f History, Ohio State University, 
1938), p. 34. 

oSee s u p ra , p .  49 .
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. . . a considerable body o f opinion to the e f fe c t  
that France had been devastated, that she had not 
been able to recover from Germany the reparations to 
which she was en titled , and that fin a lly  she f e l t  
compelled to go in and see what she could get f o r  
h erself, and i t  was hoped that she would succeed; 
that those who held this view were quite influen
t ia l  and that this was an important body o f opin
io n .1

A second category comprised those
. . . who looked a t the matter from the standpoint 
of Germany and f e l t  that the action taken by France 
would make impossible the recuperation of Germany 
and thus defeat the ostensible ob ject of getting 
reparations and would lead to  economic d isaster. 
Those that took the la tter  view were demanding 
some action to stop the French.2

Between these extremes of public opinion there 
existed a variety o f views that were, in the main, sub
ordinate to one of the two major groups described above, 
and d iffe r in g  only in the approach the United States 
should take in e ith er of the two recommended courses of 
action . Of these various groups, one took the position 
that the Government should "go in, as the expresión is , 
that is ,  to be more intimately related to the European 
a ffa ir s . . . . "  A contrary group within this category 
urged the Government "to ’ stay out’ and have nothing to

■̂Memorandum by the Secretary of State of a Con
versation with the B ritish  Ambassador (Geddes), Janu
ary 25, 1923, Foreign R elations, 1923, I I ,  52.

2 Ibid..
5Ibid., p. 53.
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do with them.”1 Certain others

. . . did not take either a pro-French or a pro- 
German view and were not obsessed with any idea of 
either going in or staying out but were taking a 
view of the matter in its  relation  to the economic 
rehabilitation  of Europe and to the maintenance of 
peace and the establishment of a basis upon which 
the nations concerned could have a fa ir  degree of 
prosperity and s ta b ility . The Secretary said that 
these were much concerned not only with the d ire ct  
consequences of the action of the French, but with 
the indirect consequences to which so many were 
ob liv iou s. . . . 2 *

On May 2nd the German Embassy presented the State 
Department with an o f fe r  fo r  settlement of reparations, 
fix in g  the tota l obligations at th irty  b ill io n  gold marks'  ̂

or submission of the entire matter to an independent in
ternational commission.4 Since the proposal, and espe
c ia lly  the appeal to an independent international

XIb id .
2Ib id . Hughes«‘ analysis of American public opin

ion is fu lly  substantiated in the Literary D igest’ s sum
maries of American ed ito r ia l opinion. See the follow ing 
pertinent a r t ic le s : "After the Ruhr Invasion—■What?" L it 
erary D igest, LXXVI (January 20, 1923), 7-10; "Right and 
Wrong of the Ruhr Invasion," Literary D igest, UQCVT (Janu
ary 27, 1923), 7-12; "Europe Aflame Over the Ruhr Inva
sion ," Literary D igest, LXXYI (January 27, 1923), 19-23; 
"The Ruhr Invasion as a Business Proposition ," Literary 
Diges t , L2XVT (February 3, 1923), 7-10.

^This sum was determined, i t  w ill  be reca lled , 
by the A llied  Powers at the Conference of Paris in Janu
ary, 1921. However, Germany now ca lled  fo r  a revised 
schedule o f payment in view of the devastating economic 
paralysis and f is c a l  in fla tion .

4Fo reign Relations, 1923, I I , 57-60.
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commission, was close ly  along the lines o f Secretary 
Hughes* recommendations made the previous December at 
Hew Haven, i t  was favorably received by the State De
partment and e fforts  were undertaken to present i t  to 
Great Britain and Prance as a basis of negotiations.
The B ritish  Foreign O ffice received the proposal with 
a la c r ity , but qualified  its  affirm ative answer with an 
implied proviso that renewal of negotiations would be 
fru it le ss  without American cooperation .!

When Secretary Hughes indicated the willingness 
of the United States to participate in a conference, or 

u n o ffic ia lly  in an inquiry under the Reparation Commis
sion, the B ritish  Foreign O ffice began to sound out the 
A llies on the question o f extending an invitation  to the
United States. A ll eventually declared in favor of such

•>

an invitation a l l ,  that is , except the French Govern
ment, which tempered its  affirm ation with several stipu 
la tion s. These related to the scope of any proposed in
quiry, and may be summarized as fo llow s: ( l )  a considera
tion only of Germany*s present capacity to pay ( i .e * , 
considering the status of Germany with the Ruhr occupa
tion in fo r ce ) ; (2) refusal to consider any reduction in

fo r e ig n  Relations. 1923, I I ,  68-70; 
Stephens, op. c i t . , pp. 220 f f . also see
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the to ta l amount of reparations previously fix e d ; and 
(3) refusal to discuss the occupation of the Ruhr.'*' Sec
retary Hughes* reply to these conditions was b r ie f and 
in cis iv e --th a t in view of the proposed lim itations, fu r 
ther negotiations were fu t i l e .* 1 2

The Secretary was not at a l l  content to le t  the
matter rest there, however, as subsequent events were to
prove. A few days la ter , on November 9th, he engaged the
French Ambassador in further conversation in the course
of which Jusserand reaffirmed the position  maintained by 

/
the Poincare Government several days previously. Hughes 
then manifested his thorough acquaintance with the in tr i
cacies of sk ilfu l diplomacy when he disclosed the sub
stance of the interview to the press. The resu lt--a  
highly c r it ic a l  opinion by the American press on the 
French position--secured the necesaaiy revision of the 
French Government's previous intransigence.3

iThese are set forth  in fu l l  d eta il in a memoran
dum by Hughes o f an interview with Jusserand, the French 
Ambassador at Y/ashington, November 6, 1923, Foreign Rela- 
tiona, 1923, I I ,  90-91. ----------

1

2Foreign R elations, 1923, II , 93.
3C f. the follow ing a r t ic le s : "America E nlists to 

