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NICOLAE TITULESCU — AN ACUTE SENSE OF HISTORY
GEORGE G. POTRA

Rezumat. Se implinesc 70 de ani de cand Nicolae Titulesaufrént din viad, la 17
martie 1941, la Cannes.
Prefigurand marile convulsii ce avead sing in scurt timp, anticipdnd declaarea celui de al
Doilea Rizboi Mondial, Nicolae Titulescu a pledat in cenimgportante ale marilor democria
occidentale pentru cgtientizarea tuturor fofelor politice responsabile chematé-g asume
destinele seculdtii si pacii europenssi globale.
A géandit totdeauna angajamentelesansele Romaniei in coordonate europengglégénd @
Romania este in Europ@aca Europa fira Romania nu poate fi.
.Pelerin al pacii, Nicolae Titulescu s-adcut pe cele mai diverse meridiane exponentul unei
necesitsi si aparatorul unui ideal.
Am ales spre publicare Tn aceasevist: cateva din marile sale pledoarii pentru pace, promte
in 1937 in Frama, Marea Britaniesi Cehoslovacia.
Substapa si spiritul acestor conferire coaguleaz in demersuri politice, asumangusemnificaia
unor semnale de alamn
Pericolele relevate de invaiile politico-militare din vremea sa, ascensiuneagimurilor de
extrema dreapt sau de extrema staig proliferarea manifegtrilor de forfa, accentuarea
preteriilor revizioniste si revaryarde, multiplicarea expresiilor de terorism politigi a
confruntirilor de ordin etnicsi religios, I-au angajat pe Nicolae Titulescu ntn efort fira egal
pentru trezirea la realitate.
Nicolae Titulescu nu a ezitadi seaminteas& marilor democrai occidentale @ interesele lor nu
se pot opri la propriile grane, @i paceasi securitatea sunt fenomene indivizibile, pregufaptul
ca niciun stat al continentului — oricat de ind&tat geografic de o zande conflict potefial sau
efectiv — nu se poate deroba de responsahliétce-i revin in plan europeagi global.
Discuiilor sterile, proiectelor himerice, rivalitzrilor mari sau mici, verbiajului devorator de timp
si acriune, Titulescu le-a opus analize de refefjrpropunerisi inigiative concrete.
Observator lucid al realifsilor interbelice, al forelor si proceselor distructive, creatgi aparator
al principiilor de drept interng@onal, promotor al unei noi ordini politice, econ@asi morale la
scam globali, soldat in prima liniesi pang la moarte in ,traneele picii, Nicolae Titulescu a
fost deopotrisi vizionar, precursorsi promotor al Europei Unite, numelezs aflandu-se cu
indreptzsire alaturi de acelea ale lui Jean Monngt Robert Schumann, caipn;si fondatori ai
Uniunii Europene de aéti.
Umanismulsi democratismul conceijei, pe de o parte, realismuyi pasiunea agunii, pe de alé
parte, s-au ingetmat intr-o ope#i de mare valoare teoreticsi de remarcabié importand
practicz, in care interesele p@nale au fost frelesesi suginute in deplin acord cu acelea ale
comunitiii internarionale.
In ajunul celui de al Doilea &boi Mondial, renumitul gazetar francez Raymondti@arscria:
»Ti-tu-les-cu! Cele patru silabe ale numeluéts sonor au umplut istoria diplomaticde dug
razboi. El a fost unul dintre marii oameni ai Romanienul dintre marii oameni ai Micii
Tnselegeri, unul dintre marii oameni ai Geneyeipentru a spune totul, unul dintre marii oameni
ai Europei [...]. El a fost cel mai stlucit si cel mai dinamic dintre # cei care au vrut &
construias@ o Europi nouws, bazafi pe egalitatea puterilogi pe respectul tratatelor. Cand norii
au suit la orizont, el a fost unul dintre primiireaa iryelessi primul care a vrut & ridice un dig
contra inundaiei care se anu@"“.

Director Executiv al Fundaiei Europene “Nicolae Titulescu”, Membru al Comitiei Director
al Asocialiei Roméane de PoliticExterri
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A avut ing soarta Casandrei.

Si totusi...

Opera lui Nicolae Titulescu nuimane o siml pagin: de istorie.

Opera lui Nicolae Titulescudgstreaz si proiecteaz valoarea unui mesaj de mare actualitate.
O mare costiina a veacului trecut, Nicolae Titulescu ne ireste contemporan dincolo de tinp
spaiu.

Abstract. There are 70 years since Nicolae Titulescu passeyan March 17, 1941, at
Cannes.
Foreshadowing the big convulsions that would ndayl¢o break out, Nicolae Titulescu pleaded
in the important cities of the great western deraoies of the time for making aware all the forces
and joining the efforts of all those called uponassume consciously the destinies of European
and global security and peace.
He always thought of Romania's commitments andhhaces in European coordinates, meaning
that Romania is in Europe and that Europe cannoivtikout Romania.
“Pilgrim of Peace”, Nicolae Titulescu was on theriaus meridians the exponent of a necessity
and the defender of an ideal. | have chosen foligatiion in this magazine some of his great
pleas for peace pronounced in 1937, in France, GBrdain and Czechoslovakia.
The substance and spirit of these conferences tategin political démarches, assuming the
significance of some alarm signals.
The dangers pointed out by the political and militénvolutions of his time, the ascent of the
extreme right or extreme left regimes, the devetyrof the aggressive forces, the proliferation
of force displays, the accentuation of revisiomistl revenge-seeking claims, the multiplication of
political terrorism expressions and of ethnical argligious confrontations, engaged him in an
unequalled effort to awaken the world to reality.
Nicolae Titulescu did not hesitate to recall to thieat western democracies that their interests
could not stop at their own borders, that peace aadurity were indivisible phenomena, as well
as the fact that no state on this Continent — h@wgeographically far away from a potential or
effective conflict zone it might be — could dodue responsibilities incumbent to it at a European
and global level.
To the sterile discussions, to chimerical projetdssmall and great rivalries, to time and action
devouring jazz, Titulescu opposed reference anglygeposals and palpable initiatives.
A lucid observer of inter-war realities, of the ¢es and destructive processes, creator and
defender of the principles of international law,dapromoter of a new political, economic and
moral order at a global scale, front-line soldier his ultimate breath in the “trenches of peace”,
Nicolae Titulescu was a visionary, precursor andrmpoter of a United Europe, his name standing
rightfully alongside those of Jean Monnet and Rolsmhumann, as founding fathers of today’s
European Union.
Humanism and the democratic nature of conceptiothenone hand, the realism and passion on
the other, joined in an oeuvre of great theoreticalue and of remarkable pract6ical importance,
in which the national interests were understood anpported in full agreement with those of the
international community.
On the brink of the Second World War, the renowRehch journalist Raymond Cartier wrote:
“Ti-tu-les-cu! The four syllables of his resoundingme filled post-war diplomatic history out. He
was one of the great men of the Little Entente, anthe great men of Geneva and, to leave
nothing unsaid, one of the great men of Europe [H&. was the most brilliant and the most
dynamic of all people who wanted to build up a rf&awope, founded on equality of powers and
respect for treaties. When clouds loomed over threzbn, he was one of the first who wanted to
raise a dam against the threatening floods.”
But, he had the fate of Cassandra.
And yet...
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Nicolae Titulescu’s work does not remain a simggepof history.
Nicolae Titulescu’s work preserved and projectesl\thlue of a message of great present interest.
A great consciousness of the last century, Nicdiaiescu accompanies us like a contemporary
beyond time and space.

Keywords: Titulescu, history, Cartier, Cassandra.

Over April-June 1937, Nicolae Titulescu honouredhwhis presence
several national and international institutions &mdms in France, Great Britain
and Czechoslovakia.

Nicolae Titulescu presided over, at Cap Martin, tbengress of the
Medical Society of the Mediterranean Littoral. Aetluncheon offered on April
11, 1937, by this Society, he delivered the sp&safctions can limit aggression,
published by us under the titletangibility of Frontiers is the First Conditionfo
International Understanding.

On June 26, 1937, during the afternoon, at Grarghirh, in the presence
of veterans from the First World War, of high oféils from the political world
and journalistic personalities, Nicolae Titulescelivkred a vibrating speech,
giving a fair warning of the danger of a new wowdr, with emphasis on the
need for preventing a new global catastrophe, actppublished by us under the
title We can save peace only by fighting for Law.

In this atmosphere of exalted spirituality, of moeacouragement of all
the participants, united in the defence of idealsvihich they had fought on the
battlefields of the First World War, after the Cergnce, Nicolae Titulescu
making at the end of his visit a written statemeim defence of international law
— which after over 70 years, this statement confirms itsievaas a message of
perpetual topicality. “Those who look as spectatwysthe infringement of
international law, draw their country into the aky®nly by serving Law, Justice
and Morals can one work for one’s own intereststhechational interest”.

Exiled by his own people, Nicolae Titulescu gavenirhere too alarm
signals against the slumber of reason, which oveinved the political milieus
and significant parts of public opinion.

His adversaries at home were rather surprised. ibpgd or thought that
Nicolae Titulescu — who had been seriously ill Ep&mber 1936 — would stay
passive, they he would not involve himself in angywn international political
life. And here he was again on the political scdrajing talks with the Foreign
Ministers of Yugoslavia and Turkey, and again oe fublic scene with wide-
echoing presences in the political milieus and Rhess. Continuing in the next
interval of time to have new and new contacts, mmwlic interventions, in
France, Great Britain and Czechoslovakia, Nicolatelldscu would offer his
adversaries at home and abroad fresh opportunite¢gp analyse his ideas, but to
make hostile appreciations, which did not have ntloa@ once any solid basis.
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All these irreducible adversaries could not forgNieolae Titulescu — as
we have already said and written — the fact thah&e survived the political
blows received and, more than that, that he haidehgtmanifested himself in
public space. Nicolae Titulescu had never pretentdetle a Messiah. But he
judged realistically, he gave a cry of alarm buswmat listened to, either in the
great capitals of the western democracies, or, sohnthe more, in Bucharest,
where Nicolae Titulescu — because he uttered hattst — had become, in the
opinion of the political circles obnubilated by teat, Nicolae Titulescu the
“traitor”!

In early summer 1937, Nicolae Titulescu was in GBraain.

On the shore of The Thames, Nicolae Titulescu migh yWwrominent
British personalities, among whom: Arthur Nevillé&nberlain, Prime Minister
of Great Britain; Robert Anthony Eden, Foreign ®é&ary; Winston Leonard
Spencer Churchill, President of the Committee fead® and Defence; Lord
David Lloyd George of Dwyfor, former Prime Ministecord Edgar Algernon
Robert Cecil of Chelwood, several times ministeithwmembers of the House of
Commons Walter Rothschild; Sir Norman Angel; ErnBsbwn; Philip Noel
Baker; with Clement Richard Atlee, with former nstd@r John Robert Clynes;
with Hugh Dalton of Forest Frith, President of thebour Party; Sir Archibald
Sinclair, President of the Liberal Party; Sir Rab@ibert Vansittart of Denham,
PermanentUndersecretaryof State at the Foreign Office; Lord Robert Arthur
James Cranborne, Parliamentéfgdersecretaryof State at the Foreign Office
and delegate at the League of Nations; William @edryrrell of Avon, former
Permanentndersecretaryof State at the Foreign Office, and later, Ambdssa
in Paris; Sir Frederick Leith-Ross, First Econor@icuncillor of Great Britain;
Reginald Wilding-Allen Leeper, Director of the Pseand Information at the
Foreign Office; with Katherine Stewart-Murray, Deds of Athol; Helen Violet
Bonham-Carter, Baroness Asquith of Yarnbury; with British Ambassador Sir
Malcolm Arnold Robertson; with the historian andufjoalist Robert William
Seton-Watson: with journalists Wickham Steed; Gisalernon Oldfield Bartlett;
E.D.Madge; with foreign diplomats Ivan MikhailoviciMaisky, Soviet
Ambassador in London; with the former Minister ofe@&ce in Great Britain,
Demetrios Caclamanos; with Jan Masaryk, Minister Gfechoslovakia in
London.

Nicolae Titulescu delivered on this occasion sdveomferences, being
pieces of reference for his thinking and action. &dong time, the texts of these
conferences had been considered lost, or utteraly,owithout any written
version. Their recovery and publication is an ipdisble success, a restitution of
most valuable pieces to the european intellecta@irpony.

On June 3, 1937, the Nicolae Titulescu addresse3h@ House of
Commons, in front of the majority, the speech knoasaOn the Practical
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Methods to Preserve Existing Peaaerd published in full for the first time in
Romania under the titM/hat we want is to avoid war, not to win it a settime.

The next day, on June 4, 1937, he delivers at NeNe@e, Oxford
University, in front of 50 professors, the speddie International Situation of
Europe,and published in full by us, for the first time Romania, under the title,
Millions of men died in the Great War so that a neternational life might be
born.

At the request of the opposition in the British IRanent, Nicolae
Titulescu, spoke again, on June 9, 1937, in theselaf Commons, in front of
150 deputies, representing the Labour fractionyeehg the lectureOrientation
in present-day politics of European Democracregproduced by us under the title
Silence is synonymous with Death. A Word spokdmmia is synonymous with
Life.

On the same day, June 9, 1937, he presented ahdhadtiouse (Royal
Institute for Foreign Affairs), in front of an awtice of 300 people, a speech titled
Is a Reform of the Covenant of the League of Natidesirable?

On June 14, 1937, during his sojourn in London,olie Titulescu
delivered his speecBut war is a calamity. What can be done to prevént
occasioning numerous questions addressed to hifrom of the Committee of
Peace and Defence, presided by Winston Leonardc8p&murchill.

We are certain today that, although he had hadoadenda a conference
at the Cambridge University, this conference wasebed, because on the same
day the University had invited the Negus, HaileaSsie.

No other Romanian politician or diplomat had evectanplished, before
him or after, such a dense tour of conferencesiarfdont of such prestigious
forums.

Had Nicolae Titulescu been pleased with his touGreat Britain? We
have good reasons to believe that he was. It wabaious success, meeting at a
high level, the exigencies of the Romanian diploriiéie topics approached, the
substance of the speeches, the quality of the acelienade the British tours
greatly surpass his French and Czechoslovak expese

We said before that all the gestures and actiondentiy Nicolae Titulescu
abroad had been followed with utmost attention dadp suspicion by the
Bucharest officialdom, who, in one way or anotheed to hinder them, and
when they did not succeed, they presented thenh@éoRomanian public
opinion — through the intermediate of obedient nepers — in a denigrating
way.

No Romanian politician of diplomat had ever mad&neat Britain, until then
or afterwards such a dense program of conferenelegered in front of such
prestigious forums.
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The substance of such lectures is worth a deepygsindy by political
analysts, jurists, and historians, by sociologasts philosophers.

By perusing those lectures, we submit to your &titersome of the estimates
made and the ideas advanced by Nicolae Titulescu.

They can be found in one form or another in all speeches delivered in
Great Britain, the emphasis laid on this or thagéswn being distinct from
case to case, function of the auditorium.

Nicolae Titulescu made a deep-going analysis of plst-war political
evolutions.

The conclusion may be shocking, but no less true.
We won the War, but we lost the Peactated Nicolae Titulescu.

a) Treaties of Peace omitted to bind together #wve political entities in a
common economic system. The Peace Treaties byndeakclusively with the
political aspects, caused a break up of economits,yrermitted the development
without limit of the system of closed markets, obeomic autarchy.

b) Together with the last gun shot, the solidaotysome great groups of
states ceased to function.

Making an X-ray of the European picture, NicolatulBscu noted:

— multiplication and consolidation of economic lens, the launching of a
bitter struggle for raw materials sources and nitarke

— multiplication, deepening and prolongation of mmic and financial
crises against the background of unsolved questibreparations and war debts.

Noting all this, Nicolae Titulescu concluded:

What most menaces Peace are the high economietmarr

Nicolae Titulescu pointed out:

— configuration of two citadels politically, econmally and
propagandistically oriented and engaged to figlet amother;

— distrust in the League of Nations, the appearaheenew functional and
institutional crisis.

In Nicolae Titulescu’s opinion, the deficient angif system of peace
treaties had as consequence the reactivation oflictory problems, the
appearance of new forms of expression, the cordtgur of new confrontation
zones.

Nicolae Titulescu noted:

— renaissance of revisionist, revenge-seeking tanes;

— launching of frenzied armament races (by those are and those who
are not menaced);

— lack of a substantial, coherent and credibletr@a@gainst revisionist
propaganda, against aggressive tendencies and acts;
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There is only Aggression when there is a certaoftympunity —warned
Nicolae Titulescu.

Nicolae Titulescu granted particular attentionhte ¥Yanquished (especially
Germany), stressing on the lack of a palpable pohcpoint of Germany (Great
Britain and France having deeply divergent opinionpoint of reparations) and
the excessive magnitude of the obligations imposedhe vanquished, hardly
acceptable morally and almost impossible to be @wdcally and financially
supported.

Nicolae Titulescu did not shrink to identify thespensibilities of those
who had not had a prospective policy as Germanycaaserned, by saying:

Germany took herself the rights she demanded amchwhight have been
granted to her on the basis of a contract. Andrgernational life entered a chaos
of which no one can see the end.

The German question continued to stay alive in @ftention of the
political and diplomatic circles.

Their approaches — the approaches of the GreatrBewhave been too
diversified, absolutely inconsistent and often regand, oscillating between
gratuitous menaces with the use of force and ufiptst manifestations of
conciliation.

Nicolae Titulescu noted with dissatisfaction andresss the inefficiency,
better say failure, of the chanceries of the gvesdtern democracies against the
“political cancer” of Europe.

Addressing himself to Paris and London, Nicolaell€gcu stated:

We would indeed be the laughingstock of the whaoledwif we were to
finance Germen revenge on the pretext of pacifigimgppe.

In front of the British members of Parliament, ohieent personalities
from the academic life and some prestigious joustsl Nicolae Titulescu
appealed to political realism, expressing his owimiof view concerning the
ways to avoid war, for the building up of some s#gusystems, for the
strengthening of peace.

In this sense Nicolae Titulescu proposed:

a) activization of the political and economic d@e, multiplication and
diversification of negotiations, drawing up, contpa and signing of an as great
number as possible of bi- and multilateral agredmen

b) strengthening of international institutions edllupon to prevent war
and defend peace;

c) consolidation of regional, continental and waéturity structures;

d) stronger affirmation on the international areof the European
democracies.

As for each of these directions, Nicolae Titules@s firmly specifying:

A. Need of abandoning equivocal positions by Paisl London,
exactingness of drawing up solutions of wide irgerequitable and efficient, able
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to withdraw the Continent from the economic depmes&nd, consequently, to
relax the political climate.

B. Need of a realistic and constructive attitudécethe League of Nations.

The League of Nations is not a moral academy. dt glitical institution.
Intended to prevent war and in certain cases toesgit.

— Subsequently, Nicolae Titulescu rejected thetpos and demarches of
those who contemplated the revision of the Cove(fzadtt).

Convinced as he was that it was not the LeagueabbNs Covenant that
had failed, but the people, Nicolae Titulescu dteée metaphorical conclusion:
TheBible should not be changed because men are sinners

— he suggested the renunciation to the Wilsoniaa idf a general war
against partial aggression;

— noting the failure of applying sanctions step lségp, he pleaded for
universal economic sanctions.

C. Focusing on international security, Nicolae [Escu

— showed how nefarious could be the division oftic@mtal security into
western and eastern security;

— he demonstrated the need for a unique systeracoirisy, and brought
into bold relief the logical relationship betweeegional security, continental
security and world security;

— he pleaded for the conclusion of regional pditi@and military
understandings — in harmony with the principles ams of the League of
Nations — and for the building up, consolidatiord gperfecting of universal
economic structures of cooperation;

— he proposed a new approach of the problem ofi&nan he launched and
introduced in the ideology and ideography of inégiomal relations the idea of
constant and progressive spiritualization of frersj

— he drew the attention of the British politicaadiers on the danger of
expectative attitudes, of differentiated treatmaintWestern security and Oriental
security, the Island being unable to afford sheltethe British people against
attacks.

To whichever side the balance swings, whether @b ah the bad facts |
have just quoted, or to that of the good, | amhef @pinion that the balance will
swing to the side of Peace, if England speaks efptioper moment, saying that
she is as interested in Peace in the East as icé&aathe West.

Silence is synonymous with death. A word spokdimi@ is synonymous
with life!

D. As for the ascent of the revenge-seeking foaresthe accentuations of
the claims regarding the alteration of the polltigaography of the Continent,
Nicolae Titulescu called upon Great Britain andréeto make an effort and
coagulate all the democratic forces against dicsatp and dictators.
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— he stated that he made no difference betweeratdiships, that,
essentially, dictatorships are identical, nazisreeiEm=communism.

Nicolae Titulescu appreciated metaphorically:

Someone asked me one day: “What is the differeatveeen Communism
and Hitlerism or Fascism?” | replied: “Suppose yobhave three cows.
Communism takes them from you and you will nevar &eything more of these
cows. Hitlerism and Fascism will leave them witlu yam these terms: You will
keep these cows but you will never again haveigte to milk them. In addition
you will pay all the costs of food and the upkekfnese cows.”

— he pleaded for the right of public opinion to rest and timely
information, he called upon public opinion to be&an active factor of political
life, determining the orientation of government keeping with national
exigencies;

— he drew the attention on the danger to leavei@uginion outside
politics, to dissimulate the complicated and sesi@uestions the country is
confronting itself with.

Nicolae Titulescu used to say:

Great Britain is for me a Kodak film, which haseddy been exposed, but
which has not yet been developed. | see the pielueady. The man in the street
will see it only when events allow the developmétite film.

By mid-1937, Nicolae Titulescu asked the respoesifdctors and
European democracies to abandon for good the wofldchimeras and
compromises, facing them with the great alternativine moment:

Europe is struggling now to achieve its unity. Epgawill obtain its unity,
either by the victory of the parties of the Rigiitpy the victory of parties of the
Left.

In the first case, we shall withess a backward stelpistory for, for some
time, the liberties of democracy, the fruit of adcostruggle and of bitter sacrifice,
will be suspended.

In the second case, we shall see a scene of haspibeirope will be
living a healthy democracy, that can conciliate tteenands of liberty with those
of authority. It is for English democracy to pusetf at the head of the great
struggle which is beginning to that end. It is Eslgldemocracy which must save
the dignity of the human being. It is English deraog to dispel the anxiety
caused by the fear that dictatorship may spreadbeyts present frontiers, that
it may install itself everywhere, in every countryravish from each one of us the
principal reason for which we live — our Freedom.

We would like to mention that — obliged by time asghce — we have
stopped in above only to some valuations and idéased by Nicolae Titulescu
in Great Britain.

The dozens of pages summed up by these speechasresiearchers
reasons for deep reflection, for new and new amires
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No doubt, they will be done by more and more cagiless in this country
and abroad.

All those who will study and re-study these interiens may note the
substance of analyses, the bold judgments of vahgethe courage of the ideas
advanced by him, the impeccable architecture arel diystal-clear public
expression of Titulescu’s discourse.

Nicolae Titulescu was a visionary. He does not cdrom the family of
great inspired men, but from the limited serieshaf most lucid minds of the last
century.

At first view, it may look almost incredible tham ilate 1937, Nicolae
Titulescu could write:

It would be impossible not to draw from all thedgoing facts what are
my conclusions with regard to the maintenance efphesent peace — that is to
say, not to mention the possibility of a future wewen if only affected Europe,
would necessarily assume a world character, becaafs¢he bonds existing
between our Continent and all the others.

Here we must make a distinction between the mant@nof the present
peace and victory in a future war.

| am certain that victory will be on the side ofaRce, England, the
U.S.S.R. and the United States, even if the laitdy give Europe a moral
support.

| am not sure that, after the policy which has b&#lowed, peace will not
once again be shaken.

What | want is not a second victory, but the maiatee of peace as it
exists today.

A seismograph of high fidelity, Nicolae Titulesacorded with acuity and
concern the mutations on the world political arettee birth of totalitarian
currents and forces, the foreshadowing of new radéa and the maturation of
some policies questioning and asking in a warlikenner the alteration of the
equilibrium configured by the system of treatiemaaded after the First World
War.

Nicolae Titulescu’'s message left to the posteritgnd the pages of his
speeches delivered in the summer before the Sattmidl War — is that, beyond
space and time, humanity is one single body, emoluibliging to a constant and
lucid effort for survival, in which thought and doare called upon, beyond
frontiers, to shake hands in perfect harmony.

Listened to with interest and respect, Nicolae [€gou had, alas,
Cassandra’s fate.

In mid-June 1937, Nicolae Titulescu paid a visiBratislava.

The Komensky University, in token of deep adminatior the personality
of the illustrious Romanian diplomat and highly egpating the great services
made by him to the cause of peace, had decidetatd gim — at the time when




Nicolae Titulescu — An Acute Sense of History 77

Nicolae Titulescu was at the head of diplomatic itleay — the title of
DoctoHonoris Causa.

On June 19, 1937, in a solemn ceremony, the Konyemskiversity
granted the title of DoctoHonoris Causato the Romanian politician and
diplomat.

After being handed over the prestigious title, NaeoTitulescu delivered a
speechOrderly Thinking,a genuine masterpiece in point of substance, tateic
and style, included in the great anthologies ofara

Far from us the intention to place the spe@ctierly Thinkingamong his
other great pleas for peace — be they delivereBerin, London, Cambridge,
Geneva, Rome — and even more difficult would béawve it analyzed in detalil,
the substance of ideas demanding dimensions whe&ldavnot propose to allot
here and are not available.

The political message formulated by Nicolae Titalesver 70 years ago —
at the beginning of the disintegration which ledthe outbreak of the Second
World War- is as topical as ever, being a signahendeadly dangers represented
by the moments of grave turbulence at internatideatl. His plea for a new
international organization, grounded on law and alsprconfirms that he was a
deep thinker and a responsible political man.

We are living troubled times, without precedenhistory — stated Nicolae
Titulescu. People sat that we want to prevent \&ad war is very near to us, but
our eyes refuse to see it. [...] People say that wetwo live under the reign of
international law, but the world assists impassitayts repeated violation and to
the idolization of those who are violating it, lpgpthat the latter agree to accept
a discussion, the already accomplished facts néedng re-discussed. // The
world today needs something that prevails overydtarg: Orderly thinking.// If
this order is not quickly re-established, everytheglse would be useless and the
man would go deep down, even lower than he useeé &t the time of primitive
tribes, for at least, at those times his fate wasscension, while the fate of the
man of tomorrow, is only the pain suffered frontirigl from peaks into an abyss.
/I Let's take action, this is the order of the tswee are living now.

We are reading these lines with the feeling thatare in front of an
analysis done at the beginning of the year 2000x,Nohen more than seven
decades have elapsed from the delivery of thiscépeee realize that in spite of
the huge progress recorded in science and techndlog human kind had not got
the plus of wisdom and humanity it needs to surand progress continuing to be
both the author and victim of major problems antsi@ns that keep it under the
sign of the dangerous unforeseeable.

