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This thesis analyses France's disarmament approach between 1920 and

1930, arguing that this was designed by the military, aided by experts,
1o shield the country's defence capabilities from disarmament. This is
illustrated by analysis of the French security concept, the disarmament

making process, and the method and principles underlying its disarmament
policy.

Security is approached from two angles: concept and means. The concept
consisted of three dimensions: security against Germany; security of the
enpire; and the preservation of the status quo of the world order. The
means set to achieve this security were alliance with America and
Britain, collective security and France's own military capabilities.

France failed to achieve the first two and her awn army was overwhelmed
by internal and external problems. The result was the country's
vulnerability and the subordination of disarmament to security.

The formal process by which this conditional disarmament was
elaborated consisted of the French Service of the League of Nations and
the Supreme Council of National Defence (Le Conseil Superieur de La
Defense Nationale (CSDN)) which had two subsidiaries: the Permanent
General Secretariat and a Study Commission. These institutions were
largely staffed by the military and experts whose say in disarmament was

dominant to the point of relegation of the executive's role to rubber
stamping and the almost complete exclusion of parliament.

Such a process produced a disarmament approach based on a constant set
of principles and methods. The three principles were: no disarmament
without security, interdependence of forces, and war potential., The
nethods related to three ways of carrying out disarmament: by limitation

of effectives, military expenditure, or material. France adopted different

views on each of these methods according to its defence organisation and
security needs.

Ihe thesis concludes by confirming that the French disarmament
approach beiween 1920 and 1930 was designed by the military and the
experts who had a monopoly over the decision making process., The set of
principles and methods composing this approach were calculated on the

basis of the country's defence and security weakness in order to
counteract disarmament.
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INTRODUCT ION

This thesis is an analysis of the French disarmament approach
between 1920 and 1930. It argues that the approach was designed by the
military, aided by experts, to shield France's defence capability from any

disarmament measures. The argument will be developed, following a

historical inductive approach, by looking at the French concept of

security, the disarmament palicy-making process and its actars, and the

principles and methods upon which the whole approach was founded and
implemented. Further, to illustrate how this approach was put into

practice, two cases will be studied.

In order to develop the central proposition with clarity it is
important that some sort of a context is provided at the beginning

within which the various components of arguments may be related,
compared, or contrasted. This will be provided by a brief historical
account of French disarmament attitudes prior to 1914 which will look at

various disarmament attempts involving France and argue that prior to

this date France had only ad-hoc attitudes to disarmament.

After 1914 and the disaster of the First Vorld WVar, French foreign
policy in the domain of disarmament underwent a fundamental change.
Security became the central thesis of such a policy, embracing every
aspect of it. In this regard France argued that security and disarmament
were inextricably linked but in the following order: Security first.! It

is therefore imperative for any study of French disarmament during the

19205 to look at the issue of security. This topic has already been the
subject of abundant studies.< However, it should be noted that the aim of
this thesis is not to produce another such study of the subject, but to
identify the main elements of the concept and the means chosen by France
with which to protect herself. As security is a subjective concept the
definition adopted here will be based on the official version as given by
French disarmament policy makers and the country's leaders during the
period under study. The definition of the concept and how this related
to the means chosen by French leaders to protect what they saw as their

right constitutes the key point to an understanding of France's security



dilemma throughout the 1920s. It will be argued that since the concept
and means of security were never matched in practice, at least in the
eyes of French decision makers, this acted as a causal factor in the link
between security and disarmament. Further, the definition of the concept
itself is particularly important in this causal relationship between
disarmament and security. It provides a yardstick by which to measure
how the elements of the concept reflect themselves in the principles and
methods of disarmament. In this respect, this thesis will argue that the

French concept of security as defined by its disarmament makers

consisted of three dimensions: security against Germany, imperial security

'‘vecurité imperilale', and generally, the preservation of the status quo of

the world order which emerged from the Versailles settlement.

French disarmament policies between 1920 and 1930 were formulated

in a complex bureaucratic and institutional set up previously unknown in

the history of the country. The establishment of this system began
inmediately after the Versailles Settlement. Disarmament was seen as a

question of national defence which was undergoing reorganisation and
review in the light of the experience of the war. The task of overseeing
the issue of disarmament was assigned to the National Defence Council
(Conseil Superieur de La Defense National [CSDN1): an inter-ministerial
body which also included some parliamentarians. There was also the
establishment of the French Service of the League of Nations (Le Service
Fran¢ais de La Societé des Nations) which was based in the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and consisted mainly of experts from various ministries
including those of the ministries of Var and of the Navy. This body was

also assigned the oversight of disarmament issues, and controlled mainly

by military experts. In theory both the CSDN and the French Service of
the League of Nations were jointly responsible for disarmament policy
analysis and formulation within their respective administrative confines,

but in practice it will be argued that the CSDN had the upper hand.

