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appreciates the danger to wotld peace caused by the

attitude of the  Dissatisfied Powers . I shall,
therefore, confine myself to the question of what remedies
are possible.

The period which I shall have in view, in any sugges-
tions made, will be what I may call  the middle distance”.
I shall not deal hete with proposals which would seem
too idealistic for what most people consider  practical
discussion ; though they may have great value for some
kinds of propaganda, as well as for clearing our own
minds. On the other hand, I shall not confine myself
to proposals which would be easily accepted by public
opinion in its present state. Public opinion changes
rapidly. A notable example is the readiness of the press
and public to discuss the grant of economic facilities in
the Empire to foreigners, and even concessions of

IN this pamphlet I shall assume that the reader already
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territory, since Sir Samuel Hoare’s speech of Septem-
ber 11th, 1935 ; the mere mention of these subjects,
before that date, would have aroused nothing but heated
resentment in most Englishmen’s minds.

Most people, when faced by this problem of the
“ Dissatisfied Powers ”, take for granted that nothing
can be done to solve it except the “ handing over” of
territory. ‘This is by no means the case. On the
contrary, the transfer of tetritory should only be
contemplated after other remedies have been tried—
remedies which are more in accotd with true international
policy, and with the best tendencies of our time. These
measures relate to economic openings of all sorts, to
migtation, and to participation in the development of the
backward regions of the earth. They rest on the
assumption that the best solution of this problem is not
to rearrange the existing exclusive empites, but to move
towards internationalism.

At the same time, when all is said and done, I cannot
admit that we should exclude, from the first, the pos-
sibility of transferring tertitory, whether under Mandate
or otherwise. This is a matter which concerns other
Powers as well as ourselves—France, Belgium, Portugal,
Holland. If we think of Britain only, I believe that
a higher standatd of administration is teached in certain
parts of the British Empire than anywhere else; and
I believe that the wishes of the Native populations, if
they could be ascertained, would generally be opposed
to transfer ; so that there are strong reasons for avoiding
this solution. But I cannot blind my eyes to the fact
that tetritoties (such as Jubaland) have on several
occasions been transferred by our country, without
a single person raising a cty of protest on the ground
that the Natives had not been consulted. And I cannot
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dispute the fact that the supreme need of preserving
world peace might, in certain conceivable contingencies,
override all other considerations.

Having said this, I return to my main point, that the
exclusive empire, as we know it to-day, is not a form of
government which harmonizes with the more enlightened
tendencies of the modern world. Moreover, it is a form
which has not always been favoured, and indeed was
strongly opposed by all thinkers on colonial subjects in
the middle of the last century. I am convinced that real
progtess lies in the direction of internationalism—a wider
sharing both of privileges and of responsibilities. By
moving in this direction, we shall be doing two things at
the same time—promoting the interests of the backward
peoples, and removing the grievances of Great Powers,
with all the dangers they involve. What we want to see
is a policy which secures both these great objects
simultaneously—and the only policy which does this is
internationalism. To hand over territory from one
exclusive empire to another might somewhat reduce the
disparity between the size of existing empires, but it
would still leave these empires parcelled out among a
relatively small number of Powers, selected from the
test for quite arbitrary reasons.

The ways in which we might move towards intet-
nationalism, within a measurable distance of time, might
be summarized as follows :—

(1) An international convention on raw materials.
It is natural to begin with this subject, as it was formally
raised by the British Foreign Sectetary in his speech at
Geneva on September 11th, 1935. It is not true that
there is no grievance. Generally speaking, producers
are ready enough to sell, but in several empires the sale
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to home purchasers is, or has been, encouraged by
differential export taxes, and numerous schemes for
raising the prices of particular commodities have shown
how great are the possibilities of restriction in the
interest of a limited group of producers. The conven-
tion should provide for a survey of existing supplies and
facilities, and should set up some sort of permanent
commission to make recommendations for fair distribu-
tion. It should also provide that consuming countries
should be consulted whenever any restrictive measures
were contemplated.

(2) All possible steps to break down the obstacles to
international trade, protective tariffs, quotas, exchange
restrictions, and preferences, including the Ottawa
Agreements of 1932.  All nations would then be able to
sell their products, and thereby to purchase their raw
materials. On this great subject there is only one
opinion among the competent authorities of the League
of Nations, and at every Conference where the intet-
national standpoint has been honestly taken up. One
important step in this direction will be considered below
under the heading of Mandates. “ Incteased business ”
is of mote value in the long run, even than temporary
prevention of unemployment in a time of depression.