Win the Peace," Literary D igest, LXXIX (November 10,
1923), 5-7; "France’ s Attitude Toward the Hughes Plan," 
Literary D igest, LXXIX (November 10, 1923), 20-21; "Ameri
ca ’ s Stake in the Reparations Dispute," Literary Digest, 
LXXIX (November 17, 1923), 7-10; "Factors that Strain the 
Entente," Literary Digest, LXXIX (December 1, 1923), 12-14. 
Ever since France launched her invasion of the Ruhr the
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Not tha least determining fa c to r  in this French 
✓  *demarche o f the Poincare Government was the fia sco  of 

the Ruhr occupation i t s e l f .  Although i t  was a m ilitary 
victory f o r  France and a moral v ictory  for Germany, the 
e f fe c t  was devastating upon the economic recovery of 
both nations.^- I t  must be se t down, then, as a h istoric  
blunder of the f ir s t  magnitude, fo r  i t  fa ile d  of its  in
tended purpose, i t  seriously  weakened the strong ties  of 
the Entente, i t  weaned from France the sympathy and good 
w ill of the United States, i t  rekindled the f ir e s  of 
Franco-German animosity, and i t  was the greatest single
fa cto r  in extending the power and influence of the Na-

2tional S ocia list Party in Germany. Lord Edgar D’ Abemon 

has summed up the fa ilu re  o f the French occupation in 
these words;

Reparation did not resu lt, because mine-owners 
and miners refused to work under French bayonets,

American press, as a whole, had been gradually readjust 
ing its previous pro-French attitude and sympathies to 
more and more of a German orientation . This new point 
of view, however, is not to be construed as essentia lly  
pro-German--which i t  was not--but rather as a negative 
fa cto r , i . e . ,  as a rejection  o f the aims and methods of 
French foreign p o licy , particularly as applied to the 
Ruhr.

xThis 
op. c i t . ,  pp.

la tte r  point is developed by Stolper, 
149-62.

^This 
op", o i t . , pp.

last point is expanded fu lly  in ^uinn, 
79-86.
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and their passive resistance was supported and 
subventioned by the German Government. The larger 
m ilitary and economic advantages to France did not 
accrue mainly because of the h o s t ility  of the Eng
lish  and American public, who viewed the adventure 
with suspicion and disapproval, and who refused 
either to be associated with i t ,  or to assist i t  
indirectly  with f  inance . 1

On November 14th, the German Government expressed
its  willingness to resume payments and deliveries under
the terms of the Paris Conference, but in view of the

economic prostration of the country, the note continued,
an o f f i c ia l  examination of her capacity to pay would have 

2to be made. Accordingly, a resolution was passed on 

November 30th by the Reparation Commission, creating two 
committees of experts, the f ir s t  to balance the budget 
and s ta b ilize  the German currency, and the second to es
timate the cap ita l escaped from Germany and force its  re
turn. The proposal was unanimously adopted.^

»

The State Department registered its  approval of 
the resolution and acknowledged the intention of the 
United States to participate u n o ffic ia lly  in the

■̂D’ Abemon, op. c i t . ,  I I , 2-4. 1
^'Stephens, op. c i t . , p. 224.

^James %. Reber, "War and Diplomacy in the Ger
man Reich, 1870-1938" (Unpublished Ph.D. d issertation , 
Dept, of International Relations, University of Chicago, 
1939), p. 216; also A.J. Toynbee, Survey of International 
A ffa irs , 1924 (London: Oxford University Press, 1925), 
pp'. 347-48.
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d iscu ssions.1 On December 21st Herrick, the American 

Ambassador to France, relayed to the Department the f o r 

mal invitation o f the Reparation Commission to General 
Charles G. Dawes and Owen D, Young to s i t  as members of 
the f i r s t  committee, the foiraer in the capacity of chair
man, and to Harry M. Robinson to s i t  on the second com
m ittee. Following the formal acceptance of the positions 
by these o f f i c ia ls ,  the f i r s t  committee was designated to 
begin its  labors on January 14, 1924.* 2 3

The Dawes Committee completed its  onerous labors 
and published its report on April 9, 1924. The essence 
of the report lie s  in

. . . the d istin ction  between ( l )  payments by Ger
many to the A llies which are a l l  to be made with 
German money, and (2) the transformation of these 
payments by the A llies into foreign  currency. . . . 
These take nothing from Germany which she ought 
not to pay as a result of the arbitrage o f war; 
yet they leave hope-and incentive to Germany, and 
to every German a chance f o r  a place in the sun.3

The Dawes Plan in outline was as fo llow s;

1. Reorganization of the Reichsbank with exclu
sive right to issue currency.

•̂Foreign Relations, 1923, II , 105.
2For fu l l  particulars on the negotiations of the 

A llied  Powers leading to the appointment of the Dawes 
Committee, see Toynbee, Survey of International A ffa irs , 
1924, pp. 340-48. “

3Roland W. Boyden, "The Dawes Report," Foreign 
A ffa ir s , II (June 15, 1924), 583 et passim.
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2. An immediate foreign  loan of 800 m illion 
gold mark3 .

3. Payments (in m illion gold marks), from:
Taxes Railways

Bonds
Tiansport

Tax
Industrial 
Deben tures

Other
Loans

Total

1924-25 none 200 none none 800 1,0001925-26 250a 595° 250 125 1,2201926-27 110 550 290 250 1,2001927-28 500 660 290 300 1,7501928-29 1,250° 660 290 300 2,500°
aTwice this amount was to be raised by se llin g  

of railway shares.
“Consisting of 465 fo r  current year plus surplus 

of 130 from preceding year.
°This was considered a normal year with amounts 

the same thereafter plus additional payments depend
ent on an index o f prosperity, which was based on an 
average of six  percentages over a period of years o f 
s ta t is t ic s  fo r  railway t r a f f ic ,  population, foreign 
trade, consumption of tobacco, e t c . ,  budget expendi
tures and consumption of coa l. 4 5 6 7 8 9

4. Deliveries in kind to be paid fo r  from bal
ances in bank.

5. Payments to be made to bank in gold marks, 
Germany*s creditors to use these moneys in Germany 
or convert into foreign  currencies.