Although both services were inter-ministerial and implied wide
institutional participation in disarmament matters, it will be contended
that the whole process was manipulated by the military and the experts
(who were both military and civilian) to the subordination of the

Executive and the almost total exclusion of parliament as an institution.



Further, it will be illustrated that whilst the power of the military was
generally derived from their institutions, the role of the experts stemmed
from the military's appreciation of their skill and ability to deal with

disarmament and its consequences for French military capabilities.

The policies elaborated by the military and the experts throughout
the 1920s were based upon a set of principles and methods which together

formed a unified approach. The principles were: that disarmament was the

function of security; that disarmament applied to everything, ie
interdependence of forces; and that war potential of countries involved in

disarmament must be taken into consideration. With regard to the

methods, these consisted mainly of three: military expenditure, effectives,

and material.

The manner in which these methods and principles were put into

practice will be tested by two case studies. One case relates to France's
disarmament behaviour with regard to air armaments at the Vashington
Naval Conference of 1922, in the context of her relations with Britain
during the first part of the 1920s, and in the Preparatory Commission for
the Disarmament Conference. The other case relates to the CSDN's

reactions to the Draft Convention prepared in 1924 by the League of

Nations for the International Conference on Arms Trade and the
Manufacturing of Var Material which was held in Geneva in 1925. Vhllst
the first case concerns an issue of major strategic implications, the
subject of the second is of a more minor nature, yet each provides a

useful test field for the implementation of principles and methods

underlining France's disarmament approach. On the basis of these cases,
it will be shown that the methods and principles were used in selective
combinations determined by what was at stake. Further, such combinations
whether partial or total, were often worked out on the basis of one aim:

to shield French military capabilities from any disarmament measures.

The seriousness and expertise put into the design of the French

disarmament approach gained its experts the following praise:

"The French had studied disarmament far more carefully than
had any other nation."®
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It will be asserted however that the French approach, while appearing

complete and coherent, was actually flawed with inconsistencies.

By arguing the points set out above, this thesis aims to accomplish
twa objectives: to close the gaps in English literature on the study of

French disarmament policies, and to complement the French which has

benefited from recent warks undertaken in respect of those policies.

English literature on the topic of disarmament in the 1920s, despite

its abundance, remains in need of a complete work wholly devoted to the

French approach during this period. The only major research undertaken
in English on French disarmament found during research work for this
thesis was a PhD thesis by Raberto Enrique Socas entitled "France, Naval
Armaments and Naval Disarmament 1918-1922"4 This focuses mainly upon
the inter-allied negotiations leading to the naval terms of the Armistice,

the negotiations leading to the naval terms of peace and the naval forces

of the Vashington Conference. These negotiations are locked at in the

context of French international debate on naval armaments, naval
doctrine, naval disarmament, national security policy, foreign and

domestic policies. However this study is limited in time and scope.

The remainder of the English literature dealing with France and
disarmament are either works of a general informative nature or dealing
with other foreign and defence policies including the aspect of
disarmament. Such works tend to be confined to the traditional rational

model of foreign policy,® leaving aside the internal process of

disarmament policy-making which this thesis analyses in detail.

With regard to the French literature, it is much more complete than
the English. This task was undertaken by Maurice Vaisse who produced an
Impressive work covering French disarmament policies from 1920 to 1934

with particular reference to France's role in the World Disarmament

Conference of 1932. However this thesis conplements Vaisse's work by

use of additional archive material.
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CHAPTER ONE

France and DPDisarmament Prior to Vorld Var I

This Chapter provides a brief historical account of French
disarmament attitudes prior to 1914. The aim of this exercise is to

identify the main disarmament issues of concern to France and her

reaction to them. This will be carried out in two sections as follows:

1. Disarmament attempts prior to the Hague Conference

2. France and the Hague Conference.

1. Disarmament attempts prior to the Hague Conference

In the modern history of progressive political ideas and actlons,
France has earned herself a prominent position among the nations of the
world. Through the industrious work of her liberal thinkers and the
Revolution of 1789, she not only contributed to the process of social and
political change which took place but also provided theoretical guidances

as expressed in the triad "Liberte fraternite et equalite". The issues of

peace and disarmament constituted part and parcel of French liberal
political thinking.