(3) Greater facilities for Migration, not confined to
tropical areas. The first need is for more thorough
investigations by the League Secretatiat and the I.L.O.
The next thing is for 2 World Conference in which all
claims would be frankly stated and all possible remedies
freely discussed. The third is for a permanent intet-
national commission on migration.

(4) Extension of the Mandate System to all colonies
of primitive culture. Even taking the Mandate System
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as it is, this would be a measure of vast importance—even
mote from the point of view of Native interests than from
that of the Dissatisfied Powers. But every effort should
be made, in addition, to strengthen the System itself by
adding provisions as to land, labour, taxation, education,
concessions, white settlement, and so forth.

On the question of the “ Open Doot ”, Lotd Lugard
has made a proposal of a more limited range—that an
“ economic equality clause ” should be instituted for
all such colonies, and that its application should be
supervised by the Mandates Commission.

(5) Ditect administration by the League of Nations.
This must be regarded as a matter of experiment, but it
is of the utmost importance that the experiment should
be tried. It would be easiest to apply where there is
already a faitly developed system of Native administra-
tion, requiring supetvision from above by 2 small number
of officials. In the long tun, it would require an
international training college for colonial administrators.
The resources of the whole wotld could then be drawn
upon for the difficult task of administering the “ back-
ward regions ”. The experiment might be applied to
a certain territory, ot to certain special services, such as
Medicine or Agriculture.

If it is found impossible to deal with the problem
adequately by measures of the above kind, then the
question of transfers of tetritory under Mandate, ot even
without Mandate—or perhaps the grant of new Mandates
in territories not at present under control of any empire—
must be faced.

But there should first be an International Conference
ot series of Conferences in which the whole problem of
the Dissatisfied Powers should be faced. It would not
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be of less momentous importance than the Peace
Conference of 1919. The clearing of the air which
would come from the free ventilation of all claims would
be of incalculable value.

In conclusion, it may be asked whether the British
Empire has any special contribution of its own to the
solution. Surely it has. As the Power which controls
one-quatter of the earth’s surface, it is surely incumbent
on us to give the lead in every one of the spheres which
' have been indicated above. Our example would be the
| greatest influence in the world, as our responsibility is
¢ . the greatest. Two great measures are cleatly indicated—
: | a return to our old tradition of Free Trade, and a
. voluntary acceptance of the Mandate System for all out
\ colonies of primitive culture.

e

Price 1d. per copy, od. per dogen. Obtainable from the Friends’
Peace Committee, Friends House, Euston Road, London, N.W .1, and
the Northern Friends' Peace Board, Spring Bank, Rawdon, near Leeds.

]

I

HEADLEY BROTHERS, I0Q KINGSWAY, LONDON, W.C.2 ; AND ASHFORD, KENT




-

;
¥ _ VISQR& COMMITTEE
Lo

RAW MATERIALS, FIC.
g

Section V: Methods of Procedure. —.

by C. R. Buxton.
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The first question, and the most important question
of all, to determine is whether the subject deall with above,
or any part of 1it, should be made the subjeet ol inters
Governmental discussion immediately, or should be held up
until there is what is described as a "calm atmosphere”.

It is highly improbable that such a calm atmosphere will
prevail for a very long time to come, so that a postponement
of this kind might very well mean a postponement for ever.
There 1s every rcasggéggr hurrying on the discussion of these
problems. It is“a matter of common experience that the best
chHance of getting a subject diseussed 1s at the time when it 1s,
for whatever reason, in the public eye, and is being mentioned
frequently in the newspapers. ldeally, it might bec better

to discuss it when no emotions and no prejudices were aroused,
but, as a matter of faet, that would mesn that it would not

be discussed at ell.

Phe *discussion of these problems shonld be delipitely
associated with the SVttlcmenb of the Abyssinien dispute.
——THIs would be the best way to meet the charge that Great Britain
is sctuated by motives of pure self-interest in its League

poliey, and that, while willing to give away Aby581n1an
territory, she is not willing to make any concession at the
expense 61 her eyn EBmpire.