6. Security f o r ‘ reparations
A. Railway bonds: 11 m illiards, in terest,

1%  sinking fund.
B. Industrial debentures: 5 m illiards, 5% in

terest.
C. Revenues: a lcohol, tobacco, beer, sugar,

customs (excess over reparations re
turned to German Treasury).

7. Railways under a jo in t  stock company, managed 
by a board o f eighteen d irectors, o f whom nine chosen 
by the German Government, nine by trustee of bonds. 
Five of the la tter  might be German. Chairman of 
Board and Manager to be German.

8. Transfer committee o f fiv e  experts, with 
Agent fo r  Reparation Dayments as Chairman.

9. Organization
A. Agent fo r  Reparation Payments
B. Trustees fo r  Railway Bonds and Industrial

Debentures
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C. Commissioners of Railways, the Bank, Con
tro lled  Revenues.1

During the f i r s t  five-year period--a  period of 
" reconst rue tion"--Germany was to pay to the A llies  in 
German currency amounts fixed  by the committee. Gradu
a lly  increased over the period, they would reach in the 
f i f t h  year a "normal" of 2,500,000 gold marks.2 At this 
stage

. . , the "index of prosperity" comes into play.
I f  this index shows an increase in prosperity the 
payments, always from the same sources ["railway and 
industrial earnings on the one hand, ana taxation 
on the oth erj, are each year to increase beyond 
the normal by about one-half the percentage of in
crease then shown by the index. After a second 
five-year period, the payments are to increase 
each year beyond the normal to the fu l l  extent of 
any increase in prosperity then shown by the in 
dex. 3

The Dawes Plan also envisaged important a ltera 
tions in the current reparation machinery. They were 
principally  three: ( l )  multitudinous reparation bodies, 
agencies, and sub-committees were to be reduced and co
ordinated; (2) while Germany was required to raise the 
funds to pay the reparation annuities, the responsib ility  
fo r  converting the German marks into foreign  currencies

^This outline has been drawn from Q,uinn, op. c i t . ,  
pp. 87-88.

2Stolper, op. c i t . ,  pp. 170-71.
^Boyden, op. c i t . ,  p. 583.
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waa assumed "by Germany *s cred itors ; and (3) the fin a n cia l, 
industrial, and commercial a ct iv it ie s  of Germany were to 
he organized more system atically and governed more c lo se ly .1

When the German Government n otified  the Reparation 
Commission on April 16, 1924, that i t  regarded the reports 
as practica l proposals fo r  the handling o f reparations, 
the Commission unanimously decided to approve the commit
tees* conclusions and to adopt the plan outlined in the 
two reports.

To illu stra te  the high enthusiasm which greeted 
the report and the general esteem in which i t  was held, 
one need only reca ll the word3 of a German statesman who 
had been heretofore a severe, but withal impartial, 
c r i t i c  of the reparation debacle. Stresemann declared 
that

. . . the f i r s t ,  and as I think successfu l, e f fo r t  
to deal with this gigantic indebtedness and to ad
just the burden to the economic capacity of the 
debtor and to the interests of the cred itor , is to 
be found in the proposals made by the Dawes Report 
fo r  a provisional settlement of the German repara
tion payments. Here, fo r  the f i r s t  time in the h is 
tory of the reparation question, the fa c t  that the 
liquidation of the debts would injure the creditor 
countries and, indeed, the world*s entire economy, 
has been thoroughly brought out; and it  has further 
been shown how such injury may be avoided.^

18 te phe ns , op. c i t . ,  p. 228. These, and other 
points, are exhaustively treated in "The Dawes Plan fo r  
Reparation Payments," Congressional D igest, IV, 37-72.

%ustav Stresemann, "The Economic Restoration of 
the World," Foreign A ffa ir s , II (June 15, 1924), 557. The
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What opposition in Germany there waa to the Dawes 
Plan came so le ly  from the National S ocia lis ts  and the 
Communists, although the la tte r  fo r  opposite reasons than 
the former. The sp e c if ic  objections of the National So
c ia lis ts  were two: ( l )  they declared that the Dawes Plan 
rested on "the war-guilt l ie "  and was, in e f fe c t ,  "a sec
ond V ersa illes"; ( 2 ) they were firm ly opposed to the in

ternational control over the German economy."*"

The Dawe3 Report, as may be conjectured, was des
tined to have a heavy influence on the foreign  policy of 
those powers responsible f o r  its form ulation. As con
cerned American-German relations, a German view of the 
Report and its  foreign  policy implications has been suc
cin ctly  set forth  by the scholarly  biographer of Germany’ s 
foreign minister, Dr. Gustav Stresemann, who was destined 
to play a major role in 'th is  and succeeding years. Herr 
Rheinbaben declared that

. . .  i t  Qthe Dawes Reportj adopted as a premise the 
demand fo r  the evacuation of the Ruhr, i t  advanced 
the idea that Germany must not be forced to pay more

fu l l  views of Stresemann on the sign ificance of the Dawes 
Report are to be found in Eric Sutton (ed .) Gustav 
Stresemann: His D iaries, Letters and Papers (New York:
The Macmillan Company, 1935), I , 280-96.