For me —stated Nicolae Titulescd the situation of public opinions in the
West resembles oddly with a Kodak film already s&gpbut not yet developed.
As for me, | already can see the image. The mameistreet will see it only in the
day the events would allow the development ofitime But then, it will be too
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late; the war will be inevitable and the man in #teeet will be obliged to make it.
// Or, our aim is to maintain peace and not to wifor the second time.

On various meridians, there were written hundrddscatimes, maybe
thousands, of chronologies and exegeses of intenadtrelations after the
Second World War. They make an inventory of theadibly numerous conflicts
and wars in this half of a century, more than intla others taken together. The
Cold War was the longest and most costly war inhiséory of humanity. Only
our generation can evaluafmst factumits profoundly destabilizing effects
demographically, economically and ecologically. @oom people find that they
are not implied in the causes of these decades,vib@ing only innocent victims
of some interests that do not belong to them andeofsions which were made
without consulting them.

This disastrous succession of conflicts, affectgrgater and greater
geographic zones and longer and longer perioddnté &re not representing
though an impalpable reality, a fatality.

Dedicating himself to peace, with all his being,ctae Titulescu
emphasized that indifference to bellicose evoliomas unacceptable, that
neutrality hid irresponsible egotisms and perilsdhép anticipate. At the same
time, Nicolae Titulescu pleaded in the name ofdbmmon man to know, to be
informed, to say his viewpoint, that nobody, eweould have the right to engage
a nation in a war without telling people why, witthat costs, with what results.

If the common man is able to give his life withknbwing for what he is
doing so, we should show him at least the respeds lentitled to, by explaining
him frankly which it is the international duty d¢fet country, and through it, which
Is his own interest. // When he will understand sikence can lead him to death
and that a word spoken in time can save his lieewfill impose to governments
everywhere to speak and utter the necessary wiaswill make swords bend
down and cannons to shut up.

At the end of his discourse, of a man who hapmleanbled the virtues of
the jurist, of the philosopher, of the sociologadtthe diplomat and of the man of
politics, Nicolae Titulescu, considered by somé arsidealist — and what would
be wrong with that and how can idealism exclddeplanothe policy of the real —
the visionary not only saw the war, but also itsl,eprefiguring a prospect in
which the too numerous trials and sufferings shdwdde left a place to finding
and serving of a sole Truth:

Only then when politics will be identical with lawwhen the political
spirit will not oppose the juridical spirit, only lven people will understand that
the true juridical spirit will merge into the shagst political spirit, because it
consists of the harmonization of momentary conttazhs in the service of the
master called law, because it knows that it is wotth any more to be called a
master and must be replaced by a new master, tedap the new exigencies
called equally the law, but a new law, only therewhhe law will shine like a
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sunrise in the soul of all people, like a guidingedtive, like a categorical
imperative asserting itself, like a self-submissdentical with organized liberty,
only then would mankind be saved, because in tleepereated by juridical
order, man would be able to fulfil his destiny, @ciing to the commandment of
the Creative Ideal. // The Creative Ideal wants kiiegdom of Heaven which is in
us to be accomplished around us in the visible avofl matter. // The Creative
Ideal does not content itself to instil into mah&sart the seed of belief in a future
life, where wisdom will hold hands with kindnests;,demands especially the
necessary efforts, however great they might bentiegrate in matter all the
instinctive buoyancies of the human soul towaragsibeand goodness, which are
not sufficient to be foreseen, but which we muetkto create! // The Creative
Ideal makes no difference between spirit and mattérsees in the first the
sculptor’s genius, and in the second the marbleclvlgiccepts to be polished in
order to let beauty appear in full light, hiddenftwe in the deep recesses of the
human soul. // Peace in order, law in perpetualdming in keeping with the
changing course of life, the human soul in a cardgirs effort to accomplish itself
in the palpable forms of a thinking and generosityuninterrupted ascension,
these are the prerequisites demanded by the exit &haos and by the organized
life to which human beings are aspiring. // Only layv as a method, by the
domination of law as an objective, by the functignof law in the service of
improving law, as a rule of conduct, will we beeald accomplish the exigencies
of the Creative Ideal, will we cease being humldeitbwing in front of the
hardships of existence, will we be able to becdmanasters of life, whose slaves
we had thought ourselves due to our ignorance, wallfeel, to put it briefly, that
God is really within us.

The citizens of United Europe — the amplest andtreokd political and
economic construction in history — may find in Na® Titulescu’sOrderly
Thinking a support and a stimulus, the great moral and igaidsalues, called
upon to be at the basis of the consolidation ofrtb&n oeuvre and of its
development at the level of the whole continent.
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DOCUMENTS

« L'INTANGIBILITE DES FRONTIERES
EST LA CONDITION PREMIERE
DE LA CONCORDE INTERNATIONALE » !

Mes chers Présidents,

Mesdames,

Messieurs,

L’honneur qui m’échoit aujourd’hui de présider léj@lner de la Société
Médicale du Littoral Méditerranéen reste pour mue génigme.

J'ai cherché a me I'expliquer a moi-méme de diffiées manieres mais
aucune d’elles ne me donna satisfaction.

Je suis allé jusqu’a supposer que peut-étre leeamepensaient que les
hommes politiques tournaient souvent leur espritdié de la médecine, ce qui
serait certainement un bienfait, car ils appremaraiqu’il y a du moins un
domaine ou leur bon vouloir connaitrait des limitefsanchissables, notamment
celles des lois naturelles que I'on ne sauraiterignpunément ou bien que les
médecins tourneraient leur regard vers la politiqueequi serait un gain encore
plus considérable, car je ne connais pas de cami@s glorieuse pour sa patrie
que celle que fit un certain médecin dans un cegaiys. Nommons-les de suite :
c’est Clemenceau et la France.

Puis, finalement, j'ai trouvé que tout ceci étadpt compliqué et que je
devais I'honneur de me trouver ici a une doublaosité de votre part: d’abord,
celle de savoir si un homme qui a été récemmenadealet qui a été soigné par
des confreres, a été guéri au point ou il fallaitsuite, celle du savoir si la
confrérie que ce malade représente a son tourmmnotat celle des hommes
politiques, a réussi, elle aussi, a guérir le pationt elle ne cesse de s’occuper et
qui s’appelle le Monde.

Eh bien, pour étre franc, je dois vous dire queosie premiere curiosite,
celle de savoir si les médecins réussissent argdés malades, appelle une
réponse pleinement affirmative, on ne peut répomidrenaniere aussi nette et
aussi honorable a votre seconde curiosité.

C'est un axiome que jexprime en disant: les méueciéussissent
beaucoup mieux dans leur combat contre les maugigugs que ne réussissent
les dirigeants des Etats dans leur combat corgrméix politiques.

Je ne veux pas plaider les circonstances attérgjaete attirant votre
attention sur le fait que pour I'homme politique fealade est de dimensions

! Discours prononcé en francais a la Société MéglidalLittoral Méditerranéen, Cap Martin, le 11
Avril 1937.
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beaucoup plus considérables que le patient oréingiril est moins obéissant que
ce dernier, vu que le suffrage universel lui dolendroit de dicter lui-méme ses
propres ordonnances, et enfin, que la maladie d’ookectivité présente,
guoiqgu’on dise, plus de complications qu’une maazhysique.

Il'y a cependant parmi les besoins que ressentcahectivité un, qui
prime tous les autres, et qui, s'’il est satisfait, que les erreurs que I'on pourrait
commettre quand aux autres deviennent facilemewiopaables; c’est le besoin
de maintenir la paix.

Je ne crois pas qu'il y ait eu un moment ou lespj@suaient été plus
avides de paix qu’aujourd’hui et ou leur Gouvernetmeour des différences
d’intérét, ait agi de telle sorte qu'on n’a jamaésissi a enrayer le spectre de a
guerre de nos visions journalieres.

Or, quel travail fructueux peut-on entreprendréasi croit constamment
gue la catastrophe est pour demain?

Il'y a actuellement deux raisons qui rendent lagfes malheureux. C’est
d’abord le manque des moyens de vivre, le tratdésematieres premiéres. C'est
ensuite le désir d’accroitre leur territoire pagoe I'on considére que ceux qui ont
été perdus par les traités de paix leur ont été&siament ravis.

Je fais entre ces deux raisons de mécontentementndgons une
distinction capitale. Si la premiére est juste,lasipremiere doit obliger tout
membre de la communauté internationale a fairesdesfices nécessaires pour
donner aux peuples qui en manquent ce dont ildbestbin, si la premiére peut
donc faire I'objet d’'une entente internationale, Seconde est non seulement
injuste, mais elle est la cause des discordesniienales qui ne peuvent finir
que par guerre.

Il N’y a pas de pays qui soit disposé a céder wrc@ale son territoire
autrement que contraint par la force. Bien plus$,patys ne consentira a faire les
sacrifices nécessaires pour arriver a une entameenationale équitable sur les
échanges et les matieres premiéres que dans laenegul sera s(r que son
territoire ne sera pas touche.

L’intangibilité des frontieres est donc la conditipremiére de la concorde
internationale.

Dailleurs, qu’est-ce une frontiére sinon un empdoknt au passage des
hommes et des marchandises ? Plus on la menace,oplda défendra par
I'aggravation des empéchements déja existants. &usera slr de garder sa
frontiére, plus on sera disposé a faciliter ladation économique.

J'ai toujours soutenu que ce n’'est pas la révisies frontiéres, que ce
n'est pas le déplacement du mal que constituedatigre, mais que c’est la
spiritualisation de la frontiere par la destructd®s entraves qu’elle représente qui
fera le bonheur des nations.

D’ailleurs vous étes-vous jamais demandé combiert seux que les
frontiéres actuelles mécontentent ? Si I'on prendccensidération que I'Empire
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Britannique, qui représente la cinquieme partientbnde, que '’Amérique du

Nord, 'Amérique du Sud, la France, la Belgique,Hallande, I'Espagne, le

Portugal, la Suisse, les Pays Nordiques, la PologseBaltes, les pays de la
Petite Entente, les pays de I'Entente Balkaniqudamandent a qui que ce soit un
centimetre carré de leur territoire, si I'on pread considération que I'Union

Soviétique pratique actuellement une politique de révisionnisme, on arrive a
la conclusion que ceux qui veulent changer lestiigogs sont une infime minorité

par rapport a ceux qui veulent les conserver. Rauit est inconcevable que de
vouloir provoquer un trouble planétaire pour donsatisfaction a quelques-uns
au détriment de tous.

Dailleurs sur quoi se fondent ces prétentionseatitoire des autres ? Sur
le soi-disant droit historique. Une nation a étéease et a vécu pendant des
siecles sous le joug étranger, une autre a étégesrtsans géne au profit des tiers.
Les Traités de paix donnent la liberté a la preepiét assurent la résurrection de
la seconde. Ceux qui se sont vu prives de teritdians ces conditions se
lamentent bruyamment. Je demande: en quoi le fatgeps, dans la mesure ou
il a joué dans le domaine de l'injustice, peutriéer le droit historique et dans la
mesure dans laquelle il a joué dans le domainea §lestice ne peut-il créer aucun
droit d’aucune sorte ?

J'ai relevé ce point, car je veux I'écarter poutpair & mon tour insister
sur I'égalité du droit des nations au travail ek aichesses économiques du
monde, basée sur Batu quoterritorial. Je veux insister sur la nécessiténd’u
entente internationale concernant les échangess ehétieres premiéres. Je veux
insister sur la nécessité de transposer la doctiémeocratique de I'intérieur des
Etats au dela des frontiéres.

Ce n’est que dans la mesure ou un accord de ce geurra étre passé
gue la paix pourra étre assurée.

Pour un tel accord, un instrument internationahésessaire.

En effet, des conventions d’Etat a Etat ne suffisems. Et elles ne
sauraient suffire, car elles seraient faites adaure des besoins locaux et non pas
des besoins internationaux généraux.

Cet instrument existe: il s’appelle la Société ddions. Et quoi qu’on
dise et quoi qu’on fasse, on ne peut en concevoautre a sa place.

Je sais que la Société des Nations traverse use. cfé sais que dans
certains pays elle est considérée avec hostilit¢uen France, qui a pourtant
basé sa politique sur elle, sa cote n’est pas haute

Parce que jai représenté mon pays a la SociétéNd¢isns depuis sa
création, parce que je me suis gardé de I'exagéréme a I'époque de sa gloire,
je crois avoir une certaine autorité de parlerld,ghéme aux yeux des mécréants,
s’il s’en trouve parmi nous.

Le grand défaut de beaucoup de gens qui ont péatiguSociété des
Nations, c’est de I'avoir ou surestimée ou sousvest. Moi, je I'ai toujours prise




NicolaeTitulescu 83

en sérieuse considération, mais sans jamais luadéen ce qu’elle ne pouvait
rendre.

Je vais vous faire une confession : que ne ditasngux médecins, surtout
guand on a été malade ? Et je veux faire cetteessitin, au risque de déplaire a
mes amis, le président Beneés, le président Heteigirésident MacDonaitlet le
ministre Politi§, auteurs et principaux soutiens du Protocole de 1624t moi
qui suis responsable de la non signature de ced@letpar la Roumanie.

Je suis un idéaliste. Mais ce Protocole étaitrrediet fruit de la théorie, il
transférait a tel point le Paradis sur terre que sens des réalités me fit prédire
gue la nation britannigue ne suivrait pas ses mnessce qui se passa d'ailleurs, et
que les formules de justice du Protocole cachden des dangers pour les
intéréts de mon pays. Je parle pour le passéej@age pas l'avenir.

Ne pas avoir signé le Protocole de 1924 et av@iewredant été I'objet d’'un
honneur unique dans les annales de la Société atesnkl mon élection deux fois
de suite a la présidence de I'Assemblée ordinaréadsocieté des Nations, vous
prouvent que, du moins quand il s'agit de la Séctits Nations, je parle avec un
equilibre sar et reconnu.

La Société des Nations ne connut pas seulemenheléae la non
réalisation du Protocole de 1924, mais encore &écte la Conférence du
désarmement et celui de son intervention dansn#litcibalo-éthiopien.

Loin de moi l'idée d’évoquer ici la question desnd#ons. Je me
contenterai de dire gu’elle correspond a une das gbuloureuses de ma vie.
J'aime ['ltalie, je la porte dans mon sang. Maismpays a un intérét capital a ce
gue les principes du Pacte soient respectés. Aagsilis-je que répéter ce que j'ai
dit & Genéve, en Juin 1936: dans cette affairppléique que j'ai suivie comme
Ministre des Affaires Etrangéres est celle dedadidroite, celle de la ligne droite
de la balle qui traverse d’abord le coeur avanteliadre le but.

Malgré tous ces déboires, je crois a la SocietéNdgmns et je prédis la
résurrection prochaine de son autorité moralej guns son renforcement par tous
les moyens appropriés.

Dans ce but toute réforme du Pacte me semble enufié n'est pas le
Pacte, ce sont les hommes qui ont failli. Quelquempléments, quelques
précisions apportées a notre Charte fondamenttlses.

L’expérience nous a prouvé que les sanctions écmpu@® non
accompagnées de sanctions militaires sont inefficac

D’autre part, la conception wilsonienne de I'entegeguerre de la planéte
toute entiere pour parer a une agression, n'impmitelle se produise, crée une
obligation impossible, donc inexécutable.

Personne ne se battra que la ou ses intérétsrsgau.e

Si donc I'on partagerait 'Europe en zones géogEs au point de vue
de la sécurité, si donc pour chaque agressionpuéssances intéressées de la
région prenaient I'obligation de préter assistaada victime, on aura substitué a
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la conception grandiose du Pacte actuel, une ctinogplus modeste, mais on se
trouvera sur un terrain solide.

Sanctions économiques universelles, sanctions aind regionales, et
concomitance des deux genres de sanctions, vailirdes commandements qui
transformeront sous peu Geneve en réalité politfiestive.

C’est a cette Société des Nations ainsi corrigéeapmbe la mission de
réaliser I'entente économique internationale, basigue etsine qua nondu
maintien de la paix.

C’est a cette ceuvre que les nations devront s’atanplus tot.

A leur téte, je veux voir, comme toujours, la F@nmais une France
agissante, une France que I'on suit, une Franceaqumande.

Pour ceci, une seule condition est nécessaire: lgquerance réalise
'immense chose qu’elle représente aux yeux du mongu’elle prenne
conscience de sa force, gqu'elle fasse, par un gaste cesser la politique
internationale qui consiste a avoir des prétent@ngapport inverse des moyens.

Mais, quoi gu’elle fasse, la Roumanie n’abandonfesraais la France, car
cela signifierait qu’elle s’abandonne elle-méme.

Quant a moi, ma foi dans les destinées de la Frasiciellement grande,
que je ressens un sentiment de profonde reconnaessal’égard de ceux qui
m’ont donné l'occasion de la proclamer une foigplles, et de dire publiguement
que je la propagerai a tous ceux qui doutent d&rénce, par faiblesse de
caractére, ou a ceux qui n'ont pas encore la fosda France, par ignorance de
I'Histoire.

Je léeve mon verre a la santé du président de lalii§gpe Francaise, des
présidents de la Société Médicale et de ses memarés prospérité et a la
grandeur de la France.

Vive la France!
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“WHAT WE WANT IS TO AVOID WAR,
NOT TO WIN IT A SECOND TIME” !

Mr. Chairman,

Gentlemen,

| perform today one of the greatest acts of cournagmy life: | speak
English to members of the House of Commons withkoabwing English.
Therefore my first words will be to ask for yourdirdgence. But as | know the
British people pretty well, | shall not ask for iddence based on the Christian
spirit of Charity, but on the character of the Bhtpeople which | myself have
experienced. One day someone asked me — “Whateiglifference between a
Frenchman and an Englishman?” | said that is vasy ¢o answer. If you make
the slightest fault in French, the Frenchman val o you, with severity, “How
is it possible that you don’t know that!” When dmetother hand, you stammer
some words in English, an Englishman says, “Hove!niou know that.” But if
my first words are to ask for indulgence, | hopattvhen | finish my lecture |
shall not be compelled to ask for it again.

If one wished to embody in a formula all those lin&tional happenings
which have occurred, from 1918 till the present,dahink that what would best
correspond to the realities we have lived throwgbuld be to say: We won the
War, but we lost the Peace.

We won the War, because the feeling of defeat hadcome the enemy
armies, and so the legal representatives of tlmintties were obliged to accept
the terms of Peace that we put forward. But, amglatfact, very important to note
for the whole psychology of international life, whiwas to follow immediately
the signature of the Peace Treaties, we won the Wtdrout our principal
adversaries having had the feeling that they hatl ito The majority of the
countries who won the War suffered enemy occupadiod the destruction of
riches which that implied, not to speak of theestat mind engendered by the
forcible imposition of a foreign yoke. Our princlpadversaries never knew that
aspect of the horrors of War. And yet we lost tkade for two reasons:

The first was because the Treaties of Peace gifgdyiag the principle of
nationality and so dividing up the large politiealits into smaller pieces — more
homogeneous evidently from the nationality pointvidw — omitted to bind
together the new political entities in a commonrexoic system. Had they done
this, they would have created large economic urated on the association of the
States which had been either newly created orlgrealarged by the treaties. The
Peace Treaties by dealing exclusively with thetpali aspects, caused a break up
of economic units, permitted the development withlmit of the system of

!Speech made in English at the House of Commongjdranune 3, 1937.
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closed markets, of economic autarchy, which is gneatest enemy of true
international life.

The second reason for which we lost the Peace asfdbt that the
solidarity, which bound together a large group tates, ceased abruptly with the
last cannon shot.

| shall quote examples to express in a concreteth@ywo abstract ideas
which | have just put forward, and which are at thasis of the present
international situation, which causes us so mucteynfrom the point of view of
the maintenance of Peace.

Let us take the case of Central Europe. Austriagdm was divided up,
either to give rebirth to States like Poland anded@oslovakia that had
disappeared, or to give to existing States, likemRwmia and Yugoslavia, the
frontiers demanded by the principle of nationaditie

How many criticisms have been levied at the metbbdlividing up
Austria-Hungary? Those which have had the widgsnaission are those which
concern the frontiers established. | have not tiention to raise this question
here. The reproach | have to make, against theeP&ezaties which created
Central Europe, is much more serious, but it isuftately a thing which can be
remedied; it is, that having traced the frontiefsh® five Danubian countries,
these treaties did not incorporate them in onelsiagonomic system. Had this
been done, political frictions would have been dessl, and the suffering
occasioned by the new regime would have been tea gxtent avoided.

It is true that the production of the five Danubianuntries is not
complementary, that these States need differenketsmaibeyond their frontiers.
But they would have been much better able, had bsesn bound together by a
common economic system, to find outlets, than wiietded both by political
controversies and by the conflict of their economterests.

The question of frontiers would have been of mueds limportance, had
these five Danubian States been living in closaeroc collaboration. What is a
frontier if not an obstacle to the passage of gamut$ people? If such obstacles
had been removed at the very beginning by the P&szaties themselves, life
would have been far less bitter than it has beahdse of us who have lived in
Central Europe. That is why | have always beerhefdpinion that it is not the
revision of the frontier, that is to say the tramsdf the evil, that it represents,
from one spot to another, but it is the destructbrthe frontier by the constant
and progressive spiritualisation of what it reprgse which will bring to the
nations the happiness to which they are entitled.

The community of economic interests is so great tha union of the
countries of Central Europe would have come to p@sg since, in spite of the
errors of the Peace Treaties, had not two greaePoWsermany and Italy, seen in
that union a challenge to their own interests.tRat reason, the problem has been
complicated each time that an attempt has been toasi@ve it. The plan drawn
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by President Tardiéuvas the most serious attefht this direction. | know both
the breadth of the ideas which President Tardieshed to put into practice, and
the tremendous efforts he made to get his planpéedeThe new Little Entente
created in 1933 by my friends Dr. E. Behd&esident of the Republic of
Czechoslovakia, President Jeé{tiformer Prime Minister of Yugoslavia, and
myself, has transformed the old military alliahcé 1921 into a superior
international unit, leaving the door open to therghbours, Austria and Hungary,
and setting up a common foreign and economic pohsither the plan of Mr.
Tardieu, nor the new Little Entente succeeded tairahg their real aims of
economic union. On the contrary, our efforts hadimmediate reply. Italy
hastened to make the economic triangle Rome-Vi&utdapest, and Germany
concluded an agreement with Austria which paralyaestria’s movements.

What do we see today in Central Europe? A regiorresitwo great
autarchic Powers are engaged in a struggle fouenfte to such a degree that
certain of the Danubian countries are not only eeed incapable of creating
economic unity in Central Europe, on account of émgagements which bind
them, but they have reached the stage where thay tfet their political
independence is in danger.

The example of Central Europe, which | have takeasto express in a
concrete form the first idea which | put forwargsnot unique and should in no
way affect the efforts to achieve the economicyaitthe Danubian Basin.

If one turns from Central Europe to Germany, frorari@any to Italy,
from Italy to Soviet Russia and Japan, the conctusgs forced upon one that what
characterises the present situation, and what mestaces Peace, are the high
economic barriers which so many States have eréctedler to live in a state of
complete isolation from their neighbours.

| shall now pass on to concrete examples to iktistthe second idea |
submitted to you — the breaking up of the soligabrought forth by the War, and
this just when Peace was signed.

Please do not misunderstand me. When | speak ifasity, | make no
distinction between victors and vanquished. Peigrahate this distinction, all
the more so, as in modern warfare all nations eetefgom the vanquished, so
strong are the links which bind them in time of ¢gdinks which one cannot
break with impunity. But it is a fact that durinbet last War, there were two
groups of hostile States. What existed at the bafstbese two groups if not a
solidarity of every kind of interests? What brougiio the same camp Belgium,
France, Great Britain, Russia, the United StatesAaferica, Yugoslavia,
Romania, and so many other States, if not a contmuwiiinterests and ideals?
For my part, | maintain that if this community oterests was so strong, that each
nation shed its blood in defence of it, it is inasible that, when these common
interests triumphed, no struggle was made by maoieans, once the War was
over, to defend these same interests. We foughtdtring, if the spiritual fruits
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of the War are left to the mercy of the winds bg trery peoples who created
them by their sacrifice. And this is what happerfeat. be it from me to establish
who was responsible. A statement of the facts,awitlasking me who is guilty, is
sufficient.

The breakdown of solidarity was first visible iretfinancial field. The
currencies of the different countries, once the mmm support was removed,
showed the most varied fluctuations. It was nestble in the settlement of the
accounts of the same group — the War Debts. I\eelieat often the creditor for
war debts showed himself more exacting than théitorefor reparations.

And speaking of reparations — what is this chapfeour international
history but one of public discord between the farralies as regards Germany,
finishing by a practical cancellation without compation.

When we pass from the monetary and the financddito the political,
the breakdown of solidarity is still more striking.

Great Britain took an active interest in the Eumpeone which specially
concerns her: the Rhine. Thanks to British inw@tand effort, thanks also to the
understanding of France, the Treaty of Locarno wsamed. This Treaty
represented a system of perfect solidarity commgisiot only the four former
allies — Belgium, France, Great Britain and Italyout also a former enemy:
Germany. Two special protocols were drawn up tanoatise the Franco-Polish
and Franco-Czechoslovak alliances with the Trefitooarnd.

When, however, the question arose of Peace in fBakigope, the only
reply was that one could refer to the terms oflLibague Covenant.

The division of Europe into two zones from the pahview of security:
the West, where war is virtually checked, and tlastEwhere war is considered
by the prism “Wait and See”, is one of the thindgsclk strikes me most from the
point of view of international justice. It is trakat at that time, one was dealing
with the Germany of Stresemann, who had been abimpose his authority on
all, by his moderation and his judgement, and B@tiet Russia was living in
isolation as regards Western Europe and only bamaaltivate friendly relations
with the Reich after the Treaty of RapafloBut we, the States of Central
Europe, and Poland, which has a special geogrdpsiiceation, seemed not to
interest the great makers of the Locarno Pact.nigppart, more than once | had
good cause to ponder the bitterness of the Romgingsale minimis non curat
praetor’.

It must be recognised that France took a much @rdaaterest in our
affairs and that we, States of Central Europeovedld France always on the
international scene. Some one asked me once “Winyhar States of the Little
Entente so disposed on every occasion to suppenichrpolicy?” | replied “First
of all, France speaks always the same languagecatowand then we have no
choice. No one else offers herself to us to defamdnterests as France has done.
| do not say that if we had the option, we wouldessarily orient our policy in
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another direction. But at least our attitude waduddre the value of being the fruit
of deliberate choice — a thing which we cannottsay.”

However, | shall not exaggerate the policy of FeaimcCentral Europe. If
France is, in the veritable sense of the word, dig of the two countries
neighbour¥ of Germany — Czechoslovakia and Poland — she hissined
with Romania®> and Yugoslavia treaties of friendship and consioitat The
structure of these treaties might provoke a smile.

Article 1. Romania will not attack France.

Article 2. France will not attack Romania.

