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PREFACE

One much heralded cause of World War I has been 
cited as the intense naval rivalry between Britain and 
Germany. Various historians have stressed the destruc
tion of German sea power as an important goal of British 
policy. Unfortunately no writer has ever described in 
depth how the German Navy was rendered Impotent after 
World War I even though the Treaty of Versailles has 
been the subject of prolific study and research. All 
too many historians simply look at the naval clauses of 
the Treaty and casually observe that the terras definitely 
reduced the size of the once powerful German Fleet.
Yet, such a simple observation has left many important 
questions unanswered. Host important is the obviously 
neglected question of what role did the British Government 
play in the writing of the harsh naval clauses. Also 
neglected to a greater extent is the position of the 
other Allied powers and the Germans regarding the naval 
terms.

However, when one starts to answer the above ques
tions a naze of new problems confronts the researcher.
It is all too easy to state that the British adopted a 
harsh nolicy towards the German Navy, but to follow the
intricacies of that policy is difficult because opinion 
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within Britain was certainly not unanimous concerning 
the German Navy. With this in mind one of the goals of 
this thesis will be to determine what factions within 
Britain were most responsible for the naval clauses.
Yet to out demands into a treaty more often than not ore- 
ates as many problems as are solved, and this is one of 
the aspects of the oeriod that is most neglected. What 
was the attitude of Britain toward the division of the 
spoils of war, and in what manner would the terms of the 
Treaty be enforced if the Germans resisted the naval 
terms? Furthermore, additional problems were created 
when the German Fleet was scuttled in order to avoid sur
render. How did Britain react to this violation of the 
Treaty terms?

The questions posed here usually involve complex 
and even technical answers. 'Wherever possible, however, 
the more technical problems Involving naval material 
will be simplified for the reader's benefit, as will be 
the more involved problems pertaining to enforcement of 
the naval clauses; for it is the main goal of this thesis 
to analyze British policy toward the German Navy in the 
period following World War I.

I am genuinely indebted to the many people who 
generously assisted me in the writing of this thesis. > 
Foremost among them is ny husband, David N. Shepherd, who
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suggested the topic and who guided me to research material. 
I am also very much indebted to Dr. Allan K« ochleich, 
my thesis adviser, whose time and patience spent in com
menting upon the preliminary drafts served to improve the 
narrative and to clarify many points found in the 
thesis. It was also Dr. Schleich's encouragement and 
understanding which spurred me on to write this thesis.
My thanks are also extended to Dr. Arthur Umscheid for 
his understanding; to my parents for their encouragement; 
and to my neighbor Linda Walsh,who very generously helped 
me in typing and proofreading the final draft.

While ^researching this paper several organizations, 
to whom I am very indebted, presented me with valuable 
material. These include the Chief of Naval Operations 
Office in Washington, the German Military History Bureau 
in Germany, and the Imperial War Museum in Britain.

Also, I would like to apologize to my newly-born 
son, Blake Nelson Shepherd, for the confusion caused in 
his life while his mother spent hours pounding on her

typewriter.
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CHAPTER I
THE END OF HOSTILITIES

Intense naval rivalry between Great Britain and 
Germany from 1904 to 1914 was one of the significant causes 
of tension related to the outbreak of World War I. Ger
many, militant and fearful of her enemies, added to her 
military and naval strength while Britain saw the increase 
as a threat to her supremacy of the seas.̂  To Kaiser 
Wilhelm II the need to strengthen the fleet was to ". . . 
make sure that nobody will dispute the place in the sun 
to which we are e n t i t l e d . I n  his relatively new German 
Empire he vigorously supported the extensive battleship 
program begun by Grand Admiral Alfred von Tirpitz,
Secretary of State for Naval Affairs. The admiral justi
fied his program with the argument that Germany's vast 
and expanding overseas trade demanded the building of a

3-For a thorough evaluation of the rivalry between 
Britain and Germany prior to the war see Leonard Wainstein, 
rtThe Drsadnaught Gap,’* United States Naval Institute 
Proce edings, LXKX.XII (September , 1966) , pp. 73-92.

?Michael Balfour, The Kaiser and His Times (Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin Co., 19b4)» p. 319»
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powerful fleet as a security measure,3 He also considered 
that political aims were involved: "The purpose and aim 
of our naval policy is political independence from Sn&land

' ** -r
. . . . we must diminish the military distance between 
England and ourselves. . . ."^ But the "Grand Old Man," 
the creator of the modern German Navy, failed to realize 
that Great Britain would not remain passive while her 
Ions:-standing naval supremacy was being gradually under

mined . ̂

To Britain the naval challenge was a most serious 
threat. From 1910 to 191^ she too launched a campaign to 
increase her fleet strength as the number of dreadnaughts 
was Increased from five to eighteen vessels while the Ger
man advance was from two to thirteen vessels.' ioriner 
Prime Minister Arthur James Balfour well recognized the

3iIector C. By water. Navies and Nations; A Review of 
Naval Developments Since the Great War (London: Cons table 
and Co. Ltd., 192?). p. Hereafter cited as Navies and
Nations. For further description of the German Navy s 
building program see Wilhelm II, The Kaiser*s Memoirs, trans. 
Thomas R, Ybana (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1922), 
pp. 2 32-2^5 ’• and Cyprian A. G, Bridge, The Np.val 
Situation," Edinburgh Review. CCAX.XIII (April, 1921), 2^-245.

^Balfour, The Kaiser and His Times, p. 319.
^Bywater, Navies and Nations, p. 6.
^Blanche C. Dugdale, Arthur James 3alfour, First 

Sari of Balfour, 1906-1930 (New York:G. P. Putnam’s 
Sons, 1937), p. 30.
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importance of sea power saying that:
Without a superior fleet, Britain would no 
longer count as a power. Without any fleet 
at all Germany would still remain the great
est power in Europe . . . .  If Germany had a 
bigger fleet she could not only defeat us at 
sea, but could soon be in London with her army.
If our fleet is once defeated we are at the 
mercy of every plunderer.’'’

Some attempt was made to settle the nroblem in 1912 
with the visit of Lord Haldane, the Secretary of State for 
War, to Berlin; his mission was to find out if Germany 
would agree to slow down her naval building program if
Britain did likewise. Germany's terms, however, included
\

a political arrangement which would limit Britain's freedom
i

to intervene to aid Russia and France in the event of a 
European war. This the British could not accept. With 
the mission's failure Britain began to build in haste;for 
if a war should come her navy must be ready, as of old,

• Oto defend the nation and destroy the enemy at sea.°

3ach attempt to reduce the tension produced by the 
naval rivalry made more and more obvious the fact that 
competition for trade or colonies had been submerged in the 
Issue of the balance of power in ¿urope. In both Britain 
and Germany the discussions of naval estimates increasingly

?Goldwin Smith, A History of England (3rd ad.; New 
York: Charles Scribners 3ons, 1966), p. ^99.

RIbid.



turned on questions of comparative naval strength. Su
periority or equality were measured with national survival 
as the determining factor.9 Britain was conscious of her 
role in the area of sea power and took steps to preserve it.

With the onset of hostilities in 191^ the numeri
cally superior Grand Fleet did have a formidable foe in 
the German High Seas Fleet. However, during the war the 
German Navy, recognizing its statistical Inferiority, 
avoided contact with the full strength of the enemy; and 
as a result the surface naval war, soon confined to the 
North Sea, became a stalemate with both forces serving 
merely as fleets-in-being to restrain the operations of 
the other.10

This inactivity on the Gernan side was due not to 
the officers of the High Seas Fleet but to the Naval High 
Command headed by the Kaiser, the Supreme War Lord. As 
early as January 1915. he decided upon the limited use of 
his big ships and concentrated Instead upon submarine 
warfare. U  Hi s admiration for his fleet and his insistence

9adward Belmont Potter (ed.) Sea Power, A Naval 
History (Snglewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 19$0), p. 411; 
and Balfour, The Kaiser and His Times, d. 36B.

lOCaptain Harold W. Hood, USAR, "How the Royal Navy 
Met the Challenge," United States Naval Institute Proceed
ings , LXKXIV (February^ 195$). P̂  73.

llBalfour, The Kaiser and His Times, p. 3$$.
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on maintaining his role as Supreme Commander of the Fleet 
resulted in his denial to the admirals the right to engage 
in energetic attacks which might involve the fleet in bat
tles against superior forces. 12 His protective attitude 
was not highly successful especially since this inactivity 
generated unrest In the German surface fleet and eventually 
led to a mutiny of the bored sailors and the establishment 
of radical Sailors’ Councils which attempted to assume 

control of the fleet.

Admiral David Beatty, Commander of the British Fleet, 
was also displeased with the relative inactivity of the 
navies during the war; he was concerned that he had 
been deprived of the opportunity of rendering a decisive 
blow to German sea power. In late October 1919, be ques
tioned if the Grand Fleet was going to be 11. . . cheated
out of our reward of breaking the Sea Power of the Hun 
forever?”1  ̂ And after the signing of the Armistice in 
November he commented on the disappointment felt by his

His
12Admiral Georg 

¡ourt. The Diaries t
Alexander von huller. The Kaiser and_ 

Books and Letters of Admiral 
the

Note
Georg Alexander von Huiler
I9IA-I9IH, edr~ Walter 
Brace and World, Inc.

Görlitz
1959),

hier of 
( New
pr>.

York :
5^ ,9 6 .

Naval Cabinet, 
Harcourt,

13w. 3. Chalmers, The Life and Letters of David 
Sari Beatty (London: Rodder and Stoughton, 195U. P. 3do. 
}jsr3after cited as Beatty.
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raen:
The Fleet, my Fleet, is broken-hearted, but are 
still wonderful . . . .  All suffering from a 
feeling of something far greater than disappoint
ment, depressed beyond measure. But they respond 
gallantly and sink their feeling in their at
tention to duty . . . .  On the top of it all is 
the feeling that we are not going to win in the 
Council all that our great silent victory en
titles us to. That is Hell.i

The "silent victory" of the British Navy was ac
claimed by the British Prime Minister David Lloyd George. 
Describing it as an ". . . unceasing conflict waged daily
and nightly in the trenchless sea . . . "  involving 

. . individual deeds of sustained courage and 
skill • . . j, ," he concluded it was a war of endurance 
with command of the sea as a dominant factor. Few un
fortunately realized the role of the Navy because 
". . . not a sound reached the shore or any ear remotely
connected with Fleet Street. Citl passed without detailed 
notice being taken of it; because of the details nothing 
was ever heard by the public. "-̂ 5 The idea of the silent 
victory and the role the British Navy had played in the 
war became one of the important reasons the British 
delegates gave at the conferences for the necessity of

^Beatty to a Friend, Ibid., pp. 3̂ 1-3'+2.
V5 David. Lloyd George, fer Memoirs of David Lloyd 

Georce. 19 17 (Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1933-1937), 
pp. 771-272.

/
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strict naval terms.

Eventually the growing pressures upon Germany 
caused her to seek peace overtures In October 191^. 0n 
October ^. Prince Max of Baden, the new German Chancellor, 
appealed to President Wilson for peace on the basis of 
the latter's Fourteen Points which he had announced in 
September. Because of the state of pressing necessity 
the German Government called for the ”. . .  Immediate 
conclusion of a general armistice on sea, on land, and 
in the air.” Only unofficial information of the negotia
tions between Germany and the United States as a 
result of this letter was relayed to the Allied Premiers; 
but acting on the assumption that peace was near Lloyd 
George, Clemenceau and Orlando, the Prime Ministers of 
Britain, France and Italy, met in Paris on October 5 
the Supreme War Council and reached prompt agreement 
on th5 general military and naval requirements for an 
armistice. * 17 Two days later they referred consideration

-^Seth P Tillman, Ancrlo-American Relations at the 
Paris Peace Conference of"T9.1.9. (Princeton: Princeton 
Universit'y Press, 1961). p. £o\ Hereafter cited as Anglo- 
American Relations.

17 Ibid. In late 191? the Supreme War Council, 
political organization designed to concert lnter-AlLied 
strategy in war effort was established. Both 
and political leaders formed its makeup. Bee David Trask, 
The United States in the Supreme War Counqllj Amerlqa^  
War Alms and Inter-Allied Strategy, 1917-1.212 tMlAlet0 * 
Wesleyan University Press, 1961),p . 7 3 * Hereaft.r 
cited as Supreme War Council.
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of these requirements to the military and naval repre
18 v sentatives at Versailles.L

On October 8 these delegates met separately and
drew up their proposals. The guiding principle of the
military men was that of disarmament as they called for
enemy evacuation of France, Belgium, Luxemburg and Italy.
Distrust of Germany permeated the discussion as evidenced
by the adoption of the following resolutions

. . . the Government of Germany is in a posi
tion peculiar among the nations of curope in 
that its word cannot be believed, and that it 
denies any obligation of honour. It Is neces- 
sary, therefore, to demand from Germany material 
guarantees on a scale which will serve the 
purpose aimed at by a signed agreement in 
cases amongst ordinary civilized nations . . . .

Certain fortresses and Heligoland were, therefore, to be 

surrende red.^

The attitude of the naval representatives differed 
little. Admiral Hope, representing the British, read the 
views of the British Naval Staff. They called for the 
immediate cessation of submarine warfare and the return

l8'j# S. General Services Administration, National 
Archives and Records Service, Supreme War Council Meetings, 
Proces-Verbeaux of the Joint Meeting of the Military an 
Naval Representatives held at Versailles on 8th October, 
1918, at 9 hours 15. (in files of Department), p. 1. 
Henceforth cited as War Council Meetings.

1 9ibld.. p. vii.



of submarines and enemy craft to harbor; any terms for 
an armistice, they said, could only be to the enemy's 
advantage. But the group demanded more protection th 
withdrawal of all surface warships plus sixty submarines
to . . Naval Bases specified by the Allies and to re
main there during the Armistice.” Other conditions de
manded were the evacuation of ports on the English 
Channel, Mediterranean Sea and the Black Sea; the sur
render of Heligoland; and the continuance of the naval 
blockade. The military and naval terms should be 'ful
filled within one month. 20

While the Paris meetings were taking place the 
British were formulating their ideas regarding naval 
terms. Originally moderate, the terms became harsh. In
early October Lloyd George called for the immediate ces
sation of submarine warfare but the continuance of the 
blockade —  moderate enough terms. He also suggested 
armistice conditions as close to final demands as possible 
to safeguard the political alms of the Allies and to 
allow the implementation of Wilson's Fourteen Points.
But, said First Sea Lord Roslyn Wemyss, this posed a new 
problem for naval authority. An ordinary naval armistice

20War Council Meetings, Minutes of Meeting of Naval 
Representatives held at Versailles on 8th October, 191' . 
at 10 hours, pp. 1-3. and War Council Meetings, Joint 
Resolution regarding conditions of Armistice with Germany 
and Austria-Hungary, p. ?.
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stopped hostilities at sea but to maki conditions near 
i final terms entailed dealing with the German Fleet as an 

instrument of high policy, not just a combat force,
Lloyd George's suggestion, which also represented the 
views of the Supreme War Council in Paris, prevailed; 
but the Admiralty's demand on October 16 for the sur
render of the German Fleet he considered too harsh an

O 1Interpretation of his idea. x He feared too strict naval
terms would be bad for German morale and would hinder

2?acceptance of the armistice,

x But the shift to strict terms had begun as evidenced 
by the comments of the British C. in C., Admiral David 
Beatty, as he spoke before the British Cabinet on 
October 21. He argued for the necessity of removing the 
source of power of the submarine menace —  the High Seas 
Fleet; he also called for separate naval terms and dra
matically reminded the cabinet of the importance of sea 
power to Britain, Her Grand Fleet had played a significant 
role and therefore strict armistice terms were necessary:

21w. M. Jordan, Britain, France and the German 
Problem, 1913-1939 (London: Hoyal Institute of Internal 
Affairs, 19;+2), pp. 16-1?.

22L.lo.yd George, War Memoirs, 1913, p. 271.
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. . . The Navy also has won a great Passive 
Victory, has swept the enemy from the seas, 
rendered secure the vast lines of communica
tions with our Allies, and permitted the 
trade of this country necessary for existence, 
to continue. Because ours is a Passive Vic
tory, it is no reason why the Empire should 
not reap the fruits of that Victory . . „ „

Therefore, in framing our Naval terms, 
since the existence of the Empire depends on 
our Sea Power, we must ensure that no fleet in 

, being is left which can threaten our supremacy.
No compromise on this vital point is 
necessary . . . .23

The naval terms of the armistice must be stiff, in order 
to destroy German sea power — - the result of a naval 
action as regards the relative strength of the two 
forces. ° + To understand Beatty’s viewpoint is to under
stand that of the British naval representatives in late 
October in Paris as they helped form the terms of first 
the armistice and later the treaty.

With the close of the meeting a dispatch was sent to 
Wilson warning him the Germans were seeking a conditional 
peace and appealing to him to make no commitments 
without consulting the Allies. By this time Wilson was * 2

"^Views of the C. in C. at the War Cabinet Meeting, 
Chalmers, Beatty. pp. 333-33^.

2^Ibid.
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quits ready to consult the Allies.2  ̂ In his third note 
to Germany on October 23 he agreed to submit his corres
pondence with the German Government to the Allies with 
the recommendation that military representatives prepare 
the armistice terms.26 That sane day the President's 
correspondence with the Germans was sent to the Allied 
capitals with an inquiry as to whether the Allies were 
ready to formulate an armistice on its terms. The 
British were immediately calmed and on October 2*4- Lloyd 
George expressed to the Cabinet his full approval of 
Wilson's last note to Germany.

On October 25 the pre-armistice negotiations began 
in earnest though the meetings were not formal until the 2

2 5Tillman, Anglo-American Relations, p. ;44. Later 
in October Wilson’s second reply to a German note brought 
a stiffening of terms for the Germans and a feeling of 
hostility on the part of Britain and France that the 
President had usurped more power than necessary to end 
the war. The Germans* reply on October 21 accepted the 
determination of armistice terms by the Allied military, 
announced the end of submarine warfare, and insisted that 
the new government of Prince Max was representative of 
the people and resnonsible to the Reichstag. For the cor
respondence see Baker, Ray Stannard and Dodd, Wm. C.
(eds.) The Public Papers of Woodrow Wilson, Armistice 
(New York: Harper Brothers Publishers, 1925-1927), pp. 
A7A, >479, >492, 506; Tillman, Anglo-American Relations, 
p. A2; and Harry R. Rudln, Armistice: 1 9 1 3  (New Haven: 
Yale University Press, 19^). PP* 130-131*

26Tillraan, Anglo-American Relations, p. V+.