^The entire position  of the National S ocia lists 
in regard to the Dawes Plan is admirably and b r illia n t ly  
analyzed by Q,uinn, op. c i t . ,  pp. 88-99. Por a broader 
st-udy of the e f fe c t  of the" Dawes Plan on Germany’ s do
mestic and foreign p o lic ie s , see Reber, op. c i t . ,  
pp. 218-25.
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than she could pay from revenue and surplus, unless 
her currency was to be once more endangered. I t  
set a lim it to the German payments and, above a l l ,  
i t  deprived Prance of the power of resorting inde
pendently to any measures she might choose. In 
this way one of the most dangerous points in the 
V ersailles Treaty was overcome, the power given to 
France to make unrealizable economic demands, and 
then to resort to p o lit ic a l measures i f  they were 
not complied with. What France had not obtained 
at V ersa illes--the Rhine Frontier—she had hoped 
to obtain through the economic clauses of the 
Treaty. What subsequent events showed to be the 
most dangerous point of the V ersailles Treaty was 
overcome by Stresemann, thanks to the Dawes Re
p ort.1

With respect to American foreign  policy , exem
p lif ie d  as i t  was to a major degree in the Dawes Report, 
the German Foreign Minister took occasion to remark in 
the Reichstag:

Public opinion in America sees in what you ca ll 
the Dawes Report the economic scriptures of the pres
ent day, a conception which is apt, in that country, 
to be expressed in a catchword: "We decided the war, 
now we have made the peace.” V/hoever opposes that-- 
I am only speaking negatively—must reckon with the 
opposition of the greatest of world powers. A p o l i 
tician  ("pr. Otto Hoetzsch, German National Deputy”] 
who certain ly  does not belong to the L eft, quite J 
rightly sees in the intervention of the United 
States one o f the momentous turns in world history.^

Lord Edgar D’ Abemon was sim ilarly disposed to 
view American participation in a f in a l settlement (or so 2

■̂ Baron von Rheinbaben, Stresemann; The Man and 
the Statesman, tr . by Gyrus Brooks and Hans Herzl {New 
York: D. Appleton and Company, 192 9), p. 254.

2An address of Stresemann to  the Reichstag, 
qiroted by von Rheinbaben, ib id . , p. 256.
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i t  seemed.) of the reparation question. Reviewing the

importance of this American interest in the solution
of the reparation problem, he remarked:

. . . Already in December, 1923, V/ashington had 
urged the appointment of technical committees to 
establish  the facts and devise a solu tion . A few 
months later the United States sent two Reading 
citizen s to assist the Committees Poincare had re
luctantly agreed to, which were set up by the 
Reparation Commission, in rea lity  replacing i t .
The presence of these representatives of another 
continent aided powerfully in finding a solution . 
Much was done by counsel and advice; new ideas 
were contributed; the controversy was heaved out 
of old ruts; American cooperation was, above a l l ,  
precious because i t  represented the fin an cia l re 
sources of the New York market. What Dawes and 
Owen Young advised would be accepted by Wall 
S tre e t -- if  funds were required they would be 
forthcoming. That lent a s o lid ity  to their 
recommendations which Europe alone was incapable 
of imparting.1

The State Department, however, apparently enter
tained the p oss ib ility  that the recommendations of the 
Dawes Committee would provide fo r  u tiliza tion  of a l l  of 
Germany’ s assets in compensation f o r  claims of the A llied  
Powers without taking into consideration American claims 
to reimbursement o f array costs and payment of claims ad
judicated by the Mixed Claims Commission under the Agree-

1

ment of August 10, 1922, with Germany. Accordingly, in 
structions were issued to Herrick, the American Ambassa

dor to Fiance, to apprise Dawes and Young of this

I I ,  6.
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situation , adding that the "Government of the United 
States would view with disapproval any general s e t t le 
ment of the reparation problem which did not take into 
proper account its  legitimate claims while providing 
fo r  claims of the other powers."^

To implement the Dawes Plan and to accelerate 
the economic recovery of Europe a general conference to 
he held in London on July 16th was proposed by the Repa
ration Commission of the A llied  Powers. Great B ritain , 
mindful o f the need fo r  harmony and painfully aware of 
French u lterior motives, exerted considerable pressure 
upon the United States to participate in the London Con-

Qferen ce.

Secretary Hughes thU3 found himself in a rather 
d i f f i c u l t  situation , since on the one hand he was well 
apprised of the sign ificance of the conference--holding 
as i t  did the key to the success of the reparation ques
tion to which he had contributed no l i t t l e  measure (the 
orig in a l proposal was h is ) ; on the other hand, it  would 
be extremely d i f f i c u l t ,  not to say impossible, to recon- 
c i le  o f f i c ia l  representation with foreign policy  pursued 

since the rejection  o f the V ersailles Treaty. I t  was not

^Fo re ig n  R e la t io n s , 1924, I I ,  2 .

2Fq re ig n  R e la t io n s , 1924, I I ,  2 9 -3 1 .
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that he fa iled  to perceive the evolution and d irection  
of his own foreign  p o lic ie s , fo r  this he certa in ly  did; 
rather, hi3 d if f ic u lty  lay in deciding upon the degree 
of American cooperation that would he necessary to e f 
fe c t  a fin a l solution of the reparation problem and yet 
harmonize with the current iso la tion is t sentiment in 
America. In short, fa ilu re  to participate in the con
ference could he disastrous to America’ s in terests, 
whereas representation on the same status as the A llies  
would he too abrupt a departure in foreign p o licy .

The solution  to this dilemma, again manifesting 
the ingenuity and diplomatic a g ility  of that statesman, 
was found in contriving a compromise. The United States 
would maintain a t the conference its  usual "u n o ffic ia l"  
representation concerning the agenda as a whole; however, 
in a l l  matters which a ffected  the interests of the United 
States, that Government would he d irectly  represented by 
the American Ambassador to Great B rita in . Accordingly, 
Mr. Frank Kellog, the American Ambassador, was apprised 
of his new instructions, and James A. Logan, J r ., the

t

American u n o ffic ia l representative on the Reparation 
Commission, was designated as assistant.^

The ch ief d if f ic u lty  at the London Conference lay

^F oreign  R e la t io n s , 1924, I I ,  31 .