Indeed, even before such a liberal tradition matured and became

accepted if not as a rule at least as an ideal, the questions of peace,

arms control, and disarmament were advocated in the wark of those French
philosphers preoccupied with the world affairs of their era. As early as
the Thirteenth Century, the French Lawyer Plerre Duboils was one of the
first to call for the establishment of international organisations as a
way of ensuring peace and tranquility., Henry IV proposed what has
become known as the "Grand Design" which called for the reorganisation of
Europe. In the early part of the Seventeenth Century the French writer
Emerie Cruce published a book in which he proposed the establishment of
an international organisation to include bath Turks and Christians.' A
century later in 1738, the Abbé de St Piérre not only propased one of the

best plans of his time for a perpetual peace, but also campaigned very



hard to convince Kings and Ministers to create a union between the
sovereigns of Europe as a precondition to preserving an unbroken peace.?
The work of St Pleérre had great influence on other French thinkers such
25 Montesqueu, and Jeans Jacques Rousseau who explicitly praised the

enterprise of an organised and lasting peace when he said: "Never had a
project as great, more beautiful and more useful dominated the human

spirit, as that of a universal and perpetual peace among all peoples of

Eurape".”

Although the preoccupation of these French thinkers was one
primarily concerned with peace and hardly bore a straightforward and
explicit link with disarmament or arms control, it is relevant to the
latter in two ways. First by achieving peace, the conditions for
controlling the arms race become more favourable than in a situation

where conflict prevaills. Secondly, peace thinkers furnished the moral
basis on which later followers could campaign not anly for peace but also

disarmament.

It did not take very long in fact before admirers of such great
thinkers began to turn their ideas into action. In the first part of the

Nineteenth Century, peace movements gained momentum in Europe and

America. In France their rise occurred as early as 1821 and by the turn
of the century there were sixteen different movements.* These mavements
earned the sympathy of such authoritative French scholars as Victor Hugo

who stated in his inaugural address at the Paris Congress of 1849, which

had been organised for the propagation of peace:

"A day will come when you, France-you, Russia-you, Italy-you,
England-you, Germany-all of you, nations of the continent, will,
without losing your distinctive qualities and your glorious
individuality, be blended into a superior unity, and constitute a
European fraternity, just as Normandy, Brittany, Burgundy, Lorraine
have been blended into France...A day will come when bullets and
bombshells will be replaced by votes, by the universal suffrage of
nations, by the venerable arbitration of a great sovereign Senate,
which will be to Europe what the parliament is to England, what the
Diet is to Germany, what the legislative Assembly is to France."s



Victor Hugo, according to Beales, also added, that when that day comes “a
cannon would be a museum exhibit and the world would have learnt better

than to spend £128,000,000 on armaments in thirty-four years".©

Historically also peace, disarmament and arms control were issues of
interest to states, and France in its past relations with other nations
had demonstrated this many times. In illustration it is important that

the terms arms control and disarmament be defined so as to provide a

basls upon which to indicate the relevance of the examples being
examined. Here, Hedley Bull's widely used definition will be adopted.
That is to say:

"Disarmament is the reduction or abolition of armaments. It

may be unilateral or multilateral; general or local, comprehensive or
partial; controlled or uncontrolled®.

';Ax:ms_ﬁoniml is restraint internationally exercised upon
armaments policy, whether in respect of the level of armaments,

their character, deployment or use“.”

Examples of pre-Hague Conference arms control and disarmament
undertakings involving France and which fell within Hedley Bull's
definition are set out in Table 1 on page 9 below.

In these and other cases, disarmament and arms control were not
primary objectives of the agreements. They were subordinated to the
averall settlement of specific conflicts of leading state alignment and
realignment within the changing European political order. As such it
would be difficult to deduce any sound and definable attitudes on

disarmament as aspects of a state's foreign policy during this period.
However, by the end of the Nineteenth Century and with the start of the
Hague Conferences, disarmament had emerged as an independent aspect of

world diplomacy, and in this context French palicy began to assume a
distinctive and tangible shape.