27lbld.
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31st. While the politicians debated the Fourteen Points 
and the military leaders the military clauses, the naval 
advisers were considering the terms pertinent to them.
The importance of sea power and British supremacy on the 
seas was of major concern to the British naval advisers 
as they expressed a desire for stringent naval terras.
They wished to eliminate completely the German threat by 
calling for the surrender or demobilization of the entire 
fleet plus a blockade. These views were expressed by Sir 
Trie Geddes, the First Lord of the Admiralty and Admiral 
Wemyss, the First Sea Lord. The French, however, explained 
Marshal Foch, were more interested in destroying the German 
capacity to wage war on land and oalled only for the in
ternment of the surface fleet in neutral ports. Foch 
feared the British aims were too stiff and would be re-

p Qfused by the Germans.'“ These views of the military 
representatives reflected the major roles played by their 
forces during the war.

Lloyd George and Balfour did not, however, share 
the views of the naval advisers but rather considered the 
terms too stiff.“9 Compromise among the Allies thus

~^Trask, Supreme War Council, p. l6l; and Hud in, 
Armistice: 19l3, p. ifll. The Americans sought to strike
a balance between the two.

^Rudin, Armistice : 1913, p. 236



seemed the only answer. After much discussion Lloyd
George and Admiral William Benson, U.S. Chief of Naval
Operations, proposed the following: 150 submarines were
to be delivered; the surface fleet was to be withdrawn
to Baltic ports; and Cuxhaven and Heligoland were to be
occupied by the Allied Fleets. Colonel 2dward House,
Wilson’s special representative, lent his support to the
proposal which was embodied into the clauses to be sub-

30mltted to the Allied Governments for approval.^

With the preliminaries ended, the official meetings 
bf the Supreme War Council began on October 31. The fol
lowing day began the detailed examination of the terms 
to be imposed, with the naval conditions causing even 
more discussion than the military terms. The military 
advisers thought the naval experts asked more than 
necessary to disable Germany —  the surrender of battle
ships, battle cruisers and submarines.31  3

3°Ferdlnand Foch, Memoirs of Marshal Pooh, trans. 
Colonel T. Bentley Mott (New York: Doubleday Doran, 1931). 
p. ‘'4-57; and Rudin, armistice: 1913, p. 305. In the 
discussions internment was understood to mean that Ger
man cabtains would exercise command of their vessels even 
though resting in a foreign port.

31Colonel House, The Intimate Papers of Colonel 
House: The Ending of the War, ed. by Charles Seymour
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1928), pp. 137-178.
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British Admiral Geddes defended the naval clauses 
with the argument that the fleet must be cut down as pro- 

’ posed in order to prevent the Germans from renewing the 
war under more favorable conditions. Also, if ths Allies 
did not acquire additional battle cruisers they would have 
to start building them since at the present time the Ger
mans possessed the superior number in this area. He 
emphasized the importance of the surface fleet in regard 
to trade and the arrival of American troops; he also 
denied Marshal Foch's point that the High Seas Fleet had 
caused few problemsjfor the British had always held it in 
check and now wished to eliminate a great thorn in their 

side :
. . .  If these ships are not surrendered 
the Grand Fleet during the armistice will 
bè in the same state of tension as that of 
two armies opposed to each other in battle 
array in trenches.'-

Following a prolonged discussion Lloyd George pro- 
posed a compromise calling for the surrender of submarines 
and battle cruisers leaving the battleships to be in
terned. He agreed with Foch that extreme demands would 
endanger the acceptance of the armistice but cited the 
importance of the battle cruisers as the Germans were 
numerically superior here. The questions of the naval 3

32Ibid.



terms wsre then referred, to the Naval council for more 
"palatable" terms to Germany.33

The Prime Minister's willingness to tone down the 
naval terras evoked bitter criticism from the Interallied 
Naval Council. They considered it dangerous to reduce the 
terms for they understood the armistice should come as 
close as possible to final peace terms. It was axiomatic 
that the German Fleet should be abolished so why modify 
the provisions. The interned fleet could be used for 
bargaining at the conference; for the Germans, they thought, 

would try and recover it.}

In a letter to Admiral Beatty, First Lord Geddes
described the conflict of ideas regarding the naval terms:

The German terms are approved in so far as 
the surrender of the 100 submarines goes, 
but as regards the battle fleet, the fear is 
that if we pitch the terms too high Germany 
will refuse them and there will be another 
year of bloodshed without any real compensa
tory advantage. It is thought that surrender 
of the whole of the ships recommended by 
Beatty is too severe.35

33Ibid, , p. 138. See also, Lady Wester Wemyss-, The 
L3.re and Letters of Lord Wester Wemyss (London: Gyre and 
Spottiswoode, 1935), Pc 39JK Cited hereafter as Letters.

3^Jordan, Britain. France and the German Problem, 
1018-1939. P. 2JT.

35Chalmers, Beatty, p. 337.
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For the next few days the naval terms were avaln 
discussed —  the pros and cons of stringent requirements. 
Part of the reason for the prolonged discussion regarding 
these clauses was the question of the condition of the 
Hlvh Seas Fleet which was known to be in mutiny, but just 
how far the mutiny had spread was not certain at first. 
When it became clear during the first week in November 
that the naval mutiny had become part of a general 
revolutionary movement in Germany, the Allied Naval Council 
redrafted the Armistice terms and the Supreme War Council, 
over Foch's protests, decided the German tleet must be 

interned in an Allied port.

With the Allied acceptance of the naval terms the 
Supreme War Council adopted the entire Armistice and 
ended its sessions on November ;d. During the meetings 
a vreat divergence of views became evident. The French, 
represented by Foch, favored very moderate terms for 
fear of hostilities being resumed, while the British view 
itself was divided. Admiral Geddes of the Naval council 
represented the British Admiralty in favoring extreme

^Ibid., p. 3^0. Colonel House and Lloyd George 
had no intention of returning the ships to Germany. For 
his part, Admiral Benson made the comment that if the 
Germans objected to "surrender" a good verbal compromise 
wouli be "internment" as Lloyd George had suggested. 
Rudin, Armistice: 1913. p. 303. The question of using 
"internment** or "surrender" seemed largely a choice of 
words to pacify the Germans for the present.
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punitive measures to prevent the future use of German 
sea power,and David Lloyd George sided with the Americans 
as compromisers. It was the compromisers who were vic
torious but not all were pleased with the victory;
Beatty expressed his displeasure to Wemyss:

There must be no question of the Naval 
terms being overridden. It is vital to 
the country that they should be recognized 
as the very minimum; our great efforts 
during the war will otherwise have been 
largely nullified.3?

The armistice terns were then communicated to
President Wilson who dispatched the information to Berlin.
\

He insisted on the principle of restoration of invaded 
territories and made it clear that the armistice terms 
were to be drawn up by Allied military and naval leaders; 
the Allies must remain in a position to enforce any 
agreements decided upon; and Germany must not be in a 
position to renew hostilities. This statement then be
came the basis upon which the Allies agreed to submit an 
armistice to Germany and upon which the naval and military 
te^ns were drawn up. The Allies were limited by the pro
visions of the preliminary negotiations only to the 
extent that with certain exceptions they agreed to base

•^Beatty to Wemyss, Ibid. . p. 3^8.
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-ipthe ceace ut>on the Fourteen Points.-'

The task of conveying the actual text of the armis
tice fell upon Marshal Foch who was aided by <Jemyss and
British Admiral Hope. They met with envoys accredited

39by the German Government and led by t^rzberger in a 
series of meetings in a railway carriage on a siding in 
the Forest of Compiegne, beginning on November 8.

Section 3 of the Armistice, the Naval Conditions, 
called for an immediate ending of all hostilities at sea; 
the return of all naval and mercantile marine prisoners 
of war in German hands; the right of the Allies and. the 
United States to sweep up all German mine fields and,the 
right of access in the Baltic; the continuance of the 
Allied blockade; the evacuation of Belgian and Black

38u# 3  ̂ Navy Department, Division of Naval Intelli
gence, "United States'Naval Activities in Connection with 
th* Armistice of 1918 and the Peace Conference of 1919. 
March 19*44 (in the files of the Department), p. 1. !1®re~ 
after cited as U.S. Navy Report. The exceptions were free
dom of the Seas and the principle of restoration; accord
ing to th° latter Germany was to make compensation for all 
damage done to civilian copulation. The Germans accepted 
these reservations. *

39^lth the proclaiming of the German Republic on 
November 9 the coalition government was dominated by the 
Social Democrats and headed by President Sbert and Chan
cellor Phillip Scheideraann. They chose Srzberger, a 
Centrist to head the civilian German delegation sent to 
meet with the Allies. A civilian was chosen to keep the 
Army from dictating government policies and taking harsh 
• S s i i o .  conditions as on excuse for » brack with Wilson 
who was known to be against the military masters; the 
vov°rnm°nt i*anted an armistice immediately to check he 
revolution. Rudin. Armistice: 1918, p. 32*.
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Sea ports with the stipulation the Germans were not to 
keep ships or material seized in the latter area; the 
notification of the neutrals by Germany that their re
strictions on trade were cancelled; no transfers of 
German merchant shipping to a neutral country after the 
signing of the Armistice; and no destruction of ships or 
materials before "evacuation, surrender, or reciprocity."

In regard to the submarines, all those which could 
be nut to sea were to be surrendered at ports named by 
the Allies and the United States and the other submarines 
were to remain under surveillance; these conditions were 
to be fulfilled within fourteen days of the signing of the 
Armistice. The fate of the surface warships was intern

ment for a majority:
The following German surface warships, which 
shall be designated by the Allies and the 
United States of America, shall forthwith be 
disarmed and thereafter interned in neutral 
ports, or failing them Allied ports, to be 
designated by the Allies and the United States 
of America, and placed under their surveillance 
. . . . only care and maintenance parties
left on board, namely:

6 battle cruisers
10 battleships
R light cruisers Including two 
mine layers

50 destroyers of the most modern type.
All other surface warships . . . are

. S. Navy Report, pp. 37-33•
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. . . to be . . . completely disarmed
and placed under the supervision of the 
Allies and the United States of America.
All vessels of the Auxiliary Fleet are 
to be disarmed.

Within seven days of the signing of the Armistice the 
designated ships were to be ready to leave port and

¿fldirections we>~e to be given by wireless.

In the viewpoint of Wemyss " . . .  the military
and naval terms did not seem to affect them as much as
the civil and financial onss.',!̂  The German delegation
was not pleased, however, with the naval terms as
evidenced in the following exchange of words between
Wemyss and the German delegate Vancelow, whom Wemyss
considered tireseome and unavailing:

He CVancelowl made the remark, was it ad
missible that their fleet should be in
terned seeing that they had not been beaten?
The reply to this was obvious and it gave 
me a certain amount of pleasure, to observe 
that they only had to come outt4^

Obviously, too, from their comments of the last few weeks,
the British Admiralty were not pleased with the naval

terms.

‘'+1Ibid. , pp. 39-^0.
4 ^Wemyss, Letters, p. 391*
'^3ibid., p. 393.



The German delegates communicated the terms to
their government and after consultation with them re
ported to the Allies they were ready to sign. On November 
11, 191^, with the signing of the Armistice, hostilities 
between the Allies and Associated Powers and Germany 
conseo^uently ceased.



CHAPTER II
PREPARATIONS FOR PARIS

With the signing of the armistice by Germany on 
November 12 began the problem of fulfillment of the terms. 
In respect to the naval clauses Great Britain on the 12th 
was given the task of overseeing the internment of the 
fleet; the port chosen was Scapa Flow.1' As Commander 
of the Grand Fleet the responsibility of the task fell to
Admiral Beatty whose desire to crush the Germans made

\

him assume his duties with much severity and little 
mercy. "He was not concerned with legal niceties. . . "
and planned to ". . . organize the surrender in his own 

way. " 2

Four days after the armistice was agreed upon 
Beatty met with the German representative^ Admiral von

lU. S. Navy Department, Division of Naval Intelli
gence, "United States Naval Activities in Connection with 
the Armistice of 1918 and the Peace Conference of 1919." 
MarCh 19^ (in the files of the Department), p. 8.

2W. s. Chalmers, The Life and Letters of David 
Sari Beatty (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1951) . P* 368.

3'fhe Sailors' Council organized as a result of the 
successful naval mutiny demanded to deal with Beatty but 
he would have nothing to do with it.



Meurer on the British flagship wueen Elizabeth at the 
Firth of Forth to discuss the details of the surrender. 
Following a discussion of the U-boats numbering between 
112 and 126^ which were to be brought to Harwich, negotia
tions revolved around the internment of the High Seas 
Fleet. Von Meurer asked for a three day extension for the 
internment date, for the ships must be disarmed and coaled. 
Rather reluctantly the extension to November 21 was 
granted, but Beatty insisted on the twelve knot speed 
though the German admiral had requested a ten knot speed 
because of the limited coal supply and the need of over
hauling the ships' engines. The vessels were to advance 
to a point fifty miles off the Firth of Forth, east of 
Edinburgh, for an inspection to see if they were disarmed 
correctly. Beatty refused to answer von Meurer's ques
tion as to where the ships would be interned —  that in
formation would be given at the Firth.

In accordance with the terms the High Seas Fleet, 
under the command of Admiral Ludwig von Reuter,steamed

H  total of 122 submarines had been delivered by 
December 1, 1918. The Times (London), December 1, 191»,
t>. 8.

^Notes taken in the Commander-in-Chief's Pore 
Cabin on Board H.M.S. ,ueen Elizabeth in Conference Held 
on the Naval Terms of the Armistice, November 16, 191», 
Imperial War Museum, London (in the files of the Museum),
BID . 1-10.
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towards its rendevouz and was met at the Firth of Forth 
hy a suspicious Allied Fleet fourteen miles long#on 
November 21.^ The Times reported the event as " . . .  the 
passing pf a whole fleet . . . which marked the final 
and Ignoble challenge to the naval supremacy of 
Britain . . . Although there was still a fear the
Germans might not surrender without a battle, inspection

Bproved that they had complied with the terms. Here at 
the Firth the Germans learned they were to proceed to

nScapa Flow as no suitable neutral port had been found.
It was at Scapa that the German High Seas Fleet remained 
until the major part of it was scuttled by its sailors 

on June 21, 1919»

Besides the Armistice the British had another major 
concern in November as a campaign and election began in

^Francis Whiting Halsey, The Literary Digest History 
of the World War, VoL VI (New York: Funk and Wagnalls,
1919J.p. 338. Seventy ships were surrendered on November 
21. By December 6 three additional ships were added; this 
completed the surface ship requirements with the exception 

the Mackensen. U. S. Navy Department, Division of 
Naval Intelligence, "United States Naval Activities in 
Connection with the Armistice of 1918 and the Peace Con
ference of 1919.*** F* 10.

7The Times (London), November 22, 1918, p. 9«
^Halsey, The Literary 

War, Vol. VI, p. 335. See 
¡'iovember 20, 1918, Chalmers 
Private Log," Atlantic CXII

Digest History of the World 
also Beatty to the Grand Fleet,
, 3eatty. p. W *  5 and "From a 
I (February, 1919). pp. 205-286.

9Scapa Flow, an important British naval base, is 
located in the desolate Orkney Islands, north of Scotland.
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earnest. 10 The election was significant for it re
vealed post-war attitudes of the British and determined 
who would take the lead at the Peace Conference at Paris. 
With the termination of the war and the signing of the 
Armistice, men in Britain once again bedame conscious of 
party politics. At the outbreak of hostilities political 
values and relationships were buried and a spirit of 
accord prevailed. But now the end had come. 1 1

The coalition government of 1916^under Lloyd George,l
had witnessed a large and influential minority of the 
Conservative Party in the House of Commons, waile the 
official representatives of the Labour Party served as 
the Prime Minister's partners in government and the 
Liberal Party was under the control of Mr. Asquith. 
Changes were now to be made. As far back as April 191^» 
Lloyd George had plans to continue the Coalition govern
ment and by October an agreement had been reached.

10The election is sometimes referred to as the 
"Coupon election." There were two tests of condidates: 
a pledge to support this government and loyalty to the 
government in the division of the Maurice debate earlier 
in the year. Those who subscribed to Lloyd George s pro- 
vr̂ ra and passed the test were given a certificate or 
"coupon." Thomas Jones, Lloyd George (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1961),p . 160.

11Winston 3. Churchill, The Aftermath, Vol. IV 
of fhe World Crisis. 1918-1928 (Mew York:Charles 
Scribner's Sons, 1929). p. 99*



regarding the retention of the Coalition and an early 
appeal to the country through a general election. It was 
agreed by both the Liberals and Conservatives that domes
tic problems such as fiscal reform, Irish home rule and
the disestablishment of the Church in ^ales were to be

12set aside in favor of post-war difficulties.

As the campaign gained momentum in November Lloyd 
George's first comments after the Armistice called for 
gratitude and moderation. In a speech to the Coalition 
Liberals on November 12 he stated it was the ”. . .  duty 
of Liberalism to use its influence to ensure that it 
shall be the reign of peace. . . . "  Righteousness 
should prevail over any sense of revenge or greed in deal
ing with the defeated Germans,for the British Delegation 
to the Peace Congress should be in favor of a just peace.^3

State policy and national dignity were soon, how
ever^ immersed in a turmoil of hatred. In the eyes of a 
contemporary, the election ". . . woefully cheapened
Britain . . . "  for the unpent feelings of the people who 

had suffered were:
. . . lashed by the popular press into a 12

12 Alfred T. Havighurst, Twentieth Century Britain, 
(2nd ed.; New York: Harper and Row, 19^2). p. 1^9«

13The Times (London), November 13. 1918, p. 9.



28

fury . . . .  Hatred of the beaten foe," 
thirst for his Just punishment, rushed up 
from the heart of deeply injured millions.
Those that had done the least in the con
flict were as might be expected the foremost 
in detailing the penalties of the vanquished.^

A police report of the time showed evidence of the rising
spirit of revenges

The feelings of all classes are the same.
Sven those who a few weeks ago were agita
ting for peace, now say "The Germans should 
pay every penny of the damage even if it 
takes them a thousand years.'-1’

That the press did its share in stirring up the people
is evidenced in the following comment:
N We hate them as duty bound, because they

have done things unbecoming men and soldiers.
They hate us because we have foiled their 
plot for the domination of the world.

All over the country the most bitter were the women, of 
whom seven million were now to vote for the first time as 
a result of a newly passed Reform Bill. In fact the elec
torate had been increased from eight to twenty million.> 
Three demands rose from these people: hang the Kaiser, 
abolish' conscription and make the Germans pay in full. -̂'7

■^Churchill, The Aftermath, p p .28*29.
15Ibld., p. 2 9 .
-^"Muslngs With Method," Blackwood’s Magazine,

CCIV (October, 1918), p. 5^1.
"^Churchill, The Aftermath, pp, 27-29.
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Lloyd George and his principal colleagues were 
amazed at the passions they encountered in the con
stituencies.1  ̂ Although he did not really take the lead 
in the shift of emphasis from reconstruction to revenge, 
Lloyd George went along with it in so far as to decide 
to give the country what it w a n t e d . O n  November 30 

he was emphatic about the punishment of the u-ermani-, 
responsibility for war crimes and about payment for the 

war:
. . . The peace nrust be a sternly just 
peace —  a relentlessly just peace. The 
advantage of victory is not vengeance or 
retribution, it is prevention. Germany 
must pay the costs of the war up to the 
limit of her capacity, but not by the 
dumping of cheap?German goods in other 
countries. . . .