103

in "binding the contracting powers to introduce the 

changes prescribed in the Dawes report and at the same 
time to avoid a l l  appearance of an intent to modify the 
treaty of Versai l l es . A solution was eventually found 

by drawing up four separate agreements: one between the 
Reparation Commission and Germany providing fo r  the pay
ment of reparations as prescribed in the Dawes Plan; a 
second between the A llies  and Germany relating to the 
interpretation of the f i r s t  agreement and the settlement 
by arbitration of disputes which might arise out of i t ;  
a third between the A llies  and Germany outlining the 
plan fo r  the restoration of the f is c a l  and economic 
unity of Germany upon which the Dawes Plan was to be 
based; and a fourth be tween the A llies  themselves lim it
ing their authority, granted under the Treaty o f Ver
s a il le s , to invoke sanctions in the event of defaults 
on Germany’ s p a rt.* 2 These agreements, attached as an

nexes to the fin a l protocol o f the London Conference, 
were signed on August 30, 1924. Consequently, this 
marks the date on which the Dawes Plan went into e ffe c t .^

f

^-Stephens, op. c i t . ,  p. 229.
2Ibid.
•Z Jean Parmentier, "The Reparations Problem a fter  

London," Foreign A ffa ir s . I l l  (December 15, 1924), 248.
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Concerning a broad view of the sign ificance of 
this conference, a student of foreign  relations has re
marked:

The London Conference, though i t  saw Germany 
accept a reparation plan which was admittedly a 
heavy burden and which could not last more than 
a few years, was a German v ictory . I t  was in Lon
don that Streaemann won the greatest triumph of 
his diplomatic career--the freedom of the Ruhr.
With the B ritish  and the American representatives 
present to protect Germany against French aggres
sion , the Ruhr was 3afe at la s t . ITo longer was 
the French dominated Reparation Commission to 
serve as a tool to accomplish the te r r ito r ia l 
disruption of Germany.

On August 5th Kellog dispatched to the State De
partment a resolution proposed to the conference by the 
French delegation ca llin g  fo r  a meeting of the A llied  
Finance Committee a t Paris immediately a fter adjournment 
of the London Conference to se ttle  allocations of repara
tion payments during the f i r s t  years of operation of the 
Dawes Plan. Kellog a lso enclosed the text of a le tte r  

to the secretary-general of the Conference stating that 
under Section 11, part I , o f the Dawes Report "the United

States should participate as the only Associated Power."* 2
1

The resolution received hearty endorsement from 
the State Department, and Logan was immediately appointed

Kaplan, op. c i t . .  pp. 39-40.

2Foreign Relations. 1924, I I , 54-55.
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the representative o f the United States to the fin a n cia l 
conference at Paris to consider a lloca tion  of the German 
payments under the Dawes Plan. I t  should he noted that 
this was the f i r s t  occasion since 1919 in which the 
United States maintained o f f i c ia l  representation at a 
European conference and on the same ha3ia as the other 
participating governments. As such, i t  marks another 

s ig n ifica n t step in the evolution of Hughes* reparation 
p o licy .

The second conference was not yet in session at 
Paris, however, before a noticeable strain in Anglo- 
American unity appeared. The occasion f o r  this rupture 
was the question of American equity in the participation 
of the Dawes Plan payments.1 Secretary Hughes had a l
ways maintained that the United States should share in 
the reparation payments ‘ made by Germany.2 The basis of 

this claim was tw o-fold: (1) legal rights secured by the 
treaty of the United States with Germany and by Section 
11, part I , of the Dawes Report which declared: " . . .
a l l  amounts fo r  which Germany may be liable to the A l-/
lied  and Associated Powers"; (2) the United States laid 
claims to equity as a co-belligerent.'^

J-Fo reign Relations, 1924, I I , 56 f  f .
2See supra, p. 101.
5Fo reign R elations, 1924, I I ,  77. Ita lics  are mine.
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/On October 30th the American Charge in France, 
Mr. Whitehouse, dispatched to the State Department a 

note which d isclosed  that the French delegates would 
support the American position , hut that "B rita in ’ s op
position  . . . may have to he handled through d ip lo 
matic channels."1 Because of the waxing h ostility  of 
the B ritish  delegates at the conference, Secretary 
Hughes, upon the recommendation of Herrick and Kellog, 
decided to present the American case at the fin an cia l 
conference on legal as well as on equitable grounds.**'

The legal claim had been heretofore suppressed and never 
formally presented by the United States, not because of 
any doubt as to its  va lid ity , but because Secretary 
Hughes had been convinced that a claim based on equity 
would be at once s u ffic ie n t  and more diplom atic. How
ever, British intransigence on the point now caused him 
to revise his orig inal estimate. In a note to Ambassa
dor Herrick he declared that

. . . the legal pos ition  o f this Government is based 
upon provisions of the Armistice, Treaty of Ver
s a il le s , resolutions o f Congress approved July 2, 
1921, ending state of war with Germany, and Treaty 
of Berlin, August 25, 1921. . . .  I am in agreement 
with you that we should stress our legal rights 
wherever possible and avoid appearance of resting * 2

•̂Foreign Relations , 1924, I I ,  70.
2I b id . , p. 77.
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our case wholly on equitable grounds, although we 
should of course always maintain the la tte r  with 
due prominence.1

Confronted with this s o lid ly  substantiated case, 
the B ritish  delegates proposed, and won, a postponement 
of the Paris Conference until January 6, 1925. On De
cember 31st, a f  ew days prior to the opening of the new 
conference, Kellog was instructed to proceed to Paris, 
his presence being necessary to carry out the intention 
of the United States to meet with the B ritish  delegates 
and press f o r a  fu l l  and f in a l discussion of the Ameri
can claims. He was advised that

. . .  to do this can hardly f a i l  to strengthen our 
position while to acquiesce in delay would seem to 
aid B rita in ’ s plan of shelving discussion. We 
should make opposition of the B ritish  as inconven
ient fo r  them as possible--being ready, at the same 
time, to reach an amicable adjustment on a reason
able b a s is .2

On January 7, 1925, James A. Logan dispatched a 
note to Secretary Hughes advising him on the progress of 
the discussions with the B ritish  delegation, and the par
ticu larly  optim istic tone taken by the head of that dele 
gation, Winston Churchill, Chancellor of the Exchequer.

i

The discussions continued throughout the week with con
cessions being made by both disputants, and at length

•̂F o re ig n  R e la t io n s , 1924, I I ,  94 .