TABLE 1 Same pre-¥Yorld Var I examples of arms limitation or
demilitarisation involving France (treaties, agreements or

negotiations)

Munster Treaty Agreement on the prohibition of construction of

30 January 1648 new fortifications and the abolition of old ones.®

Franco-Spanish Agreement postulating that fortification of Nancy
Treaty would be demolished before it is restored, and all
7 November 1659 artillery & ammunition withdrawn, and the Duke

shall not be allawed to fortify it again.®

Utrecht Treaty Promise made by France to demolish the

13 April 1713 fortification of Dunkirk and to fill up its
harbour,.'®

Anglo-French Both parties agreed not to increase armaments

Agreement above peace footing nor to commission more than
30 August 1787 the 6 warships already commissioned.'’

Disarmament French Fareign Minister Sebastian proposed a

propasal by reduction of armed forces to a normal peace
Louis Phillipe footing.'=

Sumnmer 1831

Disarmament Napoleon observed Europe was crumbling and called
propaosal by for European Congress to settle differences. When

Napaoleon III Britain reacted negatively, French Foreign
4 November 1863 Minister M D'ronign de Lilwys replied “"Must we

renounce without fresh attempts at conciliation
the hope of lightening the burden imposed on the
nation by the disproportionate armaments
occasioned by mutual distrust?"'=

Later, in 1867 Napoleon renewed his proposal with

Emperor Alexander II of Russia & William I of
Prussia but without success,'4

Napoleon III Attempted to convince Prussia to talk

April 1868 disarmament with France in order to avoid
conflict. Despite British mediation between the
two countries to achieve this objective Prussia
declined the offer and war erupted in 1870.




2. France and the Hague Conference

By 1899, when Tsar Nicholas II proposed a conference on disarmament
to the nations of the world, French foreign policy had already been
intensely preoccupied with efforts to secure an alllance with Russia. But

because the Tsar had not consulted French leaders on the proposal

beforehand, this was read in Paris as a sign of Russia's reluctance to
give much consideration to France's interests.'® Despite this perception,

French Foreign Minister Delcasse - after consultations with his Ministers

of Var and the Navy - reacted positively to the Tsar's invitation.'*

The Russian proposal for the 1899 Conference which was contained in
the Mouravief Circular,’” included four key 1deas perceived as necessary

to lessen the burden of the arms race then underway amongst world

powers: (1) the reduction of army effectives (ie the number of men under
arms) and military expenditure; (2) prohibition of deployment of new
firearms, explosives, gun and cannon pawders of greater power than that
already in use; (3) restriction on the use of powerful explosives, and
prohibition upon the discharge of any kind of projectiles or explosives
from balloons or by any other means; and (4) prohibition of the use of
submarines or diving torpedo-boats, and agreement not to construct future
warships armed with rams.'® All these issues were discussed in detail
and with the exception of those questions with a moral aspect, France's

attitudes were mainly of refusal and reluctance varying only in tone and

emphasis.

Land warfare weapons were the subject of two propositions (both

discussed by the Military Sub-commission), one put forward by the
Russians and the other by the Dutch Delegation. The Russian approach was

based on the following formula relating to infantry rifles upwards:'®

(1> The minimum weight of the gun shall be 4kg.

(2) The minimum calibre shall be 6%mm,

(3) The weight of the bullet shall not be less than 10% grams.
(4) The Initial Velocity shall not exceed 720 metres.

(0 The rapidity of fire shall be kept at 25 shots per minute.

(6) It is understood that explosive bullets, as well as automatic
loading, are prohibited.

....10_



The Dutch also proposed a five year moratorium against any improvement
which would also change the existing nature, type or calibre of guns then
in use*° The nverwhelming* majority of participants were not however in
favour of such a proposition and consequently the Dutch delegation
nodified its proposal twice, each time giving more grounds for

campromise.#' French behaviour during the discussion of guns limitation

in the military field was negative vis-a-vis both approaches.*=

However when the question of big naval guns was discussed by the

Naval Sub-commission the French delegation emerged strongly in favour of

limitation and forwarded their own proposition which read:

"The contracting nations undertake,...not to subject the existing
types of cannon to radical transformation similar to that by which

the muzzle loader was replaced by the breech loader: In no case
shall the calibre now in use be increased".2®

France assumed a negative stance towards ideas concerning the
prohibition of the submarine in naval warfare. The French representative
argued that "the submarine torpedo had an eminently defensive purpose®,
and therefore "the right to use it should not be taken from a country".=

Yet France was prepared to join any general agreement prohibiting future

construction of war vessels although this was not forthcoming.