The message was not lost to The Times as its editors com
mented that the speech contained Lloyd George's first 
touch of realism as he sought to exchange ”. . .  sounder 
Instinct for political strategy . . ." in satisfying the
public demand on two fundamental wrong doings -- 

punishment and payment.

18I b i d . . p. 28.

19Sath P. Tillman, Anglo-American Halations at the 
Paris Peace Conference of 1919 (Princeton:Princeton 
University Press, 1901)♦ P• 2̂. Hereafter cited as An̂ rlo- 
American Relations.

20The Times, (London), November 30, 191B, p. 9.

21Ibld
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In regard to the Kaiser, Lloyd George in defining 
the Coalition policy on December 6 stated that the 
". . . Kaiser must be prosecuted. The war . . . was a 
frightful, a terrible crime . . .

Most of the press catered to the popular demand for 
revenge but some elements expressed disgust. Massinghara 
of the Nation, normally Liberal, advised voting Labour* 2 3; 
and The Times criticized Lloyd George for missing what 
they considered the greatest question of all: " . . .  
peace settlement, method of making it and means of assuring 
its stability when made . . , . Too statemen
unfortunately regarded this question as one which would 
", . . settle itself, or be settled, by their combined 
wisdom when they gather at Paris or at Versailles . . . .''25 
Correctly did The Times editors forsee the problems of 
the coming months.

Despite the publicity and efforts of politicians 
the campaign did not excite too much interest^for slightly 
more than fifty per cent of the electorate voted on

22ibld.. December 6, 1918, p. 9.
83Havighurst, Twentieth Century Britain, p. 151,

The Times (London), December 6, 1918, p, 9,
2 5lbid.
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December 11. This small number was due in part to the 
delay in arranging for the vote of the armed forces.
The electorate who did vote did so in a strong majority 
for Lloyd George -- his coalition control covered more 
than two-thirds of two worlds.^

In the campaign Lloyd George did seek to have the
best of two worlds -- to satisfy the vindictive demands
of his electorate without specifically promising what
they demanded. Generally he was " . . .  inclined to shout
the popular demands and to whisper the qualifications." °
fils love of political success was also attributed to
his actions during the campaign:

. . . he stepped down from the war-time 
pinnacle and resumed . . . habits of the
pre-war demagogue who had talked down to the 
level of his Limehouse audience rather than 
miss the rapture of its cheers . . . . * 2°

Technically, however, he must receive credit for 
his protests of moderate intent. Perhaps his real error 
was in underrating his own power and prestige in the hour 
of victory. Instead of bending with popular passion and 
seeking to avoid its Impact, he might have elevated the

-^Havighurst, Twentieth Century Britain, p. 151.
2^Tillman, Anglo-American Relations, p. 62.
28Ibid.
2^3ir Valentine Chirol, "Four Years of Lloyd Georgian 

Foreign Policy," Sdlnburgh Review, CXXXVII (January,1923). 1
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British public to an ethical level in accord with his own 
moderation."Phis thought is really, however, an under
estimation of the forces of public opinion of the time; 
for the fact that Lloyd George was a good politician ex
plains his actions during the campaign.

The Liberal Party, for its part, was severely de
feated. Outside the Coalition, the Asquith-Grey Liberals, 
who had dominated 3ritish policy from 1906 to 1916 and who 
most cordially received Wilsonian ideas, ceased to be an 
important factor in British politics. The demise of the 
Liberal Party undoubtedly weakened the prospect of an 
Anglo-American program of moderation at the peace confer- 
ence^for Lloyd George, though a Liberal, was highly
susceptible to the national pressures of his predominately

win the peace.* 3ritain as well as the other countries 
anxiously awaited the opening of the peace conferences^

delegation had to decide whether arrangements for the

Secretariat of the War Cabinet; it was to the latter,

Conservative Coalition.

With the war-time cabinet given the mandate to now

while the politicians made their plans. The British

conference would fall upon the Foreign Office or to the

^°Tiliman, Anglo-American delations, p. 6A
3̂ -Ibld . , pp. 62-6 3.
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under the direction of Sir Maurice Hankey.that the duty- 
fell. He was chosen because he had been in close touch 
with the Dominion Premiers and with the various depart
ments in Britain durina: the war and had been present during 
the discussion of the peace terms.3' ''He was to prove a 
powerful catalytic agent in reducing to order the multi
tude of meetings and consultations.”33 The position of 
secretary was given to Hankey after the Council of Four 
had met for some three weeks. As a result he became a 
regular attendant and kept the minutes.

x The Deriod from November to the middle of January
was thus a tense-filled time as people and ooliticians 
gathered ideas of revenge and justice to be used on the 
vanquished. In January 1919, amid national passions a- 
roused by suffering and propaganda, the representatives 
of twenty-seven nations met at Versailles to write a 
peace to suit their desires.

32David Lloyd George, Memoirs of the Peace Confer
ence , Vol. I (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1939)» 
p. 132.

33jones, Lloyd George, p. 166,



CHAPTEH III
THE FATE OF THE HIGH SEAS FLEET

As the conference opened on January 28, 1919. the 
leading British figure on the Supreme Council, the 
Executive Power of the Conference, was Prime Minister 
Lloyd George. Arthur Balfour, Foreign Secretary, was 
second in command; and First Sea Lord Hoslyn Wemyss was 
the British'representative on the Allied Naval Council. 
The British policy as formulated and presented was a 
reflection of the views of the British Empire Delegation, 
for the Dominions were also consulted on all chapters 
'•from Disarmament to Reparations.

Although the tactics of the general secretariat 
were admirable, its strategy was found ineffective.
There was no great plan or directing brain to guide the 
Conference as a whole* no definition of the relationship 
between the peace preliminaries and the proposed Peace 
Congressjor which neutral, belligerent and enemy states 
would attend it. Unfortunately no one had clearly com- 
ppaan.ded the connection of the Armistice to the Peace

1Blanche C. Dugdale, Arthur James 3alfonr, First 
Sari of Balfour. 1906-1930 (New York:G. P. Putnam's 
Sons, 1937). P. 201.
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Treaty or the problem of connecting immediate military
Oand naval arrangements with final political programmes.'' 

The Dressure of day to day events largely determined pro
cedure and agenda while the major problems of disarmament, 
reparations, the League of Nations, the Rhineland new 
states and German colonies were at times neglected.3

During the'period from January to June the various 
administrative elements took some shape and functioned in 
turn or simultaneously as the Supreme War Council, Inter- 
Allied Conference, Council of Ten, Council of Four,
Council of Three, and Council of Five. The treaty with 
Germany was the major problem for the delegates during 
these six months. Then from June to the following January 
the other treaties and the Scapa Flow question occupied 
a major part of the agenda. For the British, Lloyd 
George was the leading figure in the early sessions while 
Balfour and Sir Eyre Crowe were the principal delegates 
later. The latter served under Lord Curzon when he re
placed Balfour in the Foreign Office.

As the treaty with Germany was prepared, the problem 
of uniting the Allies in making peace was as difficult as

‘“Thomas Jones, Lloyd Geortre (Cambridge: Harvard 
University Press, 1951). p. 1

3lbid.
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it had been in waging war: M. . . Tempers, principles, 
interests and tradition clashed. . . . Lloyd George 
wrote of the uneasiness of the early neriod:

We were all feeling our way, and .1 had a 
sense we were each trying to size up our 
colleague, reconnoitring their respective 
positions, ascertaining their aims and 
how they stood in reference to the 
desiderata in which each of them was most 
deeply involved.5

At the meetings Lloyd George thought primarily of 
the restoration of the balance of power in Europe but was
ever conscious of the Interest of his country. With his

\

quick mind, moral courage and sympathy for human suffering 
he nevertheless used expediency as his major principle and 
kept his political well-being in mind. For his part, 
Glemenceau's major concerns were the disabling of Germany 
and French security as he viewed the total picture 
through the suffering of the French people. Utterly 
realistic and blunt, he used his fine sense of humor and 
biting wit to further his ideas and criticize his col
leagues. Idealistic Wilson fought for self-determination 
and his League of Nations; and the polished Italian 
gentleman, Orlando, had but one aim: to secure the 
concessions promised to Italy in 1915 when she entered

^Ibld.
5Ibld.
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the war.^

Although the naval terras were not uppermost in the 
minds of the politicians they were: of major concern to 
the British Admiralty and the naval representatives.
Sarly in the conference the former drew up a draft of 
fifteen naval terms which included the sinking or breaking 
up of enemy submarines; the sinking of the Interned 
warships and the ships in neutral ports; and the de
struction, at German expense, of the fortifications and 
harbor works at Heligoland.? The British Admiralty 
wanted to ensure the elimination of the threat of a strong 
German Navy in the future.

Admiral Wemyss, the British naval representative, 
also began early to have talks with Admiral de Bon of 
Prance and Admiral 3enson of the United States. They 
decided to try to convince the Conference that instead 
of renewing the Armistice —  for the third time —  in 
February, they should initiate preliminaries for a mili
tary and naval peace which would enable armies and fleets

^For character descriptions and motives of the 
politicians see Ibid., p. 168; and Herbert Hoover, Memoirs 
of Herbert Hoover: Years of Adventure, 1874-1920 (New 
York: Macmillan Co., 1952) , p. ^99.

?U. S. Navy Department, Division of Naval Intelli
gence, "United States Naval Activities in Connection with 
the Armistice of 1918 and the Peace Conference of 1919," 
March 1944 (in the files of the Department), pp. '4-8-49. 
Cited hereafter as U. S. Navy Report.
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to be demobilized and the blockade to be raised. Marshal 
Foch agreed to join in this step. It was decided that 
the military and naval chiefs should write to their 
respective Prime Ministers pointing out the urgent

dent Wilson.

By January 31st Wemyss felt he had been successful 
for his views had been accepted. On French Premier 
Clemenceau’s invitation he was to call a meeting to ar
range about terms after he returned from London to put his 
work in order there. On February 6 he was back in Paris 
for the sitting of the Peace Conference when he and 
Marshal Foch as the naval and military chiefs were to act 
as spokesmen.  ̂ But much to their indignation and disap
pointment they waited two and one half hours and were not 
called before the meeting adjourned. The following day 
when renewed efforts were made to put off the hearing, * 9

^Lady Wester Wemyss, The Life and Letters of Lord 
Wester Wemyss (London: Syre and Spottiswoode, 1935) * 
pp. 7TCTI77T" Cited hereafter as Letters.

9 The group assigned to draw up the naval terms 
was known as The Admirals of the Allied and Associated 
Powers, and, at times, 'The Board of the Allied and Associ
ated Admirals. The ranking members were Admiral Benson, 
Admiral Wemyss, Admiral de Revel, '/ice Admiral de Bon 
and '/ice Admiral Takeshita.

necessity of beginning peace preliminaries. Admiral 
Benson was not too enthusiastic but he did write to Presi
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Marshal Foch left the room, followed by General Weygand, 
saying they would not take It any longer. The Supreme 
War Council hoped the incident was ended but Wemyss in-I
slsted on being heard.^

In presenting the first draft proposal of the Ad
mirals of the Allied and Associated Powers he warned the 
Council of the intolerable situation created by the pro
longed delay and stressed the Immediate necessity of 
opening preliminaries for a naval and military peace.
The Admirals recommended that the Germans be informed 
that the naval terms were final, not provisional. They 
thought it was possible to state at once how many ships 
Germany should possess and what the fate of her 
naval fortifications and arsenals should be. 1 1  Wemyss' 
use of the word peace, he said later, " . . .  produced the 
same effect on the august assembly as a shot into a 
covey of partridges: they all rose and fluttered 
away . . . .”12 Wilson's objection arose from a determi
nation that no peace should be concluded which did not 
include the Covenant of the League of Nations;13 and

l^Wemyss, Letters. p. U-17.
^U. S. Navy Report, p. 18.
12Wemyss, Letters. p. 4-17.
^ ibli. See also U. S. Navy Report, pp. 18—19.
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Balfour opposed the Inclusion of such questions as 
Heligoland, the Kiel Canal and other territorial mat
ters.1** The cause for an early settlement of naval terms 
was not, however, dead.

It was also due to the French conviction in the 
winter of 1918-1919 that Germany was attempting to evade 
the disarmament requirement of the Armistice,that an 
early effort was made to conclude the final military and 
naval terms.^ on February 10, seven days before the 
third signing of the Armistice, the Council of Ten agreed 
bo establish a Committee of Military and Economic Ad
visers under Marshal Fooh to report on means of compelling 
German compliance with the terms of the Armistice. On 
the 12th the Committee submitted its report recommending 
that the final military and naval clauses be drawn up a£ 
once and Imposed on the enemy.^ On the l6th an indefi
nite renewal of the Armistice was signed by Germany and S.

S. Navy Reoort, p. 19»
■^Seth P. Tillman, Anglo-American Relations at the 

Paris Peace Conference of 1919 ('Princeton; Princeton 
University Press, 1961), p. 155. Cited hereafter as Anglo- 
American Relations.

^Minutes of Meeting of the Five Great Powers at 
2:00 P.M. and Meeting of the Supreme War Council at 5:00 
P.M., Wednesday, Febr\iary 12, 1919. U. S. Department of 
State, Parers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the 
United States: Paris Peace Conference, 19.1.9. ^ol*0T’1 1  
( Washington: Government Printing Office, 19‘t5-19'4'8) , 
p. 1009, Hereafter cited as Foreign .Relations.



the Allied and Associated Powers, with the Allies re
serving the right to terminate it on three days notice.1?

v/lth the committees at work drawing up terms the 
question of the fate of the German Navy was brought to 
the foreground of the Conference in March. Although the 
naval representatives pressed for strong terms, the 
British Delegation as a whole wished to avoid decisions 
which the new German Government might be unwilling to 
accept and thus the war would be renewed.1  ̂ Generally 
Great Britain and the United States agreed that German 
sea power should be reduced to negligible proportions; 
and they favored sinking the ships after the treaty had 
been signed while the continental Allies favored the 
distribution of the ships among the Allies.Brit ai n 
and America favored destruction rather than distribution, 
for they both possessed strong navies and feared that 
distribution of the ships in the German Navy to the vic
torious rowers would endanger their superior positions. * 8 19

1?Tillman, Anglo-American Relations, p. 1 5 6 .
l8I b l d p. 15«*.
19G. P. Gooch, "British War Aims, 1914-1919," The 

quarterly flevlsw, CCLXXX (April, 1943), p. 176.
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France and Italy, having very small, almost nominal 
navies, wished to take this opportunity to enlarge them.

March 6 through 9 the Council of Ten met as the 
Supreme War Council, for President Wilson and Premier 
Orlando had left Paris for a time. The Military Com
mission, established by the resolution of February 1 2 , 
submitted the draft naval clauses on March 6 to the 
council. The admirals proposed a German Navy limited to
15,000 officers and men, six battleships, six light 
cruisers, twelve destroyers and twelve torpedo boats. 
Total prohibition on submarine construction until the 
League of Nations might decide otherwise as well as 
sharp limitations on all naval construction were called 
for. An Allied Naval Commission was to be created to 
oversee the execution of the terms. These clauses were 
Approved except for certain questions which had to be 
considered further: the manner of disposal of the ships 
Germany was to surrender; the total number of personnel 
allowed; the submarine question; and the final 
disposition of the Islands of Heligoland and Dune. 20 

Generally, however, this draft formed the basis for the
on

Minutes of l?th Session, Supreme War Council,
Held in K. Pinohon*s Hoorn at the quai J’Orsay, Paris, 
Thursday, March 6, 1919, at 3:00 P.M., Foreign Relations. 
IV, pp. 242-251. -- -— ---------- — *
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final terms.

For the most part Lloyd George agreed with the 
proposals but he did wish a few changes. His suggestion 
on March ? to the Council called for the followings 
forces should be raised voluntarily; the minimum period 
of service for all ranks should be twelve years; and 
the strength of the German Navy should not exceed 10,000 
men. The object of the terms, he said, was to ensure 
that Germany did not have a large continuing army and to 
prevent her from playing Hthe same trick on Europe as she 
had after Jena . . . , 2 1 On the ?th, too, Wemyss, as a 
member of the naval adviser's group, secured approval 
to a number of revised clauses: the limitation of German 
replacement vessels to 10,000 tons for armored ships;
600 tons for light cruisers; 800 tons for destroyers;' 
200 tons for torpedo boats; no submarines for any pur
pose; and limitation of German coast fortifications. 22 

With the ruling on March 1? regarding the military, naval 
and air terms came a triumph for Lloyd George and his

^Minutes of the 18th Session of the Supreme War 
Council,Held in M. Pinchon's Room at the <*ual D’Orsay, 
Paris, Friday, March ?, 1919. 3:00 P.M., Foreign Rela
tions , IV, p. 26 3.

2 2Ibld.. p. 265.



position at the Conference was strengthened.* 2  ̂ British 
demands for severe naval terms were making headway.

Following a private meeting with Clemenceau and 
Colonel House on March 7, Lloyd George wrote a memorandum 
explaining his views:

. . .  so far as the Germans were concerned 
all that concerned them was the ships of 
which they were to be deprived and that the 
disposition of these ships was entirely a 
matter for ourselves.

France, he said, should be able to supply its naval 
deficiency from the surrendered German ships while the 
British and Americans should agree to destroy their share 
to avoid building competition which would endanger world 
peace. The three men, he stated, had agreed to give in
structions to their naval advisers who would work out
the details.25

Later in March the British held a special weekend 
meeting of their delegation to discuss their position. 
Here the naval clauses seemed to cause no problem as the

23Lord Hankey, The Supreme Control at the Paris 
Peace Conference. 1919 (London: George Allen and Unwin 
Limited, 1 9 6 3), p. 90. Hereafter cited as Peace Conference.

2^0avid Lloyd George, Memoirs of the Peace 
Conference, Vol. I (New Haven: Yale University Press,
1939), n. 18 7.