2 lb  i d . , pp. 1 2 5 -2 6 .
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negotiations were undertaken to settle  the so le  remain- 

ing pièce de resistance--the actual amount of reparations 
to he paid on account of United States army costs and 
other claim s. A protocol embodying the results of these 
successfully-term inated negotiations was drawn up and 
signed on January 14th by a ll  the governments represented 
at the conference.1

A rticle  I I I  of the fin a l protocol set forth  the 
share of the United States in the Dawes annuities. This 
may be summarized as fo llow s:
A) Out of the amount received from Germany on account of 

the Dawes annuities, the United States was to receive 
the follow ing sums in reimbursement of the costs of 
the United States Army of Occupation and f o r  the pur
pose of sa tisfy in g  the awards o f the Mixed Claims 
Commission.
1. F ifty -f iv e  m illion gold marks per annum beginning 

September 1st, 1926, and continuing until the 
principal sums outstanding on account of the costs 
of the United States Army of Occupation should be 
sa tis fie d . I f  in any year this tota l sum be not 
transferred to the United States, the arrears 
would be carried forward to the next succeeding 
annual instalment payable to the United States, 
which would then be pro tanto increased. Any such 
arrears would be cumulative and would bear simple 
interest at 4|^.

2. Two and one quarter per cent {2\%) of a l l  receipts 
from Germany on account of the Dawes annuities 
available fo r  distribution  as reparations, pro
vided that the annuity resulting from this per
centage would not in any year exceed the sum of

1The text of this convention may be found in 
Fo'reign Relations, 1925, I I ,  145-62.
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fo r ty -fiv e  m illion gold marks.
B) The Agreement of May 25th 1925 (the so -ca lled  Wads

worth Agreement concluded between the A llies and the 
United States) would be, by the terms of this proto
c o l , superseded by the present Agreement.

C) The provisions o f this Agreement relating to the ad
mission against the Dawes annuities o f charges other 
than reparations should not be modified by the A llied  
Governments so as to reduce the sums to be distributed 
as reparations save in agreement with the United 
States.

D) The United States would be recognized as having an 
in terest, proportionate to its  2it% interest in the 
part of the annuities available fo r  reparation, in 
any distribution  of railway bonds, industrial deben
tures, or other bonds issued under the Dawes Plan.
In addition , the United States would be recognized 
as having an interest in any d isposition  that may be 
made of the bonds i f  not sold or d istrib u ted .1

By way of reviewing the s ig n ifica n t events that 
occurred since the publication o f the Dawes Report, i t  
might be well to quote a few lines on these highly event
fu l months penned by Secretary Hughes* successor:

k

After the Dawes Committee had fin ished  its  la 
bors, the London Conference follow ed naturally and 
paved the way fo r  the evacuation of the Ruhr and 
the Rhineland sectors . Germany*s industries were 
restored to her; her payments to a l l  of the A llied 
and Associated Powers were f ix e d ; her banking sys
tem and currency were reorganized and arbitration 
was provided as a means of se tt lin g  a l l  disputes 
that might arise in this connection. The Paris 
Conference, which came next, regulated the d is t r i 
bution o f German reparation payments among the

•̂ This summary has been drawn and free ly  para
phrased from the o f f i c ia l  tex t of the convention con
tained in Foreign Relations , ib id .

K
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Allied, and Associated Powers.■*•

The "broad outline of the evolution of an Ameri
can reparation policy has been traced above as fa r  as
the occasion of Secretary Hughes* Hew Haven address.1 2

/
By way of a sweeping resume of the further d irection  and 
culmination of that e volutionary policy since the o r i 
gins o f the aforementioned speech, i t  might be well to 
point out the principal policy  decisions which marked 
the course of the new orientation . These may be sum- 
marized as follow s: ( l )  the formulation of a sp e c if ic  
plan fo r  the f in a l settlement of reparations; at f i r s t  
suggested con fiden tia lly  by Hughes to the French Ambas
sador, i t  was later incorporated and made the ch ie f 
topic of the Secretary*s h istoric  Hew Haven address;
(2) the willingness of the State Department, in view of 
its vested interests in a settlement of the reparations 
problem, to appoint two American c itizen s  to s i t  in a 
principal capacity upon the Experts’ (Dawes) Commission;
(3) the acceptance by the United States o f an invitation

1

% rankB. Kellog, "Some Foreign P olicies of the 
United S tates," Foreign A ffa ir s , IV (January, 1926), 
Special Supplement, v i . For detailed analyses o f the 
London and Paris Conferences, see Hyde, op. c i t . ,  
pp. 387-93; Parmentier, op. c i t .. pp. 244-53; and 
Sutton, op. c i t . ,  I ,  369-409.

2See supra, p. 74.
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to be represented a t the London Conference, although 
Secretary Hughes labored d ilig en tly  to contrive an in
genious compromise between o f f i c ia l  and u n o ffic ia l rep
resentation; (4) because of the growing concern of the 
State Department over the ultimate disposition  of Ger
man reparations and the various claims fo r  priority  of 
payment, Secretary Hughes accepted with a la crity  an in
vitation  to the United States to be represented a t the 

Paris Financial Conference; since the urgency of the 
situation would brook no id e a lis t ic  concern over the 
manner of American representation, the United States, 
fo r  the f i r s t  time since the Paris Peace Conference of 

1919, again maintained o f f i c ia l  representation at a 
European conference ; the cycle had indeed been com
pleted; (5) in view of B ritish  intransigence concerning 
the equity and p r iority  of American claims to reimburse
ment fo r  its  army of occupation coats, Secretary Hughes 
took the in itia tive  at the opening of the conference by 
presenting a legal case which ultimately led to an ami
cable settlement of American interests in European repa-

t

rations .

Lt should be noted in closing that i t  was prin

c ip a lly  this " iso la tio n is t"  American in terest, pursued 
throughout these years in a l l  its  manifestations and 
mutations, that led to the f i r s t  endeavor o f the
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European Governments to write a comprehensive and en
lightened policy --the Dawes Plan—regarding a f in a l s e t 
tlement of reparations. Whether with rea lization  or not, 
they had turned f o r  their instructions to an American, 
and his name was Charles Evans Hughes .



CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION : A BROAD PERSPECTIVE OP POSTWAR
UNITED STATES-GERMAN FOREIGN RELATIONS

The diplomatic relations which obtained between 
the United States and Germany during the years 1919 to 
1925 have thus been s e t  fo rth  and examined. Bearing in 
mind the principal d if f ic u lty  inherent in any treatise 

on foreign  relations--the danger o f fa il in g  to recognize 
the nature and significance of the larger aspects while 
minutely delineating the fu l l  d e ta ils , i t  would be f i t 
ting and germane to the previous material to explore 
here these larger aspects and pass judgment upon their 
s ig n ifica n ce .

Two fa ctors , above a ll  others, give d irection  
and import to the diplomatic relations of the United 
States and Germany in the immediate postwar years.
These are, respectively , the Treaty of V ersailles and 
the re jection  of the Treaty and the League of Nations 
by the United States. Anchored in these two h istoric  
facts are the whole orientation and subsequent evolu

tion of postwar United States-German foreign rela tion s. 
While at f i r s t  glance the c ita tion  of these two factors
may appear to be obvious, not to say su p erfic ia l, a

***

certain significance lies  therein that is too frequently
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overlooked or forgotten  precisely because of this mani

fe s t  quality. I t  occasionally happens, f o r  instance, 
that an author treating this period becomes so engrossed 
in appraising and tracing postwar German foreign  policy  
in terms of Bismarkian Groasepolitik and Geopolitik that 
apparently l i t t le  sign ificance is attached to the para
mount role of the Treaty of V ersailles as the dominating 
influence in the shaping of a German postwar foreign 
p o licy . This is not to imply, however, that such an 
author expounds a to ta lly  fa lse  th esis . Such an argu
ment has its  merits and is based upon certain h istor ica l 
facts and fa cto rs ; but an undue emphasis upon such an 
interpretation of German diplomacy in the postwar era 
can be very misleading and quite erroneous in its  con
clusions. The fa c t  remains that i t  was the Treaty of 
Versailles — this above a l l  antecedent factors and in flu 
ences— that gave the precise d irection , nature, and 
scope to German diplomacy in this period.

The other cardinal point, the re jection  of the 
Versailles Treaty and the League of Hationa by the United 
States, is of equal s ig n ifica n ce . In rejecting the W il

sonian ideal of a world organization to execute the Baris 
Peace Settlement and maintain the peace, the United
States was faced with the alternative of concluding a «•»
separate peace with Germany and developing a foreign
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policy  independent of the co lle c t iv e  action of the League 
members . This a t once acted to strengthen Germany’ s po
s it ion  v is-à -v is  the European A llied  powers. Hencefor
ward the German Government would strive to align its 
foreign policy as c lose ly  as possible with that o f the 
United States.

The principal basis upon which this alignment 
was secured was economic. I t  was the constant endeavor 
of a l l  German statesmen in this period to appeal to the 
United States to participate in an "economic restoration 
of the w orld ."1 Such an appeal struck a responsive 

chord in America as none other could have. I t  mu3t never 
be forgotten that these postwar years in America were 
years of revived power and influence fo r  business, f i 
nance, and industry. Favored by a conservative Repub-

*lican administration and a yet more conservative Supreme 
Court, the vested interests of American business were 
given v irtu a lly  free rein in a period which witnessed a 
remarkable revival of the tenets of la issez fa ir e . In 
thus appealing to the dominant group in the United 

States--a  group that was greatly concerned with the "eco
nomic restoration of the wo rid "--German statesmen revealed

•̂ This was a phrase frequently employed by Strese- 
mann and other German leaders. Streseraann wrote an ar
t ic le  under this t i t le  fo r  publication in Foreign A ffa irs 
fo r  June 15, 1924, pp. 552-58.
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the possession of a greater insight than mas their wont 
to display in the prewar years. I t  was this economic 
alignment of foreign  policy  that prescribed the d ire c 
tion o f United States-German relations in this period.
By convincing the United States Government that it  was 

to its own fin a n cia l and commercial interests to aid in 
a re a lis t ic  and just settlement of the reparation deba
c le , the German Government scored a diplomatic victory 
of the f i r s t  magnitude.

The waxing interest of the United States in the 
economic restoration of Europe was, of course, greatly 
welcomed by the powers of that continent--w ith the pos
sib le  exceptions of France and Belgium--because of the 
hope i t  inspired fo r  a re a lis t ic  appraisal of the repa
ration question as opposed to the harsh, arbitrary, and 
in many instances, unworkable provisions levied by the 
French-dominated Reparation Commission.

Concerning the attitude of these European pow
ers, however, a d istin ction  must be made with respect to
the element of time. Prior to 1922 American participa-

/
tion in the reparation negotiations was not especia lly  

s o lic ite d  by the European governments; indeed, i t  was 
even viewed with disfavor by France while that nation 
controlled  the p o lit ic a l and economic thinking of such 
important League agencies as the Reparation Commission
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and the In ter-A llied  Rhineland High Commission. Great 
B ritain , the only other power capable of restraining 
this French influence, was generally disposed at this 
time to acquiesce in this French determination because 
of the strong ties of the Entente and the fa c t  that i t ,  
too, entertained hopes of exacting the f u l l  amount of 
the grandiose reparation payments charged up to Germany 
at the Conference of Baris.

