GERMANY AND THE TREATY TERMS

Brockdorff’s Long Effort to Modify the Treaty
by Means of Notes and Counterproposals

[Periop EnNDED JUNE 20, 1919]

head of the German Peace Mis-.
sion, who had left Versailles
for Spa on May 17, returned on
19th. He was accompanied by Herr

CO UNT BROCKDORFF-RANTZAU,

many was stirred as never before over
the question of accepting or rejecting the
terms, and no one could safely predict
the outcome.

On the day of his return to Versailles

dsberg and_Herr Giesherts, who had-—Count vorm Brockdorff-Rantzau called the

{ to Berlin for consultation with the
ernment. With the plenipotenti-
5 were General von Secht and about
y other military and naval experts.
sughout the next four weeks the
id’s attention was centred upon the
desperate efforts of Brockdorff and his
fellow-delegates to induce the Council
of Four to modify the stringent peace
terms that had been handed to them on
May 7. As oral discussion had been
barred, the Germans continued submit-
ting notes of protest and counterargu-
‘ment until May 29, when they finally
produced an elaborate set of counterpro-
posals, a document of some 60,000 words,
To this the Council of Five on June 16
made an almost equally extended reply,
cnapter for chapter; it was in effect an _
ultimatum calling for™ Germany’s final
acceptance or refusal on or before Mon-
day, June 23. It offered a number of
concessions, but none of vital import.

During the seven-day interval that fol-
lowed, while the German Government
and National Assembly were in agitated
discussion as to whether to sign or re-
fuse to sign, the armies of occupation
made all necessary preparations to in-
vade the interior of Germany in case of
refusal, and the civilized world waited
for the outcome calmly but with intense
interest. The German National Assem-
bly, which was in continuous session at
Weimar, received the allied ultimatum
on June 18. The Cabinet discussed the
terms continuously, but up to the 20th

the hour of going to press) the de-
or was not known. Meanwhile Ger-

Presidents of the different commissions
together to lay before them the instrue-
tions he had received at Spa. He also
issued instructions for the drafting of a
bulletin to be submitted to Berlin for
approval. A special edition of the daily
press report for Berlin was being pub-
lished for the Germans at Versailles; all
the articles for this official report were
being written by the German correspon-
dents under the direction of Brockdorff
himself.

On May 20 the German delegation sent
a note to the Secretariat of the Peace
Conference, the tenth communication of
the kind, requesting an extension of time,
on the ground that the discussion of all
the aspects of the treaty could not be

completed. by- May-21;-the-dateofficially

set for the German reply. The note

was as follows:

. Versailles, May 20.
To His Excellency the President of the
Peace Conference, M. Clemenceau:

Sir: The German Peace Delegation in-
tends during the next few days to submit
communications to the allied and asso-
ciated Governments on the following
points, which, in the eyes of the delega-
tion, fall under the definition of sugges-
tions of a practical nature:

First—A. note concerning territorial
questions in the East; second, a note con-
cerning Alsace-Lorraine; third, a note
concerning the occupied territories;
fourth, a note concerning the extent and
discharge of the obligation undertaken
by Germany in view of reparation; fifth,
a note concerning the further practical
treatment of the question of labor laws;
sixth, a note concerning the treatment of
German private property in enemy coun-
tries.

Besides this, a syllabus is being pree
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pared of the observations which are
called for from the German Government
by the draft of the treaty of peace in its
detailed provisions. The problems here-
by involved being in part of a very com-
plicated nature, and it having been nec-
essary to discuss them extensively with
the experts in Versailles, as well as with
those in Berlin, it will not be possible to
dispose of them within the time limit of
fifteen days notified by your Excellency
on the 7th instant, although the delega-

tion will take pains to transmit as many
notes as possible within the limit.

Having regard to this, I beg, in the
name of the German peace delegation, to
move that the contents of the intended
notes be regarded as having already been
made the subject of discussion in writing,
and that the requisite time be granted to
us for a more detailed eXposition.

Accept, Sir, the assurance of my high-
est esteem,

BROCKDORFF-RANTZAU.

Allies Extend Time

To this note M. Clemenceau replied as

follows:
May 20, 1919.

Sir: I beg to acknowledge the receipt of
your letter of May 20, stating that the
subjects on which the German delegation
wishes to offer suggestions are so com-
plicated that the memoranda of the Ger-
man delegation cannot be completed with-
in the fifteen days granted on the Tth in-
stant and asking, in consequence, for an
extension of the time limit.

In reply, I beg to inform your Excellency
that the allied and associated Govern-
ments are willing to grant an extension
until Thursday, May 29.

Count von Brockdorff-Rantzau had
asked permission for a special train to
bring to Versailles printing presses and
a force of workmen to hasten the prep-
aration of the German reply. On May
20 a request that a German delegation
of four be granted passports to proceed
to Holland to arrange for food supplies
for Germany was granted. At this date
Herr Schwartz, the Saxon Minister of
Agriculture, severed his connection with
the German peace delegation, and on his
return to Dresden issued a statement
censuring the Peace Conference severely.

It developed about this time that the
German delegation had summoned from
Berlin for a consultation Karl Kautsky,
the Independent Socialist leader. @ Herr
Pauli of the German Foreign Office,
head of -the German General Electric
Company, and other experts had also
been called.

CONSULTATION AT SPA

Nn Mase OO0 cenee Do T nn

had just come from a meeting of the Ger-
man Cabinet at Berlin. They had come
to decide on the final wording of the
counterproposals. Chancellor Scheide-
mann, backed in Berlin by Bernstorff and
Erzberger, who had most to do with
drawing up the reply and the numerous
notes, but whose work Brockdorff-Rant-
zau thought fit to edit and amplify, and
backed mainly by Landsberg in Ver-
sailles, acted vigorously in bringing
about the Spa conference. These mod-
erates, being in the majority, took a firm
grasp on the situation, which was threat-
ening to become chaotic. The whole cum-
bersome reply was taken to pieces and
the lines of a much more moderate and
concise reply were finally laid down. The
conference at Spa sat almost continually
for six hours, and at last reached unity.
Brockdorff returned to Versailles on the
24th. Professor Weber and Herr .Die-
trich, members of the delegation, left for
Berlin the following day. They had glven
their approval to the reply that was to‘ be
made to the Allies on the prov151ons} of
the treaty dealing with the demand for
the punishment of the former Kaiser and
financial arrangements. : ‘

The German counterproposals wére
completed on May 27, and the printing
plant sent to Spa on a train from Ger
many worked all night in printing them.
A typewritten copy was carried to Ber-
lin for delivery to the German Govern-
ment by the private secretary of Count
von Brockdorff-Rantzau. i



Secretariat of the Peace Conference on
May 29. [A full summary of these coun-
terproposals will be found on Pages
18-28.] The bulky document was| in
German, and there were only three copies
of it in the hands of the Allies. Twenty
interpreters were set to work at once to
translate it into English and French.
When completed it filled 146 typewritten
pages and bore the title “ Observations
of the German Delegation on the Condi-
tions of Peace.” It was published in Ber-
lin on May 28.

One of the first results of the German
proposals was to cause Premier Lloyd
George to call the whole British. Cabinet
to Paris on June 1 for the purpose of
considering the advisability of modifying
the peace terms to Germary. It was un-
derstood that his main object was to as-
certain the character and strength of
Liberal Party sentiment on the subject.
Sessions of the Cabinet were held daily,
and it became apparent that British Lib-
eral sentiment corresponded -closely. to
that prevailing in the American Peace
Commission. ‘

Considerable progress was made. in
drafting the reply to the German coun-
terproposals by June 5, when it became
apparent that the contemplated modifiea~
tion of the terms would involve few
changes, and those of a nonfundamental
nature. On the same date Premier Pade-
rewski appeared twice before the Council
of Four to protest against a proposed
plebiscite in Upper Silesia and against
suggested changes in the Polish western
frontier of strategic importance. Other
arguments against the allocation of Up-
per Silesia to Germany were also pre-
sented. By June 11 the reply was com-
pleted, and the Council of Five (Baron
Makino, representing Japan, had pre-
viously been admitted to the council)
were busily engaged in editing the re-
vised version of the terms of peace.

REVISED TREATY DELIVERED

On Monday, June 16, this revised ver-
sion of the peace terms granted Ger-
many, together with a covering letter,
was delivered to representatives of the
German peace delegation at 6:49 P. M,,
in the reading room of the Hotel des
Réservoirs, the German headquarters, by

Paul Dutasta, General Secrefary of the
Peace Conference. It was received by
Seeretary Simon and Baron von Loersner
of the German delegation, with whom
M. Dutasta held a conversation explain-
ing the nature of the document and the
time allotted for reply. The original
time limit was five days. Herr Simon
protested at the shortness of the period,
explaining that it would take two days
to go and two to return, thus leaving
only one day for considering the terms.