25lbld.
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men agreed to the military, naval and air clauses as 
already approved at the Peace Conference. But the 
tentative agreements of March were still not settled 
when the conditions of peace were delivered to the Ger
mans in May nor were they really settled by June.
Disposal of the warships seemed to be the greatest stum
bling block. Britain and America generally contended 
the fleet should be sunk and the French wanted distribu-

o 7tlon."' Ultimately the Germans were to help partially 
solve the problem by "conveniently" sinking a number of
ships at Scapa Floxtf on June 21. '

\

From March to May the naval terras received little
attention as the draft of March was embodied in the terras
delivered to the Germans on May 7. After consideration
of the "Conditions of Peace" communicated to them by the
Allies the German Delegation relayed their unfavorable
observations on the requirements:

. . .  We were aghast when we read in that 
document the demands made upon us by the 
victorious violence of our enemies. The 
more deeply we penetrated into the spirit 
of this Treaty, the more convinced we be
came of the impossibility of carrying it 
out. The exactions of this Treaty are

^"Hankey, Peace Conference, pp. 99-101.
^Tillman, Anglo-American Relations, pp. I68-I69.



more than the German people can bear.28 
No comments were made in their formal protest against the 
peace conditions regarding the naval terms; but in the 
covering letter by Count Brockdorff-Rantzau of the German 
Foreign Office he did say Germany would renounce the 
right of five or six warships if she were going to be a 
member of the League of Nations.^9

Although the territorial, colonial and war guilt 
clauses as well as the naval clauses were certainly 
harsh, the latter were not the principal concern of the 
"Germans.20 This was probably due to the fact that 
feeling for the "Kaiser's Navy" by the government of the 
Recublic was at a very low ebb. Early in 1919 n section 
oc the German cress had urged the abolition of the navy 
as a combatant force. The existing fleet, they said, 
had no military value^and money to keep it up would be 
thrown away. By April of 1919 the National Assembly at 
Weimar did vote to keep up the navy as an instrument of

O■°Alma Luchau (ed.), "German Counter Proposals of 
May 29, 1919." The German Delegation at the Paris Peace 
Conference (New York: Columbia University Press, 19^1). 
pc. ?d̂ -3'4-6.

^9k . F. Nowak, Versailles, trans. Norman Thomas and 
S. W. Dickes (London: Gallanx, 1928), p. 2 58.

2°Luchau, "German Counter Proposals of May 29. 1919*" 
The German Delegation at the Paris Peace Conference, 
pc". 308-3W«
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defense, but It was not until the later 1 9 2 0's that 
enthusiasm for a navy began to build. 3 1  * Thus in May of 
1919 more pressing Issues than the fate of the navy con
cerned the German Peace Delegation.

On June 16 the Allied and Associated Powers replied
to the German note. Reaffirming their position and making
no changes in the naval terms,the comment on the naval
clauses was that they were:

. . . based on the desire for a general 
limitation of the armaments of ail na
tions and at the same time leave to 
Germany the requisite naval force for 
self-protection and police duties.3*

The note also called for the signing of the Treaty within
five days. 33 Although not part of the official note, a
two day extension, until June 22* was given to the Germans,
unon request, for time to make the trip to Weimar and
back and to examine carefully the document. ̂

During the period from June 16 to June 23 two 
important events occured gravely affecting Germany as

31Hector C. Bywater. Navies and Nations; A Review 
of Naval Developments Since the Great War (London:
Constable and Co., Ltd., 1927), p. 254.

33U. S. Navy Report, p. 20.

33R eply of Allied and Associated Powers to Observations 
of the German Delegation on the Conditions of Peace and Ul
timatum, " June 16, 1919, Foreign Relations, XIII, pp. 44-54.

34s. William Halperin, Germany Tried Democracy: A 
Political History of the Raich from 191$ to 1933 (New York:
W.W. Norton and Co., 1946), pi 149.
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well as her navy. The effect of the June 16 note and the

man Peace Delegation led by Brockdorff-Rantzau and the 
military leaders called for a rejection of the Treaty

coalition government led by Chancellor Scheidemann could

particular were opposed to surrender. In the face of this 
lack of support and also because ha was opposed to signing
the Treaty, Scheidemann resigned on June 20, 1919* Ebert,
\

the President, upon the advice of his party comrades
decided to remain at his post to curb the power of the 
left-wing radicals.35 For two days, until June 22 and t 
formation of a government by Social Democrat Gustav 
Bauer, no formal government existed in Germany.

During this turbulent political crisis German 
Admiral von Reuter,in charge of the ships at Scapa Flow, 
made a momentous decision. He had received a letter 
on June 16 from Admiral von Trotha, Chief of the Ad
miralty, who had stated on his own initiative on May 9 
that surrender of the ships at Scapa Flow was out of the

ultimatum caused havoc and discord in Germany. The Ger

lt called for too much humiliation for their people
For a decision to accept or reject the peace terms, the

not enlist the support of all groups. The Democrats in

3^Ibld., p. 150.



question. ̂ 6 With this letter in mind, von Reuter begun 
preparations for the scuttling of the Fleet on June 17 
and ordered on June 20 that the event should take place 
the next day on the assumption that the Armistice ex
pired that day; and therefore, the ships would have to

37be surrendered.

Amid much confusion the Germans were able to scut
tle successfully fifty-two of their ships and news of 
the event was communicated to the Peace Conference on the 
afternoon of the 2 1 st. 8̂ Balfour was asked to draft 
letter to the German delegation stating the sinking was a 
technical breach of the Armistice for which the government 
was held responsible and that action would be

-^Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of 
the Five Great Powers, Held in M. Pinchon's at the Auai 
D'Orsay in Paris on December 3, 1919. Great Britain,
British Foreign Office. Documents on British Foreign Policy, 
1919-1939. eds. 2. L. Woodward and Rohan Butler (London:
His Majesty’s Stationery Office, 193-7-193-8), First Series, 
Vol. II, p. 188.- Cited hereafter as British Documents.
David Shepherd's contention is that the actual responsi
bility for the scuttling falls on von Trotha on the basis 
of the letter found in the half-sunk Snden. This letter 
removes the responsibility from von Reuter as well as the 
German Government; the former claimed his guilt and the 
latter were blamed. See David Shepherd, "The Last Days of 
the German Imperial High Seas Fleet" (unpublished Master’s 
thesis. Department of History, Creighton University, 1966), 
op. 88, 121, 1 2 3 .

-^Shepherd, "The Last Days of the German Imperial 
High Seas Fleet," pp. 88, 8 9, 121.

38ibld., p. 100; and Notes of a Meeting at Presi
dent HiIson's House in the Place des Stats Unis on Saturday 
June 21, 1919, at 3:3-5 P.M., Foreign Relations, VI, p. 588.
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SOtalon. 7 While discussion was underway concerning the 

responsibility for the scuttling the Germans node one 
last attempt on June 23 for an extension of time to con-

If /"Vsider the peace terms but were refused. J It was thus 
only one and a half hours before the time limit was to 
expire that the German Government agreed to sign the 
Treaty.

Discussion at the peace table in late June regard
ing the scuttling of the German ships centered around the 
question of von Reuter’s or the government's responsi
bility. Initially the legal advisers reported, the 
offenders should be punished in accord with the agreement

h pby a military tribunal. 6 But soon the question of 
responsibility shifted to other areas as the enracsd 
Gleraenceou, without real nroof, accused the German Govern
ment of deliberately sabotaging the Armistice and placed 
the blame on the British for not removin'- the crews from

^Notes of a Meeting at President Wilson's House in 
the Place des Stats Unis on Saturday June 21, 1919. at 
6:00 F.M., Ibid.. p. 6o6.

^Notes of a Meeting at President Wilson’s House in 
the Place des Stats Unis, Monday June 23, 1919. at 9:00 A.M., 
Ibid., p. ^13.

■UNotes of a Meeting at President Wilson's House in 
the Place des Stats Unis, Monday June 23, 1919. at 
5:00 P.M., Ibid., a. 644-.

Ibid. , p. 9\2 .
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the German ships. Irritated by these remarks Lloyd Georgs 
then accused the French and the Americans for the scut
tling because internment of the ships was their idea; 
the British, he claimed, wanted an outright surrender 
of the German ships. Wilson's attempt to calm the two 
ministers met with little s u c c e s s . I t  was agreed, how
ever, that Germany would be told that von tteuter would
be brought to trial,and restitution made as far as

¿*4possible.

It did seem obvious, though, that the British bore 
some responsibility for the scuttling. While Lloyd 
George claimed the British could not have placed their 
sailors on the interned fleet, as this would have disre
garded the Armistice terms, he overlooked the fact that 
the British showed a disregard for the sane terms in ig
noring the selection of a "neutral” port for the 
interned High Seas Fleet; in ordering the Gerraan flag to 
be lowered; in forbidding the use of wireless communica
tion; and in censoring the German, mail.

^Notes of a Meeting at President Wilson' s Bouse in 
the Place des ¿tats Unis, June 2'p, 1919. Ibid., po. 649- 
653.

^Notes of a Meeting at President Wilson's House in 
the Place des ¿tats Unis, June 25. 1919. Ibid., pp. 657- 
663.

^Shepherd, ‘The Last Days of the German Imperial 
High Seas Fleet," p. 112.



In several ways the British did, however, make the 
scuttling possible through their lax treatment by pro
viding von Beuter with a launch to visit the other ships 
and by a lack of censorship of communication among the 
ships at Soapa Plow.^ Aware of their mishandling of the 
duty given to the British, Lloyd George stated that 
". • . England renounced all claims to vessels which would 
have fallen her share but for the Scapa Plow 
Incident. . . . The Admiralty were not, however, so
Inclined to admit a mistake publicly. Following a
humiliating session in the Commons, First Lord of the
\

Admiralty Walter Long stated that further precautions 
had not been taken because the ships had been interned 
and not surrendered; and the British did not have the 
right of access or the power to place guards on the 
ships. The naval experts, he said, had been for surren
der but the leaders of the Allied Governments had not. 
Asked if there would be a public inquiry by court- 
martial, Long replied, "There is one thing necessary to 
the holding of a court-martial and that is you must have

46Ibid., pp. 86,90.
47No tes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of 

the Five Great Powers, Held at M. Pinchon's at the «¿uni 
D’Orsay in Paris on July 30, 1919, British Documents.
First Series, I, p. 251.
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someone to try.”^  The British Admiralty evidently were 
going to staunchly stand behind Admiral Fremantle, who 
had been in charge of the interned warships at the time 
of the scuttling.

Meanwhile the powers at the peace table had not 
reached a final decision as to the punishment to be dealt 
Germany as a result of the Scapa Flow incident when the 
defeated nation formally signed the Peace Treaty on 
June 28, 1919.,,'9 Thus the Germans were forced to sign 
without knowing the full extent of the additional demands 
sto be exacted from them in regard to the naval clauses.

The naval clauses of the Treaty with Germany covered
Articles 181 to 197 of Part V:

. . . After the expiration of a period of 
two months from the coming into force of 
the present Treaty the German naval forces 
in commission must not exceeds 6 battle
ships . . . , 6  light cruisers, 12 destroyers,

The Times (London).June 25. 1919. p. 1^. To de
termine exactly how the British should have acted is 
difficult since the meaning of the word '’internment” is 
not really clear, although the British did realize that 
the ships would not be returned to Germany. According to 
a decision of the Allied Naval Council, the ships at 
Scapa were subject only to such examination as necessary 
to determine the fulfillment of the Armistice. A full 
technical investigation would not be made until the sign
ing of the peace and then only if the ships would be 
surrendered. The submarines, after surrender, were sub
ject to detailed examination. See U.3. Navy Report, p, 11

^ Foreign Relations, Kill, p. 6.
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12 torpedo boats . . . .  No submarines are 
to be included. All other warships . . .  
must be placed in reserve or devoted to 
commercial purposes.

The total personnel of the navy was not to exceed 15.000 
-■r* men and there was to be no more than 1 , 500 officers.

The fate of the interned ships was surrender:
. . . all the German surface warships which 
are not in German ports cease to belong to 
Germany . . . .  Vessels . . . now interned 
in the ports of the Allied and Associated 
Powers are declared to be finally surrendered. 
Vessels which are not interned in neutral 
ports will be there surrendered. . . .

In regard to the number of ships and submarines to be
surrendered, there was a slight increase since the
Armistice :

8 battleships and 8 light cruisers, 2̂ 
modern destroyers and 50 modern torpedo 
boats must be disarmed, according to the 
Armistice, but have their guns aboard 
and surrendered. . . in . . . ports as 
directed. All surface shins now under 
construction must be broken up and 32 
auxiliary cruisers and fleet auxiliaries 
must be disarmed and treated as merchant 
ships. In regard to submarines and re
lated equipment which now exist, they 
must be handed over while those under 
construction must be broken up. ,

The material arising from the breaking up of the warships 
was only to be used for industrial or commercial pur
poses and was not to be sold or disposed of to foreign 
countries. The size of the warships to be used for re
placement was limited as well as the military equipment
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on board the ships presently in commission.

Additional clauses called for Germany to clear the 
North and Baltic Seas from mines, and fortifications were 
to be removed from the Baltic. Conscription was not per
mitted. Also, high-power wireless telegraphy stations 
were not to be used for the transmission of messages 
concerning naval, military or political questions/ '0

Seven other clauses of the Treaty pertained to the 
fulfillment of these clauses. Articles 203 through 20? 
xand 209 empowered the various Inter-Allied Commissions 
of Control to see to the execution of the Treaty; the 
Inter-Allied Naval Commission of Control was to represent 
the Allied and Associated Powers in dealing with the 
German Government in regard to all matters concerning 
the execution of the naval clauses. Its specific duties 
were to supervise the breaking up of ships under con
struction; take delivery of the required ships and 
materials; and to supervise the destruction and break
ing up of these items. The Commission was also to 
receive the information and documents necessary for the 
execution of the naval clauses. The cost of maintaining

5°Ibid., pp. 3AJ.-351. For the complete text see 
Appendix A.
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these commissions was to be charged to Germany.51

Of additional importance to the British was the 
article calling for the destruction of the " . . .  forti
fications, military establishments and harbours. . . " 
of Heligoland52 ceded to Germany by Great
Britain in 1890. Balfour had argued for the demilitari
zation of the island, contending the German naval base 
on the Island posed a threat to the east coast of
Britain;53 and Beatty had been highly displeased that the

< ciUsurrender of Heligoland' had not been demanded. Thus,
'the island, though not returned to Britain, would not at 
least pose a military threat.

In reviewing the naval section of the Treaty with 
Germany it seemed, at least on paper, that the British 
had been successful in their attempt to crush German * 5

53-Ibld. , pp. 356-359. During the Armistice period 
the inspection of German naval and air bases had been the 
duty of the Allied Naval Armistice Commission, composed of 
only British ships. By May 1919» the Commission reported 
the strictly naval terras of the Armistice had been ful
filled but the group was not dissolved until January 1 0 , 
1920, the date the Treaty of Versailles went into effect. 
The Inter-Allied Naval Commission of Control then replaced 
the ANAC. U.3. Navy Report, pp. 11, 25, 90-97.

52Foreign Relations. XIII, p. 272.
53Tillraan, Anglo-American Relations, p. 170.
5^W. 3. Chalmers, The Life and Letters of David 

Bari Beatty (London: Holder and Stoughton, 1951). p7 339»



sea power. With the major portion of the German Fleet 
now of little use due to the scuttling at Scapa Flow, 
part of the British problem had been solved. No longer 
would they have to fear the naval ascendancy of the 
United States at the expense of the High Seas Fleet, nor 
would France and Italy be able to increase their small 
navies. But the problem was not yet entirely solved 
for the clauses had to be put into effect and the Scapa 
Flow Incident must be settled by powers at the peace
table at Versailles



CHAPTER IV
SCAPA PLOW REPARATION 

AND
DISTRIBUTION OP THE GERMAN NAVY

Prom the end of June to October the question of 
the German Navy, the naval clauses of the Treaty of 
Versailles and the Scapa Flow incident merited little 
attention from the delegates at the Peace Conference as 
the treaties with other nations were under consideration. 
By October Balfour had been replaced at the Peace 
Conference by Sir Eyre Crowe, a man who had spent most 
of his life serving in the Foreign Office and was con-

Osidered a distinguished public servant." His comments 
throughout the conferences show clear, logical and prac
tical thinking with one purpose in mind -- the importance 
of the dominance of British policy.

Ion September 3» 1919# the Germans sent a note to 
the Conference exolaining that Admiral von Reuter, due to 
lack of communication, did not know of the extension of the 
Armistice and did not intend to violate the obligations 
of the German Government. Appendix C to No. 3'̂, Great 
Britain, 3ritish Foreign Office. Documents on British 
Foreign Policy. 19 19-1 9 3 9, eds. S. L. woodward and Rohan 
Butler (London: His Majesty's Stationery Office, 199-7“ 
I9L8), First Series, Vol. II, p. 9-57. Cited hereafter as 
British Documents. The note from the Germans was not 
considered until late October.

2J.R.H. Weaver (ed.), Dictionary of National 
Biography.1922-1930 (London! Oxford University Press, 
1957), p. p-20.
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The question of reparation for the sinking of the 
German ships at Scapa Flow began in October with dis
cussions centering around the fulfillment of the Armistice 
clauses and the British Delegation's submission of a 
memorandum to the Supreme Gouncil>on October 29,covering 
some of the naval clauses. In regard to Scapa Flow, it 
was the opinion of the British Admiralty that the sinking 
of the interned ships there was a direct violation of the 
Armistice and reparation should be made.3 After submit
ting the report Sir Eyre Crowe urged the Peace Conference 
delegates to place the responsibility on the German 
Government for the sinking of the ships as there seemed 
to be sufficient grounds to do so. If this idea were ac
cepted, reparation was due for the value of ships lost 
and the cost of salvaging and clearing the anchorage of 
wrecks. The reparation, he said, should be made in kind-- 
light cruisers and naval material -- and the Germans 
should be required to turn over to the Armistice Com
mission a complete list of this material. Also, if the 
German Government were held responsible this would allow 
the repatriation of the crews Involved at •••«.•

3Memorandum submitted to the Supreme Council by the 
British Delegation* Ibid., p, 112«
—•• '<-• o  *  - t>
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Scapa -flow. ̂ The British felt they had nore to ggi n by
t

folding the German Government responsible rather than 
von Reuter, the admiral In command of the vessels.
Britain could make money on the salvaging, acquire addi
tional port material, and further harm the German Navy. 
Crowe's report was strongly supported by the British 
Government.

The following day the Naval Representatives sub
mitted a majority report, and a minority report from the 
United States Naval Adviser, on the Scapa Plow question. 
Both reports agreed on the German Government's responsi
bility but they did not agree on the type of reparations 
to be demanded. The majority sought floating port mater
ial plus five cruisers with no allowance for the twenty 
ships not sunk; this mercantile material would not be 
sunk but be turned over to the Reparation Commission.
The minority report favored taking naval material which 4

4Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations 
of the Five Great Powers, Held in M. Pinchón's~Room,
«¿uai d'Orsay, Paris, on Wednesday, October ¿9, 1919, 
at 10:30 A.M., Ibid., pp. 99-100. The Council agreed 
that day to draft a Protocol covering the unfulfilled 
Armistice clauses; it was to be signed before the 
Treaty went into effect.
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could be destroyed if desired.5 Crowe remarked that 
since the British Government had made the big concession 
of including the ships sunk at Scapa in her share of ships 
and of waiving her rights to the remaining ships.
British opinion should hold some weight. 6 Urging the 
adoption of the views of the majority report, he pointed 
out it seemed useless to take material neither the Allies 
nor the Germans could use while large dooks were useful 
only for large ships which the Germans did not have.
After discussion the delegates decided to place the 
responsibility for the sinking of the fleet at Scapa Flow 
on the German Government and to have the Naval Represen
tatives agree upon the reparation for the sinking; they 
should be guided by the principle that, the docks and 
similar material should be taken.7 The British were once 
again definitely assuming the lead in determining

6ABPcndix B to No. 9, Conclusions arrived at by the 
British, French, Italian and Japanese Naval Advisers to the 
Peace Delegations on the subject of Reparation for the 
sinking of the German Warships at Scapa at a Meeting held 
tv* ilinl-stry Marine at 3:00 P.M. on 29 th October, 1 9 1 9 *

Appsndlx C to No* 9, Ibid. . pp. rhe 13-Sht cruisers demanded were the only ones of real military value. J
6Appendix B to No. 2k, 

Disposal and Distribution, £nemy Surface Warships, 
November 1 6 , 1 9 1 9 , Ibid.. P.