A clear selective approach to proposals by the French delegation

was also evident in French reaction to proposals regarding limitation of
nilitary and naval effectives (ie numbers of men under arms) and military

expenditure. When considered in the military field France shared the
opinion held by the overwhelming majority of participants who rejected it

on technical grounds, yet they contempted themselves with the following
plous resolution:

"The Commission is of the opinion that the restriction of
military charges which are at present a heavy burden on the world

is extremely desirable for the increase of the material and moral
welfare of mankind.,"==

_11_



Yet when this was proposed in the naval field and rejected in the same

fashion, France sided with the minority who favoured the proposal and

who also were mainly small powers: Japan, The Netherlands and Sweden.*®

On other questions like control of the use of explosives and the
launching of projectiles from balloons France kept a low profile. ©he
followed the majority of big powers who either adopted an outright
rejectionist attitude: eg control over the use of explosives,®*” or strived

to weaken the stringencies of certain measures keenly supported by the

small powers, eg prohibition of the launch of projectiles from balloons.=®

Whilst at the First Hague Conference French attitudes oscillated
according to whether the question of limitation was naval or military
depending upaon the type of weaponry concerned and the role attached to
it, this seems not to have been the case when approaching certain weapons
from a moral angle. Indeed French delegates were quite consistent in
this respect. For instance they were of the view that "The use of
explosive bullets which expand or flatten easily when penetrating the
human body, such as bullets with a hard envelope which does not entirely

cover the core or is pierced with incisions, should be prohibited".=® Un

the same grounds, they supported prohibition of the use of projectiles
charged with explosives which spread asphixiating gases. Along with the

representative of Austria-Hungary French delegates believed that such a

means of death was more cruel than death caused by bullets.®=©

At the Second Hague Conference in 1907 French attitudes had
reversed over questions of limitation of military expenditure and the

launching of projectiles and explosives from balloons. On the former
issue they were swayed by a need to reduce the burden of military
expenditure initiated by Britain whose own motives were to keep Germany's
rising naval power in check.®' Speaking in the Chamber of Deputies
Sarrien, the French premier, urged that military budgets be lessened in
accordance with the spirit of the Resolution adopted by the Hague
Conference in 1899.% Secondly the French delegation emerged avertly

against any prohibition of the launching of explosives and projectiles
from balloons, thus aligning itself with the initial American position at

the First Hague Conference. In justification they argued that "the

-12-



problem of aerial navigation is progressing so rapidly that it is

impossible to foresee what the future holds for us in this regard. One

cannat, therefore, legislate with a thorough knowledge of the question.

One cannot forbid in advance the right to profit by new discaveries
which would not in any way affect the more or less humanitarian
character of war, and would permit a belligerent to take effective action

against his adversary".®® But instead of outright prohibition they
argued that the Hague Conference regulation of the bombardment of

undefended towns, and in particular Articles 25 and 27,4 should be made

applicable to the use of such means of war.

Vhilst France's technological breakthrough in the test-building of
derigible balloons clearly accounted for their attitudes on the launch of

explosives by this means, their overall approach is quite consistent with

the guidelines drawn up by Delcasse in consultation with the Ministers of
Var and Navy and issued ta the French delegation of the First Hague

Conference. Useful clues towards an understanding of the French
Delegation's behaviour can be derived from these guidelines which
themselves can be summed up by three points based on the Ministers’
study of the Mouravieff Circular:==

"(1) The French Delegation was requested not to take any initlative
with regard to the limitation of naval and military effectives.
Should, however, the majority of participants insist on such a
limitation the only proposition that would be viable for
France's support would be to maintain the status quo of all
effectives for a period of five years. Should a proportional
limitation of effectives in accordance with the number of

population be suggested, the French Delegation would specify

that France's population included all her empire and not just
the metropolitan.

(2) VWith respect to the limitation of effectives or war budgets,
the French Delegation should argue that the Russian proposal
was not likely to provide a serious framework for such a
limitation and technical study of the question was more
important. The limitation of military budgets would be

impractical in the absence of reliable control and sanctionary

measures, which in themselves were incompatible with states'
sovereignty.

The introduction of war arms could be of deterrent effect

which would bring a more peaceful solution to conflicts. But
the use of new engines of destruction, destined to increase the
power of armies and fleets, should be acceptable only on the
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condition that these inventions would not further the
inevitable cruelities of war and the suffering of combatants.
Vith this human thinking the French Delegation should
associate itself with any declaration envisaging the
prohibition of the use of projectiles, bullets that apen up

inside the body, or the use of asphixiating projectiles. But a
distinction should be made between those which were of such

effect by destination and those which were so only by
accident.