M. Dutasta was impressed and re-
turned to Paris by automobile at the
rate of seventy miles an hour, and laid
the case before Premier Clemenceau.
The latter communicated with President
Wilson and Premier Lloyd George by
telephone, and it was arranged fo ex-
tend the time two days. M. Dutasta re-
turned to Versailles at a seventy-mile
gait and informed the German delegates
of the extension just as they were taking
their special train for Weimar. The
time limitation of the Allies’ ultimatum
ran to Monday evening, June 23.

Because of pressure of time the final
draft of revised terms handed to the
Germans was in the form of a copy of
the original draft of May 7 with the
changes written on the margins in red
ink. With this corrected copy the Ger-
man plenipotentiaries received twenty-
nine other copies to which they were
to transfer the red-ink changes.

A final meeting of the Council of Five
was held the same day. It was at-
tended by Marshal Foch, General Bliss,
and other military leaders, who discussed
various phases of last-hour moves and
possibilities in the German situation.

On the evening of June 16 Count von
Brockdorff-Rantzau, with other members
of the German peace delegation, left Ver-
sailles for Germany, bearing the revised
version of the Peace Treaty. In a hos-
tile French demonstration that occurred
on their departure, Herr Theodor Mel-
chior, head of the French Finance Com-
mission, and Frau Dorlblush, one of the
secretaries to the delegation, were struck
on the head by stones. On hearing of
the occurrence Premier Clemenceau at
once sent a letter to the head of the Ger-
man delegation, expressing deep regret
for this “ reprehensible act,” which was
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contrary to the law of the Seine and
QOise. The Police Commissioners were
dismissed from office.

NOTE EXCHANGE CONTINUES

The reply of the Council of Four to the
German note of May 10 on the repatria-
tion of prisoners of war was delivered on
May 22. This indicated that the Allies
differentiated between ordinary prison-
ers and those guilty of crime, and that
the latter would be held and punished.
The letter of von Brockdorff-Rantzau to
M. Clemenceau read as follows:

German Peace Delegation.
Versailles, May 10, 1919.

Sir: The German delegation has noted:with
satisfaction that the draft treaty handed to
it recognizes the principle that the repatria-
tion of German prisoners of war and German
interned civiiians is to be effected with the
greatest possible rapidity.

It is In accordance with the opinion of the
German peace delegation that the task of
settling the details of the execution of| that
repatriation should be Intrusted to a special
commission. Direct conversations between
the commissions of nearly all of the bellig-
erent States in regard to prisoners have] been
shown to be the best means of solving the
difficulties, and it ought to be all the éasier
at the present moment to clear up by learly
discussion in a commission any divergencies
of view or doubts in regard to certain points.

The German .peace delegation, beari%ng in
mind the difference of jurisdiction in the
various countries concerned, is of the opinion,
for Instance, that it 1is indispensable for
prisoners of war and interned civiliand who
have been detalned for offenses other|than
those against disicpline to be repatx-iateﬁ un-
conditionally. Germany recognized this same
principle as regards the prisoners of war and
interned civilians of the allied and associated
powers detained in Germany.

In the view of the German peace delega-
tion, certain alleviations should, as a matter
of course and for reasons of equity, be agreed
to in favor of prisoners of war and interned
clvilians for the period which will clapse un=
til their final departure.

The German peace delegation has, imore-
over, been compelled to note that the ar-
rangements contemplated are favorable only
to the allied and assoclated governments,
for instance, 8o far as concerns the restora-
tion of private property, the search for
persons who have disappeared and the care
to be taken of graves, The German|peace
delegation presumes that, for questions such
as these, complete reciprocity may be re-
quired for general reasons of humanity.

Because of the great technical difficulty
of repatriating prisoners of war and interned
civilians, especially in view of the shortage

of tonnage and the lack of coal, the greatest
importance should be attached to finding a
solution of all preliminary questions before
the dispatch of the repatriated prisoners and
interned civilians actually begins, For that
reason the German peace- delegation pro-
poses that the commission should start its
deliberations forthwith separately from all
other questions.

The explana.tion of this proposal lies, first-
1y, in ‘the fact that there are thousands of
German prisoners of war and interned civil-
ians in overseas countries, but the German
delegation is likewise thinking of the Ger-
mans who are in Siberia, and whose dispatch
seems to be a question not only of special
urgency, but of extraordinary difficulty.

The German delegation for reasons of in-
ternal policy regards it of the utmost im-
portance that the German prisoners of war
and interned civilians should be returned to
their homes in as normal a condition as pog-
sible, in order that they might there be
brought back as rapidly as possible into the
economic life of the country. That only a
pears possible—the precise settlement ﬁf
transport problems apart—if everything poi-
sible is done to improve the mental anﬂ
physical state of those who are retummg
home.

Having regard to the present situation in
respect of economic existence in Germany
it must be admitted that Germany is unahle
to do with her own resources everything r(é-
quired in “xder to secure that end. This ré-
fers espe. - 1y to food and clothing. There-
fore the German delegation thinks it desif'-
able that the deliberations of the commissiun
should likewise include an examination 9[
the question of the manner in which the
allied and associated governments mlght
assist Germany in the solution of thete
problems.

The question arises, for instance, of sup-
plying against repayment complete sets Of
clothing, underclothing, and ecivilian cloth-
ing and footwear for the prisoners be.‘.'oi'e
their dispatch.

I avail myself, &c.,

BROCKDORFF-RANTZAU!

The reply of the Council of the Aum

was as follows:
Paris, May 22, 1919;

Sir: The representatives of the allied and
asgsociated powers have given considerati{.m
to the repatriation of the German prisoners
of war. In reply, they wish to state that
they cannot agree that prisoners of war and
civilian prisoners who have been guilty ;of
crimes and offenses should be released.
These crimes and penal offenses have besn
committed on allied soil and have been dealt
with by the legally constituted authorities
without reference to the fact that the wmn:g—
doer was a German rather than an alITz[l
citizen.

For instance, a certain German prisoner

I
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broke at night into the house of a farn{er,
on whose estate he was set to work, and
murdered the farmer and his wife in cold
blood with a billhook. For this double mur-
the said prisoner was sentenced to death
une 11, 1918, by a regularly constituted
t-martial.
der the Berne Convention, however, the
execution of the sentence is suspended until
peace is signed. Justice would certainly not
be satisfied if, as a consequence of the
treaty, this murderer was reprieved.

For these reasons the allied and associa‘ted
powers cannot agree to alter the provisions
of the draft treaty in respect to prisoners; of
war who have been guilty -of crimes or penal
offenses. .

In regard to the second question, the Ger-
man peace delegation makes no specific siig-
gestions as to the alleviation which they
would ‘propose for the prisoners of war a'(nd
interned civ: wns between the date of the
~“ning of peac: and their repatriation. The

A and associated powers are not aware
rhat alleviation it is possible to make,
1z that they have scrupulously endeav-
to observe both the laws of war and the
dictates of humanity in the treatment which
they have given to prisoners of war, and
that, as provided in the last section of Arti-
cle 218, it is essential that prisoners of war
and interned civilians should remain subject
iscipline and control pending their re-
iation, in the interests of all concerned.
e German peace delegation may rest as-~
d that it is the intention of the alljed
associated Governments to treat their
»ners of war during the period between
signing of peace and their repatriation
full consideration of their feelings and

S. !
e restitution of personal property }to
mers of war constitutes a legal right
h the allied and associated powers have
v Intention of respecting. As regards in-
ation about the missing, the allied and
rers have always endeavored
German Government with all

asso(
to s

information in their possession on this sub-
ject, and they will certainly continue to do
so after peace is signed.

Concerning the care of graves, they would
point out that Articles 225 and 226 would ap-
pear to assure to the German people that the
graves of their fellow-citizens shall be both
respected and properly maintained, and that
so far as is practicable under Clause 225, the
bodies of their soldiers and sailors may be
transferred to their own country.

In regard to the German request for com-
plete reciprocity, the representatives of the
allled and associated powers have to state
that they felt it necessary to include Artic'~
222, in view of the treatment which their
own nationals have received while interned in
Germany during the war. As there was no
parallel between the treatment which was ac-
corded to prisoners of war by the German
Government on the one side and the allied
and associated powers on the other, no claim
for reciprocity in this respect can arise,

In regard to the third question, the repre-
sentatives of the allied and associated powers
are ready to do everything possible to
repatriate German prisoners of war and in-
terned civilians, properly fed and in good con-
dition, after the conclusion of peace. They
regret, however, that the present demands on
them from the territories recently liberated
from the German yoke, as well as from their
own nationals, will probably make it im-
possible for them to supply the prisoners of
war with clothing, &ec., for which the Ger-
man delegation asks.