Article 3. If one of the High Contracting Partiesattacked by a third Power, the
two High Contracting Parties will consult together.

Article 4. None of the above provisions will viatathe rights and duties deriving
from the Covenant of the League of Nations (in otherds, from
the liberty of evasion which the Covenant grargsnembers).

To be just, | must add that in practice, the texthe treaties was greatly
exceeded. In fact, France, Romania and Yugoslaaie ralways considered
themselves and have always acted as allies.

Seeing the recent evolution of international lifes entry of Soviet Russia
into the League of Nations, the Assistance Paetdet France and the Soviéts

| said to myself that the letter of the treaty whiainds us to France should be
adapted to the spirit of it and its practice. Theme so many treaties which are not
applied that, when a treaty is applied, withoutngein existence, one should at
least draw it up formally and sign it, so as toegio practice the value of an
international instrument, with obligatory jurididalrce. | worked in that direction.

Authorised in due form, | offered France in Jun8d@ single pact with
the Little Entente against any aggressor. | waskingrfor this Pact still in August
1936. In November 1936, France declared herselfyrafithe three States of the
Little Entente bound themselves by a Pact of muasdistance against any
aggressor, to give them her help and assistaneeeiry case where they would be
victims of an aggression. That is not an offer mlagl&rance which certain States
of the Little Entente refused. It is a possibilitg, which the States of the Little
Entente may have recourse, should they desire it.

If from France we pass to Italy, the situation aes completely, and is
absolutely reversed. If for Great Britain, the datity which bound together the
allies during the War, was reduced after the Peaseregards surface, but
strengthened as to substance, where Great Briemed it useful to affirm it
again, if for France, the solidarity of the War gawfter having suffered an
eclipse, tends to be strengthened once again Ba#tgards surface and substance,
for Italy, once the War ended, the old solidaritypke and it has not been
resurrected. Worse still, it has been replaced hyew solidarity, that which
results from the rapprochement between Italy amddimer enemies.
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No one has better realised the advantages thatl dmuldrawn from the
lack of solidarity between those who had signedRbace Treaties® as victors,
than those who signed them as vanquished. Tharetige actions of the latter,
such continuity, such clearness of vision as todibiectives to be reached, such
tenacity in effort, such promptitude in the necegsggesture to extract profit from
the slightest error, such courage in speculatingherfailure to react in presence
of certain gesture, so strong a propaganda abtbatl] confess | examine this
action, so destructive of our own interests andPefce, with all the gravity
commanded by such a situation, without, howeveingable to refrain from a
certain sentiment of admiration.

Let us recall, in this connection, the latest in&ional events. The failure
of the League in Asia in the Sino-Japari&seonflict was the beginning of an era
where the open violation of the law and the deiftwa of force became the
watchword of the States who seek the happinesiseaf peoples in the downfall
of the state of things created by the Peace Teeatie

So long as the League could grant continual commes$o Germany, the
latter remained a member of it. When Germany sawhsttd reached the limits of
international kindness, she withdrew from Geneva.March 1935, Germany
repudiated unilaterally, the military clauses of theace Treaties in exchange for a
big Zero sanctions. In the autumn of 1935, ltalgderestimating the Geneva
institution, opened hostilities in Ethiopla without passing by the pacific
procedure required by the Pact. She found hergeldgainst such a wave of
resistance from the almost unanimous League memAeisle 16 was applied
for the first time to one of the most sympathetiembers of the League. If Italy
was able to get out of the affair, it was due te tardy establishment of real
Anglo-French solidarity. The impunity shown to thelation of the Covenant
could not but have consequences: On teviarch 1936, Germany repudiated
unilaterally® the clauses of the Locarno Treaty.

The immediate reaction was not great. But this sg@cGerman gesture
brought precise declarations on Anglo-French retetiand on the Anglo-French-
Belgian relations. Unfortunately, as this reactisrmore profound than visible,
the international situation becomes worse.

Now, what we want is to avoid War, not to win isecond time. This
being the case, what, in the light of the examplemted, is the present
international situation, and what are the practmahns to prevent War breaking
out?

| have purposely employed the method of showingdycrete cases the
origin of the evil which ravages Europe, for it amly in this way that the
solutions, which | venture to propose, will be jfist.

At the present time, Europe appears to be a camiprified citadels,
standing up one against the other. High customgiebsr separate them
completely. Inside each citadel, people are armengrywhere under cover of the
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interests of national defence, although one caarlgi@istinguish between those
who are arming because they are threatened, asd Wiwo are not threatened, but
who are arming all the same, with some objectiveiéw assuredly, for, when it
Is a question of Peace, if only in words, they grato certain nations named, and
keep a disquieting silence for those which do mmutré on the list.

Outside these citadels there is active propagamddtain the domination
of the countries which have lived until now in fdeen. But here one must make a
distinction: outside their frontiers, certain ofefie European citadels make no
propaganda at all, contenting themselves by pregemhodest replies to the
gigantic blows struck by the propaganda of the rstio@ national opinion. Certain
citadels make such intensive propaganda, that omgdwsay their principal
mission is to conquer by words and by writing tlourdries they propose to
subjugate by arms.

The danger, the great danger is that this propagandceeds. Those who
dare to oppose it risk their lives or their posigo That does not prevent them
from fulfilling their duty at the risk of dying fotheir country. But they die in
isolation, for no one from outside, who sharesrtligws, comes to their aid. The
diplomatic mission changes face and significatioooading as it deals with one
group or the other. If, for certain States, it domés to be what it has always been
— intelligence and courtesy put at the service @bdgunderstanding between
nations — for other States the diplomatic miss®mranfounded with espionage,
with the most direct interference in internal affaiwith the seizure of posts of
command, to such an extent, that the public funstiovhich determine the
movements of a State on the international scereehald only by men in the
confidence of the chiefs of this dynamic diplomadhis one is set aside; this
other one put to work; that is the main objectivesped by such diplomacy.

If any person dared to assert that in such a sfathings War will not
shortly break out, one would be right in callingnhiblind, unintelligent, or of bad
faith.

What must be done, so that in spite of all thesstamtes, War may be
avoided?

According to me, three things:

a) Direct and immediate negotiations in both thétipal and economic
fields with those who tomorrow may be our enem{€¥. course not excluding
from these negotiations all the interested States.)

b) The international institutions destined to sateg Peace must be
strengthened.

c) A system must be immediately set up, that wifbrm an aggressor,
beforehand, and in time, of the consequences ikatiblations of international
law will not fail to produce.
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There is only aggression when there is a certaihtgnpunity. To remove
this certainty as quickly as possible means maiirtgiPeace the longest possible
time.

Let me develop these three ideas:

First let us look at Germany. Far be it from meatwibute any bellicose
intentions to Germany, but it would be impossildeskclude from a study of the
possibilities of a future war, an examination of ghossibility that Germany might
make war on her neighbours in order to obtain &eeess to Soviet Russia. That
this hostility is provoked by the difference in adegy between the two countries
is of small importance. Should Germany emerge vi@ts from such a war, it is
none the less true that she would have annexed @eservoir of raw materials,
which she lacks, and that she would have assureglhéhe markets which she
needs to place her own products.

But a victory of Germany in the East would change balance of power
in the West. And so there is no State in Easterwestern Europe which would
not, in its own interest, try to avoid a war betwé&germany and Soviet Russia.
This being so, it is normal that Germany shouldasked as soon as possible:
What do you want, both from the political and eaoimo standpoints? What are
the guarantees you are ready to give should yaairobthat you want?

It is of no consequence to consider the form incliguch talks might take
place. What are important are the conditions toctvhtihese talks should be
subordinated. Otherwise, there is the risk of fi@msing the peaceful method of
negotiations into an increase of prestige for thentual aggressor. There is the
risk of transforming the method to gain Peace atmoral weapon for the State
seeking to start a war.

To my way of thinking, this excludes from the stdhat only one State
should enter into conversations with Germany. WaeTly one State to do so, it
would appear to the rest of the world to be thatSkate in question was seeking a
rapprochement with Germany, to the detriment oftlaél other countries not
included in the talks.

No! The talks from the beginning must be amonglsdl states concerned
with the preservation of Peace and security of Wasind of Eastern Europe.

| know that to this the reply may be made:

Germany will never agree to talks dealing with seeurity of her western
frontiers at the same time as with the securityafeastern frontiers.

My reply is that it would be better to have no sk all, than to repeat the
mistake of 1925, giving the impression that theeagrent has been reached on the
western frontiers and that Germany has a free matite East.

I am well aware that no government of the WestemateS would think
that. But we are dealing here not only with thessaibtial fact, but also with the
impression given. But, on the other hand, let metkat if by false manoeuvres
the impression is created that Eastern Europe éas left to its fate, | prophesy
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not only the Germanisation of the whole of CenEatope, but also a Germano-
Russian agreement.

Should the Soviets once get the conviction thathieir resistance to
Germany they had been deserted by the great Wdatevars, they would be very
poor politicians indeed not to try to come to adirunderstanding with Germany.

Great Britain must realise that her fate is to evatplay either in two acts
or in one. In the first case, the play will be agedy. The first act will be War in
the East and Peace in the West. In the second>aeat Britain and many other
Powers will know defeat by a Germany whose powes imareased by all the
territorial possessions which she has annexedyallbthe economic resources
she will get.

In the second case, Great Britain will write a plapne act, which is not a
tragedy: she will enter the team of Powers intexkst the maintenance of Peace
in the East, and the peculiarity of this second ga that once written, it will be
never played. Germany will be the first to recogrisat against such a group of
States, she would lose a war. In 1914, Germanydeasived by Great Britain,
when she saw Great Britain renounce her neutrdfitye right gesture makes a
new deception impossible, Peace can be preserveddag time.

I know Soviet diplomacy. It has shown itself tofae too clever for me to
imagine for a single instant that the reply it wbgive to desertion by the States
of Western Europe would not be an agreement wittirBe

There is, moreover, an essential difference betweevate life and
political life: In private life the disappearanckafriendship calls only for grief;
in political life, the loss of a friendship demanti®e substitution of a new
friendship to replace the old.

There are too, in spite of the difference of idgglavhich Chancellor
Hitler'® continually emphasises, many points of contact betwthe Russians
and the Germans. The mutual sympathy of the mylitdmiefs of both countries
and the long tradition of friendship between Gersnand Russians are sufficient
to prove this. Let us not forget the fact that Bessians only threw in their lot
with the French in an accidental way.

Before the Great War, Germany made the mistakeobfrenewing the
treaty of reassurance as Bismafciad conceived and practiced it. This mistake
led to the Franco-Russian alliance. After the Wanvas only the attitude of
Chancellor Hitler towards the Russians which leghihto sign the Pact of Mutual
Assistance with France in 1935.

In speaking of the necessity of having Soviet Russi our side, | do so
purely and simply from the international standpoifts regards their doctrine,
communisml am the first to declare openly that | am its ngiess enemy. And as
certain parties have either, voluntarily or notnftsed foreign policy with
internal policy, | consider that we should all hadrselves at an equal distance
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from the extreme left as from the extreme right. $¥@uld practice a healthy
democracy, which will conciliate the needs of llyerith the needs of authority.

This being so, | see, as a first means of presgrhia present Peace, the
necessity for very frank talks between Germany ahthe other States, in which
she would be told something like this:

“You consider that Communism is a danger for Genynafour remedy
against Communism is force. Our remedy consis&sconomic measures which
would lead to the prosperity and security of ouspdes.

We are ready to help you restore your economic éfther by granting
you loans, or access to raw materials, on the $aatig as our own nationals.

In return, we ask you to give us serious guarantéd3eace both in the
West and in the East.”

Great Britain, on her side, might add all that dtes done for the
cancellation of reparations and all the financidvances granted by her to
Germany to put her house in order, and which Geymamployed for other
purposes.

The most important thing is to establish beforeh#mel machinery of
guarantees, should Germany violate the promiseangiwe would indeed be the
laughingstock of the world, if we were to financer@an revenge on the pretext
of pacifying Europe.

Should Germany accept, Peace is assured. Shoutdfsise, the system of
guarantees | propose would put a powerful brak&'&o.

The second method of preserving Peace is to strenghe institutions
destined to safeguard Peace. | mean by that tkagttrening of the League of
Nations. The League has been so much criticisedntlyasense of justice makes
me sayNo. It is not the Covenant that has failed. It is thennwvho have failed.

In what way? England, France and other Statesraeeffom all reproach
when they act alone. And when they act togethedeurhe covering of the
League, is it the League alone which is at fault®duld be impossible to accept
such an argument.

By strengthening the League of Nations, we havesthad of preserving
peace, which, in contradiction to the two otherhods | propose, requires time
for it to come into application. For this reasordd not intend to deal with this
method here, but reserve the development of mygsador another occasion.

| shall only state here the conclusions | havehedc

1) It is not a question of reforming the Covenaittiex entirely or in part.
We would find ourselves confronted with such diffices that such task would be
hopeless.

2) We must renounce the Wilsonian idea, which detedrthat the whole
world should go to war if an aggression were cortediin any part of it. This
plan must be replaced by a scheme of military regiagreements, supported by
universal economic sanctions. For if one omits @iméversal character of the
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economic sanctions, all the links which bind togetthe members of the League
will be broken.

The League is not a moral academy. It is a polititgtitution. Intended to
prevent war, and in certain cases to repress ieré/twvould we be, were Article
16 of the Covenant to lose its universal charadienirtue of that Article, we are
not obliged automatically to go to war, but we atgomatically obliged to take
economic sanctions against the aggressor.

The application of Article 16 failed in the Ethiapi conflict, because it
was not completed by regional military sanctioms] Aecause it was applied in a
manner which can be greatly criticised.

Let us take Europe and divide it up in zones, fibm point of view of
security and military assistance.

For example, we have first of all the zone whicteliests Great Britain,
the Rhine. There, military agreements are poss&ibtereen Great Britain, France
and, if she wishes, Germany.

Next we have Eastern Europe, where the action ofieBoRussia,
Czechoslovakia, Poland, Romania, Germany (if stshed it) and France, who is
engaged by her treaty with Czechoslovakia, hetytr@gh Poland, and her treaty
with Soviet Russia, would appear as reasonabletiactive.

In this second method of safeguarding Peace, | dvanscribe the
abolition of the directions given by the Assemllyl921. These directions would
have value if the amendments to the Covenant vot&f821 had been accepted.

For my part | consider that the failure of the Lieagn the Italo-Ethiopian
conflict is due to the fact that we took advantafi¢hese directions to apply the
sanctions by stages, whilst the Pact requires therbe comprehensive and
automatic. Therefore, | consider that so long asdhdirections are not abolished,
the right of evading the obligations of the Covenexists for each member and
therefore the present Peace becomes very fragile.

| now arrive at the third method of safeguarding fresent Peace. |
confess that it is the most delicate part of myuex

It was currently said during the Great War andraffeGreat Britain had
spoken one week sooner, the war might have beedeoThose who said so
were right. The better proof of this is that whba Right Honourable Secretary of
State for Foreign Affairs, Mr. Edéh stated clearly the cases in which Great
Britain would take up arms, apart from those in eckhhshe would act under the
Covenant, and said notably that an attack on Frameéd be equal to an attack
on Great Britain, the effect was immediate. Germanytiplied more and more
her assurances of Peace to France and Belgiumkepata disquieting silence
regarding Central Europe and Eastern Europe.

Foreigners do not realise the importance of thdutiom which has taken
place in Great Britain, and of the political cowraevealed by Mr. Eden’s
statement.
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But take not: where Mr. Eden’s words do not apfite, spectre of war has
not disappeared. It exists and terrifies in Cerdral Eastern Europe. A few words
from England would make it disappear.

I know you too well. | shall not ask you for thepossible.

I know that for you to declare at present that Bndlwould go to war for
Central or Eastern Europe is an impossibility. Toed you have already gone is
very far.

A preventive engagement to intervene in the affair€entral and Eastern
Europe is an impossibility. But the absolute sieraf Great Britain on this
subject is also an impossibility. To preserve paadéentral Europe, France must
be asked to interpret her engagements with Czembadsh in a wide sense, to
consider the Anschlu& manu militar?® an attack on Czechoslovakia; and
Great Britain must be asked to speak.

It is for you to find the formula, which, withouhgaging you beforehand
in a war in these regions, will affirm your preseric such conflicts.

An England absent from Central and Eastern Europ@nsicertain war in
these regions.

In reality what do | ask you for?

Words!For us? No, gentlemen, for you, yourselves.

We have known so much suffering, that a little mare little less will in
no way change the course of our life. Mich&iehas admirably resumed the
history of my country thus: “Oh Romania, thou whash known suffering,
without having known glory!”

I have still in my memory the picture of the cagea in which my great-
grandparents used to go to take refuge in the momtvhen they heard that the
old Turks had crossed the Danube. | have still y ears the voices of my
grandmothers, when they described to me the teitbrwhich they got into these
carriages as children, without ever knowing whethemuld be they or the Turks
who would arrive first in the Carpathians. Manytioé members of my family for
this reason were born in the mountains.

| never knew the old Turk invasions, but becaua®ulld not agree to the
separate Peace with Germany in 1918, | knew theuroof exile with my chief
Take lonesctr.

No, it is not of us | am thinking, but of you.

I have never known a more beautiful picture of pethan that represented
by the English people at holidays times, lying ba grass, in gay clothes which
make them resemble flowers.

It is impossible, should war break out in CentralEastern Europe, that
Great Britain would not be by an entanglement draMmit.

And, therefore, it is for you English to convinceuyselves. Silence may
mean death for all those beings born for happin&ssord said beforehand may
ward off the danger which lurks in wait for them.
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What more eloquent proof of the greatness of yountry, of the prestige
of Great Britain, than to come to the conclusioat hword emanating from it can
change the face of the world!

And it is impossible for me not to connect the erfdny talks with the
biblical words: “In the beginning was the Word ahé Word was with God, and
the Word was God?®.

“‘MILLIONS OF MEN DIED IN THE GREAT WAR
SO THAT A NEW INTERNATIONAL LIFE MIGHT BE BORN” *

| think I can find no better way to thank you fayuy kindly welcome than
by giving you a résumé of life since the War, thgdrawing up a balance sheet
of the good and of the evil that has happened.

The first fact to be noted is that the peace tesatvere defective. They
have been criticised from the point of view of thentiers they fixed. | shall not
deal with this question here. | want to keep onténein of the large international
interests, and not to enter into local problems.

The Treaties dealt almost exclusively with the tdi aspect. They
divided up, in the name of the principle of natilitiyathe large political units of
before the War, but they did not join together lo& ¢conomic terrain the new and
much more homogenous political entities they hast preated, to form large
economic units based on the association interests.

The second fact to be noted is the breaking umtefmational solidarity
with the last cannon shot.

Certain States adopted an autarchic policy, ergttigh customs barriers,
which allowed them to live in complete isolatioorr the rest of the world. Under
the pretext of national defence, all economic nem@ssubordinated by certain
States to their armament programme, and these antamre so excessive that
their offensive aims are only too clear.

If we turn to the political field, three bad fast®nd out: the lack of a long
view policy with regard to Germany; the abandonaigaith for a time in the
League of Nations because of the League’s suceetslures; the intervention of
Germany and Italy in Central Europe and the Balkan®rder to transform the
territory of the peoples living there into politiGamd economic Hinterland.

In regard to Germany, only two policies could bagpiced: first, that of
force — a policy which would show Germany thathéslid certain things in order
to achieve her particular aims, she would at omue fierself confronted with so
great a force that she would be immobilised.

As England and France could never reach an agréé¢menactice such a
policy, the only alternative was to adopt a polaly conciliation — agreement

Y ecture given in English at Oxford University (“Thew College”), June 4, 1937.
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reached in time, when the servitudes of the treatiere still trumps in the hands
of so-called victors — to adopt the policy of thengrous creditor, who, by a
gesture creates the feeling of gratitude in thetheahe debtor. Briand wished to
practice such a policy at Cannes. He was prevdmbed doing so. People said it
was too soon! Experience has shown that everytwimglid afterwards was too
late. We were dealing, it is true, with the Germanhytresemann. | consider it a
privilege that Stresemann granted me his friendshp had long political talks
together. He invited me to Berlin to give a lectinefore the whole assembled
Reichstag — a great honour for a foreigner andxaenemy. | have known well
the international political figures of the last 2@ars. Stresemann had an
absolutely first class brain. He was in no way lesgperialistic than his
successors, only, he had the method. He knewhbeat tire matters of which one
always thinks, but of which one must never speakak one day, when | drew up
for him the list of the things of which he thoudhit never spoke, that he gave me
the title of Teufel — Devil — which ever after hegt for me in the most
affectionate way. That was why Stresemann was nmafe dangerous than his
successors — he made less noise, and did not teussar that noise creates.

When one thinks of the way in which the questiohsnditary control,
reparations, and the Saar disappeared without ary & compensation, it is
edifying to note the absence of any concerted paticegard to Germany. Briand
saw clearly in 1922. Those who did not build umagl view policy in regard to
Germany will be responsible for the next war.

| know the whole history of reparations from begmnto end. | want to
recall two incidents, when looking back on the @uefices at Spa and at
Lausann&. From Spa | have a two-fold memory. The first ist tlghough | was
Minister for Finance and representative of my coyntwas not admitted to the
Conference because my country was not a Great P@mer day, wanting at any
price to enter the room where the debates werendalplace, | asked
Venizelod® to come with me. The building where the Conferewes held was
in the middle of a big park. At the gates were Beigsoldiers, gun on shoulder.
“The Romanian Minister for Finance,” | said to tbeldier. He shook his head.
“The Prime Minister of Greece,” | said with authgripushing Venizelos forward.
The soldier deigned to speak to us. “Have you jalists’ cards?” he asked. The
League of Nations had not yet launched on the wtrtddwave of democracy.
After Spa we were admitted everywhere, and we wwere happier, for we were
forced to make a choice at times when we did neags want to do so.

My second memory of Spa deals with the ridiculoeicentage offered to
my country, the famous one per cent. one per centafl the devastations
Romania had suffered, while Portugal got 0.75 pet.c

At Lausanne the British Delegation wanted with osashe complete
cancellation of reparations against a politicatérdior ten years and concessions
from Germany at the Disarmament Conference whick &lso in sitting then. |
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was charged to speak in this sense to my friendi&@dioHerriol®. He would not
hear of it. He declared that public opinion in Frarwould not hear of such an
arrangement. A few days later, Herriot told mehdve won a great victory. |
have obtained three milliard marks for France.” tiYwill never see them,” |
answered rather angrily. “That is possible,” saktrbt, “but we can talk about
them, — that counts in politics!” Today no one stese three milliard marks and
no one speaks of them. In exchange we have nettigical truce nor military
agreement. More than two years ago, Germany tookeliethe rights she
demanded and which might have been granted to rndineo basis of a contract.
And so international life entered a chaos of winolone can see the end.

Our last card was the Ruhr, which until the Plebesavas still valued by
Germany. No one would agree to discuss the quesfidine Ruhr and when the
time came for the Plebiscite, France took creditdcself for not interfering and
Germany took the glory of having conquered a né&tance.

Once when | had the honour of having a talk witha@ellor
Brining® at the German Embassy in Geneva, because he tolccogd speak
to him with the same frankness as | had done tes&tnann, | could not help
saying to him: “What would be thgift we could make to Germany? Everything
we give her, she takes as her right. Don’'t you khéncountry is in a very
uncomfortable situation when no one can offer mgtlang as a gift, because she
claims it all as already belonging to her?” The @twlor contented himself by
replying with a benevolent smile. He could haved sssmething. But it would
have in no way affected the legitimacy of my qumsti

The second political fact that we are sadly obligeedote is the League’s
loss of prestige. | cannot conceive political Methout the League and | have
worked for the League since its foundation. In 8iao-Japanese conflict, the
League lost prestige because it failed to acthi Italo-Ethiopian conflict, the
League lost prestige because its action was ineféed do not intend to deal here
and now with the causes of the League’s failured &ith the remedies to be
taken.

| consider personally that the reform of the Covenaould be a serious
mistake. The Covenant should be completed by mylitegional assistance pacts,
which would be superimposed to the Covenant.

In the conflict of ideologies, of which Europe gettheatre today, internal
politics are not the only ones concerned. Theretrbasno interference in the
internal politics of other countries, but the supers of the League of Nations
must defend it against its enemies. Hitlerism aadcksm are fighting against
Communism and vice versa — the believers in deraganaed not interfere in the
dispute. But, when the League is attacked, everydrebelieved in it must rally
to its defence.

Millions of men did not die in the Great War merdly a piece of
territory. They died so that a new internationé Inight be born. They died so
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that the countries of the world might be drawn thgein the form of a League of
Nations to prevent wars like those they had knoilirwe do not defend the

League against the attacks made on it, by the beddatalitarian States, it means
that we are not defending the memory of the men, Widheir death, allowed the
realisation of that great international ideal — ltieague of Nations.

The third political fact we have to note is the ftmmon produced in
Central Europe, in the very region where war ibécfeared, by the intervention
of Germany and lItaly.

First Italy, by adopting the claims of Hungariarmisgonism, won Hungary
from the political point of view, whatever may bergary’s links with Germany,
and they are much stronger than one would suppbsis. made agreement
between the five Danubian States impossible.

Then ltaly, by adopting the views of the Austriaatrpts, won Austria
politically, in spite of the strong links betweenugtria and Germany, posing as
the defender of Austria against the Anschluss.

After the Ethiopian war, Italy suddenly changed peticy in Central
Europe. She accepted the agreement of Austria @#hmany, making such
sacrifices to create, — or to give the impressimnlsad created — the Berlin-Rome
Axis*?, and pushed Austria into the arms of Germany. Assalt of this change of
policy, Austria became seriously alarmed aboutdwen independence and this
uneasiness was shared by Hungary. Hungary unddsstdmat the Anschluss
would make her a neighbour of Germany’s and thatAhschluss could perhaps
turn one day into an Austrian Hungarian Anschl&s fears this all the more as
ltaly recently signed an agreement with Yugosf&uehich practically put an end
to the lItalian support of the Hungarian claims egard to Yugoslavia. The
previous agreement between Yugoslavia and Buffapkaces Yugoslavia in
quite a special situation in Central Europe.

Far be it from me to examine what Italy would ddhet last minute in case
of war. What is important is to take note that émgagements which Austria
and Hungary have signed with Italy prevent themmfreeeking their security
elsewhere. And what is important is to combat tiséble action which has been
undertaken with a view to isolating CzechoslovaKiae important fact to note is
that consciously or not, the Germanisation of Gariiurope is being achieved
with the help of Italy.

To this accumulation of facts, which must be notéth disfavour and
sorrow, there are happily others to oppose whicly balance them. The main
thing is to know whether these others are of timeesaalue as the first and, then,
to take immediate steps so that the balance maygswitheir favour.

The friendship between Great Britain and Francehes first fact that
strengthens Peace. This friendship has known maligses since the War, but
since the demilitarised zone was occupied by Geynan the 7th of March,
Anglo-French friendship has been finally sealedgl&nd declared as a warning
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that an aggression on France would be regardeagibgshan aggression on Great
Britain itself. The surface reaction of Great Bntand France to the German
occupation of the 7th of March was not very gr8ait it was very deep.