(3) The question of the use of submarines in future wars and the
launching of destructive engines from balloons constituted a

prablem not yet completely resolved and as such they could not
be usefully considered by the conference.

As to the issue of rams the question fell outside the sphere of
the conference's competence, because they constituted only a
simple form of construction. But if approached in the context
of method of combat by shock, which anyway could be used
without resort to rams as such, the French government would

regard this as a matter of strategy whose prohibition in
principle could not be accepted.”

As 1s clear from these guldelines France was only "prepared" to give
ground on moral issues, Why? The answer lies in a combination of
factors. To begin with France's chief abjective in Europe after the 1871
defeat at the hands of Bismarck was to recaver Alsace and Lorraine which
she had lost to Germany as a consequence. As one French statesman put
it "events will return Alsace-Lorraine to us" and for this reason "all our
foreign policy must be subordinated to this end".®¢ France was too weak
to face Germany by herself to achieve this goal and had to try to
compensate for such a situation. Vinning friends in Europe became bath a

major objective and a difficult one since Germany was working hard to

prevent just that and to keep France in isolation. The ather path was

for France to make up for its inferiority by expanding her colonial
empire which she managed to achieve with an increase from 3 million in

1870 to 60 million by 19147, In this respect she was encouraged by

Germany in order to make her forget L'Alsace Lorraine.

A fundamental contributor to this French foreign policy arientation
was the falling numbers of France's population. Since 1850 France's rate

of population growth had slowed down compared to that of other European

povwers, as Table 2 on page 15 below illustrates.®®
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Furthermore, in the decade immediately preceding the First Hague

Conference, France's birth and death rates were, on average, of almost

equal amount as shown in Table 2 on page 15 and Grapﬁ 1 on page 16

below.®® During the Nineteenth Century Germany increased her population

by 32 million, Britain by 26 million, and Russia by 70 million, while

France increased hers by only 12 million,

TABLE 2  Rate of population growth in Germany, France, Britain and
Russia between 1850-1910
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Source:  Allan Bullock & F ¥ D Deakin (eds), A J P Taylor *The Struggle
for Mastery in Eurcope 1848-1918" in Oxford History of Modern Euraope,
Oxford University Press, 19954, pXXV.

TABLE 3  French birth and death rates belween 1888-1898 (per 1,000)

1688 | 1889 § 1690 | 1891 | 1892 M 1894 m 1896 | 1897 | 1898
21,7
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Source: Peter Fora "State, Economy and Society in Vestern Europe

1815-1975, Vol II, The Growth of Industrial Societies and Capitalist
Economies", MacMillan Press, London, 1987, pp54-55.
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It is therefore understandable why France remained unyielding on the

limitation of naval and military effectives., WVhile in this case such

limitation would seem to have worked in France's favour, the then French

Minister of Var argued that this would be so only in appearance because
the measure could in no way prevent those powers with a growing
population from organising their reserve forces at any time they
wished.#® Hence the question of disarmament was hardly compatible with

the aforementioned foreign policy objectives which required more

effectives and nmore armaments.

Although defence policy is often the function of foreign policy and
thus what has just been said about foreign policy objectives in relation
to disarmament could also be said of defence, the distinctive importance
of the latter lies rather at the level of its strategy's influence upon
bargaining behaviour. Immediately after the defeat of 1871, France set
herself the task of rebuilding and revitalising her defence forces.' By

the end of the century a new strategy with new weaponry for its
implementation had been accomplished. This strategy was one of
*offensive & outrance®, governed by the dictum "to win you have 1o
advance".#? To adopt such a strategy is to opt basically for light
weaponry, and the French innovation was successfully ahead in this
respect. The French army was the first to acquire "the magazine rifle* -
the Lebel - which was adopted in 1899. Two years before, the French had
started producing the 75.nm quick firing field gun, by far the best plece
of light artillery in existence at the time and considerably superior to
the German 77 gun.*® Thus harmony here did not appear to be of pure
chance, but indeed as a result of conscious decision. As one army

representative explained in 1909, "You talk to us of heavy artillery!
Thank God we have none! Vhat gives the French army its strength is the
lightness of its cannons".#4 Hence the necessity for such strong

opposition to artillery guns limitation was understandable.