^Notes of a Meeting of 
the Five Great Powers, Held 
d'Orsay, Paris, on Thursday, 
A.K., Ibid., pp. 120-122.

the Heads of Delegations of 
In M. Pinohon's Room, *uai 
October 30, 1919, at 10:30

3^3.
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additional naval terms and once again were seeking to 
take as milch from the Germans as possible —  under the 
guise of practicality.

On November 1 the draft of the Protocol regarding 
Scnpa Flow and the Armistice infractions was sent to the 
German Delegation. Incorporated into the note was the 
November 1st Naval Adviseré1 report which deemed it 
necessary to exact further demands from the Germans be
cause of infractions committed against the Armistice 
and violations such as the destruction of the German 
-Fleet. In reparation for the destruction at Scapa Flow 
five additional light cruisers were to be handed over 
within sixty days of the signature of the Protocol and 
within ninety days a number of . . floating docks, 
floating cranes, tugs and dredgers, equivalent to a total 
displacement of ;d00,000 tons . . . approximately 7 5 1 of 
the docks over 10,000 tons are to be included 
A list of this material was to be delivered to the Naval- 
Inter-Allied Control Commission (NIACC) within ten days. 
Uso, the officers and men of the warships sunk at Scapa 
Flow " . . .  who are presently detained will be repatriated 
when Germany has carried out these provisions. " 8

^Appendix C to No. 10, Protocol, Ibid., p. Id6 ; and 
Appendix D to No. 11, deport of Meeting of the Naval Ad
visers concerning the Compensation to be demanded of the 
German Government for the Sinking of their Men-of-War at 
ocapa M ow on June 21st, 1919, Ibid., pp. 172-173. Cited 
hereafter as Scapa Flow Heport.
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Included in the report of the Naval Advisers but 
not in the note to the Germans was the priority of selec
tion of the floating docks and other material. Those 
which were government-owned on November 11» 1918* and those 
whose removal would least affect the working of ports 
were to be chosen. Also, in regard to money, ¿*2,086 
marks and 20 pfennigs found aboard the German ships at 
Scapa would be given to the Reparation Commission. 9

Later on November 27, the President of the German 
Peace Delegation, Baron von Lsrsner, sent his reply in 
which he denied that the Scapa Flow incident was a vio
lation of the Armistice:

. . The Armistice Convention contains 
no provision concerning the fate of the 
ships . . . .  they were preferably . . .
to be held in neutral ports and . . . the 
German crews were to remain on board . • • »
the internment should not be considered 
as the preliminary of a definite surrender.
The First Lord of the British Admiralty 

. Long, several times distinguished 
very plainly between internment and sur
render, according to the meaning of this 
word in the Armistice . . . .  consequently 
the Government has fulfilled the 
obligations . . . .

Also, he stated it was the Allies who had acted in bad 
faith by interning the ships at Scapa Flow and not a 
neutral port and-by treating the crews as prisoners of 
war. Concerning the responsibility of the scuttling,

9scapa Flow Report, pp. 172-173.



he denied the government's role here:

. . . The Fatherland is not responsible 
for the orders given by a military chief, 
prisoner of war, neither towards the 
State in which he is residing, nor towards 
any third person . . . .  the treatment in 
flicted upon the Admiral by the British 
authorities and, particularly the inter
ruption of the communications between him 
and the Fatherland . . . were contrary 
to the stipulations of the Armistice . . . .
A State is not qualified to ask another 
State for a reparation for a damage due to 
the violation of a Treaty by the applicant 
State, and which the other State was not in 
a position to prevent, for the very reason 
the Treaty had been violated.

The Germans, therefore, refused to execute additional

dbligatlons; but if this view would not be accepted,

they proposed to submit the question to the Permanent

Court at the Hague.-*"® Thus the German Government

denied its guilt and threw the blame instead upon the

Allies. Further, on December 1 von Lersner submitted

to the Secretary General of the Conference a statement

which included a flat rejection of the demands for the

compensation for Scapa Flow.-*--*- The Germans were doing

their utmost to evade payment of any compensation for

von Reuter's deed at Scapa Flow in June.

-*-®Meraorandum concerning the scuttling of the German 
Battleships at Scapa Flow, November 27» 1919» I b i d . .  
pp. ¿+55-457.

^A p p e n dix  A to No. 3*+. I b i d . . p. 473.
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In the discussion centering around the reply to the 
German Delegation, evidence of disagreement regarding 
Scapa Flow reparation was apparent. The American view 
questioned whether the Germans could fulfill their obli
gations if they were deprived of material necessary for 
their ports and fluvial navigation. F. L. Polk, the 
American delegate, was afraid that the principal idea of 
the naval experts was to seize that material; and he re-

i
gretted that commercial material was being taken by way 
of compensation for war material. Crowe, however, could 
forsee no problem as the governments, he said, would not 
decide until the naval experts and the Reparation Com
mission had been consulted. The remainder of the Peace 
Conference delegates seemed to agree with Crowe and no
change of terms was made in the December 8 note to the 

1 ?Germans. ^

‘This note accused the German Government of merely
trying to forestall the coming of peace and restated the
Allied case for government responsibility:

. . .  It is precisely the destruction ac
cording to the orders of the German 12

12Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations 
of the Five Great Powers, Held in M. Pinchon's Room,
Quai d’Orsay, Paris on Friday, December 5. 1919, at 
10:80 A. I. , Ibid. . p. ¿+8?.
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government^ of what Germany thus should 
have handed over . . . which, whatsoever 
the personal responsibility of Admiral 
von Reuter and his subordinates, consti
tutes a violation of the Armistice as 
well as an act tendlnsr to annul obliga
tions already agreed to and of the point 
of definitely being signed . . . .

In his reply on December 1A von Lersner once again 

upheld von Reuter's action stating that he only ordered 

the scuttling on the grounds that he thought the Armis

tice had expired; and therefore, according to general 

order, applicable in British and French navies, in case 

of war, it was the duty of every naval officer not to let 

his ship fall into the hands of the enemy. Von Lersner 

* also stated that the German Government was willing to 

make good the damage caused the Allied and Associated 

Powers for the destruction of the ships but not in the 

manner called for as this would seriously hamper the 

economic life of Germany and exclude fulfillment of other
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■*-3xha orders refer to Admiral von Trotha's letter 
to von Reuter on May 9, 1919, in which he stated " . . .  
Whatever may be the fate of these vessels under the pres
sure of political events this fate will not be decided 
without us; it will be accomplished by ourselves and the 
surrender of the vessels to the enemy is out of the 
question." This letter had been found in July by the 
3riti.sh but they did not publish it until December 9.
The Times (London), December A, 1919, p. Id.

Appendix G to No. 3^. Dcapa Flow Affair: Pro
posed Answer to the German note of November 27, 1919* 
British Documents, I I ,  p. A7A.
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obligations of the Treaty. The Germans desired to en

trust a commission of experts with the task of showing 

how impossible the demands were and of formulating an 

alternative proposition.1  ̂ After submitting this letter, 

von Lersner verbally stated that a German delegation of 

technicians would arrive in Paris in hopes of meeting 

with the Allied technicians to show the impossibility 

of the delivery of the ¿+00,000 tons of equipment required. 16 

Finding that the Allies did not plan to back down, the 

Germans planned to soften the terms as much as possible.

Subsequently a meeting of the experts did take 

place, and on December 17 M. Loucheur of the Reparation 

Commission gave a progress report on the conferences of 

his commission ’with the Germans and the Allied naval 

experts. Thus far, he said, the Germans had no new 

proposal; but their list of docks and material, totaling

700,000 tons, was 85,000 to 90,000 tons less than the

15Appendix A to No. ¿+0, Note from the German 
Peace Delegation to the Supreme Council, Ibid.,
pp. 539-5^1.

^Note from the Secretariat General of the 
Peace Conference, December 15, 1919. Ibli. , pp. 5^1-5^2.
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Allied list.1? If the German figures were correctf it 
was not .vet known if they were or not) then their offer 
of 192,000 tons of port material sounded reasonable; but 
they had made no offer for the 208,000 tons of the 400,000 
tons they were unable to surrender. Also, the Gerraans 
offered five other light cruisers than the ones demanded; 
the German proposal included cruisers which were still 
being built. After consideration of Locheur's report, 
the Council decided to reject the proposal regarding the 
five light cruisers but all the delegates felt that the 
question of the amount of compensation should be studied 
further.ll?

l?Sventually the discrepancy between the Allied and 
the German figures was determined to be 80,000 tons. The 
Germans claimed the Allies had made a miscalculation of
160.000 tons -- the Danzig docks and the 80,000 tons at 
Hamburg, which was Identical with the two entries for
43.000 and 37.000. But the Germans pointed out that the 
Allies had not listed 60,000 to 80,000 tons of docks which 
did exist, the result being that the difference between 
the calculations wcs 80,000 tons. Notes of a Meeting of 
the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great Powers, Held in 
M. Pinchon's Hoorn, «¿uai d'Orsay, Paris, on Monday,
December 22, 1919. at 10:30 A.M., Ibid., p. 584. By 
December 31 the estimate for docks only was decided:
Allies - 624,275 tons and Germans - 527,380. Notes of a 
Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers, Held in M. Pinchon's Room, ^uai d'Orsay, Paris,
on Wednesday, December 31, 1919, at 10:30 A.M.. Ibid., 
p. 644. ----

1?Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of 
the Five Great Powers, Held in M. Pinchon's Room, Quai 
d'Orsay, Paris, on Wednesday, December 17, 1919, at 
10:30 A.K.. Ibid., pp. 551-558.



The following day no agreement had yet been reached 
as to the tonnage of the docks then in Germany. In 
his report to the Council, K. Loucheur stated that the 
Separation Commission was opposed to demanding a repara
tion which would hinder Germany's capacity of payment 
and had asked the German delegateSjwhether outside of 
the 19? ,000 tons which they were ready to grant, did they 
have additional compensation to offer. The Germans, he 
said, had hesitatingly offered to build 58,000 tons of 
port material within a period of a year and a half. Then 
Loucheur said he had asked his colleagues if they would 
be willing to accept the 19? ,000 tons now or demand that 
plus more later. The Reparation Commission had been di
vided on its opinion. The American delegate alone thought 
19?,000 tons was sufficient while the British, Italian, 
Japanese and French thought additional compensation of 
some type was necessary. It was the French -who really 
seemed to lay the whole issue wide open to the members 
of the Commission. From the political point of view, 
the French said, a simple renunciation 6f a definite 
figure would cause a loss ". . .of prestige in the 
opinion of the world . . but practically speaking
the Allies could not demand too much or Germany's capa
city to pay would be injured. Rather confusing morals 
with politics, another French delegate added that it
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wnuld he serious if the Conference gave way now ", . 
for the moral question was as important as the material 
one; if they yielded Germany would be encouraged in 
starting once more . . . .” The French delegate said, 
however, that he would agree to a reduction if an actual 
error were found in the Allied estimate of port material 
available,^ The real problem appeared to be how much 
additional compensation could be exacted without 
jeopardizing the Germans' ability to pay reparations in 
general. Also, the matter had to be handled so that it 
did not appear that the Allies had "lost face" by givings
in too much to the Germans.

It was not until December 22 that Sir Eyre Crowe 
was able to speak definitely in regard to the Scapa Flow 
reparation question as he had been awaiting the official 
ODinlon of his government. On that day, however, he did 
clearly state the British viewpoint. Agreeing with the 
majority of the Council, the British Government considered 
it best not to modify the original terras of the Protocol, 
which called for the surrender of 4-00,000 tons of port 

material, but rather to decide upon procedure for

^ N o t e s  of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations 
°f ih!,£lve Great Powers, Held in K. Pinchon's Hoorn,■%uai d Orsay, Paris, on Thursday, December 18, 1919 
at 10:30 A.M., Ibid.. pp. 566-567.



acqxiainting the Germans that concessions were possible. 
Since it had been established that in the Allies' calcu
lations an error of 80,000 tons had been made, there were 
grounds for reducing the demands from ^00,000 to 300,000 

tons.?'0 The Allied experts should agree among themselves 
as to the nature of the material to be handed over and 
the conditions of delivery, which should be immediate.
In regard to the question of building new docks to complete 
the total demanded, as the French had proposed, it was 
preferable that the Germans should give at once what they 
could and later work to supply the remainder. If the 
Allied demands were excessive, it was up to the Germans 
to supply proof; if that proof were forthcoming, action 
would be taken. This declaration, Crowe said, did not 
have to be made in writing necessarily; but the Germans 
should be made aware that if mistakes had been made the 
demands would be diminished. He suggested, therefore, 
that in a verbal communication it could be indicated that:

. . . if an error of 80,000 tons were 
definitely established the Allied de
mands would be reduced by 100,000 tons.
In that way the Germans would have
complete reason for giving their "• . ,
signature . . .

20This may be true but no formal announcement of 
this was made by January 1 0 , 1920.

21-Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations 
o^ the Five Great Powers, Held in M, Pinchon's Room, 
4uai d'Orsay, Paris, on Monday, December 22, 1919. 
British Documents, II, pp. 583-585.
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In regard to prisoners held by the British, Crowe 
explained his government was quite ready to return those 
who were not guilty of a crime, which would include the 
raen involved in the Scapa Flow incident. The ideas ex
pressed by Crowe formed the basis of the Allied note to

p Othe Germans on December 22. The British were willing 
to make none concessions but only on their own terns.

Hi thin the next few days M. Dutastn, the French 
representative who handled the verbal communications with 
Baron von Lersner, reported that the Germans were willing 
to have the Allied experts investigate further and that 
the Germans would sign the Protocol and surrender the
192.000 tons of port material; but the rest of the ma
terial would oorae later. The Council then agreed uoon the 
British suggestion that the Reparation Commission in de
ciding upon the total tonnage should take the opinion of 
the Allied naval experts.

~^I M d . . ; and Allied Note of December 22, 1919. to 
the Germans, Ibi 3., pp. 586-588.

9'^Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of 
the Five Great Powers, Held in M. Pinchón*s Room, ^uai 
d’Orsay, Paris, on Saturday, December 27, 1919. at 10:30 
A.H., Ibid. , p. 509-; and Notes of a Meeting of the Heads 
of Delegations of the Five Great Powers, Held in M. 
Pinchón*s Hoorn, ^uai d'Orsay, Paris, on Tuesday, December 
30, 1919, at 10:30 A.M., Ibid.. pp, 63O-6 3 2.
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Definite plans regarding the Protocol were made on 
January 9, 1920. The following day the Council would 
reset in M. Pinchon's room and von Lersner would be in
troduced and sign the Protocol in its original forra; next

ihe would receive a letter further explaining the tonnage 
required and confirming the verbal declaration of 
December.

In addition to the eleven clauses of the Armistice 
which had not been fully executed, the Protocol enumerated 
the additional reparation which was due the Allies be
cause of the Scapa Flow incident. Five light cruisers 
plus ¿4-00,000 tons of port material were to be surrendered—  
the former within sixty days and the latter within
ninety days. Repatriation of the crews, upon compliance

r> cof the terras, would then be made. J

In the letter which the Allies had drafted for the 
Germans to sign, the latter received assurances that their 
vital economic interests would be safeguarded in exacting 
reparation. Since the experts may have been inaccurate 
in their original estimate in regard to the 85,000 tons

2¿t-Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of 
the Five Great Powers, Held in K. Pinchon's Roora, ^uai 
d'Orsay, Paris, On Friday, January 9. 1920, at 10:30 A.M., 
Ibid., p. 715.

25Appendix G to No. 10, Protocol, I b i d . , pp. l!bf— 1 H6.
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of floating docks at Hamburg, an investigation would be 
made by the Inter-Allied Commission of Control. If this 
investigation proved an error had been madej the quantity 
demanded might be lowered to 300,000 tons or less if 
necessary. The reductions, however, must not exceed
125,000 tons. The 192,000 tons which the German 
Government offered must be delivered. Also, the scut
tling of the German ships at Scapa Flow did not
constitute a crime of war for which individual penalties

27should be exacted.

The British had taken the lead throughout the 
discussions regarding Scapa Flow compensation and had 
found sufficient cooperation from the other delegates 
to impose further crippling restrictions upon the German 
Navy. In effect the scuttling of the German Fleet solved 
a major part of the British problem —  that of concern 
over the increase in size of the other navies upon dis
tribution of the ships; but Britain considered it

2^It was understood that it wa3 very unlikely the 
Allies would receive more than a total of 275•000 tons of 
material (¿1-00.000 less 125,000 is 275,000).  ̂Notes of a 
Meeting of the Heads of Delegations of the Five Great 
Powers, Held in M. Pinchon's Boom, guai d'Orsay, Paris, 
on Monday, January 5* 1920, at 10:30 A.M., Ibid.> P* 624.

2?Note front the Supreme Council to the German 
Delegation of January 6th, regarding the signature to 
the Protocol, Ibid., pp. 696-697.
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necessary that Germany pay for the humiliation rendered 
to her and could most assuredly use any share in the 
reparation which would fall to her. She had renounced 
her share of ships after the Scapa Flow sinking but not 
her share of port material due her as a result of the 

Protocol.
(

Besides the Scapa Flow problem another question 
of importance faced the delegates at the Peace Conference 
during the winter of 1 9 1 9-1920—  the distribution of the 
remnants of the High Seas Fleet. ° The question had not 
been considered by the Supreme Council since April 25 
when the Peace Treaty was under discussion. After the 
Scapa Flow sinkings some mention was made on June 2A and 
25 with Lloyd George and Wilson implying that they agreed 
France should receive special consideration because of 
her inability to continue a naval building program 
during the xvar* 29 and that Great Britain was willing to 
waive her share of the ships sunk at Scapa Flow as well

28op the fifty-two vessels sunk almost half were 
eventually salvaged'. Twenty-two ships had remained above 
water. Sdward Belmont Potter (ed.) Sea Power. A riaval 
History (Snglewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 19&0J, 
p.