Mhe" next' problemid s phe order dnswhichbhe voarious
subjects which are dealt with abeove should be brought up for
discussion. On many grounds it would be desirable to leave

l the guestions of territorial change and the Mandate System for
subsequent discussion, and to deal first with the questions of
(2) raw materials, (b) access to markets, (¢) migration.

The first stage is that of enquiry. oir Sammel Hoape
has stated that the British Government has already made &an
investigation into questions of raw materials. This should
be published. Side by side with national investigations,
international enquiries should be carricd ‘on.

The Council should request the Economic Committee of
the League, in—ee=ouperation with any other Tommittee of the
League concerned to prepare a full report ‘on guestiens of aceess
, to raw materials and related economic and demographic questions.
1 It should invite them to ‘make propogals for the effective
l application of the principle of the Open Door in all Golonies
« and all Mandated territories, so that Ton-colonial Powers
\ may have access to colonial marketo without discrimination.
Such proposals should provide for international guarantees
protecting the rights of Native peoples.
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Examplceeg of international enquiries into these
matters Wirdich already exist are:

I.L.0. Studies and documents, Series 0 - Migrations;
No.2, 1920/1924 (published 1926).

Proceedings of the World Population Conference, 1927,
especially the speech of M.Albert Thomas on "International
Migration and its Control". This Conference established a
"Permanent International Union on Population®.

International Institute of Agriculture. Study on
the problem of bringing together idle men, idle land and
idle capital.

Commission of Enquiry for European Union, Geneva,
June 25, 1931 (Series of League of Nations publications.
VII Political).

I.L.0. Permanent Migration Committee Report,
January, 1934.

Economic Committee of the League; various documents
ot Tasteors of Production.

The next stage would be the submission to the
Council of the League of a definite scheme of re-arrangement
in the matter of world resources.  The Memorandum might be
similar to that submitted- by M.-Briand, when he brought
forward His scheme of European union. The utmost public
discussion of the scheme would be invited.

The next stage would be the summoning of a World
Conference to deal with the subjects named. It should be
summoned, if possible, by the Council of the League, and
should be organised by the League Secretariat. It should
include, however, non-Member States.

At this Conference, more detailed gquestions of
machinery should be approached, ¢.g. the setting up oo
"World Resources Board", to make periodical surveys of the
quantity and distribution of the world's food and raw
materials, and to suggest methods, including migration, Dby
which the needs of all countries could be met; the use of
Article 19 of the Covenant for the revision of Treaties or
the alteration of conditions; the setting up of some
permanent Council or arbitral body to decide disputed
questions of distribution, whether in relation to raw
materials, markets or migration. It must be recognised,
however, that the last proposal could only be made when the
stage has been reached at which the nations are prepared
to-givreup-a-considerable portion of their sovereignty.






g ) MEMORANDUM ON THE REFUGEE QUESTION.

H - by -

Char les Roden Buxton.

o 7th June 1939.

.
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In the present situation the new features are:- g [&
(a). the increasing desperation of the plight of the Jews ' \
: remaining in Germany; = \

(b) the strength of public sympathy, as evidenced by the
formation of some 30 Local Committees, many of which
are rumning Hostels and other ventures.

I submit that the time is ripe, for a new effort to induce
x the Govemment to do something on a largeyscale than anything hither- i
to contemplated. ity

The following points should be pressed:-

(1) The Govermment must be prepared to spend public money on ;
| r{oassistancesto refugees. Hitherto they have incar™oly refused to de o
LA So, stating that this problem must be dealt with entirely by the
|\ “"private organisations”. The “private organisations", admirable as
their work has been, are not capable of dealing with more than a
fraction of the problem. It is fantastic to suggest that they could
deal with the whole of it. This is the opinion of every person
qualified to speak on the subject. Sir Weill Malcolm, then Ieague
R High Commissioner for German Refugees, insisted more strongly on the
e point in his speech at the Evian Conference (July 1938) and in his
| pub lished report. Sir Herbert Fmerson, the present High Commissioner,
\ Sir John Hope Simpson, Iord Hailey and many other authorities have
insisted on it. Once Govermnment assistance were assured, whether by
H.il. Government acting independently or by participation in an inter-
governmental loan, the whole situation would be eased and Speeded up-.