The French strategy was mainly land based. Since threats to French
security were predominantly seen to be coming from the East, ie from
Germany, it was the army which possessed the primeordial role of the
offensive. To the navy was assigned the role of servant and the defence

of the coasts. To perform such a role it was to be constituted of a
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mabile force of small torpedos, and the war strategy of squadrons was
replaced by the tactics of hit and run. On account of their size
Torpedos could operate quite inconspicuocusly under caver of darkness,
although by day they became more vulnerable to the enemy. However the
advent of the submarine made up for this strategic vacuum since it had
become possible to achieve what small torpedos could not do in daylight:
le hit and run.*® The strategic necessity of the submarine explains
France's uncompromising attitudes in this respect at the Hague

Disarmament Conferences. As Lockery wondered “wauld it not be a serious

loss to suppress (the submarine), which makes our strength"?4€

The subordination of disarmament to foreign and defence policles
and strategy found an echo in French society at large. Disarmament was
viewed with suspicion through the eyes of a public wha had not forgatten

Alsace-Lorraine. As the First Hague Canference got underway many French

newspaper editorialists "...hoped that the deliberation on arms limitation
would fail. The attempts of pacifist socileties, socialists, and
suffragette groups to mabilise opinion in favour of the Conference

recelved no support".4”

After the Second Hague Conference, arms control and disarmament
lost momentum in French diplomacy and hardly preoccupied the public
nind, This state of affairs continued until after the First Vorld Var

when disarmament became one of the most pressing issues of international

affairs.
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CHAPTER TVO

Security: The Concept and Means

After the First VWorld Var the global situation had undergone drastic
change and a new international order was established by the Versallles
csettlement of the conflict. For France, whilst the new arder was
satisfactory enough to prevent another invasion episode of the kind which
had twice previously befallen her in the space of fifty years (in 1870
and 1914), its durability was not certain. Because of this uncertainty

French foreign and defence policies including the question of disarmament
were essentially based upon security calculations. To study their
approach to disarmament during this period it is therefore necessary, and

is the aim of this Chapter, to commence with the question of security.
It should be mentioned however, that it is not intended here to provide a
full study of the French security problem as this has already been the
subject of numercus other studies.” Instead, this Chapter will focus upon

two essential points: firstly, the concept of security - ie what French

leaders actually meant by security, and secondly, the means they set

themselves to guarantee their security.

1. The Concept

This section focuses upon the identification of essential elements

of France's security in the post-Versailles era as defined by her
politicians and military leaders. These will be preceded by a brief

account of the difficulties in coining a common conceptualisation af

security, thereby justifying the approach adopted here.

1.1 Definition

Security is a word used widely in diplomatic and military

conmunication, yet which remains at the same time one of the most

ambiguous concepts. For example, when two states go to war with each

other, they both justify their belligerant behaviour upon the grounds of
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security. In terms of abstract logic such claims should cancel each
other out and these states should achieve security by each refraining
from its belligerant actions. Yet human behaviour does not lend itself

easlly to abstract logic, and the source of ambiguities of security are

complex.®

The literal meaning of the word ‘security' is described as the

quality of feeling secure, that is feeling free from danger, fear and

uncertainty.® Vhen applied to:

"a nation state it seems to be related to the likelihood of
survival, to confidence in the maintenance of the state's boundaries,

to the nation's well-being and its ability to preserve its
territorial, cultural or ideological integrity".4

On the basis of this definition the general concept of security appears

to be based upon two elements: the "subjective awareness of an absence of
danger to vital interests of a state", and "the existence of means which

seem sufficient to meet such a danger shauld it occur".® The concept is

therefore subjective and variable. Further, as Robert E Osgood argued:

"It is not only the subjective nature of security and its
dependence on milieu goals that give the conception of national
security its protean quality. It is also the broad and intangible
character of the national self that is to be secured. The people of
the nation personify the state and project upon it ideas of honour
and prestige that become as much a part af their vicarious

collective personality as are the nation's territory, allles, and
vital interest."s

In line with this definition of the concept of security, Jean Fabry,

one of France's staunch French security-minded leaders of the interwar

period, observed that:

"There is not, and there cannot be, any uniform notion of
security. Everyone defines it in his own way".”

Hence the question, what did the French mean when they claimed their
legitimate right to security?
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The literal meaning af the French word “sécurité" refers to a
situation where there is no danger to be feared and the tranquility of
mind that results from it. The word "sécurité" has some synonymity with

the word ‘sureté' but one should not "Confuse sécurité, the feeling of

having nothing to fear and sureté, the state of having nothing to fear"s.

The phrase "feeling of fear' is a keynote to the definition aof the
security image which French leaders built for themselves during the

Twentles and which acted as the guiding principle of their foreign and
defence policlies. Such an image will be identified by looking at the

sources 0f fear which haunted French politicians and military men alike

during the post-First Vorld WVar years.