The second fact which strengthens the existinggeathe Franco-Soviet
alliance. The criticisms made by Germany againsave no foundation. Germany
wishes the obligations of Article 15, paragraplaid especially those of Article
16 to disappear. If Germany is no longer a merfibefr the League, which is
much to be regretted, that is no reason for hetetgtroy the obligations which
bind us, the members of the League.

I know that it has been said of me that | actethis affair as the Minister
for Foreign Affairs of France. That is too great lonour for me and it is an
exaggeration! It was not | who invented the polxyan alliance between France
and Russia. The Prime Ministers Herriot and Bonamere responsible for that.
At a time when, under Mr. Lav&| things were not going too well, | was asked by
the Quai d’Orsay to maintain contact between it fnedSoviet Embassy. | did so
with pleasure and with satisfactory results. Tkadll. For France, the problem of
the alliance with Soviet Russia presents itseH irery clear way:

a) This alliance does not put increased obligatmm$-rance, who
is already bound to go to war in case of aggressjo@ermany under her
treaty with Czechoslovakia; but this alliance bsnger in exchange an
increase of security which costs her nothing.

b) Were France not to become the ally of SovietskRyghe later
country would inevitably ally itself to Germany. §te the conflict of
ideologies, Germany well understands the politrealities. And in the
policy of Germany® towards Poland, we have the example that she can
make ideas bow before facts.

The Franco-Soviet treaty was only signed aftergtveernments of Great
Britain and Italy had declared that it, in no wagntradicted the Treaty of
Locarno.

Should France be obliged to go to war against Geymia virtue of her
treaty with Czechoslovakia or in virtue of her tsewith Soviet Russia, and if her
action appeared as an execution of Article 15,graph 7, or of Article 16 of the
Covenant, what would Great Britadio?

It is true that Great Britain is not obliged totgowar in such cases, but the
essence of the Franco-British agreement would B&aed if Great Britain did
not proceed to blockade Germany and did not agkerénes of communication
between France and her colonies.

These are not acts of war. Great Britain can renmathe background till
the day of the great test. But neither the agreémdth France, nor the
obligations of the Covenant, would mean anythih@) case France went to war,
in the circumstances outlined above, England didumolertake the blockade of
Germany and the guard of the lines of communicatitth the French colonies.
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| would prefer, to the abstention of Great Britairsuch case, the policy of
splendid isolation. It, at least, has the meribeing clear, and of not giving rise to
dangerous illusions.

Two other facts which strengthen the existing Pemeethe new Little
Entente and the Balkan Entente, of which allow mepeak as a co-author, and
tell you certain things which you will not find ooks.

| say the new Little Entente of 1933, because aitierd was different from
that made in 1921 by P&%i, Take lonescu and Bene$. The new Entente was not a
mere military alliance. It is an association oft€¢a open to Austria and Hungary,
which put in common their foreign policy and theiconomic interests, to the
point of constituting a superior and indivisiblegmational unit, none of the three
member States being able to make a political om@tic agreement with
important political consequences without the cohséthe two others.

How came this new Little Entente to be born?

In the autumn of 1932, | had overthrown the V&ldmvernment, that had
wanted Romania to sign a pact of non-aggressiom thé Soviets for a period of
five years only, and with the acknowledgement @& éxisting dispute between
the countries — the status of Bessarabia as Romasiatory. | met with a great
success in the House of Deputies: unanimity ofralparties. But once the debate
was closed, seeing that Poland sidhedth the Soviets without us, seeing that
France signetd with the Soviets without us, | reflected for a dotime on the
inexactitude of Ibsen’d saying — “Man is never greater than when he igeile-
from a political standpoint at least.

| would have to create or strengthen certain tiésoked at the map: there
only remained Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia. | ddke a special meeting of
the Little Entente at Belgrade in December 193aided there the question of a
new charter for the Little Entente, that would atibw one member to make a
political agreement without the consent of the mheYugoslavia accepted
immediately — she was then on very bad terms watly.lIt was the time when the
question of Traun was the object of violent polesniBut my friend BenesS asked
me for precisions: “What precise case are you tholof?” | had to tell him. “I
did not want the two States of the Little Entemtedcognisele jureSoviet Russia
until Romania had obtained the satisfaction necgssaenable her to do so at the
same time.” Benes told me it was impossible, feréhwas pro-Russian party in
his country and many Czech-Russian interests. Bbelp me, Benes told me that
he would not recognise the Soviets for two mores/e& month passed. And then
came into power Hitler.

This time it was BeneS who said that at any prie liittle Entente must
be strengthened. Now, he demanded that one ohthe States could not make
political agreements without the consent of theeottwo. Each of us, Benes,
Jevtié and I, we could each give a different versiontad treation of the Little
Entente. For me, it is clear that the new Littletdfrite is a three-stories edifice,
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created by fear. The Romanian fear of the Russites;Yugoslav fear of the
Italians; the Czechoslovak fear of the Germansg o reason of shame. Is fear
not often the beginning of wisdom?

As regards the Balkan Entente, | shall make yoewlation, which is
quite confidential.

Italian policy wanted the division of the Balkanko the Turco-Greek
agreement, Italy wanted to superimpose a Turcodidg agreement. | was
taking a cure at Gastein when the news reachedhatBulgaria had made the
mistake of refusing the Turkish offer. | felt, atce, that there was a place to be
filled. | accepted immediately the invitation oktBulgarian government to pay a
visit to Bulgaria. And | had myself immediately ited to all the Balkan capitals.
| passed in October 1933 from Sofia to Ankara, frAnkara to Athens, from
Athens to Belgrade. At the end of October 1933 Bakan Pact was initialled. In
February 1934, we signed in Athens the texts whiehhad agreed on long
before. | acknowledge that the Italo-Serbian agesdgnand the Serbo-Bulgarian
agreement dealt a blow to the two instruments géised Peace represented by
the Little Entente and the Balkan Entente, althoafjitially | say the contrary.
But on close examination, if certain acts can h@ciged, the community of
interests of these two regional groups is so gthat,| think it would be difficult
for them to disappear from one day to the other.

Now to whichever side the balance swings, whethénat of the bad facts
| have just quoted, or to that of the good, | anthef opinion that the balance will
swing to the side of Peace, if England speakseptbper moment, saying that
she is as interested in Peace in the East as oeReshe West.

Great Britain must realise that her fate is to evatplay, either in two acts
or in one. In the first case, the play will be agedy. Its first Act will be War in
the East and Peace in the West. In the secondGkeft Britain and many other
Powers will know defeat by Germany, whose power inaseased by all the
territorial possessions annexed, or by all the esoa resources won.

In the second case, Great Britain will write a playne act. It will not be
a tragedy. In it Great Britain will deal with thalgect of her entry into a team of
Powers interested in the maintenance of Peaceeifcdist. And the merit of this
second play is that once written it will never bayed. Germany will be the first
to recognise that against such a group of Statkesweuld lose a war. In 1914,
Germany was deceived by Great Britain, when sheGaaat Britain renounce her
neutrality. If the right gesture makes a new ddoepimpossible, Peace can be
preserved for a long time.

What more eloquent proof of the greatness of yountry, of the prestige
of Great Britain than to come to the conclusiort etn&ord coming from it at the
proper time can change the face of the world!
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“SILENCE IS SYNONYMOUS WITH DEATH.
A WORD SPOKEN IN TIME
IS SYNONYMOUS WITH LIFE” *

Mr. Chairman,

Gentlemen,
| thank you very much for the kind words you haa&lsabout me. For my
part, | should like to tell you that | feel very otuat home in the atmosphere
of the Left and the ideas you represent.

During the twenty years of my uninterrupted ministiecareer, |1 have
only been a Non Party Man since the death of megfcHiake lonesco, that is
since 1922. Before that, | was a member of hisyp#tie Democratic Party, which
was the most advanced in Romania as regards iddascame Minister for
Finance in the National Cabinet that decided theyesf Romania into the wat
in 1916, on the side of Great Britain.

When the war WAS ended, | tried to put into prazimy Left ideals that
| had never ceased to serve. And so, the idea tamee, to make the Capital
Levy in Romania. Today, after sixteen years, | btlieve that if we had followed
this method, we would have a stronger and morelestalirrency. But public
opinions in Romania judged otherwise. Because efGhapital Levy, | left the
Ministry of Financé. King Ferdinan® called me to say: “You have not fallen,
since Parliament approved your law. You are dtilhding. And so, | propose that
you should go as Minist&rto London and Permanent Delegate to the League of
Nations.” | accepted, and so | became a diplomat @ay | met the late Lord
Snowdef®, who was always very friendly with me. I told hitivou wrote a book
on the Capital Levy, but you never put your ideds practice. And people say of
you that you have been a great Chancellor of theh&guer. | did not write a
book about it, but I tried to apply your ideas. Amebple say about me, that | was
a bad Chancellor of the Exchequer!” Lord Snowdeiglheed!

As diplomat, for fifteen years | have been activéhaut a break. | have
been twice Minister in London and | have been inegseseparate Cabinets
Minister for Foreign Affairs. | do not know if | k@ been a good diplomat, but, if
by chance, | have done something good in this tiinecl owe it to Labour ideals.
Without that, | would have continued my careerdedihe frontiers of Romania.

And now let me say, the time has come for the mesvery country, who
have the same ideas, to act together in harmongy.ohly if this is done, that the
dictatorships will not conquer the democracies.ogaris no longer a collection of
States. Europe is one State divided up into sepgpatts by administrative
measures, incorporated in the frontiers. That ig wlsingle action is necessary.

! Speech made in English at the House of Commonsjdm, June 9, 1937.
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Rome and Berlin saw this and they act in consequdret the democrats in other
countries understand this and let them act together

Let me tell you what | think might constitute thesential points in the
orientation of this concerted action of Europeamderacy.

First of all, we must make the League of Nationd aallective security
the basis of our international policy.

The League has been faced with failures we mustitadimthe Sino-
Japanese conflict, the League failed because ihdidact. In the Italo-Ethiopian
conflict, the League failed because its action iwaffective.

What are the reasons for the League’s failures?eTiseonly one reason:
the menhave failed who act in the name of the League. Tiexe not fulfilled
their international duty. As usually, men look tbe guilty ones in those around
them and not in themselves. They decided that ¢fiem of the Covenant is
necessary, and proceeded to have an examinatioa ofatie proposed reform.
That is real hypocrisy. The Covenant is in no wagedtive. On the pretext of
enforcing it, they are trying to weaken it. ThawiBy | shall always be opposed to
the reform of the Covenant, and in favour of iterkl application by all the
signatories.

But the Covenant should be completed by regionétary agreements,
which should function at the same time as the ewmonsanctions, that are and
should remain universal. What is a region? Thatgsiestion for discussion. But it
seems to me that English public opinion is greatlgtaken in imagining that in
Europe there is any region in which England isintgrested.

Let us remember, first of all, that Great Britasnbiound by the Covenant
to defend international law. Let us remember, that after Germany’s action on
the 7th March 1936, England became the ally infdua of France.

But of what France? Of a France pledged to fivaties of alliance,
which give her great power on the Continent: thiearade with Poland, the
alliance with Czechoslovakia, the alliance with ®0\Russia, the alliance with
Romania, the alliance with Yugoslavia.

It is true that in form the two last treaties amematies of friendship, but in
practice they are alliances. There are so manyedigreaties which are not
applied, that | considered as we were practisinglBance with France, without
having it, we should draw up the legal instrumendue form to consecrate it.
From June 1936, | worked in this sense and Fraffeeed us a formal alliance in
November 1936.

But even if we omit these two treaties from theefiv have just
mentioned, even if we reduce the international gdsdof France to her treaties
with Czechoslovakia and Soviet Russia, we have memwation to make and a
question to put:
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The observation is this, that France only signedtheaty with Soviet
Russia, when Great Britain and Italy, after stugyitn replied in writing that this
treaty in no way contradicts the Treaty of Locarno.

The question | wish to put is the one that haumésmind of all the true
friends of Peace:

Suppose that Germany attacks Czechoslovakia, Wwélobject, there is
no possible doubt, of seizing the Romanian oil§edtid to be able to continue her
match against the territories of Soviet Russia, @n&hich, the Ukraine, that vast
reservoir of raw materials, has been since bef@®®4,1the object of the most
audacious German plans.

Suppose that the Council of the League declaresiimnoaisly that
Germany is an aggressor, or that its vote is splithis point: France prepares to
go to war in virtue of Article 16 or of Article 1paragraph 7, of the Covenant. In
acting in this way, France fulfils an internatiomlty. When France attempts to
cross German territory, Germany attacks her.

Would France not be the victim of an aggressignwhien applying the
sanctions of Article 16, she is attacked by Germianes, certainly she would be.
Article 16 of the Covenant sagxpresis verbfS: Members of the League agree
“they will mutually support one another in resigtiany special measures aimed at
one of their number by the Covenant breaking State.

What should Great Britain do in such a case? Ghamde immediately
the help stipulated in her Treaty of Alliance, fdre carrying out of an
international duty by France could never be reghrds a provocation of
Germany.

That is why | have always been surprised by thendison that is made
in this country between the security of the East ae security of the West.

It is not for the security of the East, that GrBatain will go to war. It is
to defend international law and for the securitytlod West — that is to say, the
security of France, when France is acting on belfalfie League of Nations, for
the maintenance of peace in the different regidre her various treaties of
alliance cover — that Great Britain will have td.ac

Should Great Britain not act, | must confess thgtdatly prefer to the
policy that is being followed today, that of spl@hdsolation. That such a policy
is no longer in conformity with the present intésesf Great Britain is clear. But
at least it has the merit of being honest, andésdnot create dangerous illusions
in other countries.

The second point of orientation for a common polimly European
democracies is the necessity to say beforehand @dwht country will do in the
case of an eventual aggression. Silence in thistiqureis synonymous with death.
A word spoken in time is synonymous with life. Whanly is possible there where
there is a certainty of impunity. Remove this adetiaas quickly as possible and
we shall keep peace the longest possible time.
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| have been struck by the difficulty people haveehia realising truth.
They say: “To commit ourselves beforehand is aghirat the man in the street
will never understand.” That is a thing | find amceivable. If you say nothing,
you bring England direct to war. By speaking belfiared, you maintain peace. |
am sure that if one were to teach this to the nmathé street, he would not
hesitate a moment in allowing the government takpgpenly and beforehand,
instead of being led to death by its silence.

Great Britain is for me a Kodak film, which haseady been exposed,
but which has not yet been developed. | see theirpi@already. The man in the
street will see it only when events will allow thevelopment of the film.

| have not the slightest doubt what Great Britaith do if war breaks out.
What | would wish is to see Great Britain act, sad@prevent war. | am sure we
are all in agreement when | say: We want to avoad, wot to win it a second
time.

Great Britain must realise that her fate is to evat play, either in two
acts, or in one. In the first case the play willdoragedy. Its first act will be War
in the East and Peace in the West. In the secdnezat Britain and many other
Powers in the West will know defeat by a Germangsehpower has increased by
all the territorial possessions annexed, or byhalleconomic resources won.

In the second case, Great Britain will write a glapne act. It will not be
a tragedy. In it Great Britain will deal with thalgect of her entry into a team of
Powers interested in the maintenance of Peaceeitéist. And the merit of this
second play is, that once written, it will nevergdayed. Germany will be the first
to recognise, that against such a group of Stakeswould lose the war. In 1914,
Germany was deceived by Great Britain, when sheGaaat Britain renounce her
neutrality. If the right gesture makes a new ddoepimpossible, Peace can be
preserved for a long time.

The third point of orientation of European demomads for them to
hold themselves at an equal distance from the metreeft as from the extreme
Right, although in my opinion, when you analysesthéwvo doctrines, you find
them identical.

Someone asked me one day: “What is the differenetwden
Communism and Hitlerism or Fascism?” | replied: pase you have three cows.
Communism takes them from you and you will neveartenything more of these
cows. Hitlerism and Fascism will leave them wittuyan these terms: You will
keep these cows but you will never again haveitite to milk them. In addition
you will pay all the costs of food and the upkeéphese cows.”

| understand the necessity for democracies to ti@ohselves apart from
the struggle of ideology. But when on the preteixideology, they destroy our
interests, for instance as in the case of Spainimartle case of the League of
Nations, abstention is inconceivable.
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Again, are we to practice the policy of non-intertren in presence of the
campaign to destroy the League, which is being gotedl by the so-called
totalitarian States? It must not be forgotten tihat struggle of ideology has an
aspect of interior policy, in which | would not anrfere, and an aspect of foreign
policy, and here duty commands us to resist arfagkd in our turn. We must at
all costs defend the League of Nations.

A fourth point of orientation of the policy of Eygean democracies is
that they should have, in the international fieklations of close friendship with
Soviet Russia.

Communism, whose declared enemy | am, is one tlingndship with
Soviet Russia, who is useful to us from every pointiew, is quite another thing.

| have so keenly supported this policy, based erdibcrimination | have
just stated, that the propaganda of the Internakidiight, to prevent me from
acting in the sense of my views, attacked me amvawnist! | replied quietly, “I
have too many suits, too many shirts and too measy to be a communist. The
bills of my English tailors, Hill Brothers, are thest certificate of my bourgeois
mentality.” And without hesitation, | went on withy policy.

May | be allowed to point out, that the policy tmNled here and in France
is not of a kind to keep the Soviets definitelyour camp.

In England the Soviets are treated with hauteurd Alme policy of
rapprochement that certain Englishmen recommendéd @ermany, a policy
with which certain facts concord, creates an imgoes which makes the Soviets
think “Great Britain is not a friend.”

We should not forget that in time of war, SovietsRia has a reservoir of
one hundred and seventy million men, tremendourmesién raw material, and an
air service capable of replacing any machines ogstrto an extent no other State
can equal.

One should always show great friendship to those witi be asked to
die for us in time of war.

In France things are still worse.

Mr. Laval, continuing the policy of Mr. Paul-Bonad?j signed with the
Soviets a Pact of Mutual Assistance in May 1935enTht was precisely the
French signatory of the treaty who refused to yatif Very clever German
propaganda made the whole French Right opposeréaty. They could neither
combat France, for they had signed a treaty o&radke, nor could they declare
themselves frankly the friends of France, as teatyrhad not been ratified. When
on the 7th March 1936, Germany occupied the deandiéd zone, France ratified
immediately the Assistance Pact with the Soviets.

President Millerantt declared in the Senate that although he was dgains
Soviet Russia, between Germany and Russia, hermg@fthe latter. That is all
very well, but to recognise somebody as a friemdly because in case of danger
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you will need his help, does not create the beatityuof friendship, nor the most
fruitful.

Today the Franco-Russian Assistance Pact is meetiitly a new
difficulty in regard to the conclusion of militaggreements. The Russians want
military agreements; the French government hesitate

| consider it a big mistake not to conclude thagea@aments immediately.
The military agreements would in no way amplify meg@’s obligations for the
cases in which she is obliged to go to war.

If France does not consider Soviet Russia to be vicém of an
aggression, both the political agreement and thi@anyi agreements are dead
letters.

But if France considers she should go to war anchaf military
agreements exist to co-ordinate in advance thei&ussd French operations,
France enters chaos and risks to lose the warubeaaf the lack of concerted
action beforehand, between her and her ally, SRissia.

That is very dangerous. And the situation makesmoee uneasy when |
realise that the Soviets may consider the refuealcdnclude the military
agreements as a tacit cancellation of the Mutualstance Pact with France, and
therefore, they may be led to seek their securityapn understanding with
Germany.

We must not forget that Hitlerist propaganda is rzarising Central
Europe. No contrary propaganda is made by the denoStates. Things have
gone so far, that there are many people in Cehtredpe who admire, as bold and
powerful acts, the cruelties that the totalitar&tates inflict, because they hear no
voice to blame.

We must also remember that, in spite of the steugglideology, there
are many points of contact between the GermanshenRBussians.

The friendship between the heads of the two armmnesthe intensity of
the economic exchanges between the two countrea proof of it. It must not be
forgotten that the Russians and the Germans had#itnal ties of friendship and
that the Russians only accidentally became alli¢égance. Before the Great War,
the Kaiser made the mistake of not renewing thetyref reassurance with Russia
promoted by Bismarck and this led the Russiandlyotllemselves with France.
In recent years, it was the attacks made by Chiamdeitler on Communism and
his threats, which decided the Russians to sigiP#dw of Mutual Assistance with
France. And it must be added that the greatestraaya of the Franco-Soviet
Treaty is of a negative order: the fact that SoRessia will not help the German
army with her troops and her raw materials.

Should the Soviets feel that they had been abanidbgethe Western
States, they would be poor diplomats if they did trg to come to a direct
understanding with Germany. And, in that case, ¢gaand Great Britain would
find themselves alone, facing a Germany strengthdxyehaving at her disposal
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all the raw materials from Russia and by the néityraf Central Europe. In such
case, Germany would be stronger than if she had Weéorious in a war in the
East, in which the Western Powers had taken nq fmarshe would have made
none of the sacrifices that war implies.

That is why | say: “Take care of the Soviets. ltiydo not have them with
you, it means that you will have them against you.”

To conclude the above remarks | would say: Eurspsruggling now to
achieve its unity. Europe will obtain unity, eithey the victory of the parties of
the Right, or by the victory of the parties of thet.

In the first case, we shall witness a backward stdpstory for, for some
time, the liberties of democracy, the fruit of losguggle and of bitter sacrifice,
will be suspended.

In the second case, we shall see a scene of hagpikerope will be
living a healthy democracy that can conciliate deenands of liberty with those
of authority. It is for English democracy to pusetf at the head of the great
struggle which is beginning to that end. It is Eslgldemocracy which must save
the dignity of the human being. It is for Englisendbcracy to dispel the anxiety
caused by the fear that dictatorship may spreadrizkits present frontiers, that it
may install itself everywhere, in every country réwish from each one of us the
principal reason for which we live: our Freedom.
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“IS THE REFORM OF THE COVENANT
OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS DESIRABLE?” !

My Lord Chairman,

Ladies and Gentlemen,

It is with profound gratitude that | thank Lord @&tfor the kind words
he has been good enough to say here. From my litaparation with him at the
League of Nations, Lord Cecil has made me feeletls@ntiments towards him:
that of respect, that of admiration, and that ofecfon. He is the most
disinterested servant of the Ideal that | have @vet. In my much more limited
and much more modest domain, | too am a servatheofideal. That is what
probably explains our common manner of thinking &eling, which is at the
basis of the precious links that bind me to him.

Among the great ideals that Humanity tried to sethat of the League of
Nations is in the foreground.

It must be acknowledged that the League of Nati@ssrecently met with
failures that have profoundly affected its prestitiewe can explain certain of
these as due to the fact that the League did rtoasain the case of the Sino-
Japanese conflict, the latest failure, that inltA®-Ethiopian conflict, was due to
the ineffective action taken by the League.

We have a League of Nations. It must live, but iisinalso fulfil its
mission. The League is not a moral academy, a érottod of technicians. It is a
political institution, whose principal aim is togwent war.

What are the causes of the League of Nations’rizsi2i To my mind, there
IS no possible doubt. It is the men who incarnhee lteague, who have failed in
the accomplishment of their international duty. 3&@eople, who always look
for the guilty ones around them, and never in tledwes, think it is the Covenant
that has been badly framed, and that the Coveremtic be reformed. | do not
share this opinion.

| have not come here today to indulge in oratoryhave chosen,
voluntarily, a very arid subject, because undertdéshnical aspects, is being
engaged the greatest struggle of ideas of our ddkie struggle between the old
ways of thinking and the ideas born of the sufigsirof the Great War — the
struggle between selfish and blind isolationism a&hnel generous and radiant
internationalism.

| have chosen, voluntarily, this very subject, éoemabled to say that those
who are fighting for the destruction of the LeagiidNations use the language of
its most ardent supporters. “We want to changeCitreenant, to make it better,”
they say. Many of those wieay that,would do well to make themselves better,

! Speech made in English at the Royal Institutentdrhational Affairs, London, June 9, 1937.
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instead of making the Covenant better. Bilele should not be changed because
men are sinners!

When people talk of reforming the Covenant, thrextst are specially
aimed at — Articles 11, 16 and 19. Let me beginth®y last one, so that your
attention may be concentrated afterwards on Artiélewhich is the vital point of
the whole mechanism of the League.

In mentioning Article 19, | have no intention ofepng here a debate on
local interests. | wish to keep to the terrain adevinternational questions. | shall
simply content myself by observing:

1) When one considers that the British Empire,Uh&ed States of
America, the States of South America, France, Beigi
Holland, Switzerland, Spain, Portugal, the Scandara
countries, the Baltic States, the States of thiéelEntente, the
States of the Balkan Entente, Soviet Russia, wipyssent
policy is based on the League of Nations and arceghement
among States, do not ask for an alteration of feosit the
conclusion is reached, that for the immense mgjoat
countries, the revision of their frontier is ngbr@blem.

2) If, on the other hand, we note that the prepefity of Germany
in regard to Poland and that Italy’s policy in redato
Yugoslavia are not compatible with the revisiontloé Polish
and Yugoslav frontiers, we reach the conclusiont ttee
problem of the frontiers is not one of those whieii cause
war to break out. And as war cannot now be locdligevould
be the greatest mistake to start a world war foallanterests,
which only concern certain States.

In regard to Central Europe, | shall only say:

1) It was not the interested parties who fixed ghesent frontiers,
but the big English and American experts.

2) These experts made a very detailed study in eash, before
fixing the frontiers, and they did their work solly¢hat they
said themselves that were alterations be made dotidrs
today, to remedy injustices here or there, thelreguld be to
create new injustices, far greater than those orea tto
remove.

3) In fixing a frontier, it is impossible not toeate discontent.
Today the cry comes from the State that has lasitaey;
tomorrow, it will be those from whom territory iakien, who
will make the clamour. It is a long drawn out ptaia kind of

motto perpetud, that cannot be easily silenced. What mean,

more often than not, the so-called historic righi&?zures of
territory, which time has consecrated. At least tiresent
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frontiers, if they last, as | think they will, wilave the virtue of
being international verdicts, consecrated by time.

In order to revise a modest rent contract, the eonef
the two interested parties is necessary. Thereforerder to
apply Article 19 of the Covenant, one could harlge part of
the territory from one State to give it to anotherless the first
State gave its consent. And it is clear that Staféected by
revision would never agree to the modification dfet
conditions of application of Article 19, | ask:itswise to open
a public discussion on Article 19, which will exeihational
passions, when we know beforehand that it will cotoe
nothing?

To me, this is so true, for | consider the realisoh of
the evils created by frontiers is not revisionisamich means
the transfer of these evils from one spot to arpthet their
destruction, by the removal of the obstacles topassage of
goods and men and by the constant and progressive
spiritualisation of what a frontier represents.