} (2), The main need, which holds up all the efforts to assist the Jews
and other "non-Aryans" to leave Germany is for plages of final-setile-
ment+ The present procedure for investigating possibilities of
| overseas settlement is intolerably slow. Vhile voluntary commissiouns
i are caryying out their investigations, the Refugees are deteriorating
{ physically and in their minds. Govermment assistance in the invest-
d . 4 A~ 1 R S 3 “”“"‘:75;\
igation and preparation of the chosen territories for settlement and




in the actual process of shipping the Refugees and settling them
18 reduired:

(3) The Govermment should be pressed to take steps to secure that
the Inter-goverwmental Committee (set up at the Fglan Confereace in
July 1938) should take action. The whole work which this Committee
was intended to do has been left almost complete ly undone. The

Chairman is a2 member of the British Government, lord Vintertope—7—-

3

//{(4) Mueh greater pressure should be brought teo.bear on the Domlnlonec
That they should do virtually nothing to help the Mother Country i/
this crisis is a grave dis-service to the Fmpire. They should be.”

brought to erealise how the wo gubtside re ds their failure To use

heir resources in this connection; and the dlsqggi;u cast thereby on

the British Empire as a whole. The point should be stressed that, |

properly used, the Refugees are an assct rather than a burden.

(6) If the above Points were acted upon the result would be an

increased rapidify of movement. Many Refugees would be enabled to

go_straight from Germany to the country of settlement instead of

) burdenlng the British consular authorities with requests for visas; i

f : exhaustlng the available funds of organisations and private indivi- - {

: dusls IR This ™ country; and Zlving An excuseh\ justifiasbly or not, for
the imposition of the system of UGuarantees“

N
& -

(6) Govermment assistance in cmlgratlon would result in a lessening ‘
8l the burden falling on the “guaranter", and a speeding up of the f
business of bringing over refugees. Much distress would thus be ;
SN prevented among the genevously minded public who often find their
desire to give hospitality and help to Refugees hampered, and at times,
frustrated, through the restrietions and the demands for a deposit |
Tor emigration purposes. The wells of sympathy wnhiclh at present
sometimes tend to dry up would thus be continually fed.

(7) The corollary of more rapid overseas settlement ought to be
greater freedom to enter this country as transmigrants. Would-be
emigrants should be enabled to come to Britain to carry out from here
their enquiries about overseas settlement. The present arrangements
whereby a number of prospective emigmants are brought over on a block
visa to train at Richborough and elsewhere with a view to eventual
emigration, should b& TBErried out on a much larger scale. H. M. Gov-
ernment should uniderfake to ecover at least pert of the costh o
emigration and settlement where necessary and to allow certain
specified categories, who arce—trained for work in,6occupations where
there is a shortage of British labour, to stay 1ﬁ thlu country.

S
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(8) This country must adopt a far more gencrous policy &as regards
permit;_ing;ggi@pnce and, in some cases, labour, in the United King-
don. ir Johsd Hope Simpson, Director of the Survey of the Refugee
Question published by™tHe Royal Institute of International Affairs,
suggests that 50,000 should be allowed to settle here.

The prcjudice that every immigrant reprecscnts an cconomic
injury =-a prejudice repudiated by ecvery cconomist, without cxception
EBE%;E:%G vigorously combated. The policy of overscas scttlement
whiech,“Trow & long range point of view, is the most important, should
not be allowed to throw into the shade the alternative policy of

Hinfiltration",

(9) As regards Children, the present system, under which a very

o

large pooportion of the available Refugee funds, in particular the

Baldwin Fund,has to be reserved Tfor the possible cost of eventual
emig;giion is most unfortunate. The result is that money which was
mesnt for immediate relief of distress is left lying idle; that the

number of children brought over is severely limited and that those

wanting to help the children sometimes find themselves prevented sinc
e

they are unable—tv shouldey the financial burden.

Ta view of the asset which will be represented oy there

¢]

children after they have had a greater or lesser number of years at amn

English school, and subsequent training in some yserful oceeupgation,
H,M.Govermment might well declare its desire that when such children
have no parents or other relations whom they arc expeected to Jain

overseas, and where they are trained for occupations in whica there is
a scarcity of British labour, they should remain here and take up SEC

work.




PEACE THIS WINTER:

A Reply to Mr. Lloyd George

By CHARLES RODEN BUXTON

The success of the Allied offensive has created a new situation.
Peace could be made this winter with honour and success.