1.2 Control aof the Rhineland

The main source of France's “feeling of fear" was Germany. 7o many
politicians and theorists who lived through the First Vorld Var,
post-Versailles Germany was a weak, demoralised, and disarmed nation. To
see it under any other light would be, in their view, ironic. Yet to the
French, however ironic or pathologically obsessive such a view might have
been, Germany remained in their eyes a threatening force to be reckoned

with. A Senate Report in 1920 made this crystal clear by stating that
the Germany of Versallles:

"...1s undoubtedly a conquered Germany, but she is also a

Germany remaining compact, conserving - even reinforcing her unity;
she 1s a Germany able, no matter what the pretences made,...if she is

not watched, of preparing revenge which her power permits".®

The cause of concern was not, therefore, the present or immediate
future but the potential revival of Germany revival and the regaining of

her previous power position. As Joseph Paul-Boncour declared in the
Chanmber of Deputies in 1924,:

"The dangerous years are not the present ones but those which
will come after®.'©
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These had been termed the hollow years (les annees creises). The essence
of the German potential was seen to lay in the elements of unity still
operational despite her crushing defeat in the War. These elements were
ideological, economic and demographic. Ideologically German people were
judged to be aggressive, philosophically bound together and consequently
could easily be unified again into a single and powerful entity. A nation

in whom militarism was ingrained and virtually impossible to uproot, and

thus she would remain "une menace redoutable®*.!?

Combined with these beliefs was also the fact that whilst Germany's
econony remained almost intact the French economy was devasted., 7% of

French territory which bad been overrun during the war, constituted in

1914 the biggest industrialised area of the country. It was then
producing 66% of French textiles, 60% of mined coal, and 55% of steel.
This same area was inhabited by 10% of the total population and 14% of

the industrial population of the whole of France.'® The losses incurred
by this area were disastrous. About 222,132 houses were completely

ruined, and a further 342,197 partially destroyed. Industrial production
fell considerably. For example in the coal mining industry of the north

alone, output fell from 18,662,000 tons in 1913 to 2,433,000 tons in
1820,'=

However, of all elements of German power potential the imbalance in
numbers of population between the two nations weighed like a nightmare
on the minds of French leaders. Marshal Foch, in 1919, conceded that

whatever political organisation Germany may adopt, there would always be

to the East of the Rhine, a German population of between 64 and
7S million subjects united by language and thought, bound together by

common interests.'® France had a population of just less than
40 million.

As was shown in the Chapter One above, concern aver the population
disparity, began a long time before the First World War had become a
constant factor in French foreign and defence policy calculations
throughout the interwar period. The substance of the disparity resided
in the imbalanced trend of growth of the two populations., As illustrated
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by Graphs 2 and 3 on pages 29 and 30 respectively, from 1841-1936

Germany had a higher birth rate and lower death rate compared to France.

Concern over the decline of the French population's growth rate as a
parameter of France's foreign policy produced feedback in the sphere of

domestic politics, particularly after 1919. It was so disturbing to
political leaders almost across the political spectrum that different
French governments were unanimous in their tough stance against abortion

and birth control. Some extremist patriots went even so far as to claim
that:

“...birth control propaganda was subsidised by the Germans, and

that anyone who sympathised with spreading such information was a
willing tool of the nation's enemy.'®

The conclusion French leaders drew from all this was that although
France had been invaded twice by the same intruder (Germany) from the

same direction (East), this vanquished intruder remained a potential
threat only if the elements of its potential powers were allowed the
opportunity to join forces. The way to prevent such a thing happening
would be to sit on the Rhine with an observing and constantly watchful

eye, and to stifle every attempt to turn that potential threat inta a real
one.

It was in this context that the Rhine emerged as a pivotal aspect
of the French security concept. As expressed by Marshal Foch:

"If we are in control of the Rhine, we are in control of all
the Rhineland, if we are not we would have lost everything".'®

The Rhine was described as the natural frontier behind which France could

nurture and flourish her security. Without it France's security would
perish. This frontier was valued highly by French leaders, particularly
Marshal Foch who saw no trade off for it. His firm stance on this
caused Georges Clemenceau'” some uneasiness during the negotiation of the
Versailles Treaty. The latter, under pressure from the Americans and the

British, showed some flexibility in moderating of his position by

accepting the temporary occupation of the Rhine in exchange for an
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