Finally, in regard to the appointment of a
commission to deal with the repatriation of
prisoners of war, the representatives of the
allied and associated powers will be glad to
set up such commissions immediately upon
the signature of peace. They regret, how-
ever, that they do not see their way to ap-
point them until they are notified of the in-
tention of the plenipotentiaries of the Ger-
man Empire to sign peace.

I avail myself, &c.,

G. CLEMENCEAU.

Note on Reparation

is too late for Germany to seek to
7 both the aggression in the war and
her responsibility for it. 'This declara-
tion was made by Premier Clemenceau,
as President of the Peace Conference, in
replying to the German note on repara-
, the text of which, with the reply,
made public on May 20.
he argument put forth by Count von
:kdorff-Rantzau was that Germany
did not start a war of aggression, that
the German people were convinced they
fought a defensive war, and that the

present German Government could not
be held responsible for “ faults” of the
former German Government.

Premier Clemenceau took up the points
made by the German delegation and de-
clared that the German Government last
November made no protest against the
charge in a note of Secretary Lansing
that Germany was the aggressor. The
President of the conference pointed out
further that Germany made the French
Government of 1871, and the Russian
Government of 1917, responsible for tha
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acts of the Imperial régimes in France
and Russia.
The German note read as follows:

At Versailles, May 13, 1919,

To his Excellency, M. Clemencean, Pregi-
dent of the Peace Conference, Sir:

In the draft of the Peace Treaty submitted
to the German delegates, Part VIII., con-
cerning reparation, begins with Article 231,
which reads as follows:

The Allied and Associated Governments
affirm and Germany accepts the responsi-
bility of Germany and her allies for caus-
ing all the loss and damage to which the
Allied and Associated Governments and
their nationals have been subjected as a
consequence of the war imposed upon them
by the aggression of Germany and ‘her
allies, '
Now the obligation to make reparation has

been accepted by Germany by virtue of the
note from Secretary of State Lansing of Nov.
5, 1918, independently of the question of re-
sponsibility for the war. The German delega-
tion cannot admit that there could arise out
of a responsibility incurrent by the former
German Government in regard to the origin
of the world war any right for the allle;d and
associated powers to be indemnified by (er-
many for losses suffered during the war,
The representatives of the allied and as-
sociated States have, moreover, declared sev-
eral times that the German people should
not be held responsible for the faultsl com-
mitted by their Governments. 'The German
people did not will the war and would not
have undertaken a war of aggression. | They

have always remalned convinced that this

war was for them a defensive war.

The German delegates also do not|sha. ’
the view of the allied and associated Govern-
ments in regard to the origin of the war.
They cannot consider the former German
Government as the party which was |folely
or chiefly to blame for the war. 'Thejdraft
of the treaty of peace transmitted b‘y you
contains no facts in support of this vie‘w; no
proof on the subject is furnished therein.
The German delegates, therefore, beg Yyou to
be so good as to communicate to them the
report of the commission set up by the| allied
and associated Governments for the purpose
of establishing the responsibility of the au-
thors of the war.

Pray accept, Mr. President, the assprance
of my high consideration. i

BROCKDORTFF-RANTZATU.

The text of the reply of Premier Cle-
menceau was dated May 20, 1919, and
was as follows: !

Mr. Chairman: In your note of May 13
vou state that Germany, while ‘‘ accepting ”’
in November, 1918, ** the obligation td¢ make
reparation,” did not understand such jan ac-
ceptance to mean that her responsibility was
involved either for the war or for acts of

|

the former German Government, and that it
is only possible to conceive of such an obli-
gation if its origin and cause are the respon-
sibility of the author of the damage. You
add that the German people would never
have undertaken a war of aggression.

Yet, in the note from Secretary of State
Lansing of Nov. 1, 1918, which you approve
of and quote in favor of your contention,
it is stated that the obligation to make repa-
ration rises out of *‘‘ Germany’s aggression
by land, sea, and air.”

As the German Government did not at the
time make any protest against this allega-
tion, it thereby recognized it as well found-
ed. Therefore, Germany recognized in 1918,
implicitly but clearly, both the aggression
and her responsibility.

It is too late to seek to deny them today.]

It would be impossible, you state furthet,
that the German people should be regarded
as the accomplices of the faults committed
by the ‘' former German Government.;"
However, Germany has never claimed, and
such a declaration would have been contraty
to all principles of international law, that]a
modification of its political régime or |a
change in the governing personalities would
be sufficient to extinguish an obligation
already undertaken by any nation. She did
not act upon the principle she now con-
tends for either in 1871 as regards Frante
after the proclamation of the republic, nor
in 1917 in regard to Russia after the revolli~
tion which abolished the Czarist régime.

Finally, you ask that the report of the
Commission on Responsibility be communji-
cated to you. In reply, we beg to say thht
the allied and associated powers consider
the reports of the commissions set up by the
Peace Conference as documents of an in-
ternal character which cannot be transmittbd
to you.

Accept, Mr. Chairman, &c.,

G. CLEMENCEAT,

GERMAN ECONOMIC NOTE

Germany’s share of the burdens grow-
ing out of the war, as set down in the
economic terms of the Peace Treaty,
was based on her ability to shoulder jit,
and not according to her deserts, the
allied and associated council declared|in
its answer to the German note of pio-
test against this section of the troag‘,y.

Germany was mainly responsible for
the damage and destruction, it was
pointed out, and she could not escape th‘at
responsibility. It was not the pcaf,ce
terms, the allied note said, but the a¢ts
of those who made and continued the
war which were the cause of any suf-
ferings Germany might have to bear. |

The allied answer, which was magde

|
|
{
i
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public on May 23, with the text of thé
German note, was negative. It pointed

out that the German plea was exagger!

ated and ignored the fundamental conl
siderations which led to the 1mposmoﬁ
of the terms.

The loss to world shlppmg through the
German submarine campaign, the reply
declared, was mnearly 18,000,000 tons;
The Allies purposed to make Germany
repay only 4,000,000 tons. Responsibil-
ity for this shortage in shipping was
‘placed directly on Germany, and thé
German share in replacing it was called

“ yery moderate.” |

In answer to the Ge 'n plea that,
Germany would be called upon to feed
67,000,000 persons, it was declared that
the Peace Treaty took 6,000,000 out of
German control. It was added that Gerl
man agriculture was in better shape thanl
that of Poland Belgium, and Northem
France, where the fighting was heav1estl

The Germans complained that they
would lose certain necessary ccmmodid
ties. The allied reply was that Germany
could import these goods. Germany, i
was asserted, destroyed the Lens coal
fields, and the coalfields taken from hel‘
in payment for the destruction wrought
still left her sufficient fuel supplies. ]

The Germans complained that the Ger-
man population would suffer under the
treaty, which was described as a “ death
sentence.” The reply pointed out that
all countries were suffering as a result
of the war, and there was no reason why
Germany, which was responsible for the
war, should not suffer.

German figures as to the loss in popu-
lation due to the blockade and specula-
tion as to what would happen to ithe pop-
ulation in the future were declared to be
fallacious. There would be every oppor-
tunity for Germany to make her position
in the world both stable and prosperous.
Germany, it was pointed out, had not suf-
fered from pillage and devastation, and
there would be a saving from reduction
of armaments and the size of her army
and in the turning of the armament-
making population to works of peace.

GERMAN COMPLAINTS IN DETAIL

Following is the text of the German
note:

Mr. President: In conformity with my
communication of the 9th instant I have the
honor to present to your Excellency the re-
port of the Economie Commission charged
with the study of the effect of the conditions
of peace on the situation of the German
population :

In the course of the last two generations
Germany has become transformed from
an agricultural State to an industrial
State. As long as she was an agricultural
State Germany could feed 40,000,000 in-
habitants. In her quality of an industrial
State she could insure the nourishment of
a population of 67,000,000. In 1913 the im-
portation of foodstuffs amounted in round
figures, to 12,000,000 tons. Before the war
a total of 15,000,000 of persons provided
for their existence in Germany by foreign
trade and by navigation, either in a direct
or an indirect manner, by the use of for-
eign raw material.