Not a ‘“‘crushihg’’ peace; not a peace which would enable us
to exercise the right of conquest on a vast scale, and to deny to
Germany ‘‘the-free exercise of her peaceful endeavours.” That
could only be ‘attained by the sacrifice of countless more British
lives. But a ‘peace which would secure the objects for which the
British people entdgéd the war; which would secure the complete
evacuation of Belgium, France, and Serbia; which would go a
long way towards establishing the principle of nationality; which
would defeat all the plans of aggression and domination put for-
ward by the Prussian militarists ; which would lay the foundations
of a permanent ‘‘partnership’’ for the settlement of international
disputes. A peace which would be based, not upon revenge for
the past, but upon sound guarantees for the future.

COULD A REASONABLE PEACE BE ATTAINED?

If people in this country find it difficult to believe that such
a peace could now be attained, the reason is that the Press has
consistently misrepresented the position in Germany, in order to
maintain the belief that peacd is unattainable, and that there is
no alternative to the indefinite continuance of bloodshed. Those
who have followed such a survey of Foreign opinion as that pub-
lished weekly for the past year by the Cambridge Magazine, will
find nothing to surprise them in the conclusion here put forward.

Naturally, we should not expect a declaration from the German
Government of the precise points it was prepared to concede. We
do not expect this of our own or any government. It is contrary
to the whole practice of bargaining. There is tall talk everywhere.
As the journal of Count Tisza, the Hungarian Premier, recently
put it, “What is certain is that Bethmann-Hollweg would say quite
_different things at the table from what he said in Parliament.”
(Morning Post, April 19, 1916.) But short of explicit declarations,
the evidence that a reasonable settlement could be attained is over-
whelmingly strong. It could be illustrated by numberless quota-
tions. I need only give its. main outlines.

First, there is the opinion of practically every impartial
observer in neutral countries. Take, as one example, this sentence
from a careful survey of opinion, communicated from America to
the Nation of September 2nd: ‘‘Influential American opinion
holds that British aims (e.g., defeat of aggression, right of small



nations, and agreement to prevent war) being realisable, further
expenditure of life is unprofitable. ' Similar views might be quoted
from almost every neutral country. American pro-Ally opinion,
indeed, is becoming increasingly suspicious of our aims, just
because it believes that our original and avowed objects could be
attained, that therefore the objects for which we are now fighting
must be new and aggressive ones, and that “‘if this temper should
begin to get the upper hand, neutrals whose sympathies have been
with the Allies will have to reconsider the whole question
thoroughly as the war goes on.”’ (See, e.g., the World (June 22nd),
New Republic (July 29), Springfield Republican (August 10)).

The desire of the great majority of the German people for
peace on defensive terms is no longer disputed. One quotation
may be given, which is noteworthy because, being from the Berlin
correspondent of a Vienna paper, it must have been passed both
by the German and the Austrian censorship. ‘“We know we have
the enormous majority of the German people with us when we
express the wish that the Government should show itself ready
to take any peace proposals into consideration, only excluding
such as aim at the lessening or the degradation of Germany.’’
(Avbeiter Zeitung, quoted in Daily Chronicle, August 14th.)

As to the probable attitude of the German Government, the
following points may be noted :—

(2) The German Chancellor’s consistent refusal to lay down
any annexation of territory as a condition of peace;

(b) His statement of his ultimate aim—"‘‘the final peaceful
regulation of European disputes”’—in terms closely
resembling those of Mr. Asquith and M. Briand.

(c) The fact that he is being attacked with increasing violence
by the Militarist parties as being in favour of a ‘‘premature
and inadequate peace,’’ the ‘‘leader, or tool, of the Anglo-
phil party,” “‘in league with the Socialists,”” and as having
declared his willingness ‘‘publicly in the middle of the
struggle, and before the beginning of any negotiations, to
give up Belgium under merely negative guarantees’’ ; and
finally

(d) His statement in the Reichstag (September 2gth) of
Germany’s ‘‘readiness for peace negotiations,”” repeating
previous statements to the same effect made on Dec. .gth,
1915, and various subsequent dates.

A careful study of the recent controversies in Germany leads
to the conclusion that, if discussions were entered upon, they
would be upon the general basis of the evacuation of Belgium,
France, and Serbia, an autonomous or independent Poland, and
security against commercial ‘“‘strangling.”” Many other points
would, of course, require treatment—Turkey, Alsace-Lorraine, &c.
On all these points the military success of the Allies would give



them a powerful position in the negotiation. Broadly speaking,
the lines followed would probably be those of the “‘Basis for a
Just Peace”’ recommended for consideration by Sir Edward Fry
and other leading men in this country.