If from Article 19, we pass to Article 16, theresarrefutable arguments in
favour of the maintenance of the present text, wislcould be completed, as |
shall demonstrate, by supplementary agreementsidbahanged.

This text of the Covenant has such great claritybinds with such
obligatory force all the members of the Leaguet, tliapplied literally, wars of
aggression would always fail.

But, lest we be accused of exaggeration, let usn@@amore closely the
provisions of Article 16.

It is important to note, first of all, that the vdsanctionis not used in the
Covenant. To impose such sanctions means to puwristepress. From that,
certain writers have deducted that Article 16 ef @ovenant had less for object to
curb the action of the State violator of the Covénthan to prevent the violation
by the threats it contain¥hat is not my opinion.

First of all, Article 16 contemplates the exclusfoom the League of any
Member who violates one of the engagements of tbge@ant. That is a
repression in due form.

Then the provisions of Article 16, whilst being el preventive, by the
threat they constitute to an aggressor, are ajgessive.

It is said that Article 16 provides police measureagree. But it is one
thing the action of the policeman, who, to ensutepin the streets, says simply,
“Move on there, please,” and quite another thingemvithe same policeman, in
certain cases, pulls out his revolver and shoots.
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To sum up what I think: | believe that Article Mhilst being preventive,
by the threats it contains, constitutes a typeepiession by the collectivity of
nations, against the violation of international layvany one nation.

When | pass from paragraph 1 to paragraph 2 ofclartle, | must
acknowledge that its wording is such, that its magpilon may, to a large extent, be
a matter of choice. Indeed, the Council has thg ttutecommend to the members
of the League, the military forces which they sldogbntribute to the armed
forces, destined to make the engagements of thguee@spected.

A recommendation from the Council is a very impottthing, to which
every government should give its most serious atten but it is a
recommendation, that is to say, it has no obligaforce. One cannot seriously
maintain that League members atdigedto go to war, in virtue of paragraph 2
of Article 16. It is none the less true, that i€thilitary sanctions are optional, it
results from Article 16, that there are four engagets of a clearly obligatory
character from a juridical standpoint.

First of all, there is the engagement to apply idiakely the economic
measures stipulated in paragraph 1 of Article 16.

Next, there is the obligation of the Members of tleague, to give each
other mutual support in the application of the exoit and financial measures, so
as to reduce to a minimum the losses and the ircoences which may result
from them.

Then, we have the engagement to lend one anothelahsupport to resist
any special measure directed against any one mebyglseviolator State.

And last, there is the engagement to take the sapgesteps to facilitate
the passage through their territory of the troopsry member of the League,
who is taking part in a common action to make thgagements of the League
respected.

This last engagement should retain our attentilittie@longer. It is around
this point, that important negotiations have beecently taking place. Does it
imply an automatic obligationPesandno.

A distinction must be made.

Each member of the League of Nations is entitleddoide, in full and
complete sovereignty, which State is an aggressarconflict.

But once a State has freely named the aggressseeihs to me that the
obligation to give right of passage to troops isaatomatic consequence.

To recognise that the State X is an aggressori@stll reserve the right
to accept or reject the passage of troops is fomnmpessible.

The obligation has already been accepted in thé lpagach State on
signing the Covenant of the League of Nations.

It is true, one must consider the case of a Steltéch, on account of its
geographical situation, risks becoming itself thetim of aggression, should it
open its frontiers to foreign armies, who are &litagr the aggressor.




NicolaeTitulescu 115

It seems to me that the geographical situation®iade gives it the right to
subordinate the passage of troops to the militasystance from the members of
the League, for its own defence, but it cannot evitsl formal obligations under
Article 16 of the Covenant.

“In helping you, | run a risk,

therefore help me, so that | can help you”
appears to me to be the doctrine of the Covenant.

“l recognise that X is the aggressor

but I cannot help you, for I would be running &fis
such language... appears to me to be the deniakd@divenant.

Now let us examine what the wordesmmon actiormean; they appear in
paragraph 3 of Article 16 proposof the passage of troops. Must there be action
by all the membersf the League, for the obligation to grant passageoops to
exist? Certainly not. That would mean that the latka contingent, from say
Paraguay, would prevent the States of Europe frivimgyeach other assistance
under Article 16. That was certainly not intendegdtloe authors of the Covenant.
All or nothing may be a slogan in love, but notplitics. “Something is better
than nothing”seems to be the command of political wisdom.

But in what consists thsomething?

A man, who has a very high responsibility, and spoke recently in the
name of a country specially interested in the qoesdf the passage of troops
under Article 16, said that “common action” meart l@ast the action of
neighbours. This man, in not demanding the padicym of all the League
members for the application of the last part ofagaaph 3 of Article 16, gave
proof of his great political intelligence, which neover is unanimously
recognised. But in asking for the action of neigimsp he spoke as a national of
his own country. There are other countries expgctiesistancenot from the
neighbours, who are their enemies, but from thghimurs of the aggressor. How
in this case, could one speak of the action ofhimgrs, to apply the provisions
of Article 167

It seems to me that ttemethingo which thecommon actiorof Article
16 is reduced, in the eyes even of responsible mkn,are the most interested,
should be sought in the pacts of mutual assistaoneluded in conformity with
the Covenant.

There you have, Ladies and Gentlemen, commenteld alitdesirable
precision, the international law in force concegnganctions.

This international law has suffered blows, that newe damaged its
prestige in the eyes of certain people, but theyehim no way affected its
obligatory force. It is not blows which can killlaw, for a law is in ho way
comparable to a human body. A law can only be aieahin due form; or a new
ruling may be substituted for the old law, whickrhdisappears.
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This leads me to speak to you of the famous amentinué 1921, which
never knew the force of law.

On the 4th October 1921, the Assembly voted cer&snlutions, entailing
amendments to Article 16, and certain resolutionacerning the economic
weapon, destined to serve as guides.

Whatare these amendments? Wiaaie these guiding rules? What are they
worth, so long as the amendments have not come into*orce

They are four in number. Only the last of them ¢ibmgs an important
change of the text of Article 16. As we have sdhis, article places all the states
of the League on a footing of complete equalityreggards their obligations in the
case of sanctions; this fourth amendment changesstitucture of Article 16,
making its application immediate for certain Staied delayed for the others.

None of the amendments came into force. They dt@and void.

But on the 4th October 1921, the Assembly votedsmlution that these
proposed amendments constituted guides, which meemded provisionally to
the Council until these amendments would be put fatce in the form required
by the Covenant.

Sixteen years have passed, and the amendmentsnbayet come into
force.

If one were to admit that the Covenant could bang way modified by
amendments, which cannot come into force, addint, thhey do so, they will be
recognised provisionally as valid, the League cdadddestroyed by games which
would appear childish.

It would be better to dissolve the League thandepksuch a sword of
Damocled* suspended over it.

| shall therefore say:

In the measure in which the amendments of 1921 mmghe text of the
Covenantwithout contradicting it, they may constitute guides fog thembers of
the League. In the measure that these amendmentsadict the text of the
Covenant they are null and void.

Why this system of sanctions was shown to be ineffectivhen the
attempt was recently made to put it into action?

Article 16 did not give the results expected footereasons: First, the real
solidarity between France and England was only Isie@gtablished. Secondly,
Article 16 was appliednot in accordance with the demands of the present
international lawput as if the amendments of th& ©ctober 1921 were already
in force.

And as | am speaking of Franco-British solidaritdas | was intimately
associated with the admission of Ethiopia to thadiee of Nations, and with the
question of sanctiony let me tell you a story, which has at least twerits: It is
true and it is not sad. For how can we conquedifieulties of life, if we do not
have the courage to laugh from time to time?
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In 1923, that is almost at the beginning of my aliphtic career, | was
elected vice-president of the Sixth Commission.aswery proud of my title,
although at Geneva, the rule seems to be thatpriesidents never preside. | was
twice running elected President of the League Asdgnand each time | had to
help me in my duties twelve vice-presidents. Butemalid one of them occupy
the presidential chair, Geneva tradition demantspitocedure.

So you can see the obscure fate that awaited nwcegresident of a
simple commission. But, an accident was to withdrnag/from the shadows into
the light. Mr. Hymans, my president, had to leavan&a suddenly and | had to
take his place. Among the questions on the agerataome which exceeded in
importance of all the others — the question ofdbenission of Ethiopia into the
League. Two States, Italy and France, fought algldéot its admission. Several
States, headed by Great Britain, opposed this a&imnisparticularly for a very
grave reason — the existence of slavery in Ethiopia

At once, my diplomatic beginnings met with the gesadifficulty — that
of being between two Great Powers and of havingnéike a choice between
them.

Like any self-respecting president, | appointed edmtely a sub-
committee, which at least had the merit of avoidamy publicity in a dispute
between the Great Powers and of preparing an agrégem

| can still see the meetings of this sub-commiitetihe autumn of 1923 at
Geneva. We were not numerous. A representativiefNordic States, who at
once rallied in support of the British point of wie and the two principal
protagonists, Mr. Henry de Jouvenel, the Frenchessmtative, and Mr. Wood,
President of the Board of Education, later Lorditgy and today Lord HalifaX,
the British representative. | listened to thosetlgemen and | did not say a word.
My vote counted double as president. But to whooukhl give it?

One evening about seven o’clock, Lord Halifax ratienically put me
the direct question: “What is our Chairman’s opirid | made the excuse that it
was too late to begin to speak and we made an rippent for the following
morning. | went home feeling depressed. | did noivk what to do. In the villa
near Geneva, where | was staying, there was difirey. Mechanically | took a
book and | opened it at random. | fell on a passhgefilled my heart with joy. |
was saved. Next day | said to Lord Halifax, “Is @reBritain against the
admission of Ethiopia to the League for the simpdason that slavery exists
there?” — “Yes,” said Lord Halifax. “Then | am imvour of the admission of
Ethiopia,” | replied, “for slavery is a natural tiigtion, and to prove it, | shall
quote not Aristotl&’, who first said so, but an author whom no Englishrwould
dare to disputeDarwin®. And | opened the book that | had found by chanee th
evening before and read what it said in substat#f®s are accustomed to keep
slaves. The ant slave brings food to the mistressTde latter is accustomed to
being carried on the back of the ant slave. Butréoas thing”, remark®arwin,
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“there are only two kinds of ants which make slavEsere are the ants which
belong to the two most liberal nations in the wprlitzerland and Great
Britain.” “But”, adds Darwin, as a good Englishmanhe English ants treat their
slaves more kindly that do the Swiss an&veryone began to laugh. And so |
passed rather skilfully the first headland in mylaonatic career. But Lord
Halifax did not lay down his arms. He took from higse the agreement
prohibiting the importation of arms into Ethiopand with documents in support,
alleged that Ethiopia had violated it, adding, “Andw, quote Darwin again, if
you can!”

A few days later, agreement having been reachedeleet France, Italy
and Great Britain, | signed the letter by whichnformed Ethiopia of her
admission into the League.

If a lack of Franco-English solidarity charactedsthe beginning of the
tragedy, which may be called: “Ethiopia and the duea of Nations,” if one
recognises, today especially, how legitimate wasEhglish resistance, it is still
the slowness in establishing real Franco-Britishdaaty that explains why the
sanctions of Article 16 did not work as they shobéve done. France, from the
outset, limited the application of Article 16 tooeomic sanctions. And still more,
these sanctions, instead of being applied complaedeld automatically, were
applied gradually, by stages, and patrtially.

When one reads the Minutes for 1935 and 1936, engtruck by the
pettiness of the discussions and of the decisiakent Eleven volumes were
printed by the League on the Italo-Ethiopian canfliThey contain 1696 large
pages of close print. And all for what? To reactenminable discussions on the
drawing up of the list of goods prohibited for inmagion into Italy — armaments,
horses, mules or camels, manganese...! There was dismission about petrol.
But its inclusion on the list was made subjectcbstain States, to a previous offer
of a partial division of the victim, if Italy wouldease hostilities. One Minister
lost office on that account. And the result wad titely was able to buy petrol
freely until the final conquest of Ethiopia by arms

And yet, under these deceptive appearances, tkesmmething good
which strikes one. The first time that Article 1Gsvapplied, there was such
solidarity in the intentions, if not in the actd, al the members of the League!
This big defeat of the League, far from authorisiigcouragement, allows on the
contrary high hopes for common international actiorthe future, that is, of
course, if we are willing to draw the lessons fritva past, which we should do.

What, indeed, should we do so that Article 16 maykwsatisfactorily in
future? Three things, | believe:

1) We should abandon the resolutions and amendnoéritd21, which have no
legal force.
2) We should complete Article 16 by military regagbmagreements.
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3) We should develop the preventive system, whiculd/ permit either the
application more and more rarely of Article 16,else the employment of
sanctions before a State has been considered g vénlated the Covenant.

Let us be realists.

For Article 16 to work properly, there must be boihiversal economic
sanctions, and military regional sanctions. Evegnmher of the League is obliged
to join in the economic sanctions, otherwise thexmuld be no serious link
between the States forming the League. On the oidned, certain members only
are obliged to give military aid, and it is theinthing duty to do so. These are the
States in the region affected by the outbreak af wa

Indeed Europe should be divided up into regionsftbe point of view of
security. Regional Pacts of Mutual Assistance tiilid the States in anticipation
of the application of Article 16, or of Article 1faragraph 7, or in case the
Council makes no recommendation at all. These #sld be left open for the
adhesion of all interested parties, so as to asoil resemblance to the pre-war
pacts. With such pacts, there is no need to reftren Covenant; they are
agreements made in virtue of Article 21, and they superimposed on the
Covenant of the League.

But there is still a step to be taken to make sanstreally effective.
There may be States who methodically prepare anotaggression. Their
economic policy, that subordinates the needs optpilation to the rearmament
programme, which far exceeds their needs for defethe building up of reserves
of raw materials, that would be unobtainable in ware, and that far exceeds
their needs in time of peace — all these revealtceyes the preparation for war.

What can the League do, and what should the Leatpuan such
circumstances?

| examined this situation in a commission in 19&fgether with Mr.
Brouckéré® and Lord Cecil. | remember that | had the flule time and that
Lord Cecil made arrangements for the meetingske pdace in my home, in the
drawing room. The Foreign Office, therefore, inst@la round table there,
covered with a green cloth. It was great exciteni@nine to have in my home the
official table around which debates take placeorifess, after eleven years, that
several times during the night, | went to touchingly that green cloth! How can
| explain that to you? The Conference table is towat the grass track is to a
racehorse!

Our Commission drew up a report, which was apprdyethe Council in
1927. We had to examine very closely the possuslibf applying sanctions as a
preventive measure, and to graduate them accotditige intensity of the danger
of war.

To reach concrete results, Article 16 must be dmwed as the
prolongation of Articles 11 and 10.
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| think that an interpretation of Article 11 mighé sufficient. But this text
supposes for its application the vote of the twerested parties. | thus reach the
conclusion that an amendment to Article 16 wouldHgemost practical way. It is
the only amendment | would accept.

But would we have the necessary unanimity for gwpe? It is rather
doubtful.

And so | askWhy reform the CovenantPwe cannot strengthen it, in the
sense of applying Article 16, as a preventive megsu least keep the Covenant
as itis.

Keep it and apply it literally.

Every demand of life based on justice and peacsairgfied by it.

A great moral crisis is dominating the worlda-new philosophy of life,
product of the twentieth century, catastrophanay result from it.

This new philosophy can only be founded by consdiind) the moral
gains, won by the sufferings of the Great War, bypadding to them, all we have
learnt by the lessons of the War.

Democracy which we thought safe, is menaced by the doctohé¢he
totalitarian States.

To weaken the Covenant today would be the most lgealdw to
democracy. It would mean a return to the isolatibpre-war days. It would mean
the destruction of the beginning of the regular kirgg of international life, that
we have had since the signature of the peacedseati

It is we, ourselves, who should be reformed, ireotd become the men
the Covenant intended us to be.

No, it is not by weakening the Covenamt,order to make possible the
collaboration of the totalitarian States, tha shall save Peacé.is by inducing
these States to enter that serious organisatidme-ptesent League of Nations
represents — and by collaborating with it, thatsivell reach our goal.

No. It is not by evading the obligations of the €oant, on the pretext of
reforming it, that we shall save Peace. It is bgrgithening the Covenant and
especially by applying completely and carefully aodrefully the existing
obligations that Peace can be saved.

No, it is not by looking outside ourselves for taasn whom to fix the
responsibility, it is by searching our own consceerand by obeying the moral
laws that govern our inner life, that we shall szste Peace.

It is for English democracy to take the lead in great struggle that is
taking place.

It is for English democracy to dispel the anxiatgused by the fear that
dictatorships may spread beyond its present framtighat it may install itself
everywhere, in every country, to ravish from eank of us, the principal reason
for which we live:our freedom.
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It is only on these terms that we shall have tignref true Peace, which |
have defined:

A state of mind as scope.

A legal organisation as instrument and a cry frbe heart, as the way to
fix in the conscience of the world its imperiousrooands.

‘BUT WAR IS A CALAMITY.
WHAT CAN BE DONE TO PREVENT IT?” !

| thank Mr. Churchiff® for having invited me to this luncheon and alsotfe
very kind words he and my friend St&kHave been good enough to say about
me.

| thank him also for the charming thought, représeéy Lady Chamberlain’s
presence among us today. With Lady Chamberlaiglirhyself at home,
because | feel our dear Sir Austeis with us. But as | know his command
would be — “Do not speak about me, but act as Ityvashall obey his
command.

As | do not know, whether what | am about to sayulohave his
approval, | shall at least speak very openly to, youl know that even should |
be very wrong in what | say, in speaking openligt least follow the great rule of
my conversations with him: Frankness. And | shadlak very shortly, so that you
may put me questions afterwards.

Ladies and Gentlemen, the situation is very graue unless one is quite
blind, one must see that war may break out verymsoo

What is the situation in view of such a prospect?

Great Britain cannot remain neutral, for she regmes a body whose
members extend over the whole world, but whose headear the European
frontier.

Great Britain will be obliged to take part in twar, in self-defence and
for the maintenance of international law.

But war is a calamity. What can be done to preu@nt

For me it is very simple: Speak beforehand andme tand put before the
eyes of the eventual aggressor the picture of dthee$ that will be opposed to
him, the day he decides to commit the crime.

I know what people say here: We cannot speak bedoek because the
man in the street does not understand. May | &ay,you should start to educate
him, and when once the man in the street realisgsstlence is synonymous with
death and to speak out is synonymous with lifés ithe man in the street, who

! Speech made in English at the Committee for PaadéDefence, London, June 14, 1937.
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will urge the government to save life by sayingdsehand that Great Britain will
not remain passive.

| know also the distinction that is made here betwée East and the
West — the East, in which Great Britain cannot catrimerself, and the West,
where she has already taken obligations, in advance

May | say, that this distinction has no solid foahdn. Great Britain will
never be called upon to shed her blood for the BfaEurope. But Great Britain
must always intervene for the security of the Westich is intimately bound up
with security in the East.

Suppose in fact that Germany attacked Czechoslaakd that France, in
virtue of her Treaty of Alliance and in conformityith the resolutions of the
Council of the League, crosses the German frordigd, that Germany in her turn
attacks France, in consequence, France would tleethé victim of a non-
provoked aggression and the Treaty with Great Britaust come into action. In
fact, the fulfilling of an international duty cannle called a provocation. If the
application of the Covenant instead of calling fiee mutual assistance which it
stipulates, against the special measures diregjethst a State which applies the
sanctions against the aggressor, brings abousdtation of the State, faithful to
the Covenant, it would be better to dissolve thadLee than to continue the
hypocrisy of the game which is called Collective@day.

In the latter case, Great Britain has to face drievo realities.

Either war in the East and Peace in the West,i@tbby a war made on
France and Great Britain by a Germany whose povilebg greatly increased by
the territorial gains acquired and by the raw maltemwon.

Or else there will be no war at all, but an agresrnbetween Germany and
Soviet Russia, which will put at Germany’s dispoaihlthe raw materials of the
latter, and Central Europe will remain neutral,itagill be caught between the
pincers of Germany and Russia.

In this case, France and Great Britain will havdaoe a war with a still
stronger Germany, for she will have increased lwsveps, without having made
any of the sacrifices that war implies.

| represent in my own country the Anglo-French ldea

What can | say to my fellow-countrymen from you?

Nothing!

If I had given to Germany a tenth part of the wbHave given to France
and to Great Britain, | would have a great mangdhito say, that would help me
in my task! But | shall not change my attitude.

France and Great Britain should not discourageetfats that are being
made in Central Europe for them, and they shouldat@andon those who are
fighting there for your ideapeace and freedom.
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L’'ORDRE DANS LA PENSEE*

Monsieur le Recteur,

Messieurs les Membres du Sénat,

Mesdames,

Messieurs,

C’est avec une profonde reconnaissance que jesre¢gourd’hui de vos
mains, le titre de Docteunonoris causale I'Université Komensky de Bratislava.

Il y a dans cette reconnaissance, grace a votte gés la maniére dont
vous l'avez accompli, un mélange des sentimentplies délicats que le cceur
humain puisse étre appelé a connaitre.

Il'y a d’abord le fait que vous avez bien voulu diar mon activité
scientifique et politique. D’ailleurs pour moi, &l se confondent, car la maniére
dont j’ai conduit mon activité politique m’a permidg ne jamais couper les liens
qui l'attachaient a mon activité scientifique. Hifeg dans le domaine politique
jai toujours transposé les commandements de lensei et dans le domaine
scientifique, j'ai toujours transposé les commanelet® de I'expérience, qu’'a
chaque pas de ma carriére politique la vie me adtvél

Il 'y a ensuite le fait que cet honneur m’'incombe lguterritoire de la
Slovaquie, prolongement de mon propre territoirgonal, au point que je les
considere tous les deux comme un tout indivisibée cette Slovaquie qui en 20
ans d'indépendance a réalisé tant de progrés danslomaine matériel,
scientifique, littéraire et artistique, que I'orpa dire a juste titre, que la culture
slovaque porte victorieusement sur ses ailes legetional slovaque tout entier,
vers un nouvel et magnifique avenir.

Il y a enfin le fait, que vous me décernez le titeeDocteuhonoris causa
la méme année qu’a votre Président de la Républboe Excellence le Docteur
Edvard Benes, et que de cette maniere, mon nomassmxié au sien dans les
annales de votre Faculté de Droit.

C’est la un symbole pour le passé et pour l'aveRour le passe, ce
symbole signifiera la mise en relief d’'une amitiéd®ne coopération politique de
18 ans sans interruption, basée sur la plus par@mmunauté d’idéal, de
raisonnement et de méthodes.

Pour l'avenir, ce symbole doit signifier la congdmn d’une nouvelle et
solide intégration de la Tchécoslovaquie et de tarRanie dans le systéme
politique, dont elles font partie depuis 16 anssiles deux nations veulent vivre,
dont elles devront toujours continuer a faire gargue certains le veuillent ou ne
le veuillent pas, que cela leur fasse plaisir oun,nque cette coopération
ressemble, comme dans le passé, au grand et lanye fjui roule tranquillement

! Discours prononcé en francais a I'Université Kosign Bratislava, le 19 Juin 1937.
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ses eaux, ou, qu’elle ressemble, comme dans certaoments récents, a un
courant d’eau que le terrain oblige a suivre ceesisinuosités, et a sauter de
pierre en pierre, sans toutefois que I'on puiss#éteurner du but qu’il est appelé
d’atteindre.

Nous vivons une époque de trouble sans précédestldistoire. On dit
gue nous voulons éviter la guerre, et pourtant flauens, la, toute proche, mais
nos yeux refusent de la voir. On dit que le mondmaue d’'une doctrine qui
constitue son fil conducteur ; et pourtant, nougnay sous nos yeux, deux
doctrines, I'une plus restreinte, qui lutte pourdd’'unité de I'Europe sur la base
de son idéologie, I'autre plus générale mais qus’est pas encore rendu compte
de la menace qui la guette, et qui, non seulemantammencé la lutte pour sa
|égitime défense, mais n'a pas encore pourvu ad@ation des intéréts, qui doit
précéder cette lutte. On dit que l'on veut vivreusoe réegne de la loi
internationale, et pourtant, on assiste impassibka violation répétée, et a la
deéification de ceux qui la réalisent, heureux & derniers consentent a accepter
une conversation, les faits accomplis n’étant jamainis en cause.

Le monde ressent aujourd’hui un besoin qui prinus les autresL’ordre
dans la pensée.

Si cet ordre n’est pas rapidement rétabli, toufwe I'on fera est inutile, et
I’'homme tombera plus bas qu’a I'époque des tribimiffs, car du moins, a cette
époque, le sort qui I'attendait était I'ascensitamdis que le sort attendrait, dans
les circonstances actuelles, I'hnomme de demaiajtdardouleur d’'une chute des
sommets dans la vallée.

Agir, c’est le mot d’ordre des temps que nous va/on

Dans le magnifigue discours que le Président deREpublique
Tchécoslovaque faisait, a cette place méme, irg bientot deux mois, il disait :

« Il s’agit de créer un nouvel humanisme, un husrasipropre au XX
siecle, plus fort, plus solide, plus moderne, unuveb humanisme qui ait sa
nouvelle philosophie, sa nouvelle morale, son dmoitveau, qui adapteraient les
anciennes conceptions de la démocratie libérale ide la Révolution francaise,
aux besoins d'une nouvelle démocratie nationalesialy économique et
culturelle, avec l'aide de I'expérience des démidesaet des régimes autoritaires
de I'Europe, gu’ils aient réussi ou non ».

« Vous juristes, vous cherchez dans des voiessiigeles formes justes de
la synthese, dont je viens de vous parler. C'estqumi je me tourne vers vous,
pour que vous nous aidiez tous, mais surtout fesg)ommes politiques, a sortir
du chaos idéologiqgue de notre époque. C’est laevoission, qui sert a la fois la
nation, I'Etat et 'Humanité ».

Qu’il me soit permis de me débarrasser un instarrnd qualité d’homme
politique, et de répondre en juriste a 'appel deesPrésident :

« Nous sommes préts, nous juristes, a aider legrtiesnpolitiques, mais il
faut aussi que les hommes politiques nous aident ».
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Notre tache est d’exprimer en formules clairesdegences que la vie
sociale nous révéle a chaque instant. Le role giglédeur est de confirmer sous
forme de loi ce que, nous juristes, avons constatéme étant depuis longtemps,
aux yeux de la collectivité, la regle qui guiderdgle que I'on suit, parce que la
justice et l'intérét le commandent.

Mais que pouvons-nous, nous juristes, contre le dae les hommes
politiques, une fois la loi mise en vigueur, I'éeaa un moment donné ?

Pour nous juristes, le droit n'est pas comparablen &tre vivant. Il ne
saurait étre abattu par les coups que I'on portgreoui. Bien plus, le droit
ressort encore plus étincelant, a la suite dessvde fait qui ont tenté de le
détruire.