GERMANY'S LOSS OF TONNAGE

According to the condltions of the treaty
of peace, Germany will surrender her mer-
chant tonnage and ships in course of con-
struction suitable for overseas trade. Ger-
man shipbuilding yards will build for five
years in the first instance tonnage des-
tined for the allied and associated gov-
ernments. Germany will, moreover, re-
nounce her colonies, all her overseas pos-
sessions, all her interests and securities in
the allied and associated countries and in
their colonies, dominions, and protecto-
rates; will, as an installment of the pay-
ment for part of the reparation, be sub-
Ject to liquidation, and may be exposed to
any other economic war measure which
the allied and associated powers think
fit to maintain or to take during the
vears of peace,

By the putting in force of the terrltorlal
clauses of the treaty of peace Germany
would lose, to the east, the most impor-
tant regions for the production of corn
[cereals] and potatoes, which would be
equivalent to the loss of 21 per cent. of
the total crop of those articles of food,
Moreover, the intensity of our agricultural
production would diminish considerably.

On the one hand, the importation of
certain raw material indispensable for the
production of manure, such as phosphates,
would be hindered; on the other hand, this
industry would suffer, like all other in-
dustries, from lack of coal. The treaty of
peace provides for the loss of almost a
third of the production of our coal mines,
Apart from this decrease, we are forced
for ten years to deliver enormous con-
signments of coal to various allied coun-
tries. Moreover, in conformity with the
treaty, Germany will concede to her
neighbors nearly three-quarters of her
mineral production and more than three-
fifths of her zinc product.

“CONDEMNED TO DESTRUCTION™

After this diminution of her products,
after the economic depression caused by
the loss of her colonies, of her merchant
fleet, and of her possessions abroad. Ger-
many would not be in a state to import
from abroad a sufficient quantity of raw
material. An enormous part of German
industry would therefore inevitably be
condemned to deqh‘uotlnn At the same
time, the necessity of importing food-
:tuffs would increase considerably. while
the possibility of satisfying that demand
would diminish in the same proportion.

At the end of a very short time Ger-
many would. therefore, not be in _a posi-
tion to give bread and work to her nu-
merous millions of inhabitants, who would
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be reduced to earn their livelihood by
navigation and by trade. Those persons
would have to emigrate; but that is a
material impossibility, all the more so be~
cause many countres, and the most im-
portant ones, will oppose any German
immigration. Moreover, hundreds of thou-
sands of Germans expelled from the terri-
tories of the powers now at war with Ger-
many from the colonies and territories
whch Germany must surrender, will re=
turn to their native land.

The putting into execution of the condl-
tions of peace would, therefore, logically
bring about the loss of several millions
of persons in Germany. This catastrophe
would not be long in coming about, see-
ing that the health of the population has
been broken down during the war by the
blockade, and during the armistice by the
aggravation of the blockade of famine.
No help, however important, or_over how-
ever long a period it might be distributed,
would prevent these deaths en masse.
Peace would impose on Germany number-
less human sacrifices that this war of
four years and a half did not demand of
her pride. (1,750,000 killed, nearly 1,000,-
000 dead, victims of the blockade.) .

“PUSHED BACK ™ HALF A CENTURY

We do not know, and indeed we doubt,
whether the delegates of the allied and
associated powers realize the inevitable
consequences which will take place in
Germany. An industrial State very thick-
ly populated, closely bound up with the
economic system of the world, and re=
duced to the obligation to import enor-
mous quantities of raw material and food-
stuffs, suddenly finds herself pushed
back into the phase of her development
which would correspond to her_ economic
conditions and the numbers of her popu-
lation as they were half a century ago.
Those who will sign this treaty will sign
the death sentence of many millions | of
German men, women, and children.

I thought It my duty, before entering
upon a discussion of other details of] the
treaty, to bring to the knowledge of the
allied and associated delegations this sum-
mary exposé of the problem of the German
population.

I have at the disposal of your Excellency
statistical proofs of the above statements.

I have the honor, &c.,

BROCKDORFF-RANTZ.‘AU.

CAUSTIC REPLY OF THE ALLIES

The reply of the allied and assocj‘iated
powers, approved by the council of’their
principal members on May 22, reads as
follows:

The allied and associated powers haye re-
ceived and have given careful attention to
the report of the commission appointed by
the German Government to examine the eco-
nomic conditions of the treaty of peace.

This report appears to them to contain a
very inadequate presentation of the facts of
the case, to be marked in parts by great
exaggeration, and to ignore the fundamental
considerations arising both out of the inci-
dents and the results of the war, which ex-
plain and justify the terms that it is ?sought
to impose. I

The German note opens with the statement

that the industrial resources of Germany
were adequate before the war for the nour-
ishment of a population of 67,000,000, and it
argues as though this were the total for
which with diminished resources she will
still be called upon to provide.

This is not the case. The total population
of Germany will be reduced by about 6,000,-
000 persons in the non-German territories
which it is proposed to transfer. It is the
needs of this smaller aggregation that we
are called upon to consider.

RETRIBUTION FOR U-BOAT
SAVAGERY

Complaint is made in the German note that
Germany is required to surrender her mer-
chant tonnage, existing or in course of con-
struction, and that a prior claim is made
upon her shipbuilding capacity for a limited
term of years. No mention, however, is
made of the fact that a considerable portion
of the smaller tonnage of Germany is left to
her unimpaired; and it seems to have entirely
escaped the notice of her spokesmen that the
sacrifice of her larger shipping is the inevit-
able and necessary penalty imposed upon her
for the ruthless campaign which, in defiance|
of all laws and precedent, she waged durin i
the last two years of the war upon the mer-f
cantile shipping of the world.

As a partial offset against the twelve and
three-fourths milllon tons of shipping sunki
it is proposed to transfer four milllon ton
of German shipping. In, other words, thg
shipping which it is proposed to take from
Germany constitutes less than one-third of
that which was thus wantonly destroved!
The universal shortage of merchant shlp-‘-
ping is the result, not of the terms of peace",
but of the action of Germany, and no surj
prise can reasonably be felt if she is called
upon to bear a share--and it is a very mod;'-
erate share~f -n, loss for which her own
criminal deed.. . ave been responsible.

Great stress is laid on the proposal that oh
the eastern side Germany shall be deprivell
of the regions specially devoted to the pré-
duction of wheat and potatoes. This is truf.
But the note fails altogether to observe that
there is nothing in the Pcace Treaty to prlr—
vent either the continued production of tkofe
commodities in the areas in question or their
importation into Germany. On the contrary,
the free admission of these products of the

eastern districts is provided for durlng;:x

period of three years. . |
CEREAL MARKET OPEN TO GER-
MANY !

Moreover, it is fortunate for Germany that
those regions have lost none of their prodyc-
tivity owing to the ravages of war. They
have escaped the shocking fate which was
dealt out by the German armies to the cpr-
responding territories in Belgium and Frahce
on the west, and Poland, Russia, Rumaria,
and Serbia on the east. There appears to| be
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no reason why their produce should not con-
tinue to find a market on German soil. i

Stress is laid upon the proposed restric-
tions of the import of phosphates. It ij_s,
however, forgotten that Germany has never
produced, but has always imported, the phos-
phates of which she stands in need. Nor js
there anything in the terms of peace which
will prevent or hinder the importation qf
phosphates into Germany in the future.
Other countries which do not produce phos-
phates also are compelled to import ther‘p
in common with many other products from
the outside, and the only difference in the
. two situations will arise from the relati\)ie
degree of wealth or impoverishment in the
countries concerned. . ]

The German note makes = “ecial complaint
of the deprivation of coar, uaud asserts tha;t
nearly one-third of the production of the ex-
isting coal mines will be lost. But it omitF
to notice that one-fourth of the pre-war con-
sumption of German coal was In the terrir
tories which it 1s now proposed to transfer.
‘rurther, it fails to take into account the pro-
duction of lignite, 80,000,000 tons of which
were produced jannually in Germany befor¢
the war, and rione of which is derived from
the transferred territory. Neither is any
reference made to the fact that the outpu‘t
of coal in the non-transferred districts was
rapidly increasing before the war, and thaF
there is no reason to doubt that under proper
management there will be a continuing in:
crease in the future.

PENALTY FOR WRECKING MINES

But should not the coal situation be viewe(i
from a different and wider standpoint? It
cannot, be forgotten that among the most
wanton aects perpetrated by the German
armies during the war was the almost com-
plete destruction by her of the coal supplies
of Northern France. .An entire industry was
obliterated with a calculation and a savagery
which it will take many years to repair. The
result has been a grave and prolonged short-
age of coal in Western Europe. There can
be no reason in equity why the effect of this
shortage should be borne exclusively by the
allied nations who were its victims, or why
Germany, who deliberately made herself re-
sponsible for the deficiency, should not, to
the full limit of her capacity, make it good.