To ask for such a peace is not to ask for “‘peace at any DEICe:
I do so, not because we must have some kind of peace, but because
we can now get the right kind of peace.

DOES THE COVERNMENT AIM AT A REASONABLE
PEACE?

It remains to ask : If a reasonable peace is attainable, why is
peace not made? There can only be one answer—because the
Government are not aiming at a reasonable peace. I do not pro-
fess to know the exact objects which they have in view. What I
do know is that they must have other and further objects in view
than those which the people of this country took up arms to secure.
One of them, indeed, they have openly announced. They have
*‘approved’’ the resolutions of the Paris Economic Conference,
which involve the establishment of a commercial boycott against
the Central Powers. To add this to our objects means to prolong
the war long after it might otherwise have been ended. Beyond
this, we are kept in the dark. But it is probable that the
objects which the Government have in view include, in addition,
one or more of the following—the annexation of most or all of
Germany’s colonial empire; the annexation of Constantinople by
Russia; the annexation of the North Dalmatian coast by Italy;
or possibly (to use Mr. Lloyd George’s language) a ‘‘knock-out,”’
without any defined object whatever.

If objects of this kind were not being aimed at, then
peace could be attained; but no attempt is made to attain it.
Nor is this the only evidence of the Government’s attitude.
They continue to take the steps most calculated to lead away
from a reasonable peace, and not towards it, while they neglect
many steps that might be taken in the right direction. They
prevent free discussion of the aims of the war. They prohibit
the organs of Moderate opinion from being sent abroad, while
allowing the Morning Post, the Spectator, the Financial News,
&c., to be used by the enemy, as they are in fact used, for the
purpose of his propaganda for a ““fight to a finish.”” They harp per-
petually on the origins of the war (a subject on which there must
necessarily be disagreement), instead of on the reconstruction of
Europe (a subject on which a large measure of agreement already
exists). They allow Mr. Lloyd George, by his talk of ‘“‘vengeance’’
and ‘‘punishment’’ and “‘the sporting spirit,”’ to play into the
hands of every Militarist in Germany. As for the steps which
they might take, but do not, why is there no clearer definition of
objects, no open repudiation of the Extremists, no appointment of
a committee to study the complicated problems of the settlement?
Why is there no careful and effective public explanation of the idea



of ““partnership,’”” once or twice alluded to by Mr. Asquith and
Lord Grey? Above all, why is there no response to the epoch-
making advance made by President Wilson in the direction of the
‘‘partnership’’ policy?

The issue is now clearly raised between the original, legitimate,
defensive objects of the war, whose realisation might lead to
permanent peace, and the new, aggressive, and partially con-
cealed objects, which would lead to the perpetuation of war in
the Europe of the future.

It is no longer for Belgium, France, or Serbia that our sons
and brothers are being called upon to fight. Belgium, France,
and Serbia might be freed to-morrow. It is for commercial boy-
cott or territorial aggrandisement or a mere ‘‘knock-out.”’ ;

THE DEMAND FOR NEGOTIATION.

This is a serious and menacing situation. The only escape
from it is to be found in a vigorous expression of public opinion,
both in Parliament and in the country, in favour of negotiation by
the Allied Governments. = The policy of an indefinite war and a
dangerous peace is being pushed with the utmost vigour. The
policy of a sound peace must be pushed also. Those who believe
in it must act now, and must refuse any support to a policy of
mere conquest, : z

There is an impression in the minds of those in authority that
public opinion is unanimous for an indefinite prolongation of the
war. The impression is untrue. Public opinion is not for ‘‘peace
at any price,”’ but it is ready to welcome any honourable means
of bringing the present sacrifices to an end. Remove the censor-
ship and the Defence of the Realm Act for a month, and public
opinion would wear a very different aspect from what it does
to-day. The announcement that negotiations had begun would be
greeted, not with an outcry of protest, but with a sigh of relief.

To sum up: the gigantic military effort of the past months
might earn its immediate reward by the conclusion of an honour-
able peace this winter. Shall it be allowed to do so? Or shall
it be in vain, so far as an immediate peace is concerned? Shall it
be nothing but an incident in a long series of such efforts—a
mere tributary to the ceaseless stream of misery—the ominous
prelude to sacrifices more bloody still, and culminating in that
‘‘patched-up’’ peace which exhaustion always produces in the end?