29Franoe had suspended naval construction due to 
the preoccupation of her naval arsenals with the manu
facture of munitions for the war on land.
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as the ships which still remained«^®

Following exchanges of notes between the powers 
in October, the British, French and Italians submitted 
memorandums expressing their views. Britain now favored 
the breaking up of the ships with division of the pro
ceeds accorded in the scale of losses of warships, but 
she would allow France and Italy to embody their share 
of ships in their fleets. Italy agreed but asked that 
military value rather than numbers should be the basis. 
France, however, demanded free disposal of all eneruy 

' craft by the beneficiary powers on the principle of an 
equal number of ships of the same type as those of the 
lost ships; the manner of distribution should take into 
consideration quality and quantity; and France should 
receive additional units as compensation for suspending 
naval construction during the war. The United States 
and Japan did not submit reoorts but expressed their 
views to the naval advisers. The United States favored 
sinking or destroying the ships; but if distribution 
were agreed upon, she wanted to receive her share based 
upon total national effort during the war. Japan agreed 
with the British memorandum, but if free disposal were

-^Appendix G to No. 2b, Bneray Surface Warships, 
Disposal and Distribution - Historical Summary, British 
Documents , II, pp. 3^3.3^»
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agreed upon, it should apply to Japan.31

No decision was reached in October, though, and
the British on November 1  ̂ submitted another proposal.
This one called for the breaking up of all surrendered

»

ships except for fifteen additional ships to be given 
France and Italy and the five ships which the Inter- 
Allied Naval Commission could loan to each of the five 
Principal Powers for one year for experimental or 
propaganda purposes. The proceeds from breaking up the 
ships should be divided among the Allied and Associated 
Pbwers in accordance with the following computation of 
losses: Great Britain, ?0$; France, 10$; Italy, 10$;
Japan, 8$; and the United States, Zt. The percentages 
were to be amended to include compensation for three 
other countries for their losses: Greece, one Torpedo 
Boat Destroyer; Rounania, one Torpedo Boat; and 
Portugal one Gun Boat. In regard to Scapa Flow, Great 
Britain had stated her willingness to bear the loss from 
that incident; but now that compensation would probably 
come from Germany in material which was not warship con
struction, Great Britain agreed that such compensation 
should be divided in a similar proportion as the

3lIbld., pp. 3*j4-3^5.



proceeds of eneny warships.32 Britain earlier had 
agreed to give up her share of the ships to please the 
other Allies and to make her position with them more 
comfortable. By requesting port Material, which could 
not be strictly considered war Material she thought, 
Britain justified her claim to part of the German Navy.
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Discussion of the British proposal did not begin 
for two weeks. The only real objection came from the 
American delegate who felt that two per cent for the 
United States share of the ships was too low and that 
national effort as well as actual loss should be the 
basis of distribution. Most of the proposal was ac- 
cepted. With the biggest stumbling block at first 
centering around the actual percentages, final acceptance 
of the slightly modified proposal came on December 8.33 
The percentages as proposed by the British were accepted. 
The choice of sinking or breaking up the ships was

32Appendix C to No. 2-'+, British Proposal Regarding 
Distribution of Bneray Surface Warships, Ibid. , pp. 3^-3 ̂5»

33on December 8 the American delegate Mr. Polk did 
not further dispute the two per cent allocation to the 
United States; but on January 13» 1920, he said the 
United States waived her right to the two per cent. It 
was understood this refusal was one of principle -- the 
share had been considered insufficient. Notes of a 
Meeting of Ministers of Foreign Affairs, Held at .*uai 
d'Orsay, Paris, Tuesday, January 13, 1920, at 11:00 A.K, 
Ibid . ,” r. Bko.
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given to the recipient country under the superinten
dance of the Inter-Allied Naval Commission. Within a 
period of eighteen months the ships were to be sunk or 
rendered incapable of service and to be completely 
broken up within five years of the date they arrived in 
the recipient's port. Also, the ships which were being 
loaned were to be broken uo at the end of the year and
the proceeds were to be given to the powers to which they

•ah,were allocated.

The condition of the ships at the time of their 
surrender caused some difficulty. The problem was to 
allay the fears of the French and Italians who feared the 
ships alloted them according to the Protocol would be 
completely disarmed. Interpretation of words and the 
question whether the Treaty was separate from the Protocol 
seemed to be the big stumbling block. The delegates, 
somewhat fearful the Germans would consider the terms 
too harsh, agreed the Treaty and the Protocol could be 
taken as separate documents and agreed to allow Germany 
a certain number of crews for her mine-sweeping service, 
if she in turn would agree to handing over the five 
cruisers mentioned In the Protocol completely armed.

3^Appendlx A to No. 39. Proposal Regarding the 
Distribution of Rnemy Surface w'arships, Ibid ♦ , , pp.
526-52?.
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Articles 185 and 192 of the Treaty, which called for the 
turning over of ships disarmed, were to remain intact. 35 
The British had proved once again their dominance in the 
naval questions, as they stood to gain more from the 
agreement regarding the distribution of the ships than 
did the other powers.

The third problem facing the Peace Conference 
delegates was the disposal of the German submarines. In 
late June at a meeting of the Admirals all but the 
French had been in favor of destroying all surrendered 
"enemy submarines.3& The French needed submarines. By 
November they had modified their position as they then 
said they would favor distribution of the submarines; 
but if destruction was decided unon, then ten should be 
given to them as a compensation for their not constructing 
submarines during the war. Little controversy was 
raised here and the Council decided on December 2 that 
with the exception of ten submarines for France, the

35Notes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations 
of the Five Great Powers, Held in M. Pinchon’ s Room, wuai 
d'Orsay, on Monday, December 29, 1919, at 10s30 A.M.,
Ibid., p . 62k. This proposal to the Germans was verbally 
communicated to von Lersner. If he did accept, the 
question would not be considered again. The Germans pro
tested but not until after the Protocol was signed in 
January 1920.

3&A total of 190 submarines had been surrendered. 
Appendix A to No. 32, Surrendered Snemy Submarines,
Ibid. , p. ¿1-28.
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rest were to be destroyed under the supervision of the 
Naval Inter-Allied Control Commission within one year 
and that the principle and percentage of distribution 
should be reserved provisionally.37

One of the principal concerns of the British,as 
well as the other delegates in Paris from October to 
January, was the amount of reparation to be exacted from 
the Germans as a result of the Soapa Flow Incident. rfith 
Britain taking the lead in the discussions, most of the 
delegates agreed some compensation of material rather 
than money was necessary; but how much was another ques
tion. At first the Americans had accepted the principle 
of compensation but later regretted such a decision. 
Britain and France favored asking for more material, with 
Britain seeking the most. Upon agreeing that additional 
light cruisers and port material should be demanded, the 
remainder of the prolonged discussions was spent deci
ding whether to accept the Allied estimate of material 
available or the German estimate which was less. Since 
the German and Allied naval experts could not seem to 
agree on a total, it was finally decided the original 
terms of the Protocol, asking for 4-00,000 tons, would

37jsj0tes of a Meeting of the Heads of Delegations 
of the Five Great Powers, Held in M. Plnchon's Room,
■atoai d'Orsay, Paris, on Tuesday, December 2, 1919, at 
10:30 A.M., Ibid.. p. 4?2.
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remain unchanged. In an•additional note the Allies con
sented to reduce their figure somewhat if it was found 
they had made a mistake. The problem facing the dele
gates gradually became more of a question of "saving 
face" politically but doing so without jeopardizing the 
reception of reparation payments in general.

The decisions reached by the delegates in regard to 
the distribution of the remaining surface ships and 
submarines were of definite advantage to the British.
She was to receive most of the proceeds from the breaking 
up of the ships, and no other navy would greatly profit 
from the demands exacted from the Germans.

All the decisions regarding the German Imperial 
High Seas Fleet had now been made: reparation for

<Scapu Flow and the fate of the remaining surface ships 
and submarines. Now the problem was to put into force
these decisions



CHAPTER 7
ENFORCEMENT OF THE NA7AL CLAUSES

To decide what Germany should surrender to the 
Allies and Associated Powers In regard to naval material 
was one matter; but for the Germans to fulfill these 
demands was still another problem, as the Allies dis
covered during the 1 9 2 0's. questions of interpretation 
of the Treaty and the Protocol also confronted the Allies.

One of the first problems of interpretation was 
that of the delivery of the five light cruisers to 
France and Italy as stipulated in the Protocol. It was 
not the surrender of the ships themselves but rather 
the armament and equipment on board the ships which was 
subject to discussion. This question had appeared before 
the Council in December 1919 sued early January 1920, 
but the Germans did not register a protest against the 
demand for the equipment until pressed for the ships and 
material. France and Italy insisted they should have 
fully equipped and armed ships while the Germans con
tended the Treaty and Protocol did not specify that the 
five cruisers should have all their armament and equip
ment. Once again interpretation of a word or clause 
caused endless discussion.
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On January 26, 1920, the French and Italians rather 
reluctantly agreed with the British proposal that the 
equipment of the five light cruisers ". . .be carefully 
stored and retained until further orders . . . ."1 Then
in April 1920, at the San Remo Conference the British put 
forth another proposal in the nature of a compromise.
If the French and Italian members of the Conference of 
Ambassadors thought that Germany had infringed upon the 
terms of the Treaty, then Great Britain would agree to 
five France and Italy the material set aside. The British 
further stated that they did not consider it advisable

\

to remove the material nor to expect the Germans to pay
2for the expense of its removal to an Allied country.

An Allied note was finally dispatched to the Germans on 
July 24, 1920, demanding the material which was stored

^-Enclosure 2 in No. 2, Draft Resolution to PNIACC, 
Great Britain, British Foreign Office, Documents on 
British. Foreign Policy, 1919-1929. eds. Rohan Butler and 
J. P. T. Bury ('London: Her Majesty 1 s Stationery Office, 
I960), First Series, Volume X, p. 6. Hereafter cited as 
British Documents.

^Appendix 10 to No. 20, British Memorandum for the 
Supreme Council, Ibid.. VII1~-|1958). p»j 2 3 3. On July 2, 
1920, the Council accepted a report on the execution of 
the naval clauses. In*this report it was stated that the 
destruction of naval material by the Germans without 
Allied permission constituted an infraction of the 
Treaty. Appendix I to No. 42, Ibid., X (i960), p. 420.
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in Germany.3 In October the Germans finally yielded and 
agreed to hand over the equipment but suggested that the 
value of it be credited to the reparation fund. The Allies 
refused the latter suggestion but agreed not to tell 
this to the Germans until after the material had been 
turned over.^ This equipment was to consist of reserves 
of ammunition and guns corresponding to the quantities used 
in the German fleet, and new guns were to replace those 
which were unserviceable because of wear and tear.^

Another question in interpretation was that of the 
phrase "shins in reserve" in Article 131 of the Treaty.*^
The Germans claimed these ships should be permitted to 
have their guns and ammunition on board. This would seem 
fair enough according to the usual meaning of the words 
"in reserve," but according to Article 192 of the Treaty

3iarl of Derby (Paris) to Sari Curzon, Paris, 
September 16, 1920, Ibid. . X. (I960), p. 385. Lord Derby 
was the British representative at the Conference of 
Ambassadors.

'̂Ibld. , October 5» 1920, p. 395»
5Ibid. . October 30, 1920, p. *+12.
^Article 181 stated the ships in reserve were:

". . . All other warships, except where there is provision 
to the contrary in the present Treaty, must be placed in 
reserve or devoted to commercial purposes." These ships 
were usually armed merchant vessels.



86

no guns or ammunition could be allocated to these ships.? 
Upon recommendation of the legal advisers,the Conference 
of ¿imbassadors decided to allow ten surface ships in re
serve with guns on board;but no crews, munitions or stores

pwere permitted on these ships. The Germans protested 
but to no avail.

The problem of the execution of the naval clauses 
was one of the subjects of discussion at the conferences 
held in the early 1920*s. Prime Minister Lloyd George 
favored these smaller conferences which allowed for more 
personal consultation but saw a danger in them: they caused 
illusions and did not face facts. " . . .  Conferences 
were inclined to think when they had framed resolutions 
and adopted clauses they had solved difficulties . . . ."9

One of the first of these conferences was held at 
San Remo in April 1920. Here in respect to the naval 
clauses the Supreme Council adopted a procédure, based on 
a British memorandum, for the disposition of the naval

8 Sari of Derby (Paris) to Bari Curzon, Paris, Eebnpry 
29, 19 2 0, British Documents, X (i960), p. 26.

8Ibid.. March 16, 1920, pp. 97-9-8; and Ibid. ,
May 9, 1920, p. 7 5.

9 No tes of the Meeting of the Supreme Council, Held 
at the Villa Devachun, San Remo, on Friday, April 23,
1 9 2 0, at 9:00 P.K., Ibid., VIII (1958), p. 139.
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material to be surrendered under Article 192 of the 
Treaty. With the exception of the light cruisers for 
Italy and Prance, the material was to be scrapped in 
Germany; the proceeds were to be turned over to the 
Reparation Commission with the intention that the Com
mission should dispose of the funds and bill the German 
Government with the expense of the destruction. The duty 
of breaking up the ships was given to the NACDEV (Naval 
Allied Committee for the Destruction of Enemy Vessels) 
an'i the NIACC (Naval Allied Commission of Control) should
handle communications with the German Government regarding

'
the matter. 10 Later on January 29, 1921, the NIACC was 
also given full authority to decide questions regarding 
classification of the naval material. 1 1  As the British 
had dominated the formation of plans for the ill-fated 
German Navy, so now, too, they took Charge of the com- 
missions to oversee the execution of the naval clauses.

Following the San Remo Conference the naval advisers
submitted a report on May 1^, 1920, on the progress of 
____ ____________ ______________ __ ______________________

10Appendlx 10 to No. 20, British Memorandum for the 
Supreme Council, Ibid., pp.,232,233.

Hu. S. Department of State, tapers Relating to. 
the Foreign Relations of the United States: Paris Peace 
Conference. 1919. Vol. XIII (Washington:Government 
Printing Offlce'7 19^5-19^8), p. 328. Cited hereafter as 
Foreign Relations.
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fulfillment of the naval clauses. The NIACC had en
countered difficulties when inspecting factories " . . .  
owing to the ill-will of the German liaison officers, who 
created hindrances and difficulties whenever possible, 
with the object of hiding the existence of war 
material . . . ." The naval personnel had been reduced
on March 1 0 , 19 2 0, as demanded; but the warships had 
not been surrendered.-^ Also, in regard to the naval 
war material which should have been surrendered for de
struction, part of it had been destroyed by the Germans 
without informing the NIACC; this constituted an in
fraction of the Treaty. The Germans, too, had refused 
to submit the documents and plans called for by Article 
809. In a special note at the end of the report the 
naval advisers blamed the political situation in Ger
many^ for the non-execution of five articles of the 
Treaty. Articles 192,195 and 196 had not been com
pleted because of the unsatisfactory state of discipline

<
in ports; and Inspection of material and ships was, 
therefore, Impossible. Articles 182 and 193. relating

l^The advisers stated it was not absolutely pos
sible to determine whether the non-surrender of the war
ships was a violation of the Treaty, but they were 
certain that the necessary arrangements for the surrender 
had not been made.

l^The Kapp Putsch, March 13-17, 1920, resulted in 
political and economic turmoil which continued for 
several months.
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to mine sweep In;? operations, had not been fulfilled be
cause of unrest in the f l e e t . T h e  new government of 
the republic found it difficult to control the disorder 
in Germany after the Kapp Putsch.

In June at Boulogne an attempt was made to co
ordinate the Reparation Commission with the Naval 
Commission; the former was invited to proceed with the 
liquidation of various materials, among them the war 
material of the ships of the German Navy (Article 192), 
with the exception of the material which the Powers had 
retained for themselves under the Treaty. The Inter- 

t Allied Naval Commission was to turn over to the Reparation 
Commission lists of this material, which was delivered 
as of July 11, 1919. 1 5

Prior to the conference at Spa, July 1920, a 
statement was published in a German newspaper stating 
the aims and attitudes of the Germans at this conference. 
There can be no question, maintained the article, of 
Germany fulfilling a completely worked-out proposal for 
reparation. The German Republic wished to have the

Enclosure 3 in No. 8 ,̂ Memorandum from the Naval 
Advisers on the 'Violations and Breaches of the Naval 
Clauses of the Treaty of Versailles up to 10th May,
1920," May 1^, 1920, British Documents, X (I960), d p . 126— 1 2 6 .

^ Foreign Relations. XIII, p. 328.
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opportunity of presenting their figurep which showed:
. . . the impossibility of the demands
of the Peace Treaty in view of the 
economic and labour conditions and 
necessities of life in Germany. If it 
is possible to secure consideration of 
these figures and consequences, negotia
tions will naturally be extended. . . .

The meeting at S'pa would be a critical point of the con
ferences. If the Allies refused to examine the German 
statement, Germany would be faced with the necessity of 
making new and difficult decisions. 16 The Germans were 
seeking to see just how far they would be able to go in 
securing adjustments, in regard to the naval clauses as 
well as the other clauses of the Treaty.

The report of the naval advisers at Spa was quite 
similar to the report at San Remo. 1 ''7 It did add that 
since July 1 a communication had been received in Berlin

l6Lord Kilmarnock (Berlin) to Earl Curzon, Berlin, 
July 1, 1920, British Documents, X (i960), pp. ¿62-263. 
This was the first conference to which the Germans had 
been invited.

Another report similar to the one submitted at 
San Remo had been given at the Conference at Brussels on 
July 2. This reoort indicated that by destroying some of 
the material which the Allies were to destroy, the Germans 
had committed an infraction of the Treaty. Also, the 
ships which were to be turned over in March had been in 
srood condition but they had now deteriorated and were 
really useless. Appendix I to No. ;I2, Execution of the 
Treaty of Peace with Germany, Ibid., VIII (195”). P* B20. 
No action was taken on this report at the conference.
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from the German Government asking where the required 
plans and documents should be sent; but as the report 
indicated, several months had lapsed since they were due, 
and in Kay the Germans had indicated that they would turn 
over only the plans they considered ne cessary.This 
was rather a high-handed position for the Germans to take 
considering their defeated status.

At Spa the Germans agreed to complete delivery of 
the surface warships under Article 105; to deliver the 
material under the Protocol; to hand over the plans and 

\ documents demanded by the NIACC; and to surrender or 
destroy the required war material. ^  The Allies decided 
that no credit should be given Germany for the light 
cruisers or the material to be handed over under the Pro
tocol nor for any of the proceeds from the sale of naval 
war material or warships called for by the naval clauses.3-9

Lloyd George aptly summed up the problem between 
the Allies and Germany in regard to reparations after 
the 3na Conference.:

As far as Germany is concerned, it is a
painful tale of nervous and therefore
clumsy struggle to adjust the demands of

^Appendix \ to No. 51. Naval Clauses, July 8,
19?0, Ibid. . pp. 186-'487.