GERMAN STATISTICS UNRELIABLE

Stress also is laid upon the hardships al-
leged to be inflicted upon Germany by the
necessity of importing in future iron ores
and zine. It is not understood why Ger-
many should be supposed to suffer from con-
ditions to which other countries contentedly
submit. It would appear to be a funda-
mental fallacy that the political control of a
country is essential in order to procure a
reasonable share of its products. Such a
proposal finds no foundation in economic
law or in history.

The allied ana@ associated powers cannot

accept the speculative estimate presented to
them in the German note on the future
conditions of German industry as a whole.
This estimate appears to them to be char-
acterized and vitiated by palpable exaggera-
tions. No note is taken of the fact that the
economic disaster produced by the war is
widespread, and indeed universal. Hvery
country is called upon to suffer. There is
no reason why Germany, which was re-
sponsible for the war, should not suffer also.

Similarly, as regards the population of the
future, no reliance can be placed on the
data. which are contained in the German
note. On the one hand, it is sought to
prove that emigration from Germany will
be necessary, but that few countries will
receive the intending immigrants. On the
other hand, it is sought to show that there
will be a flood of Germans returning to
their native land to live under the condi-
tions which have already been described as
intolerable. It would be unwise to attach
too much weight to either speculation.

Finally, the German note rashly asserts
that the peace conditions will ‘‘logically
bring about the destruction (‘loss’ in
original) of several millions of persons in
Germany,” in addition to those who have
perished in the war or who are alleged to
have lost their lives in consequence of the
blockade. Against the war losses of Ger-
many might fairly be placed the far greater
losses which her initiative and conduct of
the war have inflicted upon the allied coun-
tries and which have left an ineffaceable
mark upon the manhood of Europe. On the
other hand, the figures and the losses al-
leged to have been caused by the blockade
are purely hypothetical. The German es-
timate of future losses could be accepted
only if the premises upon which it is pre-
sumed to rest are accepted also.

BRITAIN'S EXAMPLE CITED

But they are entirely fallacious. There is
not the slightest reason to believe that a
population -is destined to be permanently
disabled because it will be called upon in
future to trade across its frontiers instead
of producing what it requires from within.
A country can both become and can con-
tinue to be a great manufacturing country
without producing the raw materials of its
main industries. Such is the case, for in-
stance, with Great Britain, which imports
at least one-half of her food supplies and
the great preponderance of her raw mate-
rials from abroad.

There is no reason whatever why Ger-
many, under the new conditions, should not
build up for herself a position both of sta-
bility and prosperity in the European world.
Her territories have suffered less than those
of any other Continental belligerent State
during the war. Indeed, so far as pillage or
devastation is concerned, they have not suf-
fered at all. Their remaining and un-
touched - resources, supplemented by the vol-
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ume of import trade, should be adequate for
recovery and development.

The Gefman reply also ignores the im-
mense relief that will be caused to her people
in the struggle for recovery by the enforced
reduction of her military armaments in fu-
ture. Hundreds of thousands of her inhabi-
tants who have hitherto been engaged either
in training for armies or in producing in-
struments of destruction will henceforward
be available for peaceful vocations and for
increasing the industrial productiveness of
the nation, No result should be more satis-
factory to the German people.

NO ESCAPE. FROM RESPONSIBILITY

But the first conditibn of any such recu-
peration would appear to be that Germany
should recognize the facts of the present
state of the world, which she has| been
mainly instrumental In creating, and realize
that she cannot escape unscathed. g The
share which she is being called upon to bear
of the enormous calamity that has befallen
the world has been apportioned by the vic-
torious powers, not to her deserts, but/solely
to her ability to bear it.

All the nations of Europe are sugfeﬁng
from losses and are bearing and will con-
tinue to bear burdens which are almosF more
than they can carry. These burdens and
losses have been forced upon them by the
aggression of Germany. It is right that Ger-
many, which is responsible for the ori!gin of
these calamities, should make them good to
the utmost of her capacity. Her hardship
will arise not from the conditions otLpeace,
but from the acts of those who provok‘ d and
prolonged the war, Those who were respon-
sible for the war cannot escape its just con-
sequences. |

THE GERMAN REPLY

The reply of the German delegation
to the mote of the allied council was
delayed until May 25. In this rejoinder
Count von Brockdorff-Rantzau insisted
that Germany’s only responsibility was
for the violation of Belgian neutrality,
for which it was ready to make repara-
tion. He declared that all the powers
were responsible for the war and that
the material damage done was the work
of the allied armies as well as the Ger-
mans. X

SARRE BASIN NOTES |

Two notes sent by the German delega-
tion on May 13 and May 16, respectively,
were answered in a single letter sent by
Premier Clemenceau on May 24; The
complete text of this exchange was made
public by the State Department at ‘Wash-

ington on May 25. Following is the Ger-
man note:
Versailles, May 13, 1919.
From German Peace Delegation to his Hx-
cellency the President of the Peice Con-
ference.

Sir: The German peace delegation has
inferred from the note of your Excellency,
dated the 10th instant, that the allied and as-
sociated Governments have formed the terms
of the treaty with constant thought of the
principles upon which, at the time, the armi-
stice and the negotiations for peace were
proposed. The German delegation will not.
of course, cast doubts upon this basis; they
must, however, reserve to themselves the
right of pointing out those conditions which,
according to their views, are inconsistent
with the contention of the aliied and asso-
ciated Governments. 1‘

Such an inconsistency is principally obvious
with regard to those conditions of the drdft
of the treaty which bear upon the cession lof
different parts of the territory of the empire
inhabited by a German population. Apart
from the restitution of Alsace-Lorraine ito
France and from the occupation of Keiﬂ,
which points I reserve to myself to treat
later on, the temporary or permanent stir-
render of the following fractions of German
territory is required from Germany: "J;he
Sarre Basin, the districts of Eupen and Mal-
médy as well as Prussian Moresnet, Upper
Silesia, German districts of Middle Silesia,
Posnania, West Prussia and HEast Prussia.
The provisions made for the administrative
department (Regierungsbezirk) of Schles{vig‘
also mean in the end a cession of parts| of
German territory. ’

The German delegation fully realizes that
for a number oi ovisions on changes| in
territory, contained in the draft of the trejty
of peace, the principle of national self-
determination may indeed be assured, |as
certain groups of the population up to now
under German dominion, e. g., Poles, lhok
upon themselves as non-Germans. In [the
Schleswig problem, too, reasons of nation-
ality may be alleged, albeit the German d¢le-
gation cannot see whence the allied and |as-
sociated Governments derive the authotity
for making the question of the boundary| to
be settled between Germany and Denmz.}rk,
an object of the peace negotiations. {The
neutral Danish Government knows the ores-
ent German Government always to have jeen
ready to come to an understanding with it
about the new frontier corresponding to|the
principle of nationality. In case the Dahish
Government should nevertheless prefer nrg-
ing its claims by taking the circuitous jvay
of the peace negotiations, the German Giov-
ernment is not of a mind to object to this.

But this willingness of the German (fov-
ernment does not extend to those territgries
of the empire which are not undoubtedly
inhabited by a population of foreign exq’rac-
tion. Above all it deems it to be inadmis-
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sible that by the treaty of peace . German
populations and territories should be bartered
about from sovereignty to sovereignty as if
they were mere chattels and pawns in g
game for the purpose of giving guarantee
for financial or economic claims of the ad-
versaries of Germany.

SARRE BASIN A CASE IN POINT

This especially holds good of the Sarre
Basin. Nobody denies that an unalloyed
German population is living there. In spite
of this the draft of the treaty of peace pro-
vides for a transfer of sovereignty over this
partly Prussian, partly Bavarian territory
upon France, which needs must lead up to
a complete coalescence with regard to the
managemen " customs, the coinage, admin-
istration, _.gislation and jurisdiction, or
which, at the very least, will in all these
respects put an utter end to the contact of
the Sarre district with the rest of the em-
pire.

The authorities of the occupying powers
cannot be ignorant of the fact that the
whole population is resisting with the utmost
determination such a severing from the old
home country. The few persons pretending
to think otherwise, because they either fawn
upon the existing power or hope to secure
for themselves illicit gains, do not count.

It would be all to no purpose to object that
the occupation is only meant to last for fif-
teen years and that on the expiration of this
delay a plebiscite is to decide on the future
nationality, for the return of the territory
to Germany is made dependent on the Ger-
man Government’'s then being able to buy
within short delay all the coal mines of the
territory from the ‘French Government
against [?] in gold, and if payment cannot
be effected, the country is finally to pass
over to France, even though the population
should unanimously have voted for Germany.