Pour nous juristes, le droit est impérissable, yiissge que I'abrogation en
due forme ait proclamé sa mort. Pour nous jurisfesyr sortir du chaos
idéologique, il faut avant tout s’en tenir a laci® application de la loi existante,
il faut passer d’'un stade de droit a un autre stEléroit, il ne faut pas que le
désordre glisse entre deux stades de droit, siaoch&os idéologique est un
Labyrinthe dont nul fil d’Arianne ne saurait nousliquer la sortie.

« Pour nous juristes, enfin, il N’y a pas de raiderchanger la Bible parce
que les hommes sont des pécheurs ».

Et laissez-moi maintenant reprendre ma qualité rdiime politique, pour
me demander avec toute l'autorité désirable : quiawnous fait, nous hommes
politiques, avec le Droit International que la GlarGuerre nous a légué ? Car, au
fond, si la Grande Guerre n’avait pas abouti a odeCinternational, qui lie tous
les Etats avec force obligatoire, elle se réduigaitine série d’horreurs sans
justification aucune.

Quel est ce droit ? Pourquoi I'a-t-on crée ?

Avant la guerre le monde était partagé en zonesises au régime de la
souveraineté nationale inflexible. Ces souverame@glaient elles-mémes, en
vertu de leur propre raison d’étre, les difficultgs se présentaient. Et, si pendant
ce réglement, deux souverainetés s’entrechoqudesmlroit a la guerre était la
mesure supréme pour résoudre le conflit. Commed# d'avait pas toujours a
son appui la force, c’est, en derniére analyse,question de force matérielle qui
tranchait les conflits entre les nations.

Des millions d’hommes ont di mourir pour que cet&aye fit place au
regne de la loi.

La guerre n’est pas définitivement exclue, maiskg#ons s’engageaient :

a) A ne plus se faire justice soi-méme, mais a stuientous les
litiges a 'examen du Conseil de la Société desaNatou a l'arbitrage.

b) A se préter un mutuel appui contre celui quilaitocet
engagement et voudrait se faire justice soi-méme.

c) A créer des organismes permanents, a fonctioenenégulier,
pour mettre ces principes en pratique.
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La souveraineté des nations continuait a existedis ngrevée d’une
servitude internationale en faveur de la paix,|gptént que I'on a pu définir le
droit intérieur comme étant le total des lacunesdmhit international.

Ces regles furent codifiées.

Au deébut, nous avons taché dappliquer avec sitcéde Code
International qui est le Pacte de la Société demha

Mais, déja en 1921, I'atavisme a taché de faireerggre a la souveraineté
nationale sa primauté sur la Charte Internatiogaie le monde s’était donnée.
C’est le cas des fameux amendements qui affaibliggeticle 16 du Pacte, mais
qui, heureusement pour I'organisation future dedi, ne sont jamais entrés en
vigueur.

Puis I'ldéal International se fortifia et connunssommet en 1924, lors de
I'adoption du Protocole. Mais le Protocole de 192#s plus que les amendements
de 1921 ne fut pas adopté.

Le pas en arriere de 1921 comme le pas en avat@2ie constituent des
oscillations de la vie, qui laissent la Loi Intetinaale, a I'heure actuelle, au point
ou elle se trouvait au moment de sa naissance.

Puis des guerres éclatérent, au mépris du Pad¢seSteriété des Nations.

Puis des répudiations unilatérales des lois exssareurent lieu,
contrairement a la loi internationale et a ses @sagans que des sanctions fussent
prises.

Le coupable, pour moi, n'est pas autant I'Etat qidle la loi
internationale, car d’abord cet Etat a agi avec&ité, et ensuite, au moment ou il
I'a fait, il a pris sur lui des risques sérieux quouvaient se transformer en
catastrophe. Ce n’est que la certitude d'impuritéuise au cours de la premiére
expérience, qui explique les récidives.

Les coupables sont pour moi les nations que la t€haternationale
obligeait d’agir et qui ne l'ont pas fait, et quoar leur passivité, ont créé le
sentiment d'impunité, en enlevant au régne de ilanternationale son pouvoir
effectif.

Et, fait pénible, fait grave a enregistrer, tangiige le nombre d’Etats qui
ont violé le Pacte par leur action est trés rédiihombre d’Etats qui ont opposé a
la violation du Pacte leur inaction se confond deddonde. C’est de ces derniers
seuls que je m’'occuperai, car ce sont les seulsmgoiéressent, vu que le langage
gu’ils tiennent est un langage de droit, ce quidrégur conduite encore plus
inexplicable.

J'ai toujours été franc.

Ce n'est pas en ce moment solennel que je courbeaaisinceérité
habituelle de pensée et d'action devant des raipatscolaires, qui, au prix de
cacher la vérité, manquent de raison d’'étre.

Je poserai donc, en réalité, et tres nettement, question :Veut-on
dissoudre la Société des Nations ?
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C’est en realiste, et en homme qui connait par repr@e expérience
I'opinion de beaucoup de pays, que je répondrarséhne ne veut une telle
chose, et personne n'aurait le courage de le faire.

D’abord, laFrancea basé toute sa politique extérieure sur la Sodése
Nations. Tous ses traités, qu’ils soient d’alliamced’amitié, sont encadrés dans
le Pacte de la Société des Nations. Si ce dertagrd@truit, la sécurité actuelle de
la France, basée sur des traités internationalwcqde@és dans le mécanisme du
Pacte, serait détruite aussi.

Ensuite laGrande-Bretagnea besoin de la Société des Nations pour
intervenir dans les affaires d’Europe. La Grandet&gne est un vaste empire,
assimilable a un corps dont les membres s’étendan$ toutes les parties du
monde, mais dont la téte est a quelgques minutesidie la frontiére européenne.
Ceci exclus pour elle aujourd’hui toute politiquésdlement. Ses traités publics
d’alliance avec la France et la Belgique le proteailleurs.

Mais la Grande-Bretagne ne saurait agir sur leigent en vertu de la
notion d’alliances. Son opinion publique ne le coemglrait pas. Il faut que son
action soit basée sur la Iégitime défense de $é=is vitaux et sur la nécessité de
combattre pour le maintien de la loi internation@&néve est I'endroit ou cette
derniere est proclamée. La Grande-Bretagne a belsoia Société des Nations
pour faire de la politique en Europe.

Enfin, méme les Etats-Unis, qui se trouvent a Féce la Société des
Nations, verraient avec défaveur sa disparition. &fet, non seulement
I’Amérique ne comprend pas que notre continenttrpas encore réalisé, sous
forme des Etats-Unis de I'Europe, son unité, miésree comprendrait jamais que
I'on détruise les liens beaucoup plus faciles dgentlles Etats d’aujourd’hui et
dont le but est de réaliser les idéals qui somaison méme de vivre du peuple
américain.

Quant aux nations appelées a intérét limite, pdreztnoi de dire que, si
la Société des Nations disparaissait, elles enesgri@s premiéres les victimes.

Il se peut que la justice de Geneve ne soit pdaipar il se peut que I'aide
gu’elle apporte soit encore faible et inefficadese peut que les échecs récents
aient diminué le pouvoir d’attraction du Grand ldégu’était la Société des
Nations.

Mais, du moins, linjustice subie par un Etat, lacBté des Nations
existante, est une injustice que I'on peut proclame yeux du monde, afin de
provoquer les réactions qui commandent les répamatnécessaires. Sans la
Société des Nations, tous les Etats dits secorsjagrareraient dans des boites
ouatees, et les cris quils y pousseraient comnwinves ne sauraient étre
entendus par personne.

Du moment que nous arrivons a la conclusion, quelétomonde veut que
la Société des Nations vive, gu’il me soit permesnde demander avec la méme
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franchise : Que doit-on faire pour que la Société des Natiomsomplisse
réellement sa mission ?

La Société des Nations n’est pas une académie enoedle n’est pas une
confrérie de techniciens ; elle est une institutwolitique, dont la principale
mission est de prévenir la guerre.

La grande erreur de ceux qui veulent que la SocdiésNations vive, est
de ne rien entreprendre, ou bien de se content@rat®dure, insignifiantes en
apparence, mais, qui, si 'on ne les surveille gaspres, peuvent amener un
affaiblissement encore plus grand des liens qussemit aujourd’hui avec force
obligatoire les Etats entre eux.

Qu’il me soit permis d’exprimer ici les méthodessdion devrait suivre
pour atteindre le but proposé. Elles sont au nordéreois :

a) le non changement du texte du Pacte de la $atestNations ;

b) la signature, a c6té du Pacte de la Sociét&ddens, d’accords
d’assistance mutuelle régionaux, en prévision deplication
de l'Article 16 du Pacte;

c) la déclaration d’avance et en temps utile, dgdhtique que
chaque Etat Membre de la Société des Nations seinraas
d’'une éventuelle agression.

Ces méthodes sont, en méme temps, les meilleuceste® pour faire
sortir le monde du chaos idéologique dans lequelitii car ces méthodes
signifient, d’abord, la réaffirmation et la réorgsation avec fermeté de l'ordre
légal, dont le chaos est sorti: ceci pour avoiotdre ; et ensuite le maintien de la
paix, condition indispensable pour la création’delle |égal nouveau vers lequel
nous pousse notre tendance instinctive de rempladceen par le mieux.

Lorsqu’on parle d’'un changement du Pacte de laéi®dcdes Nations, c’est
surtout I'Article 11, I'Article 16 et I'Article 1que I'on prend en considération.

Si I'on pouvait amender l'Article 11, dans le sedes I'application des
sanctions de I'Article 16 a titre préventif, je @isrle premier a m’inscrire en
faveur de 'amendement de cet article.

En effet, il pourrait y avoir des Etats qui préparenéthodiquement
I'agression, par le réarmement a un niveau qui skpde beaucoup les besoins de
la défense nationale, par la concentration de negtigremiéeres et de devises, a un
niveau qui dépasse de beaucoup les besoins déxla®R4neure actuelle, tant que
ces Etats n'ont pas fait un geste a I'extérieurngenace la Paix, ou tant qu'ils ne
se sont pas livrés a une agression contre luigqrent agir contre eux.

Sanctionner non pas seulement la guerre, mais @segoréparation, serait
rendre toute guerre d’agression impossible. Mamment s'imaginer que I'on
pourrait obtenir I'unanimité des Etats pour un adement de ce genre ? Il y a des
Etats-Membres de la Société des Nations qui ne gigaient jamais une
immixtion de cette nature dans leurs affaires iatées. Alors pourquoi toucher a
I'Article 11, si son renforcement ne nous para# passible ?
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Il'y va de méme de l'Article 16. Certains Etats #@mient soit I'affaiblir,
en y introduisant la graduation des sanctions, Isoitlusion des obligations de
I'Article 16 en ce qui les concerne. Jamais, unt Eua voudra voir vivre la
Société des Nations, n‘accédera a une telle prétent’uninanimité pour
changer I'Article 16 ne serait étre obtenu. Aloosifuoi parler de sa révision?

Ce qu'il faudra, c’est non seulement ne pas madiffaticle 16, mais, au
contraire, rendre clair aux yeux de tout le monde, ¢yu que les amendements de
1921 ne sont pas entrés en vigueur, les résolutdensAssemblée en date du 4
Octobre 1921 sont nulles et non avenues.

Reste I'Article 19, qui a trait & la révision desritieres.

Loin de moi I'idée d’ouvrir une discussion a ceetufC’est mon cceur que
je veux ouvrir aux Etats ex-ennemis, et non paspafémicque avec eux.

Je me contenterai de certaines observations d’'ayénéral, que je suis
obligé de faire, dans le but de prouver que larnééodu Pacte de la Société des
Nations n’est pas nécessaire.

Si nous prenons en considérations que I'EmpireaBnigue, les Etats-
Unis d’Amérique, les Etats de I'Amérique du Sud,Feance, la Belgique, la
Hollande, la Suisse, I'Espagne, le Portugal, lessEBcandinaves, les Etats Baltes,
les Etats de la Petite Entente, les Etats de liEateBalkanique, I'Union
Soviétique, dont la politique actuelle est baséelaBociété des Nations, et le
rapprochement entre les peuples, ne demandentepabangement de leurs
frontiéres, on arrive a la conclusion que pour iiense majorité des pays de la
Planete, la révision de leurs frontiéres ne camstitas un probleme.

Si, d'autre part, nous ferons observer que la ipokt actuelle de
I'Allemagne a I'égard de la Pologne, et la politqde I'ltalie a I'égard de la
Yougoslavie ne sont pas compatibles avec la révides frontieres polonaises et
yougoslaves, on arrive & la conclusion qu’'a I'heactuelle, pour ces Etats la
question de leurs frontieres n’est pas non pludedepropre aveu, un probléme.
D’ailleurs, ce serait la plus grave erreur que @@mencer une guerre, qui finirait
par se généraliser, pour une question locale qaoneerne que certains Etats.

En ce qui concerne 'Europe Centrale, je dirai sednt :

D’abord ce ne sont pas les pays intéressés maigraleds experts
américains et anglais qui ont tracé ces frontiéres.

Ensuite, ces experts ont fait des études tellerdétatillées dans chaque
cas, qu'ils n’hésitent pas de dire que, s'il s’agisde changer une frontiere pour
réparer une injustice, le résultat serait que lamait créé une injustice plus
grande que celle que 'on aurait voulu réparer.

Enfin, en fixant une frontiére, il est impossible de pas créer des
mécontentements.

Aujourd’hui c’est celui qui a perdu un territoireicge lamente ; demain ce
sera le tour de celui auquel on aura pris sortoéée| que de se lamenter. Il y a, en
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matiere de frontiéres, une musique a longue dumée espece dmoto perpetup
que 'on doit nécessairement enregistrer, et augo&st pas facile de mettre fin.

Qu'est-ce en effet que le soi-disant droit histoe® C’est un rapt
consacré par le temps. Les frontieres actuelleslles vont durer, comme je le
pense, auront au moins le mérite d’étre des sesgeimternationales consacrées
par le Temps.

Pour réviser un modeste contrat de location, leseotement des deux
parties intéressées est nécessaire. En conséquiesermit difficile d’appliquer
I'Article 19 du Pacte, si I'Etat intéressé ne dahpas son consentement a ce que
son territoire soit réduit. Et comme il est clajue les Etats visés par la révision
ne donneront jamais leur consentement a ce quatst@ngées les conditions
d’application de l'Article 19, je demande : Estsidge d’ouvrir une discussion
publique sur I'Article 19, qui excitera les passionationales, alors qu’on sait
d’avance, que 'on arrivera a aucun résultat ?

Ceci est pour moi d’autant plus vrai, que je coagdque la solution des
maux, que crée la frontiere, n'est pas la révigjan somme toute, signifie le
déplacement du mal, que la frontiére représents dhdroit a un autre, mais la
destruction de toutes les entraves que la frontegeésente, par sa spiritualisation
constante et progressive.

Combien plus humain, plus pratique et plus saineegian du Président
Hodz&2 de réunir les Etats Danubiens dans une entitéoégiopie distincte, que
de les laisser s’adonner a des querelles, qui nduigent a aucun résultat, mais
qui remplissent d’amertume I'ame de ceux qui spudent.

Si le Pacte de la Société des Nations ne doit fpascBange, il doit étre
complété par des pactes régionaux d'assistanceefteutll’Europe devra étre
partagée en zones au point de vue de la sécuntésire qu'une zone ? C'est
une question sujette a discussion. Ce qui impodst @ue dans l'avenir, les
sanctions économiques doivent rester universeltedoarent étre appliquées
concomitamment avec des sanctions militaires amsmgigionales.

Je sais quil y a, a I'heure actuelle, une voguensdde domaine
international : c’est la politique de neutralitéeR de plus naturel que le besoin
auquel correspond une telle conception. Rien de pddurel que de ne pas vouloir
y participer. Mais s’'imaginer que I'on peut praggua politique de neutralité par
une affirmation pure et simple, c’est vraiment pap enfantin.

Pour étre neutre, il faut d’abord étre d’accordcateris ses voisins. Il faut
ensuite étre prét a se défendre militairemengssivbisins ne tiennent pas parole.
Il faut ensuite, si les forces propres ne suffigeag, pour vaincre un voisin trop
puissant, devenir I'allié de ceux des Etats quilemhéme intérét que vous.

La politique de neutralité ne peut constituer ge’'udsultante. Elle ne
saurait jamais constituer une methode.

La neutralité est le fruit des pactes d’assistamcguelle, faits dans le
cadre de la Société des Nations, conformément doldrine de la sécurité
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collective, qui, elle seule, par I'immensité descés qu’elle peut dresser contre
I'agresseur, paralysera a tout jamais I'action aretie de ce dernier.

Y a-t-il un seul Etat de la Petite Entente qui peipratiquer la politique de
neutralité ? Non.

La Tchécoslovaquie est non seulement l'alliée d®damanie et de la
Yougoslavie, mais encore de la France et de TURSS.

La Yougoslavie est l'alliée de la Tchécoslovaquiede la Roumanie
contre la Hongrie ou la Bulgarie agissant seulesroaollaboration avec d’autres
Etats, grands ou petits.

Quant a la Roumanie, en plus de ses obligations/eetn de la Petite
Entente et de I'Entente Balkanique, elle est atllafliée de la Pologne, qui a son
tour est, a I'Ouest, I'allié de la France contédlemagne.

Dans ces conditions, pour les Etats de la Petiterfi®, le mot neutralité
est synonyme du non accomplissement d’obligatioxistantes, c’'est-a-dire
synonyme du mot déshonneur.

C'est pourquoi les Etats de la Petite Entente omt t'intérét a voir
s’établir sur la base du Pacte de la Société ddemrgaun systéme de pactes
régionaux militaires, qui seuls peuvent leur asslargécurité.

Quand au systeme des pactes bilatéraux, qu’il niepeomis d’observer
gu’ils ressemblent étrangement aux vieux traitéalidhce d’avant-guerre qui
constituent des systémes clos.

Le Pacte régional reste toujours ouvert a 'adhéd® tous les intéressés,
c’est pourquoi il est compatible avec le Pacteal&dciété des Nations. Il n'est
gue la mise en vigueur anticipée de I'Article 16Racte. Et s'il est partiel, a ses
débuts, c’est-a-dire s'il n’a obtenu que quelqugeatures pour commencer, rien
ne s’oppose a ce que le nombre de signatures atgetenu’il devienne général a
la fin.

Quant a I'idée que I'on pourrait isoler un pacttatéral d’un autre, a tel
point que I'on puisse faire la guerre en vertu denper et a demander |également
la neutralité en vertu du second, je me contentdgailire que I'humanité a trop
souffert pour qu’elle ne réalise pas qu’elle net@meepter comme recette de paix
la paralysie d’'une région combinée avec le systéle®e mains libres dans un
autre. Un tel systeme ne mérite pas méme la ceitiqun sourire suffit.

Enfin, pour sortir du chaos idéologique il faut ntanir la paix. C'est le
seul moyen qui permet de sortir du stade de dotiteh et d’arriver a un stade de
droit nouveau, qui sera le compromis entre tousdiésls existants et que nous ne
pourrons atteindre que par I'élan du cceur, joint exigences de la raison et
vérifié par I'expérience du Temps.

Il N’y a pas de moyens plus efficaces pour présdevgaix actuelle que
celui qui consiste, pour chaque Etat, de déclareudil fera d’avance en présence
d’'une agression éventuelle.
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Ce sera toujours I'honneur des Etats de la Petiterfie et de I'Entente
Balkanique que d’avoir dit, en temps utile, qu'edlera leur action en présence
d’'une agression prévue par les traités qui les.lien

Aussi, si hous avons connu l'angoisse de la guemtee les autres, dont
pourrait sortir une guerre qui nous concerne, duingjosur le territoire
international que couvre le Traité de la PetiteeBtd et celui de I'Entente
Balkanique, a aucun moment, ni dans le passé,ns Baprésent, nous n'avons
perdu le sentiment de la sécurité.

C’est que, dans les deux accords dont je parlea ¢tmujours considéré
I’équivoque comme I'ennemi, la clarté comme la teaile méthode et la fermeté
comme un devoir.

Si tous les Etats agissaient comme nous, si l'onvaid dresser dés
aujourd’hui le tableau des forces de ceux qui Si@ppaient demain a I'agression,
cette derniére n’aurait jamais lieu.

On sait qu'en Occident il y a une tendance a faire distinction entre
'Est et I'Ouest au point de vue de la sécuritétt€elistinction ne repose sur
aucun fondement.

D’abord, le Pacte de la Société des Nations estrgéat exprime de fagon
claire la notion de la paix indivisible.

Ensuite, la Grande-Bretagne n’a jamais dit et ma fimais qu’elle se
désintéresse de la paix en Europe Centrale et @kéerklle fait simplement cette
distinction : pour 'Ouest mes intéréts m’apparaigs dés aujourd’hui, tellement
clairs que je me prononce a l'avance. Pour I'Estme prononcerai le jour ou
I'agression aura lieu.

Enfin n’oublions pas que l'indivisibilité de la parésulte du fait que la
France a des traités d’alliance en régle avec kedaslovaquie et 'TURSS d’une
part et avec la Grande-Bretagne de l'autre.

Le jour ou la France agirait en vertu de ses sai@lliance et en
conformité avec les recommandations du Conseihdgociété des Nations pour
I'application de I'Article 16 ou de I'Article 15 pa7 du Pacte et ou elle se verrait
attaquée a son tour, elle sera la victime d’'unessjon non provoquée.

L’accomplissement d'un devoir international ne paurjamais étre
assimilé a une provocation, car alors tous legégad’alliance qui lient les
Puissances de I'Ouest et le Pacte de la Sociétéla@sns lui-méme, seraient de
véritables leurres.

La France aura ce jour-la le droit au mutuel amjmnt parle le par. 3 de
'Article 16, tel que la Grande-Bretagne I'a deméndaux Puissances
méditerranéennes pendant l'application des sarsctidans le conflit italo-
éthiopien et, en plus, a l'aide que stipulent sa#és d'alliance en cas d'une
agression non provoquée.

On sait, d’autre part, ce que I'on dit encore eri@nt, en France aussi
bien qu’en Grande-Bretagne : la pratique d’'unetigoié qui consiste a proclamer
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des aujourd’hui en mots, I'action que nous feroemadin, effraie ’lhomme de la
rue.

Oh, pauvre homme de la rue ! Qu’il me soit pernagpdendre ta défense,
au moins ici, & I'Université du Grand Comerifusuu nom des principes qui sont a
la base de sa philosophie : «L’école doit étre usme d’humanité, et les
hommes, sans égard a leurs classe ou a leur seixentdétre éduqués sur tout
sujet qui leur est nécessaire pour vivre et pdeiraire la Grace ».

Pour s(r, ’'hnomme de la rue, qui ne connait pasiétails et les difficultés
de la politique, a une tendance toute naturelleitarda guerre tant que lui ou son
pays ne sont pas directement attaqués.

Mais il est facile, par une éducation adaptée, alee fcomprendre a
I’'hnomme de la rue que la solidarité entre natioststellement étroite que I'on ne
peut toucher impunément a I'une sans nuire a Eadtrest encore plus facile de
lui faire comprendre que proclamer d’avance la sgit@ de faire la guerre est le
moyen le plus sdr de I'éviter.

Pour moi, la situation des opinions publiques ercid@mt ressemble
étrangement a un film Kodak déja exposé, mais pasre développé. Quand a
moi, je vois déja I'image. L’homme de la rue neviarra que le jour ou les
événements auront permis le développement du fleis alors il sera trop tard :
la guerre sera inévitable et 'lhomme de la rue aéwfaire.

Or, le but que nous devons poursuivre est de nrairiee paix et non pas
de la gagner une seconde fois.

Que savait 'homme de la rue de Glasgow des raispnsen 1914
déterminérent la Grande-Bretagne de prendre legsa@rll n’en savait rien. Et
pourtant, il mourut en héros.

Quand I'hnomme de la rue est capable de donner sasans savoir
pourquoi, au moins montrons - lui le respect quiardoit en lui expliquant avec
franchise quel est le devoir international de sayspet par la quel est son propre
intérét.

Lorsqu’il réalisera que le silence peut le condaita mort et qu’'un mot en
temps utile peut lui sauver la vie, c’est lui quugsera les gouvernements de
partout a parler et a dire les paroles nécessquieferont plier les épées et taire
les canons.

Non, je n’ai pas peur que 'hnomme de la rue empéesagouvernements
de déclarer leur politique d’avance. J'ai plutbtpdu manque du courage qu'il
faut pour rompre avec la tradition et pour tenivextement un langage, qui peut
temporairement provoquer une hostilité internatienaviais que I'homme
politique réalise que cette hostilité n’est pasréthe, et qu’elle peut lui apporter a
la fin un bien rare, un bien précieux: le respext'ddversaire pour son caractére
et son courage.

Voici, Mesdames et Messieurs, un vaste programme saletions
concretes, dressé par un homme politique qui esh@&me temps un juriste, en
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réponse a lI'appel du Président Benées en vue de dorthaos idéologique actuel,
par la mise du droit au service de la politiquetekpoint qu’on arrive a la
conclusion qu’il s’agit de deux aspects d’'une éuihique.

Ce n'est que le jour ou la politigue se confondvacale droit, ou I'on
n'opposera plus I'esprit politique a I'esprit juigde, ce n'est que le jour ou I'on
réalisera que le véritable esprit juridique se oadfavec I'esprit politique le plus
aiguisé, parce qu'il consiste a harmoniser lesredittions de I'heure, au service
du maitre qui s’appelle la loi, parce qu'il saitjegsi ce dernier ne mérite plus
d’étre le maitre, il faut le remplacer par un n&afiouveau, adapté aux exigences
nouvelles, qui s’appellent encore la loi, maisdariouvelle ; ce n’est que le jour
ou le droit rayonnera comme un soleil levant daasé de tous les hommes,
comme une directive qui guide, comme un impérattgorique qui s'impose,
comme une auto-obéissance, qui se confond avedbdatéd organisée, que
'humanité aura été sauvée, parce que, dans la quaxcrée l'ordre juridique,
'homme pourra accomplir sa destinée conformémentcammandement de
I'ldéal Créateur.

L’ldéal Créateur veut que I'empire du ciel qui estnous, se réalise autour
de nous, dans le monde visible de la matiere.

L’ldéal Créateur ne se contente pas de semer ane humaine le germe
de la foi dans une vie future, ou la sagesse ddxaelallié de la bonté ; il exige
surtout les efforts nécessaires, quelques grands goient, pour intégrer dans la
matiére toutes les poussées instinctives de I'anmeaine vers le beau et vers le
bien, qu’il ne suffit pas d’entrevoir, qu’il s’agie creer.

L’ldéal Créateur ne distingue pas entre I'espribanatiere. Il considere le
premier comme le génie du sculpteur et le seconthw le marbre qui se laisse
faconner, a fin qu’apparaisse en pleine lumierdeau qui se cachait auparavant
dans I'dme humaine, comme dans une ténébre.

La paix dans l'ordre, le droit en perpétuel devepwour suivre le cours
changeant de la vie, 'dme humaine en continughttr@our se réaliser elle-méme
en formes concrétes d’'une pensée et d’'une géergresitconstante ascension,
voila les conditions gu’exige la sortie du chaosaetie organisée a laquelle tous
les étres humains aspirent.