Published by the National Labour Press Ltd., 74 Swinton Street, London, W.C.; also
at Manchester. Price 1d., post free; 2/6 per 10035 16/- per 1000.
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LABOUR

October, 1937

“WE TOLD YOU SO”

HE horrors of to-day—from Man-

I churia and Abyssinia, right down to

the thinly veiled intervention in
Spain and the bombing of innocent civilians
in China—are the direct outcome, the trace-
able result, of a state of affairs which the
Labour Party has consistently condemned.
They are the kind of horrors, moreover,
which the Labour Party foresaw and pro-
phesied—clearly foresaw and insistently
prophesied—if its warnings were not heeded
and its policy were not adopted.

Labour condemned the Peace Settlement,
whose terms were already known in outline,
in the declarations of the International
Labour and Socialist Conference of Berne,
1919; of the National Executive of the
Labour Party, June, 1919; and of the Annual
Conference at Southport, 1919.

But this was not all. The attack on the
Treaty of Versailles caused the Party to
think out the whole problem of international
relations. On the foundation of its criticisms
of the Treaty, there arose a complete struc-
ture—an essentially and characteristically
Labour policy.

What was the policy? Equal economic
opportunity to be given to all nations. An
international body to control the distribu-

tion of raw materials. Imperialism to be

liquidated, in the sense that colonies were
to be treated as a trust, under an inter-
national supervision in which all should
participate.

As Brailsford wrote: “We conceived of
the League as an economic authority. We
refused to believe that wars could be pre-
vented, and armaments reduced, if the
Powers continued to follow a policy of
economic imperialism, grabbing territory
in order to monopolise raw materials.”

Above all, the League of Nations was to be
not a mere organ for “keeping the peace,”
but a “legislative” body. It was to be used to
secure, not only the immediate revision of
the Peace Treaties, but a continuous pro-
cess of bringing abovt the greatest possible
equality in the sharing of the world’s
resources and opportunities. Disarmament
would be the natural concomitant of these
conditions.ig § + ¢

In Labour and the Peace Treaties, we read:
“Ap international or supernational authority
established for the maintenance of peace
should. not be a mere alliance of Govern-
ments for the maintenance of a stafus quo,
perhaps unjust and unworkable, or a mere
instrument of coercion for ensuring com-
pulsory arbitration on the basis of an old
international law, which was itself in-

equitable, but should be mainly an instru-
ment for changing the conditions likely to
lead to war. Its function, that is to say,
should be not so much coercive as legisla-
tive.”

The Labour Party declared that, if this
policy were not carried out, war would be
the result.

“A peace such as this,” wrote Arthur
Henderson, in The Peace Terms, “which
offers the German people no possibility of
economic recovery, no guarantee of justice

By Charles

Roden Buxton

or equality, plays straight into the hands of
the reactionaries on the one side and the
extremists on the other. The complete
economic ruin of Germany will inevitably
bring the downfall of the moderates, anda
struggle for power between the militarist re-
actionaries and the extremists. The only
certainty with regard to the issue of such a

struggle is that it would be fatal to the peace

and recovery of Europe.”

The close connection between an “ex-
clusive British Empire” and the threat of
world war was clearly recognised. “It is
equally certain,” wrote Leonard Woolf,
“that another world war will result, if the
other nations see us adopt the policy of
attempting to reserve the riches of the
Empire for exploitation in the interests of
40,000,000 inhabitants of the United King-
dom and a few million inhabitants of the
self-governing Dominions. Imperial Pre-
ference is completely incompatible with any
kind of lasting peace.”

The documents in which this policy was
outlined form a very remarkable series.
Taken together, they constitute, in my
opinion, the finest and the most far-seeing
declaration of policy which the Labour
Party has ever produced. Many of the best
heads in the Labour Party were engaged in
the work. Arthur Henderson was the co-
ordinating influence as well as the most
effective mouthpiece of the Labour policy.

Norman Angell wrote Labour and the
Peace Treaties, a booklet of some hundred
pages. H. N. Brailsford wrote Unemploy-
ment, The Peace and the Indemmnity. Leonard
Woolf wrote International Economic Policy.
These were but a few notable examples.