Considering the financial\and economical
conditions of the treaty, it appears to be
impossible that Germany would within fif-
teen years have the requisite quantity of
gold at her disposal; moreover, even should
the gold be in the possession of Germany
the Interallied Reparation Commission,
which then would still be reigning over Ger-
many, would hardly permit such a use of
the gold to be made. In the history of
modern times there will very probably exist
no instance whatever _that one civilized
power has obliged another to surrender its
nationals to foreign sway as an equivalent
for a sum of gold.

PAYING FOR DEVASTATION

In the public opinion of the hostile coun-
tries, the cession of the Sarre Basin is repre-
sented as being just compensation for the
devastation of mines in Northern Xrance.
The German delegation acknowledge that
France must be compensated for these dam-
ages. They also admit that compensation in
money alone would not meet the present im-

|

‘paired economic position of IFrance. The
claim to compensation in kind being. thus
acknowledged as justified, such compensation
in kind should and can be effected in another
;way than by submitting a territory to a
foreign rule which, notwithstanding the most
humane intentions of those in power, always
remains odious,

The German delegation is prepared imme-
diately to enter into discussions with the
allied and associated Governments on the
question how the deficiency in output of coal
in the provinces formerly occupied by Ger-
many may be compensated, as has been
promised by Germany, till the devastated
mines are repaired.

In this respect they propose that in lieu
of a primitive and disproportionate form of
restitution through surrendering the Sarre
coal basin and transferring its coal mines
to France a more equitable arrangement bhe
sought. The deficiency in coal existing in
Northern France and Belgium should not
alone be compensated with Sarre coal, but
'with Ruhr. Apart from the fact that it
'would be inexpedient on grounds of trans-
port policy to devote only Sarre coal, which
up to now had a totally 4ifferent natural
market, to this purpose of compensation, it
appears essential also to resort to the Ruhr
territory, as the departments which have
isuffered damages depend for their coal sup-
ply just as much on the product of the Ruhr
territory as on the Sarre territory.

The German delegation is convinced that
it would not be difficult to arrive at an
arrangement on this question of supplying
coal which would satisfy all legitimate claims
‘of France. To this end, it would only be
énecessary that the experts of both parties
enter into direct relation with each other
‘and discuss the terms of delivery on a busi-
mness footing.

As to Belgium, Germany is prepared to
make full reparation for the damages suf-
fered by her. Therefore, she sees no reason
why she is to be forced to cede Prussian
Moresnet and the districts of Xupen and of
Malmédy. It is impossible to prove that
these districts are inhabited by an undoubt-
edly non-German population. The plebiscite
through which it is intended to give the in-
habitants a seeming right of taking part in
the determination of their future destiny,
would find no base in the principles of peace
agreed upon between the belligerents.

According to the draft of the treaty of
peace, however, such plebiscite is not even
to be decisive; instead a body in which Ger-
many is in no way represented is called upon
to determine the future of the territory as it
may think fit, even though the population
have expressed their desire to remain part of
Germany. This provision is in itself inequit-
able and at variance with the principle that
no national tendency should be satisfied if
by such satisfaction new elements of discord
and connection are created.

The German delegates reserve for thema
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sclves liberty of returning to the provisions
of the treaty draft concerning territorial
changes in the east of Germany in a spe-
cial note.
Accept,
esteem.

the assurance of my high
BROCKDORFF-RANTZAU.

SECOND GERMAN NOTE

The text of the German note dated
May 16, dealing solely with the question
of the Sarre Basin and supplementing
the note of May 13, regarding the boun-
daries of Germany, is as follows:

German Peace Delegation,
Versailles, May 16, 1919.

Sir,

Sir:
territorial provisions of the peace draft, relat-
ing to the west of Germany, I pointed: out
in the name of the Germanic delegation {that
the guarantees which are required especially
for the reparation of the damages caused to
the coal mines of Northern France could|best
be given by economical agreements |that
should be discussed viva voce by the experts
of both parties.

It does not appear to the German peace

delegation to be advisable that such agree-
ments should be delayed to the extent!pro-
vided for by Paragraph 38 of the annex to
Artieles 45 to 50 of the conditions of p“eace,
i. e., till the fifteen years’ perfod of occupa-
tion intended for the Sarre Basin has ex-
pired.
In connection herewith I beg to traner'Ait to
your Excellency the inclosed draft, al pro-
posal which has been elaborated by the ex-
perts of the German peace delegation, re-
questing you to submit the same to the ex-
perts of the allled and associated Gavern-
ments for examination and to let me have a
reply as to whether viva voce discussion of
the proposal can be taken into view.

The German delegation would only| con-
template publishing the experts’ proposal if
the allied and associated Governments 7houl(1
on their part attach value thereto. |

Accept, Sir, the assurance ¢f my highest
esteem. .
(Signed) BROCKDORFF-RANTZAU.

To his Excellency,
The President of the Peace Conference,
M, Clemenceau. |

PROPOSAL OF GERMAN EXPERTS

According to Article 45 of the Peace ’I".reaty,
the chief object of the measures proposed in
Part 3, Section 4, concerning the| Sarre
Basin is to furnish compensation for the de-
stroyed coal mines in the north of France
and to make good in part the war damages
caused by Germany. According to Article 46,
the full freedom of exploitation i3 to'be in-
sured by the provisions contained in Chapter
2 of tne Annex,

The point at issue is therefore to 3satisfy
and safeguard economlic interests of ¥France.

|

In my note dated 13th instant on the

In a like sense the provision of Paragraph 38
of the Annex could be taken, provided that
the agreements therein mentioned between
France and Germany are to be understood
officially as being of an economic nature.

‘We are of opinion that this end could be
obtained by other measures than those men-
tioned above, namely, by such as are con-
ducive to an adjustment of the interes.s of
both parties. We therefore propose the fol-
lowing:

1. Having in view the necessity of ade-
quately supplying France with coal it does
not seem advisable to treat the question of
the Saare territory without having regard
to the coal supplies of France and some
of her allies provided for in Part 8, Annex 5.
In order to meet the interests in question as
completely as possible, the following ques-:
tions must be answered: )

(a)° Which quantities of *the different
kinds of coal are'required to meet the total
inland demand in France and Belgium?

(b) Which quantities of coal are to be
supplied to the different regions, in par‘--
ticular, of France?

We are prepared immediately to ascertaih
to what extent .we are capable of supplying
the required quantities and for this purpost¢
to draw up a plan of delivery. In so doing
regard will have to be taken to the necessity
of providing for increased transport by sea,
in view of the long expanse of time over
which the obligation to deliver coal is ex-
tended.

It would be necessary to fix the deta!{s
of delivery in viva voce negotiations bg-
tween the experts of the powers Interestegl.

2. As to reparation of the war damagés
suffered by the ‘coal mines we propose the
following:

The concerns ¢&°- ged in Northern
France to participate o, shares to an extent
agreed upon in such German coal mines 4s
are charged with the delivery of coal to the
regions mentioned.

The details of this transaction to be set-
tled mutually by the German-French ex-
perts.

3. The object of the measures provided for
in Article 49 and in Chapter 2 of the Annpx
to Part 3, Section 4, concerning the Saare
territory, is, just as that of occupation jof
the territory to the left of the Rhine ahd
of the bridgeheads, to insure the fulfill-
ment of the obligation which will be und¢r-
taken by Germany.

These measures, as well as the measure
control carried out and contemplated up
now by the allled and associated Gover
ments, measures which mean a restriction
cancellation of the liberty of German ef
nomic life, would, apart from the heavy
litical danger, moreover, paralyze the ¢
certed capacity of Germany, the entire ma
tenance of which is of the utmost importapce
also for her neighbors. In lieu of thbse
measures we are ready to propose a sysfem
of guarantees of economic nsature perfejtly

of
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on a par with the former. As far as supply}
of coal enters into account, we allow our=
selves to be guided by the following prin
ciples. The desired guarantees for regula.riti
of production and delivery may be given in
the following way:

(a) By the participation of French con1
cerns, (mentioned sub voce 2,) which is to be
realized to an extent insuring to them a con
siderable influence upon the administration
of the German concerns in question. !

(b) By the grant of a right of precedence)|
as to the surplus of the entire German out-
put in coals over and above the home re-|
quirements. Should this surplus not suffice
for the discharge of the quantitles of sup-|
plies agreed upon, the consumption of coals|
from Gerr ~ny, France, and Belgium will be|
ratloned : . wue proportion; for the purposs|
of superintending the putting into execution|
of the above-mentioned measure a committee|
consisting of representatives of Germany,|
France, and Belglum 13 to be established.
This agreement would likewise have to take|
into account the Interests of Italy. |

PREMIER CLEMENCEAU'S REPLY

M. Clemenceau’s reply, as President of |
the Peace Conference, follows: ‘

May 24, 1919.