-^Foreign Relations, XXII, pp. 303.329. Division of 
the receipts of the material was made on March 11, 1922: 
Great Britain, ?0 per cent; France and Italy 11 per cent 
each; Japan 8 per cent.
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the Allies to her capacity for compliance 
with them. As far as the Allies are con
cerned, it is the story of a stubborn 
rearguard action fought asrainst inexorable 
facts. On both sides governments had to 
fight battles on two fronts —  the con
ference front and the home front. 20

Neither side planned to give up ?.I4* demands without a
struggle,

Another progress report on the disarmament of the 
navy was submitted in November to the British Ambassador 
in Berlin, Lord D'Abernon, by Vice-Admiral Sir Bdward 
Charlton of the NIACC. According to Charlton all the 
warships which were to be surrendered under the Peace 
Treaty had been delivered; all the submarines had been 
made harmless; and the German Navy and its personnel 
had been reduced sufficiently.2 1

By the end of the year substantial progress had been 
made in regard to the fulfillment of the naval clauses 
of the Treaty, but some problems still existed. ’This 
conclusion was reached by the naval advisers in their 
lengthy report which they submitted to the Conference of 
Ambassadors on December 31« The difficulty involved the 
". . . present obstructive attitude of the German Naval

2°David Lloyd George, The Truth About Reparations 
and war Debts. (Garden City, New York: Doubleday, Doran 
and Co., Inc., 1932), p. 5^.

?1Lord D*Abernon(Berlin) to Bari Curzon, Berlin, 
November 6, 1920, British Documents, A (19^0), pp. ^27-428.



Peace Commission, representing the German Government
»22

The report, the most complete so far, examined the 
execution of each article of the naval clauses. Two 
articles, 18^ and 197^3 had actually been fulfilled and 
substantial progress had been made on a number of others. 
Delivery of the vessels was completed except for certain 
guns and torpedo tubes due Great Britain and the armament 
and equipment of vessels to be surrendered to France and 
Italy in their fleets. This latter exception was not 
". . . proceeding satisfactorily . . . . The clauses
most commonly and flagrantly violated were those regarding 
war material. Sometimes this was caused by the German 
Reichstrsuhandgesellschaft (the Disposal Board for

^Snclosure A in No. 352, Memorandum dated December 
31, 1920, by the Naval Advisers for the Conference of 
Ambassadors in accordance with their decision of 27th 
December, 1920, General Report of the State of execution 
of the Naval Clauses of the Treaty of Versailles and the 
Protocol of Spa, Ibid., p. A9 3. Cited hereafter as 
General Report.

"^Article ISA concerned the surrender of German war
ships in Allied and neutral ports and the renunciation of 
Germany's right to them. Article 197 called for the regu
lation of the German high-power wireless telegraphy stations

^ I n  a letter dated December 20, 1920, the German 
Naval Peace Commission categorically refused to deliver 
some of the war material as the NIACC directed because 
they felt the Allies were demanding more than was 
required by the Treaty.
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dealing with German war materiel) removing and disposing 
of material without permission of the NIACC. Some naval 
war material was also beincr secretly distributed and 
hidden throughout Germany by the German military. On 
other occasions the Germans refused to destroy material 
or they destroyed supplies when it was forbidden. De
livery of documents was also deemed unsatisfactory. In 
regard to the execution of the Protocol of January 10,
19 2 0, the delivery of the first installment of dock ma
terial was proceeding without problems with the exception 
of dredgers; and the delivery of the second installment
had begun.~5

At the end of the report the naval advisers com
mented that in view of the obstructive attitude of the 
German Naval Peace Commission, much useful work, especially 
the destruction of war material, was at a standstill.
Many of the infringements were related to the Protocol 
adopted at Spa in July. The President of the NIACC re
ported that his commission viewed-the attitude of the 
German Government in regard to submarines and their
essential parts " . . .  with the greatest

' > T -

~^The first installment of material was 192 ,000 tons, 
which the Germans had declared their "fair share" to 
surrender.
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apprehension . . . ."26 The Germans were thus cooperating 
to a point but evading the Allies' demands and thwarting 
the Allied Naval Commission, headed by the British, 
whenever possible.

By March 1921 the Allies were still not satisfied.
At a conference of the creditor states and Germany, meet
ing in London to discuss the non-execution of the Spa 
Protocol of July 1920, it was reported that the Germans 
were still delinquent in three areas: the completion 
of the delivery of surface warship material required by 
"Article 185 of the Treaty; the delivery of material under 
the Protocol of January 1920; and the handing over of the 
plans and documents required by the NIACC.27

A general trend of realism and moderation was 
evident in respect to the execution of the naval clauses 
in the early 1920*s. On June 2, 1923» the Conference of 
Ambassadors advised the Bureau for Liquidation of German 
War Material to cease its activities on June 30 in regard 
to naval material,28 The following year, on September 
30, 1924, the dissolution of the NIACC took

^General Report, pp. 491-494. This is the last re
port available on the execution of the naval clauses of the 
Treaty of Versailles and the Protocol of January 1920.

^Foreign Relations, XIII, p. 303.
23ibid •  f p. 328
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place. The cost of Its maintenance, 3,819,589 gold 
marks, was charged to Germany through Reparation Com
mission accounts as provided in the Treaty.30 îhus as 
far as the Allies were concerned, it was no longer neces
sary for the Naval Commission to oversee execution of 
the clauses pertinent to them.

29

One thing should be definitely emphasized when dis
cussing the fulfillment of the naval clauses: the 
German Government turned over most of the material end 
ships demanded of them. The things not turned ovsrT-some 
documents, blue prints and war material-- are somewhat 
insignlfleant as compared to what Germany did surrender. 
Why did the Germans quibble so much about these demands? 
Obviously they refused to comply because it was their 
only way to protest the entire attitude of the Allies 
toward the naval clauses. The Gerraans felt that the 
Allied interpretation of the naval clauses was harsher

^Ibld.. p .  358. The Council of the League of Na
tions adopted a plan of organization with a view to the 
exercise of the right of investigation conferred upon it 
by Article 213 of the Covenant of the League. The' Perma
nent Advisory Committee for Military, Naval and Air 
Questions was responsible for preparing the organization 
of any investigation the Council might decide upon. This 
right of investigation was not exercised with respect 
to Germany, a member of the League and a participant in 
the Conference for Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. Ibid. , pp. ,362-369.

3°Ibld.. p. 358.
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than what the Treaty actually required; and thus the 
Germans Intended not to hand over to the Allies anything 
which was not clearly and definitely specified by the 
Treaty. The Allies, on the other hand, were just as un
reasonable and felt that any stalling by the Germans to 
hand o/er material was a serious breach of the Treaty.

One other statement in regard to what the Germans 
actually turned over to the Allies appeared' in a speech 
by the Chancellor of the German Reich, Adolf Hitler, on 
March 1 6 , 1 9 3 5 . According to him the quantities of naval 
material delivered or destroyed by the German Government 
at the request of the NIACC were as follows: first class 
battleships, 2 6 ; coastal cruisers, 4; armored cruisers, 
k’’ 3raa11 cruisers, 18; schooling and other ships, 2 1 ; 
toroedo boats, 83; submarines, 315. This material was 
either ”. . .  destroyed, scrapped, sunk or handed 
over . . . ."31

The naval clauses of the Treaty of Versailles and 
the Protocol of January 1920, with the conscientious aid 
of Great Britain, eliminated Germany from competition in 
naval armament which had existed before tforld War I.

— • » PP* 326-327. This statement is relatively 
accurate but omits battlecruisers and slightly 
the number of ships turned over. Possibly Hitler nay have 
-een counting ships dismantled in Germany at the Allies' 
request and ships which were in the process of being built,
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But Germany was not to be crushed forever, even by the 
stringent restrictions adopted at Versailles. Gradually 
in the 19 2 0 ' s there was a slow but steady improvement of 
Germany’s naval position, though for a time it was an up
hill battle. Kaiser Wilhelm’s splendid navy^created 
before the war had proved itself unequal to its mission 
and the inactivity of the High Seas Fleet had resulted in
a mutiny. The image of the navy following the war was

G2most unfavorable in the view of the public.J

Early in 1921 changes began. Reorganization of the 
navy was initiated as naval organizations were incorpora
ted into civil ministries, U-boats were built illicitly, 
and officers and men were trained in Other countries.33

Throughout the twenties the country was flooded with pam
phlets, books and press articles recalling gallant deeds 
of the old Navy. Oneçsuch piece of propaganda appeared on 
the tenth anniversary of the Battle of Jutland in 1926.

stable and Co., Ltd., 192?), p. 253. Oited hereafter as 
Nevies and Nations.

33winston S. Churchill, The Gathering Storm (Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin Co., 199-8), pp. 9--9-9.

. . » Everything possible was done to 
keep the Kaiser’s Navy alive and to pre
pare for the day when it could o] re
sume a place upon the seas. . .

3^Hsctor C. Bywater, Navies and Nations: A Review 
of Naval Developments Binoe the Great War (Lond’on: Con-

39-ibid. , p. i+9
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The purpose of the jubilation was to convince the German 
people:

. . . that their future still lies on 
the water, that they possess in even 
greater measure than their British 
cousins the qualities which make for 
maritime ascendancy, and that with a 
powerful fleet once more in being they 
may look forward to regaining all, and 
more than all, that which was lost 
through defeat . . .  .35

By 1937 under the impulse of propaganda inspired by 
the navy, generous provisions were voted for the fleet; 36 

and in 1938 the first keel of a "pocket battleship" was 
laid down.3? Acceptance of the idea of the importance 
of the navy had been gained through repetition of recall 
oh the gallant past. 3y the late 1930's Germany possessed 
a small but formidable fleet; its members were proficient
and experienced.33

Britain, aware of Germany’s comeback, negotiated with 
her in the 19 3 0 ’s to establish a "perma.nent relation
ship" in regard to the total tonnage of their

353ywater, Navies and Nations, p.  257.
36Ibid.. pp. 355.257.
33Forelgn Relations, XIII, p. 3^3. rhe pocket bat

tleship was an experimental vessel mounting eleven-inch 
guns on a nominal 10,000 ton hull. It was supposed to be 
able to outrun a battleship and outgun everything else.

33Bywater, Navies and Nations, p. 257.
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fleets in the ratio of 35*100; the submarine ratio was 
xixed at 45:100. In this Anglo-German Naval A g r e e m e n t  of 
1935 Britain was to remain the larger force.39 Thus as 
fares the two countries were concerned, the pact nullified 
the naval clauses of the Versailles Treaty. The agree
ment was, however, short-lived for Hitler renounced it in

A01939» In strict theory, therefore, the naval 
of the Treaty of Versailles still exist;*11 but 
vlously are conveniently overlooked.

clauses
they ob'

Britain and the other Allies had found that the Ger
mans were rather docile about the naval clauses when the 
Treaty had been delivered to them in Kay of 1919. As 
controller of the NIACC 3ritain found that to receive 
the amount of reparation requested was yet another story. 
The Germans went out of their way to make it difficult for 
the Allied Naval Commission,for they considered the terms 
too harsh. The 3ritish had been able to cripple the 
German Navy quite severely but were not able to

^ Foreign delations, kill, 
noted that after the war Britain 
power standard" in regard to the 
Instead of a fleet equal to any 
world, Britain would maintain a 
power.

p. 39-2. It should be 
changed from a "two- 
strength of her navy, 

two other navies in the 
fleet superior to the next

4 ° I b l - i . ,

, b e t t e r  from Kapitan lur See Bidlingnaier of the 
ialitargsschichtliches Forschungamt of the Federal 
Republic of Germany, April .36, 1966.



completely destroy the German spirit as evidenced in 
the 19?-0 's and 1930 ’s.
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CONCLUSION

The British had never doubted the supreme impor
tance of the Royal Navy and its ability to command the 
seas near Britain and beyond. From Trafalgar to the 
opening of the twentieth century Britain's position was 
never seriously challenged. With the advent of an ex
panding German Navy in the early nineteen hundreds,and¿the 
growth of other navies in the world, she saw her position 
threatened; Winston Churchill, First Lord of the Admiralty, 
pointed out in 1 9 1 3 :

. . . All the world is building ships of 
the greatest power . . . 0 None of these 
powers need, like us to defend their actual 
safety or independence. They build them 
so as to play a part in the world's affairs.
It is sport to them. It is death to us.*

The fear of suoeriority of each other's fleet, in 
the minds of German and British politicians and admirals, 
greatly contributed to the outbreak of the war In 1 9 14 . 
During the war itself both the German High Seas Fleet and 
the British Grand Fleet were relatively inactive, but with 
the close of the war Britain emerged the victor. The

1Leonard Wainstein, "The Dreadnought Gap," United 
States Naval Institute Froceedings, LNWaXII (Seotenber.
19^), p. 80.
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British then began to follow to the best of their ability 
the adage, "To the victor belongs the spoils," as the 
peace talks proceeded.

From the opening of the armistice negotiations in
October 1918, through the actual peace conferences, the
British dominated the talks centering around the naval
questions. Britain had played the major role in the naval
war and was determined to be rewarded for her part. Great
Britain's primary interests were the immediate destruction
of German naval power in reparation for her naval and
merchant marine losses during the war. 2 Although the naval
rivalry between Britain and Germany had been an important
contributing factor toward the outbreak of hostilities,
the naval questions far from dominated the peace talks.

*

Initially the British ooliticians took a rather 
moderate view toward defeated Germany, but not so the navy 
personnel. From the time of the opening of the armistice 
negotiations, Admiral Beatty, Commander of the Grand Fleet, 
urged the naval representative at the conferences,
Admiral Wemyss, to press for stringent naval terms. Having 
been denied the opportunity to defeat the High Seas 
Fleet in a major encounter, Beatty was now convinced

2U.S. Navy Department, Division of Naval Intelligence, 
"United States Naval Activities in Connection with the 
Armistice of 1918 and the Peace Conference of 1919,"
March 19^ (in the files of the Department), p. 89.
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that with Britain the victor, the High Seas Fleet, as a 
major threat to British security, should be completely 
eliminated by the peace conference delegates.

At the discussions prior to the signing of the Armis
tice, the British delegates quickly assumed the leadership 
in regard to questions of naval policy. The Interallied 
Naval Council called for severe punishment for the German 
Navy in return for British losses; the politicians feared 
that harsh naval terms would endanger the chances of the 
acceptance by the Germans of the Armistice terms,. Finally 
a compromise, proposed by Lloyd George, was reached: it 
called for the surrender of the submarines and the in
ternment of most of the German battleships and battle 
cruisers. This compromise, made a part of the Armistice, 
was accepted by the German Government with little question. 
Whereas the Fleet had been a great pride of the Kaiser’s, 
to the newly established republic the Navy was not of 
major Importance. Lloyd George and the other politicians 
had toned down somewhat the demands of the naval repré
sentât! vès r - hut basically the British Admiralty gained 
what it wanted -- a humiliated and skeleton German Navy.

With the opening of the Versailles Conference the 
fate of the German Navy was still of secondary conoern to 
the diplomats, and it was necessary for the naval repre
sentatives to work diligently to have their cause heard.
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the adoption of naval and military terms to ensure-the de
mobilization of armies and navies. The naval terms 
included the sinking or breaking up of enemy submarines 
and the destruction of the interned ships. The British 
Admiralty souvht to make certain that the German Navy would 
no longer pose a threat to Great Britain's national se
curity. By May 1919. when the Treaty was presented to the 
Germans, the fate of the High Seas Fleet had not yet been 
fully determined. That the ships already held would not
be returned was agreed upon, but whether the ships should

\

be distributed among the Allies or be sunk had not been 
decided. On June 21, 1919. at Scapa Flow the Germans 
themselves helped to "decide" the question partially when 
a number of ships were scuttled under the command of 
Admiral von Reuter. Two days later the Germans quite re
luctantly signed the Treaty of Peace with the Allies but

\

still the fate of their navy was not of major concern to 
them. The "Kaiser’s Navy" was not important to the new 
leaders of the republic.

The problems relative to the Imperial High Seas 
Fleet were not solved yet by any means, as evidenced in 
the discussions which took place in the following months. 
Responsibility for the scuttling had to be determined and 
a suitable punishment exacted; the question of the
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distribution of the remaining ships had to be made; and 
the naval clauses of the Treaty had to be implemented.

The German Government was ultimately forced to 
accept the blame for the deed perpetrated at Scapa Flow. 
This was done so that reparation could be made by the 
German Government, thus ensuring a heavier indemnity for 
the Allies. Delivery of German port material plus a few 
ships for Italy and France was deemed a suitable punish
ment; but as the Allies were to find out, the German*
Government resented being held responsible for von 
Reuter's deed and fought determinedly but futilely to 
change the Allied decision. The Germans considered the 
punishment as well as the naval clauses too harsh and 
stalled delivery for a time. Periodic reports by the 
naval representatives indicated that the Germans resisted 
fulfilling several of the naval clauses, especially those 
concerned with the surrender of war material and documents. 
Eventually the major demands of the Allies were met, but 
the clauses were never completely fulfilled.

In regard to deciding upon distribution of the in
terned ships, Britain once again took the lead. Basically 
the proposal which was accepted called for the breaking up 
of the majority of the surrendered ships; proceeds from 
this operation were to be given to the Allies in proportion 
to the losses they had sustained. Britain here stood, to
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gain as she had suffered more shipping losses and would, 
therefore, receive more of the German naval material.
With respect to the submarines, all but a few of them for 
France ’were to be destroyed. Britain achieved at least 
one of her goals —  the navies of the other powers would 
not experience recognizable gain at the expense of the de
feated Miirh Seas Fleet.

All these decisions of the peace conference delegates 
appeared impressive upon paper. It seemed that the High 
Seas Fleet had been rendered inoperative for the present 
and the near future. In early 1920 the British appeared 
confident that their mission had been accomplished. Their 
victory, however, was not as complete as they had hoped; 
for during the 19 2 0's desire once again arose in the new 
republic in Germany for a navy and gradually she began to 
rebuild it. Then with Hitler's program of rebuilding 
Germany, Britain in 1935 felt the need once more to see 
what she could do to limit competition between the two 
countries through the Anglo-German Naval Agreement, which 
established a ratio of the total tonnage of the two fleets 
and nullified the naval clauses of the Treaty of Versailles. 
This agreement was renounced, however, in 1939* Thus 
technically speaking the naval clauses still stand on the
books.
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The Imperial High Seas Fleet, the pride of the Kaiser 
and the "old school" of officers, had played a leading role 
in the build-up of tensions between Britain and Germany 
which triggered the global conflict in the early twentieth 
century. The Fleet's "death" ironically was of little con
cern after the war to any except the Allied naval 
representatives, the British in particular.

The British as "ruler of the high seas" had the most 
to gain through elimination of the-German Navy, for the 
Royal Navy did not wish a serious challenge to her position. 
Britain's objective during the war and in the conferences 
following the conflict had been to destroy the threat to 
her security -- the Imperial Hl&h Seas Fleet. With 
Britain emerging the victor of the war, with the major 
part of the German Fleet being disabled at Scapa Flow, and 
with the distribution of most of the remnants of the fleet 
to the Allies, Britain successfully accomplished her ob
jective. Also, no other navy profited because the ships 
«riven to the Allies were to be destroyed. Further, by dis
mantling the few ships which remained in Germany, as well 
as by limiting the size of the future German Navy, Britain 
dealt another crippling blow to the navy of the vanquished 
foe. It was the vindictive spirit of the British which was 
largely responsible for crushing the German Navy —  a move 
from which the German Navy never really recovered.