C’est par le droit, comme méthode, c’est pour I'emgu droit, comme
objectif, c’est par le fonctionnement du droit @imvice de I'amélioration du droit,
comme regle de conduite, que nous réaliseronsxigerees de I'ldéal Créateur,
gue nous cesserons d’étre des humbles qui se cautbeant les difficultés de
I'existence, que nous deviendrons les maitres d@eladont, par ignorance, nous
nous croyons les esclaves, que nous sentirons), enfe Dieu est véritablement
en nous.

Pour m’avoir donné l'occasion d’exprimer ces véit@ui sont la
substance méme de ma vie, et pour m'avoir proclBmd&eurhonoris causale
votre université, laissez-moi, Monsieur le Recteairyvous tous, Messieurs les
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Professeurs, vous remercier pour ce trésor desselsespirituelles que jemporte
de Bratislava et qui s’appelle la gratitude.

« ON NE PEUT PAS SAUVEGARDER LA PAIX,
QUEN LUTTANT POUR LE DROIT » *

Monsieur le Président,

Mesdames,

Messieurs,

C’est un trés grand honneur pour moi que de pddeant vous, a coté de
I'Honorable Sénateur Monsieur M. Portnigret de mon éminent ami, Monsieur
Chastené?.

Je suis de ceux qui savent qu’en France, c’esioldnce qui gouverne. Je
ne dirai pas que c’en est la raison, mais le fslitgeie je n'ai pas encore parlé
jusqu’a aujourd’hui en public a Paris.

D’ailleurs, je n'ai parlé en France, devant de déarqudiences, que deux
fois dans ma vie. La premiére fois, ce fut a Mdlesel y a 19 ans, ou, au début de
ma carriére politique, exilé de RoumaHigour avoir été un de ceux qui
refuserent de signer avec I'Allemagne un TraitéPdex sépare, le fameux Traite
de Bucare§f, qui restera un modéle & consulter pour le cad'Allemagne
sortirait victorieuse d’'une guerre future, j'expolsasituation de mon pays gisant
sous la botte étrangere. Et depuis, il y a a pes p® ans, jai gardé le silence en
France, et je parle aujourd’hui a Bordeaux.

Que d’événements se sont passés dans cet intdrvalle

Je les résumerai tous en disant: il y a 19 ansatg coulait chez nous,
mais nous étions tous possedeés par la foi, pavi ldains un Monde Nouveau qui
devait naitre et ou régnerait la justice, ou I'ldéaurrait montrer avec fierté ses
exigences, ou 'homme serait plus frere de I'hongnél ne I'avait été dans le
passé.

Aujourd’hui le sang ne coule pas chez nous, maicramt, a chaque
instant, qu’'on ne lui demande un nouveau sacriéiceen plus, une vague de
lassitude s’est emparée de nos esprits, a tel gogtdemain n’est plus pour nous
une promesse, mais une échéance dont nous serodéHiteurs.

C’est contre cet état d’esprit, n'importe ou jetleuve, que je me suis
proposé de lutter. Je veux analyser ses causesyjevous prouver gue cet état
d’esprit est spécifique aux nations dites victosesl; je veux vous démontrer que
la foi a actuellement changé de domicile, et ga’#dlge dans le coeur de ceux qui
ont perdu la guerre, qui n’ont ni colonies, ni gskes, ni matiéres premieres, mais
qui considerent demain comme le grand jour, ouleurtsera octroyé.

! Conférence prononcée en francais au Congrés dup@mwent des Officiers Mutilés et Anciens
Combattants, Bordeaux, le 27 Juin 1937.




136 Documents

D’ou provient notre état d’esprit actuel ; que devmous faire pour qu’il
disparaisse ?

Pour moi, il N’y a pas de doute : la dépressiorraggneéralisée que jai
rencontrée dans divers pays du monde, a trois salaeassivité en présence de
la lutte d’idéologie qui se poursuit partout et,qui qu’aucune des deux théses ne
saurait nous convaincre, affaiblit notre foi damslbctrine démocratique, en nous
faisant croire qu’elle ne saurait sortir victorieud’'un combat avec les deux
doctrines extrémes, alliées, lorsqu’il s'agit dieprendre une conquéte ; c'est
ensuite la violation répétée de la Loi internatlenaans sanction aucune, ce qui
fait dire que la Loi internationale et l'illusiore confondent généralement; c’est
enfin la destruction de la confiance dans la Sécdds Nations, comme point
d’appui et instrument afin de maintenir la Paibemfitionale.

Le remede contre cet état d’esprit est simple etsiste dans un fait
unique : Parlons dés aujourd’hui en maitres; cessi@s aujourd’hui d’étre les
humbles qui se courbent devant les exigences deéela évitons la guerre en
parlant de la guerre, car ce n’est qu’en montrardrgn’a pas peur de la guerre,
que I'on peut s'imposer a ceux qui voudraient lelelécher.

Que la lutte d’'idéologie ne soit a la base de npsychologie actuelle, |l
n'y a aucun doute.

L’Europe cherche son unité. On essaye de la faitepar la victoire de
I'extréme droite, soit par la victoire de I'extrémauche. Aucune de ces doctrines
ne peut nous convenir, a nous qui sommes élevéécald des idées de la
Révolution Francaise. Il ne s’agit pas pour noesjesnent d’'opposer le veto a
toutes les doctrines extrémistes, il s’agit pounsnde lutter pour que l'unité de
I'Europe soit faite au nom de notre démocratie asndelle qu’elle est pratiquée
par 'immense majorité des Etats du Monde: la FeatiEmpire Britannique, les
Etats-Unis, I'Amérique du Sud, la Suisse, la Halleples Etats Scandinaves.

Comment? Parce que les pays dits totalitaires sedgmné des maitres
qui incarnent la loi, au point qu'un changement udfeur équivaut a un
changement de loi, nous aurions perdu nous, leod@&tes, la notion de la loi
telle que nous I'avons toujours congue et telleli@’est et doit rester, c’est-a-dire
I'expression de la volonté du peuple?

Il est vrai qu'a l'intérieur des Etats dits totalies, il y a une discipline qui
impressionne.

Mais nul besoin de troquer notre liberté d’esptid@ction contre cette
discipline.

Nous pouvons avoir et I'une et l'autre. Regardezcdté de la Grande-
Bretagne. Je ne connais pas un pays a libertélipiisees que celui-la. Mais, il y
a c6té d'elle une discipline que crée l'auto-olaise qui se confond avec la
liberté organisée.

Jamais les Francais ne sauraient adopter la dectles Etats dits
totalitaires. Et la raison en est simple. En g@side, en derniere analyse, cette
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doctrine? Au point de vue psychologique, cette riloetréside dans la perte du
droit de juger soi-méme les situations qui se prigse, dans la délégation de ce
droit de juger a un tiers qui juge pour vous, dbmisligation qu'on assume de
faire ce que ce tiers dira, en parlant aussi biesoa nom qu’au votre.

Au point de vue économique, ces doctrines résidans la main mise de
la collectivité sur la propriété privée, soit dgda totale, soit de facon partielle,
mais, dans ce dernier cas, dans une mesure liraitépermanente extension,
jusgu’au point que ces doctrines finissent parosdandre.

Quelgu’'un me demandait un jour quelle est la diffée entre le
communisme d’une part et les autres doctrinesitaitals de I'autre?

Je lui répondis: aucune.

Supposez que vous ayez Six vaches. Le communisme les prendra
toutes et vous n’entendrez plus jamais parler eelLes autres Etats totalitaires
vous les laisseront, mais sous ces conditions: Vitalgez plus jamais le droit de
les traire et, en plus, vous aurez I'obligatiorpdger le colt de leur entretien.

Et, chose curieuse a observer, comme la vie n'estopangement, si la
prise de la propriété a éte totale au début, li@wmh consiste a le rendre bribe par
bribe, parcelle par parcelle, a ceux qui I'ont pexdSi, au contraire, la prise de la
propriété privée a consisté dans une main miseepertau debut, I'évolution
consiste a prendre par étapes ce qui est restégpeud’on arrive a la fin au néant
objectif, accompagné, subjectivement, de la mdatdé bourgeois du propriétaire
exproprié qui a cru et se croira toujours prophiétagrace aux formules que I'on
aura trouveées pour apaiser ses susceptibilitéstlopération.

En un mot, I'avenir du communisme est la bourgegi&avenir des autres
doctrines totalitaires est le communisme.

Peu importe si ce que je dis plait ou ne plait pasdirai toujours, sans
hostilité ni provocation, ce que je pense et ce djgeolution des faits
m’enseignera comme devant étre une verité.

Mais je m’empresserai d'ajouter: Nous, Latins, gim& démocratique,
nous ne voulons d’aucune de ces deux doctriness idatendons ne pas nous
immiscer dans la soi-disant lutte idéologique, pmutant qu’elle se développe au-
dela de nos frontieres. Mais nous n’accepteronfigmue, sous prétexte de la
liberté des idées, il s'installe dans nos foyers habile propagande, qui fasse
vaciller nos esprits ; nous n’accepterons jamaig@éguer a d’autres le droit de
juger pour nous-mémes ; nous n'accepterons jammisedoncer a la propriété
privée qui, étant le fruit du travail de nos anegtou de notre propre travail, est
considérée par nous comme sacreée.

Mais pour que les faits répondent a nos désirfut étre actifs. Que
faisons-nous pour que la démocratie vive? Queld $em efforts que nous
pratiquons auprés de notre jeunesse pour que defteiere voit dans la
démocratie un idéal, dans le respect de la dignitdéaine, le bien le plus
précieux, dans la liberté, la plus grande rich@s&aii pense encore aux sacrifices
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gue nos ancétres ont da faire, au sang qui a digrcpaur que la vie a laquelle
nous nous sommes habitués ait pu s’établir?

Et c’est cette passivité que nous opposons a l@oFdicingére qui chante
les louanges du Paradis Nouveau, qui n'est queasqoe de I'esclavage ; a la
propagande qui, spéculant sur certains désordéssda la liberté mal comprise,
incite les esprits a accepter les régimes autmegaidont la porte d’entrée est
facile a trouver, mais dont la porte de sortie g&ie toujours la révolution, c’est
cette passivité que nous opposons aux actes degaton a la guerre, basés
uniquement sur la croyance, créée par I'expérieiniggassé, que leur impunité est
assurée et gu’ils ne feront que courber davantegellapeaux des démocraties
devant ceux des Etats totalitaires?

Avouons que ce n'est pas la un moyen de préseavdtaix, mais un
moyen de provoquer, par une erreur de psycholatpat nous sommes les
auteurs, la guerre a court terme.

Mesdames et Messieurs, I'heure actuelle est afelfise.

Par cette passivité des opinions publiques, comepaaé I'activité
ininterrompue des Etats totalitaires, la Franceeastrain d’affaiblir ses positions
en Europe Centrale et en Europe Orientale. Danségens, on est tenté de
considérer comme maitres ceux qui savent parler @vergie, ceux qui apprétent
les canons pendant gu’ils causent, ceux qui coresitiée droit de se faire justice
soi-méme comme un postulat de I’honneur national.

Certes, c’est la une erreur. C’est affreux. Maiglpanez aux masses qui
jugent ainsi, car, de par la propre inaction ddérasseés, elles sont poussées a
penser ainsi.

Ceux qui comme moi vous connaissent, savent bienogtte lenteur a
déclencher I'action est le propre des forts, quvelent pas étre dérangés de leur
confort spirituel a propos de tout.

Je sais d’avance ce que la France fera. Que voulsiee le contraire et je
me croirai moi-méme et non pas ceux qui me parlérdst que la France est
beaucoup le film non développé. En ce qui me caor;ege vois déja l'image.
Quant aux autres, ils ne la verront que le joutestévénements permettront de le
développer. Mais alors ce sera trop tard: la gusara a nos portes.

Ce que je veux, ce que nous voulons tous, ce pastle gagner la guerre
une seconde fois, c’est de I'éviter pour toujours.

Or, ce n’est pas par l'inaction, ce n’est pas paepliement sur soi-méme,
ce n'est pas par I'horreur de parler de la gueue cptte derniére sera évitée.
faut que tout le monde travaille pour qu’un tehfiésoit évité a 'humanité.

La France a besoin de 'Europe Centrale et Orientalmme ces dernieres
ont besoin de la France.

Supposez une guerre entre la France et I'Allemagnde disant, je mets
les deux Etats sur pied d’égalité au point de \aikedr esprit pacifique.
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En faisant cette hypothése, loin de moi l'idéetdiatier a I'Allemagne des
idées belliqueuses. Ce serait offenser un paysectoe je veux a tout prix éviter.
Mais lorsqu’on fait une étude théorique, il estttaussi inadmissible d’attribuer a
un pays lintention de faire la guerre, comme dexdlure de sa qualité de
belligérant dans une guerre éventuelle. Ce n’'estsqus la réserve que je viens de
faire que I'on devra interpréter mes paroles.

Faisons donc I'’hypothese d’'une guerre entre laderah I’Allemagne.

Si les Etats de I'Europe Centrale et Orientaleorg pas en guerre a coté
de la France, si 'Allemagne n’a plus a faire facdeux fronts, mais a un seul, le
front francais aura a faire des efforts supplémeggeet I'issue de la guerre sera
moins certaine.

J'entends déja I'objection : pourquoi, s'il s'agitune guerre sur un seul
front, voulez-vous qu’il s’agisse du front franc&i€e sera le front oriental, et la
France restera tranquille, non attaquée par peesddiest la que réside la plus
grande erreur politique que l'opinion francaise npaiil commettre : s’imaginer
gu’elle a moins a craindre d’'une Allemagne dontftases se sont accrues par
une victoire a I'Est, que de I'Allemagne actuelimaginer qu'en donnant
satisfaction & un Etat sur le dos des autres,ulede I'Etat qui a permis une telle
politique ne viendra jamais.

Si une Nation a l'impérialisme dans son ame, lanpgee conquéte en
appelle une seconde et la lutte ne cessera queideofi le nouvel impérialisme
aura détruit 'impérialisme existant.

N’oublions pas que si les Anglais sont tellemenndeés, tellement
conservateurs, c’est qu'ils ont fait pendant tmigcles de I'impérialisme, il est
vrai, dans des régions peu avancées, la ou lemguétes pouvaient se justifier
par la nécessité de répandre les bienfaits de owitsation, si bienfaits il y a.

N’oublions pas non plus que les Anglais n'ont faét impérialisme
colonial qu’une fois que leur essai de faire deafierialisme a domicile a échoue,
a la suite de la guerre de Cents ans.

Aujourd’hui, les Anglais sont les sages du monds; ant réussi a
transformer leur intérét national en fonction intgionale.

Ne laissons pas commencer la lutte dont le but’'espropriation des
possédants d’aujourd’hui par les velléitaires quilent ravir le bien des autres au
nom d’'une mission divine gu’eux seuls ont décowevert

Ceci m'amene a dire ce que j'ai été appelé a dines amis britanniques.

Le sort de la France est d’écrire une piece, soil@x actes, soit en un

seul.

Dans le premier cas, la piece sera une tragédie.pBamier acte sera la
guerre a I'Est et la Paix a I'Ouest. Le second aeta une guerre entre la France
et ’Angleterre, d’'une part, et I'’Allemagne de ltae, mais une Allemagne dont les
forces seront énormément accrues par toutes lesximms territoriales qu’elle
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aura realisées et toutes les matieres premiereslayuisa dans les réservoirs
illimités qui s’appellent 'Union Soviétique et [iEope Centrale.

Dans le second cas, la France écrit une piece seulracte. Et cette piéce
ne sera pas une tragédie. Son sujet est le maitida Paix, partout, quelle que
soit la zone de I'Europe ou la guerre pourrait ecleEt le mérite de cette piece
est, qu’une fois écrite, elle ne sera jamais jo@&equi a déterminé I'Allemagne a
faire la guerre en 1914, ce fut son illusion daagse sur la neutralité britannique.
Si I'on faisait dés aujourd’hui, avec netteté,dbleéau des forces qui se dresseront
le jour ou une agression aurait lieu n'importe dapelle région d’Europe,
personne naurait le courage de se livrer & unergueous les Etats tacheront
d’obtenir, par voie d’accord, ce qui leur est néege.

Si I'on recourt a cette seconde méthode, et si dlonne les garanties de
paix neécessaires, il faut étre généreux : autants ndevrons étre actifs et
inexorables lorsqu’il s’agit de combattre la gueraeitant nous devrons étre
comprehensifs et tolérants lorsqu’il s’agit de aditer la Paix.

Mais pour ceci, que finisse a jamais I'ere des dégions unilatérales et
non sanctionnées de la loi internationale, sourge ajmente constamment
I'esprit de défaitisme qui s’est emparé de nous.

Rien n’a plus nui a la France et a ses amis quévésements du 7 Mars
1936. Il est vrai que pour n'avoir pas été étenglusurface, la réaction contre le
coup du 7 Mars a été grande en profondeur. Ce’4ugléterre n’aurait jamais
dit auparavant en paroles, elle I'a stipulé paitéétlle donnera son aide et
assistance toutes les fois que la France serameécti’'une agression non
provoquée. Ne sous-estimez pas cet engagemeng esstreignant par votre
propre interprétation seulement au cas ou le std dleance serait envahi par des
troupes ennemies. Il y a bien plus dans ce textmlistz-le et agissez en
conséguence.

Supposez que la guerre éclate en Europe Centrade. Ftance,
conformément a ses Traités d’alliance et aux résoisi du Conseil de la Société
des Nations, traverse la frontiere d’'un pays voiEiie se voit a son tour contre-
attaguée. La France, par l'application de sanctioasrempli un devoir
international. Jamais I'accomplissement d’'un devnternational ne peut étre
assimilé a une provocation. La France a le deveirdhliser cette vérité. La
France ne doit demander a personne le consentgroeni@appliquer ses Traites,
qui la lient & 'Europe Centrale et Orientale, dois que le Conseil de la Société
des Nations s’est prononcé.

La Grande-Bretagne, en 1935, pour n’avoir appliqué des sanctions
économiques, a rappelé a tous les Etats médiémmanl'obligation de mutuel
appui que prévoit le Pacte de la Société des Natipour le cas ou I'ltalie
I'attaquerait. Elle a obtenu toutes les assuranéesssaires.

Ce que la Grande-Bretagne a obtenu pour les sasciconomiques, et
qui n’était que son droit, la France l'obtiendraresient pour des sanctions




NicolaeTitulescu 141

militaires. C’est son droit aussi. Et en plus, tarfee a le droit de faire jouer dans
tous ces cas le Traité d’Alliance avec la Grandet&mne, qui vise I'agression non
provogquee.

Mais pour cela, il faut que la France soit condeiate son droit, qu'elle
réalise a la lettre et non pas de facon rétréd'e)lg se rappelle que Calais est sur
le territoire francais et que, partant, le devaer ld France est plutot d'agir et
d’entrainer que de questionner et de demander avis.

Si la Grande-Bretagne a déclaré que sa frontigrsuede Rhin, nul doute
que la frontiere de la France ne soit en Tchécasgjoe et nul doute que la
frontiere de cette derniere est sur le Dniestersgpiare la Roumanie de I'Union
Soviétique.

Quel exemple plus admirable de la solidarité eN@&ons, que le fait de
constater que chacune d’elle considére que sadrerdst celle de I'Etat voisin.

C’est en parlant ouvertement de ces choses-I&, eredisant que I'on fera
la guerre si le voisin est touché, que I'on auraiment travaillé pour éviter la
guerre et pour consolider la paix existante.

Ce travail doit étre général et organisé. Il a a service un grand
instrument international qui s’appelle la Sociéé dlations.

Je sais que les échecs de la Société des Natigg, gbn inaction, comme
dans le conflit sino-japonais, ou a son action, m@ndans le conflit italo-
éthiopien, ont diminué son prestige et la confiar=e I'opinion publique
internationale en elle.

Mais soyons justes: qu'est-ce la Société des Nstiosinon un
rassemblement de Gouvernements? Comment la Satétdations ferait-elle
faillite et I'hnonneur des Gouvernements qui traeail sous son couvert resterait-il
indemne ? Non, ce n'est pas la Société des Natjona fait faillite, ce sont les
hommes qui ont travaillé sous son drapeau, au nesrpdys qui, par leur force,
imposent les directives de la Société des Natiquissont les grands coupables.

Soyons aussi réalistes: Veut-on dissoudre la Sbdied Nations ?

C’est en homme qui connait, par sa propre expérjetiopinion de
beaucoup de pays, que je répondrai: une pareitlsecst impossible.

D’abord, la France a basé toute sa politique exdéei sur la Société des
Nations. Tous ces Traités, qu’ils soient d’allialmced’amitié, sont encadrés dans
le Pacte de la Société des Nations. Si ce dertagrd@truit, la sécurité actuelle de
la France, basée sur des Traités internationawcgadeés dans le mécanisme du
Pacte, serait détruite aussi.

Ensuite la Grande-Bretagne a besoin de la Sociég Nhtions pour
intervenir dans les affaires de 'Europe. La GeBdetagne est un vaste Empire,
assimilable a un corps dont les membres s’étendan$ toutes les parties du
monde, mais dont la téte est a quelques minuteslidie la frontiere européenne.
Ceci exclue pour elle aujourd’hui toute politiqguesdlement. Ses Traités publics
d’alliance avec la France et la Belgique, le procailleurs.
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Mais la Grande-Bretagne ne saurait agir sur leigent en vertu de la
notion d'alliances. Son opinion publique ne le coemglrait pas. Il faut que son
action soit basée sur la Iégitime défense de $éeis vitaux et sur la nécessité de
combattre pour le maintien de la loi internation@&néve est I'endroit ou cette
derniere est proclamée. La Grande-Bretagne a belsoia Société des Nations
pour faire de la politique en Europe.

Enfin, méme les Etats-Unis, qui se tiennent a Iéde la Société des
Nations, verraient avec défaveur sa disparition. &fet, non seulement
I’Amérique ne comprend pas que notre continenttrpas encore réalisé, sous
forme des Etats-Unis de I'Europe, son unité, miésree comprendrait jamais que
I'on détruise les liens beaucoup plus faibles dentlles Etats d’aujourd’hui et
dont le but est de réaliser les idéals qui somaison méme de vivre du peuple
americain.

Quant aux nations appelées a intérét limité, paenahoi de dire que si la
Société des Nations disparaissait, elles en sedagpremieres les victimes.

Il se peut que la justice de Genéve ne soit pdaipagril se peut que l'aide
gu’elle apporte soit encore faible et inefficadese peut que les échecs récents
aient diminué le pouvoir d'attraction du grand Idém’était la Société des
Nations.

Mais, du moins, linjustice subie par un Etat, lacté des Nations
existante, est une injustice que I'on peut proclaee yeux du monde, afin de
provoquer les réactions qui commandent les répmatnécessaires. Sans la
Société des Nations, tous les Etat dits secondagreseraient dans des boites
ouatées, et les cris gu'’ils pousseraient comménvest ne sauraient étre entendus
par personne.

Du moment que nous arrivions a la conclusion queleomonde veut que
la Société des Nations vive, gu’il me soit permesnde demander avec la méme
franchise : que doit-on faire pour que la Société des Natiomsomplisse
réellement sa mission ?

La Société des Nations n’est pas une académie enoedle n’est pas une
confrérie de techniciens, elle est une institutfslitique, dont la principale
mission est de prévenir la guerre. La grande erdeuceux qui veulent que la
Société des Nations vive, est de ne rien entrepeedl bien de se contenter de
procédures, insignifiantes en apparence ; mais,sglion ne les surveille pas de
pres, peuvent amener un affaiblissement encoregoared des liens qui unissent
aujourd’hui avec force obligatoire les Etats eing.

Qu’il me soit permis d’exprimer ici les méthodesedion devrait suivre
pour atteindre le but proposé. Elles sont au nordéreois:

a) Le non changement du texte du Pacte de la $ateétNations;

b) La signature, a coté du Pacte de la SociéeteNagisns, d’accords
d’assistance mutuelle régionaux, en prévision dgplication de
I'article 16 du Pacte;
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c) La déclaration d’avance et en temps utile, deol#tigue que chaque
Etat-membre de la Société des Nations suivra en’cag éventuelle
agression.

Ces méthodes sont, en méme temps, les meilleuceste® pour faire
sortir le monde du chaos idéologique dans lequelitii car ces méthodes
signifient, d’abord, la réaffirmation et la réorgsation avec fermeté de I'ordre
légal, dont le chaos est sorti : ceci pour avoiptdre ; et ensuite le maintien de la
paix, condition indispensable pour la création’dedle |égal nouveau vers lequel
nous pousse notre tendance instinctive de rempladceéen par le mieux.

Si le Pacte de la Société des Nations ne doit pascBange, il doit étre
complété par des pactes régionaux d'assistanceetteutl’Europe devra étre
partagée en zones au point de vue de la sécuntésixe qu'une zone ? C'est
une question sujette a discussion. Ce qui impodst @ue dans l'avenir, les
sanctions économiques doivent rester universeltedoaent étre appliquées
concomitamment avec des sanctions militaires amsm@gionales.

Je sais qu'il y a, a I'heure actuelle, une voguensdde domaine
international : c’est la politique de neutralitéeR de plus naturel que le besoin
auquel correspond une telle conception. Rien de mpdurel que de ne pas vouloir
la guerre, et, si elle éclate, que de ne pas voulparticiper. Mais s’imaginer que
I'on peut pratiquer la politique de neutralité pare affirmation pure et simple,
c’est vraiment par trop enfantin.

Pour étre neutre, il faut d’abord étre d’accordcateris ses voisins. Il faut
ensuite étre prét a se défendre militairemengssivbisins ne tiennent pas parole.
Il faut ensuite, si les forces propres ne suffigeag, pour vaincre un voisin trop
puissant, devenir I'allié de ceux des Etats quilemhéme intérét que vous.

La politique de neutralité ne peut constituer ge’'uesultante. Elle ne
saurait jamais étre une méthode.

La neutralité est le fruit des pactes d’assistamcguelle, faits dans le
cadre de la Société des Nations, conformément dotdrine de la sécurité
collective, qui, elle seule, par I'immensité descés qu’elle peut dresser contre
I'agresseur, paralysera a tout jamais I'action aretie de ce dernier.

Y a-t-il un seul Etat de la Petite Entente qui peipratiquer la politique de
neutralité Non.

La Tchécoslovaquie est non seulement l'allié d&R@amanie et de la
Yougoslavie, mais encore de la France et de TURSS.

La Yougoslavie est l'alliée de la Tchécoslovaquiede la Roumanie
contre certains Etats agissant seuls ou en co#éibaravec d’autres Etats, grands
ou petits.

Quant a la Roumanie, en plus de ses obligationseetu de la Petite
Entente et de I'Entente Balkanique, elle est atllafliée de la Pologne, qui a son
tour est, a I'Ouest, I'alliée de la France cont#dlémagne.
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Dans ces conditions, pour les Etats de la Petiterfi®, le mot neutralité
est synonyme du non accomplissement d’obligatioxistantes, c’'est-a-dire
synonyme du mot déshonneur.