The horrors of to-day are the latest links

in a chain of events which began with the,
Treaty of Versailles, and the failure"to make.
the League an instrument of justice asi
between the nations. That chain of everts:
may be traced through the fearful psycho-

logical injury inflicted on the German |
people, the Ruhr invasion, the deepening

economic distress and the lowering of the

standard of living (in many countries), the in-

centive given to the dictators to connect

these evils with the injustice of the foreigner,

right down to the acts of aggressiveness,

gradually increasing in insolence and reck-

lessness, which we see to-day in Spain"and

China.

I contend that, if this is so, it is not enough
to say that we cannot go back to the past,
that we must take things as they are, and
must concentrate our efforts entirely on the
present situation, without paying any regard
to its causes.

This may be the best tactics for the
National Government, which is itself re-
sponsible for the disastrous deterioration of
the past. It is not wise policy for the Oppo-
sition, whose record is clean, and whose
policy has always been, and is still, an alter-
native policy for the country—the only
policy which can save the country. What
madness to forget it all!

Moreover, an Opposition is not concerned
primarily with the detailed measures to be
taken from day to day. These depend largely
on inside information only available to the
Government. An Opposition can afford to
concern itself more with the underlying or
“long range” needs. This is the course which
the Opposition should steadily and con-
sistently pursue.

What does this mean in practice—here
and now? It means that, while meeting the
emergencies of the moment, you must aZ
the same time open up a new line of diplo-
macy—an international New Deal on Labour
lines. You must open up the whole question
of justice between nations in the distribu-
tion of the world’s resources. This involves
readiness for so-called “sacrifices” oz~ the
part of the British Empire, as of other.
Empires.

This New Deal must not be made a
condition of good behaviour on the part of
this or that particular nation. It must
be treated as an altogether separate
sphere of diplomacy. This isa hard saying,
I know. But it is fundamental.

The wrong remains. Its consequences
remain. The evils of the moment cannot be ,~
eliminated until their causes are rooted out.
You cannot dodge the mills of God.

—————————
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5end December, 1957,
Deayr Charles Hoden Duxton,
1 have made most of your alterations in the

enclosed dralft, but I would meke a very s%rnng appeal

R

to you not to presc for the @ithérawai of th@ Jﬁﬂlaxaﬁﬁsﬁ
in the ﬁaﬁ&f&l &ﬂ% az Burlinn My f@ﬁliﬁ& about this is
that the yaragzapn in gueetion recosznices tﬁat ?awﬁra

T

M

are only 3g a ta§m$tarv bg the parwiasiaﬁ of the paople

of the aauntriaa ﬁaagaxnaa in all consciapoe we have
got few enough of those offielsl Declavations in aﬁy |
armoury and therefore we ought not %o lose thim one.
ueaondly, I do not ses how in eculty, having
admitted the foregoing, Colonial Powere oan rafﬁaevﬁa
songult the patives by an impsrtiel Comrission of
“nquiry before re-trensferring territories entrusted
to them. As you know, T em !axs aaxiﬁﬁa ta get g@&ﬁg

TSR e

t&a new Conferexnce far which grw#i&iﬁn is mede in the

e

}
?xaa%y'af $ta.%;£;§;a, #ith this u%aﬁwa in hand, we

o
BN

! L e s




» 2o

ought %o be able %o meke considerable demands on behalf
of the natives, In short, to abandon this ground would
I think be a great misteke, but we musi carry vou with ue,
I was not able to put in quite the word you
wanted about ﬁative Par&iamania, but I have enbodied part
of the setual wmﬂds g;mﬁyﬁg?aath Afriecan aehadulu. I nega
you won't feel thet I have stretched matters too far by
talking about ﬁat%va Legislative bodies. “hat I have im -
mind there is thehﬁukimarﬂf Ugande and the Fitsesof Dochuana-
land end ﬁaaﬁﬁﬁ%mﬁéjm;;gﬂthaﬁa of whigh are éggéthin@ very
different {rom mere Hative Counoils, they being legislative

bodies exnpowered xa aaah A gﬁ iuyesa tazation and control

e
s B RS A BRI

expenditure.
anghow, I hagﬁ ﬁha% y@a will ‘be able to acgept the
lotter es it stends, huﬁ it ﬁa% to oome up dbefore the next
Comnittee meeting.
Yours sincerely,

C.Ry DBuzton, Zaq.,
8, Srsicine i1,
Golders ui‘@ﬁﬁ, E.Well.
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