Sir: I beg to acknowledge receipt of your |
letter of May 13, 1919, and also of your fur- |
ther letter of May 16; as the two communi- |
catlons concern the same subject, it will be
convenient that I should arrange them in
one letter. |

With regard to the more general observa~
tions contained in your first letter, I must
ernphatically deny on behalf of the allied
and associated Governments the.-suggestion
contained In it that ‘‘ German territories are
by the treaty of peace made the subject of
bargains between one sovereignty and an- :
other as though they were mere chattels and
pawns In a game.” In fact, the wishes of
the population of all the territories in ques-
tion will be consulted and the procedure fol«
Jowed in such consultation has been care-
fully settled with special regard to local
conditions,

Territories ceded to Belgium. Full liberty
1s Insured for popular opinion to express it~
self within a period of six months. The only
exception that has been made applies to that
part of the territory of Prussian Moresnet
lying west of the road from Liége to Afx-la-
Chappelle, the population of which numbers
less than 500 inhabitants, and in which the
woods are transferred to Belgium as part
reparation for the destruction of forests by
Germany on Belglan territory.

As to Schleswig. I am to explain that
this question was taken up by the Peace
Conference on the request of the Danish
Government and the population of Schleswig,

As regards the inhabitants of the Sarre
Basin, the ‘* domination’ which Is termed
* odious '’ in your letter is the administra-

tion of the League of Nations. The scheme
contained in Section 4 has been drawn up
with the greatest care so that, while it pro-
vides compensation for the destruction of
the coal mines in the north of France, it
also secures the rights and welfare of the
population. They are assured of the mainte-
nance of all their present liberties, and in
addition there are guaranteed to them in
financial and social matters a number of
special advantages; moreover, definite pro-
vision Is made after a period of fifteen
years for a plebiscite which will enable this
population, which is of so complex a char-
acter, to determine the final form of gov-
ernment of the territory In which it lives,
in full freedom and not necessarily to the
advantage either of France or Germany.

As a larger part of your two communica-
tions 1s devoted to observations on the
scheme concerning thé Sarre Basin, I must
explain that the allied and associated Gov-
ernments have chosen this particular form of
reparation because it was felt that the de-
struction of the mines in the north of France
was an act of such nature that a definite
and exemplary retribution should be exacted;
this object would not be attained by the mere
supply of a specified or unspecified amount
of coal. This scheme, therefore, in its gen-
eral provisions must be maintained and to
this the allied and associated powers are not
prepared to agree to any alternative.

Tor this reason the suggestion you make in
your first Ietter for some other means of
making good the deficiency of coal—a. sug-
gestion which is developed with more pre-
cision In the annex to your second letter—
cannot be accepted. In particular I would
point out that no arrangement of the kind
put forward could give to France the security
and certainty which she would receive from
the full exploitation and free ownership of
the mines of the Sarre,

MINE SHARES OF DOUBTFUL VALUE

Similarly, the contemplated handing over of
shares iIn German coal mines situated in
German territory and subject to German ex-
ploitation would be of doubtful value to
I'rench holders and would create a confusion
of French and German interests which, under
present circumstances, could not be [word
illegible], The complete and immediate
transfer to France of mines adjacent to the
French frontler constitutes a more prompt,
secure, and businesslike method of compen-
sation for the destruction of the French coal
mines; at the same time, by securing that
the value of the mines should be credited to
the reparation account due from Germany, it
makes full use of them as a means of pay-
ment in the general account of reparation.

In some points your letter of the 13th seems
to have been written under a misapprehen-
slon as to the meaning and purport of cer-
tain articles in the scheme. There is not, as
you suggest, In the treaty any confusion be-
tween trade contracts to be established for
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delivery of coal from the Ruhr district (see
Annex 5 of Part VIIL.) and the cession of
the Sarre mines, The two questions are
essentially distinct.

The interpretation which you in your letter
place upon Clause 36 of the annex assumes
that the effect of this clause will be to bring
about a result which emphatically is not one
which the allied and associated Governments
ever contemplated, In order to remove any
possibility of misunderstanding, and in order
to avoid the difficulties which you apprehend
as to Germany’s ability to effect the payment
in gold contemplated In this clause, the al-
lied and associated Governments have de=
cided that some alteration is desirable; they
propose, therefore, to substitute for the last
paragraph of the said clause the following:

** The obligation of Germany to make such
payment shall be taken Into account by the
Reparations Commission, and for the purpose
of this payment Germany may create a prior
charge upon her assets or revenues upon
such detailed terms as shall be agreed to by
the Reparations Commission, ]

' If, nevertheless, Germany after a period
of one year from the date on which the pay~
ment becomes due shall not have effected the
said payment, the Reparations Conq‘misslon
shall do so in accordance with such jinstruc-
tions as may be given by the League of Na-~
tions, and, if necessary, by liquidation of that
portion of the mines which is in question.”

I have, &ec., G. CLEMENCEAU.

NOTE ON INTERNATIONAL LABOR

The exchange of notes betvsfeen the

Peace Conference and the German dele-
gation regarding international labor leg-

islation, as made public, consisted of the

English text of a note dated May 22,
from Count Brockdorff-Rantzau to Presi-
dent Clemenceau, and the allied reply
from President Clemenceau dated May
31,

The note of Count Brockdorff-Rantzau
of May 22 follows:

Sir: In the name of the German |delegation
I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt
of your reply note, dated May 14, 1919,
which has been given us on ourf note con-
cerning international labor legislation.

The German delegation takes note of the
fact that the allied and associated Govern=
ments are of one mind with the German
democratic Government in believing domestic
peace and the advancement of humanity to
be dependent on the solution of Iabor gues-
tions. The German delegation, however, does
not agree with the allied and associated Gov-
ernments as to the ways and means of ar-
riving at the solution. |

In order to avold misunderstandings and
false impressions, the German delegation
deems it to be necessary to elucidate the fun-

damental conditions precedent underlying
their note of May 10, 1919,

In the opinion of the German democratic
Government, the final decision in questions
of labor law and labor protection belongs to
the workers themselves. It was the inten-
tion of the German delegation to give occa-
sion, even while the negotiations of peace
are proceeding, to the legitimate representn-
tives of the working people of all countriss
of casting their vote on this point and bring-
ing into conformity the draft of the condi-
tions of peace, the proposal of the German
democratic Government and the resolutions
of the International Trade Union Conference
held at Berne from Feb. 5 to Feb., 9, 1919,
Contrary to this proposal, the allled and
associated Governments do not think ' it
necessary to call a labor conference at Vear-
sailles for this purpose. ;

The International Labor Conference con-
templated to be held at Washington, D, |C.,
to which you refer in your reply note of Nay
14, 1919, cannot replace the conferenca jde-
manded by us, because it is to be held: on
the principles which are established by |the
draft of the treaty of peace for the organ-
ization of labor. The latter, however, |dis-
regards the demands raised by the Intel‘na—
tional Trade Union Conference in Berné in
two madterial directions. The first diverghnce
is 1n respect to the representation of| the
workers, According to the proposal of; the
International Labor Conference at B|erne
one-half of the members of the conference
entitled to vote must consist of legal r¢pre-
sentatives of the workers of each country
who are organized in trade unions. | The
German delegation has indorsed this proposal
by transmitting the protocol of the Interna-

tional Trade Union Conference at Bern,u,

" REPRESENTATION OF LABOR

Contrary to this, the araft of the {reaty
of peace grants to the workers only] one-
quarter of the total votes at the Inierna-
tional Conference, for, according tfx the
draft of the allied and associated Govern-
ments, each country Is to be represenfed by
two Governmant delegates, one emf)loyer,
and only one worker. The Governmerts are
even in a position, according to Article 390
of the draft of the treaty of peace, |to ex-
clude the workers’ vote by nominating an
employer, and thus giving to Gove;’-nment
bureaucrats the casting vote as agai{‘\st the
representatives of practical life. This sys-
tem is at variance with the democratic prin-
ciples which to the present day have been
upheld and fought for in common /by the
whole international work people, ahd will
deepen the impression held amoing the
workers that they are, as before, further-
more to be the object of Iegislati{m gov-
erned by the interest of private capital.

The second divergence refers to th¢ legally
binding force of the resolutions of the con-
ference. According to the resolutions of the
International Trade Union Conference at

]
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i
Berne the International Parliament of Labor
Is to issue not only international convend
tions without legally binding force, but alsd
International laws which, from the momené
of their adoption, are to have the samé
effect (legally binding force) as national
laws, (proclamations to the workers of aLI
countries, adopted by the International
Trade Union Conference at Berne, 1919, at
the motion of Jousaux, the delegate from
France.) The draft of the German Demolk
cratic Government indorses this resolutio
and makes the passing of such laws depend
on the assent of four-fifths of the nations
represented. No such resolution can be
passed by a conference which is called on
the basls of Part 13 of the draft of thé
treaty, but only recommendations or drafts
which the Governments concerned may
+ 7 t or repudiate, and for such non-obli-
' «.0ry proposals a majority of two-thirds
of the votes cast is even required.