APPENDIX I

GERMAN NAVY STATISTICS—
pate of the large german ships

BATTLESHIPS

1 , Kaiser...................... Sunk at Sc ana Flow
2 . Prinzregent Luitpold........ H *» M ft
3. Kaiserin.................... fl n tt 1«
'1 . König Albert................ ft fi tf »1
5. Friedrich der ^rosse........ ff ft It
6. Bayern...................... ft n tt It
7. Grosser Kurfürst............ »t it 19 It
8. Kronprinz Wilhelm...........

Ma’rp'raf.....................
it n ft ft

9. !1 1« tt
1 0 . König............ ........... rt fl ft ft
1 1 . Baden* ..................... Later sunk by Allis,
17. Oldenburg................... Destroyed by Allies
13. Thüringen.................. . fl ft *1 It
14. Östfriesland**!............ ft it tt 1»
15. Helgoland................... ft fl It 1»
16 . Posen........................ H »1 ft
17. Westfalen.. .................. ft ft ft ft
1 8 . Nassau............ .. If ft tt It
19. 
20 h 
2 1 .

Rheinland .................. fl tt ft ft

2 2.'
23.124.1
25. i

tSix Pre-Dreadnaughts........ Retained. by Germany

♦The Baden survived the Scapa Flow sinking.
**The nine battleships were destroyed by individual 

Allied Powers: Britain 5; Japan 2; France 1; United 
States 1. ***
***The Ostfrlesland was used by the United States for 

ariel bombardment.
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BATTLECRUISERS

1. Seydlltz. . . Sunk at Scapa Flow
2 . Moltke . . . •• i i  i t  t i

3. Von? der Tann » I f  f l  ||
■E. Hindenburg . H  f l  i l  If

5. berffllnger. Tl «1 ?l ff

6. Mackensen . . Scrapped by the Germans
with Allied permission

LIGHT CRUI3ERS*
1. Köln....... Sunk at Scapa Flow
2. Karlsruhe .. »« I t fi f t

3« Brummer . .. »I II II f t

a. Bremese . . . I I II rt PI

5. Dresden . . . TI <1 i t I I

6. Smdan . . . . Survived Scapa; later destroyed by Allies
?. Nürnberg . . M I I fl »» n i t  i t  n
8,\ Frankfurt . . I I t t (1 f t  i f  i i  2  f i  f l

9. Stettin . . i Destroyed ^y the 4.111 es**
1 0 . Danzig . . • VI H it I f It

11. München. . • H it i t tt I t

12. Lübeck 0 . • I f it i t I f H
13. Augsburg . • ft »« i i It T»
l4. Stuttgart . « It f t f t II I f

15. Stralsund . • Incorporated into the French Navy
15. Kolberg f l i t I I 11 I I I f rt

17. Königsberg • • f t w It f t »1 ft f t

18. Regensburg •  • It f t I t 1« •1 »1 «
19. Pillau . . •  0 n n It *1 ft I tallan Navy
2 0 .  Graudenz . •  • f t f» ft f t I I I I I I

21. Strassburg •  • i i i i ft »1 f t ri 1»
22« Wiesbaden . P Remained In the German Navy

*This list does not include armed merchant ships which 
the Germans also classified as cruisers.

**The nine light cruisers were destroyed by Individual 
Allied Powers: Britain 6 ; France 1; Japan 1; United 
States 1„
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SUMMARY OF STATISTICS

Battleships + 
Battle cruisers

Light
Cruisers

Destroyers Torpedo
Boats

TOTAL SHIPS IN 
GERMAN NAVY AT 
ARMISTICE 30 22 105 62

GERMAN SHIPS 
DEMANDED BY 
PEACE TREATY 2k l6 92 50
SHIPS INTERNED 
PRIOR TO. PEACE 
TREATY 16 8 50 0

SUNK AT SCAPA 15 5 32 0

NO? SUNK AT 
SCAPA 1 3 18 0

REPARATIONS 
POR SCAPA 0 5 0 0

SHIPS AFLOAT 
TO BE DIVIDED 
BY ALLIES 9 16 50 50

SHIPS LEFT TO 
GERMAN NAVY 6 1 12 12

The sources for all statistics in the Appendix ares 
"Fate of the Enemy Warships, ’1 Current History, XIII 
(April 26, 1919). pp. 272-2?3; 3." Potter (ed. ) , Sea
Foyer: A Naval History (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall,
1960'), pn. h.77_U-7 ; Admiral Ludwig von Reuter, Scapa Flow, 
the \ccount of the Greatest Scuttling of ail Times, trans. 
J.M.N. Mundie (Londons Hurst and Blackett Ltd., i960), 
pp. l's-Q-l 30; Report of the Meeting of the Admirals,
June 23, 1919, U.3. Department of State, Papers Relating 
to the Foreign Relations of the United States: Paris 
Peace Conference. 1919 (Washington: Government Printing 
Office, 19H5), tfl, p. 644; Treaty of Versailles: 
Annotations to the Text, Ibid., XIII, p. 3^7.



APPENDIX II

NAVAL GLAUSES OF THE TREATY OF VERSAILLES

131. After the expiration of a period of two months
from the coming into force of the present Treaty the German 
naval forces in commission must not exceed:

6 battleships of the Deutschland or Lothringen 
type

6 light cruisers 
12 destroyers 
12 torpedo boats

or an equal number of ships constructed to replace them as 
provided in Article 190.

x No submarines are to be included.
All other warships, except where there is provision 

to the contrary in the present Treaty, must be placed in 
reserve or devoted to commercial purposes.
182. Until the completion of the minesweeping prescribed
by Article 193, Germany will keep in commission such number 
of mine sweeping vessels as may be fixed by the Governments 
of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers.
133. After the expiration of a period of two months
from the coming into force of the present Treaty the total
personnel of the German Navy, Including the manning of the 
fleet, coast defenses, signal stations, administration and 
other land services, must not exceed fifteen thousand, in
cluding officers and men of all grades and corps.

The total strength of officers and warrant officers 
must not exceed fifteen hundred.

tfithin two months from the coming into force of the 
present Treaty the personnel In excess of the above 
strength shall be demobilized.

No naval or military corps or reserve force in 
connection with the Navy may be organized in Germany without 
being included in the above strength.
18R. From the date of the coming Into force of the
present Treaty, all of the German surface warships which are 
not in German ports cease to belong to Germany, who re
nounces all rights over them.
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Vessels which, in compliance with the Armistice 
of 1 1  November 1 9 18 , are now interned in the ports of the 
Allied and Associated Powers are declared to be surrendered.

Vessels which are now interned in neutral ports 
will there be surrendered to the Governments of the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers. The German Govern
ment must address a notification to that effect to the 
neutral Powers on the coming into force of the present 
Treaty.
1^5. Within a period of two months from the coming in
to force of the present Treaty, the German surface warships 
enumerated below will be surrendered to the Principal 
Allied and Associated Powers in such Allied ports as the 
said Powers may direct.

These warships will have been disarmed in Article 
XXII of the Armistice dated 11 November 1918. Nevertheless 
they must have all their guns on board.

BATTLESHIPS
\

Oldenburg, Thüringen. Ostfrlesland, Helgoland. Posen. 
Westfalen, Rheinland, Nassau.

LIGHT CRUISERS
Stettin, Danzig, München, Lübeck, Stralsund, Augsburg.
Kolberg. Stuttgart,
and, in addition, forty-two modern destroyers and fifty 
modern torpedo boats, as chosen by the Governments of the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers.
186. On the coming into force of the present Treaty 
the German Government must undertake, under the supervision 
of the Governments of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers, the breaking-up of all the German surface warships 
now under construction.
187. The German auxiliary cruisers and fleet auxiliaries 
enumerated below will be disarmed and treated as merchant 
ships.

Interned in Neutral Countries: lV (Names omitted)
In Germany i 28(Names omitted)

188. On the expiration of one month from the coming 
into force of the present Treaty all German submarines.
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submarine salvage vessels and docks for submarines, in
cluding the tubular dock, must have been handed over to 
the Governments of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers.

Such of these submarines, vessels and docks as 
are considered by the said Governments to be fit to proceed 
under their own power or to be towed shall be taken by the 
German Government into such Allied ports as have been 
indicated.

The remainder, and also those In course of 
construction, shall be broken up entirely by the German 
Government under the supervision of the said Governments. 
The breaking-up must be completed within three months at 
the most after the coming into force of the present Treaty.
189. Articles, machinery, and material arising from
the breaking-up of German warships of all kinds, whether 
surface vessels or submarines, may not be used except for 
purely industrial or commercial purposes.

They may not be sold or disposed of to foreign
countries.
190. Germany is forbidden to construct or acquire
any warships other than those intended to replace the 
units in commission provided for in Article i8l of the 
present Treaty.

The warships intended for replacement purposes 
as above shall not exceed the following displacements

Armoured ships 
Light cruisers 
Destroyers 
Torpedo boats

10 ,000 tons 
6,000 tons 

800 tons 
200 tons

Except where a ship has been lost, units of 
the different classes shall only be replaced at the end of 
a period of twenty years in the mse of battleships and 
cruisers, and fifteen years in the case of destroyers and 
torpedo boats, counting from the launching of the ship.
191. The construction and acquisition of any sub
marine, even for commercial purposes, shall be forbidden 
in Germany.
192. The warships in commission of the German fleet 
must only have on board or in reserve the allowance of arms, 
munitions and war material fixed by the Principal Allied 
and Associated Powers.
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Within a month from the fixing of the quantities 
as above, arms munitions and war material of all j-cinds, 
Including mines and torpedoes, now in the hands of the 
German Government and in excess of the said quantities, 
shall be surrendered to the Governments of the said 
Powers at places to be indicated by them. Such arms, 
munitions and war material will be destroyed or rendered 
useless. All other stocks, depots or reserves of arms, 
munitions or naval war material of all kinds are forbidden.

The manufacture in German territory and the ex
port of these articles to foreign countries shall be for
bidden.
1 9 3t On the coming into force of the present Treaty
Germany will forthwith sweep up the mines in the following 
areas in the North Sea to the eastward of longitude 9- 00 ,
E, of Greenwich: , . n M ,(l)Between parallels of latitude 53 00 d..and
59° 00* N.; (2) To the northward of latitude 60 30 N.

Germany must keep these areas free from mines. 
Germany must also sweep and keep free from mines 

such areas in the Baltic as may ultimately be notified by 
the Governments of the Principal Allied and Associated 
Powers.
1914,o The personnel of the German Navy shall be re
cruited entirely by voluntary engagements entered into for 
a minimum period of twenty-five consecutive years for 
officers and warrant officers; twelve consecutive years
for petty officers and men.The number engaged to replace those discharged
for any reason before the expiration of their term of 
service must not exceed five per cent per annum of the 
totals laid down in this Section (Article 183).

The personnel discharged from the Navy must not 
receive any naval or military training, or undertake any
further service in the Navy or Army.Officers belonging to the German Navy and not
demobilized, must engage to serve until the age of for y- 
five, unless discharged for sufficient reasons.

No officer or man of the German mercantile 
marine shall receive any training in the Navy.
iqi In order to ensure free passage inco the Baltic
to" all nations, Germany shall not erect ang forti • w
in the area comprised between latitudes 55 N. and 00 N.,
and longitudes 9° 00* E. and 16° 00* E. of the meridian 
of Greenwich, nor install any guns commanding the mari
time routes between the North Sea and the Baltic. The
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fortifications now existing in this area shall be de
molished and the guns removed under the supervisions of 
the Allied Governments and in periods to be fixed by them.

The German Government shall place at the dis
posal of the Governments of the Principal Allied and 
Associated Powers all hydrographical information now in 
its possession concerning the channels and adjoining 
waters between the Baltic and the North Sea.
19 6. All fortified works and fortifications, other
than those mentioned in Section XIII (Heligoland) of 
Part III (Political Glauses for Europe) and in Article 195» 
now established within fifty kilometres of the German 
coast or on German islands off that coast shall be con
sidered as of a defensive nature and may remain in their 
existing condition.No new fortifications shall be constructed 
within these limits. The armament of these defenses shall 
not exceed, as regards the number and calibre of guns, 
those in position at the date of the coming into force 
ofx the present Treaty. The German Government shall com
municate forthwith particulars thereof to all the European 
Governments.On the expiration of a period of two months 
from the coning into force of the present Treaty the stocks 
of ammunition for these guns shall be reduced to and main
tained at a maximum figure of fifteen hundred rounds per 
piece for calibres of ^ .1 inch and under, and five hundred 
rounds per piece for higher calibres.
19 7, During the three months following the coming
into force of the present Treaty the German high-power 
wireless telegraphy stations at Nsuen, Hanover and Berlin 
shall not be used for the transmission of messages con
cerning naval, military or political questions of interest 
to Germany or any State which has been allied to Germany 
In the war, without the assent of the Governments of the 
Principal Allied and Associated Powers. These stations 
may be used for commercial purposes, but only under the 
supervision of the said Governments, who will decide the 
wave-length to be used.During the same period Germany shall not build 
any more high-power wireless telegraphy stations in her 
own territory or that of Austria, Hungary, Bulgaria or 
Turkey.
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Bibliographical Essay

Much of the Information centering around the naval 
clauses of the Treaty of Versailles is found in the 
British and American documents of the period: Great 
Britain. British Foreign Office. Documents on British 
Foreign Policy. 19 19-19 3 9 , First Series, Vol. II. Edited 
by E. L. Woodward and Rohan Butler. Vols. VIII, X. Edited 
by Rohaa Butler and J.P.T. Bury; and U.3. Department of 
State, Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the 
United States: Paris Peace Conference, 1919. Vols, VI, 
XIII, The former was of great help in studying questions 
of reparations and responsibility involving the Scapa 
Flow question. British opinion is made quite evident in 
the recorded discussions,and the pertinent letters and 
documents are contained in this volume. The latter, with 
annotations to the text of the naval clauses, are of use 
to the researcher in tracing the execution of the terms. 
Another volume of documents which is pertinent is Alma 
Luchau (ed.), The German Delegation at the Paris Peace 
Conference; this work contains the German reply to the 
Allies in regard to the conditions of peace.

The works which best reveal the attitude of the 
British Admiralty and naval advisers are Lady Wester 
Wemyss' The Life and Letters of Lord Wester Wemyss and 
W. S. Chalmers' The.Life and Letters of David, Earl Beatty.
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Both Wemyss* wife and Chalmers are prejudicial toward 
their subjects; but they realistically show through 
letters and observations the strong desire of the British 
to crush German sea. power as much as possible and to gain 
some reward for the "silent victory'' of the Navy.

Memoirs of other political and military figures also 
shed light on British policy of the period. David Lloyd 
George's Memoirs of the Peace Conference, Vol. I; The 
Truth About Reparations and War Debts; and War Memoirs,
^ vols. reveal little in regard to his opinion toward the 
German Navy. He is more concerned with political problems 
and is somewhat moderate in his views toward the naval 
clauses. The second book is his defense of the Justice 
of the treaty and a defense of his role in forming it.
In Colonel Edward M. House's The Intimate Papers of Colonel 
House: The Ending of the War, Edited by Charles Seymour,
is found an enlightening account of the prs-Armistice 
negotiations regarding the naval terms. House, along with 
Lloyd George, played the role of the compromiser between 
the naval advisers and the French. The views of the latter 
are found in Ferdinand Foch's Memoirs of Marshal Foch, 
Translated by Colonel T. Bentler Mott. The Allied 
Military Commander reveals here his important role in the 
forming of the Armistice -and his dislike of too strict 
naval terms for fear the Germans would refuse the
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Armistice;also, he was more concerned with the military 
clauses due to the leading role of the French in the war 
on l^nd. Two other personal accounts were of use: Lord 
Hankey's The Supreme Control at the Paris Peace Conference, 
1919 reveals the general attitude of the British at the 
Peace Conference through the secretary of the sessions 
hut deals little with the naval questions. Admiral 
Georsr Alexander von Mtlller's The Kaiser and His Court:
The Diaries, NoteBooks and Letters of Admiral Georg 
Alexander von Muller. Chief of the Naval Cabinet, 191^-1918, 
ddited by ¿alter G&rlitz indicates the attitudes and 
problems centering around the German Navy. This well- 
edited book is also helpful for obtaining good identifica
tion of leading German figures. One other book of 
memoirs is Wilhelm II's, Fmperor of Germany, The Kaiser*s 
Memoirs, Translated by Thomas R. Ybarra. For the American 
point of view see Herbert Hoover's Memoirs of Herbert 
Hoover: Years of Adventure 187^-1920 and Ray Stannard
Baker's and William A. Dodd's (eds.) The Public Papers of 
Woodrow Wilson, 6 vols. The former•carries a colorful 
description of the participants of the peace conference, 
and the latter contains some useful accounts of the 
Armistice proceedings.

Contemporary accounts of use are Winston Churchill's
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The Aftermath, Vol. IV of The World Crisis, 1910-1938 
and The Gathering; Store. In The Aftermath he gives a 
stirring, colorful view of the election of 1918. Churchill 
is not really an "in" roan of the period, but even so gives 
surprisingly little about British attitude toward the 
German Navy, considering his background in the Admiralty,

i

Five unpublished, sources were of invaluable aid to 
the researcher, David Neil Shepherd's "The Last Days of 
the German Imperial High Seas Fleet" is a highly informa
tive and well-presented thesis covering the mutiny of the 
German sailors and the internment of the High Seas Fleet 
at Scape Flow. His careful research provided him with a 
new conclusion as to the responsibility for the sinking of 
the fleet: personal responsibility falls upon Admiral von 
Trotha of the Naval Cabinet in Germany. Secondly, the 
U.S, Navy Department's Division of Naval Intelligence, 
"United States Naval Activities in Connection with the 
Armistice of 1918 and the Peace Conference of 1919." is a 
clear and well-organized report of the United States’ role 
during the period; helpfully, British attitudes are also 
revealed. The report also contains the actual text of the 
naval terms of the Armistice as well as the Treaty.
Thirdly, the U.S. General Services Administration’s, 
National Archives and Records Service, Supreme War Council 
Meetings, Proces-Vertoeaux of the Joint Meeting of the



125

Military and Naval Representatives held at Versailles on 
the dth October, 1918, at 9 hours 15 provides an account 
of some of the pre-armistice negotiations. It points to 
the harsh treatment that is in store for Germany in regard 
to the treaty. fourthly, the Notes taken in the Commander— 
in Chief's Fore Cabin on Board H.M.3. <<,ueen Elizabeth 
on Conferences Held on the Naval Terms of Armistice,
November 16, 1918, indicates the haughty manner in which 
Beatty made the final arrangement wTith the Germans for the 
internment of the High Seas Fleet. Lastly,a Letter 
from Kapitän zur See Bidlingmaier of the Milltärgeschtliches 
Forschungamt of the Federal Republic of Germany, April 
26, 196^, contains some very general information on the 
Treaty; of significance to the writer, he states the 
naval clauses of the Treaty with Germany are still, in 
theory, in effect.
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