In the closing months of 1922, however, a serious 
rupture in Anglo-French unity occurred when i t  became ap
parent that France was preparing to apply the extreme and 
unauthorized sanctions o f a m ilitary occupation of the 
Ruhr as a reprisal fo r  Germany’ s anticipated default on 
coal and wood d e liv e r ie s . When Fiance, despite the re
peated protestations of Great Britain and the United 
States, proceeded to carry out the threatened occupation 
in January, 1923, the divergence of B ritish  and French 
foreign policy came dangerously close  to the breaking 
point. D’ Abemon has described in these words the c r i t i 
ca l situation obtaining at the time; /

Throughout 1923 acute divergence was the main 
characteristic of relations between London and Paris. 
Poincare clung on in the Ruhr and persisted in the 
Rhineland regardless of England’ s abstention, in d i
rect contradiction to the views of London. Curzon’ s 
notes of protest were incontrovertible and eloquent, 
but they were unheeded. France was resolved to ob- 

" tain security fo r  h erself; the Entente--she deemed-- 
had proved a broken reed. French troops remained
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in the Ruhr and practica lly  cut it  o f f  from the 
rest of Germany. French agents openly favored 
separation in the Rhineland. . . . Paris was de
termined to seize and to hold productive pledges. 
London was no less firm  in refusing to countenance 
any scheme which involved the hreak-up of Gernany.^

The e f fe c t  of this rupture in Anglo-French unity 
was to create a vacuum of leadership in Europe concern
ing the entire reparation question. With the exception 
of France and Belgium, the European powers turned fo r  
aid and guidance to the United States. Secretary Hughes, 
having foreseen this very state of a ffa irs  as a d is t in c t  
p oss ib ility  at the time o f his Hew Haven Address of the 
previous year, was disposed to accept the responsib ility  
thus thrust upon the United States. He sign ified  the 
willingness of his country to participate in an in ter
national conference modeled on the lines of his previous 
proposal. He fu lly  rea lized  that this very cooperation 
of the United States would secure more lasting results 
than a l l  the A llied conferences of the preceding three 

years. By assuming the in itia tiv e  in preparing the 
ground fo r  a fin an cia l conference, he secured the requi
s ite  French approval, reluctant and hesitating though i t  
was.

In retrospect the position of Secretaiy Hughes 
during these cru cia l months was that of a mediator,

-̂D’ Abemon, op. c i t . , II , 10-11.
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although he re lig iou sly  eschewed the term. Beseeched by 

Germany on the one hand, he was harangued by France and 
encouraged by Great Britain on the other. It  attests 
to his ingenious statesmanship that he was able , in the 
matter of reparations at this stage, to reconcile a t 
once German aspirations, French determination, and Eng

lish  fe a r s .
In considering this anomaly of American coopera

tion in the settlement of German reparations--and i t  is 
an anomaly when contrasted with American policy aa formu
lated in the immediate postwar period--the question 
arises, MWhat were the principal motivating factors that 
underlay this evolutionary change in foreign  policy?”
The answer to this question is fo u r -fo ld : ( l )  the in flu 
ence of American public opinion, particu larly of the in 
te llectu a l c ir c le s ;  (2) “the influence of industrial, f i 
nancial, and commercial interests in a settlement of 
reparations and war debts; (3) the avowed intention of 
the United States Government to prosecute its  claims for  
payment of war debts and reparations; and (4) the f in a ls
conviction of Secretary Hughes himself that the peace, 
prosperity, and safety of the United States were depend

ent upon a just and reasonable settlement of the repara
tion problem.

With respect to the f ir s t  of these points, i t
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must be stated that the most vocal expression of public 
opinion favored an increased interest on the part of the 
United States Government in matters attendant upon a s e t 
tlement of the vexatious problem of German reparations. 
The wellsprings of this influence comprised the co lleges 
and un iversities, the rostrum and the platform, and a 
deluge of literature touching upon the issue.

To assess the degree of influence exercised by 
the industrial, fin a n cia l, and commercial interests of 
the United States lies  fa r  beyond the scope of this sum
mary. Nevertheless, i t  can be recognized here that these 
interests primarily motivated such diplomatic agreements 
with Germany as the Treaty of B erlin , the Treaty of 
Friendship, Commerce, and Consular Rights, and the Mixed 
Claims Agreement. Pervading the entire economic think
ing of the United States in this decade was the nebulous 
doctrine of la issez fa ir e . However d i f f i c u l t  to enumer

ate its manifestations, the fa c t  remains that the fu l l  
impact of this current economic thought largely shaped 
the direction  and supplied the motivating force  in the

1

evolution of American foreign  policy  in this era.
As a fa c to r  of influence, the intention of the 

Government of the United States to prosecute its  claims 
fo r  payment of war debts and reparations cannot be under- 
estimated. I t  was this fa c t  alone which buoyed up an
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interest in the United States toward European a ffa ire  
a fte r  the re jection  o f the League and the national e le c 

tions o f 1920. As 3uch i t  checked to a considerable de
gree the rampant forces of isolationism  and eventually 
supplied a ra llying point f o r  both protagonists and an
tagonists of American participation in the reparation 
controversy.

Upon retrospect, however, the most decisive fa c 
tor of a l l  was the evolution in p o lit ic a l  and economic 
thinking of Secretary Hughes him self. To a large extent 
this was made possible because of the unusual position 
of influence, tantamount as i t  was to absolute control 
over foreign  policy , enjoyed by the Secretary in the 
postwar administrations. This existed to a degree in 
which i t  is possible to use the terms "State Department" 
and "American foreign policy" interchangeably with 

"Charles Evans Hughes." When the fu l l  implications of 
this fa c t  are c lea rly  understood, i t  can be readily seen 
that any evolutionary change in American foreign  policy 
during Hughes1 tenure o f o f f ic e  was to a great degree 
the result o f just such a change in the p o lit ic a l-d ip 
lomatic thinking of the Secretary him self.

The diplomatic relations of the United States and 
Germany follow ing the cardinal events of the rejection  by 
the United States of the Treaty of Versailles and the
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League of Nations were thus largely determined by these 

conditioning factors and influences. The principal ob
jectives  of German diplomacy v is -a -v is  the United States 
--the securing o f a basic understanding and the gradual 
involvement of the United States in the reparations con
troversy to checkmate French foreign  policy--were fu lly  
realised within Secretary Hughes’ tenure of o f f i c e .  The 
metamorphosis of American foreign  policy respecting Ger
man reparations was likewise essen tia lly  completed within 
this period of time. Considering the whole conduct of 
United States-German foreign  relations in the postwar 
era, then, i t  redounds to the great a b ility  and prestige 
of Charles Evans Hughes that he was able to hold the 
Ship of State to a true course while navigating the ever- 
treacherous waters of European diplomacy.

/
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