ESSENTIAL TO SOCIAL PEACE |

In so providing, the draft of the conditions
of peace deviates to such an extent from the
resolutions of the International Trade Unio;‘l
Conference at Berne that a discussion and
decislon by the organizations of labor, as
part of the peace negotiations, is absolutely
{mperative. This would at the same time
be in accordance with the demand raised by
the International Trade Union Conference at
Berne that the minimum claims of Ilabor
agreed upon be, already at the conclusion
of peace, turned into international law by the
society of nations. Moreover, a firm founda-~
tion for the peace of the world shall be
erected by this means, whereas a treaty
concluded by the Governments alone with-
out the assent of the organized workers of
all countries will never bring forth social
peace to the world.

The allied and associated Governments give
no place to these considerations in their
reply. As have above been illustrated, the
resolutions of the International Trade Union
Conference at Berne are in fact not taken
into consideration by Part 13 of the draft of
the treaty of peace, so that the fears ex-
pressed by the German Democratic Govern-
ment with regard to social justice are in
reality not taken into account. This fact
must be noted. If we are apprised by the
reply note -that the representatives of the
trade unions of the countries represented by
the allied and associated Governments have
taken part in the elaboration of the clauses
of the conditions of peace relating to labor,
we must, on the other hand, make note of
the fact that they have made no announce-
ment of any kind notifying a change of their
view on the resolutions of the International
Trade Union Conference at Berne, much less
of an abandonment of these resolutions which
they sacredly have adopted.

The German delegation again moves to call
8 conference of representatives of the na-
tional organizations of all trade unions be-

fore the negotiations of peace are terminated.
Should this motion again be rejected an
utterance of the leaders of the trade unions
of all countries is at least necessary. In
moving this we desire to bring about that
the provisions of the treaty of peace relat-
ing to labor may also have the approval of
all trade union organizations.
Accept, Sir, &c.

TEXT OF ALLIED REPLY

The following is the allied reply, dated
May 31, signed by President Clemen-
cean, to the Brockdorff-Rantzau note
of May 22 regarding international Iabor
legislation:

The President of the Peace Conference to
Count Brockdorff-Rantzau,

Paris, May 31, 1919.

Sir: In the name of the allied and asso-
ciated . Governments I have the honor to
acknowledge the receipt of your further note
dated May 22, 1919, on the subject of inter-
national labor Ilegislation, - (Conditions of
peace, Part 13.) The reply is as follows:

1. The German delegation states the prin-
ciple for the German National Government
that to the wage earners belongs the final
decision in questions of labor law. The allied
Institutions hold it to be their duty to col-
laborate with labor in the formulation of
such law., But the laws must be passed by
representatives of the whole community.

2. The allied and associated Governments
draw attention to a misconception in the
note to the German Government on May 22,
1919, namely, that the views and interests
of Governments must necessarily be antag-
onistic to those of labor. - Accredited labor
representatives now form some part of the
genuine democratic Governments of the
world, and the assumed antagonism is not
likely fo be found anywhere save in the case
of Governments which are democratic only
in name.

8. The allied and associated Governments
fail to find in your letter any useful guidance
as to how the principles involved could in
any case find definite expression in the Peace
Treaty. The labor organization, which was
submitted to representatives of labor, can
deal in a practical manner in any proposal
put forward by any one of the affiliated
members. It 1s not correct to say that the
demands raised by the International Trade
Union Congress at Berne are disregarded,
inasmuch as the points raised in these reso-
Iutions as well as all other relevant con-
siderations were discussed and carefully con-
sidered, and for the most part are embodied
in the preamble of Part 13 or in the general
principles  which are accepted to guide the
League of Nations and the labor organiza-
tion in the attainment of social justice. There
is manifestly no need for another conference
to repeat those resolutions or to cause un-
necessary confusion or delay by adding to or
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departing from them. The widest publicity
has been given to the plan of labor organi-
zation and the responsible trade union lead-
ers have been given an ample opportunity to
formulate definite suggestions.

4. The allied and associated Governments
have already decided to accept the idea of
early admission of German representatives,
and to ask the Washington conference to
admit them immediately thereafter to full
membership and rights in respect to the in-
dustrial labor organization and the governing
body attached thereto.

5. While the resolutions passed by the
Berne conference, February, 1919, gave ex-
pression to the wishes of the workers and
defined their aspirations for the future, the
‘Washington conference provides the means
of giving effect to such of these aspirations
29 can be embodied in legislation without
deldy, and the labor organization will give
opportunities for progressive expression' to
others, In accordance with the guiding prin-
ciples already mentioned. The Labor Com-
mission, moreover, set up by the Peace Con-
ference envisaged all the points mentioned
in your letter, as coming within the scope
of the labor organization, including an inter-
national code of law for the profection of
the seamen, to be especially drawn up with
the collaboration of the seamen’s union,
(copy annexed.) i

6. It also adopted a resolution (copy‘an-
nexed) in favor of the organization being
glven power as soon as possible to pass
resolutions possessing the force of interna-
tional law. International labor laws cahnot
at present be made operative merely]‘ by
resolutions passed at conferences, !The
workers of one country are not prepared to
be bound in all matters by laws imposed
on them by representatives of other coun-
tries; international conventions as provided
for under the Peace Treaty are therefore at
present more effective than International
labor laws, for the infringement of which
no penal sanctions can be applied. !

MORE LIBERAL REPRESENTATION

7. In reply to the statement as to the
divergence from democratic principles; the
proposal of the allied and associated Govern-
ments, already pointed out, goes further than
that of the German proposition; for three-
quarters of the delegates at the labor, con-
ference will directly and indirectly represent
the wishes of the population generally, the
two Governmental delegates representing the
people at large and the labor delegates rep-
resenting the workers directly, the employers
of labor being granted a representation of
only one-quarter, The theory of the German
delegation that Article 390 of the draft may
* exclude the workers ' is wholly fallaclous,
as the so-called Governmental representatives,
at least those of the allied and assqciated
powers, would be representatives of the peo-
ple of those countries. It is to be remem-
bered that in many countries a very large

part of the workers are engaged in agri-
culture and that these workers are not gen-
erally united in industrial organizations, and
it is therefore peculiarly apparent that their
interests should be represented in labor con-
ferences through the Governments.

8. Furthermore, the proposal of the German
delegation would permit the prevention of
the most beneficent legislation if it was op-
posed by one-fifth of the Governments rep-
resented at the labor conference. It is of
particular importance to notice that accord-
ing to the proposal of the German delegation
each country in such a conference would have
one vote, and thus the votes of Governments
repregenting perhaps only an insignificant
minority of the workers of the world would
be able to defeat any proposal whatsoever.
In striking contrast with this autocratic idea |
is the proposal of the allied and associated |
powers, which not only permits voting in!
conferences to be by delegates and not by
Governments, but also permits a defimite
proposal to be made by two-thirds of thel
delegates.

NEW CONFERENCE UNNECESSARY

9. At the present time active preparations
are belng made for the first meeting of the
International labor organization in October.|
It Is obvious, therefore, that no need exists
for interposing a labor conference at Ver-
sallles, Moreover, the suggestion of the Ger-
man delegation that the peace negotiationsi
should be delayed In order to permit of an
other Iabor conference Is contrary to the in
terests of the workers throughout the world
who are more Interested than any one elsé
in a return to peace as a relief from the
conditions produced by four years of Ger‘i
man aggre- fon. The allled and assoclated
Governm: _, taking account of this most
Just desire, are endeavoring not to postponeE
but, on the contrary, to hasten the conclusion
of peace and to secure the adoption of thost
measures of social amelloration which would
doubtless have been adopted ere this had it
not been that the commencement of the wab
by Germany turned the efforts and thought
of the world's population toward a struggle
for liberty, during which time other ideals
were necessarily subordinated to that ¢f
freedom itself. CLEMENCEAU.

Annex 1. The commission considers that
the very special questions to- be accorded }
seamen wmlght be dealt with at a special
meeting of the International YLabor Confep-
ence devoted exclusively to the affairs of
seamen.

Annex 2, The commission expresses the
hope that as soon as it may be possible an
agreement will be arrived at between the
high contracting parties with a. view to en-
dowing the International Labor Conference
under the auspices of the League of Nations
with power to take, under conditions to |be
determined, resolutions possessing the force
of international law. - ‘
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