C’est pourquoi les Etats de la Petite Entente auttintérét a voir s'établir,
sur la base du Pacte de la Société des NationsysiaBme de pactes régionaux
militaires, qui seuls peuvent leur assurer la séeur

Quant au systeme de pactes bilatéraux, qu’il me mimis d’observer
gu’ils ressemblent étrangement aux vieux traitéalidhce d’avant-guerre qui
constituent des systémes clos.

Le pacte régional reste toujours ouvert a I'adheésie tous les intéressés,
c’est pourquoi il est compatible avec le Pacteal&dciété des Nations. Il n'est
gue la mise en vigueur anticipée de l'article 16R#cte. Et s'il est partiel, a ses
débuts, c’est-a-dire s’il n’a obtenu que quelqugeaures pour commencer, rien
ne s’oppose a ce que le nombre de signatures atgetenqu’il devienne général a
la fin.

Quant a 'idée que I'on pourrait isoler un pacttatéral d’'un autre, a tel
point que I'on puisse faire la guerre en vertu denper et a demander légalement
la neutralité en vertu du second, je me contentdgailire que I'humanité a trop
souffert pour qu’elle ne réalise pas qu’elle net@meepter comme recette de paix
la paralysie d’'une région combinée avec le systdeg mains libres dans une
autre.

Un tel systéme ne mérite pas méme la critique ounire suffit.

Nous voulons la Paix. Il n’y a que la Paix qui peipermettre aux Nations
d’accomplir leur destinée. Il n'y a que la Paix quiisse permettre la libre
circulation des biens, source de la prospéritéagson tour est la garantie unique
contre le désordre dans la pensée, qui peut ssfdrarer en désordre de la vie
d’Etat.

Je suis venu a Bordeaux pour dire que I'on ne pauvegarder la Paix
gu’en luttant pour le droit, que I'on ne peut évigeguerre qu’en ne craignant pas
d’en parler.

Loin de moi l'idée d’attirer la France dans desrduees, pour les intéréts
des autres.

C’est de vos propres intéréts qu’il s’agit. Partainfaut que les francais
aient la juste conception de leurs intéréts etlgudalisent qu’ils les défendent
beaucoup plus aisément en disant qu’'ils sont @r&tscourir aux armes, qu’en
créant l'illusion dangereuse qu’ici tout est a piren) car la France est décidée a
tout abandonner.

J'ai vu la gloire de la France en temps de gudeesais le prix que cette
gloire lui a co(té. Nous sommes en droit, aprésseesifices, de voir la gloire
d’'une France en temps de paix.

C’est a nous de lutter pour le maintien de la Rdixa démontrer que
I'image de la France pacifique ne céde en rieimzabje de la France guerriére. La
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France est une grande lumiére. Gare a ceux quydrgapent trop pres d’elle dans
des buts malfaisants: elle les brlle. Heureux cput’aiment en se tenant & une
respectueuse distance: elle les éclaire.
Sentir la France en soi, se sentir en harmonie agegerpétuel devenir
gu’est la France, sentir que sa force immense@stious un appui et non pas un
obstacle, c’est sentir vraiment que 'Empire deluDast en nous.
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All these documents are to be found in the Archivesf the Titulescu
European Foundation.

NOTES

'James Ramsay MacDonald (1866-1937). Homme d'Et@anbique. Chef du Parti
Labouriste (1912-1914). Premier Ministre (22 JarmdeNovembre 1924; 8 Juin 1929-7 Juin
1935).
*Nikolaos Politis (1872—1942). Juriste, diplomaté@mnme d’Etat grec. Ministre des Affaires
étrangéres a plusieurs reprises. Délégué auprasStciété des Nations. Vice-président de la
Conférence du désarmement (1932). Envoyé extragirdiet ministre plénipotentiaire a Paris
§1924_1925; 1927-1939).

André Tardieu (1876-1945). French statesman. Sktieres premier (1929; 1930; 1932).
4 The idea of Danubian Confederation was born iméeaimmediately after the Peace of
Versailles. Romania, like other nations-states @mt€l Europe, opposed the project, which
caused its failure. In March 1932, French premierd# Tardieu — with a view to
counteracting Germany's expansionist plan in Céuaope and to strengthening the French
influence in that region — mapped out a plan far theation of the Danubian Economic
Union, which provided that the Danubian ripariaates had to give up the most favoured
nations clause and set preferential tariffs inrthgide relations. The Little Entente States
accepted, as a matter of principle, such a plan, dépressed numerous reserves.
Nevertheless, on political and economic groundsy thought some ways to getting to an
understanding with Austria and Hungary, Romania,edbpslovakia and Yugoslavia
expressed the following claims; negotiations shobé conducted directly between the
Danubian countries, without the immixture of thee@rPowers; the economic union should
be based on preferential agreements on a contirfgenbasis, without the creation of a
customs union; the economic union should not bectiid against Germany or Italy; liberty to
sell to third parties the commodities the Danuliaonomic Union cannot absorb; mutual
respect of the interests of the Little Entente. Taedieu Plan, which reiterated the French
Plan for a Danubian Confederation (1920), was dsed in a larger framework, at the
Lausanne Conference (July 16-19, 1832). The ltaimhthe German governments opposed
such a plan, and so did Austria and Hungary; Briteaited in expectation, wishing to ensure
for herself an arbitration role. Practically, therierence of Lausanne marks the failure of the
Tardieu Plan.
®> The Pact of Organisation of the Little Entente wigmed at Geneva, on February 16, 1933,
by the foreign ministers of Romania, Czechoslovakia Yugoslavia: Nicolae Titulescu,
Edvard Bene$§, Bogoljub Jedti
® Edvard Bene$ (1884-1948). Czechoslovak statesmendiplomat. An adept of T.G.
Masaryk’s political and social line. In the 1915499nterval he was particularly active in
Paris, promoting the cause of Czechoslovakia'spgeddence. Foreign Minister (1918-1935).
Prime Minister (1921-1922). Member of the League Nzftions Council (1923-1927).
President of the Sixteenth Session of the Leagidatibns Assembly. Frequent participant in
international conferences and gatherings (Paried?€onference — 1919-1920; Locarno —
1925; The Hague — 1930; Paris — 1930; Lausanne32)18le signed the Treaty of Alliance
with France — 1924; the Treaty of Arbitration wRmland — 1925; the Treaty of Arbitration
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with Austria — 1925; the Non-Aggression Pact whie tJSSR — 1933; the Treaty of Mutual
Assistance with the USSR — 1935. Co-founder of thile Entente. President of
Czechoslovakia (1935-1938); Head of a Czechoslg@rakisional government in exile in
London, between July 21, 1940 and April 4, 1948skient of Czechoslovakia (1945-1948).
" Bogoljub (Bosko) Jewti (1886—1960). Serbian (Yugoslav) diplomat and statn. He
filled various diplomatic offices (London, ParisfuBsels). Envoy extraordinary and minister
plenipotentiary in Tirana (1928); Vienna (1928).ré&ign Minister (1932—-1935). Prime
Minister (1934-1935).

8 The Convention of Defensive Alliance between Roimand Czechoslovakia, signed in
Bucharest, on April 23, 1921. The Convention of ésive Alliance between Romania and
Yugoslavia, signed in Belgrade, on June 7, 192% Tlonvention of Defensive Alliance
between Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia was concludd®kelgrade, on August 14, 1920.
The package of these conventions — rounding of€thation of the Little Entente — expressed
the decision of the three states to oppose angiogust claims, to defend the territorial status
quo, established under the Peace Treaties of Tridbune 4, 1920) and Neuilly-sur-Seine
gNovember 27, 1919).

Over October 5-16, Switzerland hosted the proogsdof the Locarno Conference. The
Locarno Agreements, namely a Final Act a seriesnofexes, were initialled on October 16,
1925, these documents seeking to substitute theaWles system with freely consented
understandings on the recognition of the territaiatus quo in Western Europe as a basis of
collective security in Europe. Thus, the Locarnadgmnents were composed of: The Treaty
between Germany, Belgium, France, Great Britain #atly, called also the Rhenish
Guarantees Pact, under which the signatories gies@rthe inviolability of the frontiers
between France and Belgium, on the one hand, anddbg on the other. Subsequently, the
Final Act contained: the Arbitration Conventionsivieeen Germany and Belgium, between
Germany and France; the Arbitration Treaties betw&ermany and Poland, between
Germany and Czechoslovakia; the Treaties of Gueeanbetween France and Poland,
between France and Czechoslovakia. The Locarnemysif agreements issued in the
division of Europe into countries with guaranteead aunguaranteed frontiers, because
Germany, supported by Great Britain, refused tom@r@zechoslovakia and Poland the same
guarantees given to its western neighbours, FramceBelgium, signing with them only
arbitration treaties. The Locarno Agreements magessible for Germany to invade Poland
and Czechoslovakia. On December 1, 19215, the hoc#&greements were signed in
London. Romania welcomed the Locarno Agreements,diml not fail to point out their
deficiencies.

9 The Russian-German Treaty of Rapallo (April 1622)9 concluded when the Conference
of Genoa was still in session, aimed mainly atisghthe issues resulting from the state of
war between Russia and Germany. Under the progsidrthe Treaty of Rapallo, the two
states mutually cancelled all war debts and renedimepayment of all expenditures made for
the upkeep of prisoners of war.

! De minimis non curat praetor Fhe praetor does not attend to minor affairs (lat.)

2 The Treaty of February 19, 1929, signed betweand& and Poland. The Treaty signed on
January 25, 1924 by France and Czechoslovakia. @ubér 16, 1925, the French—Polish and
French—Czechoslovak Treaties were completed witlispaf real mutual assistance, under
which Czechoslovakia, Poland and Germany assumdijatbns of non-aggression
guaranteed by France.
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3 On June 10, 1926, the Treaty of Friendship betwRemania and France was signed in
Paris. It was ratified by Romania on September1326 and by France on September 11,
1926. On June 10, 1926, the Convention on the ie&8dttlement of Differences between
Romania and France was signed in Paris and it aaiméorce on November 8, 1926.

% France signed in Paris, on May 2, 1935, the Plbtutual Assistance with the USSR. On
May 16, 1935, Czechoslovakia signed with the USSknilar pact.

!> The Peace Treaty between the Allied and AssocRteeers on the one hand, and Germany
on the other, was signed at Versailles on Junel289. On September 10, 1919, the Peace
Treaty between the Allied and Associated Powertherone hand, Austria on the other, was
signed at Saint-Germain-en-Laye. The Peace Trdd¥eunilly was signed on November 10,
1919 by The Allied and Associated Powers with BrilgaThe Peace Treaty between the
Allied and Associated Powers on the one hand, andglry on the other, was signed at
Trianon, on June 4, 1920. The Treaty of Trianorogeizes internationally the union of
Transylvania, the Banat, Gana and Maramugewith Romania, of Slovakia and Sub-
Carpathian Ukraine with Czechoslovakia, of Crogfimyvenia and Western Banat with Serbia
etc. It came into force on July 26, 1921. The P&aeaty between the Allied and Associated
Powers on the one hand, and Turkey on the othersigaed at Sévres, on August 10, 1920.
® The Sino-Japanese war (1931-1932), launched by Jpanese forces (“Mukden
Incident”), was put an end to by the Tanga CapituteAgreement (May 31, 1933).

" The Italo-Ethiopian war (October 3, 1935—-May 5389 Ethiopia is occupied and turned
into an Italian colony.

8 On March 7, 1936, Germany denounced the Locareatyrand sent her troops into the
demilitarized Rhineland. Berlin set forth an incatipility between the Locarno Agreements
and the French-Soviet Treaty, conclude don Marchl1@35. This act did not stir a
commensurate reaction of the other signatoriehefRhineland Pact. The Council of the
League of Nations, gathered in London, in its Skstsion (March 14-19, 1936), confined
itself to note the fact, but did not take any dikply to compel the German Government to
withdraw its troops from the demilitarized Rhinadaihe London Agreements, reached after
consultations and negotiations with Belgium, Frartzy and Great Britain, were submitted
for debate to the Council of the League of Natiomkich — due to Italy’s obstruction and
indecision shown by Great Britain and France -ethilo adopt any resolution with palpable
effects. The Permanent Councils of the Little Etdesnd the Balkan Entente took a firm
stand, expressing, on March 11, 1936, their datistodefend by all possible means the
existing treaties, inclusive of the Locarno Agreetse

19 Adolf Hitler (1889-1945). German Nazi politiciaBhancellor (since January 1933). Fiihrer
gleader) of the German State (1934-1945).

° Otto Eduard Leopold von Bismarck (1815-1898). Gerntiplomat and statesman.
Ambassador to St. Petersburg (1859-1862). Chanc¢éBy1-1890). He was the initiator of
the Three Emperors’ League (Germany, Austria-Hungard Russia), concluded in 1873,
and renewed in 1881 and 1884. In 1887, Bismarahkesigvith Russia the so-called Treaty of
Reassurances. Considering a war with Russia megliabmful for Germany, he opposed the
German military circles, who supported the idea pfeventive war against Russia.

L Sir Robert Anthony Eden, Earl of Avon (1897—197Bjitish statesman and diplomat.
Undersecretary, Foreign Office (1931-1933). LordyEeal (1934-1935). Minister without
portfolio for League of Nations Affairs (1935). Setary of State for Foreign Affairs (1935—
1938.




NicolaeTitulescu 149

22 Anschluss. A policy of overrunning and liquidatiAgstria as a state, promoted by German
imperialism after World War |. One of the first iwffil attempts at implementing this policy
was the launching, on March 25, 1931, of the ptepdAustro—German customs union,
presented as an economic arrangement, but, actadiigt step towards Anschluss and aimed
at the creation of a German Hinterland in the D#@mulBasin. Hitler's advent to power in
Germany (January 1933) spurred the German andiaus#&actionary circles’ efforts for the
achievement of the Anschluss. On the night of Matdhl12, 1938, the German army
occupied Austria, which was destroyed as a state.
%3 Manu militari —By armed force (lat.).
24 Jules Michelet (1798-1874). French historian aritew He advocated and promoted in the
French press the cause of the 1848 RevolutionarRibmanian Countries and the Union of
the Principalities (1859).
%> Dumitru (Take) lonescu (1858-1922). Romanian staga, leader of the Conservative
Democratic Party, of the Nationalist Conservativartyy of the Unionist Democratic
Conservative Party. Several times member of thangéaland Prime Minister (1921-1922).
An adept of Romania’s joining the war on the siflthe Entente. As Foreign Minister (1920—
1921), he was one of the initiators and foundetbelLittle Entente. Take lonescu patronized
Nicolae Titulescu’s entry into the political lifend took him twice in his Cabinet as Minister
of Finance, assigning him important missions abragadl920-1921 (Nicolae Titulescu
represented Romania at the Paris Peace Confersruteed delegate; he signed together with
loan Cantacuzino the Peace Treaty of Trianon betwiee Allied and Associated Powers on
the one hand and Hungary on the other; he was afggoRomania’s delegate at the League
of Nations and envoy extraordinary and ministenjgetentiary at the Court of St. James,
a.o.).
% The Gospel according to John, I.1.
270n July 16, 1920, the Agreement on reparationsngays due by Germany to the victors in
World War | was signed at Spa. Romania was graatégl 1 per cent of the total German
reparations and 10.55 per cent of the Oriental ¢ines Hungary, Austria and Bulgaria). The
g)ercentage offered at Spa was neither materiatlynooally up to Romania’s war efforts.
8 On July 24, 1923, an International Convention \s@med at Lausanne between Great
Britain, France, Italy, Japan, Bulgaria, GreecemBoia, the USSR, Yugoslavia and Turkey,
regarding the regime of the Straits, which provittadhe demilitarization of the zone and for
freedom of navigation to all ships, commercial @mof war, belonging to all states, both in
eacetime and in time of war.
® Eleutherios Venizelos (1864—1936). Greek statesmame Minister (1910-1915; 1917—
1920; 1924; 1928-1932; 1933). He played a detenmimiart in bringing Greece into the
Second Balkan War and in World War | on the sidéhefAllies. He participated in the Paris
Peace Conference (1919).
%0 Edouard Herriot (1872-1957). French politicianatler of the Radical Socialist Party
(1919-1957). Senator, deputy and minister sevamast Prime Minister (1924-1925; 1926;
1932). Over 1924-1925, he was also Foreign Minister
! Heinrich Briining (1885-1961). German statesmaranCéllor (March 30, 1930-May 30,
1932) and Foreign Minister (1931-1932).
¥ The German-ltalian Treaty of Cooperation, whidH the bases of the Berlin—Rome Axis,
was signed on October 25, 1936.
% The Yugoslav—Italian Treaty of Friendship was sijron March 25, 1937 and proved
nefarious for the solidarity of the Little Enterated the Balkan Entente.
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% On January 24, 1937, Milan StojadingviPrime Minister and Foreign Minister of
Yugoslavia and Georgi Kjosseivanov, Prime Ministéard Foreign Minister of Bulgaria,
signed in Belgrade, the Yugoslav—Bulgarian Treafy Foiendship. This act marked
Yugoslavia’s moving away from the Balkan Entente.

% An ltalian—Hungarian—Austrian secret protocol veigned in Vienna, stipulating that in
case of war the three signatories would keep avioder® neutrality among themselves.

% On October 14, 1933, Germany announces her dedsiavithdraw from the League of
Nations.

37 pierre Laval (1883-1945). French lawyer, politicend statesman. Deputy (1914—1926).
Senator (1927-1940). Several times member of tHa@n€ga Prime Minister (1931-1932;
1935-1936). Foreign Minister (1932; 1934-1935; 19336). Delegate at the League of
Nations Assemblies (1934-1935). He negociated themeéragreements (January 7, 1935)
between France and lItaly; the Treaty of Mutual stssice between France and the USSR
gMay 2, 1935).

® On August 23, 1939, a Treaty of Non-Aggressiosigned in Moscow between the USSR
and Germany (“Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact”), by whidtettwo countries reach an agreement
on the creation of a new political-territorial ordgetween the Baltic Sea and the Danube,
with major effects on worsening Romania’s interoiaail situation. In June 1940, following
two Soviet ultimata, Romania was obliged to cedssBeabia, Northern Bukovina and the
Herza Land.

% Nikola Past (1845-1926). Serbian (Yugoslav) politician andestaan. Prime Minister of
Serbia (1891-1892; 1904-1905; 1909-1911; 1912-19R8Bne Minister of Yugoslavia
(1918; 1921-1924; 1924-1926). He played a maja mlthe creation and organization of
Yugoslavia. Owing to his political and diplomatictues he was dubbed “the old fox of the
Balkans”.

“0 Alexandru Vaida-Voevod (1872-1950). Romanian lavared politician. One of the leaders
of the Romanian National Party in Transylvania ahdhe Peasant National Party. Member
of the Directing Council of Transylvania (1918-1928everal times member of the Cabinet
and Prime Minister (1919-1920; 1932; 1933). Thetinard resignation became effective on
October 20, 1932.

“I The Soviet-Polish Treaty of Non-Aggression wassijin Moscow, on July 25, 1932.
“2The Non-Aggression Pact between France and th&RW&S signed in Paris, on November
29, 1932.

3 Henrik Ibsen (1828—1906). Norwegian dramatist.

4 0on August 17, 1916, the Treaty of Alliance betw&emania on the one hand and France,
Great Britain, Russia and Italy on the other isis@jin Bucharest. One of the conditions of
Romania's joining the war on the side of the Emtésntulfilment of the desire for union with
Romania of the territories of Austria-Hungary inheth by Romanians. On August 27,1916,
Romanian declares war upon Austria-Hungary.

5 Minister of Finance (July 10, 1917-January 28,89Minister of Finance again (June
13,1920-December 16, 1921).

“® Ferdinand 1(1865-1927). King of Romania (1914—1927

*" He was appointed envoy extraordinary and ministenipotentiary of Romania at the
Court of St. James on December 16, 1921.

“8 philip Snowden, 1st Viscount Snowden (1864—19Bwjjish statesman. Chancellor of the
Exchequer (1924; 1929).

“9 Expresis verbis- Explicitly (lat.).
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* Joseph Paul-Boncour (1873-1972). French politiciad statesman. Deputy (1909-1914;
1919-1931). Senator (1931-1940). Several times reoflithe Cabinet. Prime Minister and
Foreign Minister (1933-1934). Member of the Frenghlegation at the League of Nations
(1924-1929). Permanent delegate at the League fri$a(1932—-1936). He participated in
the Conference of Disarmament (1932-1934). Minitterthe Questions of the League of
Nations (1936).

*1 Alexandre Millerand (1859-1943). French statesrSaveral times member of the Cabinet.
Prime Minister (January 20-September 23, 1920)sitkeat of the French Republic
gSeptember 23,1920-June 11, 1924).

2 Edgar Algernon Cecil of Chelwood (1864—1958). iBhitpolitician. M.P. (1906—1923).
Served in several Cabinets. He participated irdthéing of the League of Nations Covenant.
Member of the first and second Stanley Baldwin @ets. Delegate at the sessions of the
League of Nations Assembly and Council. FoundahefBritish Association for the League
of Nations. 1937 Nobel Peace Prize recipient.

>3 Motto perpetuc- Permanently reiterated phrase (lat.).

** Damocles. Courtier at the court of Dionysius h&tElder”) (405-367 B.C.), the tyrant of
Syracuse, to whom he praised his wealth. Accortir@icero, the tyrant, in order to show the
precariousness of rank and power, gave a banqddtatha sword suspended above the head
of Damocles by a single hair. Hence the expres$tmn sword of Damocles”, to mean an
ever-present peril and the frailty of happiness.

> On December 7, 1935, the League of Nations Coudebating Italy's aggression against
Ethiopia, approved the conclusions of the Repodsg@nted by the Committee of Six,
according to which the Italian Government resottedar, despite the commitment provided
by Article 12 of the League of Nations Covenant] decided, according to Article 16 of the
Covenant, to apply the sanctions stipulated fohsases.

The League of Nations Assembly approved on OctdBerl935, the decision to apply
sanctions against Italy, which attacked Ethiopiaaflopting a resolution on the creation of a
new Committee for the coordination of the applmatdf sanctions stipulated under Article
16 of the Covenant.

The Romanian Government proceeded, on October 235,1to the application of
sanctions against ltaly, as decided by the Leafidatons, due to Italy's attack on Ethiopia.

On November 26, 1935, upon consultation with theegoments of the Little Entente and
Balkan Entente member-states, Romania's Governrapligs to the Italian note of protest of
November 11, 1935, showing that Romania particgpatethe measures adopted by the
League of Nations, prompted by her faithfulnessh® Covenant and out of respect for the
decisions of the League of Nations Assembly andnCibu
* Edward Frederick Lindley Wood, 1st Earl of Halifk881-1959). British statesman and
diplomat. Several times minister. Governor Genefdhdia (1926-1931); Foreign Secretary
(1938); Ambassador to the United States of Amgi€1). Created Baron Irwin in 1925, he
succeded his father as Viscount Halifax in 1934 wad created as 1st Earl of Halifax in
1944.
>’ Aristotle (384—322 B.C.). Greek philosopher.

% Charles Robert Darwin (1809-1882). English naistraFounder of the theory on the
evolution of plant and animal species by naturkdcm®n.

% Louis de Brouckére (1870-1952). Belgian politicielegate to the League of Nations.
Member of the International Diplomatic Academy.
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% Sir Winston Leonard Spencer Churchill (1874-19@H]tish statesman. President of the
Board of Trade (1908-1910); Home Secretary (19101%9First Lord of the Admiralty
(1911-1915); Minister of Munitions (1917); Secrgtdor War and Air (1919-1921); for
Colonies (1921-1922); Chancellor of the Exchequ&24-1929); Prime Minister (1940—
1945; 1951-1955). Nobel Prize for Literature (1953)

®1 Henry Wickham Steed (1871-1956). British journalioreign correspondent of London
Times at Rome (1897-1902); editor of the Times §19922); owner and editor of Review
of Reviews (1923-1930).

®2 Sir Joseph Austen Chamberlain (1863-1937). Britistesman. First Lord of the
Admiralty (1895-1900); Chancellor of the Excheq(#303-1906; 1919-1921). Conservative

Leader in the House of Commons and Lord Privy §28P1-1923). Foreign Secretary
(1924-1929). He shared with Charles G. Dawes tl2& Nbbel Peace Prize. He participated
in all the sessions of the League of Nations As$gmid Council. He facilitated Germany's
entry into the League of Nations, supported theckmion of the Briand-Kellogg Pact,
o3pposed the Four-Power Pact and opposed activelethision of the Treaty of Versailles.

% Milan HodZa (1878-1944). Journaliste, historieip)ainate, homme politique et homme
d’Etat tchécoslovaque. Chef du Parti Agrarien. Bt de I'Agriculture (1925-1926); de
I'Instruction publique (1926-1929). Ministre desfdifes étrangéres (1935-1936). Premier
ministre (1935-1938). Il milita, mais sans sucas,faveur d'une Fédération de I'Europe
Centrale, qui devait réunir I'Autriche, la Hongrita Tchécoslovaquie, la Pologne, la

Roumanie, la Yougoslavie, la Bulgarie et la Gréce.
®4 Comenius (Jan Amos Komensky) (1592—1670). Humeeispédagogue tchéque.
® Sénateur de Gironde, président d’honneur du Groepedes Officiers Mutilés et Anciens
Combattants (GOMAC).

% Jacques Chastenet de Castaing (1893—7?). Joueretlisistorien francais. Secrétaire général
de la Haute commission interalliée des territomednans. Secrétaire de la Conférence des
ambassadeurs. Codirecteur du journal « Le Tempe® >Patis (1932-1942). Membre de

1'Académie francaise (1956).
®" Le 6 septembre 1918 fut créé a Paris le Conseibha de 1'Unité Roumaine, ayant
pour président Take lonescu et pour vice-présidéassle Lucaciu, Octavian Goga, le dr.
Constantin Angelescu et loan Th. Florescu. Nicdlaelescu en faisait également partie.
Le Conseil fut aussitdt reconnu comme représergamnintéréts du peuple roumain par les
gouvernements francais (12 Octobre), américaindBelhbre), britannique (11 Novembre),
italien (22 Novembre). En tant que membre de ces€ignNicolae Titulescu fit une
propagande vigoureuse en faveur de la cause roep@énl'unité nationale, par le biais de
conférences publiqgues — qui ne se sont malheurargepas conservées ou n'ont pas été
retrouvées —, d'articles de presse et d'entretiamsc des personnalités politiques de

remiére importance.

8 Le Traitée de paix de Bucarest conclu entre lanRmie, d’'une part, et I'’Allemagne,
I’Autriche-Hongrie, la Bulgarie et la Turquie, dautre, fut signé le 7 mai 1918 a Bucarest. La
Roumanie se vit contrainte a céder la Dobroudjeccaépter des rectifications de ses frontiéres sur
la ligne des Carpates et a conclure des convergicmsomiques astreignantes.




